Record of Public Submissions

This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for:
Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Direct Control District
The public hearing was held on November 24, 2015. Submissions respecting this bylaw were accepted
between October 20, 2015, when council approved the hearing date, and 10:50 p.m. on November 24,
2015, when the public hearing adjourned.

This document was prepared by Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk, on December 3, 2015.

Applicant submission

In favour

Susan Kay Barry

Canmore, AB

November 20, 2015
Mayor & Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Council:
Re:

Land Use Redesignation, Peaks of Grassi

I write in support of the above-noted application and likewise urge you to support
the re-designation to create a viable affordable housing scheme in a perfectly
appropriate location – an existing residential subdivision.
You are aware that the need for affordable housing exists and that the Town’s
ability to bring sufficient units on line is very limited and probably not supported, or
could be supported, by the taxpayers, to the extent required. It would be very
prudent of Council to take advantage of the significant offer that has been put
forward by this developer. I don’t know how you can turn to the taxpayer to foot
these bills if you reject private subsidization of non-market or market affordable
housing.
The public outcry against this and the Larch Park proposal calls to mind the vitriol
and divisiveness that existed in Canmore in the early to mid-nineteen nineties. It is
disturbing to say the least and I hope Council will put paid to this negativity by
standing firmly for the needs of the community.
Please support the land use redesignation as requested.
Yours truly,

Susan Kay Barry

In favour

Mayor John Borrowman – jborrowman@canmore.ca
Councillor Esme Comfort – ecomfort@canmore.ca
Councillor Sean Krausert – skrausert@canmore.ca
Councillor Vi Sanford – vsanford@canmore.ca
Councillor Joanna McCallum - jmccallum@canmore.ca
Councillor Rob Seeley - rseeley@canmore.ca
Councillor Ed Russell - erussell@canmore.ca
Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde - chyde@canmore.ca
Subject: Peaks Landing – Bylaw 2015-19

To Whom It May Concern:
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore,
Banff and surrounding areas. I believe that the re-zoning application called Peaks Landing, and
further potential development including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a
viable and positive solution, in part, to this problem.
Canmore is a growing mountain town that is becoming increasingly appealing to people to live,
work and purchase property (that they will not live in full time) each year. I understand that no
one wants such a development in their backyard or area of residence (whether part time or full
time). However, the need for affordable housing is real and people who cannot afford to buy
the big house on top of the hill, should still have options available to them.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge
council to approve this project.
Sincerely,
Carole Beaton
Business Owner in Canmore

in favour

in favour

Canmore, AB
November 22, 2015
Re: Peaks Landing - Bylaw 2015-19
To : Mayor John Borrowman – jborrowman@canmore.ca, Councillor Esme Comfort – ecomfort@canmore.ca,
Councillor Sean Krausert – skrausert@canmore.ca, Councillor Vi Sanford – vsanford@canmore.ca, Councillor
Joanna McCallum - jmccallum@canmore.ca, Councillor Rob Seeley - rseeley@canmore.ca, Councillor Ed Russell erussell@canmore.ca, Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde - chyde@canmore.ca
We are writing in support of the proposed development in the Peaks of Grassi.
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is an urgent issue impacting many people in Canmore, Banff and surrounding
areas. According to CBC1, the average price of a home in Canmore is over $900,000, and rental vacancy rates are at
0%. Consequently, the Bow Valley has the dubious honour of owning Canada’s highest job vacancy rates, forcing
business owners to reduce hours and consequently reduce income. In an environment where families must earn
annual salaries of at least $120,000 to live comfortably (as indicated by Mayor John Borrowman in the same CBC
article), this prolonged housing environment insidiously erodes our community’s business-sustaining ability. Left
unaddressed, we risk witnessing the gutting of Canmore’s middle-class and under 35 year old demographic.
Urban Reserve Land Use Districts set aside land for urban use. The local owners of this particular Urban Reserve
parcel of land have shown commendable commitment to actively address our housing challenge, and have
proposed building 27 new residences complete with legal rental suites, 7 of which are designated as Perpetually
Affordable Housing, and all of which are well under Canmore’s average house price. Furthermore, recognizing the
sensitive nature of this particular parcel of land, they have donated over ½ of the land back to the Town of
Canmore. This unambiguous statement of commitment to community development cannot be overstated – not
only will these local businessmen have given away more than 50% of their investment, they will furthermore have
built 7 new residences at no financial profit to themselves, should this proposal be approved.
Peaks Landing developers have displayed exemplary community commitment, actively collaborating to hit an acute
community problem head-on. Recognizing the quality of the proposed development, and the likelihood of its
positive impact on our community at large, the Canmore Community Housing Corporation has taken the
unprecedented step of offering a letter of support for their proposal. We likewise strongly encourage Council to
approve this development, and by doing so, encourage other socially-minded entrepreneurs to adopt this made in
Canmore public-private collaboration approach to address further community challenges.
Respectfully,
Dorthe Christensen __

Chris Carlson ___
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____________

___________________

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/calgary/canmore-rent-real-estate-affordable-housing-1.3310868

in favour

in favour

in favour

in favour

in favour

in favour
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy Gnutel/
Monday, November 23, 2015 11:02 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment

To Whom It May Concern:
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore, Banff and
surrounding areas. I believe that the re-zoning application in the Peaks of Grassi, and further potential
development including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a viable and positive solution, in part,
to this problem.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge council to
approve this project.
Sincerely,
Amy Gnutel
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in favour

in favour

in favour

in favour

From: Jeff Mah
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2015 11:15 PM
To: John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Subject: Letter regarding Re-zoning of Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi

Dear Mayor and Councillors,
I am writing this brief letter to show my support for the rezoning of the Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi.
While there is strong organized opposition towards the rezoning, it does harken back to the old joke, "What's
the difference between a conservationist and a developer?"
Answer: The conservationist already owns their home in the woods.
As someone with a younger family, I can certainly vouch for the importance of expanding our current realestate landscape and offering more options for lower income brackets. While the proposed development with
7PAH units, 7MAH units, 8 duplexes with secondary basement suites and 5 single family units is only a
fraction of what is needed, approving this development would be a key step forward and symbolic of where the
town needs to shift.
We have so many incredible young families who will form the future life-blood and spirit of this community in
the coming decades, and by giving them some opportunities, we are ensuring the vibrancy, diversity and
competitiveness of Canmore on the future world stage.
Thank you for your vision, and for hearing my opinion.
Respectfully,
jeff

-jeff mah
free to become
www.jeffmah.com
www.theyogalounge.ca
"Never confuse movement with action"
Ernest Hemingway
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in favour

From: johnbowview
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 3:43 PM
To: Planning E-Mail
Subject: Peaks of Grassi DC District Public Hearing

Regarding the peaks of Grass application, I am all for whatever we need to do to provide affordable housing for
this community.
The land is zoned Urban reserve. We need this type of housing in order to be a sustainable community.
Society changes and our council needs to heed to present day needs, not what was yesterday.
I applaud the developer for having the insight to bring a much needed product to the market place.
Regards
J.R. McIsaac

Sent from my Samsung device
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In favour

Canmore, AB

November 18, 2015

To : Town Council, Town of Canmore
c/o Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
sent via email : chyde@canmore.ca

Re : Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment

We are writing in support of the proposed development in the Peaks of Grassi.

The Proposed Development
As we look at the entire Peaks of Grassi development, the area in question appears to be the final
segment of the full development. It is continuous with the areas developed previously and will
complete the build-out of this area. It is clear this area was always intended to be developed.
We have a proponent who not only wants to develop the land in question but also wants to help our
community with one of the key housing challenges we face. This developer is a local business who is
well aware of the community’s needs and understands the type of development that makes sense here.
The combination of regular market-driven housing and perpetually affordable housing is an innovative
step and demonstrates the developer’s community values.

The Development Proposal Process
There is no doubt Canmore has housing challenges that require innovative solutions. The development
proposal process we have in Canmore needs to be favourably inclined to developers who want to go
beyond the normal approach.
Each proposal that will come forward in the future will have its own proponents and detractors. We
have no doubt that each affected neighbourhood will have strong NIMBY sentiments. If Council does
not take a “whole community” approach to development proposals, we will have the same arguments
and the same debates every time without actually getting anything done to help solve our housing

In favour
challenge. We all know we need more diverse housing in the community, but no neighbourhood wants
in their back yard. Where does this lead us?

Canmore – the Community from a Housing Perspective
We live on a street that is zoned R2. While we still have some older homes on our street, at some point
in the future, we will only have duplexes. That kind of homogeneity of housing will lead to a
homogeneity of who lives there.
Canmore will only function well as a real and “whole” community if we have a greater degree of
diversity of who lives here. Our businesses will never be able to build enough staff housing to house all
of their staff and our neighbourhoods need to have a wide range of affordable housing in them.
Our local economy will not thrive if the needed staff to make it work can’t live here. We need housing
for the full spectrum of affordability and this won’t happen if each neighbourhood bounces this ball back
to Council with the message – not in my back yard!

The Proposed Development –Again
Here we have a local developer who wants to add to our affordable housing supply in addition to doing
what our free market economy allows them to do as a housing developer. This is to be encouraged!
The proposed development will add to our community, not detract from it.
We strongly encourage Council to green-light this development so that we can make some real progress
in tackling Canmore’s housing challenge.

Thank you!

Original signed by Norbert Meier and Silvia Stettler

Norbert Meier and Silvia Stettler

in favour
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eric Ostman <
Saturday, November 21, 2015 7:02 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi Bylaw 2015-19

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing you to express my support for bylaw 2015‐19 and the associated housing development as
proposed.
I have previously been actively involved in the delivery of affordable housing in the Bow Valley for over 15
years as a Director and President of the Banff Housing Corporation and as a Director of the Canmore
Community Housing Corporation, and I continue to maintain a keen interest in regional housing issues. I truly
believe that a healthy community needs a progressive mix of housing options and the proponent has addressed
this mix very well under the circumstances in their latest proposal. Personally I feel we will need to densify the
community (much like Banff has become) and that it is an inevitable certainty unless more serviced land
becomes available at a much more affordable cost that it is currently. Unless, of course demand for local
affordable market housing was to disappear.
As councillors I know you are under great pressure from stakeholders who resent more development in existing
neighbourhoods. I respect that many people come here for the lifestyle and often resent change once they are
here. One thing I find that makes Canmore very different from other communities is that many people come
here because they want (and can afford) to, and choose to live here part time or full time as a "life style".
Everyone is from somewhere else. I have lived in the Bow Valley for 38 years, and I often think back to when I
first moved to Canmore in 1979 and the people who’s home this was then. If they had resented change and
growth like so many of our more recent “residents" do today we would still have gravel streets, a much smaller
Canmore, and no economy. It blows me away that so many new residents (perhaps "home owners" would be a
better term) are so resentful of growth and change once they are here! Have we really become that elite of a
community? Because if that is what we have become, this is not “My Canmore”.
Again recently, the Bow Valley has attracted media attention nationally about the lack of housing options for
residents, particularly for its working everyday contributors to our communities. It’s real and its a real problem
both for the working members of our community, and for the businesses and organizations who create our
economy. It needs to be dealt with by increasing and promoting housing supply, or reducing the demand. Its
that simple.
Thank you for taking the time to read this. I know you are going to have a lively evening on Tuesday and I
thought it more appropriate to not take up your time in person. Please do the right thing.
I urge you to support this project ( and others like it) for the greater good of the Community, and to approve
Bylaw 2015‐19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment.

Eric Ostman
Canmore, AB
1
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in favour

From: Mirit Poznansky
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 4:02 PM
To: Planning E-Mail
Subject: Peaks of Grassi

To Whom this may concern,
My name is Mirit and my partner and I were fortunate enough to be able to purchase a townhouse two years ago
in the best neighborhood in Canmore, Peaks of Grassi. We spent months looking for a home in Canmore within
our budget and were surprised by how few units were available within our price range.
I've been following the Peaks redevelopment plan for sometime and have become overwhelmed with the fervent
opposition of some of my neighbors. I wasn't around when promises were made, and I do live far away from the
proposed development (on the other side of the neighborhood) so perhaps I'm not qualified to comment.
However, what I do know is that Canmore needs more affordable housing, more townhouse-style units not for
the seasonal workers (this proposed development will not help them - we need more apartment-style
accommodation as well), but for young professionals, young families and others who want to make Canmore
their home and contribute to the longevity of this community.
I don't think an additional 40 units to a neighborhood of 400 is going to significantly impact wildlife (moreso
than they already are), sight lines for Quarry Lake, and I even don't think parking is going to be a problem once
the bus comes to our neighborhood.
I'm not a supporter of any and all development, but I do think if the developers are taking a reasonable approach
and focusing in on townhouse-style or secondary-suite style and affordable (or relatively affordable)
accommodation, it would be a benefit to the community of Canmore and to Peaks of Grassi.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Thank You,

1

in favour
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tyler Provost
Monday, November 23, 2015 8:14 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw 2015-19: Letter of Support

To Whom It May Concern:
I have been living in the Bow Valley for the past 8 years and have first hand experienced the difficulties of finding
reasonably priced rental options, let alone options to become a homeowner. As 2015 started, my partner and I
looked into becoming homeowners and went through the process, quickly realizing that there was very little to
choose from our my price range. Proportionally speaking, our budget would have allowed us a significantly more
suitable home in areas away from where we truly want to be living.
Having followed the proceedings of this particular re‐zoning application, and others such as the Old Day Care
Lands, it is disappointing to see the level of opposition towards young professionals such as myself actively being
held back from creating a meaningful life here.
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore, Banff and
surrounding areas. I believe that the re‐zoning application in the Peaks of Grassi, and further potential
development including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a viable and positive solution, in part, to
this problem.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015‐19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge council to approve
this project.
Sincerely,
Tyler Provost
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in favour

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Reeves
Thursday, November 19, 2015 8:45 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing Bylaw 2015-19

To Whom It May Concern:
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore, Banff and
surrounding areas. I believe that the re‐zoning application called Peaks Landing, and further potential
development including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a viable and positive solution,
in part, to this problem.
As Chair of the Canmore Police Committee I know that one of the roadblocks to recruiting new members
to the detachment is the lack of affordable housing. That is one of the reasons that 20% of our
detachment have to live and commute from Cochrane. I believe that all of our members should live in our
Community if they are going to understand the importance of Community Policing in Canmore.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015‐19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge council
to approve this project.
Sincerely,
John Reeves
Chair, Canmore Police Committee
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in favour

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dan Roycroft
Monday, November 23, 2015 4:11 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Support for Peaks Landing

I just wanted to send a note of support for the Peaks Landing rezoning proposal. As the employer of 5 awesome
employees who have lived and worked in town for many years, I want them to be able to make this town their
permanent home. The fact that most of them are still housed in rented rooms and shared houses speaks to the
difficulty of getting into the housing market here. As a former resident of the peaks of Grassi neighborhood for
6 years I welcome the Peaks Landing development proposal is a solid step towards a more affordable and
sustainable town.

Dan Roycroft
Zone4 Team
205-820 Main Street
Canmore, AB, T1W2B7
1-403-609-4968 (cell)
1-888-444-0199 (office)
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in favour

in favour
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Avni Soma
Monday, November 23, 2015 8:50 PM
Cheryl Hyde
in support of rezoning Peaks of Grassi

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town of Canmore Council,
As a full-time resident and small business owner in Canmore, I completely support the proposed rezoning of
the Urban Reserve in the Peaks of Grassi. I value living in a socially and economically diverse community. It is
only with diversity that we can continue to build and support a thriving, local economy. And as a local
employer, we continue to find that Canmore’s affordable housing issue affects our ability to build a strong,
committed team by limiting our pool of candidates and hindering our current team members to stay for the
long-term.
The development proposal for the Peaks land was extensively researched, consultations completed and
clearly well-intentioned. I am grateful that there are members of our community who care enough about the
housing issue to put their own time, energy and money into creating this proposal.
Sincerely,
Avni Soma

1

in favour

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Thom
Friday, November 20, 2015 10:55 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi

Hello Cheryl,
I am writing you today to voice my support of Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment
and urge council to approve this project.
Quite a few friends of mine have had to leave the valley because of the cost of housing here and these were all
good people of solid character that would have been a great assent to the community had they stayed. Had I not
purchased a place in Palliser (an affordable housing development) then I too might have left the valley by
now. I believe that this re-zoning application (Peaks Landing) and other affordable homes can help prevent
good people from leaving town.
Sincerely,
Jeff Thom

Sent from my mobile:
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in favour
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Chrystel Vultier
Sunday, November 15, 2015 9:30 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Support for the re-zoning of the Urban Reserve in the Peaks of Grassi

Dear Mayor & Councillors,
I write to you in support of the re-zoning of the Urban Reserve in the Peaks of Grassi. As a socially and
environmentally minded individual, I usually find myself in the camp opposed to development so often
characterized by an insatiable appetite for profit and blatant disregard for the welfare of the community and
ecosystem.
This is truly no such case.
This development proposal goes to great lengths, at considerable expense to provide a truly tailor made solution
to Canmore's affordable housing woes, while also extensively addressing concerns of environmental & wildlife
impact. The lengthy consultation process with CCHC to determine exactly the current needs of affordable
housing in our community has yielded a progressive & innovative proposal to meet those needs. Commitment
to affordability to this extent is unprecedented among developers in the Valley.
I urge you to make the courageous decision in face of emotionally-driven, cacophonous opposition to support
this re-zoning application.
I support your rejection of the initial application, and applaud your invitation to the developers to bring a better
plan for affordable housing to the table. I believe they have truly succeeded in doing that.
I believe that progressive change takes courage and that those with the most investment in the status quo will
always be the slowest to accept change, and the most vocal, organized (and well-funded) in their opposition. I
trust in your leadership to guide this community through the noise.
Thank-you for all you do.
Chrystel
Farm Box
(403) 609 5354
farmbox.ca
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in favour

Subject: Bylaw 201,5-19

Mayor John Borrowmol't - iborrowfnan @canmore.ca
Councillor Esme Comfort - ecomfort@can mgre.ca
Councillor Sean Krausert - skrauselt@canmore.ca
Councillor Vi Sanford - vsanford@canmore.ca
Councillor Joanna McCallum - imccallum(&can more.ca
Councillor Rob Seeley - rseelev@canrnore.ca
Councillor Ed Russell - erussel!@canmore.ca
Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde - chyde@cqnmore.ca

To Whom

lt May Concern:

Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore,
Banff and surrounding areas. I believe that the re-zoning application in the Peak of Grassi, and
further potentialdevelopment including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a
viable and positive solution, in part, to this problem.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge

councilto approve this project.
Sincere

Donna Vultier
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in favour

Subject: Bylaw 2AJ,5-19

M ayo r J oh n Bo rrowm a n - i b o r r,ow $ a n @-ca nln o re . ca
Councillor Esme Comfort - es.omfort@Jan r,nore.cq
Councillor Sean Krausert - skrausert@.can rnp(e.ca
Councillor Vi Sanford - vsantord @_can rnore.,ga
Councillor Joanna McCallurn - illsca.llum(aca n more.ca
Councillor Rob Seeley * rseqlev@qanmore.ca
Councillor Ed Russell - qrussell@panmgre.Sa
Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde - qhvde@c.arlflrorg._ca

To Whom

lt May Concern:

Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore,
Banff and surroundlng areas. I believe that the re-zoning application in the Peaks of Grassi, and
further potentialdevelopment including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a
viable and positive solution, in part, to this problem.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015-19 Peak of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge
council to approve this project.

Sincerely,

Henri Vultier
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in favour

Subject: Bylaw 203.5-J.9

Mayor John Borrowman - iboJrowmaL@canFore.ga
Councillor Esme Comfort - ecomfo-rt@canmore.ca
Councillor Sean Krausert - skrausert@caIfnorg.ca
Councillor Vi Sanford - vspnford@cannlorq.ca
Councillor Joanna McCallum - imccallum@ganmore.ca
Councillor Rob Seeley - rseglev@cannlore.ca
Councillor Ed Russell - erussell@canmgre.ca
Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde - qhvdg@gan,more.qa

To Whom

lt May Concern:

Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore,'
Banff and surrounding areas. I believe that the re-zoning application in the Peak of Grassi, and
further potentialdevelopment including perpetualand market affordable homes, can offer a
viable and positive solution, in part, to this problem.
For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment and urge
council to approve this project.

Sincerely,

Michael Vultier
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in favour

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

graeme williams
Friday, November 20, 2015 6:10 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi Development

Dear Mayor & Councillors,
I wish to register my support for the Peaks Landing Infill development proposed in the Peaks of Grassi. I
particularly note that the latest proposal increases the much needed inclusion of PAH, MAH & units with
secondary basement suites.
I am a full time resident in Canmore & live in the Peaks of Grassi with my young family - where we have
owned our home for more than a decade.
I see first hand with as my children progress through the school system here, the struggles that ordinary working
families face in finding housing in this town & we see every year a steady stream of families forced out of the
town - a situation that always saddens me.
I use local businesses where the staff turnover is extraordinary - again I often hear due to the lack of affordable
accommodation. Where would this town be without the people who make our coffees, empty our garbage,
deliver our post, stack our supermarket shelves & serve our meals - in other words people who work hard to
earn their money - but who face an uphill struggle just to get a foot on the property ladder.
The vitality of our town depends not only with the rich weekenders who can pop along every once in a while &
enjoy the amenities & services on offer. Nor does it rely on lucky people like me who were fortunate to buy at
the right time & have the money to enjoy life here. I find it also lies with the people who really make this town
work throughout the week & beyond. There needs to be affordable space for the young people who want to
stick around when it's time to fly the parental nest, the people contributing to the cultural landscape & lets not
forget the elderly as well. I would be dismayed to see this town further become a sterile weekend retreat for the
wealthy & privileged.
I live in the Peaks, have done for more than a decade & I understand the pressure on the wildlife, pressure that
the very presence of my home has created - it would be incredibly hypocritical of me to use this as an excuse to
block further development in this area. If Canmore is to grow to embrace the working people, young families &
elderly folk in this town - this infill is logical in a place where roads, utilities & infrastructure are in place.
I do have some caveats - I would really like to see ROAM expand into the Peaks ASAP to help people commute
into the downtown core & beyond. I would also like to see the introduction of speed calming measures on the
roads & some thought into how to solve the parking issues in this neighbourhood.
However these are minor concerns compared to the housing shortage - I unreservedly support the development.
Kind Regards
Graeme Williams
Wilson Way
1

Canmore
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in favour

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Stan & Liz Williams
Monday, November 23, 2015 2:18 PM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Unopposed- Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning Development.

Dear Council:
I am unopposed to By Law 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Peaks of Grassi Re-Zoning Development.
I live on Wilson Way east of Shelian Lane. The only possible impact the development would have on us is
potentially increased traffic on Peaks Drive. Future traffic control upgrades may be needed at Peaks
Drive/Three Sisters Parkway, but that is speculation at present.
The land in question is currently zoned as "Urban Reserve." What is it reserved for if not housing? Canmore
does have a housing issue with a low vacancy rate; this infill development will help alleviate the housing
shortage.
Council should consider the economic benefits of the development, such as increased revenue from property
taxes and development fees. If the infill development is rejected, how will this influence the existing property
taxation base without this future revenue?
The infill development will afford other families or individuals to enjoy the benefits that Peaks of Grassi offers,
such as walking distance to Quarry Lake, the dog run, the Nordic Centre and downtown and magnificent views,
while living in an alpine setting. It's wonderful to live in the Peaks!
The wildlife and environmental arguments against the project seem to be frivolous. To say Canmore co-exists
with wildlife is an understatement. Frankly I'm amazed at how few human- large animal interactions there are
considering the amount of wildlife in Canmore and the Bow Valley. Canmore has done well to reduce or
eliminate animal attractants and animal-human interactions.
I use the power line trail frequently, westbound from Peaks Drive, for recreation and commuting to Quarry
Lake and downtown and I haven't seen any wildlife. I walk the trails in the forest on the north side of the power
line and while there may be wildlife sign there encounters seem rare and wildlife management is excellent. My
greatest concern with wildlife is stepping in elk poop.
Wildlife exist all through Canmore. A cougar presentation in 2013(?) showed that they are everywhere in
Canmore and yet, we don't see them. The Trans Canada Highway doesn't seem to impede animal movement.
The infill development won't impede or influence animal movement either.
Trees that may be left standing alone (as argued by those opposed) which may blow down, is irrelevant. There
are trees standing alone elsewhere in the Peaks, such as at the condos at 825 Wilson Way. They are 40 feet tall
and they haven't blown down. Fewer trees within a housing development is fire-smart.
When I use the power line trail I'm not bothered if I can see houses or not. I don't go there to peek into back
yards since the glorious view of Mount Rundle is before me. The new infill houses will not be visible from
Quarry Lake because sight lines are blocked by bush and trees on both sides of the power line. We absolutely
1

should try to preserve as many trees as possible in the proposed infill development. Council can make that a
condition of approval. Leaving a buffer of trees on the south side of the power line at the proposed infill site
seems possible.
Are town services such as sewer, water, power, natural gas and possibly increased storm sewer runoff adequate
to provide for the future infill?
I dislike the argument put forward by those opposed that there are development opportunities elsewhere, such as
in the Three Sisters area. While that may be true it doesn't address the issue of the development application in
the Peaks of Grassi before council, the housing shortage in Canmore and possible future taxation and
development fees revenue loss.
It has been argued that the development plan that was approved in 1998 is still valid. This issue was dealt with
by council recently. The 2015 development application supersedes 1998. The issues 17 years later are different.
There is a housing shortage in Canmore. Peaks of Grassi is now a well established community. Wildlife is well
managed and human conflicts are very few.
Finally, if the rezoning is approved and construction proceeds, how will council ensure construction traffic is
controlled, all entering the Peaks of Grassi community by Peaks Drive?

Sincerely,
Stan Williams

Canmore
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in favour
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

carolynn winterhalt
Friday, November 20, 2015 9:23 AM
Cheryl Hyde
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum; Ed Russell; Rob Seeley
Peaks Landing – Bylaw 2015-19

To Whom It May Concern:
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is a prevalent issue impacting many people in Canmore, Banff and
surrounding areas. I believe that the re-zoning application called Peaks Landing, and further potential
development including perpetual and market affordable homes, can offer a viable and positive solution, in part,
to this problem.

As a young professional living in the Bow Valley, I recognize the essential need for the availability of all types
of homes in Canmore. For this reason, I support Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment
and urge council to approve this project.
Sincerely,
Carolynn Winterhalt

1

neutral
Canmore Business & Tourism
Suite 206 - 1080 Railway Avenue
Canmore, AB, T1W 1P4

P 1.855.678.1295
E info@tourismcanmore.com
W canmorebusiness.com

Official Destination Marketing Organization of Canmore Kananaskis

Mayor	
  John	
  Borrowman	
  
Town	
  Council	
  
Town	
  of	
  Canmore	
  
Canmore,	
  AB	
  
November	
  24,	
  2015	
  
Re:	
  Affordable	
  Housing	
  in	
  Canmore	
  

Dear	
  Mayor	
  and	
  Council,	
  
On	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  of	
  Canmore	
  Business	
  and	
  Tourism,	
  I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  speak	
  to	
  the	
  issue	
  
of	
  affordable	
  housing	
  in	
  Canmore	
  and	
  its	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  local	
  business	
  community.	
  
Through	
  this	
  letter	
  Canmore	
  Business	
  and	
  Tourism	
  is	
  not	
  speaking	
  directly	
  for	
  or	
  against	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  
proposed	
  developments	
  currently	
  being	
  brought	
  to	
  council	
  that	
  include	
  potential	
  for	
  inclusion	
  of	
  
affordable	
  housing	
  units.	
  However,	
  we	
  do	
  wish	
  to	
  emphasize	
  the	
  very	
  real	
  challenge	
  facing	
  Canmore’s	
  
businesses	
  and	
  the	
  need	
  for	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Canmore	
  and	
  its	
  partners	
  to	
  be	
  doing	
  everything	
  possible	
  to	
  
reach	
  a	
  workable	
  solution.	
  	
  
Conversation	
  with	
  almost	
  any	
  employer	
  in	
  town	
  will	
  result	
  in	
  the	
  same	
  topic	
  of	
  discussion	
  –	
  the	
  
challenges	
  in	
  finding	
  and	
  housing	
  staff.	
  The	
  impact	
  has	
  also	
  been	
  seen	
  very	
  publically	
  with	
  several	
  
businesses	
  being	
  required	
  to	
  close	
  their	
  doors	
  for	
  one	
  or	
  more	
  days	
  each	
  week	
  during	
  particularly	
  busy	
  
periods	
  –	
  potentially	
  creating	
  a	
  very	
  negative	
  impression	
  of	
  our	
  town.	
  
Supporting	
  this	
  anecdotal	
  information	
  is	
  the	
  Business	
  Satisfaction	
  Survey	
  conducted	
  by	
  Canmore	
  
Business	
  and	
  Tourism	
  in	
  June	
  2015	
  and	
  reported	
  to	
  Council	
  in	
  August.	
  In	
  this	
  survey	
  243	
  of	
  Canmore’s	
  
1,200+	
  businesses	
  gave	
  feedback	
  on	
  the	
  town’s	
  current	
  business	
  climate,	
  representing	
  a	
  wide	
  spectrum	
  
of	
  different	
  economic	
  sectors	
  and	
  physical	
  locations.	
  Unsurprisingly	
  the	
  lack	
  of	
  affordable	
  housing	
  and	
  
subsequent	
  difficultly	
  in	
  finding	
  and	
  retaining	
  staff	
  were	
  the	
  biggest	
  challenges	
  facing	
  Canmore’s	
  
businesses.	
  
Over	
  60%	
  of	
  the	
  businesses	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  survey	
  reported	
  a	
  lack	
  of	
  affordable	
  housing	
  for	
  staff	
  as	
  a	
  
challenge	
  to	
  attracting	
  and	
  retaining	
  employees.	
  To	
  quantify	
  the	
  situation	
  the	
  survey	
  asked,	
  “To	
  achieve	
  
optimal	
  employee	
  staffing	
  level	
  how	
  many	
  additional	
  staff	
  housing	
  beds	
  do	
  you	
  require”,	
  to	
  which	
  154	
  
businesses	
  (12%	
  of	
  Canmore’s	
  in-‐town	
  total)	
  responded,	
  indicating	
  a	
  need	
  for	
  between	
  214	
  and	
  308	
  
additional	
  beds	
  with	
  two-‐thirds	
  of	
  these	
  needed	
  on	
  a	
  year-‐round	
  basis.	
  	
  

	
  
The	
  survey	
  also	
  demonstrated	
  that	
  Canmore’s	
  businesses	
  are	
  optimistic	
  about	
  the	
  future.	
  Half	
  of	
  the	
  
181	
  businesses	
  responding	
  to	
  the	
  question	
  expect	
  that	
  their	
  business	
  will	
  grow	
  or	
  expand	
  over	
  the	
  next	
  
12	
  months,	
  with	
  only	
  6%	
  expecting	
  a	
  contraction.	
  Canmore	
  businesses	
  continue	
  to	
  need	
  employees	
  to	
  
fuel	
  their	
  growth,	
  with	
  over	
  30%	
  of	
  businesses	
  indicating	
  that	
  they	
  will	
  be	
  hiring	
  more	
  employees	
  in	
  the	
  
next	
  12	
  months.	
  	
  
	
  
Canmore	
  Business	
  and	
  Tourism	
  understands	
  that	
  housing	
  is	
  not	
  entirely	
  the	
  responsibility	
  of	
  the	
  Town	
  
of	
  Canmore,	
  and	
  is	
  committed	
  to	
  working	
  with	
  Council	
  and	
  Administration	
  to	
  help	
  find	
  solutions.	
  This	
  
would	
  include	
  working	
  with	
  businesses	
  to	
  help	
  determine	
  how	
  the	
  businesses	
  themselves	
  can	
  help	
  with	
  
the	
  housing	
  issue.	
  It	
  should	
  however	
  be	
  noted	
  that	
  while	
  many	
  employers	
  do	
  recognize	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  help	
  
the	
  situation,	
  a	
  very	
  common	
  sentiment	
  is	
  represented	
  by	
  the	
  quote:	
  “If	
  housing	
  were	
  more	
  affordable	
  
in	
  Canmore	
  we	
  would	
  certainly	
  consider	
  	
  purchasing	
  staff	
  housing,	
  but	
  right	
  now	
  given	
  ROI	
  and	
  the	
  
incredibly	
  high	
  entry	
  price,	
  it	
  is	
  not	
  feasible.”	
  
	
  
Once	
  again,	
  the	
  organization	
  and	
  the	
  board	
  are	
  not	
  speaking	
  directly	
  in	
  favour	
  or	
  against	
  any	
  specific	
  
potential	
  development	
  that	
  is	
  before	
  Council.	
  We	
  are	
  simply	
  requesting	
  that	
  the	
  critical	
  need	
  for	
  
affordable	
  housing	
  be	
  taken	
  as	
  a	
  very	
  serious	
  consideration	
  in	
  making	
  any	
  decision.	
  
	
  
	
  
As	
  always	
  I	
  am	
  available	
  for	
  discussion	
  should	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  questions.	
  	
  
	
  
Regards,	
  
	
  
Andrew	
  Nickerson	
  	
  
President	
  &	
  CEO	
  

neutral
Via e-mail:

22 NOV 2015
Mayor and Councilors:
RE: PEAKS OF GRASSI DRAFT BYLAW 2015-19: NEUTRAL SUBMISSION FOR NOV 24 HEARING
My request: For Council to postpone further readings of Bylaw 2015-19 until the MDP now
under review has been adopted.
This postponement is necessary, in my view, due to a lack of adequate context – particularly
geographical context - for Bylaw 2015-19.
The draft MDP discusses the demographic “place” for densification and PAH in the community,
as well as the need to involve affected neighbourhoods in solutions. However, neither the 2011
Community Housing Action Plan (CHAP) nor the 1998 MDP, nor the draft of the new MDP
provide any geographic context for PAH and densification.
Should the priority for such residential evolution be in South Canmore or in Silvertip? In Larch
or in Stewart Creek? In Teepee Town or in Mineside? There are reasonable – albeit difficult land use planning responses to these questions at the MDP-level of detail. The lack of current
direction in this regard has likely contributed to some of the mistrust and fear expressed by
residents who do not have a context for where the Town might be focusing its efforts during
the 10-15 year life of the MDP.
Until the MDP provides geographical context Council will continue to be faced with difficult
decisions in existing neighbourhoods based simply on a proponent’s timing and convenience
rather than on a set of priority areas/neighbourhoods.
Council and the community will be devoting a great deal of time to the “new” MDP in
December and during 2016. The MDP should provide sufficient policy direction to bring
additional focus to these issues and it should be adopted prior to any decisions on proposals
such as Bylaw 2015-19.
Thanks for your ongoing efforts on behalf of the Town and for your consideration of this
approach.

Steven de Keijzer
cc: Cheryl Hyde
Alaric Fish

neutral

neutral

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

vjrowley
Monday, November 23, 2015 11:18 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment

Ms. Hyde
I would appreciate you bringing this to the attention of the appropriate people for tomorrow's Public Hearing. Thank
you.

Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors
RE: PEAKS of GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT
I’m writing to you in regard to the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would allow housing construction
on three parcels of green space in the Peaks of Grassi. I understand this will be the subject of a Public Hearing on
November 24.
I ask that you seriously consider the potential impact on the wildlife corridor which is already limited by the current
development in the area. The maintenance of wildlife corridor and the opportunity for recreation in the area would
seem to me to be a primary consideration in regard to this amendment.
I do not have a commercial interest in the area, as I live in Calgary and do not own property in the Canmore area. My
interest arises from occasional walks in the Grassi Lake area.
Thank you for your consideration.
Jim Rowley
Calgary, Alberta
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Nov.!24,!2015!
Peaks!of!Grassi!History!and!Settlement!Agreement!Presentation:!!!
Mavis!Wheatcroft,!1113!Lawrence!Grassi!Ridge!!
Nov.!24,!2015!
Peaks!of!Grassi!History!and!Settlement!Agreement!Presentation:!!!
Mavis!Wheatcroft,!1113!Lawrence!Grassi!Ridge!
Slide&1&
Your&worship,&and&respected&members&of&Council,&my&name&is&Mavis&Wheatcroft.&&I&
&
live&on&Lawrence&Grassi&Ridge&and&I&strongly)oppose)this&rezoning&application.&
&
On&Oct.&20,&Administration&shared&that&Council&is&“not%bound%by%an%applications%that%
differs%from%an%NRCB%decision.”&&It&also&suggested&that&Council&“can%consider%the%
Settlement%Agreement%in%their%decision.”&&&
&
The&NRCB&approval,&the&Settlement&Agreement&and&the&related&Master&Bylaw&198&
are&as&relevant&today&as&they&were&in&1998&and&as&they&were&in&Feb,&2015,&when&
most&of&you&indicated&that&you&honoured&decisions&of&past&councils&and&the&intent&
of&the&Settlement&Agreement.&&
&
The&corporate&parties&have&changed&on&the&side&of&the&developers,&but&that&
doesn’t&mean&that&the&interests&of&the&Town&have&to&be&given&away&while&the&
business&interests&of&developers&prevail.&Council&can&consider&–&and)be)guided)by&–&
the&Settlement&Agreement.&
&
• The&Settlement&Agreement&came&about&as&the&successful&conclusion&to&a&series&
of&purposeful&actions&by&the&Town&of&Canmore&to&oppose&an&attempt&by&Three&
Sisters&to&circumvent&the&development&caps&imposed&by&the&NRCB&in&the&Peaks&
of&Grassi.&&&
• The&Town&approved&only&45&acres&of&development&in&Pods&7&and&8&in&1996&
• The&Town&sought&and)obtained&Leave&to&Appeal&a&decision&of&the&Municipal&
Government&Board&to&overrule&the&Town’s&decision.&
• The&Town&negotiated&with&Three&Sisters&to&establish&the&Settlement&
Agreement&to&balance&interests&of&the&Town&with&the&corporate&interests&of&
Three&Sisters.&
&
Slide&2&
I&would&like&to&review&additional&aspects&of&the&history&of&the&Settlement&Agreement&
and&the&The&Master&Bylaw&198&
&
The&Master&Bylaw&was&a&Schedule&to&the&Settlement&Agreement.&&This&Bylaw&states&
under&Section&3.9.2.13#that#30#acres#of#serviced#net#developable#land#in#TS##
“shall!be!provided!to!the!Town!of!Canmore!for!community!purposes.”##This#
30#acres#can#be#used#to#build#affordable#housing.##Approximately#5#acres#were#
used#within#the#area#of#Mountain#Haven#Coop#and#McArthur#Place.##Therefore#
there#is#approximately#25#acres#remaining#on#TS#lands#on#which#the#town#is#
able#to#build#affordable#housing.##
#
&
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Slide&3&

Slide&4&

Slide&4&

Slide&5&

&
In#addition,##section#3.9.2.11,#of#the#Master#Bylaw#states#that#the#“a#minimum#
proportion#of#25%#of#all#Residential#Units#approved#during#any#particular#year#
must:#
a.#provide#secondary#rental#suites#at#the#time#of#construction#of#the#
primary#unit#or:#
#b.#qualify#as#entry#level#housing#units,#single#and#multifamily#projects#
under#the#terms#set#out#in#the#Definitions#section#of#this#Bylaw.”#
#
Bylaw#198#is#dependent#on#definitions#in#the#Settlement#Agreement#and#you#
must#be#extremely#cautious#because,#if#you#ignore#the#Settlement#Agreement,#it#
implies#you#are#willing#to#ignore#the#Master#Bylaw.###
&
&)
#
By#approving#this#application,#what#this#means#is#that#you#would#potentially#be#
willing#to#forego#
• 25#acres#for#Community#Purposes#to#build#affordable#housing#(i.e.#PAH)#
on#TS#Lands#and#
• #you#would#be#willing#to#forego#711#entry#housing#level#units.##This#
number#was#calculated#by#taking#25%#of#the#total#residential#units#in#the#
Master#Bylaw,#under#section#3.9.2.4#which#says#the#“total#number#of##
residential#units#shall#not#exceed#2,847#units.##
#
The#decision#would#appear#to#be#simple.##
&
A&previous&Council&spent&over&100,000&of&taxpayer&money&to&protect&against&
overdevelopment&in&the&Peaks&of&Grassi.&&&
&
Earlier&this&year,&engaged&citizens&volunteered&hundreds&of&hours&to&research,&write&
letters&and&meet&with&Councilors&regarding&the&previous&application&of&the&lands&in&
question,&which&had&considerably&less&density&than&the&application&before&you&
today.&&
&
This&Council&unanimously&rejected&that&application,&while&making&reference&to&the&
Settlement&Agreement.#
The&density&cap&in&the&Peaks&of&Grassi&has&been&filled.&&Any&number&of&market&priced&
homes&–&at)any)sales)price&[[&would&exceed&the&development&cap&in&the&Peaks&of&
Grassi&and&would&not&be&consistent&with&the&NRCB&approval&or&the&hard[fought&
Settlement&Agreement.&&In&addition,&by&ignoring&the&Settlement&Agreement,&the&
Town&would&forgo&those&affordable&housing&benefits&I&have&shared&related&to&h&
Master&Bylaw&198.&
&
This&past&February,&I&was&heartened&by&the&integrity&of&our&Councilors&and&by&your&
words,&Mayor&Borrowman,&when&you&said&you&believed&“that)any)…)decision)of)
Council)should)be)respected)by)future)councils”))
&&
I&heard&this&council&speak&of&honouring&the&specific&intent&expressed&in&the&
Settlement&Agreement&of&“limiting)development)to)404)units)and)45)acres.”&At&that&
1"2#

time,&my&trust&and&faith&in&the&leadership&of&this&Council&was&renewed.&&&&
&
My&hope&is&that&this&Council&will&continue&to&demonstrate&integrity&and&courage&to&
keep&to&commitments&that&have&been&made&to&citizens&of&Canmore&who&trusted&that&
the&Settlement&Agreement&would&be&respected.&&&
&
A)commitment)is)a)commitment)is)a)commitment.)
)
I&urge&you&to&honour&past&commitments&and&the&efforts&of&engaged&citizens&and&to&
reject&this&illBplanned)application&for&rezoning.&&
#
#
The)Settlement)Agreement)represents)Canmore)Interests)
At&the&time&when&The&Alberta&Court&of&Appeal&granted&the&Town&“leave&to&appeal”&the&
MGB’s&decision,&and&when&TS&then&came&back&to&the&negotiating&table,&Mayor&Dyck&was&
quoted&about&the&town’s&commitment&to&the&difficult&battle&behind&and&ahead.&&He&
remarked&on&the&near&$100,000&of&taxpayers’&money&that&had&then&been&spent,&saying&
these&particular&lands&were&important%to%citizens%and%the%Town%because%they%had%been%
identified%as%sensitive%and%valuable,%being%next%to%Quarry%Lake.%This&hard&fought&
settlement&agreement&was&based&on)a)commitment&to)avoid)overBdevelopment&so&
close&to&Quarry&Lake&and&other&nearby&environmentally&sensitive&areas.&&The&petition&
you&have/will&receive&today&is&demonstration&that&citizens&of&Canmore&still&value&that&
commitment&today.&
&
The)Settlement)Agreement)limits)development)in)the)Peaks)of)Grassi)
The&NRCB&approved&only&45&acres&for&pods&7&and&8&(which&became&Peaks&of&Grassi)&
The&1998&Settlement&Agreement&placed&a&cap&on&any&further&development&in&Peaks&of&
Grassi&beyond&404&units&and&45&acres&and&the&Settlement&Agreement&is&clearly&tied&to&
the&lands&in&question&today.&&The&current&application&for&rezoning&exceeds&the&
development&cap&based&on&both&this&legal&agreement&and&the&1992&NRCB&decision.&
• The&1998&Settlement&Agreement&expedited&approval&of&the&Master&Zoning&bylaw&
which&allowed&development&of&Three&Sisters&Lands&from&that&time&forward.&
• It&allowed&the&Town&of&Canmore&Council&to&approve&Quarry&Pines&in&the&P&of&G&with&a&
development&envelope&that&excluded&the&3&parcels&of&land&in&question&today.&
• Community&members&who&purchased&in&Quarry&Pines&in&Peaks&of&Grassi&relied&on&the&
commitments&made&in&the&Settlement&Agreement&by&the&Town&and&by&the&
developers&to&limit&development&on&Three&Sisters’&Lands&in&the&Peaks&of&Grassi&when&
purchasing&their&homes.&
&
Why)were)the)lands)in)question)zoned)Urban)Reserve?)
The&Peaks&of&Grassi&area&is&built[out&based&on&the&caps&imposed&by&the&NRCB&and&the&
Settlement&Agreement.&&This&was&acknowledged&when&Quarry&Pines&was&developed&in&
that&Three&Sisters&Land&Use&report&by&UMA&indicated&that&there&was&no&need&to&oversize&
infrastructure&as&there&were&no&future&expansion&plans.&
&
Why,&then,&were&the&lands&in&question&zoned&as&Urban&Reserve&instead&of&Conservation&
Forest&(then&the&equivalent&of&Wildlands&Conservation)?))This&question&was&raised&by&
Mayor&Borrowman&at&the&First&Reading.&This&answer&had&been&supplied&in&submissions&
1"3#

made&earlier&this&year&in&support&of&opposition&to&the&proposed&Bylaw&2014[18.&Evidence&
had&been&found&in&the&Town’s&files&that&established&the&following&timeline:&
&
Date&
Evidence&
May&25,&1999& Staff&memo&including&designation&of&the&lands&in&question&as&
“Conservation&Forest&(CF)&the&designation&inherited&from&the&
Municipal&District&upon&annexation&of&these&lands.&
June&21,&1999& Warning&letter&from&TS&to&Mayor&and&Council&
&“If%the%changes%were%to%be%passed%as&currently%described,%TSRI%
would%find%it%necessary%to%appeal%the%proposed%Land%Use%ByI
Law.”&&&
&
Three&Sisters&wanted&“a%number%of%changes%to%land%use%districts%
on%or%around%Three%Sisters’%land”%including&the&parcels&now&in&
question.&
&
The&letter’s&attachment&identified&concerns&TS&had&about&the&Town’s&
proposed&designation&for&Wildlife&Conservation&and&Public&Use&
districts&of&the&lands&in&question&today.&This&warning&letter&from&
Three&Sisters&directly&contradicts&any&assertion&that&the&lands&had&
always&been&intended&for&residential&use.&That&erroneous&assertion&
is&not&supported&by&either&the&Settlement&Agreement&or&the&TS&
letter,&both&being&tangible&evidence&rather&than&mere&self[serving&
assertions.&
&
July&12,&1999&
Redline&version&of&the&Land&Use&Bylaw&adopts&the&Three&Sisters&
request&for&UR&designation&of&the&lands&in&question.&
&
Members&of&the&1999&Council&advised&members&of&our&community&that&the&Settlement&
Agreement&was&seen&as&sufficient&to&protect&Peaks&of&Grassi&from&additional&
development&beyond&the&agreed[upon&NRCB&cap.&&It’s&worth&mentioning&that&Three&
Sisters,&at&the&same&time,&was&marketing&Quarry&Pines&for&its&considerable&green&space&
and&nearby&natural&areas.&
)
Earlier&this&year,&citizens&volunteered&hundreds&of&hours&to&research,&write&letters&and&
meet&with&Councilors&regarding&a&previous&application&of&the&lands&in&question&today.&&
That&application&had&considerable&less&density&than&the&application&before&you&today.&
This&Council&unanimously&rejected&that&application,&with&most&of&you&citing&the&
Settlement&Agreement&and&respect&for&a&previous&Council’s&decision&making.&&A&previous&
Council&spent&over&$100,000&of&taxpayer&money&to&protect&these&lands&and&to&protect&
against&overdevelopment&in&the&Peaks&of&Grassi.&&I&urge&you&to&respect&the&efforts&of&
engaged&citizens&and&a&previous&Council.&&&
&
The&developers&will&benefit&even&if&this&rezoning&is&not&approved&because&they&have&
purchased&allocation&from&the&approximately&2500&units&on&which&development&is&
approved&on&the&former&Three&Sisters’&lands&outside&of&the&Peaks&of&Grassi.&&
&
Any)number)of)market)priced)homes)–)at)any)sales)price)BB)would)not)add)to)the)
inventory)of)homes)to)be)built)on)Three)Sisters’)lands.)
1"4#

)
The)density)cap)in)the)Peaks)of)Grassi)has)been)filled.))Any)number)of)homes)–)at)any)
sales)price)BB)would)exceed)the)development)cap)in)the)Peaks)of)Grassi)and)would)not)
be)consistent)with)the)NRCB)approval)or)the)hardBfought)Settlement)Agreement.)
&
This&past&February,&I&was&heartened&by&the&integrity&of&our&Councilors&and&by&your&words&
when&you&said&you&believed&“that&any&…&decision&of&Council&should&be&respected&by&
future&councils”&and&that&you&hoped&the&decisions&made&by&this&Council&would&be&
respected&over&time&by&future&councils…&
&
I&heard&this&council&speak&of&honouring&the&&specific&intent&expressed&in&Settlement&
Agreement&of&limiting&development&to&404&units&and&45&acres.”&At&that&time,&my&trust&
and&faith&in&the&leadership&of&this&Council&was&renewed.&&&My&hope&is&that&this&Council&
will&continue&to&demonstrate&integrity&and&courage&to&keep&to&commitments&that&have&
been&made&to&citizens&of&Canmore&who&trusted&that&the&Settlement&Agreement&would&
be&respected.&&&
&
An&agreement&is&an&agreement&is&an&agreement.&&I&urge&you&to&reject&this&ill[planned&
application&for&rezoning&that&would&result&in&damage&the&fabric&of&our&community&and&
irreversible&loss&to&green&spaces&within&Canmore.&&
)
Attachments:)
• Attachment)1:))June,&1999&letter&from&TSRI&to&Town&and&attachment&referring&to&town&
memo&&

•

Attachment)2:))Sept,&1999)“Redline&Edition”&of&the&Land&Use&Bylaw&adopting&TSRI&

•

Attachment)3:))Canmore&Leader&article&supporting&100k$&quote&by&Dyck&97&03&04&
Attachment)4:&Canmore&Leader&article&describing&outcomes&of&Settlement&Agreement&

•

)

•
•

request&for&UR&designation)

98&04&14&

Attachment)5:))1998&Settlement&Agreement&(see&p.&1[12))
Attachment)6:)&Land&Use&Bylaw&198&separate&file)
)
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#

)

History)B)Attachment)1)
)June,&1999&letter&from&TSRI&to&Town&and&attachment&referring&to&town&memo&&
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#

#

1"6#

#

#
#
#

#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#
#

History)B)Attachment)2)
September,#1999#“Redline”#Edition&of&the&Land&Use&Bylaw,&
adopting&TSRI&request&for&UR&designation#Land#Use#Bylaw#

#

#
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History)B)Attachment)3:)
Canmore&Leader&article&supporting&100k$&quote&by&Mayor&Dyck&97&03&04&
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History - Attachment)4)

Canmore&Leader&article&describing&outcomes&of&Settlement&Agreement&98&04&14&
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History – Attachment 5
1998 Settlement Agreement
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3.9

Three Sisters Resorts DC District [1‐98DC ; 16(Z)2001DC; 18(Z)2002
DC; 15(Z)2002 DC; 34(Z)2003 DC; 36(Z)2004 DC; 07(Z)2006]

3.9.1

Definitions

3.9.1.1

Business Park
A Business Park contains clean, employment generating land uses that are not
predominantly oriented to the retail sale of goods and personal services. Uses such as
offices, arts studios, cultural establishments, business services, research and development
facilities, health clinics, light manufacturing and light fabrication industries will be
appropriate uses in Business Parks. Retail stores over 200m2 (2,153 sq. ft.) and uses such as
factory retail outlets and warehouses with large retail sales outlets shall not be allowed in
Business Parks.

3.9.1.2

Entry‐Level Housing Units
Entry‐level housing units are residential lots or multi‐family housing units intended for full‐
time residential use which meet the following requirements: [34(Z)2003]
a. Entry‐Level Housing Lots
1. Unless otherwise specified herein, Entry‐Level housing lots shall meet the requirements of
the R‐1B Single Detached Plus District; and
2. The average lot width within a subdivision shall be no more than 13 metres; and
3. Lots will be offered for sale for a selling period of at least 45 days to local residents of
Canmore according to criteria established in consultation with the Town of Canmore at the
conceptual Scheme of Subdivision or the Area Structure Plan stage; and
4. The sale of lots shall be accompanied by a commitment to build within six months of the lot
sale; and
5. The sale of lots shall be accompanied by a commitment to build a primary unit with no more
that 130m2 (1,400 sq. ft.) of gross floor area, and a secondary suite with no more that 84m2
(900 sq. ft.) of gross floor area; and
6. The secondary suite shall be developed at the time of initial construction of the primary
unit.
b. Entry‐Level Multi‐Family Housing Units
1. Multi‐family Residential Units which are approved as Entry‐Level Housing Units by the Town
of Canmore Council; and
2. Which provide a total gross floor area in the range of 28 to 93m2 (300 to 1,000 sq. ft.).
3. All entry‐level multi‐family housing units shall be offered for sale for a selling period of at
least 45 days to local residents of Canmore according to criteria established in consultation
with the Town of Canmore. [34(Z)2003]

3.9.1.3

Gross Developable Area
Gross Developable Area shall include the entire area of a Site excluding:
a. portions of the Site identified as undevelopable environmental reserve lands or equivalent
undevelopable lands retained in private ownership as part of a resort where a conservation
easement or restrictive covenant is registered against the equivalent undevelopable land;
b. otherwise developable lands approved for golf course or outdoor athletic and recreation
activities or open green space where a deferred reserve caveat is registered;
c. otherwise developable lands that are taken by the Town as Unaccredited Municipal Reserve;

d. public access roads without developable frontage, where such roads are designed to provide
direct access between developable lands and are designed to minimize environmental impact.
3.9.1.4

3.9.1.5

Parcel
In addition to the meaning in Section 16.0, Definitions, of the land Use Bylaw, the term
“parcel” shall include one or more titles areas, which form a single development site.
Residential Units
Unless otherwise specified within this District, a “Residential Unit” includes single‐family
units, multi‐family units, Staff Accommodation and Entry‐Level Housing Units. For purposes
of calculating maximum density provisions of this District, the following categories of
Residential Units shall be excluded:
a. secondary suite or potential secondary suite within a single‐detached dwelling; and
b. residential units built on Community Land.
Residential Units shall not include Visitor Accommodation units.

3.9.1.6

Staff Accommodation
Staff Accommodation includes housing that provides accommodation primarily for
employees working in the Town of Canmore. Staff Accommodation may be:
a. Accessory housing that is incidental, subordinate and primarily devoted to the principal
commercial use or building and located on the same parcel; and/or
b. Housing units that are not subordinate to a principal commercial use; and which are not located
on the same parcel.
In the case of either (a) and/or (b) above, Staff Accommodation units shall be controlled by
a Staff Accommodation Authority or similar authority which ensures to the satisfaction of
Council that such housing will be maintained and operated to provide Staff Accommodation.
A maximum of six Staff Accommodation bedrooms with shared access, bathroom and
kitchen facilities will be considered the equivalent of one “residential unit”. One bedroom
will normally be considered appropriate accommodation for a maximum of two persons.
Staff Accommodation that conforms to the above‐noted definition will form part of the
maximum allowed residential density but will not be subject to annual growth targets
contained in this Bylaw.

3.9.1.7

Timeshare Units
A Timeshare Unit is part of a multi‐unit commercial development that provides temporary
or interval accommodation on a shared ownership basis.
Each Timeshare room or suite of rooms with separate “keyed” access and self‐contained
bathroom or kitchen facilities, shall be considered a separate Timeshare Unit. A suite of
rooms intended as a single Timeshare Unit shall not anticipate or facilitate conversion to
separate units in the future.
Timeshare Units are a form of commercial development that normally occurs in resort
center areas along with Visitor Accommodation Units. Timeshare Units will not be subject
to annual residential growth targets contained in this Bylaw.

3.9.1.8

Unaccredited Municipal Reserve
In this District the term “unaccredited municipal reserve” shall mean municipal reserve
lands which are dedicated, by agreement between the Town of Canmore and the
subdivision applicant, in excess of the normal 10 percent dedication of municipal reserves.

3.9.1.9

Visitor Accommodation Units
Visitor accommodation Units include units in a non‐residential building or group of buildings
where sleeping facilities are provided for patrons for periods of up to 30 days and which
may also contain recreational facilities, commercial uses and additional facilities including
but not limited to eating establishments, drinking establishments, room service, meeting
rooms, public convention rooms, and laundry service.
Where the majority of Visitor Accommodation Units within a development contain suites of
more than 1 room, two or more of the following services shall be provided: eating
establishment, drinking establishment, room service, public convention room, and/or
laundry service.
For purposes of this Bylaw, each room or suite of rooms with separate “keyed” access and
self‐contained bathroom or kitchen facilities, shall be considered a separate Visitor
Accommodation Unit. A suite of rooms anticipated as a single Visitor Accommodation Unit
shall not anticipate or facilitate conversion to separate units in the future.

3.9.2 General Provisions
3.9.2.1

Subject Area
The Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw map, Section 15.0, is amended by redesignating
these lands from Conservation Area Forestry (CF), Conservation Forestry Area District (CF‐1)
and Special Recreation District (R) to Direct Control (DC) as shown outlined on Schedule “A”.

3.9.2.2

Purpose
The purpose of this District is to provide for phased development of a comprehensively
planned mix of Residential units, Visitor Accommodation units, retail goods and services,
recreation facilities, public and private open space, community facilities, wildlife movement
areas and commercial/industrial land uses.

3.9.2.3

Gross Developable Area (GDA)
The total Gross Developable Area for all land uses in this District shall not exceed 273
hectares (675 acres).
[15(Z)2002 DC]

3.9.2.4

Total Residential Units
The total number of Residential Units within this District shall not exceed 2,847 units except
where Residential Units are provided in lieu of Timeshare Units allowed under Subsection
3.9.2.5. [16(Z)2001DC; 15(Z)2002 DC]
In any case, the total number of Residential Units and Timeshare Units shall not exceed
3,447 units. 16(Z)2001DC; [15(Z)2002 DC]

3.9.2.5

Total Timeshare Units
The total number of Timeshare Units within this District shall not exceed 600 units.
Where Timeshare Units are not proposed, an equivalent number of Residential Units, in
addition to the 2,847 Residential Units stated in Subsection 3.9.2.4, shall be permitted in
lieu of Timeshare Units. [16(Z)2001DC; 15(Z)2002 DC]
Any future conversion of Timeshare Units to Residential Units shall be included in the annual
residential growth phasing requirements of Subsection 3.9.2.10 of this Bylaw.

3.9.2.6

Total Visitor Accommodation Units
The total number of Visitor Accommodation Units within this District shall not exceed 1,500
units. Subject to this maximum number, Visitor Accommodation Units may be distributed
within this District as follows:
a. Up to 1,500 Visitor Accommodation Units may be located within Site 1; or
b. A maximum of 300 Visitor Accommodation Units are indicated as a Permitted or Discretionary
use for the Site, or as an intended future use of the site under the Purpose and Intent clauses for
each Site.

3.9.2.7

Land Use Clauses
Subsections 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.9.2.5 and 3.9.2.6, are not development standards and shall be
considered “land use” provisions in this Bylaw and shall not be subject to relaxation or
variation by the Subdivision Approval Authority, the Development Approval Authority, the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board, or the Municipal Government Board. Any
change to these sections shall be subject to review by the Town of Canmore through the
statutory municipal Land Use Bylaw amendment process.

3.9.2.8

Amendment and Redesignations
Where any part of this District is the subject of a Land Use amendment or redesignation in
the future, Subsections 3.9.2.3, 3.9.2.4, 3.9.2.5 and 3.9.2.6, shall be amended as required to
ensure consistency throughout the District.

3.9.2.9

Sequence of Development
Development within this District shall occur in a sequence that reflects the availability of
required utility infrastructure and access roadways. The provision of necessary
infrastructure and roadways shall be demonstrated at the Conceptual Scheme of
Subdivision or the Area Structure Plan stage.

3.9.2.10

Residential Growth Phasing
By the year 2000, development of at least 200 Residential Units per year will be
accommodated within this district. Annual residential growth shall be phased in accordance
with the following schedule:
1998: 150 Residential Units
1999: 175 Residential Units
2000 and thereafter:200 Residential Units

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

The following types of development shall not be subject to annual residential growth
phasing:
Staff Accommodation Units;
Visitor Accommodation Units;
Timeshare units;
Secondary suites provided in single family detached dwellings;
Entry‐Level Housing Units as specified in Section 3.9.2.12;
Residential Units on Community Land as specified in Section 3.9.2.13
The maximum number of Residential Units that will be assured of approval shall be the
entitlement for any particular year, as specified above, plus any unused portions of
entitlements from the previous two years. Any entitlements not used within that time
frame will not be assured of approval. Monitoring of annual residential growth shall be

undertaken by the Town of Canmore with reference to subdivision plans endorsed by the
Town and development permit approvals for multi‐unit projects.
3.9.2.11

Minimum Proportion of Entry‐Level Housing and/or Housing with Secondary Rental Suites
A minimum proportion of 25 percent of all Residential Units approved during any particular
year must:
a. provide secondary rental suites at the time of construction of the primary unit: or
b. qualify as entry‐Level Housing Units (single and mulit‐family projects) under the terms set out in
the Definitions section of this Bylaw.

3.9.2.12

Entry‐Level Housing Incentive
A maximum of 50 Entry‐Level Housing Units per year will be excluded from the annual
growth phasing requirements of Section 3.9.2.10.

3.9.2.13

Community Land
A total of approximately 12.1 hectares (30 acres) of serviced net developable land within
this District shall be provided to the Town of Canmore for community purposes.
Community Land may be distributed among Site 2A, Site 2B, Site 3, and/or Site 7 in a form
and location to be determined at the Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision stage or the Area
Structure Plan stage.

3.9.2.14

Staff Accommodation
Notwithstanding any other sections of the Land Use Bylaw, Staff Accommodation shall be
provided in accordance with the standards under either (a) or (b) set out below. The
standards which generate the greater Staff Accommodation requirements shall apply.
a. Current Staff Accommodation Requirements
1. for Visitor Accommodation developments with fewer than 60 Units – 1 bedroom per 10
Units;
2. for Visitor Accommodation developments with 60 to 100 Units – 1 bedroom per 8 units;
3. for Visitor Accommodation developments with more than 100 units –1 bedroom per 6
Units;
4. for Timeshare developments Staff Accommodation shall be provided at a level that is 50
percent of the above‐noted requirements for Visitor Accommodation developments.
b. Possible Future Town‐Wide Staff Accommodation Requirements
Any future Staff Accommodation requirements adopted by Town of Canmore Council which are
intended to apply uniformly to new employment generating developments in major commercial
areas within the Town shall supercede the requirements set out above in clause (a).

3.9.2.15

Wildlife Corridors and Highway Crossings
All wildlife corridors adjacent to Sites 1 through 8 shall be secured and an associated wildlife
corridor/highway crossing mitigation strategy shall be prepared and approved to the
satisfaction of Alberta Environmental Protection in consultation with the Town of Canmore
prior to subdivision and development approvals within this District.
A wildlife corridor adjacent or through Site 9 shall be secured and an associated wildlife
corridor/highway crossing mitigation strategy shall be prepared to the satisfaction of
Alberta Environmental Protection in consultation with the Town of Canmore prior to
subdivision and development approvals within Site 9.

3.9.2.16

School Sites, Public Parks and Public Trails
Sites for public schools, local public parks and a public trail system shall be identified at the

Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision stage or the Area Structure Plan stage to the satisfaction
of the Town of Canmore Council.
3.9.2.17

Emergency Services Site
Land within Site 4 shall be set aside near the planned mid‐point intersection for an
Emergency Services site of no less than 0.8 hectares (2 acres).

3.9.2.18

Alteration of Natural Contours or Drainage Courses
Alteration of existing natural contours shall occur only in accordance with a comprehensive
grading plan acceptable to the appropriate authority, which shall take into account drainage
and soil erosion impacts.
Alteration of existing natural drainage courses or the creation of artificial water courses shall
occur only in accordance with a comprehensive plan acceptable to Alberta Environmental
Protection, which shall take into account drainage, slope stability and erosion as it may
affect downstream sites.

3.9.2.19

Slope Stability
For Visitor Accommodation and commercial land uses the primary criterion for building
setbacks from the top or bottom of a slope is slope stability. A slope stability report,
acceptable to the Town Engineer, shall be submitted by a qualified professional geotechnical
engineer, confirming the adequacy of all foundations.
Where development is proposed that would exceed development otherwise permitted
under the Town of Canmore slope Development Policy (1994), a visual impact assessment
shall be prepared in accordance with the Town of Canmore Slope Development Policy
(1994).

3.9.2.20

Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision and Development Standards for Sites 1A, 2a and 4
[18(Z)2002DC]
Prior to approval of the first subdivision or development with Site 1A, Site 2A, or Site 4, a
Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision for the entire Site shall be submitted to the Town of
Canmore Council for approval.
All subdivision applications within these Sites shall conform to the approved Conceptual
Scheme of Subdivision. All subdivision applications shall conform to the development
standards as set forth in this District, or alternate development standards as approved by
the Town of Canmore Council. For purposes of a particular subdivision, further application
may be made to the Town of Canmore Council to modify or change the Conceptual Scheme
of Subdivision or development standards applicable to all or a portion of the Site.
Prior to the approval of subdivision within these Sites, a Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision
(illustrating the Development Standards as set forth in this Bylaw that will apply to the
proposed subdivision), or the establishment of Development Standards different from those
set forth in this District, shall be approved by Resolution of the Town of Canmore Council.
Once a Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision has been approved, it is the intent that
subdivision applications which conform to the Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision and the
Development Standards and which otherwise conform to the requirements of this District,
should be approved.

For purposes of preparing or modifying Development Standards different from those set
forth in this District for the particular Site, the following requirements shall govern:
a. Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision
A Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision shall describe the future subdivision and development of all
lands within the particular Site and shall describe how the development of the particular Site
will meet the requirements of this District. The Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision shall include:
1. topographic base mapping showing contours at no greater than 1.5 metre intervals;
2. identification of any environmentally sensitive areas or wildlife corridors within or adjacent
to the site that have been identified relative to Subsection 3.9.2.15 and provision of a
Wildlife Aversive Conditioning Plan to the satisfaction of Albert Environmental Protection;
3. a description of the proposed disposition of environmental reserve and Gross Developable
Area including credited municipal reserve lands and any Unaccredited Municipal Reserve
lands within the Site;
4. information describing the conceptual land uses, sequence of development, population
density and general location of major transportation routes and public utilities within the
Site;
5. any reasonable additional information considered necessary by the Town of Canmore
Council.
b. Development Standards
At the conceptual scheme stage, or when an application for subdivision is made, a set of
development standards and guidelines must be established for each proposed subdivision.
Specific standards are provided within this District to accommodate the major land uses that are
currently anticipated.
As an alternative to the standards established in this District, the applicant may provide
specialized development standards and guidelines to accommodate unique or innovative forms
of development. Where such standards are proposed they shall address the following:
1. streetscape function and aesthetics
2. impact on adjacent sites
3. outdoor amenity space
4. building and yard setbacks building height;
5. parking and loading standards
6. lot size and density standards
7. visual impact, and
8. landscaping requirements
3.9.2.21

Development Permits
All development within this District shall require a development permit with the exception
of single detached dwellings.
In addition to the requirements for development permit applications specified in Section
1.0, Administration, of the Land Use Bylaw, comprehensive plans including architectural
design, site layout, exterior finishes and colour, landscaping, parking and access shall be
submitted to the Approving Authority as part of a development permit application.

3.9.2.22

Development Authority
For Visitor Accommodation developments with more than 200 units, the Town of Canmore
Council shall be the Development Authority.

3.9.3 Site 1 Provisions
3.9.3.1

Purpose
The purpose of Site 1 is to provide for development of a comprehensively planned Resort
Centre. The Resort Centre is intended to include Visitor Accommodation Units, Timeshare
Units, a centralized commercial area and an associated Business Park. Staff Accommodation
and golf courses may also be accommodated within the Resort Centre.
Prior to approval of the first subdivision or development within Site 1 an Area Structure Plan
shall be approved by the Town of Canmore Council. The study area for the Area Structure
Plan shall include Site 3 of this District, as well as intervening and adjacent lands designated
as “R‐Special Recreation District” and those portions of Site 2A located west of Three Sisters
Creek. Although within the study area, the statutory area structure plan is not intended to
include any portion of Site 2A. [18(Z)2002DC]

3.9.3.2

Permitted Uses
Apartments
Arts and crafts studios
Athletic and recreation facilities
Convenience Stores
Cultural establishments
Drinking establishments
Eating establishments
Entertainment establishments
Golf Courses
Offices
Parks and playgrounds
Personal services
Public utilities
Retail stores (up to 200 m2)
Schools, public or separate
Schools, private or commercial
Timeshare Units
Visitor Accommodation (up to 12 m in height)

3.9.3.3

Discretionary Uses
Bed and breakfast accommodation
Household repair services
Laboratories
Light manufacturing operations
Medical centers
Printing shops
Retail stores (over 200 m2)

Townhouses and stacked townhouses
Visitor Accommodation (over 12 m in height)
3.9.3.4
a.
b.
c.

d.
e.

f.

g.

h.

i.
j.
k.

l.

m.
n.

o.
p.

Site 1 Development Standards
The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 1 shall be 47.7 hectares (118 acres) plus or minus
10 percent.
The total number of Visitor Accommodation units in Site 1 shall not exceed 1,500 units
Although individual projects may vary, the average annual occupancy of the total number of
Visitor Accommodation Units within Site 1 should be in the range of 2 persons per unit. Where,
in the opinion of Council, the design or configuration of proposed units appears to anticipate an
average annual occupancy well in excess of 2 persons per unit, a socio‐economic impact
assessment may be required to the satisfaction of Council.
The total number of Timeshare Units in Site 1 shall not exceed 600 units.
A resort commercial centre area with a maximum Gross Developable Area of 10.1 hectares (25
acres) may be centrally located within Site 1 to provide a range of services within walking
distance of all Visitor Accommodation uses in Site 1. The resort commercial centre area shall be
described in an Area Structure Plan for Site 1. [18(Z)2002DC]
The resort commercial centre may accommodate a maximum of 13,935 m2 (150,000 sq.ft.) gross
floor area of eating establishment, personal service, convenience store and retail store land uses
that are not ancillary to a Visitor Accommodation or Timeshare facility.
The resort commercial centre will be designed as a small scale; pedestrian and street‐oriented,
mixed‐use district primarily serving visitors to the surrounding resort area and visitors to the
Town.
A single Business Park area with a maximum Gross Developable Area of 4.85 hectares (12 acres)
may be located within Site 1. Any proposed Business Park area should be described in an Area
Structure Plan of Subdivision for Site 1. [ 18(Z)2002DC]
All commercial land uses shall be located in the commercial centre area, the Business park area,
and shall be ancillary to a Visitor Accommodation or Timeshare use.
For Visitor Accommodation and Timeshare uses the General Regulations, Section 4 of the Land
Use Bylaw and the General Requirements of the CRD, Commercial Resort District, shall apply.
For Commercial and Business Park uses, the General Regulations, Section 4 of the Land Use
Bylaw and the Regulations of the TC, Town Centre Commercial District, shall apply. Within the
Business Park area, the boulevard and a minimum of 15 percent of the parcel shall be
landscaped and/or retained as natural area and maintained in accordance with the plan
approved by the Development Authority.
At the subdivision plan endorsement stage, all lands to be dedicated as municipal reserve
and/or environmental reserve shall be redesignated by the Town of Canmore to the appropriate
land use district in the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
For residential uses the General Regulations, Part 4 of the Land Use Bylaw and the Regulations
of the R‐3, Residential‐Comprehensive Multiple Unit District shall apply.
Where the above‐noted standards are not appropriate to a proposed subdivision or
development, the landowner may propose the use of alternative standards as contemplated
under Section 3.9.2.20. Proposed alternative standards must conform to all provisions of this
District and be provided at the subdivision application stage. [18(Z)2002DC]
A Business Park area shall be separated from nearby Visitor Accommodation, Timeshare and/or
residential uses to the satisfaction of the Development Authority.
Where a Commercial or Business Park use is proposed:

the design, character and appearance of all buildings shall be appropriate to and compatible
with the surrounding area;
2. the treatment of the interface in terms of distance, visual screening and landscaping shall be
to the satisfaction of the Development Authority;
3. operations on the site shall not cause or create conditions, which may be objectionable or
dangerous beyond the building, which contains it (e.g., noise, odour, vibrations, heat, dust,
etc).
The visual impact of development from the TransCanada Highway should be minimized by
maintaining a building scale and profile that is screened by surrounding vegetation.
1. Notwithstanding the above, a maximum of two Visitor Accommodation buildings will be
allowed to extend beyond 12 meters in height such that the upper floors will be visible from
the TransCanada Highway. Proposals for Visitor Accommodation buildings over 12 metres in
height will be evaluated as Discretionary Uses. A visual impact assessment for these
landmark buildings shall be prepared by the applicant to demonstrate the architectural
treatment to be used to ensure that the building is an architecturally attractive landmark.
Building design and construction materials shall be consistent with architectural guidelines
based on a mountain resort theme and with Section 9, Community Architectural & Urban Design
Standards of the Land Use Bylaw. Wherever possible, finishing materials shall comprise
indigenous wood and rock products so that the development blends with the surrounding
environment. The finishing colours should also blend with the natural environment so that the
building does not stand out in stark contrast.
Parking areas should be landscaped and separated from adjacent uses by screening. Where
appropriate, surface parking areas shall be terraced to conform to the natural terrain.
Developments should include footpaths, equestrian trails and a system of open spaces, all of
which may be publicly or privately maintained as appropriate. Trailheads should be provided for
public paths and equestrian trails located on Crown lands.
Each development site shall be comprehensively landscaped in accordance with a plan
acceptable to the Development Authority which shall consider:
1. the retention, where appropriate, of existing native vegetation;
2. the use of indigenous species for additional landscaping; and
3. augmentation of existing and proposed footpaths and equestrian trials with additional
indigenous species.
Vehicular access to and from the Site shall be provided in accordance with a traffic plan for the
Site, acceptable to the Town.
A social and economic impact statement shall be provided in support of all Visitor
Accommodation developments.
1.

q.

r.

s.
t.

u.

v.
w.

3.9.4 Site 1A Provisions [18(Z)2002DC]
3.9.4.1

Purpose
The purpose of Site 1A is to provide for development of a comprehensively planned mix of
residential dwelling units comprised of low‐density single dwellings with a provision for
some two‐family and multi‐family dwellings.

3.9.4.2

Permitted Uses
Home Occupations 1
Parks and playgrounds
Public Utilities

Single Detached Dwellings
Single Detached Plus Dwellings
3.9.4.3

Discretionary Uses
Home Occupations II
Bed and Breakfast Accommodation
Semi‐detached Dwellings
Tourist Homes

3.9.4.4

Development Standards
a. The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 1A shall be 7.88 hectares (20 acres) plus or minus
10 percent.
b. For Single Detached Residential uses the General Regulations, Section 4 of the Land Use Bylaw
and the General Requirements of the R1S Residential Single Family Detached with Suites District
shall apply except that the maximum site coverage shall be 20%.
c. For Semi‐Detached Residential uses on sites up to 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres) in area, the General
Regulations, Section 4 of the Land Use Bylaw and the General Requirements of R‐2A Low
Density Multiple Use District shall apply except that the maximum site coverage for all buildings
shall be 20%.
d. At the Subdivision Plan Endorsement Stage, all lands to be dedicated as municipal reserve
and/or environmental reserve shall be redesignated by the Town of Canmore to the appropriate
land use district in the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Where the above‐noted standards are not appropriate to a proposed subdivision or
development, the landowner may propose the use of alternative standards as contemplated
under Subsection 3.9.2.20. Proposed alternate standards must conform to all provisions of
this District and be provided at the Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision, the subdivision
application, or Area Redevelopment Plan stage.

3.9.5 Site 2A Provisions
3.9.5.1

Purpose
The purpose of Site 2A is to provide for development of a comprehensively planned mix of
residential dwelling units comprised mainly of low‐density single and two‐family dwellings
with provision for some medium density multi‐family dwellings. Site 2A is also intended to
accommodate a school site and golf course.

3.9.5.2

Permitted Uses
Duplex Dwellings
Golf Courses
Parks and Playgrounds
Public Utilities
Schools, public and separate
Semi‐detached Dwellings
Single‐detached Dwellings
Single‐detached Plus Dwellings

3.9.5.3

Discretionary Uses

Accessory Buildings
Apartments
Athletic and Recreational Facilities
Bed and Breakfast Accommodation
Convenience Store
Cultural Establishments
Home Occupations
Townhouses and Stacked Townhouses
3.9.5.4
a.
b.
c.

d.

e.
f.

g.

Site 2A Development Standards
The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 2A shall be 47.3 hectares (117 acres) plus or minus
10 percent.
For Single Detached Residential uses the General Regulations, Section 4, and the General
Requirements under the R‐1B Residential Single‐Detached Plus District shall apply.
For Semi‐Detached Residential uses and for Townhouse Residential uses on sites up to 0.2
hectares (0.5 acres) in area, the General Regulations, Section 4 of the Land Use Bylaw and the
General Requirements under the R‐2A Low Density Multiple Use District shall apply.
For Townhouse Residential uses on sites greater than 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres) in area and
Apartment Residential uses the General Regulations, Section 4 of the Land Use Bylaw and the
General Requirements under the R‐3 Comprehensive Multiple Unit District shall apply.
For a Convenience Store use, the General Regulations, Section 4 of the Land Use and the
General Requirements under the Local Commercial District shall apply.
At the Subdivision Plan Endorsement Stage, all lands to be dedicated as municipal reserve
and/or environmental reserve shall be redesignated by the Town of Canmore to the appropriate
land use district in the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Where the above‐noted standards are not appropriate to a proposed subdivision or
development, the landowner may propose the use of alternative standards as contemplated
under Section 3.9.2.20 (b). Proposed alternative standards must conform to all provisions of
this District and be provided at the Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision, the subdivision
application, or Area Redevelopment Plan stage.

3.9.6 Site 2B Provisions
3.9.6.1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of Site 2B is to protect land from premature subdivision and development until
such time as urban development of the land can proceed in an orderly fashion consistent
with an approved Area Structure Plan.
Site 2B is intended to accommodate a comprehensively planned mix of Residential Dwelling
Units comprised mainly of Low‐density Single and Two‐family Dwellings with provision for
some Medium density Multi‐family dwellings. A golf course and accessory uses may also be
accommodated within this Site.

3.9.6.2

Permitted and Discretionary Uses
The only permitted uses shall be golf courses and accessory uses in accordance with the
provisions of the Special Recreation District of the M.D. of Bighorn #8 Land Use Bylaw No.11
of 1988 as amended to December 1991.

Except as noted above, there are no prescribed permitted or discretionary uses within Site
2B. Specific additional land uses will be determined at the Area Structure Plan stage and
implemented by appropriate redesignations under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
3.9.6.3

Site 2B Policies and Standards
a. The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 2B shall be 10.5 hectares (26 acres) plus or minus
10 percent.
b. An Area Structure Plan shall be approved by Council for all lands included in Sites 2B, 5 and 6
prior to subdivision or development approvals in Site 2B. [18(Z)2002DC]
c. Prior to the adoption of an Area Structure Plan for Sites 2B, 5 and 6, a fiscal impact analysis shall
be prepared to assess the municipal costs and benefits of all development contemplated under
this Bylaw for Sites 2B, and 5 to 9. [18(Z)2002DC]
d. Development permits issued by the Town of Canmore prior to the adoption of this bylaw shall
be considered conforming land uses under this District.
e. Prior to new development in Site 2B, appropriate development standards will be established
through the land use redesignation process under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Future land use designations shall be in conformity with the required Area Structure Plan.

3.9.7 Site 3 Provisions [Rescinded by Bylaw 22(Z)2003 and Bylaw 36(Z)2004 DC]
3.9.8 Site 4 Provisions
3.9.8.1

Purpose
The purpose of Site 4 is to accommodate a highway commercial service area at the west
side of the intersection of the Three Sisters Parkway and TransCanada Highway mid‐point
interchange. In addition, this Site is intended to accommodate an emergency services site
located on the east side of the Three Sisters Parkway.

3.9.8.2

Permitted Uses
Accessory Buildings
Convenience Stores
Drinking Establishments
Drive‐in Food Services
Eating Establishments
Gas Bars
Laundromats
Offices
Parks and Playgrounds
Personal Services Businesses
Public and Quasi‐Public Buildings
Public Utilities
Public, Separate, Private or Commercial Schools
Visitor Accommodations

3.9.8.3

Discretionary Uses
Accessory Uses
Arts and Crafts Studios
Athletic and Recreational Facilities

Automobile and Equipment Repair
Entertainment Establishments
Medical Centres
Retail Stores (up to 200 m2)
Service Stations
Veterinary Clinics
3.9.8.4

Site 4 Development Standards
a. The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 4 shall be 4.5 hectares (11 acres) plus or minus 10
percent.
b. Development shall incorporate a high standard of architectural appearance, appropriate to the
entrance to a residential and resort community. A visual impact assessment to the satisfaction
of the Approving Authority shall be prepared in support of all development applications with
Site 4.
c. Commercial development shall be separated and screened from nearby residential and/or
Visitor Accommodation areas to the satisfaction of the Approval Authority.
d. The General Regulations, Section 4, of the Land Use Bylaw and the General Requirements of the
Bow Valley Trail Commercial District shall apply.

3.9.9 Site 5 Provisions [07(Z)2006]
3.9.9.1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of Site 5 is to protect land from premature subdivision and development until
such time as urban development of the land can proceed in an orderly fashion consistent
with an approved Area Structure Plan.
Site 5 is intended to accommodate development of a commercial Business Park on the east
side of the intersection of the Three Sisters Parkway and TransCanada Highway mid‐point
interchange.

3.9.9.2

3.9.9.3

Permitted and Discretionary Uses
There are no prescribed permitted or discretionary uses within Site 5. Specific additional
land uses will be determined at the Area Structure Plan stage and implemented by
appropriate redesignations under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Site 5 Policies and Standards
a. The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 5 shall be 9.7 hectares (24 acres) plus or minus 10
percent.
b. An Area Structure Plan shall be approved by Council for all lands included in Sites 2B, 5, and 6
prior to subdivision or development approvals in Site 5. [18(Z)2002DC ]
c. Prior to the adoption of an Area Structure Plan or Sites 2B, 5 and 6, a fiscal impact analysis shall
be prepared to assess the municipal costs and benefits of all development contemplated under
this Bylaw for Sites 2B, and 5 to 9. [18(Z)2002DC]
d. Development permits issued by the Town of Canmore prior to the adoption of this bylaw shall
be considered conforming land uses under this District.
e. Prior to new development in Site 5, appropriate development standards will be established
through the land use redesignation process under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Future land use designations shall be in conformity with the Area Structure Plan contemplated
in Subsection 3.9.9.1, above.

3.9.10 Site 6 Provisions
3.9.10.1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of Site 6 is to protect land from premature subdivision and development until
such time as urban development of the land can proceed in an orderly fashion consistent
with an approved Area Structure Plan.
Site 6 is intended to accommodate a golf course clubhouse facility and associated Visitor
Accommodation along with Residential Units.

3.9.10.2

Permitted and Discretionary Uses
The only permitted uses shall be golf courses and accessory uses in accordance with the
provisions of the Special Recreation District of the M.D. of Bighorn #8 Land Use Bylaw No.11
of 1988 as amended to December 1991.
Except as noted above, there are no prescribed permitted or discretionary uses within Site
6. Specific additional land uses will be determined at the Area Structure Plan stage and
implemented by appropriate redesignations under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.

3.9.10.3
a.
b.
c.
d.

e.
f.

Site 6 Policies and Standards
The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 6 shall be 5.7 hectares (14 acres) plus or minus 10
percent.
The maximum number of Visitor Accommodations units shall be 150.
An Area Structure Plan shall be approved by Council for all lands included in Sites 2B, 5 and 6
prior to subdivision or development approvals in Site 6. [18(Z)2002DC]
Prior to the adoption of an Area Structure Plan for Sites 2B, 5 and 6, a fiscal impact analysis shall
be prepared to assess the municipal costs and benefits of all development contemplated under
this Bylaw for Sites 2B, and 5 to 9. [18(Z)2002DC]
Development permits issued by the Town of Canmore prior to the adoption of this bylaw shall
be considered conforming land uses under this District.
Prior to a new development in Site 6, appropriate development standards will be established
through the land use redesignation process under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Future land use designations shall be in conformity with the Area Structure Plan contemplated
in Section 3.9.10.3(c), above.

3.9.11 Site 7 Provisions
3.9.11.1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of Site 7 is to protect land from premature subdivision and development until
such time as urban development of the land can proceed in an orderly fashion consistent
with an approved Area structure Plan.
Site 7 is intended to accommodate a comprehensively planned mix of residential dwelling
units. A golf course and accessory uses may also be accommodated within this Site.

3.9.11.2

Permitted and Discretionary Uses
The only permitted uses shall be golf courses and accessory uses in accordance with the
provisions of the Special Recreation District of the M.D. of Bighorn #8 Land Use Bylaw No.11
of 1988 as amended to December 1991.

Except as noted above, there are no prescribed permitted or discretionary uses within Site
7. Specific additional land uses will be determined at the Area Structure Plan stage and
implemented by appropriate redesignation under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
3.9.11.3

Site 7 Policies and Standards
a. The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 7 shall be 88.2 hectares (218 acres) plus or minus
10 percent.
b. An Area Structure Plan shall be approved by Council for all lands included in Sites 7 and 8 prior
to subdivision or development approvals in Site 7.
c. Development permits issued by the Town of Canmore prior to the adoption of this bylaw shall
be considered conforming land uses under this District.
d. Prior to new development in Site 7, appropriate development standards will be established
through the land use redesignation process under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Future land use designations shall be in conformity with the Area Structure Plan contemplated
in Section 3.9.11.3(b), above.

3.9.12 Site 8 Provisions
3.9.12.1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of Site 8 is to protect land from premature subdivision and development until
such time as urban development of the land can proceed in an orderly fashion consistent
with an approved Area Structure Plan.

3.9.12.2

Permitted and Discretionary Uses
There are no prescribed permitted or discretionary uses within Site 8. Specific additional
land uses will be determined at the Area Structure Plan stage and implemented by
appropriate redesignations under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.

3.9.12.3

Site 8 Policies and Standards
a. The maximum Gross Developable Area in Site 8 shall be 11.3 hectares (28 acres) plus or minus
10 percent.
b. The maximum commercial floor space shall be 21,831 m2 235,000 sq. ft.) gross floor area.
c. Provision shall be made at the Area structure Plan stage for provision of a school and joint‐use
recreational site to the satisfaction of the Approval Authority.
d. An Area Structure plan shall be approved by Council for all lands included in Sites 7 and 8 prior
to subdivision or development approvals in Site 8.
e. Development permits issued by the Town of Canmore prior to the adoption of this bylaw shall
be considered conforming land uses under this District.
f. Prior to new development in Site 8, appropriate development standards will be established
through the land use redesignation process under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Future land use designations shall be in conformity with the Area Structure Plan contemplated
in Section 3.9.12.3(d), above.

3.9.13 Site 9 Provisions
3.9.13.1

Purpose and Intent
The purpose of Site 9 is to protect land from premature subdivision and development until
such time as urban development of the land can proceed in an orderly fashion consistent
with an approved Area Structure Plan.

Site 9 is intended to accommodate a wildlife corridor, a highway commercial service area in
the vicinity of the Dead Man Flats/TransCanada Highway interchange and low‐density single
family residential uses. Medium‐density multi‐family dwellings and a limited number of
Visitor accommodation units may also be provided in Site 9.
3.9.13.2

3.9.13.3

Permitted and Discretionary Uses
There are no prescribed permitted or discretionary uses within Site 9. Specific additional
land uses will be determined at the Area Structure Plan stage and implemented by
appropriate redesignation under the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Site 9 Policies and Standards
a. The maximum Gross developable Area shall be 39.7 hectares (98 acres) plus or minus 10
percent.
b. The maximum number of Visitor Accommodation Units shall be 150.
c. A wildlife corridor adjacent or through Site 9 shall be secured and an associated wildlife
corridor/highway crossing mitigation strategy shall be prepared to the satisfaction of Alberta
Environmental Protection in consultation with the Town of Canmore prior to subdivision and
development approvals within Site 9.
d. A single highway commercial area with a maximum Gross Developable Area of 7 acres may be
located with direct service road access to the Dead Man’s Flats highway interchange.
e. An Area Structure Plan shall be approved by Council for all lands included in Site 9 prior to
subdivision or development approvals in Site 9.
f. Development permits issued by the Town of Canmore prior to the adoption of this bylaw shall
be considered conforming land uses under this District.
g. Prior to new development in Site 9, appropriate development standards will be established
through the land use redesignation process under the town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw. Future
land use designation shall be in conformity with the Area Structure Plan contemplated in Section
3.9.13.3(e), above.

3.9.14 Schedule
Schedule “A” forms a part of this District
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OPPOSITION TO PEAKS OF GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT (BYLAW 2015-19)

PARKING AND TRAFFIC SAFETY
There is a preponderance of factors that call the viability of the Peaks Landing proposal into
question and raise serious doubt as to whether this is an appropriate solution to Canmore’s
critical housing shortage. This paper deals with just two of the issues: Parking and Traffic
Safety.
This paper will cover:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

Parking Regulations
Peaks Landing Proposal – Parking Evaluation
On-Street Parking
Traffic Safety
Suggested Mitigation

In the course of this paper, it will be demonstrated that there are indeed material issues
related to this subject that cannot be readily addressed in Land Use nor Sub-Division.
Parking Regulations
Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the pertinent regulations from the Town of Canmore Land Use
Bylaw and the Alberta Traffic Safety Act.
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Figure 1

2-1

The first two references in Figure 1 serve to provide the parameters of calculations that
have been made with respect to numbers and sizes of parking stalls.
4.3.2.1 lists three regulations pertaining to buildings with three or more dwelling units,
which includes the proposed townhouse and duplex-with-suite buildings:
- neither parking stalls nor driveways will be allowed within the front yard unless
providing access to an attached garage.
- a minimum of 50% of the front yard is to be landscaped.
- where front yard parking is approved, the maximum width of the driveway shall be 5
meters per 15 meters of frontage.
4.3.2.2 specifies that for Single family detached and Duplex housing, two stalls are required
per dwelling unit, and the stalls may be in tandem.
4.3.2.3 specifies that for Single family detached housing with a suite, two stalls are required
per dwelling unit, and the stalls may be in tandem.
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Figure 2

Specifically for townhouse developments, 4.3.2.5 states that two stalls are required for
each three bedroom dwelling, and that multi-unit developments with more than 6 dwellings
require visitor parking at a minimum ratio of .15 parking stalls per dwelling unit.
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4.3.2.7 indicates that two stalls per unit are required, with no requirement for visitor parking,
for Employee Housing and PAH Housing projects. Since this is a mixed PAH and Market
Housing development, 4.3.2.5 applies.
In terms of on-street parking regulations, the pertinent sub-sections of the Alberta Traffic
Safety Act state that minimum parking distance from an intersection is 5 meters, and the
minimum parking distance from access to garages and driveways is 1.5 meters.
Peaks Landing Proposal – Parking Evaluation
Figure 1 provides an illustration of Parcel 1, the townhouse development, provided by the
proponent, with graphic enhancements to more clearly visualize the parking layout. The
blue shaded areas indicate driveways, the orange rectangles represent parking stalls, and
the red areas are the no parking zones.
We see that there are indeed 28 on-site parking stalls when placed in tandem, two each on
the driveways, or internally in attached garages.
Apparently, two of the PAH driveways in the most westerly building overlap at the street
frontage, so for accuracy of calculations, it has been determined that there is an equivalent
total of 13.5 driveways, at a minimum width of 2.5 meters each.
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Figure 3
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For visualization purposes, Figure 4 illustrates an artist’s conception of the townhouses that
was shown in the Rocky Mountain Outlook on 12 November.

Figure 4 – Townhouse Development

Figure 5 provides an illustration of Parcel 2, the Duplex-with-Suites development, provided
by the proponent, with the same graphic enhancements. For purposes of visualization, the
building footprints provided have been graphically overlayed, and driveways placed in the
only possible configuration that could meet parking requirements.
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Figure 5

Using this driveway configuration, if the developer plans to have two double driveways and
two double garages for each duplex, there would be sufficient on-site parking stalls in
accordance with the bylaw, including the mandatory secondary suites, which result in each
building having four dwellings.
What has been illustrated is that the only way that the frontage driveway width restriction
can be met is by narrowing each double driveway to a single driveway width of a maximum
of 2.5 meters at the property line.
Furthermore, even using these conservative minimum driveway widths, the area available
for landscaping is called into question.
The proposed bylaw was amended at First Reading to specify that the Duplexes would be
constructed with suites, which would require double-width driveways to account for
secondary suite parking. Figure 6, also from the Rocky Mountain Outlook on 12 November
(three weeks after First Reading) shows a curious rendering of a Duplex without requisite
parking.
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Figure 6 - Duplex
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Figure 7
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Figure 7 illustrates Parcel 3 on the crested hill curve. Since no proposed building footprints
were provided, it is assumed that the houses will be somewhere on the designated lots with
adequate double driveways and required parking stalls, with or without secondary suites.
What is of interest is that there is no on-street parking on the frontage for these proposed
dwellings as it is a no parking zone, indicated by Engineering to be a mitigation for the
reduced sight-lines of the tight radius curve. This is discussed on page B-A-5 of the
attached Annex A.
The no-parking areas on the other side of the street have been included to illustrate how
limited on-street parking is on this hill.
Evaluation
Using the current pertinent Land use Bylaw articles as criteria, we can evaluate the parking
regulation compliance of this proposal. As mentioned, there does not appear to be any
issues with Parcel 3 with respect to on-site parking and is therefore found to be compliant.
As seen on the table at Figure 8, Parcel 1, however, has 7 tandem parking driveways in the
front of the dwellings that do not access attached garages.
At a minimum driveway width of 2.5 meters, the 13.5 driveways represent 6.3 meters per
15 meters of frontage, and there is no townhouse visitor parking provided.
It is very difficult to try to calculate the space available for landscaping when due to the lack
of compliant attached garages, dimensions are unknown.
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Figure 8

For Parcel 2, even with subtracting the space gained by narrowing the driveways at the
frontage, a conservative estimate indicates that only 44% of the front yards will be available
for landscaping.
Using minimum driveway widths, eight single driveways constitute 4.6 meters per 15 meter
frontage so this point is compliant, but only if the double driveways are narrowed to single
width at the frontage.
Other requirements would be met if each duplex has two double driveways and two double
garages.

2-8

On-Street Parking
Figure 9 shows typical four-season views of the parking situation on
Lawrence Grassi Ridge.

Figure 9

Figure 10 presents data on existing on-street parking availability, both in front of houses
and adjacent to green space, relative to the number of dwellings, including secondary
suites. The table also shows the impact of the implementation of Peaks Landing, both in
terms of dwellings and available parking.
At present there are 57 dwellings, including secondary suites, on Lawrence Grassi Ridge,
with a total of 54 legal on-street parking spots.
Adding a maximum of 40 dwellings for Peaks Landing results in a 70% increase in
dwellings, with a 37% decrease in on-street parking.
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In January 2015, Council was provided with very detailed calculations pertaining to the
hazardous combined vertical and horizontal curve, adjacent to Parcel 3, illustrated at
Figure 11. This information can be found as Annex A to this document.
Although the impact of those illustrations may have faded, rest assured that the hill, and the
curve, are still there.
Figure 11 shows a still frame from a video taken from a car following a school bus over and
around the curve. The car is essentially co-speed with the bus, so at this point where the
bus has dropped out of sight, speed is not a factor. You can note the total obscuration of
anything ahead and to the right, where you can just make out the roof of the bus. This is
the area where the developers propose to install four driveways – potentially four or more
families – in an area of indisputable risk.
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Figure 12

The vertical curve combined with the horizontal curve is a blind curve at any speed.
Increased traffic associated with the new development combined with blind driveways
results in unnecessary and unacceptable risk.

Suggested Mitigation
There have been some suggestions made of potential mitigations of the on-street parking
and safety issues.
It was suggested that residents could be issued parking permits. This would of course
create a burden for both Town Administration and Bylaw Enforcement; a permit would still
represent only a one in three chance of securing on-street parking; and of course, it would
serve to push the Quarry Lake traffic elsewhere – either to Wilson Way or the shoulder of
Spray Lakes Road, as has been witnessed even with the expanded Quarry Lake parking
area.
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On the Blind Curve, it has been suggested that the speed limit could be lowered. We have
seen that the area is badly obscured and high risk at any speed.
Eliminating the blind curve by imposing one-way traffic has been suggested.
The graphic at Figure 13 illustrates the impact of making Lawrence Grassi Ridge and
Wilson Way a one-way loop.
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Figure 13

Consider each dwelling conducting one return trip out and back, each day.
The blue slope on the left represents the cumulative distances driven by Wilson Way
residents. The green slope on the right is for Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
The horizontal red line represents the distance driven if all residents drove around a oneway loop.
The additional driving equates to over 35,000 km per year, would produce an estimated 7.6
metric tonnes of additional CO2 emissions, and a 79% increase in traffic through the Wilson
Way playground zone.
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Conclusion
In summary, the Alberta Traffic Safety Act must be respected, and the Land Use Bylaw
applies. Council would need to make a number of precedent-setting exceptions in order for
this rezoning to be approved, as the proposal is not compliant as presented.
On-Street parking would be severely inadequate.
Inserting driveways on the blind vertical and horizontal curves introduces high risk, and
potential mitigation measures are not feasible.
Planning for the future and the decision to bring resources out of reserve must be based on
confidence that to do so would be the best solution at the right time. Parking and safety are
clearly among the many issues that demonstrate that this proposal is seriously flawed.

Prepared by:

Keith Hunt
Canmore

Date Prepared:

23 November, 2015
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TRAFFIC AND SAFETY CONCERNS
Lawrence Grassi Ridge - Road Curve Analysis
* Disclaimer *
This presentation should not be interpreted or used as a rigorous and detailed
engineering report. While effort was made to accurately collect and interpret
data, conclusions are intended to clearly identify a physical road safety issue,
but this illustration is not intended to precisely quantify that issue nor prescribe
quantitative values for ensuring safety at this location.

A significant vertical curve (crested hill) and horizontal curve in the Lawrence Grassi Ridge
roadway west of Kamenka Green present a quantifiable hazard to vehicular traffic safety. The
area in question is immediately adjacent to the eastern UR parcel, and is largely demarcated by
the existing “No Parking” area on the north side of the roadway.
Town of Canmore Engineering Services has identified that the horizontal curve has a radius of
about 95m and that the Transportation Association of Canada standards guideline for
neighborhoods recommends a minimum curve radius of 115m. The curve hazard is greatly
exacerbated by the existence of a vertical curve in close proximity to the horizontal curve.
Research of road design literature clearly indicates that vertical curves and horizontal curves
should not be coincident. The following excerpt is an example of accepted design practice:
A horizontal curve should not begin or end at or near the top of a crest vertical
curve. This condition can be unsafe, especially at night, if the driver does not
recognize the beginning or ending of the horizontal curve. Safety is improved if
the horizontal curve leads the vertical curve, that is, the horizontal curve is made
longer than the vertical curve in both directions.
http://www.massdot.state.ma.us/Portals/8/docs/designGuide/CH_4.pdf accessed Dec 3, 2014, p 4-46

Notwithstanding the Town’s identification of the horizontal curve radius, due to the lack of precise
data on the specific horizontal measurements, this analysis only addresses the vertical curve.
Vertical curve data is based on actual measurements of one meter contour data between
addresses 952 and 1000 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, taken 18 Nov 14, resulting in the Vertical Curve
Profile as seen at Figure 1. The impact of the result of the vertical curve analysis on road safety is
illustrated on the aerial view at Figure 5.
When constructing the vertical road curve analysis, the following standard accepted road design
assessment and planning parameters were applied:
•

Design Eye Height of the observer is 3.5 feet (1.067 m), which is representative of the
seated eye height above ground of the driver of a standard sedan automobile

•

Detected (downrange) obstacle height of 2 feet (0.610 m), which is representative of the
height above ground of the tail lights or front side park lights of a standard sedan
automobile

•

The sum of perception time and reaction time is 2.5 seconds, per Transport Canada Design
Considerations
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•

Stopping Sight Distance, defined as the sum of the distance travelled during perception and
reaction time and braking distance, is 63 meters. The Town of Canmore Engineering
Design Guidelines 2010, as well as many other jurisdictions, use 65 meters, presumably to
provide for a factor of safety. This distance is adjusted for positive and negative road
inclination using Transport Canada formulae.

•

Road surface coefficient of friction is .35, representative of wet pavement
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Figure 1: Vertical Curve Profile – Lawrence Grassi Ridge
The analysis indicates various positions of an observer vehicle travelling from east to west, or left
to right on Figures 2 thru 4. The first measurement is taken at Point “a” on Figure 2, where the line
of sight between the observer and the two-foot obstacle at the crest of the curve is tangential to the
curve approach. The distance at which the obstacle can be seen at this point, referred to as the
Line of Sight Detection Distance, is 48 meters while the Stopping Sight Distance is 59 meters
(adjusted for uphill gradient). That is to say, it would take 11 meters further to stop the vehicle than
the available distance to the obstacle.
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Figure 2 – First Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point

The next measurement is taken at Point “b” on Figure 3, where the line of sight to the obstacle is
tangential to the crest of the curve. At this point, the Line of Sight detection distance is 44 meters
and the Stopping Sight Distance is 63 meters. This point is illustrated as an example on the aerial
view shown at Figure 5.
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Figure 3 – Second Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point
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The final point measured at Point “c” on Figure 4 – the last point where the curve obstructs the line
of sight. At this point, the Line of Sight detection distance is 54 meters and the Stopping Sight
Distance is 67 meters (adjusted for downhill gradient).
At all three points of measurement, the Stopping Sight Distance exceeds the Line of Sight
Detection distance by a considerable margin.
An illustration of how these findings relate to the physical layout of Lawrence Grassi Ridge is
presented at Figure 5.
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Figure 4 - Third Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point

Figure 5: Lawrence Grassi Ridge Road Curve Analysis Impact
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Figure 5 shows a vehicle traveling west at 50 km/h and detecting a car pulling out of a “notional”
driveway in the UR area. This example corresponds to the measurements at Point “b” on the
Vertical Curve Profile at Figure 3.
This analysis clearly indicates that a serious road hazard safety issue exists at this location,
without factoring in the exacerbating reality of the coincident horizontal curve. It is also worth
mentioning that due to the relative symmetrical dimensions of the vertical curve that an almost
identical hazard exists in both directions.
There has been much anecdotal, as well as video evidence, of what could be stated at the very
least as a need for extraordinary care and attention in this area, characterizing the conditions
without exaggeration as hazardous.
This analysis has established that there is a problem with this road design. Increasing the amount
of traffic on Lawrence Grassi Ridge will only exacerbate a serious situation. It would not be
prudent to increase the risk to all residents, indeed all vehicular traffic including school buses, by
adding driveway entry points on the north side of the roadway in this area. Furthermore, if parking
were to be allowed on the north side of the street, it would seriously affect horizontal line of sight.
Even without enhancing this analysis with the inclusion of the horizontal curve data, it is clear that
residential development of the north side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge in this area, and indeed
increasing the number of traffic movements on Lawrence Grassi Ridge west of Kamenka Green is
an unacceptable course of action.

No Parking Zone
The eastern-most of the subject parcels includes a major rock outcrop that has a “No Parking”
zone on the north side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. The Town of Canmore Manager of Engineering
has advised that this “No Parking” zone was established to allow for snow storage during winter
snow clearing even though he acknowledged that it is maintained with a year-round parking ban.
A long-time resident has advised that after moving into Peaks of Grassi in May 2001, she had a
near head-on collision at this location because of the narrowing of the roadway by parked vehicles
on both sides. She complained to the Town and the “No Parking” zone was established soon
thereafter.
A curve comparison made by the Town of Canmore Engineering Services, referring to another
curve of similar radius in the Peaks of Grassi, stated that the “curve in Peaks more than satisfies
this recommendation (planning guidelines) as long as there is no parking permitted along the
inside curve”. This supports the establishment of the No Parking Zone adjacent to the Eastern UR
for traffic reasons (vice snow storage) and indicates that this zone will need to be preserved in
order to satisfy the horizontal curve exigencies. Therefore, the developers’ intent is to build four
houses with secondary suites in this UR with no possibility of on-street parking.
Maintaining the “No Parking” zone at this location will mean that visitors to these additional
permanent residents at this hazardous location will be pushed down Lawrence Grassi Ridge where
they will compete with other visitors to current residences for the limited available on-street parking
to be found further west on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Likewise, the other 14+ duplex units on the
westerly UR parcels will add to the on-street parking demand.
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Annex A to Parking
& Traffic Safety, 23 Nov 15

Conclusion
Despite the developers’ assertion that this rezoning will not greatly impact traffic and parking on
Lawrence Grassi Ridge, we have shown that the current road design, with no additional traffic or
houses, presents serious safety concerns. Everyone who lives in this neighborhood and habitually
copes with the extreme caution that is required on the vertical curve can attest to the problem.
Knowing what we know, it makes no sense to exacerbate the issues with hidden driveways and
parking congestion.
The risk of a future incident or accident on Lawrence Grassi Ridge is high under present
conditions. Adding additional houses, driveways, vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians will not leave
conflict to chance.
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Integrity and Trust,

November 24 2015

I am Ernie Mattern, 1040 Lawrence Grassi Ridge and I am opposed to this application.
-

The Town of Canmore’s Core Values are Wellness, Respect, Integrity, Service and
Teamwork. I will focus on integrity today which my dictionary defines as
“Uncompromising adherence to moral and ethical principles, soundness of character,
and honesty.” Canmore’s Strategic Plan states that “The Town of Canmore’s Corporate
Values shape the culture and define the character of our organization. They guide how
we behave and make decisions.” It goes on to define acting with integrity (which I will
focus on today) as “We are open, honest, responsible, and trustworthy”

-

Integrity is one of my most important values. In raising our children I admonished them
to act with integrity and honesty because once trust is broken you can rarely, if ever,
earn it back. I’ve been extensively involved in the international trading of shiploads of
hydrocarbons, mainly propane and butane. Suppliers and consumers of these cargos
buy and sell in most of the world that can be reached by sea. One shipload or cargo that
can have a value of tens of millions of dollars, is bought and sold by an agreement
reached on a phone call. The written contracts will follow that phone call. If a company
only once reneged on a deal that had been agreed upon over a phone call, the
company’s reputation would be tainted and few companies would do business with
them again. Reputation, trust and integrity are absolutely necessary in the business
world that I have worked in for decades.

-

Many of us here today bought a home, using our life savings, in the Peaks of Grassi from
Lawrence Hill who, at the time, worked for Alpine Homes. We trusted his assurances
which he made not only as a representative of Alpine Homes but also, as a Professional
Engineer, that the 4 acres in Quarry Pines would never be developed. Any of you that
have dealt with projects or, are Professional Engineers, know that integrity is a central
tenant of earning and maintaining that status.
We all paid extra for our little piece of paradise because the undeveloped lands, which
add character and beauty to the area, played a significant role in our decision to have
Mr. Hill build us a home on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. We trusted him and since his
representations were forthcoming so quickly, none of us requested the assurances in
writing … we relied on his word and I for one believed that his word was his bond.

-

Mr Hill in the first rezoning application stated “These lands were never developed along
with the rest of the Peaks of Grassi community due to a shift in priorities with the
original developer” Is this his version of the fact that the Settlement agreement allowed
for the development of 404 homes on 45 acres and that the area is fully built out? Then
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recently in an affidavit Mr. Hill said that “I sometimes discussed the potential
development of the parcel. ” and “I was always clear it was unlikely that the parcel
would be developed because it was zoned Urban Reserve.” It’s very strange that all of
the original purchasers in their written submissions to Council stated that Mr. Hill told
them the 4 acres would not be developed. However, there is one exception. Mr. Hill’s
partner, Mr. Doyon, recently stated in a sworn affidavit “At no time did Mr. Hill ever
represent to me that the Parcel was zoned Municipal Reserve, was not developable. Or
would never be developed.”
-

In late 2013, Lawrence Hill mentioned to Wendy Hibbard and the Madlungs that Chris
Ollenberger, (the agent for TSMV), told him that Three Sisters wanted to sell the
forested lands along Lawrence Grassi Ridge, for a surprisingly low price. The Hills,
Madlungs and Wendy Hibbard discussed that they would feel badly if this land were
developed. Lawrence Hill offered to contact Chris Ollenberger on the issue of
nondevelopment of the land and that Mr. Hill would contact the other 2 neighbours
after he had spoken to him. In a recent sworn affidavit Mr Hill stated, in an email to
Wendy Hibbard and Dan Madlung dated Nov 25, 2013 with regard to the option of
purchasing the 4 acres: “Let’s keep this to ourselves for the moment”, which he did, after
bringing in Pierre Doyon and cutting out Wendy Hibbard.
When L. Hill contacted Chris Ollenberger with the idea of buying the land for
“undevelopment”, Chris was willing “to reduce the price to $200,000 in order to receive
some positive PR from not supporting development”. Per L. Hill’s email “Chris is willing to
give us some time to have one or more affected neighbour meetings before having to
make an offer”
The only discussion Mr. Hill had was between his two neighbors, Dan Madlung and
Pierre Doyon, who became his partners in the quest to develop these pine-treed four
acres of land. Mr. Hill never approached the community or, Wendy Hibbard, to try to
raise the $200,000, to buy the four acres in order to keep the lands undeveloped and
with the possibility of donating the 4 acres to a foundation such as, the Rocky Mountain
Heritage Foundation (Quarry Lake).
All three developers have stated in sworn affidavits that “After some discussion, we
decided that we could not foresee a way of raising the money in a way that would be fair
to all the community members in a timely way, if at all.”
The Developers eventually bought the land from TSMV for $325,000 for development.
Isn’t it interesting that our community group with one email this summer very quickly
received over $300,000 in pledges to buy the land? However, the developers didn’t
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know how to ask the area residents. The developers never asked me or to my
knowledge anyone else in the Peaks’ community about the potential of purchasing the 4
acres. In fact, they kept the land purchase a closely guarded secret. In spite of being
close personal friends with two of the developers who have keys to our home, being in
email contact with them as well as, having dinners at each other’s homes, the secret
purchase was never mentioned until the signage announcing the first development
application was posted on the 4 acres in early September of 2014.

Does this sequence of events and statements sound to you like the 3 developers were
acting with integrity when they purchased the land? Why didn’t Mr. Hill feel obligated to
those neighbors who bought homes from him and to whom he gave non-development
assurances to? Why the secrecy? Why weren’t the neighbors asked about the possibility
of purchasing the land for $200,000 for non-development as well as, informing the
neighbors about the positive PR TSMV would receive from the purchase? Our opposition
is much more serious than being upset with the developers for being sly businessmen. It
is our view that these actions lack integrity and are unethical but the courts will decide if
they are illegal.

There is a real sense of betrayal felt by the Peaks’ neighbours and friends of the
developers through their actions in choosing to purchase the 4 acres for themselves for
the sum of $325,000. Interestingly, a duplex lot on Wilson Way sold for over $500,000 in
2013. The new application calls for 27 units to be built on the forested lands and as Mr.
Doyon pointed out to me, you do the math! My simple math leads me to believe that
this land if rezoned will be worth in excess of $7 million.
-

It is evident that the only positively affected neighbours will be the three developers
and their pocketbooks. It’s very clear to our community that the developers, for all of
their (talk) pontificating about performing a service to the community that desperately
needs affordable housing, have chosen to include the bare minimum in affordable
housing that may convince council to support their application. Make no mistake. This
is a market housing for huge profit application wrapped up in the noble cause of
affordable housing.

-

Even though we felt betrayed by the developers, a group of residents tried
(unsuccessfully) to find a long term solution to keep these lands undeveloped and to
find a way that would allow the developers to remain whole financially. Our primary
motive was to keep the land undeveloped so, we met a number of times with the
developers this summer to, in good faith, buy the land from them. We then went
further and met with you, Mayor Borrowman as well as Chris Ollenberger representing
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TSMV separately to try to find land to purchase and then to swap the purchased land
with the developers for the land in the POG. Those efforts were also unsuccessful. Our
intent as a community, was and still is, is to donate the land to Rocky Mountain Heritage
Foundation (Quarry Lake Park) so that the 4 acres would be, forever, kept undeveloped
and in its’ beautiful and natural state. I’m proud of our little community for acting with
integrity (in these efforts)and for the efforts made to find a long term solution that
wouldn’t hurt the developers even though, we all believe that they did not act with
integrity in purchasing the land from TSMV.
-

I ask you, our Town Council, do you believe that these developers behaved with
integrity, treated their neighbors ethically and do you trust them to behave with
integrity to honour the promises made in this rezoning application? Is the promise of 7
PAH units which is 20% or less out of 35 or 40 dwellings enough to make you support
this application? Is the promise of 7 PAH units worth dishonouring the Settlement
Agreement and the integrity and legacy that was left by the previous council? If you
choose to dishonor the Settlement Agreement will future councils honour your
decisions and contracts? Will taxpayers and homeowners who have purchased a home
in Canmore ever trust any decision that you make? Can potential purchasers of property
in Canmore trust that your decisions and land zoning agreements be honoured by future
councils? In February of this year at the second reading of the first rezoning application
of this land Mayor Borrowman stated “I believe that any indication of council, any
decision of council should be respected by future councils. I certainly hope the decisions
we are making with this council will be respected over time by future councils” We fully
agree with that statement.

-

In closing, I am including a quotation from the man who was responsible for the
construction of Quarry Lake, Gerry Stephenson, who is someone that I respect and that I
trust to act with integrity. He said at the Jan 13/15 public hearing “I respectfully suggest
that, should the current council approve this rezoning, they will have set a precedent
which signals to the people of Canmore and to developers that;
- A decision by any Canmore council is only good, at the most, for the life of that council.
- No existing green space in the Town’s boundaries is safe from developers under this
council.
- This is not a legacy of which our council members could be proud, ”

-

Adam Smith in “Wealth of Nations” said “ Corporations and executives have a moral
obligation to our nation and to our society to “do no harm” … not a license to do
anything they can get away with.” That was a different country and a different time but
Adam Smith’s insight can be applied to all businesses and businessmen, including
developers.
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-

Is Council willing to accept 5 additional PAH units as the price of abandoning their
integrity? I submit that this rezoning request clearly does not satisfy Canmore’s core
values. Therefore, as our elected officials, we trust that you will have the integrity to
honor the trust that the residents of Canmore have, in you, to abide by the intent of the
1998 Settlement Agreement and turn down this rezoning application.
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Prepared and Presented by Tom Boone, P.Eng.
I will be addressing the Stones Canyon Creek Risk Assessment
that was provided in Draft form with the first reading materials
First though let me tell you that I am a Civil Engineer and I have
participated in more than 50 risk assessment processes over my
professional career.
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The report provides a somewhat more complicated flowchart for the risk
assessment process but it can be simplified as shown.
The first step is to determine the critical risk scenario such as a large
storm.

The second step is to assess the risk including the consequences such as
damages to buildings, injury to people or even loss of life, and the
estimated frequency of occurrence of such events.
If necessary, one either passively elects to avoid the risk or one can
engineer mitigations
A very important next step is to reassess the 'residual risk', after any
mitigations, since one can never mitigate all the risk.
Finally, one determines if the residual risk is acceptable before deciding
to proceed or not.
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As shown on this slide The Stones Canyon Creek Report found that over a
large part of the proposed development area there was elevated risk for
overland flooding from Stones Canyon Creek which is described as “High
Likelihood of water damage. Potentially dangerous to people in buildings,
on foot or vehicles in areas with higher water depths"
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However, this risk assessment was limited to flooding of Stones Canyon
Creek only. Clearly a more realistic flood event is where another large
storm hits Canmore resulting in the simultaneous flooding of all creeks in
the area. And when considering this specific development there are
three creeks that will contribute to the flooding. The flood risk is
therefore understated in this report and should be reassessed.
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At first reading the subject of mitigation was addressed and it was
portrayed by Administration as a 'fairly cheap' berm that would be
maintained by the condominium association. However, the draft version
of the report did not provide any drawings of the berm. Recently, a final
version of the report was posted on the Town's website and it provides
an outline of a much larger off-site berm that is on lands owned by the
Province and is contained within the current defined area of the Quarry
Lake Habitat patch. It should also be noted that there is no assessment
or mention of a berm in the Corvidae environmental assessment.
And finally, there is no analysis of the residual risk in the Stones Canyon
Creek report so it is not known how well this berm would mitigate the
risk. It could actually make the flooding worse for some of the existing
houses.
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The topic of offsite mitigation is specifically addressed in the Town's own
materials on Steep Creek Hazards. It states that: "For new development
passive mitigation should be employed to avoid the risk". Very simply
that means do not build on the site. The document does go on to say
"offsite mitigation may be employed where it is necessary to develop the
land". Clearly, it is not necessary to develop these lands.
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Finally, I would like to make a few points in closing,
This slide incorporates all the key features. Most importantly it shows
that the proposed PAH and MAH are clearly in the mapped flood risk
zone.
Previously, administration has proposed that many engineering issues be
addressed at the subdivision stage. However, this is clearly a question of
"suitability for development" and should be fully addressed now.
The report identifies a significant risk that you should be very concerned
about has been identified. Mitigations have been proposed but it is not
known if they are viable, allowable or whether they will effectively
reduce the risk.
I also think you need to ask whether it is appropriate for the CCHC to
ever be purchasing PAH units in flood risk zones. First time home buyers
who have most of their savings invested in their house should not be
accepting elevated flood risks for their houses. The Town should adopt
the principle that passive mitigation is always be applied to PAH and
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MAH.
Finally, I do strongly support the efforts the Town is making in addressing
the risks associated with Steep Mountain Creeks. Risk assessment
processes are difficult for organizations to implement and master. And, it
often takes strong leadership from the top to say 'no we are not going to
accept that risk' in order to establish an organization's core principals.
At this early stage in the town's Steep Creek Hazard Assessment process,
you should be insisting that the Town take the time to get this one right,
and uphold the integrity of the process by saying No to this application
for rezoning.
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My name is Doug Latimer and I am opposed to terminating the settlement agreement and the
rezoning of these lands. Since presenting to to council less than a year ago and opposing an even
smaller development on these lands I have had an opportunity to consider some of the information
that was previously presented to council. In particular I decided to hike up Y and Z creeks above the
Peaks of Grassi to see for myself if there may be any evidence that these creeks pose a threat to my
community.
My formal education is in environmental science and I have some background in hydrology,
geomorphology, and mapping. A companion and I retraced the visible historic streamflow for Y and Z
creeks and this is what we found:
On Y creek 380 metres from Wilson Way there is a significant bend in the existing channel. Debris
outside the channel and damaged vegetation indicates that water now overflows the existing channel.
Page 3 of the BGC Engineering Report, X, Y, Z Creeks, Forensic Analysis-Final (2013) states Over
time, the creek moves to occupy many positions on the fan surface.
300 metres from Wilson Way there is a large amount of debris that has recently inundated the forest. .
Page 10 of the same BGC report states It is currently unknown whether a debris flow occurred
on the upper fan reaches of Y Creek during the June 19-21, 2013 storm. It happened, I have
seen it.
The fresh debris flow ends about 75 metres from Wilson Way. Water however continued to flow and
there was a significant overland flow from this drainage in 2013 that is responsible for the mud and
debris seen in these images at the T intersection to the Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood. It appears
that the existing control structures and green spaces prevented significant economic loss. The
problem is however, as indicated by the BGC report and based on my initial observations, the channel
can and will change over time. The second flow path from Y creek enters the community fairly close
to Z creek.
This second basin is called Z creek. 365 metres up Z creek from Wilson Way there is a headwall that
appears to be a waterfall during storms. The water then is immediately confined in a gulley with a
bedrock floor. At 140 metres from Wilson Way, the gulley opens up and there is evidence of a fairly
large and recent debris flow. Direct evidence of this flow can be found 80 metres from Wilson Way.
Looking downslope from this same spot you can see how close it is to homes. After speaking with a
few of the residents and confirming the information with the BGC report, I discovered that this event
happened in 2012, not 2013 and was the result of a storm and possibly ice dam that burst . Debris
reached several homes and yards were flooded. On July 13, 2012, a heavy rainstorm in the
watershed resulted in overland flooding to the usually dry stream channels above Wilson
Way... this resulted in the flooding of several yards. Residents worked to direct the flows
between homes to minimize damage to the structures and prevent basement flooding. (pg 10)
A wall was later constructed by the town to protect these homes and deflect the water flow to the
north. This project appears to have been successful as there were no significant issues that I know of
in 2013.
We know of 3 flooding events involving Y and Z creeks over the last 25 years, but there could have
been more.
• 1990 as referenced in the Three Sisters EIA 1994
• 2012 BGC Engineering Report (2013)
• 2013 June Flood.
Based solely on those averaging these 3 events a flood frequency of less than once every 10 years
can be estimated. The BGC report provides a similar estimate These observations support the
supposition that small debris flows with decadal frequency occur on X, Y, Z creeks with
magnitudes in the hundreds and perhaps low thousand cubicmeters. (pg 13)

The flood of 2013 is indicated by BGC as being the largest flood in 70 years (Hillcroft Developments
Ltd. Sones Canyon Creek Development Level 2 Debris-Flow Risk Assessment Final 1558-001),
however Dr. John Pomeroy (Centre for Hydrology, University of Saskatchewan, The 2013 flood event
in the Bow and Oldman River basins; causes, assessment, and damages; 2013) has estimated this
flood as a 1:40 or 45 year event. Therefore it is very likely that a flood equal to or greater than the
2013 event will occur at least once more, in my lifetime.
Here is the problem, where did the water in Z creek go during the storm in 2013 and how much of the
overland flow from Y creek followed the secondary route? We all know, water flows downhill. The
natural flow and in fact a swale built to accept this overflow is located in the depression, near the west
end of the Lawrence Grassi Ridge Rd. This is the parcel of land where the developers are proposing
to build PAH and MAH housing. Despite multiple studies over the last 20 years recommending further
study of Y and Z Creeks we still do not have basic information regarding their behaviour and flood risk.
Construction of a berm as indicated to mitigate the flood risk from Stones Canyon Creek will only
serve to further concentrate any flood from above the community into the proposed PAH and MAH
homes. All of the homes in grey on this map have Overland Drainage Right of Ways. This means that
when the homes were built some potential flooding was anticipated. The expected drainage that is
mapped out in various reports all indicate water flow towards Parcels 1 and 2 of the proposed
development.
Before council even considers rezoning these lands, you need to know the extent of overland flooding
and the cost of the necessary mitigations to protect the home owners, looking holistically at Stones
Canyon, Y and Z Creeks and all existing and proposed structures. This will likely cause a significant
increase to the cost of each home and delay the project start substantially.
To the best of my knowledge no one has ever considered flooding in this parcel of land because it was
believed that anything would ever be built here. Once again the BGC report confirms this Long-term
mitigation measures will strongly depend on future development plans, , althoughBGC
understands through discussions with the Town that t here are currently no development
plans upslope of Wilson Way. (pg 14) The first rezoning application was made months after the
completion of the BGC report . Despite this BGC still recommended additional studies for Y and Z
Creeks. it must be understood by the Town of Canmore that further information gathering
and assessment are required and that the recommendations provided herein may be
modified on the basis of new information through the remainder of 2013 and 2014. (pg. 2)
Images and maps are located on the following pages
Doug Latimer
Canmore, Alberta
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My name is Doug Latimer and I am opposed to terminating the settlement agreement and the rezoning of these lands. Since
the last application, I have assessed some of the information that was presented to council. In particular I explored Y and Z
creeks above the Peaks of Grassi to see if there is a flood risk.
My formal education is in environmental science and I have some background in hydrology, geomorphology, and mapping.
This is what I found:
On Y creek 380 metres from Wilson Way there is a significant bend in the existing channel. Debris outside the channel and
damaged vegetation indicates that water now overflows the existing channel. Page 3 of the BGC Engineering Report, X, Y,
Z Creeks, Forensic Analysis-Final (2013) states Over time, the creek moves to occupy many positions on

the fan surface. It does, and may be in the process of doing just that.
300 metres from Wilson Way there is a large amount of debris that has recently inundated the forest. Page 10 of the same
BGC report states It is currently unknown whether a debris flow occurred on the upper fan reaches of Y Creek

during the June 19-21, 2013 storm. It happened, I have seen it.
The fresh debris flow ends about 75 metres from Wilson Way. Water however continued to flow and there was a
significant overland flow from this drainage in 2013 that appears to be responsible for the mud and debris seen in these
images at the T intersection to the Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood. It also appears that the existing control structures and
green spaces prevented significant economic loss. The problem is however, as indicated by the BGC report and based on
my initial observations, the channel can, will, and may be changing. The second flow path from Y creek enters the
community fairly close to Z creek.
This second basin is called Z creek. 365 metres up Z creek from Wilson Way there is a headwall that appears to be a
waterfall during storms. The water then is immediately confined in a gulley with a bedrock floor. At 140 metres from
Wilson Way, the gulley opens up and there is evidence of a fairly large and recent debris flow. Direct evidence of this flow
can be found 80 metres from Wilson Way. Looking downslope from this same spot you can see how close it is to homes.
After speaking with a few of the residents and confirming the information with the BGC report, I discovered that this event
happened in 2012, not 2013 and was the result of an storm and possibly ice dam that burst . Debris reached several homes
and yards were flooded. Quote On July 13, 2012, a heavy rainstorm in the watershed resulted in overland

flooding to the usually dry stream channels above Wilson Way... this resulted in the flooding of several yards.
Residents worked to direct the flows between homes to minimize damage to the structures and prevent
basement flooding. A retaining wall was later extended by the town to protect these homes and deflect the water flow to
the north.
I have found 3 documented flooding events involving Y and Z creeks over the last 25 years, but there could have been
more.
Based solely on those events, I roughly estimated the average flood frequency to be less than once every 10 years . The
BGC report provides a similar estimate These observations support the supposition that small debris flows with

decadal frequency occur on X, Y, Z creeks with magnitudes in the hundreds and perhaps low thousand
cubicmeters. (pg 13)
The flood of 2013 is indicated by BGC as being the largest flood in 70 years (Hillcroft Developments Ltd. Sones Canyon
Creek Development Level 2 Devris-Flow Risk Assessment Final 1558-001), however Dr. John Pomeroy (Centre for

Hydrology, University of Saskatchewan, The 2013 flood event in the Bow and Oldman River

basins; causes, assessment, and damages; 2013) has estimated this flood as a 1:40 or 45 year event.
Therefore it is very likely that a flood equal or greater than the 2013 event will occur at least once more, in my lifetime.
Here is the problem, where did the water in Z creek go during the storm in 2013 and how much of the overland flow from
Y creek followed the secondary route? We all know water flows downhill. The natural flow and in fact a swale built to
accept this overflow is located in the depression, near the west end of the Lawrence Grassi Ridge Rd. This is the parcel of
land where the developers are proposing to build PAH and MAH housing. Despite multiple studies over the last 20 years
recommending further study of Y and Z Creeks we still do not have basic information regarding their behaviour and flood
risk. Construction of a berm as indicated to mitigate the flood risk from Stones Canyon Creek will only serve to further
concentrate any flood from above the community into the proposed PAH and MAH homes. All of the homes in grey on this
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map have Overland Drainage Right of Ways. This means that when the homes were built some potential flooding was
anticipated. The expected drainage that is mapped out in various reports all indicate water flow towards Parcels 1 and 2 of
the proposed development.
Before even considering rezoning these lands, council needs to know the extent of overland flooding and the cost of the
necessary mitigations to protect the home owners. How long will it take to produce this information and who will bare the
costs of mitigation, or repeated flood damage if these homes are built?
How does this solve our affordable housing need?
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Geotechnical+Considera0ons+

Geotechnical+Report?+
• Administra0on+and+the+Applicants+have+
made+mul0ple++references+to+a+2014+
geotechnical+report+
• This+report+has+not+been+made+publicly+
available+despite+the+fact+the+deﬁni0on+of+
Urban+Reserve+makes+speciﬁc+reference+
to+the+per0nence+of+geotechnical+studies++

Steep+Slopes+
• Site+3+is+largely+comprised+of+a+rock+
outcrop+with+steep+slopes+(>25%)+

Source:++Peaks+of+Grassi+Phase+III+Land+Use+Report+in+support+of+an+applica0on+for+Amendment+
to+the+Land+Use+Bylaw.+April+1998+

What+the+NRCB+Decision+Approved+
The+ﬁrst+clause+of+the+decision+states:++
“1.+The+project+of+the+Three+Sisters+Golf+
Resorts+....including+undertakings+of+the+Applicant!
is+approved”![emphasis+added]+
The+undertakings+include:+
“No+construc0on+is+to+be+considered+on+slopes+of+
over+25%”++
+

(Sec0on+2.4+Site+Descrip0on+–+2.4.1+Site+Selec0on+Process+page+2.9,++
Vol.+II+Environmental+Impact+Assessment+Report+Page+1)+

Community+Character+
The+Town’s+Guidelines+for+Subdivision+and+
Development+in+Mountainous+Terrain+state:+
+++
Sec0on+2.1.3:+“Prominent+topographic+features+such+
as+knolls,+ridgelines,+bedrock+outcrops,+cliﬀs,+ravines+
should+not+be+graded+or+otherwise+altered.”+
++
Sec0on+2.2.2:+“Throughout+new+developments+sloped+
terrain+and+other+signiﬁcant+features+should+remain+
undisturbed+to+the+greatest+extent+possible+in+order+
to+maintain+slope+stability+and+create+an+esthe0cally+
pleasing+community.”++

Community+Character+
The+Town+needs+to+foster+a+feeling+of+transparency,+
trust+and+value.+
+
People+have+choices,+let’s+make+Canmore+their+
preferred+choice.+

Report to Canmore Town Council, in opposition to Peaks of Grassi
rezoning application
24 Nov 2015
Mark D. Taylor P.Eng

Section 7
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Good evening, Your Worship Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors;
Before we begin, a point of order: We have done our best working with what
information has been available. We have repeatedly requested the geotechnical
work done with respect to this application but have been denied access to-date.
I would ask formally again that the developers please provide access to this
critical geotechnical data.
With that, let us begin - My name is Mark Taylor. I live at 1168 Wilson Way and I
oppose this rezoning application.
I am a registered professional engineer and I’m here today to talk to you about
geotechnical considerations, specifically with respect to Site 3 of the application.
This is a key component of this application and based on the research we have
conducted, there are significant geotechnical concerns that arise around Site 3
development.
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Steep Slopes
• Site 3 is largely comprised of a rock
outcrop with steep slopes (>25%)

Source: Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report in support of an applica on for Amendment
to the Land Use Bylaw. April 1998

Highlighted with the yellow cross hatching on this slide is Site 3. The color
contouring shows areas of steep slopes.
The map is taken from a 1998 geotechnical report submitted in support of the
original development.
Yellow colored areas show slopes greater than 22% and red shows slopes greater
than 35% As you can see, much of the proposed Site 3 development area is
considered “steep slopes”.
Also as shown on the map, the proposed Site 3 is part of a natural rock outcrop
area that runs through the community, starting on the south side – in the Wilson
Way playground area - extending across Site 3 and then on out to the Quarry
Lake area to the north. Site 3 is also adjacent to the designated environmental
reserve.
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The NRCB decision governing the original development of this area was very
clear in determining that there should be no construction on slopes greater than
25%
As you can see on the slide, the first clause of the decision approves the Three
Sisters project as described in its documents but explicitly imposes several
‘undertakings of the Applicant’.
The specific undertaking that “No construction is to be considered on slopes over
25%” can be found in multiple places in the referenced documentation – both the
NRCB decision and the EIA done at that time. This restriction was put in place to
ensure safe construction (slope stability, water flow erosion etc.) as well as to
preserve the aesthetic components of the development.
Note, a legal opinion supporting the binding nature of these undertakings has
been provided to Town Council for your reference (dated 8Sep2015)
The NRCB decision was intended to balance the interests the Town, the
developers and the future residents of the area. We ask that you continue to
comply with this decision.
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Lastly, I would like to comment on the physical nature of community character
and the transparency of attracting future investment in our town.
Many of us have purchased our property in Canmore because of its mountainous
topography, and the design of the existing communities.
As outlined in the slide, the Town’s own ‘Guidelines for Subdivision and
Development in Mountainous Terrain’ also documents the importance of these
traits.
It recognizes that mountainous features such as the rock outcrop on Site 3 are
part of the community character and should remain undisturbed and are
important in creating an aesthetically pleasing community.
Given the clarity of the NRCB Decision on steep slopes and the Town’s own
guidelines for development, this Site 3 parcel should not be approved for
development.
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Community Character
The Town needs to foster a feeling of transparency,
trust and value.
People have choices, let’s make Canmore their
preferred choice.

My final slide: Again, I'm a professional engineer and have been involved in the development business for most of my 30
year career. I've also been a public trustee so appreciate the challenge of the decision before you.
I would strongly encourage counsel to not get trapped into specific allegiance camps. Everyone has a favorite cause. I am
personally concerned about the housing situation in Canmore, and I understand that development is generally good for our
town, but I am also concerned about preserving the character of our communities, keeping our green spaces and managing
our interactions with wildlife. Just because we’re Pro PAH or Pro development doesn't mean we have to vote for this
particular proposal. There are other and better ways of achieving these objectives without destroying our green spaces or
materially changing the character of our existing communities.
People bought into these homes making a significant investment based on the understanding of the kind of community
they were joining. Making a material change to that community now is not only unfair to those who built and grew up in
this community but it is also sends a negative message to those who are considering moving to our town.
People come here to set up businesses, purchase homes or to move their family and put their children in schools expecting
the ground rules will not be changed: Business taxes won’t be hiked irresponsibly causing their business to fail; Parkland
won’t be destroyed by their houses for HD development; Schools won’t be closed because they want to move it to another
area.
We want people to be able to trust that when they come here they are seeing what they're actually getting. We don't want
them to be suspicious of Canmore and to give them reason to consider taking their business or their families to Fernie or
Revelstoke or Windermere. We want people to believe Canmore is a place that they can love and grow and trust in, just as
we all have here for many years.
Again, this proposed development does little to enhance our community and does much to hurt it. I request Council to
definitively reject this development proposal - once for all.
Thank you for your time and I will be happy to address your questions.
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Impact on Quarry Lake Park
Of Rezoning Proposal for Quarry Pines ⁄ Peaks Landing
Presented by Don McKay – Wilson Way, Canmore
November 24, 2015
Your Worship Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors, thank you for the opportunity to address
Council.
Quarry Lake Park is a pristine natural park area surrounding a beautiful lake that was built by
Canmorites, for the recreational pleasure of Canmore residents and guests.

(Pic. 1-3) The Park is used extensively for many
purposes such as swimming, picnicking, sport fishing,
dog walking, hiking, bicycling, weddings, art works,
etc. In fact, the Park is listed as a primary destination
within Canmore by Alberta Tourism.
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(Pic. 4) The vista from Quarry Lake Parks is a
fantastic view of mountains which includes Three
Sisters, Ha Ling Peak and Lady MacDonald. The
gorgeous natural vista is currently protected from
nearby housing developments by a surrounding
forest barrier which is used both by humans and
wildlife.

(Pic. 5) The one area where the current forest
barrier is ineffective is on the south side of the park
that is parallel to Lawrence Grassi Drive. A number
of houses are clearly visible from Quarry Lake.

(Pic. 6) This is the same area proposed for the
development of Site 1 and 2 housing. The distance
from Quarry Lake to the newly proposed housing is
a mere 150 metres. Almost all of the trees between
Lawrence Grassi and the powerline, currently about
40 metres of forest, will have to be removed leaving
only few metres, if any, of trees. On the north side
of the powerline there is less than 10 metres of
forest, which is ineffective as a visual and –or noise
barrier. If the proposed development is approved,
the trees that would remain would be ineffective as
a sightline and noise barrier. The new development
would be clearly visible from the Park. The
proposed housing is virtually bordering the
powerline and only 50 metres from the park border.
In addition the existing trees provide protection for
wildlife passing through this area and a natural
habitat space for many species of wildlife.
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( Pic. 7) A previous council foresaw the potential of Quarry
Lake Park as a valuable natural recreational area and wildlife
habitat, and hence decided not to allow proposed
development within the park by Three Sisters Development in
1996. Due to concerns that future proposals might be made
that would infringe on this leased land``Stanley A. Milner, a
business man and Canmore homeowner, founded the Rocky
Mountain Heritage Foundation in 2000 with the goal to buy
the land and establish it as a municipal park``(Park Plaque).
The Foundation and the Town worked with local residents to
establish this beautiful park. ``A wildlife corridor, which gives
wildlife an unimpeded route past Canmore, runs to the south
of Quarry Lake``(Park Plaque). It is this corridor which is
currently under threat by the proposed rezoning. The
aesthetic value of Quarry Lake Park and the wildlife corridor
need to be preserved . The current President of the Rocky
Mountain Heritage is concerned for the preservation of the
park for future generations: ``Once it`s gone, it`s gone.``

In 1998, Council decided that 4.42 acres of deferred municipal
reserve be discharged from the Peaks of Grassi subdivision
area and registered as Deferred Reserve Caveat on Area W,
Plan 9410247. I believe this decision was made to limit the
housing development in the Peaks to acceptable levels, to
restrict development on a natural outcrop and importantly to
form a natural forested barrier between the Quarry Lake Park
and the Peaks of Grassi development. This natural forested
barrier was necessary due to the close proximity of Lawrence
Grassi Drive and Quarry Lake Park. The existing barrier is only
40 metres in width and as shown previously, does not form a
complete visual barrier from Peaks of Grassi development.
This is the same area that the current council is considering
for rezoning for housing development. Approval of the
rezoning would virtually eliminate this natural barrier and
wildlife habitat area, and would change the atmosphere of
Quarry Park from a pristine natural vista to that of an urban
park with nearby housing clearly visible.
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In a letter to the Rocky Mountain Outlook, Eileen Patterson voices concerns as a Quarry Lake user :
“Our community …. Is dead set against the new proposal to rezone UR land, sacrificing green

space, presently protected by the previous settlement agreement. Canmore residents identify
with Quarry Park as symbols of who we are and what we stand for – protection of wildlife,
green spaces, and quality of life.
If Council approves this second application, it is a betrayal of this previous agreement. Quarry
Lake Park is a Flower of Canmore. It was a gift to all of us, families and visitors, to enjoy. It is
a breath of fresh AIR in our busy lives and global unrest.”

We therefore ask that the Canmore Town Council respect the decision of a previous Council to
preserve these lands and deny the application for rezoning.
Thank you for your consideration,
Don McKay

Peaks of Grassi is Quarry Lake’s Backyard
November 24, 2015 Peaks Re-zoning Public Hearing
Prepared by Blanca Cervi
Quarry Pines a Gift to the Community
Introduction
Quarry Lake Park is a much loved community treasure. A Nov. 19th, 2015 letter to the editor written by
Eileen Patterson, described it as “The flower of Canmore” and “a gift to the community”. I agree.
Over the years Quarry Lake Park has increased in value to our community. Canmorites and visitors alike
come to enjoy the wonders of the Park. Be it to swim, splash, paddle board, pick nick or to walk our
dogs. Many movies and events such as: weddings, triathlons, church services, have used Quarry Lake as
a setting. The movie “Mystery Alaska’s” outdoor hockey rink, where a young Russell Crowe played
hockey, was Quarry Lake. The lake is an important asset for the tourism industry of Canmore.
We now take our local swimming hole for granted. But in the 1990’s many people fought very hard to
ensure it was preserved for future generations to enjoy. Mr. Gerry Stephenson at the January 13th, 2015
Public Hearing for the previous Peaks rezoning application, commented on how the establishment of
Quarry Lake Park was an exercise in community sprit at its best.
History of Quarry Lake’s Struggle from Encroachment by Three Sisters’ Development
Since 1992 the Town of Canmore and residents have fought to preserve Quarry Lake from development
proposals by Three Sisters, including a development that would have seen lake front homes surrounding
the Lake. All such attempts have been consistently and strongly opposed by residents.
In July 1996, A Public Hearing was held with 150 Canmore residents in attendance to express their
opposition to a proposal for the Three Sisters’ Quarry Lake development. The massive proposal was
eventually turned down by council.
In December 1997, the town announced a way forward: “The dreams of a lot of community people
rested on this and it’s something the community feels very, very strongly about,” the Mayor told town
councillors. The history is well told by a July 14, 1998 Canmore Leader’s article:

“Keep Quarry Views Pristine, Residents Urge”
The article continues “Allowing any part of homes in the Peaks of Grassi Phase III to be visible from
Quarry Lake is not “acceptable” to the members of one local conservation group, Council was told last
week”
“Residents were overwhelmingly opposed to a previous proposal which would have put houses within
view of Quarry Lake”, Jean Findley, speaking for Bow Corridor Organization for Responsible
Development (BowCORD), told Council”
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“Findley was referring to a 1996 proposal by Three Sisters to develop housing next to the lake. That
proposal was defeated, and the Town recently negotiated a long-term lease with the Province on 225
acres surrounding the lake”
“The value of the Park is not as an ornamental park. It’s the only place in Canmore where people can
be and see no houses. Davidson said” (Friends of Quarry Lake)
“During the regular meeting, Council defeated a motion …….. which called for blanket approval for a
height variance for 12 lots slated for construction in Phase III” (Refers to Quarry Pines in the Peaks)
Frank Liszczak , Manager of Planning :“ We are potentially looking at a grain elevator in the back. Is
that what we want? …. Please don’t expect the development officer to approve these variances with
a quid quo pro”
In December 2000, a “made in Canmore” solution was struck, the “Rocky Mountain Heritage
Foundation” was founded to “acquire, manage and preserve the 224 acres of land… for public use.”
Reflecting the broadly held view by Canmore’s citizens, Robert Ellis, manager of planning and
development and a member of the new foundation’s board of advisors, said the “intent of the effort
was to protect the land from any further development.”
Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood is Quarry Lake’s Backyard
In 1998, when the Quarry Pines sub-division (phase 3 of the Peaks Development), was being planned,
outrage was expressed by Canmore residents. There was great concern about encroachment on Quarry
Lake Park by this new development.
Great care was taken to ensure minimal visual impacts from the development on Quarry Lake’s visitor
experience. Representatives from: Council, Planning Department, Three Sisters, Alpine Homes and the
media all gathered by Quarry Lake Park while helium balloons were raised to the height of the roof
lines of the proposed new homes on Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
Council’s commitment to ensuring that visual impacts from the Quarry Pines sub-division were
minimized, was recorded in:
Council minutes of Special Meeting of Council Held Tuesday July 14, 1998 to approve
By-law 22(Z) -98 – Peaks of Grassi Phase III – Point (o):
“A non-disturbance zone to be registered as a restrictive covenant on the rear of lost 12-17 Block 11 to
protect mature tree growth and to minimize visual impacts on Quarry Lake” .
The developers claim that a 2 ½ metre tree buffer will be sufficient to prevent additional housing from
being seen from Quarry Lake. This is refuted by expert forestry expert. Given the age of the trees, the
straight (I think you could read vulnerable) cut along the power line right of way and the exposure to
high winds, we can anticipate the trees not to be effective as a buffer to Quarry Lake from the proposed
development.
8-2

If the wind does not get the trees, man’s chain saw will, as can be seen in this picture.

In 2014 a survey of park users was conducted. Despite several request, the results have never been
made available to the public. But the widely held view is that most Quarry Lake visitors do not want to
see development from the lake. By and large, anyone I speak with wants to leave Quarry Lake “alone”,
no improvements of any infrastructure are wanted.
In fact, the new development on sites 1 and 2 is only 150 meters from the south east side of the lake,
while the existing development is 182 meters from the lake. The parking lot is 212 meters from the lake.
The “lake view” proposed homes will be 62 meters or 203 ft. closer to the lake than the parking lot.
The development’s name “Peaks Landing” reflects the proximity to Quarry Lake
Quarry Lake is of great value to the Town of Canmore’s tourism industry. Last year when the Peaks
neighbourhood, conducted a survey of 239 Quarry Lake Park users, 61% were locals while 94 people
were visitors to Town. No matter where visitors came from, they all agreed that housing development
was not what they wanted to see when they visited Quarry Lake. I am sure that housing does not make
a very good background to wedding pictures.
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Hotels, restaurants, main street stores and other Canmore business, that depend on tourism to make a
living, should question the benefit of spoiling Quarry Lake’s visitor experience by developing so close to
it.
Do we, in 2015 value Quarry Lake so much less than in the 90’s when our residents and Town Council
fought so hard to preserve it for our generation and those yet to come?
I quote Sir Winston Churchill “ those who fail to learn from history are doomed to repeat it”.
Conclusion
The Peaks is within Three Sisters’ lands. This application shows that the struggle over development of
Three Sisters’ lands continues to evolve. Three Sisters Mountain Village chose to sell the 4 acres of U R
land at the bargain basement price of $325,000, because they believed that Council would not approve
a re-zoning proposal if TSMV applied for it. In Mr. Hill’s own words:
“Mr. Ollenberger believed that a locally based developer would be most likely to be able to have the
Parcel rezoned for development, and, as such, most likely to purchase the Parcel.”
Source: Point 12 of L. Hill’s Oct 9, 2015 sworn affidavit:
The belief that Council would not approve a rezoning application if TSMV applied is what led Mr.
Ollenberger to write an email to Mr. Hill to offer the four acres:
“Before we take it out to the market, we’d like to offer the opportunity up to friends and family”
Source C. Ollenberger email to Hill—Nov 22, 2013 E-Mail Exhibit H
In 1999, Three Sisters motivated to show a more valuable asset on its balance sheet, requested Council
to re-zone these four acres from Wildlife Conservation (WC) and Natural Park (NP) zoning to Urban
Reserve (UR). The then Council accepted this request as it was felt that the zoning designation did not
matter. Future development would not be able to take place on these four acres, as they were
protected by the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
It appears that in 2015, the developers have changed, but the protection of Quarry Lake from
development that will encroach on Quarry Lake remains a clear goal for the residents of Canmore.
If you approve this rezoning, your decision is irreversible. I urge you to honour the intent of the
Settlement agreement and the desire of Canmorites to protect the quality of Quarry Lake.
I respectfully ask Council to decline this application.
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Population and Housing Statistics
of Peaks of Grassi and Quarry Pines
Prepared by Renée Boone, M.Eng., P.Eng.

INTRODUCTION
To fully comprehend the impacts of the Peaks Landing proposal on Peaks of Grassi and Quarry
Pines neighborhoods, we need to look at not only the issues of drainage, traffic, parking, wildlife,
environment, and community character, but we must also review the anticipated impacts of
additional residents and housing on the current population, housing numbers and types, and
densities.
For the purposes of this discussion, population statistics will be presented with respect to the
2014 census data and calculated occupancy rates. Housing statistics will be reviewed in terms of
numbers of units, development density, housing type, and value.

1. Population Density
The 2014 census data indicate that Peaks of Grassi (PoG) is the densest community in Canmore
with respect to the combined permanent and non-permanent resident population. Table 1
presents the census data and population density calculations. PoG achieves its high density of
4,638 people/sq. km. without large apartment buildings, but with only a total of 404 single
family homes, duplexes, townhomes, triplexes, fourplexes, and a small 13-unit apartment
complex.
When compared to the city of Calgary, the Peaks of Grassi is more dense than 178, or 93%, of
the city’s communities; only 13 communities of the city’s 191 communities are more dense than
Peaks of Grassi. Figure 1 illustrates this comparison.
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TABLE 1: CALCULATION OF DENSITY IN EACH CANMORE COMMUNITY
District
No.

Name of Community

Area (square
metres)*

Area
(square km)

2014
Permanent
Population**

2014 NonPermanent
Population**

Total
Population

Density (total
population /sq
km)

23

Peaks of Grassi

216899.5733

0.216899573

750

256

1,006

4,638

13A

Cougar Point

105331.8283

0.105331828

414

8

422

4,006

21

The Avens

382883.2671

0.382883267

1,286

83

1,369

3,576

13B

Cougar Creek

424916.2611

0.424916261

1,034

43

1,077

2,535

09

Larch Lower

95198.78462

0.095198785

223

11

234

2,458

04

Town Center
Three Sisters Parkway
Cres/Rundle Dr.)

342124.7417

0.342124742

474

276

750

2,192

165284.7173

0.165284717

277

71

348

2,105

01B

(Rundle

03

South Canmore

478131.5123

0.478131512

751

231

982

2,054

10

Fairholme/Larch

330318.2957

0.330318296

603

25

628

1,901

22

Canyon Ridge

188988.2336

0.188988234

320

35

355

1,878

08

Larch Upper

95620.79624

0.095620796

161

12

173

1,809

16B

Eagle Terrace

584374.7749

0.584374775

732

303

1,035

1,771

02

Spring Creek

291526.186

0.291526186

438

61

499

1,712

17

Prospect and Homesteads

07A

Downtown Residential

486414.744

0.486414744

457

309

766

1,575

188086.9703

0.188086970

261

34

295

1,568

05

Town Center

198664.5628

0.198664563

253

52

305

1,535

01A

Three Sisters Drive

232733.7372

0.232733737

226

86

312

1,341

06

Railway Avenue

246298.2069

0.246298207

243

85

328

1,332

07B

Aspen Park

102449.6416

0.102449642

111

3

114

1,113

14

Rundle Ridge

393373.6223

0.393373622

209

204

413

1,050

12B

Teepee Town/Hospital

518979.5232

0.518979523

456

71

527

1,015

12A

Kananaskis Way/Lincoln Park

952676.0127

0.952676013

637

205

842

884

16A

Benchlands

433284.0346

0.433284035

266

90

356

822

20

Grotto/Boulder

447444.5737

0.447444574

356

9

365

816

19A

Palliser/Silvertip Ridge

1078739.165

1.078739165

439

119

558

517

15

Rummell Place

244260.3671

0.244260367

52

66

118

483

19B

Stonecreek/Silvertip Ridge

1196299.912

1.196299912

260

140

400

334

11

Mountain Ave to Bow Valley Trail

546417.5962

0.546417596

85

17

102

187

18E

Three Sisters/Stewart Creek

28030302.13

28.03030213

1,274

771

2,045

73

18C

Cairns Landing

2394433.512

2.394433512

7

5

12

5

18B

Transalta - Spray Lakes

4558716.935
797569.996

4.558716935

13

4

17

4

2

10

0A

0.797569996

0B

Harvie Heights Boundary

4401439.994

4.401439994

8

0C

Alpine Club

4398000.733

4.398000733

1

totals:

13,068

3,687

16,763
average density:

* data
provided by
GIS
Coordinator,
Town of
Canmore, 2014

** data obtained from 2014
Census, Town of Canmore updated
with non-permanent population
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1,525

FIGURE 1: Comparison of Population Density for Calgary Communities
to Peaks of Grassi Benchmark

Population Density (population per square kilometer)
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Population Density

Peaks of Grassi

The 2014 census data indicate a population of 750 permanent and 256 non-permanent residents
in PoG, for a total of 1,006. These 1,006 residents in the 404 homes as established by the
Settlement Agreement create an occupancy rate of 2.5 people per unit (ppl/unit). The MDP in
Table 1: Estimated Residential Dwelling Units and Population at Build-out of Future Growth
Areas also supports a population per unit of 2.5. At this occupancy rate, the addition of 27 new
units equates to 68 more residents. The MDP estimates an occupancy rate of 2.0 people per
secondary suite. For the 13 proposed suites, there is the potential for an additional 26 residents.
From these calculations, the Peaks Landing proposal is expected to introduce as much as 94 new
residents, a nearly 10% increase in the population of PoG, as shown in Table 2.
However, these 94 new residents are not scattered throughout the 45 acres of the PoG
community. They are all concentrated in the Quarry Pines Phase III development of PoG as
shown in Figures 2 and 3. Currently, there are a total of 124 units in Quarry Pines. At an
occupancy rate of 2.5, this equates to 310 residents. The additional 94 new residents from the
proposed development would increase the population of this established neighborhood by 30%,
as presented in Table 2.
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TABLE 2: CALCULATION OF POPULATION INCREASE FROM PEAKS
LANDING’S PROJECTED POPULATION
% Increase by Peaks
Landing's 27 units
at 2.5 ppl/unit = 68

% Increase by Peaks Landing's
27 units (x 2.5 ppl/unit)
+ 13 suites (x 2.0 ppl/unit) = 94

1,006
(actual)

7%

9%

Quarry Pines
(QP)

310
(calculated)

22%

30%

LGR part of QP

123
(calculated)

55%

76%

Area
Peaks of Grassi

Population
(2.5 ppl/unit)

FIGURE 2: PEAKS LANDING IN PEAKS OF GRASSI
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FIGURE 3: PEAKS LANDING IS COMPLETELY IN QUARRY PINES
The impact of Peaks Landing will be primarily borne by the residents on Lawrence Grassi Ridge
in Quarry Pines, as shown in Figure 4. In this area, there are 123 residents based on the
occupancy rate of 2.5 ppl/unit. Peaks Landing, with 27 units and 13 suites, would increase the
population of this specific area by as much as 76%, as shown in Table 2.

Lawrence Grassi Ridge in Quarry Pines

SITE 1:
14 Townhouse
Units

SITE 2:
8 Duplexes
Plus 8 Suites

SITE 3:
5 Single
Family Homes
plus 5 Suites

FIGURE 4: PEAKS LANDING IS ON LAWRENCE GRASSI RIDGE IN QUARRY PINES
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The anticipated population of new residents to be brought in with the Peaks Landing
development in Quarry Pines, and specifically along Lawrence Grassi Ridge, is a significant
increase in the existing population, upwards of 76% higher. The resulting population density
converts to 5,071 people/sq km, a value exceeded by only 5% of the communities in Calgary.
People purchase property in Canmore to get away from big city congestion. Peaks of Grassi is
already densified to what some would call the maximum that anyone should have to expect in a
small mountain town. Further densifying our already stressed neighborhood by building in our
precious green space is doing a disservice to the people who currently call Peaks of Grassi home.
How dense is dense enough?

2. Development Density
a) Number of Dwellings
Currently, the Peaks of Grassi has 404 housing units. This limit was set by the Settlement
Agreement of 1998 between the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters Resorts Inc. in 1998.
Quarry Pines was the third phase of development in Peaks of Grassi and currently has 124
units. Table 3 shows that the Peaks Landing proposal of 27 to 40 additional dwelling units
will increase the number of dwellings by 55% to over 80% on Lawrence Grassi Ridge most
impacted by the new development.

TABLE 3: CALCULATION OF DWELLING UNIT INCREASE FROM PEAKS LANDING
Area

Number
of
Existing
Units

% Increase by
Peaks Landing's 27
units

% Increase by
Peaks Landing's 27 units +
13 suites

Peaks of Grassi

404

6%

10%

Quarry Pines (QP)

124

22%

32%

LGR part of QP

49

55%

82%

b) Proposed Site Development Density Comparisons
In the summary of the application during First Reading, Administration stated:
On Site 1, “the proposed townhouses while of slightly higher density than the R2A
district across the street would be subject to the same height maximums, site
coverage, and roof pitch requirements as the R2A district. This should result in built
form of similar scale to that across the street.”
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Figure 5 was modified from the rezoning application to show that, in Site 1, there are 14
dwelling units proposed across the street from 6 existing duplexes. From an approximation
of the development areas, the density of the townhouses is 60% higher than the existing R2A
district across the street. How can it be said, then, that this proposal results in a built form of
“similar scale”? A 60% increase in housing density on Site 1 is quite significant.
In the summary for Site 2, Administration stated:
“The proposed built form is largely consistent with the R2A district to the east and
across the street from this site, with the same height maximums, site coverage, and
roof pitch requirements as the R2A district. This should result in a built form of
similar scale to that across the street.”
The rezoning proposal calls for 8 duplexes with mandatory suites as per Council’s First
Reading amendment, for a total of 16 dwelling units. The existing R2A district across the
street has approximately the same development area. Therefore, the density of this proposal
is twice as high as the existing development. Again, is this consistent with the existing
development? A 100% increase in housing density on Site 2 does not result in a built form of
similar scale to that across the street.

6 existing
duplexes

SITE 1
14 Townhouses

8 existing
duplexes
SITE 2
8 Duplexes Plus 8 Suites

FIGURE 5: SITES 1 AND 2 WITH PROPOSED DWELLING UNITS
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c) Development Density Comparisons
According to the Planning and Development Department, the average development density
for all of Canmore is 25.9 units per hectare (uph). This density is calculated by excluding all
the areas dedicated to roads, parks, municipal reserve, environmental reserve, etc. In
contrast, Peaks of Grassi, also according to the Planning and Development Department, has
an existing average development density of 34.4 uph, or 33% higher than the Canmore
average.
Table 4 presents a calculation of the approximate development density in Quarry Pines from
information provided in the Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report dated April 1998 and
data from the Town of Canmore Assessment Roll.

TABLE 4: CALCULATION OF DEVELOPMENT DENSITY IN QUARRY PINES
LAND USE
R1B
R2A
R4
TOTALS

Notes:

APPROXIMATE
AREA (ha) 1
0.96
2.82
0.32
4.10

NUMBER OF
UNITS 2
24
90
10
124
Weighted density =

DEVELOPMENT
DENSITY (uph)
25.0
31.9
31.3
30.2

1. calculated from areas presented in Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report
by UMA Engineering, April 1998
2. determined from Town of Canmore Assessment Roll, 2015

The weighted average development density (by area) of Quarry Pines is approximately 30.2
uph. These numbers support the fact that, when originally developed, Quarry Pines was
intended to have a lower development density than Phases I or II of Peaks of Grassi and
higher market value.
With respect to the Peaks Landing rezoning application, there are a proposed 27 units on 0.74
ha for a development density of 36.5. With the recent proposed amendment from First
Reading to mandate suites in the duplexes, there would be in effect 35 dwelling units on 0.74
ha for a development density of 47.3. This value is over 55% higher than the current
development density in Quarry Pines. With the additional 5 suites in the single family
homes, the development density could be as high as 54.1, or 80% higher than the existing
density. These figures are presented in Table 4.
For comparison, the 2013 SSR for Stewart Creek Phase 3 proposed a development density of
only 21.69 uph for 205 units. Since then, 201 units have been approved for development, but
the development density figure would not be significantly affected for the purposes of this
discussion. An approved SSR for Riva Heights, also in 2013, had a development density of
50.51 uph for apartments and stacked townhouses.
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Table 5 provides a summary of development densities as discussed.

TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT DENSITIES
Area
Town of Canmore
Peaks of Grassi
Quarry Pines
Peaks Landing proposed (27 units)
Peaks Landing amended (8 mandatory suites)
Peaks Landing with 27 units and 13 suites
Stewart Creek 201 units approved 2014
Riva Heights, Paintbrush Ridge in Stewart Creek
Notes:

Average Development Density
(approximately)
25.9 1
34.4 1
30.2 2
36.5 3
47.3 4
54.15
21.7 6
50.5 7

1. provided by A. Fish, Town of Canmore
2. calculated from areas provided in Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report, April 1998
3. from SSR for Peaks Landing proposal of 27 dwelling units
4. calculated from First Reading amendment for mandatory suites creating 35 dwelling units
5. calculated from a total of 27 units plus 13 suites creating 40 dwelling units
6. from SSR file ref. Bylaw 2014-014 for residential development of 201 units in Stewart Creek
7. from SSR 2013-001 Riva Heights, Paintbrush Ridge with apartments and stacked townhomes

The development densities for Peaks Landing as proposed, as amended with the 8 mandatory
suites in the duplexes, and as anticipated with a total of 13 suites are significantly higher than
the existing density in Quarry Pines where the development is located. The current MDP
objectives include the following statement:
“2.2 To maintain the general character and stability of established residential areas
while allowing for a limited amount of higher density infill residential development and
redevelopment in selected appropriate locations.”
During the First Reading presentation, Administration stated:
“The question is not whether or not people will be impacted by the proposal, it is
whether or not the neighborhood character will fundamentally change.”
“Based on the information available to date, administration is of the opinion that the
proposal to add between 27 and 40 new dwelling units of similar style and density on
vacant land in an existing community of 404 dwelling units will not have a material
impact on the character and stability of the neighborhood.”
It is questionable how a development density of 47.3 to 54.1 uph proposed in Quarry Pines
with a current value of 30.2 uph can possibly maintain the general character and stability of
the neighborhood. I believe these calculations, resulting in a 55-80% increase in
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development density, prove that this proposal will significantly change the character of the
neighborhood, and accordingly, the very stability of Quarry Pines is threatened.

3. Single Family Homes
Current assessments of single family homes in Quarry Pines average $876,000. Sales of these
homes in the past two years averaged over $1,000,000. Of the 24 single family homes
established in Quarry Pines, about half are owned by permanent residents. About one third of
these homes are owned by permanent residents who work in Canmore. Owners of the remaining
two thirds are either retired or working elsewhere. The zoning for these houses allows for suites,
and three quarters of these houses do have suites. However, only about half of those suites are
actually rented.
It is assumed, then, that the five proposed “effectively R1B” homes on Site 3 would have a
similar value and demographic. In the absence of proposed values in the rezoning application, it
can be assumed that these five single family homes will likely be worth around $1,000,000 when
compared to others in Quarry Pines. If only one third of these are owned by a permanent
resident working in Canmore and less than half have a rented suite, we could expect that only
one home would actually be owned by a Canmore-working permanent resident and only one
home would have a rented suite.
How do these homes satisfy the need for community housing as emphasized at Second Reading
for the first rezoning application that was unanimously defeated? Are these single family homes
targeted for the local working Canmore resident? According to the Settlement Agreement, the
limits for development set at 404 houses on 45 acres could be exceeded for community housing
on donated land. How do these five single family, high-end market homes satisfy this condition?

4. Market Affordable Housing
The definition of market affordability is subjective at best, and is not defined in Administration’s
report. The current MDP refers to affordable rental housing and perpetually affordable housing
only. From the draft MDP dated August 2015, market affordable housing is defined as:
“affordable housing, market – means a variety of housing types where affordability is
achieved through means other than price control, such as location, size, or design.
Examples of market affordable housing include accessory suites, entry level homes.”
The Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) has stated that affordable housing is not
the same as low income housing. Table 6 is an excerpt from Table 2: Canmore Affordability
Gap for Buyers presented in the CCHC 2015 Supplement Business Plan: 2013-2015, October
2012.
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TABLE 6: MAXIMUM AFFORDABLE HOUSE PRICES PER MEDIAN INCOMES

Household Type

Single Person
Lone Parent
Couple

2013 Median income 100%

Maximum Affordable House
Price

$37,819
$52,061
$103,365

$130,000
$165,000
$405,000

The Peaks Landing rezoning proposal states:
“integrated market townhouses includes two bedrooms and two baths in about 1,100 sf
above grade,… The starting price point for the market affordable row townhouses, not
including GST, would likely be in the $450,000 price range.”
At the proposed starting price point of $450,000 plus GST, these “market affordable row
townhouses” will in fact not be affordable as per the CCHC guidelines by a couple earning the
median income whose maximum affordable house price is $405,000.
Furthermore, a look at the sales data for similar existing units in Peaks of Grassi yields
interesting results. In 2014 and 2015, there have only been two sales of 1,100 sq. ft. townhouses,
and both of these sales were $430,000 or higher. Both of these units sold in 2002 for around
$200,000 and were built in an earlier phase of PoG which, by design, were considered entry level
and affordable at the time. The market has driven these previously affordable units above the
currently considered maximum affordable house price.
Finally, one has to take a good look at the location for these “market affordable row
townhouses”. During the presentation at First Reading, Administration stated:
“The proximity to parkland, playgrounds, hiking trails, the Nordic Centre and Quarry
Lake makes Peaks Landing a desirable area for young families.”
The proximity to Quarry Lake will make these units highly desirable to more than just young
families. The market demand will no doubt raise the value of these units based on their unique
location as the closest market units in Canmore to Quarry Lake. While initial sales of these units
may be brought to an affordable level, there is nothing restricting owners from upgrading
finishes and letting the market dictate eventual sales anticipated to be well above affordable
levels.

5. Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH)
The Peaks Landing application proposes 7 PAH units. According to the CCHC, these PAH units
as proposed will be 1,200 – 1,250 sq. ft., selling in the $300,000 - $330,000 range.
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6. Duplexes
Current assessments of the 90 duplexes in Quarry Pines average $690,000. Sales of these homes
in 2015 averaged $749,000. The proponents for this rezoning proposal have not directly
provided an anticipated sales price for the 8 proposed duplexes plus suites. However, the SSR
presents an average value of $612,000 for 27 units in the proposal. Table 7 presents the
calculations for the anticipated duplex plus suite value by subtracting the expected costs of the 5
single family homes, 7 PAH units, and 7 market affordable housing units from the total sales
price for all of the 27 units as provided in the SSR.

TABLE 7: CALCULATION OF PROPOSED DUPLEX PLUS SUITE VALUE
Average Sales Price Per Unit
Total Sales Price for 27 Units
5 Single Family Homes at $1,000,000 each
7 PAH at $330,000 each
7 Market Affordable Housing units at $450,000
Balance for 8 Duplex Plus Suite Units
Average Sales Price per Duplex Plus Suite
Notes:

$612,0001
$16,524,0002
$5,000,0003
$2,310,0004
$3,150,0005
$6,064,0006
$758,0007

1. provided in application SSR
2. calculated from average sales price multiplied by 27 units
3. calculated from assumed $1,000,000 price each based on sales data multiplied by 5 units
4. calculated from maximum $330,000 price as per CCHC discussions multiplied by 7 units
5. provided in application’s statement of $450,000 each multiplied by 7 units
6. calculated as follows: 16,524,000 – 5,000,000 – 2,320,000 – 3,150,000
7. calculated by dividing balance remaining by 8 duplex plus suite units

Even though the rezoning application used the phrase “modest duplexes”, the proposed duplex
plus suites actually have, by the proponents own numbers, a value comparable to or higher than
the existing duplexes without suites in Quarry Pines. Compared to the maximum affordable
house price of $405,000 in Table 3 for a couple earning the median income, these proposed
duplexes would cost nearly twice as much as this couple’s maximum affordability.
The additional rental income from a secondary suite in the duplex plus units will certainly be
needed to offset the burden of a large mortgage for a local Canmore couple earning the median
income. A 5% down payment would still be required, amounting to nearly $40,000. CMHC is
considering allowing 100% of the rental income to be used to offset a mortgage, although
individual lenders may use their own formulas including vacancy rates and other factors.
Simplistically speaking, if rental income were $1,000 per month and if there were 0% vacancy, a
total of $300,000 in gross revenue before income tax could possibly be realized over a 25-year
period. Adding this revenue to the maximum housing price of $405,000, a couple would still fall
short of being able to afford a duplex at $758,000. Of course, if a couple were earning more than
the median, then they could possibly afford to purchase one of these proposed units if they have
100% occupancy of the rental suite.
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CONCLUSION
Peaks of Grassi has the highest density in Canmore relative to population density, as
demonstrated through the census data, and relative to housing density, as demonstrated through
development density calculations. The proposed rezoning application for the UR lands in the
community is attempting to introduce a significantly greater density of people and housing in this
neighborhood. Regardless of housing type, any new development would increase the population
of this already extremely dense neighborhood. This increase in population in turn negatively
impacts traffic, parking, community character, and community stability. At what point is a
community over-stressed by too many people and too many homes?
The Peaks Landing proposal is not all about affordable housing and certainly not about
community housing, for which an exemption from the Settlement Agreement cap of 404 units is
available. While the proposal incorporates 7 PAH ownership units that would be controlled by
CCHC, the remaining 20 units are market housing. In addition, the 8 rental suites to be built in
the duplexes, as well as the 5 rental suites in the single family homes, will be market rentals, not
PAH rentals.
One of the key phrases in real estate is: "Location, location, location." The Peaks Landing
proposal is located in a highly desirable area in the backyard of Quarry Lake. I have no doubt
that the market demand for any units built on this land will be extremely high, thereby driving
the housing prices of these units well beyond the affordable levels that we hear Canmore is in
dire need of.
I respectfully ask you, as our elected officials, to vote against this rezoning proposal on the
grounds that:
1. Peaks of Grassi is already the most dense community in Canmore. Regardless of housing
types proposed, the increase in population from any new development would over-stress
the existing residents;
2. the majority of the proposed dwelling units are market units that will not satisfy the
affordable housing issue; and
3. the addition of 20-33 market ownership and rental units does not comply with the
Settlement Agreement.
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Opinion Survey – Signatures Collected and Observations Made by
Persons Signing the Survey – Public Hearing Nov. 24, 2015
Presented by Tiiu Amadek
This is a summary of 776 signatures collected in opposition to the re-zoning of four acres of Urban
Reserve in the Quarry Pines subdivision of Peaks of Grassi.
Hand-written signatures
On-line signatures collected

304
500

Total signatures collected

804

99% of Peaks residents are opposed to this second re-zoning proposal. For the first application that was
unanimously defeated by Council on February 3rd, 94% were opposed. We are providing the signatures of
Peaks residents as proof.

During this survey, we were also given comments, some of which have already been shared with
Council.
Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood
1. We contacted/knocked on 401 doors (total units in neighbourhood 404). Only 181 homes had
responses.
2. 179 homes out of 181 homes had one or more individuals sign the petition. (192 for Jan. 2015 PH).
The doors that were opened represent 45% of the 401 doors (49% for Jan. PH) we contacted.
3. We obtained a total of 254 signatures (221 for Jan. 2015 PH).
4. If we only allow 1 signature per home, we obtained 179. This represents opposition to the re-zoning by
99% of homes where we were able to communicate with and adult. (179/181=99%) (94% for Jan.
2015 PH).
5. Since the January 13th, 2015 Public Hearing, Peaks residents have become more aware of the
negative impacts of this re-zoning in the Peaks neighbourhood, Quarry lake and the Town, and the
opposition has increased by 5%. We have 2 neutral neighbours and some “not interested” neighbours.
Rundleview & Homesteads
We did not have time to canvass the closest neighbourhoods to the Peaks, Rundleview and Homesteads for
the Nov. 24th Public Hearing. There is no indication that the opposition to this second application would
change significantly from January 2015. For the first application each neighbourhood was 100% opposed to
further development in the Peaks.

Quarry Lake
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1. We had less time to canvass in Quarry Lake, than for the January 13th Public Hearing. We only
obtained 22 signatures.
2. For the January 13th Public Hearing, we talked to 244 persons in Quarry Lake Park, only a handful
did not want to engage in discussion. We obtained 239 signatures, 145 from Canmore (61%)
residents and 94 from out-of-towners. All visitors were very concerned about the effect that new
development in the Peaks, which is Quarry Lake’s backyard, would have on the quality of their visits
to the Quarry. Visibility from the Quarry being a very large concern.
3. There have been several letters sent to the editors, where the writers express their concerns for any
further Peaks development. The writers of these letters expressed the views that further development
will encroach on Quarry Lake and have negative impacts on the Lake.
4. The visibility of new Peaks development in 2015 is the same concern as it was in 1998 when the
Peaks development was originally approved and these western parcels were left as green forested
lands. The proposed development is only 150 meters from the south side of the lake. It is closer to
the Lake than the parking lot is to the North side of the lake. The proposed development is closer by
39 meters than the existing homes which are 189 meters from the south of the lake. Despite efforts
made in 1998 to “ensure” no visual impacts, roof tops of the existing developments are slightly
visible from the Lake.
5. Many out of town visitors at Quarry Lake, for the January 2015 P H, had strong connections to
Canmore: family members lived in the POG, were attending weddings, were picnicking, and walking
their dogs. The underlying remarks were to not change the nature of Quarry Lake and surrounding
power line areas. Do not add infrastructure or structures, including housing that will be visible from
the Park and will be an irreversible decision.
6. We are proud of our wonderful Quarry Lake. It is a valued treasure for us all to enjoy. It is not
surprising that 39% of people signing the survey at Quarry Lake for January’s P H were visitors to
Town. Quarry Lake is one of the attractions for families visiting Town, and these visitors make a
significant contribution to Canmore’s economy.
On-Line Opposition Signatures
We obtained 472 on-line signatures from October 26 to November 21stt, 2015:






Canmore
Bow Valley
Other Albertans
Other areas of Canada
International

205
7
179
67
44

49%
1%
37%
13%
9%

Total

500

100%

For January 2015 we obtained 319 signatures on-line 146 from Canmorites, 165 from outside Canmore.
Most out-of- towners were from Alberta.
Here are some comments from Canmore residents made in the on-line Survey:
10-- 2 -

“Wildlife in the valley is under tremendous pressure. We MUST conserve every patch of Urban Reserve
which is used by wildlife wherever and whenever we can.
A previous council spent a great deal of their own time and taxpayers money to settle this issue and I
strongly believe the present council will be failing in it's duty to taxpayers if it changes the previous
settlement agreement to benefit and please private interests who understood the situation on this
land when they bought it..” Gerry Stephenson, Downtown Canmore
----------------------------------------------------------------“The settlement agreement should be upheld. More people = more potential conflicts with wildlife on
the edge of this important wildlife corridor. And the best place for affordable housing is downtown
where folks can walk to shops and services.” Karsten Heuer. Nov 20th, 2015
--------------------------------------------------------------------------“The Town MUST uphold it's previous decisions and commitments if community
trust and value is to be fostered. This is an established community where
purchase decisions were strongly influenced by "build-out" assurances. The
benefits arising from the proposed PAH do not, and should not, outweigh the
community value and trust that will be loss if development is approved” Shamir Patel, Casale Place in
Three Sisters Creek.
----------------------------------------------“I am concerned that the proposed changes to the 1998 settlement agreement will not only affect
Peaks of Grassi, but ALL future development within the greater Canmore environs and would like to see
this and other issues clarified and resolved before any further development takes place and precedents
created” . Mike Pointing, Three Sisters Creek

The 804 signatures collected, the comments made in the on-line petition and the editorial letters
demonstrate the strong opposition to this re-zoning.
In a letter to the Rocky Mountain Outlook, Eileen Patterson voices her concerns as a Quarry Lake user :
“Our community …. Is dead set against the new proposal to rezone UR land, sacrificing green space,
presently protected by the previous settlement agreement. Canmore residents identify with Quarry
Park as symbols of who we are and what we stand for – protection of wildlife, green spaces, and
quality of life.
If Council approves this second application, it is a betrayal of this previous agreement. Quarry Lake
Park is a Flower of Canmore. It was a gift to all of us, families and visitors, to enjoy it is a breath of
fresh AIR in our busy lives and global unrest.
We obtained 804 signatures for this second application. There were 1,033 signatures in January 2015. If we
remove the Peaks signatures from January 2015, not to double count them, the total number of signatures
collected in January and November, amount to 1,616. ALL of these individuals oppose the rezoning of the 4 acres
of Urban Reserve land on Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
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You may decide to reverse the decision made by Council in 1998 when the Settlement Agreement was
signed. But if you approve this application, your decision is irreversible and this green undisturbed
forest will disappear. We respectfully request you decline this application
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Presentation # 10 Opinion Survey -- Tiiu Adamek
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Peaks of Grassi Opposition
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99% opposed
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Bow Valley
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Other Alberta 179
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Other Canada 63
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International
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“Settlement Agreement should be
upheld. More people = more potential
conflicts with wildlife on the edge of this
important wildlife corridor. And the best
place for affordable housing is
downtown where folks can walk to shops
and services.”
On-line survey Karsten Heuer. Nov 20th, 2015
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“I am concerned that the proposed changes
to the 1998 settlement agreement will not
only affect Peaks of Grassi, but ALL future
development within the greater Canmore
environs and would like to see this and
other issues clarified and resolved before
any further development takes place and
precedents created” .
Mike Pointing, Three Sisters Creek
Slide 6

To Mayor and Council:

Nov. 24, 2015

My name is Kay Anderson
I oppose Peaks of Grassi Bylaw 2015-19
I do not live in Peaks, I am an 11 year full time resident in Three Sisters Creek.
In Canmore, we can only have one 1st priority and our Municipal Development Plan, 1999,
page 2.1 states it: “Canmore is extraordinary in terms of its environmental setting within
a system of critical Rocky Mountain ecosystem wildlife movement corridors. The Town has
responded to this setting in recent years by ensuring that wildlife movement corridors and
habitat areas are protected prior to development. Maintaining the quality of the natural
mountain environment within the Town’s boundary as a first priority is recognized as
critical to ecological viability of the wildlife movement corridors and wildlife habitat areas
throughout the Bow Corridor region and beyond.”
How do we define Human–wildlife conflict? It refers to the interaction between wild
animals and people and the resultant negative impact on people or their resources, or wild
animals or their habitat. It occurs when growing human populations overlap with
established wildlife territory.
There is significant evidence that this area of proposed development in Peaks – is the highest
human wildlife conflict zone in Canmore, for example:




On Jan 7, 2015 Cheryl Chetkiewicz, PhD states in her letter “Golder 2012 indicates that the
Peaks of Grassi region registers as the highest wildlife conflict zone in Canmore. It seems
likely that adding more people to this region will maintain or exacerbate this situation”
Govt of Alberta ESRD Letter, Oct.20, 2014 states: “The Peaks of Grassi Subdivision is adjacent
to a relatively high wildlife-human conflict area- namely the Quarry/ Grassi Lakes area
including the power line right -of-way.”
How do we define habitat? It is “The natural environment of an animal or plant.” While not an
official habitat patch, the forested parcels have an established game trail on them and are used
by deer, elk, bears, ungulates. The utility right of way is the travel corridor for wildlife and is
used not just for feeding, but is also a resting habitat.


Specifically, in the proponents own 2 day Environmental Study by Corvidae
Environmental Consulting Co. dated August 2015:
o

Page 2 under point 1.3 and page 7 under point 2.1.2 “The AltaLink right-of-way
is a high human use area, with the potential for conflict with wildlife. Annually
there are wildlife closures along the right-of-way due to grizzly and black bears
– the persistence of grizzly bears and black bears - that will not move out of the
area and are considered a safety hazard due to high human use of the right-of-
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way and surrounding areas. Several of the bears are captured and relocated.
Studies have shown that the increased human/wildlife interaction directly
increase bear mortality rate (BCEAG 1999)”
o Page 6 under point 2.1.2 “Various signs of wildlife were recorded and wildlife
habitat was assessed during the survey. A high density of deer tracks and
pellets, were observed as well as elk pellets throughout all three parcels. There
was also evidence of ungulate forgaging on bog birch, willow and grass
species. A defined game trail was observed along the north boundary, within
the project footprint of the west parcel.”
o Page 7 under point 2.1.2 “Bear scat was also observed along the north
boundary, within the project footprint of the middle parcel…it is LIKELY that
bears utilize the area as a food resource during productive berry seasons and
also as a travel corridor (along the north boundary) to reach surrounding
habitat patches” and additionally “Although the utility right-of-way is not
designated as a wildlife corridor, various wildlife species use it as a travel
corridor and as resting/feeding habitat despite high human use of the right-ofway”
The evidence shows we have a habitat area and a travel corridor for wildlife in the
project area.
In the Corvidae report 1.2 Wildlife Human Interaction Protection it states, “The Three Sisters
Mountain Village Wildlife Human Interaction Plan (WHIPP) was provided to Alberta
Sustainable Resource Development (2004). The Environmental Study for the project includes
specific mitigations that were identified in the WHIPP, and are designed to reduce
human/wildlife conflict. The following mitigations (discussed in the WHIPP) are being
implemented in the development to reduce the human/wildlife conflict.” They say they will
implement them in the new development. The question is: what assurances do we really have
that the these mitigations would actually occur or work? After all, this referenced WHIPP from
2004 which was required to be completed by the NRCB, signed off on by Chris Ollenberger
(Three Sisters Representative), and is applicable to the entire Three Sisters property, including
Peaks of Grassi - never has actually been completed. One example, where is the supposed
Three Sisters Mountain Village Homeowners Manual each resident in developments on Three
Sisters lands was to receive to help us reduce human/wildlife conflict? I know we never
received one, nor have any of our Three Sisters Creek neighbors or anyone in the Peaks of
Grassi. In the WHIPP page 1-2 under Scope of the Plan and 1.3 Roles and Responsibilities it
states, “TSMV has also prepared a Homeowners Manual, which will be distributed to all new
residents of the development. The Manual will also be made available for public review at
accessible locations within the development. The Homeowners manual will provide
information to homeowners on how to minimize the potential for wildlife/human
interaction, as well as guidelines for living within the natural environment of the Bow Valley
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and Three Sisters Mountain Village.” Specifics of the detail for the Homeowners Manual are
outlined under 4.6 Education and Outreach under 4.6.1 on page 12 of the WHIP. Perhaps if
Three Sisters had actually fulfilled their obligations in the WHIPP we would have significantly
less human/wildlife conflicts on Three Sisters lands. Evidence shows us that WHIPP’s are nice
things to say on paper to get an application approved, but after the fact the action to get them
completed never happens – nor are the developers held accountable to actually complete
them.
Also, in Corvidae’s report under 1.2 Wildlife Human Interaction Protection, page 2, it also says
“the development will be ‘hard edge’ to deter the cul-de-sac effect (ie. Wildlife entering into
the existing neighborhood, finding themselves in a high human use area.)” and it says, Under
4.2 Mitigations page 14 “Human deterrents into sensitive wildlife areas: Install a two rail
fence near the GLHP at the west end of Lawrence Grassi Ridge”


I was provided this response by Mike Gibeau Ph D, Canmore resident expert,
Conservation Coordinator for Nature Conservancy, 33 years with Parks Canada and
Carnivore Specialist for Mountain National Parks, “If the goal of creating a "hard edge"
is to exclude all wildlife, which includes bears and cougars, not just elk and deer, then
the only way to do that is by installing and electrifying a 7 foot high page wire fence.”

So the conclusion is a true hard edge is NOT this proposed development, it would only be
achieved if a 7 foot high electrified page wire fence was placed in the Peaks of Grassi
neighborhood. In my opinion, no one wants to see this occur! And a two rail fence is only for
human awareness, it is not a wildlife deterrent. In fact, any fencing would go against Signposts
to Sustainability under 3.4.1.2 says: “Design of new developments should include space for
wildlife to move through the area.” And the covenants in the neighborhood also state under
Alberta Government Services Land Titles Office image #981397120 , under 5.12 “The Grantor
and its successors-in-title shall not cause, maintain, suffer or permit any fence to be
constructed on the Lots unless such fence shall comply with the Architectural Guidelines and
allow free-ranging movement of wildlife.”
I also happen to believe this development will actually funnel wildlife from the nearby Grassi
Lakes Habitat Patch into the neighborhood and increase the chances for a serious
human/wildlife encounter.
Bottom line.
Karsten Heuer, currently a Parks Warden and Senior Advisor to Y2Y and former President of Y2Y
says it very well: “It was a big mistake building Peaks in its current location, a decision that is
evidenced by the high incidence of wildlife conflict. So how can we justify increasing the
number of people?”
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So what do we know for sure?
Canmore is an extraordinary place. We do need to protect it prior to development. Human
population is trying to overlap in this wildlife territory in the Peaks this will lead to more
human wildlife conflict. The wildlife use the area to feed, rest and travel through as they try
to reach surrounding habitat patches. Do we want more bears to be eliminated? I would
say this is an environmentally sensitive area.
Our MDP page 3-2, MDP Goal 4 states we are: “To preserve and protect a system of
environmentally sensitive areas which include viable wildlife corridors and habitat areas
for carnivores, ungulates, birds and other wildlife (GMS-adapted)”
In conclusion, what does all this say to me? Firstly, on wildlife issues alone this application
should be denied. Secondly, common sense tells me that if we disregard the 1998 Settlement
Agreement and we allow more homes to be built in this area - we are possibly on the brink of a
major catastrophe occurring at this pinchpoint of highest human/wildlife conflict in Canmore.


So I will end with the Precautionary Principles from the Town of Canmore’s Mining the
Future Executive Summary, page 14 which says: “The idea that if the consequences of
an action are unknown, but are judged to have some potential for major or irreversible
negative consequences, then it is best to avoid taking that action.”
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ERRATA PAGE
This is a revised Wildlife/Human Interaction Prevention Plan that supercedes the one dated
April 14, 2004. Through consultation with Alberta Sustainable Resource Development (ASRD), and
Three Sisters Mountain Village Ltd., revisions were made to Figures 4-1 and 4-2 to clarify the wildlife
corridor designations. Three Sisters Mountain Village Ltd. and ASRD granted verbal approval to use
the original Signature Page for this report.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background

Three Sisters Mountain Village Ltd. (TSMV) has undertaken the development of commercial,
recreational and residential facilities on 1036 ha of land within the Town of Canmore. The development
property is located south of the Trans Canada Highway, between the existing developed areas of the
Town of Canmore and Deadman’s Flats. In 1990, Alberta Environment requested that TSMV prepare
an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) report for their proposed development. Terms of Reference
for the EIA were issued to the applicant reflecting advice from the public, local municipalities, and the
provincial and federal governments. The application for development and the associated EIA were
completed and addressed in Natural Resources Conservation Board (NRCB) hearings in 1992.
Approval for much of the proposed development was granted by the NRCB that same year. The
application for development of the Stewart Creek Golf Course was the subject of a separate EIA, which
received approval from the Alberta Environment prior to the proclamation of the Natural Resources
Conservation Board Act (the NRCB Act).
As part of their decision, the NRCB expressed concern about the potential for habituation of wildlife in
and adjacent to the proposed development (now the Three Sisters Mountain Village and the
Stewart Creek Golf Course). As a condition of development approval, TSMV is required to prepare a
plan satisfactory to Alberta Forestry, Lands and Wildlife (now Alberta Sustainable Resource
Development or ASRD) for aversive conditioning of wildlife on project lands. The Board also
recommended to Alberta Forestry, Lands and Wildlife that aversive conditioning be used on surrounding
Crown lands.
Aversive conditioning is one of a variety of methods used to reduce wildlife/human interactions. The
goal of aversive conditioning is to keep wildlife populations wary of humans and human-influenced
environments and to reduce the potential for wildlife habituation and attraction (e.g., food conditioning)
to human facilities. Aversive conditioning strategies are designed by bear biologists and other trained
agents, and include the use of assertive behaviour, chemical irritants, pyrotechnic scare devices, and
rubber buckshot and bean bag rounds (Sierra Interagency Black Bear Group 2004). These tools and
techniques are used to teach wildlife, in particular bears, to stay away from humans, human-related
attractants and human developments.

1.2

Scope of Plan

For aversive conditioning to be an effective management tool, it should be carried out by trained
professionals. As a result, ASRD has undertaken to complete such wildlife management initiatives. To
meet the NRCB’s requirements, however, ASRD requires that TSMV implement wildlife management
measures compatible with ASRD initiatives. Specifically, TSMV is required to complete a
Wildlife/Human Interaction Prevention Plan (WHIP Plan). The Plan outlines TSMV strategies to
minimize and/or prevent wildlife/human interactions. The policies and recommendations outlined in
Jacques Whitford 2004 ABC50520 Three Sisters Mountain Village Ltd.
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this WHIP Plan are applicable to the entire TSMV property. The Plan provides a framework for
developing more detailed site-specific plans with each phase of development. Site-specific WHIP Plans
will be submitted to ASRD as part of the development approval process where warranted if this WHIP
Plan does not address site-specific issues. These WHIP Plans will also be provided to the Town of
Canmore for their records.

1.3

Roles and Responsibilities

TSMV will implement all policies and procedures outlined in the WHIP Plan, either directly or by
engaging qualified consultants and/or contractors. Updated Construction Management Guidelines
(CMG) have been prepared by TSMV in 2004, which adhere to the WHIP Plan and provide the
parameters for development of detailed construction management plans at each stage of development.
The detailed construction management plans will be submitted for regulatory approval in conjunction
with all site-specific WHIP plans (where required). TSMV has also prepared a Homeowners Manual,
which will be distributed to all new residents of the development. The Manual will also be made
available for public review at accessible locations within the development. The Homeowners Manual
will provide information to homeowners on how to minimize the potential for wildlife/human
interaction, as well as guidelines for living within the natural environment of the Bow Valley and
Three Sisters Mountain Village.
ASRD will review projects and issues requiring ASRD approval as outlined in the WHIP Plan.
Compliance with the WHIP Plan is also a condition of the May 26, 2003 Conservation Easement
Agreement. Future subdivision applications, development applications, bylaws, areas structure plans,
concept plans or schemes and other appropriate planning documents with WHIP Plan elements will be
referred by the Town of Canmore to ASRD for approval in relation to this WHIP Plan.

2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Three Sisters Mountain Village will provide a broad range of land uses that include resort, convention,
commercial, and residential facilities. More than nine separate development phases will be undertaken
to complete the Village approximately within the next ten years. Residential housing will include single
family homes, duplexes and multi-family homes. Commercial facilities will include hotels and
commercial space for restaurants, retail, entertainment, convention, conference facilities and other
attractions. TSMV currently includes the Stewart Creek Golf Course, while other golfing facilities are
planned for future development phases (i.e., Three Sister Creek Golf Course in Sites 1 and 3). A
network of trails will be developed to provide for recreational activities throughout the development.
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3.0

FACTORS INFLUENCING WILDLIFE/HUMAN INTERACTIONS

A number of factors influence the potential for wildlife/human interactions. Wildlife species that occur
on TSMV lands and are of interest with respect to wildlife/human interactions primarily include black
bear, grizzly bear, elk and cougar, and possibly wolves, deer, and bighorn sheep. Movement of these
and other species through the development is facilitated by designated Primary and Secondary Wildlife
Corridors. The Primary Wildlife Corridors are expected to provide major travel routes for ungulates and
carnivores as well as some foraging habitat, hiding cover and thermal cover. All secondary corridors are
expected to provide alternate movement routes for ungulates and small mammals with occasional use by
carnivores, but are not intended to provide for other life requisites. In 1992, the NRCB provided the
original terms for delineation of wildlife corridors on TSMV lands. Since then, corridor delineation has
been modified to adapt to new information of wildlife use of the landscape. Detailed information on
wildlife use of corridors and surrounding areas is presented in TSMV wildlife monitoring reports.
By design, this interspersion of wildlife travel routes with human facilities and developments will lesson
the gap between wildlife and people and may increase the potential for wildlife/human interactions.
Management measures, such as the provision of hiding cover and the separation of wildlife and human
travel routes within corridors, are implemented to reduce the interaction potential, although the risk of
such interactions remains.
Whether wildlife/human interactions will occur within Three Sisters lands and adjacent areas will
partially depend on the behavioural response of individual species to human presence. Wildlife exhibit a
wide range of response to humans; the behavioural extremes are wariness and habituation. Wildlife
species can loose their instinctive fear response and become habituated to humans. Habituation is a
process through which wildlife learn to refrain from responding to a particular human stimulus that has
neither positive nor negative effects (Herrero 1985). In this way, wildlife develop a tolerance that
allows them to use habitat in close proximity to humans and human facilities. For species like elk,
grizzly bears and black bears, areas of human activity may also provide attractants. Attraction can occur
as a result of local enhancement of habitat through vegetation clearing and the creation of new forage
opportunities or through access to poorly stored food, garbage, recycling materials or compost.
Food-conditioning results when such species have repeated access to these attractants and associate this
positive effect with humans and human facilities. Habituated and food-conditioned wildlife are at
greater risk of encounters with humans. Greater wildlife-human encounters can lead to increased
conflict and human-induced wildlife mortality. For bears in particular, direct human-caused mortality is
the major source of population decline.
Other species like bighorn sheep are attracted to human sources of food and tend to become habituated
very easily. Habituation of sheep has been related to increased incidence of diseases and infestations of
parasites in sheep and to general declines in health, vigor and what is assumed to be genetic fitness
(Dr. V. Geist, as quoted in the NRCB Decision Report 1992). Cougars may also suffer human-induced
mortality as a result of interactions with humans. Attractants for cougars within the TSMV can include
resident’s pets and a potential prey base of habituated ungulates.
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The probability of wildlife/human encounters will increase with each phase of TSMV development and
the associated increase in human presence. Human activities will be focussed in specific locations, such
as retail areas, hotels and residential communities but will also be dispersed across the property and
adjacent areas, along a network of trails. Levels of human activity will vary on a daily, weekly and
seasonal basis. Patterns in human activity may or may not coincide or potentially interfere with those of
wildlife travelling through the area. Types of activities will include hiking, biking, dog-walking,
fishing, golfing, vehicular traffic and other activities associated with residential and commercial areas.
Certain types of human activities, such as off-leash dog walking, may have a relatively greater effect on
wildlife using the area. The presence of the Stewart Creek Golf course within the primary wildlife
corridor further reduces the gap between wildlife and humans. Specifically, the golf course greens
provide habitat that attracts wildlife while also attracting relatively high numbers of people compared to
other portions of the corridor. Human developments and facilities can also introduce wildlife attractants
that include food, garbage, compost, recycling materials, pet food, pets, petroleum products, barbecues
and palatable landscaping materials.

4.0

WILDLIFE/HUMAN INTERACTION PREVENTION

A number of measures will be taken to reduce or prevent wildlife/human interactions. A description of
these measures is presented below.

4.1

Site-Specific WHIP Plans

As indicated above, the purpose of this WHIP Plan is to present TSMV strategies to minimize and/or
prevent wildlife/human interactions. The policies and recommendations outlined in this Plan are
applicable to the entire TSMV property. The Plan provides a framework for developing more detailed
site-specific plans with each phase of development where warranted based on specific details this plan
does not address. The policies presented in site-specific plans will vary to reflect local wildlife/human
interaction issues and the details of specific development plans. Such details may include
the approximate subdivision layout;
general building footprints;
development in proximity to wildlife corridors;
site-specific trail systems designs and related mitigation measures for wildlife;
roadways and utilities;
wildlife and safety sensitive lighting;
buffer setbacks where applicable;
proposed bear-proof garbage and/or recycling bin locations;
landscaping initiatives to influence wildlife behaviour; and
the specifics of fencing layout.
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4.2

Construction Management Policies

All contractors working on the TSMV property are responsible for adhering to the policies outlined in
Construction Management Guidelines (CMG), and Construction Management Plans for specific
development sites. Adherence to the construction management policies will be enforced by TSMV.
The purpose of the CMG is to provide guidelines for construction practices that have been sensitive to
wildlife and the natural environment and that help reduce the potential for wildlife/human interactions.
These policies are designed for use in conjunction with all applicable municipal, provincial and federal
regulations pertaining to environmental construction practices and land development guidelines.
Prior to construction, TSMV will meet with general contractors to review the proposed plans and discuss
the CMG. Key elements of the CMG that relate to the WHIP Plan are presented in Table 4-1.
Table 4-1:
General
Policy
Initiative

Contractor
Education
and
Awareness

Wildlife
Observation
Reporting

Waste
Control
System

Access
Restrictions

Key Construction Management Policies
Description

Prior to construction, all on-site contractors will be briefed by TSMV on the proper procedures and
activities to minimize wildlife harassment and prevent human/wildlife encounters.
TSMV will inform the contractors of any significant wildlife sightings or activity.
TSMV will erect a notice board that will be accessible to all site employees, where environmental
information will be posted. Other notices will include an updated listing of current environmental issues
and all bear and carnivore sightings.
Other aspects of construction management, such as garbage disposal and access routes, will be discussed
with on-site contractors on a regular basis.
TSMV will provide a procedure for recording significant wildlife observations that include, but are not
limited to, grizzly bear or large carnivore observations and sign of road kill.
All on-site contractors and employees will be encouraged to report significant sightings shortly after they
occur to ensure appropriate management action (i.e., to notify other contractors and possibly initiate a
temporary work shut-down).
Significant wildlife sightings will be recorded by the TSMV and incorporated into applicable wildlife
reports for submission to ASRD.
A waste management system will be presented in the CMG that supports the Town of Canmore “Waste
Control Bylaw” (Bylaw 09-001, Amendment 26-003).
General contractors on-site will provide portable toilets for use by construction personnel, as required by
the “General Safety Regulation” of the Occupational Health and Safety Act.
All workers and vehicles are restricted to the immediate area of the development site, and are not
permitted to access other parts of the property without written permission by TSMV.
All work areas will be clearly defined and fenced with protective temporary barrier fencing in good repair.
Access plans will be included in the construction management plans for specific development sites.
Contractors will not be permitted to bring pets onsite during construction.

TSMV will monitor construction activities regularly for compliance to the CMG, and will be available
full-time to assist contractors with any environmental matters. Poor work practices will require
immediate mitigation or shut down of construction and related activities. All construction monitoring
reports will be recorded by TSMV and will be made available for review.
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4.3

Facility Design

Strategies for prevention of wildlife/human interactions include facility design parameters that support
wildlife movement through primary and secondary corridors and reduce the potential for wildlife/human
encounters. Table 4-2 presents facility design parameters specific to fencing, lighting and landscaping
initiatives. Facility design parameters will be described in more detail in each site-specific WHIP plan
(where warranted) and will be developed with reference to existing wildlife monitoring data.

4.4

Trail System

A partial network of trails associated with the TSMV development is shown on Figure 4-1. The general
location of the trails and pathways associated with wildlife corridors are submitted to ASRD for
approval. Approvals for trail standards, specific trail locations, construction specifications and signage
on trails within development nodes will be sought from the Town of Canmore, in consultation with
ASRD. Consultation with ASRD, as well as stakeholders with interests in the trail network, may result
in future amendments to the trail system. All trails will be for public use and will provide travel for a
wide range of uses including pedestrians, roller bladers, cyclists, etc. The entire trail system will be
designed to encourage and facilitate commuting by non-motorized modes of transportation.
The trail system will provide access through the development via commuter trails as well as some more
natural alternatives. The commuter trails will generally be paved or will consist of hard-packed gravel,
and will generally be maintained year-round. Other trails will be left in their natural state (i.e., soil,
gravel or rock). TSMV will provide recreational opportunities and trail facilities within the
development to lessen the demand for human activity in the wildlife corridors.
Reducing human use in the corridors is particularly important during the winter when, in particular,
ungulate grazing occurs at lower elevations. To minimize human disturbance to wildlife using these
areas, winter maintenance within the corridors will be restricted to the commuter trails.
During the design stages of the trail system, consideration will be given to wildlife movement and use
areas. In particular, trails will be designed in increase line-of-sight and to minimize surprise encounters
with wildlife. Trails will avoid high-use areas for wildlife, such as key feeding sites for bears.
When developing trails, consideration will be given to the natural contours of the land. Where possible,
trails will be aligned with the natural contours while still providing the most direct route across the
wildlife corridor. The key to trail design will be to follow the path of least resistance so that people are
less inclined to create their own undesignated trails. Overall, the trail system will be designed to direct
human use away from the wildlife corridor or, where necessary, to use the most direct route across the
corridors.
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Table 4-2:
Development
Component
or Activity

Facility Design Parameters for Reducing Wildlife/Human Interactions
Management Measures

General Measures:
Minimal fencing is planned for the project area and will be designed in response to human safety and/or
wildlife issues.
When adjacent to wildlife corridors, ASRD will be consulted to determine the maximum height of fencing.
Fencing will be designed to be aesthetically pleasing and blend in with the natural surroundings.

Fencing on all
TSMV
property

Golf Course
Fencing

Resort Facility
Fencing

Residential
Fencing

Measures Using Open Post and Rail Fencing:
Open post and rail fencing with be erected throughout the development in designated areas.
Open post and rail fencing will be used to direct patterns in human activity as needed.
Open post and rail fencing will not be constructed on steep slopes without providing for regular wildlife
openings of a minimum 2-m width.
Where the trail system crosses the wildlife corridors, post and rail fencing with appropriate signage may be
used to deter humans use of undesignated trails.
Where trails sections run parallel to of the wildlife corridors, post and rail fencing or regularly spaced
signage may be used to delineate the corridor boundary and educate the public on the importance of
minimizing use of wildlife corridors.
Shortcuts along the trail system will be minimized using post and rail fencing and/or signage that encourage
people to stay on the designated trails.
Post and rail fencing will be used to delineate wildlife corridor boundaries where parks or recreation areas
are located adjacent to the corridor.
Measures Using Barrier Fencing:
Barrier fencing will be used in areas where human safety or wildlife access is a concern (e.g., shallow mine
workings).
Barrier fencing design will vary depending on the purpose and site conditions.
Impenetrable barrier fencing will only be considered where it will have no impact on wildlife and where it
can completely encompass a site.
Barrier fence designs will incorporate gates that swing shut automatically and can be latched tightly.
Barrier fencing will be designed to reduce or eliminate the potential for corralling or cornering wildlife.
Fencing within the golf course developments will be minimal.
Where necessary, post and rail fencing will be used to encourage human use of designated areas and human
avoidance of sensitive wildlife habitat (e.g., mineral lick on Stewart Creek golf course).
Post and rail fencing within the golf course will be designed to minimize impacts to wildlife movement (e.g.,
will not block major game trails).
Where necessary, post and rail fencing will be use restrict human access to hazardous areas (e.g., steep
embankments).
Barrier fencing may be required around maintenance and storage facilities in order to properly contain
potential attractants (e.g., grass clippings) or hazard to humans and wildlife (e.g., chemical storage).
Barrier fencing will be erected in the winter season around greens and tees to prevent wildlife use for
foraging.
Where the resort facilities are adjacent to the wildlife corridors, post and rail fencing may be required to
delineate the corridor boundary and deter human access.
Appropriate signage will be placed along the fencing to emphasize the importance of minimizing use of
wildlife corridors.
Barrier fences may be needed within resort areas for protection of wildlife and/or humans (e.g., in delivery
areas, or storage facilities).
A 5 m-wide non-disturbance (no fencing) zone will be implemented as a restrictive covenant on subdivision
lots located directly adjacent wildlife corridors.
Homeowners will be advised of the negative effects of fencing on wildlife, including negative encounters
with wildlife.
Homeowners will be encouraged to plant native vegetation as an alternative to fencing as a means of
providing a privacy buffer.
Homeowners may use privacy fencing if it is fully enclosed with a latched, automatically closing gate and
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Table 4-2:
Development
Component
or Activity
Commercial
Facility
Fencing

Lighting on all
TSMV
property

Golf Facility
Lighting

Resort Facility
Lighting

Residential
Lighting

Commercial
Lighting

Facility Design Parameters for Reducing Wildlife/Human Interactions
Management Measures

covers only a limited portion of the lot.
Barrier fencing may be required around bear proof garbage bins if attraction problems are expected.
Where recreational developments are located adjacent to the wildlife corridors, post and rail fencing and/or
appropriate signage will be used to delineate the boundary of the corridor.
All external lighting will be designed to facilitate wildlife use of corridors at night, while also considering
human safety where appropriate.
There will be no direct lighting in the corridors, with the exception of safety lighting for major human
crossing areas such as roadways.
Lighting will be restricted along the length of the Parkway to avoid attraction of some ungulates.
Low-level lighting will be provided at intersections and human trail crossings along the Parkway.
Where the wildlife corridors intersect the Parkway, lighting will reduce to that required for human safety.
Lighting in proximity to the corridor will be designed to be low-level and downward-focussed to minimize
reflection into the corridor.
Minimal lighting will be provided along human use trails throughout the development.
Lighting will be installed on trails where they cross the Parkway, where there is interpretive
information/trailhead or where human safety is a concern.
Some trails outside the wildlife corridor and in the vicinity of the resort will have minimal lighting to provide
for evening walking paths for guests.
Some lighting may be considered at trailheads and trail intersections for safety concerns.
No lighting will be installed on golf courses within the wildlife corridors.
Maintenance of the golf courses may require that maintenance machinery (e.g., lawn mowers) with
headlights be used throughout the courses.
Facilities adjacent to the wildlife corridors (e.g., the clubhouse) will have low-level lighting designed to keep
light reflection into the corridor to a minimum.
Where hotels such as the Residence Inn have rooms with windows facing the wildlife corridor, TSMV will
encourage guests to keep drapes closed and/or lighting dim to minimize reflection into the corridor.
Low-level, downward-focussed lighting will be used where hotels are located adjacent to the wildlife
corridor and lighting is installed within 15 m of the corridor (with the exception of emergency exit lights or
security lights required by regulatory authorities).
Exterior lighting on trails throughout the resort will be low level, and reflection into the wildlife corridors
will be kept to a minimum.
Homeowners with lots that back onto the wildlife corridor will be subject of a 5-m wide non-disturbance
zone registered on their property.
No development, including hard landscaping (e.g., decks, patios etc.) will be permitted within this nondisturbance zone.
Street lighting in the residential areas will be designed in accordance with Town of Canmore guidelines, and
will be minimized wherever possible.
Through the use of architectural controls, homeowners will be encouraged by TSMV to use focused,
downcast lighting wherever possible when adjacent to a corridor, and to avoid use of powerful security
lights, up-lighting or aesthetic lighting that highlights or washes walls or other architectural features.
External lighting on commercial/institutional buildings adjacent to the wildlife corridors will be restricted.
There will be minimal lighting on exterior walls that back onto the corridors, and exterior lighting designs
will be low level and focused.
Where office buildings or other relatively tall commercial/institutional structures are located adjacent to the
wildlife corridor, there will be restrictions on the level of exterior lighting used at night.
Facility users will be encouraged to keep window coverings closed or to use automated lighting control
systems to minimize reflection into the corridor.
Where the commercial/institutional site is adjacent to the wildlife corridor, lighting designs will be of low
level and downward focused in areas within 15 m of the corridor (with the exception of emergency exit lights
or security lights required by regulatory authorities).
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Table 4-2:
Development
Component
or Activity

Landscaping

Facility Design Parameters for Reducing Wildlife/Human Interactions
Management Measures

Landscaping plans will be designed to encourage wildlife use of the corridors and discourage wildlife use of
the developed areas.
Palatable plant species will be planted only in areas where wildlife use is encouraged (e.g., wildlife corridors
or wildlife enhancement sites).
Non-palatable plant species will be planted where wildlife use is discouraged.
Where possible, native vegetation will be retained and new landscaping will use native plant species.
Planting of highly palatable vegetation for ungulates and carnivores will be discouraged (e.g., certain
flowers, fruit trees and berry shrubs).
Landscaping along roads and settlements will utilize only species of ground covers, shrubs and trees that are
less palatable for wildlife.
All landscaping projects will utilize native plant species, wherever possible.
Where appropriate stock is available, TSMV will endeavor to transplant native trees, shrubs and ground
cover from new or future areas of development to completed sites.
All landowners (private and commercial) within the project area will be encouraged to use native species of
trees, shrubs and ground covers.
A list of approved native vegetation species as well as discouraged and restricted plant species will be
provided to homeowners through the Homeowners Manual and Architectural Guidelines.
An architectural deposit will be required from every landowner to assist in enforcement of
landscaping/architectural guidelines.
The Homeowners Manual will provide information to educate landowners on the importance of planting
native vegetation, and the negative impacts that may result from planting vegetation that is palatable to
wildlife.
Any building footprints adjacent to the wildlife corridors will respect the 5-m non-disturbance setback from
the corridor edge. Any native plant species that may be an attractant to wildlife will be removed from this
buffer zone.

To avoid creating several crossings of the wildlife corridors, all linear disturbances will be consolidated
into a few crossing points wherever possible.
Linear disturbances include roads (i.e., the
Three Sisters Parkway), underground pipelines or infrastructure, cart paths, emergency access roads, and
power lines. Grouping these crossings will minimize disturbance of wildlife and reduce fragmentation
of the corridors.
The trail system will cross through areas with natural and historical features and, where possible, these
features will be highlighted with interpretive signage, as approved by the Town of Canmore. No
interpretive signage will be developed adjacent to the wildlife corridor without the approval of ASRD.
Existing trails may be closed permanently or on a seasonal basis. The recommendations of the
Recreational Opportunities Working Group (ROWG) will provide the background rationale for such
closures, to be approved by ASRD. Access across the Primary Wildlife Corridor will be consistent with
the ROWG recommendations, subject to the approval of ASRD.
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Prior to finalizing the location of any major trails, ASRD will be consulted by the Town of Canmore and
TSMV to determine if trail use restrictions are necessary. A variety of seasonal, daily or nightly
closures may be recommended by ASRD for segments of the trail system that are in wildlife habitat or
movement areas, or areas where public safety is a concern. For all trail closures, TSMV will install
permanent signage indicating the time frame and reason for the closure as well as an alternative route.
This signage will be placed at intersections in the trail system before the actual closure area to allow for
selection of alternative routes. Sign placement at intersections will increase the success rate of these
closures. If monitoring suggests that a closure is required, TSMV will consult with the Town of
Canmore and ASRD to determine what additional management measures are required to protect wildlife
and public safety.

4.5

Attractant Management

As indicated above, human developments and facilities can introduce wildlife attractants that include
food, garbage, compost, recycling materials, pet food, pets, petroleum products, barbecues and palatable
landscaping materials. The Town of Canmore Waste Control Bylaw 09-2001 provides guidelines and
prohibitions related to the appropriate management waste and attractants. In general, the Bylaw requires
that residents and commercial businesses deposit waste into animal-proof waste containers provided for
that purpose. “Waste” is defined as the solid waste stream that would normally be generated and
discarded as refuse from a residential dwelling unit, or a multi-residential dwelling unit, which includes:
kitchen organic waste;
paper, plastics;
ashes;
yard waste;
broken dishes;
edible food goods; and
other such materials.
The definition excludes construction, renovation and demolition waste, and dangerous goods.
Guidelines are also provided, which are specific to the management of commercial waste.
The Bylaw defines animal attractants as foodstuff or bait of any kind excluding birdseed but including
suet balls for the purposes of feeding any and all species of animal. Animal-proof waste containers are
defined as receptacles for disposing of residential waste or commercial waste constructed of metal and
designed to be collected by automated means, and which meet the specifications for an animal-proof
waste container as outlined in the Bylaw.
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The Bylaw includes, but is not limited to, the following prohibitions:
“No person shall:
dispose of waste or commercial waste in any manner that contravenes any provisions of this bylaw;
burn or bury waste or commercial waste in any area of the town unless prior approval has been
received from the director (i.e., the Town);
allow waste or commercial waste to accumulate outside any building; on any land or other premises;
or inside any building or portion thereof to which the public has access or anywhere in any manner
which contravenes any provisions of this bylaw;
fill any animal proof waste container in such a manner that the cover cannot be fitted properly
thereon; or the contents thereof cannot be easily removed there from;
store food destined for human or animal consumption in a location other than an approved storage
location;
operate or maintain an outdoor kitchen organic waste composer;
place or store animal attractants out of doors; or
place or store birdfeed out of doors between April 1 and October 31 in each year.”
Guidelines are also presented for the management of recyclable materials.
TSMV residents and commercial businesses will be required to manage waste and animal attractants in a
manner that complies with the Bylaw. TSMV will present guidelines for resident compliance with the
Town of Canmore Waste Control Bylaw in the Homeowners Manual. Included in the Manual will be
measures to manage barbecues as a potential wildlife attractant. Such measures include proper barbecue
storage, grill and utensil cleaning and storage, and possibly fencing to reduce access to localized
cooking areas. TSMV will also make these guidelines available to commercial businesses within the
development area.

4.6

Education And Outreach

4.6.1

Homeowners Manual

TSMV will create a Homeowners Manual that will be made available to all landowners on the TSMV
property. The Manual will provide information on waste and attractant management and measures to
reduce the potential for wildlife encounters. Guidelines will also be provided on what to do when an
encounter occurs and/or who to contact when wildlife is sighted. The Manual will also provide
information on responsible use of local and regional natural areas, the importance of wildlife corridors
and any wildlife issues specific to TSMV. In particular, off-leash dog walking by residents will be
discouraged and the negative effects of such activity on wildlife described. Relevant and useful
references for additional information on how to manage an environmentally friendly household will also
be provided.
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4.6.2

Community Outreach Programs

TSMV will work with the Canmore community to develop environmental education materials and
programs to enhance resident understanding of the environmental significance of this area in the context
of the Bow Valley and the broader Central Rockies Ecosystem. Consideration will be given to
developing an interpretive/resource facility in the resort as a base for tours and interpretive programs.
TSMV will also establish an education/interpretive program for golfers outlining the significance of the
wildlife corridors, what golfers can do to prevent encounters with wildlife, and what to do in an
encounter with wildlife.

4.7

Wildlife And Habitat Management

Wildlife and habitat management will be implemented to reduce or prevent wildlife/human interactions.
These management measures include
measures to encourage wildlife habitat use of certain areas;
measures to discourage wildlife habitat use of other areas;
procedures for managing problem wildlife; and
on-going wildlife monitoring.
A brief description of these measures is presented below.
4.7.1

Measures To Encourage Wildlife Habitat Use

Eight Wildlife Enhancement Sites have been created to improve wildlife forage opportunities within the
Primary Wildlife Corridor (Figure 4-2). These areas have been designed in consultation with ASRD to
replace habitat lost to development and to draw wildlife away from human activity. Five of the wildlife
Enhancement Sites were created in the early 1990s (with seeding and fertilizing occurring in 1995/96).
Additional sites were constructed in the summer of 1998. Enhancement sites are being monitored for
both human and wildlife use. Ongoing monitoring of the enhancement sites will continue for several
years through the construction phases, and two years post build-out. Consideration will be given to
creating additional wildlife enhancement sites in the Primary Wildlife Corridor if deemed necessary by
TSMV and ASRD. All enhancement sites will be monitored to determine wildlife use of the sites, and
any requirements for additional enhancement measures.
It is predicted that the creation of enhanced wildlife habitat outside human occupied areas will result in
fewer wildlife/human encounters. Habitat enhancement sites were selected and designed to provide
areas of secure habitat for wildlife. Further mitigations at these sites may be required to increase their
attractiveness to the wide range of species that use the wildlife corridors.
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In order to minimize human disturbance of enhancement sites, existing human access to these sites
(trails and roads) will be restricted by physical barriers that include brush and transplanted trees. These
measures are expected to discourage human use while still allowing wildlife to move around the debris
to access the sites. As well, natural debris is retained, the ground is roughly scarified and tall grasses are
planted to create habitat for small mammals. Signage has been posted at the boundary of enhancement
sites near major game trails in order to educate the public on the importance of avoiding these important
areas.
In addition to creating wildlife enhancement sites, some existing trails on TSMV property within the
Primary Wildlife Corridor require enhancement work. Where dense underbrush and deadfall inhibits the
movement of wildlife through the corridors, some selective thinning and clearing will be undertaken.
TSMV has selectively cleared old mining roads along the steep north slopes of Wind Ridge. Future
clearing may be considered along the Primary Wildlife Corridor in consultation with ASRD, and every
attempt will be made to prepare these areas before build-out to allow wildlife to gradually adjust to the
new environment. All proposed site clearing will be assessed according to site location, equipment
access routes, slope, aspect, vegetation, canopy cover, amount of deadfall, current wildlife usage, and
proximity to development and existing enhancement sites. The sites will be assessed by TSMV and
ASRD prior to the implementation of new mitigations and site alterations. Requirements for future
work will be determined by TSMV and ASRD as part of an ongoing Habitat Enhancement Strategy.
4.7.2

Measures To Discourage Wildlife Habitat Use

Various measures used to enhance wildlife habitat may be also used to reduce the effectiveness of
habitat and deter wildlife use of particular areas. Such measures include the removal of forage species
and wildlife hiding and thermal cover from areas where the potential for wildlife/human encounters is
high and restrictions to human access are deemed impractical. TSMV will work with ASRD on both
site-specific and regional scales within TSMV lands to implement measures that deter wildlife use of
certain areas.
4.7.3

Problem Wildlife Procedure

TSMV will keep up-to-date digital records of all large carnivore sightings recorded within the
development areas. Sources of these records include observations by field technicians involved in
wildlife monitoring and other TSMV staff, including construction crews. TSMV employees will be
given the appropriate protocol for reporting sightings. Location, time and behavior data will be reported
to TSMV, and employees will avoid removing any sign or evidence of carnivore activity. All sightings
will be recorded by the TSMV, and will be considered in the annual wildlife monitoring reports.
TSMV will also implement a procedure for residents to report such sightings to TSMV and/or directly to
ASRD. As well, trail system signage will encourage hikers to report all sightings to both TSMV and
ASRD. Any closures of public areas due to potentially hazardous situations with wildlife will be the
responsibility of ASRD, and will be at their discretion. For hazardous situations involving bears, the
Bear Conflict Prevention Plan of Kananaskis Country applies and will be implemented by ASRD.
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4.7.4

Wildlife Monitoring

TSMV has committed to ongoing wildlife monitoring on TSMV lands and adjacent areas. The
wildlife-monitoring program will proceed for a minimum of three years post build-out and will apply
methods identified in the terms of reference, as defined in the Three Sisters Resorts Long-Term Wildlife
Corridor Monitoring Plan (June 15, 2001). This Plan is a component of the May 26, 2003 Conservation
Easement Agreement. Wildlife monitoring reports will provide TSMV with information that can be
applied to decrease potential wildlife/human interactions. All monitoring reports will be prepared in
consultation with ASRD, and will be produced in accordance with the terms of reference, which were
approved by ASRD. Annual reports will be prepared for ASRD review and approval. Annual reports
will also be provided to the Town of Canmore for their records.
The primary goal of wildlife monitoring on TSMV property is to record the abundance, distribution and
movement patterns of wildlife, and to apply this information to determine what mitigation techniques
are needed to provide functioning wildlife habitat and movement corridors throughout the development.
It is recognized that existing wildlife habitat and movement corridors will be altered, and that human use
of the property must be considered when applying mitigation techniques for wildlife.
Mitigation techniques such as enhancing wildlife habitat areas with palatable vegetation, providing
forage and hiding cover within the corridors, clearing trails along steep slopes in the primary corridor
and closing off existing mining roads to human use may be implemented. The predicted result of these
mitigations will be decreased wildlife/human interaction.

5.0

CLOSURE

We trust that the information in this report satisfies the expectations of Three Sisters Mountain Village
Ltd. and Alberta Sustainable Resource Development (ASRD). If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact Karen Oldershaw at (403) 781-5490 or Jim Howell at (403) 781-4119.
Respectfully submitted,
JACQUES WHITFORD ENVIRONMENT LIMITED

Karen Oldershaw, B.SC., M.E.Des.
Wildlife Ecologist

James D. Howell, M.Sc., P.Geol.
Principal Environmental Scientist

KO:JDH/sls
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Peaks Landing Application for Rezoning - By-law 2015-19
Public Hearing Presentation to Council - Urban Reserve
November 24, 2015

Mayor Borrowman, Councillors, my name is Dawn Hunt, I live on Wilson Way and I oppose this
application.
SLIDE 1
During the deliberations concerning the previous application for rezoning, Town Administration stated
time and again that it is all about process - a process within which there is no latitude to stray from the
framework of the Municipal Development Plan (MDP) and the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw 22-2010:
Adopted January 3, 2012. So it is with this focus that I will follow their guidance and expressly address
the key element of the definition of Urban Reserve (UR): that of “premature subdivision”; whereas Section
2 (of the Bylaw): Land Use Districts, states the purpose of UR is to protect land that is potentially suited
for urban uses from premature subdivision.
The Oxford Dictionary defines premature as:
“Occurring or done before the usual or proper time; too early” (emphasis added)
So that I could clearly understand how administration views the concept of premature, my husband
and I met last December with the former General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure, Mr. Gary Buxton.
During the course of our discussion, we came to an agreement that it is accurate to think of premature as
a function of time. But how does one put an objective measure on where premature sits on a timeline?
Again we reached consensus. Mr. Buxton agreed that time in this context is a function of need, or
necessity.
With this established, I find it difficult to understand the need, or necessity, to rezone the UR lands.
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Is there a need for 20 additional market houses in Canmore, with 2700 future housing units
approved on Three Sisters Lands? No.
Is there a need to rezone when there is no assurance the proposed development will come to
fruition? No.
Is there a need to risk human life and property damage by building more homes, including
Perpetually Affordable Housing, in zones that are mapped with overland flood risk? No.
Is there a need to risk increasing human/wildlife conflict by adding more homes to the highest
conflict area in Canmore? No.
Is there a need to rezone now, when the MDP is in transition and Council has just decided to
withdraw from the Calgary Regional Partnership? No.
Is there a need to build on a prominent natural rock outcrop feature, contrary to the current MDP
and NRCB? No.
Is there a need for jeopardizing the pristine views from Quarry Lake by building houses within
150 meters from the water? No.
Is there a need to increase traffic on a roadway that does not meet visibility and stopping
distance design guidelines? No.
Is there a need to risk accidents and/or injury by inserting blind driveway access to Lawrence
Grassi Ridge? No.
Is there a need to irreparably rupture the fabric of an established neighbourhood, in direct
contravention to the current MDP? No.

SLIDE 2
With these answers, the logical conclusion one must draw is that if this rezoning is not necessary, it is
indeed premature, and within the prescribed and required process, must be protected from development.
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I am asking Council to deny this proposed rezoning. I have demonstrated that to do so will not only be
clearly in accordance with the identified process, but it’s the right thing to do. Past commitments were
made to our neighbourhood, the residents work to protect and cherish our neighbourhood, and the
preservation of the forest and Quarry Lake for the future will set an insightful and green example of your
fairness and leadership.
Strategy for sound planning must entail considering all options, and keeping options open so that the
best possible solution is available at just the right tim e.
At an extremely low, but ever fluctuating, vacancy rate, no one can deny that there is a critical housing
shortage in Canmore, but is this the best possible solution at just the right time?
The preponderance of issues against this proposal draws into question:
! Is expending this reserve the best possible solution?
and…
! Is it the right tim e to break a long-standing agreement and the trust of your citizens?
I respectfully ask that you deny this application.

Dawn E. Hunt
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SLIDE 1

Land%Use%Bylaw%2010%022%
Sec3on%2:%LAND%USE%DISTRICTS%%
2.61%UR%Urban%Reserve%District%%
2.61.1%Purpose%%
To#protect#land#that#is#poten0ally#suited#for#urban#uses#from#premature#
subdivision#and#development.#Lands#located#within#this#district#have#received#
preliminary#screening#only#and#may#require#environmental,#geotechnical#and#
other#screening#to#determine#their#poten0al#suitability#for#any#development.#The#
further#intent#of#the#district#is#to#provide#for#a#limited#range#of#rural#pursuits#and#
recrea0onal#uses#that#u0lize#large#areas#of#land.##
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UTILITY CAPACITY REPORT
By Lawrence Armstrong
The Peaks Landing proposal on the surface looks very attractive because it is located in an
existing community with existing infrastructure. The applicants would like you to believe that
this proposed development would have little to no impact on the existing utility infrastructure in
the Peaks. The Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report by UMA Engineering in 1998 states
otherwise. The Report clearly states “Utilities will not be oversized to accommodate future
development.”
During the first rezoning application in 2014, the Town of Canmore Planning Department sent a
letter to the Applicants on October 23, 2014 stating, “Engineering will request that the applicant
undertake a capacity review of existing utility infrastructure (water, sanitary sewer and storm
sewer system) and impact of the proposed residential infill on these utilities at the time of
subdivision application should the Land Use Bylaw amendment be approved”. Because the
proposed development of Peaks Landing, which currently includes some PAH units, is
predicated on the assumption that the existing infrastructure is already in place, shouldn’t this
assumption be verified prior to rezoning? If the infrastructure is not, in fact, in place or is
inadequate to accommodate an additional 27 units and 13 suites, then this application should be
considered as new development and Council members should not be misled into thinking that
PAH can be built immediately to address the affordable housing issue.

Electrical Issues
Electrical distribution for a development is similar to that for your house. They are both
engineered and designed for a specific load. As with our homes, if we continue to plug in more
and more electrical devices, well, it just “POPS” from overload and then we’re in the dark. And
I must say, the peaks have been in the dark multiple times already in 2015 with temporary power
failures.
In the application, it is claimed that “Fortis has informally stated that increased electrical
capacity to this areas is not a concern”. The Applicants refer to a “Preliminary Report”. Where
is this report? Has it been submitted to the Town of Canmore Engineering Department for
review? Can we see a copy of this review?
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Water Infrastructure
As with the electrical issues, the Applicants mention a “Preliminary Report”. Where is this
report? The application references the 2010 Utility Master Plan, claiming “Water System does
not identify any capacity issues.” However, there are significant capacity issues that are
presented in the Master Plan to accommodate future growth. On page 82 of the Master Plan,
“The project team recommends a phased-in approach to add 2,400 cubic meter to Grassi
Reservoir to meet peak hour demand requirements.”
More importantly, on page 83, the following statement can be found:
“Any shutdown of Pump House 2 (e.g. scheduled maintenance) posts a severe threat to
distribution system reliability. When Pump House 2 is shut down, Grassi Reservoir is
utilized to serve the areas normally supplied by Pump House 2. If a fire were to occur
during the shutdown in the higher elevations in the west wing of the valley, the Grassi
Reservoir would struggle to supply sufficient fire flow at the required pressure…. In
addition, it also takes up to two days to refill Grassi Reservoir once the shutdown is over.
The whole shutdown process is a very vulnerable time for the distribution system.”
Are we actually considering placing more homes, families and children in an area where we
can’t guarantee proper fire protection?

Sanitary Sewage System
Again, the Applicants refer to a “Preliminary Report”, and again, we’re left to ask, “Where is it?”
The application states that the 2010 Sanitary Master Plan indicates Lift Station #9 has excessive
capacity to accommodate this proposed development. However, the Master Plan does not, in
fact, make this claim. Instead, the Master Plan does lay out all future development areas for a
build-out population of 31,000 people in Canmore. The Plan indicates the future number of
units, where they would be located, and anticipated peak dry and wet weather flows based on the
projected populations in the defined development area. The Urban Reserve land on which Peaks
Landing is proposed was not specifically included in the future development area considered by
the Master Plan.
Lift Station #9 at the northwest end of Peaks of Grassi would have the task of pumping sewage
up the hill from the proposed Peaks Landing development as well as all of Quarry Pines. Table 1
presents the effects of increased sewage flow from the Peaks Landing proposal. As presented,
Peaks Landing increases the flow through Lift Station #9 by 30%.
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TABLE 1: LIFT STATION #9 FLOWS

Quarry Pines Flow (pop 310)
Peaks Landing Additional Flow
Total Combined Flow
% Increase in Flow

Dry Weather (212 L/p/day)1
65,720 L/day
19,928 L/day
85,648 L/day
30%

Wet Weather Flow
1.7 L/s 1 or 146,880 L/day
0.55 L/s 2 or 47,520 L/day
2.25 L/s or 194,400 L/day
30%

Notes: 1. Data from Town of Canmore Sanitary Master Plan by Stantec, June 2010
2. Calculated as a proportion of Quarry Pines data

The firm pumping capacity of Lift Station #9 is 8.0 L/s as per the Town of Canmore Sanitary
Master Plan by Stantec in June, 2010. This converts to 691,200 L/day. Existing peak wet
weather flow is an additional 1.7 L/s or 146,880 L/day, as presented in the Master Plan. For the
additional 40 units in Peaks Landing, there would be an additional 0.55 L/s wet weather flow to
consider, or 47,520 L/day.
Alberta Environment (AENV) standards specify that lift station designs must provide firm
capacity for peak waste water design flow. As per Section 4.5.2.10 of the Master Plan, Lift
Station #9 “is compliant with the AENV criteria” as of June 2010. We do not have a list of these
criteria, but according to this same report, Lift Station #4 down the hill from Peaks of Grassi was
also listed as compliant. However, the Town just recently approved additional funding of
$230,000 above the budgeted $420,000 for upgrades. Why were these upgrades needed if the lift
station was compliant?
Will the Town of Canmore Engineering Department be able to guarantee that Lift Station #9 will
remain compliant with the proposed development?

CONCLUSION
Mayor Borrowman, Councilors, I am respectfully asking you to please have a complete review
of the existing and proposed electrical, water, and waste water utilities performed and submitted
to the Engineering Department prior to committing to rezone this Urban Reserve land for
residential development.
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In March 2015, Councilors found themselves approving additional $1.1 Million in funding for
work on Lift Station #1 and the water treatment plant. In Municipal Engineer Blaire Birch’s
debrief to council he was quoted as saying “We need to conduct a more thorough engineering
study” and “More time is required to do engineering and investigative work”. I completely agree
with Mr. Birch. PLEASE take the time to do the studies. The last thing Canmore needs is to
find itself upgrading lift stations because the existing infrastructure is inadequate for additional
development such as that proposed at Peaks Landing.
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The Sewage Lift Station

Your Worship, Mayor Borrowman and Councillors,
My name is Dan Szoo and I live on Lawrence Grassi Ridge in the Peaks of Grassi. I am opposed to this rezoning application.
What I will be speaking about tonight is sewage! Not sewage per se but the sewage lift station, also
known as the pump house, on the north side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. This sewage lift station is right in
the middle of this proposed development.
EPCOR operates 11 sewage lift stations throughout Canmore including this one on Lawrence Grassi
Ridge. According to my understanding of the developer’s plans, this sewage lift station will be
approximately 3 metres from the nearest residence, a market affordable townhouse. No other sewage
lift station in Canmore is this close to a residence; in fact some lift stations downtown are up to 35
metres from the nearest residence. At first reading, the issue of the lift station was not considered to
be very important. True, if you do not live near a sewage lift station, it is not very important to you.
Why is it important for a residence to be as far as possible from a sewage lift station or pump house?
I live across the street from the sewage lift station in Quarry Pines. First, there is often a sewage odour
associated with living close to a lift station. Not so nice! Second, each sewage lift station under goes
weekly maintenance by EPCOR during which diesel generator is often run; this generator is the
emergency back-up in case of a power failure. When, the generator runs, it creates diesel exhaust, noise
and vibration. This summer, as most of you know, there were 3 power failures during which this
generator ran; on one occasion this generator ran for 4 hours. Nasty diesel fumes filled my home while
the generator was running as my windows were open. Not so pleasant. The generator is also quite loud.
I can hear it in my home and the noise can be heard up and down the street for 60-70 metres.
Given what I have come to dislike about living close to a sewage lift station, I cannot imagine what it
would be like to live 3 metres from one. This just doesn’t make sense. How can a home be so close to
the sewage lift station? Affordable and Market priced homes deserve the same considerations as other
homes in Canmore.
In Conclusion, when I look at the sewage lift station’s location on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, across from my
home, it seems quite obvious to me, that the land in question was never meant to be developed. I ask
you to consider the location of the sewage lift station as one of many factors to oppose this re-zoning
application.

MARCH 2015

Green Space and Mental Health:
Pathways, Impacts, and Gaps
Emily Rugel

1

Summary
Overall, exposure to green space (natural areas
such as parks, forests, or community gardens) tends
to have beneficial effects on stress and mood in the
general population.
Among healthy individuals, the effects of green
space consistently relate to underlying components
of mental well-being – such as stress, anxiety, and
mood.
For individuals with chronic illness and mental
illnesses – including anxiety disorder, depression,
and ADHD – access to green space can be an
effective component of therapeutic interventions.
Despite cumulative evidence linking green space to
mental health, the weight of the evidence is relatively
weak, relying principally on small convenience
samples and cross-sectional study designs or shortterm follow-up.
Future research efforts should apply more robust
measures of green space to identify factors that are
associated with longer-term benefits to mental
health, particularly for those specific subpopulations
that stand to benefit the most, including individuals
with low socioeconomic status and those with preexisting mental health disorders.

1

Introduction
Around the globe, mental health disorders are a
significant and growing cause of ill health and
early death, with the burden of such diseases
increasing by more than a third between 1990
and 2010.1 Almost a third of all Canadians have
experienced a mental illness at some point
during their lifetimes.2 A Statistics Canada
survey reported the most commonly reported
illnesses to be mood disorders, including major
depression and bipolar disorder (5.4%), followed
by substance use disorders (at 4.4%), and
generalized anxiety disorders (2.6%).3 These
disorders often result in significant detrimental
effects on an individual’s physical, emotional,
and social well-being, making them the leading
cause of years lived with disability worldwide.1
The chronic nature of many mental illnesses,4
and their impact on an individual’s ability to seek
and maintain full employment,5 also increases
the economic burden they pose, estimated to be
as high as $52 billion in 2006 in Canada alone.5,6
The roots of mental illness (and well-being) are
multifactorial, including biological,
socioeconomic, and environmental factors.4 A
comprehensive approach, as proclaimed by the
Mental Health Commission of Canada,6 includes
an evaluation of the impact of environmental
features on the development, progression, and
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treatment of mental health conditions. In this
regard, a large body of evidence has been
developed on the impact of various features of the
natural and built environment on mental health,
particularly in the urban context. One feature that
bridges both of these domains is “green space”:
natural areas such as parks, forests, and
community gardens that often stand in stark
contrast to the vast expanses of concrete, brick,
and glass that comprise most modern cities’
surroundings. Many municipalities in Canada7 and
abroad8 have committed to providing accessible,
high-quality green space to residents, but these
plans are often not guided by the potential public
health benefits.9 Assessing scientific evidence
regarding the relationship between green space
and mental health is essential to inform the
development of healthy, sustainable communities.

Objectives
The primary objectives of this review are to:
Describe the principal pathways linking green
space to mental health, and evidence
supporting these suggested mechanisms and;
Assess the peer-reviewed epidemiological
literature regarding the impact of green space
on the mental health of healthy individuals and
on those diagnosed with mental health
disorders.

Methodology
Publications in peer-reviewed journals were
accessed to identify qualitative and quantitative
epidemiological studies that examined the impact
of exposure to green space on mental health.
Search terms and keywords were selected to allow
for the identification of studies examining a variety
of green space forms and a range of outcomes,
varying from underlying psychological processes to
specific disorders. No limits were applied with
respect to the date of publication, but due to the
increasing interest in this topic, the majority of
summarized articles were published over the past
decade. After applying inclusion and exclusion
criteria, 32 articles were selected for full-text

review. An additional 13 studies were found
through forward citation tracking and hand
searching, and are referred to in the discussion.
Appendix A provides more detail on the search
strategy, including selected databases, key
concepts, and inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Definition of Key Terms
One issue that complicates any systematic inquiry
into this topic is the diversity of approaches to
defining and describing “green space.” The
summarized studies used a variety of terms, often
without specifying exactly what is meant, and there
was no overarching organization or standard that
can be employed as a reference. The terms
“nature,”10-18 “naturalness,”19,20 or “natural
space”21,22 have been employed by some
researchers when including both blue space
(referring to water) and green space, or to highlight
the fact that not all vegetation is green, depending
on the season and location.19 Areas that are
restricted in some way, such as private gardens,
may be distinguished from those that are
accessible to all, such as “public open space”23 or
“public natural space.”24 Some studies focus
narrowly on a specific form of green space, such as
a playground,21 garden or arboretum,15,25-30
forest,10,13,14,31-39 park,22 or “streetscape greenery,”
trees and other plantings along streets.40
Because this review sought to capture the full
range of research in this area, the broadest
possible definition of green space was employed:
any form of nature featuring vegetation, including
virtual exposures such as viewing a photograph of
a forest. The measures used to gauge exposure
were similarly broad, including both subjective and
objective assessments, and those based on known
exposure (as in a laboratory setting or a guided
walk in the woods) and presumed exposure (such
as park proximity).

Results and Discussion
A total of three systematic reviews or metaanalyses, 19 experimental, one longitudinal, 17
2

cross-sectional, two mixed-methods, and four
qualitative reports were evaluated. Three
interdependent pathways linking exposure to green
space and mental health were described in these
studies: 1) psychophysiological benefits, including
reductions in stress and improvements in directed
attention and mood; 2) augmented mental health
benefits of physical activity; and 3) facilitated social
contact, with concomitant improvements in levels of
social support and social capital.

Psychophysiological responses
A substantial amount of research has focused on
the underlying psychophysiological responses to
green space, both in controlled laboratory settings
and outdoors. This line of inquiry is grounded in
two distinct, though complementary, theories:
Ulrich’s stress reduction theory,41 or SRT, and
attention restoration theory (ART), first described
by Rachel and Stephen Kaplan.42 In SRT,
exposure to nature induces a relaxed psychological
state marked by lower levels of stress (50). ART,
on the other hand, proposes that natural
environments contain elements that help
individuals recover from the mental fatigue required
to voluntarily direct attention to multiple tasks within
their day-to-day lives.15 Both chronic stress43 and
stressful life events44,45 are known risk factors for
anxiety and depression. Difficulties with attention
are central to a number of a mental health
disorders, including schizophrenia46 and attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD).47

theoretical frameworks, explaining the affective
impacts and attentional effects, respectively.
The impact of green space on levels of the stress
hormone cortisol is mostly beneficial, with one
study showing no effect,10 but others showing
significant decreases in comparison to less natural
settings32,34,38,39,52 or with increased exposure to
green space,52 and another showing reductions in
cortisol, but only at certain times of day.33 Some of
these differences may have arisen due to
inappropriate accounting for diurnal patterns of
cortisol expression (or cortisol slope).38 A study in
Scotland collected multiple cortisol samples over
the course of a day and determined that people
residing in neighbourhoods with parks, forests, and
other natural environments not only reported less
stress, but also had healthier cortisol slope
profiles.52

A number of studies evaluated general mental
health, anxiety, and depression in a healthy
population. A nationally representative longitudinal
survey of households in the United Kingdom
indicated that greater amounts of both publically
accessible green space and private gardens in
individuals’ neighbourhoods reduced mental
distress and increased life satisfaction.49 A
nationwide study in Scotland found that individuals
who reported the greatest lack of environmental
goods (including parks and playgrounds) in their
neighbourhoods were almost twice as likely to
report anxiety and depression as residents not so
deprived.21 Further highlighting the importance of
perceptions of green space access, residents of
Overall, these studies indicate that exposure to
Adelaide, Australia, who rated their
green space improves individuals’ moods14,15,18,29neighbourhoods as highly green – based on park
31,33-35,39,48-51
For instance, a study among healthy
and path access, streetscape greenery, and other
university students that compared the effects of an
pleasant natural features – had almost twice the
hour-long walk in an urban setting to one in an
odds of being in better overall mental health.53 Not
arboretum found improvements, on average, in
all of the results are in agreement, however: a large
both mood and directed attention after participants
study from the Netherlands that utilized nationwide
walked in the more natural setting.15 This finding
data drawn from general medical practitioners
was replicated in a study that used a similar withinreported that associations between mental health
subjects design but focused on adults with major
benefits such as lower rates of anxiety and
depressive disorder, with the nature walk improving
depression and the presence of larger green
both positive mood and directed attention in
spaces (including forests and conservation areas)
general.14 These studies highlight the
were relatively weak.54
complementary nature of SRT and ART as
3

Such studies also point to the importance of
considering quality of green space along with
quantity. Residents of neighbourhoods in Perth,
Australia, that contained medium- or high-quality
public open space – as defined by participants’
appraisals of features such as attractiveness,
comfort, and safety – had twice the odds of low
psychological distress as residents of
neighbourhoods with low-quality space (OR = 2.26,
95%CI = 1.36, 3.76).23 In a study conducted in four
large Dutch cities, increases in quantity and quality
of green space were linked to better mental health
status, but the strongest relationship was found for
high-quality streetscape greenery.40
The mix of findings in this pathway may also reflect
variations between population subgroups. For
example, among studies looking at directed
attention and concentration, positive effects of
access to green space were demonstrated among
low-income children20 and children with ADHD22,55
but not among pregnant women.17

Augmenting mental health benefits
of physical activity
Natural spaces may have a role in promoting
physical activity or reducing levels of overweight
and obesity. Green space has been shown to
encourage individuals to engage in physical
activity,56 particularly walking57 in natural settings,
and is hypothesized to enhance mental health
benefits in comparison to exercise indoors or in
urban settings. The evidence for an increase in
physical activity rates is somewhat inconsistent,
however. A study of 4,950 middle-aged adults in
the United Kingdom found no association between
access to or quality of green space and
recreational physical activity (such as bicycling,
swimming, and tennis),58 and a systematic review
reported that only 40% of included studies found a
positive association between green space and
physical activity rates.56
In addition to the type of exercise under study, the
form and quality of green space is a consideration,
with specific features such as trails and wooded
areas seen as particularly conducive to physical
activity in the general population. One of the most

common forms of exposure to green space was in
the form of a short walk in a natural setting. A
systematic review of studies employing a mix of
designs reported positive effects on mood for brief,
one-time walks held outdoors (or in virtual natural
environments) in comparison to those indoors.51 A
stronger association was found with exercise in
green space,11 or for greener settings when all of
the environments were relatively natural.19 A metaanalysis that combined data from ten studies
undertaken across the United Kingdom with a total
of 1,252 participants found improved self-esteem
and mood across a range of green environments
(including forests, urban parks, and wilderness
areas).12

Facilitated social contact
Green space may provide a unique setting for
individuals to come together and socialize,
strengthening existing networks that individuals rely
on for social support59,60 and promoting
engagement in socially oriented activities that can
increase social capital within communities.61 Both
social support and social capital have been found
to mitigate stress by providing a sense of security,
enhancing self-confidence, reducing the feeling of
being alone, and buffering the impacts of stressful
situations on an individual.62 As with physical
activity, specific aspects of natural settings may be
particularly important, with more structured green
space such as parks and community gardens
providing a unique niche for social contact.60 This
pathway was described by six studies,13,16,29,53,60,61
especially in terms of the benefits for individuals
with disorders such as anxiety or schizophrenia
that may impede their interactions with others13,61
As an essential element of “Nature Therapy,” green
space was posited as a unique means of
connecting individuals both to the “wider-universal
matrix” and to their peers, particularly among
individuals with mental health disorders that left
them isolated.13 Residents of the United Kingdom
who felt socially excluded due to issues such as
unemployment or economic deprivation reported
that a months-long course of environmental
volunteering, which generally involved hands-on
activities such as habitat maintenance and trail4

building, increased their sense of connection to
their communities as well as improving their
interpersonal social skills.16 However, no
comparison was made to a program of volunteering
indoors or in less natural environments. Elderly
individuals in Finland, many of whom had mobility
issues that limited their interactions, most often
cited “seeing others” as their primary motivation for
garden visits that featured trees, walking paths,
and a pond.29

however, the study was not designed to assess
whether these effects persisted.22 A four-week
course of cognitive-behavioural therapy for
individuals with major depressive disorder (as a
complement to ongoing pharmaceutical treatment)
showed that treatment in a forest setting was more
effective at reducing symptoms and inducing
remission than the same treatment provided in a
hospital setting.32 Among individuals who
participated in forest treatment, 60% experienced
remission from depression, compared to only 21%
The results of studies that examined broad
and 5% in the
populations were less consistent. A cross-sectional in the hospital therapy arm
32
outpatient control group. Similarly, a nine-day
study of more than 2,000 adults in Adelaide,
therapy program for alcoholics with depression
Australia, found that those who described their
neighbourhoods as containing a greater number of conducted in a forest led to a remission of
depression symptoms.37 On the other hand, in a
natural elements such as parks and streetscape
greenery reported higher levels of social coherence study that evaluated garden visits among older
and social interaction.53 However, residents of two adults residing in a nursing home, depressed
individuals experienced fewer positive effects on
separate Washington, D.C., suburbs had ranked
natural features as being below items such as the
recovery, concentration, and pain from their visits,
size of housing lots and street network design as
although this may have been due in part to greater
built design features relating to their sense of
difficulties accessing the garden site.29 Using
61
community. Furthermore, higher overall
qualitative analyses, adults with exhaustion
neighbourhood greenness was linked to lower
disorder described improvements in sleep, mood,
levels of social support in Chicago; however, larger and social interactions after spending time in a
total park acreage correlated with higher levels of
garden at a rehabilitation center25 and older adults
60
social support.
with depression valued the feeling of peace and
serenity that a guided walk through a Japanese
Green space as a tailored treatment garden offered them.27

for mental health disorders or other
illnesses

Use of green space in health-care settings may
have psychological benefits for both patients and
staff, acting as a “curative balm”27 and providing “a
Overall, green space shows potential as a setting
good setting to get away from hospital stress, to
for therapy,13,31,32 or as a targeted treatment in
feel more peaceful.”30 Therapy in a forest setting to
11,14,28,38,55
itself.
As with studies that focused on
breast and lung cancer patients encouraged
generally healthy individuals, the most commonly
improvements in emotional and mental health.31
Similarly, forest therapy for elderly individuals with
reported benefits among non-institutionalized
mild hypertension increased mental quality of life.38
individuals with mental health disorders were
improvements in attention,14,22,55 mood,11,14,25,50 and However, the studies in this area suffer from a
depression symptoms.28,32,37 In a few instances, the number of methodological issues, as illustrated in a
effects were substantially stronger than those seen recent Cochrane systematic review, in which there
were no studies that met their stringent inclusion
among individuals without mental illness.14,26,50 In
criteria for determining the relationship between
some cases, the benefits were dramatic: among
green space and health outcomes among hospital
children with ADHD, a single, 20-minute walk in a
patients.63
park resulted in improvements in attention roughly
equal to the peak effects of the most common
pharmaceutical treatment for the condition;
5

Strengths and Limitations of
Evidence Base
Approximately one-quarter (11 of 45) of the studies
summarized in this evidence review were
described as randomized controlled trials or as
experiments with an exposure and control
arm,10,11,15,17,18,27,32,34,35,37,38 which is a substantial
percentage in the environmental health field.
However, none of these articles reported on the
randomization procedure sufficiently to judge its
robustness.

the potential for unmeasured confounding in the
large number of studies that did not include SES in
their models is particularly concerning. This is
especially true in cross-sectional studies, although
a number included at least one measure of SES,48
or integrated a robust assessment of SES that
combined multiple indicators such as household
education and income level.23,24,26,40,49,52-54,64,65,72,73

Another important methodological issue is the
reliance on brief exposure times, ranging from a
15-minute viewing session in a lab10 to an hourlong walk in a park.11,14,15,31 Two studies assessed
participants at multiple time points over a longer
Sample sizes for the cross-sectional studies were
period of time,20,49 but one did so by way of a
generally small (ranging from 20 to 96), although a
regression approach that estimated the impact of
single trial included 498 adults.36 In addition, the
changes in green space access, rather than
study population was often homogenous,
assessing changes in exposure directly,49 and the
exemplified by studies solely of university
other involved only 17 participants.20 The dearth of
students15,18,34 or men,10,34 which limits the
studies focusing on long-term effects is of concern
generalizability of findings. The reliance on
since a dose-response relationship would provide
convenience samples within the cross-sectional
further evidence of the impact of green space on
studies is another source of potential bias, and was
mental health. Larger effects over longer (though
reported in eight studies.19,25,26,29,30,48,52,55 Overall,
still short) timeframes have been observed.12
comparison between the studies was hampered by
the different mental health outcomes assessed,
There is a great deal of variation in the type of
which ranged from ratings of well-being and
exposure studied, ranging from satellite-based
symptoms to disorders and also physiological
measures of overall green space49,54,60,64 to
measures.
individual botanic gardens and arboretums14,25-28,30
Studies that included a range of participants
revealed differences with respect to age, gender,
and socioeconomic status. For instance, a metaanalysis examining exercise in natural settings
found the largest effects on mood among men and
the middle-aged.12 With respect to SES, greater
improvements in mental health were reported for
individuals on lower levels of the socioeconomic
ladder, whether defined by income or education64,65
or by employment status.16,52 Other potential
confounders that were not accounted for in the
reviewed studies include noise,66 air pollution,67
and crowding.68
Given that socioeconomically deprived
communities may have less and lower-quality
green space as observed in multiple locations
around the globe,69-71 and that individuals living in
poverty or with low levels of education may be
particularly vulnerable to mental health disorders,4

or even virtual forests.10,18 This heterogeneity
makes it difficult to summarize the body of
evidence and challenging to compare studies with
conflicting results. It also makes the findings less
translatable into specific urban policy and design
strategies, while indicating that the results are not
due simply to the definition of exposure.
Consistency in many of the study findings –
particularly the association between green space
and mood improvements14,15,18,29-31,33-35,39,48-51 and
regarding green space as a treatment or treatment
setting for individuals with mental health
disorders11,13,14,28,31,32,38,55– is the major strength of
the evidence base. A large number of the crosssectional studies also relied on randomly chosen or
representative samples,21,23,24,40,51,54,60,64,65,72,73
increasing their internal validity, and many had a
broad geographic scope, making them more
applicable to diverse communities.
6

Research Gaps
An obvious gap in the knowledge base is the
paucity of longitudinal designs of individuals or
groups studied over time, allowing for observations
of changes in green space access that occur as
cities develop, expand, and gentrify and of any
associated changes in mental health outcomes.
Investigations that examine the impact of municipal
efforts to increase green space or distribute it in a
more equitable fashion should be encouraged.
Another important design feature is to control for
confounding, particularly due to differential
socioeconomic conditions. In order to inform
planning and policy, future research efforts also
need to examine factors that may promote or
impede access to, and use of, green space for
particular demographic groups, including those with
low socioeconomic status and pre-existing mental
health disorders. This is particularly important in
light of the fact that the studies described here
suggest differential impacts of green space
according to demographic characteristics or health
status. Finally, paying greater attention to the
precise definition of green space exposure is
essential to advancing the state of the literature
and critical to guiding the development of new
policies and projects.

green space to identify the characteristics and
frequency of access to green space that are
associated with longer-term benefits to mental
health, and, in this way, support planners and
policymakers in the design of healthier
communities.
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Conclusions
Overall, the results of this evidence review indicate
that exposure to green space has clear benefits for
fundamental components of mental health,
including overall mood and feelings of stress and
anxiety. Green space also has potential as a
complement to other forms of treatment (such as
cognitive behavioural therapy) for individuals with
mental health conditions, particularly those with
mood and anxiety disorders. However, the weight
of the evidence is relatively weak due to a number
of common methodological flaws in this area of
inquiry, including a reliance on small, convenience
samples; a failure to properly account for
confounding, particularly by socioeconomic status;
and a lack of longitudinal studies. Future research
efforts should use clear, specific measures of
7

Table 1. Summary of Study Setting, Methods, and Results (in reverse chronological order)
Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Main Findings

Annerstedt et
10
al. (2013)

Sweden

30 healthy
adult men

Experimental,
nonrandomized
controlled trial
(P)

Virtual environments
representing a forest and
associated sounds (such
as birdsongs and running
water) and a soundless
forest.

Natural sounds may be an
important component of
green space as a means
of promoting stress
recovery.

White et al.
49
(2013)

United
Kingdom

12,818 adults
for mental
distress;
10,168 adults
for life
satisfaction

Longitudinal,
representative
sample
(P)

Percentage of local green
space was based on the
UK’s Generalised Land
Use Database, and
included both general
green space and gardens,
with blue space entered in
models as a separate
factor.

Employing a fixed-effects
model to estimate the
impact of changes in
green space levels, a
residential area
comprising 81% green
space was associated
with reductions in mental
distress and increased life
satisfaction.

Huynh et al.
24
(2013)

Canada

17,249 youth
(primarily aged
11-16)

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

“Public natural space”
measured in three ways:
1) total natural space; 2)
green space (such as
parks, wooded areas, and
botanical gardens); and 3)
blue space (including
oceans, lakes, rivers, and
streams).

No association reported
between natural space
and positive emotional
well-being, although
weakly protective effects
were seen for blue space
alone in small cities.

Nakau et al.
31
(2013)

Osaka, Japan

22 adults with
breast and
lung cancer

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(P)

Forest therapy consisting
of a 40-minute walk
among Japan World
Exposition
Commemorative Park’s
forests, streams, and
gardens.

In comparison to
gardening, yoga, and
supportive group therapy,
forest therapy was linked
to greater improvements
in mental and emotional
health.

Adevi &
Martensson
25
(2013)

Sweden

5 adults with
exhaustion
disorders

Qualitative
(P)

Time spent in a
rehabilitation garden
containing growing beds,
groves, and meadows.

Participants described
improvements in mood
and sleep after time spent
in the garden.

Berman et al.
14
(2012)

Ann Arbor,
United States

20 adults with
major
depressive
disorder

Experimental,
randomized trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

An hour-long walk in an
arboretum filled with a
variety of trees and plants
and secluded from traffic
and crowds.

The arboretum walk
improved working memory
and positive affect more
than one in an urban
setting.

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Main Findings

Mao et al.
34
(2012)

Hangzhou,
China

20 healthy
male university
students

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

Two hour-and-a-half walks
conducted over the course
of a day in a broadleaf
evergreen forest or in an
urban environment.

Participants assigned to
the forest walks
experienced improved
mood and reduced levels
of stress and inflammatory
biomarkers in comparison
to the urban walkers.

van Dillen et
40
al. (2012)

The
Netherlands

1,553 adult
residents of
large cities

Cross-sectional,
random sample
within selected
neighbourhoods
(P)

Green space forms
included both large
parcels (such as forests
and recreation areas) and
smaller, integrated parcels
in the form of streetscape
greenery; quality was
based on a custom
appraisal tool.

Improved mental health
was associated with both
more and higher-quality
green space, with the
strongest relationship
found for streetscape
greenery.

Francis et al.
23
(2012)

Perth,
Australia

911 individuals

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Quantity and size of
neighbourhood “public
open space,” based on
publically available data,
and quality, assessed via
participants’ self-reports of
characteristics such as
attractiveness, variety of
supported activities, and
safety.

Individuals living in areas
with higher-quality green
space had twice the odds
of low psychological
distress as those from
areas with low-quality
green space; no
association was found
with quantity of green
space.

Berger & Tiry
13
(2012)

Tel Aviv, Israel

Not detailed

Qualitative
(S)

Half-day therapy sessions
conducted in a forest and
at the seashore.

Nature Therapy activities
fostered engagement
among group members.

Ward
Thompson et
52
al. (2012)

Dundee,
Scotland

25 “deprived”
adults (all of
lower SES;
72%
unemployed)

Cross-sectional
(P)

Neighbourhood green
space was based on
nearby woodlands, scrub,
parks, and other natural
areas.

Percentage of
neighbourhood green
space and self-reported
stress were inversely
related, even in models
adjusted for SES and
demographics.

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Barton et al.
11
(2012)

United
Kingdom

53 adults with
mental health
issues

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(E)

A six-week course of
green exercise,
comprising weekly 45minute walks in public
green spaces (such as
parks and reserves).

Green exercise improved
self-esteem and mood,
but greater improvements
in mood were found with
social activities.

Drahota et al.
63
(2012)

Multiple
locations

102 studies

Systematic review
(N/A)

No studies examining
green space exposures
met inclusion criteria.

No studies examining
green space exposures
were summarized.

Shin et al.
37
(2012)

Chungbuk,
South Korea

92 chronic
adult
alcoholics

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

The forest therapy
program consisted of
psychological exercises,
meditation, and
counseling conducted in a
Recreational Forest,
primarily composed of oak
and pine trees.

On average, individuals
achieved remission of
depression symptoms
after nine days in a forest
therapy program, while
controls did not.
Individuals who were
more depressed
experienced the greatest
improvements.

Sung et al.
38
(2012)

Seoul, South
Korea

56 older adults
with mild
hypertension

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(P)

The forest therapy
program included both
educational sessions and
guided activities in two
“recreation forests”,
consisting of mixed pine
and broadleaf trees and
featuring walking paths.

Forest therapy
participants experienced
significantly greater
reductions in stress levels
than controls, as well as
larger improvements in
self-reported mental
health.

Fanet al.
60
(2011)

Chicago,
United States

1,699 adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(S)

Neighbourhood-level
green space, measured in
three ways: 1) overall
greenness (based on
satellite measures); 2)
size of park acreage; and
3) distance from a
participant’s to the nearest
park.

Highlighted importance of
different forms of green
space, with parks found to
reduce stress by
increasing social support,
while overall greenness
was found to lower both
social support and stress,
negating any benefits.

Martens et al.
35
(2011)

Zürich,
Switzerland

96 adults

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P, E)

A short (30- to 40-minute)
walk in either a tended
forest (marked by a low
amount of dead and brush
wood) or a wild forest,
which was less
maintained.

The walk in the tended
forest increased positive
mood and sense of
calmness to a greater
degree than the walk held
in the wild forest.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

O’Brien et al.
16
(2011)

London and
other cities,
United
Kingdom

2 studies: 1)
88
marginalized
adults, 2)
unemployed
adults

Cross-sectional;
qualitative analysis
reported
(S)

1) Semiweekly
environmental
volunteering (such as
habitat maintenance); 2)
Monthly environmental
volunteering at natural
urban and rural sites.

Across both studies,
individuals reported
improvements to their
mental health and social
skills, as well as a sense
of satisfaction from
contributing to their
communities.

Thompson
Coon et al.
51
(2011)

Multiple
locations

11 studies
(with individual
sample sizes
ranging from 8
to 269; 6 solely
university
students)

Systematic review
of 5 randomized, 5
nonrandomized
comparative trials,
1 survey, and 6
within-subjects
studies
(P, E)

All included studies
directly compared a single
session of outdoors
activity to the same
activity conducted indoors,
although virtual reality
studies using projected
images of the outdoors
were also assessed as
interventions.

Six studies demonstrated
a positive effect of walking
outdoors on mood,
including improvements in
feelings of self-esteem,
energy, and vitality and
reductions in feelings of
depression, tension,
frustration, or concern.

Lee et al.
33
(2011)

Hokkaido,
Japan

12 male adults

Experimental,
randomized trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

A 15-minute viewing
session conducted in
either a broadleaf
deciduous forest or an
urban setting.

Forest views were found
to improve participants’
mood and decrease stress
levels, but had no impact
on blood pressure.

Roe & Aspinall
50
(2011)

Scotland

2 studies: 1)
123 adults with
good and poor
mental health;
2) 24 adults
with good and
poor mental
health

1) Experimental
nonrandomized
trial;
2) Experimental
nonrandomized
trial; within-subjects
design
(P)

1) One-hour guided, group
walk in woods and open
countryside; 2) One-hour
guided, group walk in
either a rural park or an
urban town center.

Across both studies, the
rural walk improved mood
and mindset, with greater
benefits for those in poor
mental health; in addition,
the urban walk promoted
restoration solely for those
in poor mental health.

Valtchanov et
18
al. (2010)

Not specified

22 university
students

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

Participants viewed either
control images of abstract
paintings or images of
natural settings (including
shrubs, flowers, and
trees), with the latter also
accompanied by forestrelated scents.

Natural views significantly
improved participants’
moods, with no changes
seen among participants
who viewed the images of
abstract paintings.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

McCaffrey et
28
al. (2010)

Delray Beach,
United States

40 older adults
with
depression

Experimental trial;
mixed-methods
(P)

A two-hour reflective walk
and journaling exercise
conducted in the Morikami
Museum and Japanese
Garden, which features 20
acres of gardens, an
extensive bonsai
collection, koi ponds, and
waterfalls.

Reflective walks resulted
in fewer symptoms of
depression, with
individuals reporting
feelings of escape from
daily pressures and an
appreciation of nature’s
beauty.

Barton & Pretty
12
(2010)

United
Kingdom

10 studies;
1,252 adults

Meta-analysis
(E)

Green exercise conducted
in a range of natural
environments and at a
variety of intensities.

Improvements in selfesteem and mood were
found across studies, with
larger changes in selfesteem among individuals
with mental illness.

Mackay & Neill
19
(2010)

Canberra,
Australia

101 adults

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(E)

A range of exercise types
(including bicycling, crosscountry and trail running,
boxing, and walking)
conducted in
environments marked by a
high proportion of natural
elements.

Individuals exercising in
natural environments
experienced greater
reductions in anxiety than
those exercising in less
natural environments.

Parra et al.
73
(2010)

Bogotá,
Colombia

1,966 older
adults

Cross-sectional
(S)

Within a study of
numerous subjective and
objective environmental
attributes, green space
measures included safety
of parks and recreational
areas and public park
density.

Perceptions of safety in
local parks were positively
associated with
improvements in selfreported mental health
quality of life.

van den Berg
54
et al. (2010)

The
Netherlands

4,529 adults

Cross-sectional,
“representative”
sample
(P)

Green space around an
individual participant’s
residence included
agricultural lands, urban
green space, forests, and
conservation areas, but
did not include
streetscape greenery, or
gardens or trees directly
surrounding a residence.

Individuals with the most
green space within 3
kilometers were less
affected by stressful life
events and reported better
mental health, but no
association was found
with green space within 1
kilometer. In addition,
these effects were less
pronounced than those
found for physical and
overall health.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Barton et al.
48
(2009)

England

132 park
visitors

Mixed-methods,
between-subjects
(P)

A visit to one of four
National Trust sites –
including a coastal
lowland heath, river valley,
woodland, and fen –
averaging two hours in
duration.

Small increases in selfesteem and larger
increases in mood were
self-reported by those
surveyed after a visit in
comparison to those
surveyed entering the
park.

Kim et al.
32
(2009)

Seoul, South
Korea

63 adults with
major
depressive
disorder

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(P)

Weekly three-hour
cognitive-behavioural
therapy sessions
conducted over the course
of a month at the HongReung Arboretum, an
experimental forest
featuring a variety of
trees, shrubs, herb
gardens, and alpine
plants.

The course of therapy
conducted in the forest
setting resulted in higher
remission rates and
improved treatment
response in comparison to
therapy offered in
hospitals or outpatient.
However, no differences
were seen in depressive
symptoms.

Maas et al.
65
(2009)

The
Netherlands

345,143
children and
adults

Ecological
(P)

Large neighbourhood
green space (excluding
streetscape greenery,
backyard gardens, etc.).

The presence of large
areas of green space
within 1 kilometer of the
home was linked to a
lower prevalence of
anxiety disorders and
depression, with a
stronger relationship
found among children and
individuals of lower SES.

Ellaway et al.
21
(2009)

Scotland

1,637 adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Street-level incivilities,
such as litter and sewage
smells, and the absence
of environmental goods
(such as parks and
playgrounds).

Perceived absence of
environmental goods
(including green space,
among others) was
associated with 2.5 times
odds of reporting anxiety
and 1.94 odds of reporting
sadness/depression.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Faber Taylor &
22
Kuo (2009)

Not specified

17 children
aged 7-12 with
ADHD

Single-blind
experimental trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

A 20-minute guided walk
conducted in an urban
park, a downtown setting,
or a residential area.

The park walk was found
to offset concentration
deficits normally
experienced by individuals
with ADHD over the short
term, an improvement
roughly equal to the peak
effects of the most
common ADHD
prescription medications.

Berman et al.
15
(2008)

Ann Arbor,
United States

2 experiments:
50 university
students in all

Experimental trials:
1) Randomized
controlled trial;
2) Within-subjects
design
(P)

1) An hour-long walk in
the Ann Arbor Arboretum;
2) Viewing pictures of
nature in a laboratory
setting.

1) Participants walking in
nature experienced
improvements in directed
attention and mood, while
those walking in urban
settings did not.
2) Viewing images of
nature improved directed
and executive attention.

Sugiyama et
53
al. (2008)

Adelaide,
Australia

2,194 adults

Cross-sectional
(P, S)

Green space was based
on self-reported access to
parks, nature reserves,
and cycling or walking
paths, as well as the
presence of greenery, tree
cover, and “pleasant
natural features”.

Residents of the greenest
neighbourhoods had
almost twice the odds of
reporting better mental
health, a relationship that
persisted in adjusted
models.

Nielsen &
Hansen
72
(2007)

Denmark

1,200 adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Green areas included
small and large urban
parks, urban squares
featuring greenery, lakes
and oceans, green sports
facilities, and both private
and public gardens.

Distance from the home to
green areas was more
closely associated with
low levels of stress than
actual use, although
frequent users of green
space were less likely to
rate themselves as highly
stressed.

McCaffrey
27
(2007)

Delray Beach,
United States

60 older adults
with mild and
moderate
depression

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial; only
qualitative findings
reported
(P)

Group walks though the
Morikami Museum and
Japanese Garden, which
features 20 acres of
gardens, an extensive
bonsai collection, koi
ponds, and waterfalls.

Individuals walking in the
garden reported feelings
of peace, serenity, and
reflection.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Tsunetsugu et
39
al. (2007)

Oguni, Japan

12 male
university
students

Experimental,
randomized trial;
counterbalanced,
within-subjects
design
(P)

Comparison and control
groups consisted of a 15minute walk and 15minute viewing session
held in either a deciduous
broadleaf forest or a city.

Stress levels were lower
following the 15-minute
walk in the forest than in
the urban setting; the
forest walk also produced
feelings of comfort, calm,
and refreshment.

Morita et al.
36
(2007)

Chiba, Japan

498 healthy
adults

Experimental,
randomized trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

A two-hour walk through
the Tokyo University
Forest (referred to as
“forest bathing” in this
context) compared to a
similar urban walk.

The short walk in the
forest reduced depression
and anxiety, and improved
mood, with greater
benefits seen among
stressed individuals.

Rappe &
29
Kivela (2005)

Helsinki,
Finland

30 older adults

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(P, S)

Exposure included both
visits to and views of a
garden featuring trees, a
pond, and walking paths
located in a nursing home
and service center for the
elderly.

Garden visits improved
mood, recovery, sleep,
and concentration.
Depressed individuals
experienced fewer
benefits with respect to
recovery and
concentration than the
non-depressed.

Kuo & Taylor
55
(2004)

United States

452 parents of
children with
AD/HD

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(P)

Green outdoor settings
were defined as any
“mostly natural area”, and
included parks, farms, and
private backyards.

Natural outdoor activities
reduced symptoms of
attention-deficit
hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD) significantly more
than activities in less
natural or indoor settings.

de Vries et al.
64
(2003)

The
Netherlands

10,197
children and
adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Neighbourhood-level
green space and blue
space, including private
home gardens.

Natural space offset the
increased risk of mental
illness among individuals
residing in urban areas;
significant effects were
seen only among low-SES
individuals.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date
Stark (2003)

17

Kohlleppel et
26
al. (2002)

Wells (2000)

20

Whitehouse et
30
al. (2000)

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Not specified

54 women in
third trimester
of pregnancy

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

Participants in the
intervention arm were
instructed to spend 120
minutes per week in
restorative activities
involving "nature", both
outdoors (such as
listening to birds or
building a snowman) and
indoors (such as caring for
plants).

Women participating in
restorative activities
involving nature made
fewer errors on one test of
attention, but no
differences were seen in
mood or directed attention
between the groups.

Florida, United
States

312 adults

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(P)

A visit to one of three
separate botanic gardens;
no details were provided
on the average length of
visits or specific garden
features.

Visiting a botanic garden
was identified an as
important stress-reduction
strategy, with additional
benefits experienced by
depressed individuals.

Not specified

17 children
from lowincome
households

Longitudinal,
within-subjects
design
(P)

Residential “naturalness”
scores were based on
views and components of
front and back yards.

Moving to homes with
more natural surroundings
significantly improved
children’s attentional
capacity.

San Diego,
United States

83 healthy
adults; 6
healthy
children, 16
children with
various
illnesses

Qualitative
(P)

The study appraised a
formal healing garden
located in a children’s
hospital, which featured
public art in the form of
sculptures and mosaics,
as well as natural plants,
flowers, and greenery.

Ninety percent of adults
reported improved moods
following a visit to a
garden located at a
children’s hospital;
preferences and usage of
the garden differed
between healthy and ill
children.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Appendix A: Literature Search
Strategy
A.1 Selected Databases
CINAHL (accessed via EBSCO),
Embase (accessed via OvidSP),
MEDLINE (accessed via OvidSP),
Psycinfo (accessed via EBSCO), and
the Science Citation Index and Social
Science Citation Index (accessed via
Web of Knowledge)
A.2 Search Concepts and Keywords
Two principal domains were identified for use in the
databases described above: green space and mental
health. To capture the first domain, keywords
included: greenery, greenness, green space, natural
space, natural view, open space, park, playground,
garden, trees, and forest. In order to locate studies
related to mental health, terms included: mental
health, mental well-being, mental illness, mental
disorder, psychological, psychosocial, depression,
anxiety, stress, bipolar, schizophrenia, personality
disorder, and obsessive-compulsive disorder.

A.3 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
Articles published in non-English languages were
included as part of the abstract-review process, but
were not incorporated into the final analysis due to a
lack of resources available for translation. In terms of
study design, individual and cluster randomized
controlled trials, cohort studies, case-control studies,
and observational designs were all eligible for
inclusion. Studies examining virtual exposure to
green space in a laboratory setting were also
included. Commentaries, editorials, and studies
reported solely as abstracts (such as conference
proceedings) were excluded. In addition, after
reviewing abstracts, a decision was made to exclude
studies on the mental health outcomes of gardening,
because this was thought to merit an independent
review.
A.4 Literature Organization and Storage
Bibliographic details and links to electronic versions
of all 176 articles selected for full-text review were
maintained in a RefWorks online citation
management database.

Boolean logic was integrated to combine the two
constructs and to avoid the inclusion of irrelevant
results (e.g., “trees.mp. NOT decision tree.mp.”).
Where possible, controlled vocabularies (such as the
Medical Subject Headings created for use in
MEDLINE) were employed along with keywords. In
addition, wildcards were integrated to help account
for variability in spellings (such as “green space”
versus “greenspace”). In addition, a set of evidencebased search filters developed by the Scottish
Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN) were
incorporated into the searches conducted within
MEDLINE and Embase in order to improve the
specificity of the search. All searches were conducted
in December of 2013 and January of 2014, with no
restriction on the original publication date of studies.
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Dear Mayor and Council Members,
My name is TK Lee and I live in the Peaks of Grassi. I thank you for the opportunity to say a few words in
opposition to this second application for rezoning of the green space in the neighbourhood.
I am a physician, and a man came to one of my colleagues complaining of a pain in his foot. His doctor said,
“I can operate on your foot and cure it”. He did so, but inadvertently cut off 4 of his toes. Some 20 years
later, the same gentleman comes to his doctor again with the same complaint. The doctor says, “I can
operate again, but I might end up cutting off your last toe”. The man asks if there are other options, which
there are. He chooses the other options, which are successful and he gets to keep his remaining toe.
This story illustrates the situation in the Peaks of Grassi in regards to the repeat proposal to rezone the
remaining green space in that neighbourhood. The illness this development proposes to ameliorate is
affordable housing in Canmore. However this will be at the expense of green space buffer zone in an
already densely built-up neighbourhood, that was thus developed partly to ameliorate the issue of
affordable housing at that time.
We often underestimate the value of the health benefits of having green space in a community. A recent
medical review published by the National Collaborative Centre for Environmental Health out of the University
of British Columbia in March 2015 found that overall exposure to green space, defined as natural areas such
as parks, forests or community gardens, has beneficial effects on stress and mood in the general population.
This applies to both healthy individuals as well as individuals with chronic illness. This may explain why
planners in cities try to preserve green space in neighbourhoods as much as possible, and why Calgary folk
flock to places such as Canmore’s Quarry Lake which is adjacent to the proposed rezoning area under
discussion.
Our town is not a large city, like Calgary, where due to increasing population, housing has sometimes to
trump preservation of remaining green space out of necessity. Rather, we are a community that came
about BECAUSE we all value green space, whether it be for the animals around us or for our tourist visitors.
It is the main reason for most, of not all, of us who have chosen to call Canmore home. Green space is a
defining value of this and many other mountain communities. We should not apply the same standards in
housing densities of a city to a town like Canmore.
A lot of effort, research and expense was put into the planning and preservation of this present green space
at the Peaks of Grassi development by this town’s council in 1998, resulting in the Settlement Agreement
that year to preserve this as urban reserve. There are other more appropriate solutions to affordable
housing in Canmore. This area is not one of them. This area already has the highest number of wildlifehuman interactions reported in the Bow Valley according to the 2013 Goldman Report, as well as high traffic
densities to name a few. This proposal has potentially significant negative and irreversible consequences if
undertaken.
I appeal to this present council not to cut off the last toe of the Peaks of Grassi. There are other options to
ameliorate housing. This latest proposal does not warrant its effects on this community, to Quarry Lake and
its surroundings, or to Canmore as a whole.
I thank you for your attention.

Infill Development – Peaks Re-zoning Application – Nov 24, 2015 Public Hearing
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
Presented by: Lynn Rock, B.Sc., MS, MPCP
I live on Wilson Way and I am opposed to the rezoning of Urban Reserves on Lawrence Grassi Ridge in the
Quarry Pines sub-division of the Peaks of Grassi.
When, I moved from Edmonton to Canmore in the year 2000. I was particularly attracted to the Quarry Pines
sub-division of the Peaks due to its “remote” location from downtown, its quietness and its authentic
mountain character. I moved after many years of frequent visits to hike and enjoy Canmore’s Mountain
environment.
In administration’s first reading presentation on Oct 20th,2015, it was concluded that this revised
development proposal , the second in less than 10 months, will not have a material impact on the character of
this neighbourhood1, and the presentation also quoted the MDP’s section: 2.4b), which states:
“Infill development on vacant or under-used parcels in existing residential areas shall be a preferred form of
growth in order to maximize the uses of existing roads, utilities, parks, school and other community services”.
I will limit my address to council to these three issues tonight:




Character of the Quarry Pines sub-division of the Peaks
Vacant land, and
Infill development

Neighbourhood Character
In my view, character is only partially defined by the architecture of homes, as homes are subject to updating
or remodelling for both functional and aesthetic changes.
The real character in the Peaks derives mostly from its natural characteristics. When I chose to build there I
chose that area because I felt like I would truly be living right in the mountains, unlike some other
subdivisions in Canmore that seem more city-like, to me. Quarry Pines character derives from:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The beautiful pine trees that give the name to the subdivision, Quarry Pines.
The frequent sightings of wildlife
Proximity to beautiful Quarry Lake, which also is part of the name.
The rock out crop fondly referred to by our neighbours as “THE MOUNTAIN”.

If you stand by the west side of rock outcrop, next to the home abutting it, you can appreciate the outcrop’s
height, almost as high as the home.
The rock outcrop is a fun place for families to walk through and teach their children about nature.
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Preserving the alpine character of Canmore is one of the policies in the MDP. Which also states the natural
features such as the Peaks outcrop as a natural land form should be preserved:
MDP 4 1.3 Growth Management Policies -- Alpine Character
“ Key elements of an appropriate alpine village character will include, for example:
 Minimum re-grading pf he natural landform”
MDP 8.8 (e) Preservation of Natural Features
“Wherever feasible, natural features including landform and vegetation shall be preserved to contribute to the
natural visual quality, continuity of tree cover, and screening of development [GMP – adapted]”.
This natural land form, which the MDP recommends preserving, is in fact where the 5 single family homes
are now proposed to be built!
The MDP also refers to community character in several sections:
MDP 2.0 – Municipal Development Goals
14. “To monitor the cumulative effects of development upon the environment and social fabric of
the community”.
16 “To recognize the importance of maintaining a viable and balanced residential community where residents
enjoy a high quality of life”
MDP 2.4 (a) Community Stability
“Existing residential areas not specifically identified as future planning areas in this MDP should be protected
from premature land use changes that could have a disruptive impact on the existing community fabric. [CHS –
adapted]”
How is the proposed re-zoning (and subsequent development) going to enhance the existing community’s
fabric, quality of life and stability? The density in the Peaks is already the highest in Canmore and higher
than 90% of Calgary’s communities. This proposal will only bring detrimental negative impacts to our already
very dense community.

Vacant Land
Administration’s report for first reading refers to the three Parcels of Urban Reserve as “vacant land.”
There are several definitions can be found in different dictionaries, for vacant land, one of them is:


vacant land: “Land with no houses, offices or other permanent structures”

While these parcels have no houses, offices or permanent structures, these 4 acres of land are not any more
“vacant” than the adjacent lands in Quarry Lake Park, which in fact have some structures, such as washrooms.
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I would define these lands as:




“Raw land” -- “Land with no improvements, no infrastructure, and no grading, or site development” or
Natural treed lands or
Forest land

The Peaks Landing proposal states that the development will be on 4 acres/1.62 ha of “vacant” land, however
it recognizes that it is “natural” land on Page 9 , under Wildlife Habitat Patch & Corridors:
“ …. Donated to the Town for Municipal Reserve to preserve a significant portion of the “natural” land ….”
These 4 acres are not under-used, as section 2.4b) of the MDP requires for “infill” development.
MDP 2.4 (b) Residential Infill:
“Infill development on vacant or under-used parcels in existing residential areas shall be a preferred form of

growth in order to maximize the use of existing roads, utilities, parks, schools and other community services”
On the contrary these Parcels of Urban Reserve, are very well used by our community as well as many
residents of Canmore who use them to access Quarry Lake through the designated trails planed and approved
with Phase 3 of the Peaks development.
One of the trails goes right through the Outcrop. You can see it in the approved plan from Three Sisters for
Phase 3 of the Peaks. The plan describes these three Urban Reserve Parcels as:



“Green space” and
“Natural area”

The trails indicated in the Three Sisters Plan and approved by the then Council, have been used for over 17
years by Peaks residents, as well as many other Canmore residents , to access Quarry Lake and the trails under
the power lines. (Three Sisters Phase 3 development plan is attached).
In addition, Sites 1 and 2 are used for water flow purposes and are an integral part of the drainage plan for the
Peaks of Grassi. Reference -- UMA engineering diagrams in the 1990's.

“Infill” Development
The National League of Cities Sustainable Cities Institute, which includes 25 cities in North America, including
Montreal, defines Infill:
http://www.sustainablecitiesinstitute.org/topics/land-use-and-planning/urban-infill-and-brownfieldsredevelopment
“Urban infill is defined as new development that is sited on vacant or undeveloped land within an existing
community, and that is enclosed by other types of development. The term "urban infill" itself implies that
existing land is mostly built-out and what is being built is in effect "filling in" the gaps. The term most
16-3

commonly refers to building single-family homes in existing neighborhoods but may also be used to describe
new development in commercial, office or mixed-use areas.”
http://www.sustainablecitiesinstitute.org/Documents/SCI/Case_Study/Case%20Study%20%20Green%20Affordbale%20Housing%20Poway.pdf
“The SOLARA project includes 56 affordable apartments in six two-story buildings and a community center
on 2.5 acres in Poway, CA, a suburb of San Diego. Developed and owned by Community Housing Works
(CHW), SOLARA is an infill project on a blighted site in the Poway Revitalization Area”
“ … for SOLARA. General goals included: revitalizing the neighborhood and provide infill development on a
blighted site..”
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation CMHC
http://www.cmhc-schl.gc.ca/odpub/pdf/63421.pdf?lang=en
Defines “infill” as
“Infill is new housing construction on small parcels of vacant or underutilized land within existing serviced
residential areas. Gaps in the existing urban fabric (e.g., on a parking lot, behind a church or on a vacant parcel
or side lot) are "infilled" with residential development”.
Although the Peaks’ proposal is being referred to as “infill”, it does not fall within CMHC’s “infill” definitions,
the proposal is not:




On vacant, under-utilised land --- It is in treed raw natural land
On small parcels of land or side lots
On “gaps”. These parcels are not “ gaps” they were left green and natural as part of the Phase 3
development process

Indeed what is being proposed here in the Peaks, is not “infill” but development on raw, undisturbed land,
natural land, which will increase the density in Quarry Pines subdivision by 30%.
One of Edmonton's objectives with infill development is to provide "for a more equal distribution of density
amongst neighborhoods."
When Peaks of Grassi is already the densest community in Canmore, how can you justify making it even more
dense? The Peaks Landing proposal of “infill” does not match these definitions of infill.

Conclusion
I have lived in Calgary and Edmonton, where municipal governments are trying to control urban sprawl and
“infill” development is encouraged. In Canmore, new development should not be “jammed” into existing
built-out neighbourhoods such as the Peaks, in the guise of “infill” development.
This re-zoning proposal is not in the “future planning” identified in the MDP 2.4 (a) area and will have a
disruptive impact on community fabric -- 99% of the neighbourhood opposes this rezoning. Many residents of
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Canmore are also opposed to this rezoning, which reneges the intent of the Settlement Agreement. Your
decision is irreversible.
It is my strong opinion that the proposed development will forever change the character of the Peaks of
Grassi. What is the urgency to develop this land? I strongly feel that it is premature to rezone this
Urban Reserve.
I respectfully ask Council to honor the intent of the Settlement Agreement and decline this rezoning
application.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Infill Supplementary Notes and References
City of Edmonton Residential Infill
http://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/urban_planning_and_design/residential-infill-guidelines.aspx
Residential infill is the development of new housing in established neighbourhoods. This new housing may include
secondary suites, garage suites, duplexes, semi-detached and detached houses, row houses, apartments, and other
residential and mixed-use buildings.
The Residential Infill Guidelines provide direction to developers, communities, City staff and City Council on how infill
development in mature neighbourhoods should occur. The Guidelines are an approved City Policy (C551) and were
adopted in 2009.
The Residential Infill Guidelines Address:
Where different scales and forms of new housing should be located
How buildings and sites should be designed to support compatibility with existing housing and the neighbourhood
context, as well as to support quality development that enhances the area
Where the Guidelines Apply
•
•

The Residential Infill Guidelines apply to all new housing in Edmonton’s mature neighbourhoods. These neighbourhoods
are identified in the Guidelines document and are those included in the Mature Neighbourhood Overlay of the Zoning
Bylaw.
The Residential Infill Guidelines are used to evaluate residential rezoning and area/neighbourhood plan amendments, and
to inform the development of new area/neighbourhood plans and changes to Edmonton’s Zoning Bylaw.
All new housing within mature neighbourhoods should meet the overall goals of the Residential Infill Guidelines, as well as
the guidelines specific to the scale and form of proposed development.
The objectives provided direction to the preparation of the Guidelines. They are relevant to both the City as a whole and to
the neighbourhoods in which infill projects occur. It is intended that the application of the Guidelines will contribute to the
achievement of these objectives as well as the fundamental goals of pursuing residential infill. These goals are:
1. To contribute to the creation of mature neighbourhoods that are livable and adaptable.
2. To foster residential infill that contributes to ongoing neighbourhood renewal and revitalization.
3. To encourage residential infill that contributes to the social, economic, and environmental sustainability of mature
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neighbourhoods and to the overall sustainability of the City.
There will be different perceptions and interpretations about what will lead to the achievement of healthy, adaptable,
mature neighbourhoods. The Residential Infill Guidelines are intended to provide a consistent set of planning and design
guidelines that will contribute to the achievement of the goals and objectives detailed here.
CITY OBJECTIVES
1. To contribute to the creation of livable mature neighbourhoods through residential infill by:
a. Developing animated and secure streets and open spaces;
b. Promoting high quality development, building materials, and design;
c. Providing for the inclusion of onsite and offsite amenities; and,
d. Increasing population levels to support retention of neighbourhood schools.
2. To reduce delays in the review of applications for residential infill due to conflict and a lack of clear policy direction.
3. To strive to secure community support and acceptance for residential intensification in mature neighbourhoods:
a. By minimizing traffic and parking impacts that may result from intensification;
b. By providing for a more equal distribution of density amongst neighbourhoods; and,
c. By ensuring that infill is compatible in terms of scale and architecture with existing and adjacent development.
4. To make more efficient use of existing infrastructure and community facilities.
5. To contribute to the physical renewal and revitalization of older neighbourhoods through:
a. New housing;
b. New and/or upgraded infrastructure, including storm and sanitary sewer, roads, lanes and sidewalks, boulevard
landscaping and lighting;
c. Affordable housing; and,
d. Additional amenities such as green space, recreational facilities, and landscaping.
6. To locate density where it will support transit and maximize walkability.
7. To support community and neighbourhood commercial centres by:
a. Intensifying the population around community or regional shopping centres;
b. Redeveloping moderate to large commercial sites where housing diversity and choice can be provided; and,
c. Creating neighbourhood activity centres.
8. To achieve housing forms that contribute in the long term to:
a. Increased housing choice in mature neighbourhoods;
b. An increased supply of more affordable housing and non-market housing; and,
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c. An increased supply of family-oriented housing.

City of Ottawa PLANNING PRIMER Elective: Understanding Residential Intensification and Infill
Planning and Growth Management Department, Nov. 16 & 18, 2013 http://fca-fac.ca/resourc/PrimInfl.pdf
“What is INFILL? For the purposes of this portion, what we mean by infill is:
•Severing a lot to build a new house
•Filling in a gap between houses with a new house
•Constructing a second house onto the back or side of an existing one
•Demolishing a house and replacing it with 2 or more houses. Sometimes this results in intensification (e.g. when 1 is
replaced by 2), sometimes not (when 1 is replaced by 1)”

City of Toronto Excerpt for Infill development definition in its by-laws, provides specific guidelines http://www1.toronto.ca/city_of_toronto/city_planning/urban_design/files/pdf/townhouseguideline.pdf
Infill townhouse projects are typically low-scale, incremental developments that help to revitalize
existing communities by replacing aging and/or dilapidated buildings and empty lots and by
adding to the variety of housing types and tenure in the neighborhood. As with any type of infill
development, however, it is very important that new townhouses “fit” within the existing context,
and minimize impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood
West Coast Environmental Law
http://wcel.org/design-guidelines

“and that infill development respects the character of existing neighborhoods. Detailed design guidelines can
spell out the difference between good and bad densification, and provide assurances to residents and business
owners that new development will improve their neighborhood .that infill development respects the character
of existing neighborhoods”. “Small lots, granny flats, secondary suites, townhouses, and infill can all be
considered “intensive residential development.” The development permit area must be designated in the
official community plan and must describe the special conditions or objectives that justify the designation. The
OCP or zoning by-law must also specify guidelines as to how the objectives will be addressed. Municipalities
may also adopt design guidelines as part of rezoning for a comprehensive development. See, for example”:
www.deepblue.lib.umich.edu/handle/2027.42/58603
Abstract: Current national land use trends of increased suburban development have prompted city mayors,
administrators, planners, community activists, and others to devise strategies for increasing the attractiveness
of living in urban areas in order to preserve open space in the surrounding region. One of these strategies is
infill development. In addition to being promoted as an antidote to sprawl, infill development can potentially
offer a variety of benefits to urban communities including encouraging neighborhood revitalization, generating
new growth on abandoned lots, providing significant cost benefits in the areas of the environment and
transportation, expanding a city’s tax base, and increasing the affordable housing supply. Due to its complexity
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and inherent barriers to success, however, it is not used as widely as it might be, especially considering the
extensive volume of vacant urban land. This study examines the use of infill development in Detroit in order to
assess whether or not it is accomplishing similar goals in Detroit as in other areas around the country—
especially with regard to its potential to serve as an antidote to sprawl.
http://www.ctvnews.ca/business/detroit-looks-to-fight-neighbourhood-blight-by-auctioning-off-emptyhomes-1.1869819

Calgary - INFILLS DEFINED MAY 8, 2012 http://www.newinfills.ca/category/infills-101/
“The word ‘infill’ is a newer term used in real estate to describe inner-city homes built on lots where older dwellings, if
any previously existed there, are replaced by newer housing that suits the future of the community and optimizes land use.
According to Wikipedia, infill is the use of land within a built-up area for further construction, especially as part of
community redevelopment. It focuses on the reuse and repositioning of obsolete or underutilized buildings and sites. This
type of development is essential to renewing blighted neighborhoods and knitting them back together with more prosperous
communities.
Infills differ from suburban-style homes in that the focus is to build upwards, 2 or 3 storeys, rather than outwards. Infills
are also very commonly built as two homes on one lot to increase density and make the most efficient use of the land, unlike
homes built several generations ago.
Infills tend to pop up within inner-city neighbourhoods where land values are higher and newer more contemporary homes
are desired. In Calgary, infills have become popular in inner-city communities such as South Calgary, Altadore and Knob
Hill (Marda Loop Area south of downtown Calgary) and Hillhurst, Briar Hill and Parkdale (Kensington Area north of
downtown Calgary).”

Comments from Resident of Edmonton on “infill”
It has been documented in various news stories that there are concerns about infill. Also city council regularly
has various community representations to present concerns. One that is frequent is zoning changes around
commercial developments.

An example is a strip mall that went up on Stony Plain Road about eight years ago. The people using the same
back alley expressed concerns about access to their parking as street parking is not an option for them and
they need to use their back drives and garages. They were assured that the rear doors would be for daytime
deliveries only. Guess what ... a Pizza 73 went in and there is a regular battle with the neighbours, one of
whom I have met several times about their access being blocked by delivery drivers.

Another example that is frequently raised is about who will be attracted to the neighbourhood. A welldocumented case being won by the community is one that happened a few years ago in Sherbrooke where
there was a very adult club being proposed. It did not suit the neighbourhood and that proposal was defeated.
More often than not, slight changes are made, the proposal wins and everyone lives with a less than
satisfactory situation. It is reality that as inner neighbourhoods age, they may become targets for more
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commercial developments.
The one that you are facing is much like the ones we have faced right here in Rio Terrace. The former Jewish
community Centre was allowed to decay beyond redemption. It sat on very valuable land overlooking the river
valley and Patricia Ravine. The initial proposals were defeated several times. They wanted to build a tower for
seniors residences. The problems as the community saw it. Traffic congestion, ability of aging infrastructure to
handle additional sewage and utilities, lack of appropriate public transit to that point and the inability of the
neighbourhood to safely add a bus route to the facility. (Bus routes have to have certain lane widths and safe
places to detour if need be)There were also several studies by knowledgeable locals that proved density of the
degree proposed was not safe in the event of an emergency. We have two exit points across the freeway.
During the storm of 2004, we were heavily flooded and emergency vehicles had a very difficult time reaching
our neighbourhood. We do not have the ability to do a large rescue of people in a residential tower (especially
elderly & infirm individuals) And the interruption and hazards that construction of that large a facility would
bring to the neighbourhood as well as the reality that the yards to the north would be completely shaded by
the structure and those people would lose not only sunlight but privacy and use/enjoyment of their yards and
views. Then it was proposed for very dense, gated properties which impacted access to parkland for the rest of
us.

Problems that exist with infills during construction include congestion, porta potties on public spaces (we had
one sitting on Rio Terrace Drive for three years), blocked roads and noise as well as broken windows and items
in china cabinets due to heavy, vibrations from large vehicles as well as the destruction of existing properties
and excavations.
Earlier this year the Journal had pictures of dirt piled up against neighbouring house (Address ) as far as the
roof line, broken fences (which we have also observed), loss of trees in mature neighbourhoods (See Glenora),
house designs not fitting in with existing structures (almost every neighbourhood including ours), blocked
roads, unsafe work sites (a man died in a trench excavation this spring) as infills are harder to work in safely
due to the space restrictions. Repeatedly noise is an issue and a concern as well as increased density and less
parking.
Here are some articles and quotes from recent Journal publications:
There is a big push back from citizens to allow meaningful citizen and community input as part of the process,
and a frequent loud demand that we don't give developers free rein to maximize profits at the expense of
neighbourhood character.
The city is putting legislation in place to stop the clear cutting of mature trees in developed neighbourhoods,
even though it is private property. (This is for community character, birds, drainage, etc. In our
neighbourhoods, we need trees and green spaces of our wildlife corridor, which inner city as we are is
primarily, coyotes, foxes, skunks, porcupines, deer, rabbits and birds (everything from tiny song birds to
raptors. We have had a couple of porcupine killed by vehicles and suspect that it is the early morning large
trucks.)
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Councillors (at the request of communities) also asked staff to review the noise bylaw, perhaps further
restricting the hours construction crews can work. It’s now 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. (What happens is the trucks start
arriving by 6:30 and the diesel engines rumble away in front of our homes. And in the summer especially, they
stop work at 10 but the noisy vehicles are leaving the neighbourhood for the next 15 to 39 minutes (We had
issues with it for years in front of our house))
(City council is being held to task:) Neighbours have been complaining about messy sites, excavations with no
safety fencing or signage, sidewalks and fences ruined, basements flooded and construction that rattles their
foundations. When they call the city, they’re told damage done to their property by a neighbour is a civil
matter to pursue in court.
There are several instances of house construction being halted because of failure to adhere to height or other
size restrictions.
Greenview, Blue Quill and other neighbourhoods have already lost green space and there is a big concern in
neighbourhoods like ours that the green spaces are for sale. (To counter this we have had our parks named
and signage with the park names installed. We have also been successful in arguing about reasonable access
to customary green spaces such as the trails to the river and in the ravine.)
Along with these concerns are concerns about recreational space, (is the playground big enough, new enough,
etc) community hall use, ability to support more people into community activities like soccer, are the schools
able to handle the extra capacity. Is there easy access to schools or is transportation now a necessity?
Here is a quote from a letter published October 6,
David Staples wrote a column Oct. 2 on a meeting held late last month in the Aspen Gardens/Westbrook
community to discuss infill, specifically its impact on the neighbourhood. I attended, as did Coun. Michael
Walters.
Unfortunately, the column missed several key points raised. The city’s infill/densification policy from earlier
this year has several stated objectives: containment of urban sprawl, creation of more affordable housing,
attraction of younger families to the inner suburbs, curtailment of declining school enrolment in selected
neighbourhoods, and the creation of a critical mass for urban transit. All are laudable goals, which most
Edmontonians support.
Our community’s issue is with how this policy is being implemented, and how normal democratic processes
are being circumvented — an approach that is creating unnecessary ill will and may serve to undermine the
whole infill policy.
Aspen Gardens/Westbrook is fortunate in that many trends affecting other older neighbourhoods are not
affecting ours. Houses continue to turn over, younger families are moving in and our schools are all at full
capacity. Our challenges are more in the area of aging infrastructure, such as deteriorating water/sewage
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systems and a strained road system; a situation that will be made worse by accelerated infill in the
neighbourhood.
The issue of public engagement and consultation is especially important as it is integral to our democratic
system. One of the infill projects in the Westbrook area was first applied for earlier in the year, before the infill
policy was adopted by council. It was rejected because of the MNO provisions, and the expression of strong
opposition from the community in the form of more than 100 letters and emails. The developer reapplied less
than four months after the earlier rejection, under the new infill policy, and was approved.
It is my understanding that approval was given on Aug. 4, prior to the end-of-day deadline for submissions and
comments from interested citizens. Pubic engagement and input was obviously not a consideration for city
officials. It is also interesting to note developers have the ability to appeal planning decisions, through the
Development Appeal Board, but citizens apparently have no such recourse.
Implementation of the new infill policy affects many areas and, as noted above, has many laudable goals. If,
however, it proceeds without public engagement and taking into account local circumstances, its success is
sure to be jeopardized. Walters is initiating efforts to ensure that city staff utilize the MNO mechanism in
future decisions, but it may take time before this is implemented. Council must act quickly to restore
community confidence in the planning process, assure the public that their input is valued, and prevent a
sound public policy from being discredited by poor implementation and lack of thought.
I know several people in Westbrook/Aspen Gardens and the city is facing legal action for failure to follow due
process. At this time I do not know if the action has been filed in court.
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“SUBDIVISION ISSUES” or “SCREENING TO DETERMINE SUITABILITY FOR DEVELOPMENT”?
The current zoning of the land in question is Urban Reserve. In the definition of Urban Reserve in the
Land Use Bylaw 22-2010, it is noted that “… lands located within this district have received preliminary
screening only and may require environmental, geotechnical and other screening to determine their
potential suitability for any development...”
Environment, geotechnical and other screening is definitely needed to be able to determine the
suitability of these lands for any development. That means that you, the decision makers, need a clear
understanding of the costs and benefits for the Town and the community if the lands were to be
developed. Where risks are identified, those need to be well understood. What are the potential costs?
Are those acceptable to the Town?
And yet, when my neighbours and I have raised concerns about the proposed development, we’ve been
told that many of our concerns are matters to be considered “at the time of subdivision”. My assertion
is that these issues are so important to the determination of the potential suitability of the land for
development, that information is required before rezoning can be considered.
Issue

Issue is of concern because

traffic and parking

The roads in PoG are already difficult to navigate because of the road contours and on-street
parking. You have heard about public safety concern due to the potential for driveways and increased
traffic on a blind hill and curve, but we haven’t seen any detailed analysis by the Town.

water management
and debris flow
mitigation

The proponents’ report flags potential debris flow at the west of the proposed development and there
is a drainage channel for Y and Z creeks between the proposed Sites 1 and 2, but there has not been a
hazard and risk assessment that evaluates the combined risk and consider such aspects as emergency
access and egress. Further, an offsite mitigation measure is proposed in the proponent’s report but the
Town's recent development flow chart and steep creek hazard mitigation flags that passive mitigation
should be the principal approach employed to avoid risk, with off-site hazard mitigation potentially
allowed where: the use of the land is necessary; the capital cost of mitigation is borne by the
developer; and a cost-benefit analysis of the long-term maintenance and replacement costs in
comparison to the tax revenues of the affected properties has been performed and is satisfactory to
the Town. We haven’t seen that information.

infrastructure
capacity (water and
sewer)

The 1998 engineering report for Quarry Pines indicated no need to oversize utilities given that the area
is built out according to the NRCB approval and the Settlement Agreement. We haven’t seen any
analysis that confirms sufficient capacity to allow development without infrastructure investment.

geotechnical
evaluation and slope
stability analysis

The proposal includes building on slopes >25%, which is expressly prohibited through conditions on
the NRCB approval. We’ve been told that geotechnical analysis has been completed, but that has not
been shared publicly.

building heights

The proposed DC zoning leaves finalization of building heights until the time of subdivision, which will
impact on the degree to which development is visible from Quarry Lake.

Without the type of information normally considered at the time of subdivision, the costs of the
proposal cannot be fully understood.
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When I look at the development process and the details of this application, I see that the following key
matters will also be decided at subdivision:
Issue

Issue is of concern because

Reserve dedication

The proponents claim SSR credit for MR dedication, but there won’t be certainty on that dedication
until subdivision

Types of dwellings and
building designs

The proponents claim SSR credit for PAH and assert that the development will be consistent with
existing built forms in Quarry Pines. There will not be certainty about those items until subdivision.

Since so many of the issues that are “normally considered at the time of subdivision” are so tightly
related to both the key concerns expressed by members of the public and to the potential benefits
touted by the proponent, would it not be in Council’s interest to address these issues before considering
whether rezoning is warranted?
Is this not the type of application that would benefit from detailed screening of exactly those issues
flagged in the UR definition to be able to determine the potential suitability of the land for
development?
I ask that you deny this application. If the landowners choose to exercise their right to bring forward
another application for the same or similar land use on the same lands, I suggest that they be
encouraged to bring forward simultaneous rezoning and subdivision applications so that the costs and
benefits of their proposals can be rigorously assessed. You do not have that level of information
available to you today.
Glynis Carling, 943 Wilson Way
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Rezoning of Urban Reserve & Fairness
Council is being asked with the Peaks Landing Application to make what will be an
irreversible decision by rezoning Urban Reserve (UR) lands for residential
development. Once the mature forest on the Peaks of Grassi UR parcels is cut down, that
forest will not return to its current maturity in any of our life-times.

!
The same is true for destroying the rock outcrop (Site 3 of Peaks Landing proposal) that
defines the character of the entry to Quarry Pines.

!
Administration is asking Council to approve a serious, irreversible decision without
grounding in any relevant precedent whereby UR was converted to residential
development. Good governance requires that irreversible planning decisions should be
done with great caution. Failing to provide a high level of caution in making such
decisions can undermine integrity in the decision-making process for Council.
Requests in 2014 to Administration for relevant precedents revealed only 6 cases over the
past 20 years of rezoning of UR into any other land use– only 4 involved rezoning of UR
into residential uses. All of these were the Phases of Eagle Terrace, the last in 2004 and

!

!

these were done with the subdivision stage already done, the direct opposite of what
Council is being asked to do with the current case. None of the rezoning cases from UR
to residential uses has been done under the current definition of Urban Reserve that was
introduced with the current land use bylaw in 2010.
!

!
The Peaks of Grassi case has been presented to Council as if the current Peaks Landing
rezoning application is routine - “business as usual”. That assertion is simply not true for
this case. There is to the best of our knowledge, based on several requests to
Administration in 2014, any precedent for converting the current description of UR that
was updated in the 2010 Land Use Bylaw, into residential uses as proposed with Bylaw
2015-19.
!
The public hearing held for the Eagle Terrace development was recorded in the Canmore
Leader with the header: “Little opposition to Eagle Terrace.”1 This 1997 article referred
to a Public Hearing on June 17, 1996, with a total UR of 40 ha rezoned to 3.81 ha of R1A (residential), 1.94 ha public lands (PD and ED) and 30.24 ha of WC (Wildlands
Conservation), fully 84% of this UR was rezoned to WC that allows no development. The
simple fact that there was virtually no opposition to the Eagle Terrace case should inform
Council about how different was that staged development from what is being proposed
for Peaks Landing.
Residents of Peaks of Grassi have to ask how relevant or fair is it to have only this
very different case as the sole precedent for converting UR into residential
development in what is already Canmore’s highest density residential district?
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

1!Whitfield,

D. “Little opposition to Eagle Terrace. 24 June 1997, Canmore Leader.!

Ten Minute Response Time – Public Hearing Nov. 24, 2015
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
Presented by Jill Asbell
The 2013 floods made all Albertans realize the importance of being able to quickly react to any
emergency situation.
Since the hundred year flood, the government of Alberta has instituted policies to ensure that there
can be a response to emergencies within ten minutes. Recognizing that not all areas or communities
can be reached in 10 minutes, other measures to mitigate slower response times need to be
implemented. One such measure is building materials that have higher fire retardant qualities.
The Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood does not meet the 10 minute response time. Presently, if
evacuation is needed, foot evacuation would be the preferred method.
The west side of Peaks of Grassi would evacuate on foot towards Quarry Lake, the closest way out of
the neighbourhood. Presently, access is very easy, via the 3 parcels of natural land subject to this
proposal. Some questions and issues that arise from the non-compliance with the 10 minute response
time are:
1.

In Quarry Pines at the west end of Peaks, there are already 310 persons at risk for evacuation.
Why would the Town want to add an additional 80-100 persons to the existing risk factor?

2. Presently there is only one viable paved escape route at the eastern end of Quarry Pines on Peaks
Road, which is the only access road into all of Peaks of Grassi. There is an alternative unpaved
road east of Peaks Road at the far east end of Peaks of Grassi. However, this road is not always
passable because of deep snow and a locked gate, it was not passable on November 21st, 2015. .
3. How will the incremental costs of constructing new homes with expensive fire retardant materials
(at least $5,000 more) be reflected in sales prices?
4. Once additional costs of fire retardant materials are factored in, will the PAH and “market
affordable houses” stay affordable?
There are too many unknown factors and too many risks to be mitigated with this proposal. I will
conclude by quoting from the Mining the Future Document:
“The idea that if the consequences of an action are unknown, but are judged to have some
potential for major or irreversible negative consequences, then it is best to avoid taking that
action.”
I respectfully request you decline this application.
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To Mayor Borrowman and Councillors

November 20, 2015

Opposition to By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law -- Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
Over the past fourteen months, I have seen my wife and neighbours invest countless hours to fight for what
they believe is right. They have sacrificed good quality time with their families in pursuit of facts and
information relative to this re-zoning application. I hope that you soon put an end to this wasteful exercise
and allow us all to return to the peace we had expected to find in Canmore, when we chose to retire here,
16 years ago.
In July 1999, before we bought our lot from Three Sisters Resorts Inc. (Three Sisters), we contacted the
Town’s Planning Manager to inquire about the rock outcrop across from the lot we had chosen on Lawrence
Grassi Ridge. This outcrop is part of this re-zoning application.
We were told by him that the outcrop would not be developed, that it was very difficult bedrock terrain to
build on and would make construction too expensive. The outcrop would most likely be swapped by Three
Sisters for another parcel of land more suitable for development. If it was not swapped, Three Sisters would
most likely donate it to the Town in exchange for other concessions from the Town.
Rather than rely on representations made by Three Sisters, we felt confident that the information provided
by the Town’s Planning Manager would be accurate, complete, and could be relied upon for our decision to
buy our lot in the Peaks. As we had recently moved to Canmore from a large city, where we never had
reason to contact the municipal office, we were very happy to have the input from the Planning department
for us to complete our due diligence and buy the lot in Peaks. The Quarry Pines subdivision would give us
the perfect mountain setting to live out and enjoy our retirement years.
We chose to buy a lot instead of building with Three Sisters’ Alpine Homes, because during our due
diligence, it became apparent that Three Sisters was having financial difficulties. These were subsequently
publicly disclosed. Our home was built in tandem with the Alpine show home and it was the first home to be
occupied in the Quarry Pines subdivision. Our due diligence included several discussions with Three Sisters’
representatives to pay the “recreation levy” directly to the Town rather than to Three Sisters, as we were
concerned that if we paid it to Three Sisters, the Town may never receive these funds.
Buying a home is the largest investment many of us will make in our life time. When we make informed
decisions based on input given to us by Town Administration, we would like to believe that the information
is right. If you approve this re-zoning, you are telling me and other Town residents that we cannot rely on
any information given to us by Town’s Administration.
Buyers like us count not only on Administration, but also on Council, to follow the principles described in the
Municipal Development Plan. One of the goals mentioned in the MDP (Part 3 (16), is:
“To recognize the importance of maintaining a viable and balanced residential community where residents
enjoy a high quality of life.”
You have been elected by the people of Canmore to improve, or at least maintain such quality of life. Why
then would the building of 27 new homes trump the wellbeing of over 400 existing families in the Peaks of
Grassi?
In any case, even if this re-zoning is approved, these 27 homes may never be built.

Finally, a few comments about affordable housing in Canmore:
On November 20th, 2015, 23 homes were listed in the Multiple Listing System ( MLS) for less than $450,000:
these included 17 homes below $400,000, of which 5 co-op units, in Dyrgas, were offered at less than
$279,000. These are homes which can be occupied immediately, not in 1 or 2 years as would be the case
with the re-zoning proposal. Why is the Town, through its CCHC Corporation, competing with individual
families trying to sell their homes for less than $450,000?
I respectfully request you to reject this application, and to do it as soon as possible.
Pierre Lambert
Canmore, AB

Attachment: MLS listings

November 24, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Councillors

My name is Pierre Lambert.
I live on
I oppose this re-zoning application

Over the past fourteen months, I have seen my wife and
neighbours invest countless hours to fight for what they
believe is right.
They have sacrificed good quality time with their families in
pursuit of facts and information relative to this re-zoning.
I hope that you soon put an end to this wasteful exercise
and allow us all to return to the peace we had expected to
find in Canmore, when we chose to retire here, 16 years
ago.

In July 1999, before we bought our lot from Three Sisters
Resorts Inc., we contacted the Town’s Planning Manager to
inquire about the rock outcrop, across from the lot we had
chosen on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. This outcrop is part of
this re-zoning application.
We were told by him that the outcrop would not be
developed, that it was very difficult bedrock terrain to build
on, and would make construction too expensive.
Rather than rely on representations made by Three Sisters,
we felt confident that the information provided by the
Planning Manager would be accurate, complete, and could
be relied upon for our due diligence.
Buying a home is the largest investment many of us will
make in our life time. When we make informed decisions
based on input given to us by Town Administration, we
would like to believe that the information is right.
If you approve this re-zoning, you are telling me, and
other Town residents, that we cannot rely on information
given to us by Town Administration.

Buyers like us count not only on Administration, but also on
Council, to follow the principles described in the Municipal
Development Plan.
One of the goals mentioned in the MDP is:
Quote “To recognize the importance of maintaining a
viable and balanced residential community where
residents enjoy a high quality of life.” Unquote
You have been elected by the people of Canmore to
improve, or at least maintain, such quality of life.
Why, then, would the building of 27 new homes trump
the wellbeing of more than 400 existing families in the
Peaks of Grassi?
In any case, even if this re-zoning is approved, these 27
homes may never be built.

Finally, a few comments about the lack of affordable
housing in Canmore:
on November 20th , 2015:
23 homes were listed in the Multiple Listing System (MLS)
for less than $450,000 dollars each:
these included 17 homes below $400,000 dollars,
of which 5 co-op units, in Dyrgas, were offered at less than
$279,000. dollars.
These are homes which can be occupied immediately, not
in 1 or 2 years, as would be the case with the re-zoning
proposal.
Why is the Town, through its CCHC Corporation, competing
with individual families trying to sell their homes for less
than $450,000 dollars?

I respectfully request you to reject this application, and to
do it as soon as possible.
Thank you

opposed

Peter Guzman
Canmore, AB
November 14, 2015
Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Council
Re: Opposition To Bylaw 2015-2019 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment
I am writing to you to state my firm opposition to the proposed amendment to rezone Urban
Reserve lands in the Peaks of Grassi (POG). I have taken the time to read many pages of
documents, a transcript of the first public hearing, and the POG Residents Detailed Review
among many other items. I attended neighborhood meetings. I met individually with various
residents who gave many hours of their time in covering the issues and history of the parcels
in question in order to deepen my understanding of the proposal. My decision to oppose the
rezoning and development is an informed one based on the enormity of well-gathered data
presented to me.
My wife and I moved to the POG neighborhood in October. We previously lived across the
valley in Silvertip, where although we became friends with many of our neighbors, we looked
forward to living in POG where there is a remarkable sense of community.
I would like to share my views with you as it is my hope that my personal experience in
learning about the rezoning proposal and thoughts on the findings will be of value.
My interest was first piqued when told the opposition to the proposed development all came
down to NIMBY. Often, slogans like this are used to divert attention from the many real issues
while misinforming the public into thinking a simple explanation, summed up in a acronym, is
all they need to know. Could it be the case that opposition is based solely on denial of
affordable housing simply because it’s next door? I needed to find out.
I decided to attend a meeting held within the community to learn more. I then went to another
meeting. I was there to passively listen and learn firsthand about the issues surrounding the
development and rezoning proposal. I later asked if I could meet with others privately. I visited
with five individuals to piece together the gaps in my understanding of the many issues. They
all gave freely of their time. No one tried to influence me, instead they spoke professionally,
giving me the background information pertaining to my questions. When I learned of one
questionable aspect after another that makes up this entire development and rezoning
proposal I found it hard to believe they could speak to me calmly and without anger.
I feel the need to speak on behalf of all the people I have met, and for you to listen to their
personal experiences from when they decided to buy their homes. What I have seen, heard
and experienced at their meetings has moved me deeply. I have found these people to be
very trusting and completely open during their discussions with a complete stranger in their
presence.
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Everyone in this group is extremely intelligent, they are thoughtful in everything they say. I
watched them interact and discuss their thoughts, ideas and findings and it was always
constructive. Their forthright approach in dealing with each other and with their presentation
for the upcoming public hearing has left me with nothing but admiration for this group. Never
was the conversation mean spirited or allowed to turn negative. If anything was deemed to be
seen as potentially antagonistic, regardless how compelling, they would scratch it from their
conversation. Not one word was spoken offensively about the developers. Missing is any
bitterness in their language. I have the greatest respect for these people in seeing them deal
with this difficult personal experience, both in a group setting and privately.
It is disheartening to think that people like this, with their integrity and character, aren’t held in
the highest regard. It saddens me to know their character has been attacked. That they have
been portrayed as selfish is extremely insulting especially when one considers what has
happened to them here. These are the kinds of valuable citizens that make Canmore an
astounding community. Seeing what they have been subjected to is tearing this community
apart. They have obviously spent hundreds and hundreds of hours in preparing data,
gathering evidence, searching out documents; in seeking experts in water, environment, and
wildlife they are doing the entire community a service without them even knowing it. I stress
the importance to not be dismissive of their findings. What they are doing isn’t only trying to
protect themselves but they are defending the entire community of Canmore.
The disregard for the Settlement Agreement in allowing homes to be built on these parcels
should be a big part of the conversation. It’s hard for me to see how this whole scenario
regarding the breaking of the agreement doesn’t dominate the conversation. How could the
conversation possibly get diverted away from these glaring details? This is where the focus
should be in denying the proposal to rezone.
With the many issues including the Settlement Agreement, with wildlife and human safety
issues in this extremely sensitive area, with the environmental issues, with the precedent that
may be set by the mayor and town council to support the private interests over those of the
community at large in the face of an enormous amount of evidence and data presented, I can
only hope that evidence based decision making rules the day.
Who can the people of Canmore turn to for help but the mayor and town councilors?
If you cannot protect them from this highly questionable predicament they find themselves in,
when there are red flags at every turn, then who will?
The town espouses “Community Character”. In the POG my wife and I are experiencing
exactly that. I truly hope we don’t witness its demise for the benefit of the few. It deserves your
support and protection.
I ask you to vote against this rezoning proposal.
Peter Guzman
Canmore, Alberta
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Your"Worship"and"Town"Councillors,"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""November"24,"2015"
"
Opposition(to(Proposed(Development(at(Peaks(of(Grassi(By7law(2015719(Land(Use"""
"
After"15"months,"I"am"beginning"to"understand"why"changing"rezoning"that"has"been"previously"approved"is"such"a"
difficult"and"serious"matter,"involving"public"consultation"through"Public"Hearings.""A"zone"change"entails"a"lot"of"
investigation,"research"and"thought.""The"premise"is"that"when"zoning"is"originally"planned"and"approved,"a"lot"of"
thought"and"informed"thinking"has"been"given"to"the"specific"zoning"designation.""
"
A"June"21rd,"1999"letter"(attached)"sent"by"Richard"Melchin,"CEO"of"TSRI"to"Mayor"Casey,"provoked"a"change"to"(UR)"
Urban"Reserve"zoning"from"the"well"thought"out"and"researched"zoning"the"Planning"Department"had"envisioned"
and"proposed"to"Council"for"Phase"3"of"the"Peaks"development."The"Town’s"proposed"zoning"for"the"Phase"3"of"the"
Peaks"was:"
"
1. Parcel(1((WC)(Wildlife(Conservation"WW"This"1999"parcel"has"since"been"subdivided"into"two:"the"land"owned"by"
the"Province"immediately"west"of"the"Peaks,"where"the"Quarry"Local"Habitat"Patch"(BCEAG"2012)"is"located"and"
the"westernmost"parcel"subject"to"the"current"application.""The"latter"lot"is"where"14"townhouses"are"now"
proposed.""
"
2. Parcel(2((NP)(Natural(Park(77(Parcel"just"east"of"the"pump"station,"next"to"the"MR"where"a"designated"trail"leads"
to"Quarry"Lake.""This"is"where"8"duplexes"are"now"proposed.""
"
3. Parcel(3((NP)(Natural(Park(–(This"is"the"rock"outcrop,"which"abuts"the"(ER)"Environmental"reserve"on"the"East.""
The"(ER)"is"in"Phase"2"of"the"Peaks."The"rock"outcrop"is"in"Phase"3.""This"is"where"the"5"single"family"homes"are"
proposed."""
"
These"well"thought"out"zonings,"proposed"by"the"Planning"Department"for"Phase"3"of"the"Peaks"were"objected"to"by"
Three"Sisters"Resorts"Inc."(TSRI)""in"a"June"21,"1999"letter""from"Mr."Melchin"to"Mayor"Casey,"which"states:""
"
“(..(the$proposed$changes$to$this$Land$Use$will$have$significant$economic$consequences$to$our$Corporation..”"
“If$the$changes$were$to$be$passed$as$currently$described,$TSR$would$find$it$necessary$to$appeal$the$proposed$Land$
Use$ByClaw.$$We$would$be$reluctant$to$do$so$given$all$the$good$effort$put$into$this$new$document$by$your$
Planning$Department,$however,$you$must$appreciate$that$the$economic$consequences$to$Three$Sisters$Resorts$
Inc.$could$be$significant”$$
"
With"the"benefit"of"16"years"of"hindsight,"I"would"say"that"the"Planning"Department’s"recommendation"to"zone"
these"four"acres"as"WC"and"NP"would"have"been"more"appropriate"than"the"UR"zoning.""The"three"parcels"have"
been"consistently"used"by"wildlife"and"town"residents,"as"wildlife"habitat"and"as"natural"parks.""""
"
As"you"know,"there"were"several"years"of"struggle"throughout"the"1990’s"between"Council,"with"Canmorites’"
support,"and"TSRI,"which"included:""
• saving"Quarry"Lake""from"TS’s"planned"waterfront"development""""
• protection""of"Quarry"Lake"from"encroachment"from"phase"3"of"the"Peaks"
1"
"

• 1998"Settlement"Agreement"""
Members"of"our"community"have"been"told"by"past"members"of"Council"that"after"several"years"of"struggle"with"TS,"
by"June"1999"the"Town"was"confident"that"the"Settlement"Agreement"had"resolved"the"issue"of"any"further"
development"in"the"Peaks,"capped"at"404"units"on"45"acres,"therefore,"the"zoning"designation"given"to"these"lands"
did"not"matter.""As"requested"by"Mr."Melchin,"the"carefully"thought"out"WC"and"NP"zoning"would"be"set"aside"and"
these"lands"would"be"zoned"UR."The"UR"zoning"mitigated"the"adverse"economic"effect"to"TSMI’s"balance"sheet.""Mr."
Casey,"who"was"Mayor"at"the"time,"may"be"able"to"provide"better"insights.""
$
In"2014,"TSMV’s"agent,"Quantum"Place"Developments"(QPD)"sold"these"parcels"to"L."Hill"and"his"two"partners.""In"
QPD’s"Mr."Ollenberger’s"own"words:""
"
“The$Parcel$was$zoned$urban$Reserve.$As$a$result,$before$it$could$be$developed,$it$would$have$to$be$rezoned$by$
the$Town$of$Canmore.$I$believed$that$a$locally$based$developer$would$have$the$easiest$time$obtaining$the$
necessary$rezoning,$and$therefore$be$more$likely$to$purchase$the$Parcel.$On$that$basis,$I$elected$to$offer$the$
parcel$for$sale$to$CanmoreCbased$developers$before$marketing$to$the$wider$development$community.”$$
(Source"Oct"9th,"2015"sworn"statement"in"affidavit,"filed"with"the"Court"of"Queen’s"Bench"File"#1501W11043)""
"
The"present"owners"bought"these"four"acres"for"$325,000"knowing"the"risks"they"were"taking.""Mr."Hill"stated"at"the"
Jan."13,"2015"Public"Hearing,"that"he"had"over"40"years’"experience"in"the""development"industry."""
"
By"signing"the"Settlement"Agreement,"TSRI"and"Council"made"a"commitment"to"the"residents"of"Canmore"to"halt"
development"in"the"Peaks.""In"return,"TSRI"was"given"the"Town’s"assurance"to"expedite"development"“down"valley”.""
Since"1998,"TSRI"and"its"successor"companies"have"built"many"houses,"while"not"delivering"on"other"promises,"such"
as:"staff"housing,"trailer"park,"and"resort"centre.""If"Council"now"sets"aside"the"Settlement"Agreement,"what"other"
agreements"made"by"Three"Sisters,"will"be"opened"to"be"renegotiated,"or"set"aside?"The"sale"of"these"lands"by"
TSMV,"should"not"absolve"TSMV"from"the"commitments"made"to"the"people"of"Canmore"over"Three"Sisters’"lands.""
"
If"Council"approves"this"rezoning"by"disregarding"the"intent"of"the"Settlement"Agreement"and"the"history"of"Three"
Sisters"lands,"how"could"residents"of"Canmore"trust"any"decisions"made"by"Council,"which"seem"to"have"an"expiry"
date"with"the"Present"Council?""
"
Canmore"is"far"from"being"at"builtWout.""It"is"premature"to"rezone"these"three"parcels"of"UR"land,"which"were"zoned"
UR"in"response"to"TSMI"request."There"is"still"plenty"of"land"for"development"in"TSMV,"in"Spring"Creek"and"Silvertip.""
These"four"acres"were"left"natural"and"undeveloped,"not"only"because"the"Settlement"Agreement"capped"the"
development.""Other"parcels"in"the"Peaks"could"have"been"left"natural"and"undeveloped"in"Phase"3."The"reasons"
that"were"relevant"in"1998"to"leave"these"particular"3"parcels"undeveloped"continue"to"be"relevant"today:"""Outcrop"
grades"in"excess"of"25%"on"the"East"side"parcel,"next"to"sensitive"(ER)"Environmental"Reserve."Impacts"on"visibility"
from"Quarry"Lake"and"water"flow"needs,"which"are"an"integral"part"of"the"drainage"flows"for"Phase"3""for"the"two"
West"side"parcels."
"
If"you"approve"this"reWzoning,"there"is"no"going"back."Your"decision"would"be"irreversible."Please"honour"the"
decision"made"by"a"prior"Council"when"they"signed"the"Settlement"Agreement."As"a"resident,"I"need"to"trust"that"
decisions"made"by"Council"are"honoured"and"not"ignored"by"future"Councils.""
"
"
Respectfully,"
"
Blanca"Cervi"Lawrence"Grassi"Ridge,"Canmore"
Enclosures:""Mr."Melchin’s"letter"with"“red"line"report”,"ER"definition,"Legal"Affidavit"Chronology"
2"
"

10. Wildlife Corridors
- Shown as Special Recreation (R) on map
-No Reference within document to this land use
-Until By-Law 2-98 is approved, MD of Bighorn Land Use text should be part of this ByLaw (allows golf as a permitted use)
11. Ovenill
- Accuracy of TSR boundaries on Maps is not precise or according to current property
boundaries. According to the definition of these lines in the By-Law they are accurate
enough to be sufficient assuming the other corrections listed are incorporated
12. South Boundary
-Wildlands Conservation (WC) land use follows TSR's boundary, not the wildlife corridor
in most areas
-Note that restoration (of the Three Sisters Creek dam) is not an approved use
-we designated around the property is not to require set-backs greater than that required by
the Master Zoning By-Law
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Section 664

RSA 2000
Chapter M-26

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ACT

(c) the land to be subdivided is 0.8 hectares or less, or
(d) reserve land, environmental reserve easement or money in
place of it was provided in respect of the land that is the
subject of the proposed subdivision under this Part or the
former Act.
1995 c24 s95;1996 c30 s62

Environmental reserve

664(1) Subject to section 663, a subdivision authority may require
the owner of a parcel of land that is the subject of a proposed
subdivision to provide part of that parcel of land as environmental
reserve if it consists of
(a) a swamp, gully, ravine, coulee or natural drainage course,
(b) land that is subject to flooding or is, in the opinion of the
subdivision authority, unstable, or
(c) a strip of land, not less than 6 metres in width, abutting
the bed and shore of any lake, river, stream or other body
of water for the purpose of
(i) preventing pollution, or
(ii) providing public access to and beside the bed and
shore.
(2) If the owner of a parcel of land that is the subject of a proposed
subdivision and the municipality agree that any or all of the land
that is to be taken as environmental reserve is instead to be the
subject of an environmental reserve easement for the protection and
enhancement of the environment, an easement may be registered
against the land in favour of the municipality at a land titles office.
(3) The environmental reserve easement
(a) must identify which part of the parcel of land the
easement applies to,
(b) must require that land that is subject to the easement
remain in a natural state as if it were owned by the
municipality, whether or not the municipality has an
interest in land that would be benefitted by the easement,
(c) runs with the land on any disposition of the land,
(d) constitutes an interest in land in the municipality, and
(e) may be enforced by the municipality.
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Section 665

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ACT

RSA 2000
Chapter M-26

(4) An environmental reserve easement does not lapse by reason
only of
(a) non-enforcement of it,
(b) the use of the land that is the subject of the easement for a
purpose that is inconsistent with the purposes of the
easement, or
(c) a change in the use of land that surrounds or is adjacent to
the land that is the subject of the easement.
(5) When an easement is presented for registration under
subsection (2), the Registrar must endorse a memorandum of the
environmental reserve easement on any certificate of title relating
to the land.
(6) Despite section 48(4) of the Land Titles Act, an easement
registered under subsection (2) may be removed only pursuant to
section 658(3.1).
(7) An environmental reserve easement is deemed to be a
condition or covenant for the purposes of section 48(4) and (6) of
the Land Titles Act.
(8) Subject to subsection (7), this section applies despite section 48
of the Land Titles Act.
(9) A caveat registered under this section prior to April 30, 1998 is
deemed to be an environmental reserve easement registered under
this section.
1995 c24 s95;1996 c30 s63;1998 c24 s57

Designation of municipal land

665(1) A council may by bylaw require that a parcel of land or a
part of a parcel of land that it owns or that it is in the process of
acquiring be designated as municipal reserve, school reserve,
municipal and school reserve, environmental reserve or public
utility lot.
(2) Subject to subsection (3), on receipt of a copy of a bylaw under
this section and the applicable fees, the Registrar must do all things
necessary to give effect to the order, including cancelling the
existing certificate of title and issuing a new certificate of title for
each newly created parcel of land with the designation of
(a) municipal reserve, which must be identified by a number
suffixed by the letters “MR”,
(b) public utility lot, which must be identified by a number
suffixed by the letters “PUL”,
364

Peaks&&&''&&November&17th,&2015&&Prepared&by&Blanca&Cervi&
&

Some&history&on&how&the&4&acres&of&UR&lands&subject&to&the&re'zoning&application&
were&purchased&by&the&developers&for&a&modest&$325,000&(including"10"Three"
Sisters"Doors)."&&I"summarize"events,"taken"from"sworn"affidavits"made"by"the"individuals"noted"in"
September"and"October"2015."The"affidavits"are"public"court"documents,"and"not"confidential."""Items&in&
italics&are&direct&quotes&from&the&affidavits,"the"rest"are"my"descriptions,"conclusions"and"
interpretations"of"events"referred"to"in"the"affidavits,"as"I"can"best"summarize"them:"
"
1. Dinner""at"Lawrence"and"Joey’s"Hill"House"late"November"2013","Madlungs"and"Wendy"Hibbard"in"
attendance:""
"
Hill"informs"attendants"that"Chris"Ollenberger"(agent"for"TSMV),"has"offered"to"sell"the"Urban"
Reserve"green"lands"on"L"G"R"to"him,"for"$250,000.""
"
“Before&we&take&it&out&to&the&market,&we’d&like&to&offer&the&opportunity&up&to&friends&and&family”&
!C."Ollenberger"email"to"Hill—Nov"22,"2013"EWMail"Exhibit"H"""
"
“We&all&shared&how&badly&we&would&feel&if&this&land,&which&had&remained&undeveloped&in&the&years&
after&the&Peaks&neighbourhood&had&been&essentially&completed&was&developed,&and&wondered&if&
we&could&stop&this&from&happening.&&Lawrence&said&he&would&contact&Chris&Ollenberger&and&would&
get&back&to&us.”&&Wendy"Hibbard"sworn"affidavit"
"
2. Nov."30,"2013"Email"from"L"H"to"Wendy"Hibbard"cc"D."Madlung"Exhibit"M"of"affidavit"
"
“I&had&a&useful&meeting&yesterday&with&Alaric&Fish,&Senior&Planner&with&the&Town.&He&knew&some&of&
the&history&but&decided&to&wait&for&Gary&Buxton&to&return&from&holiday&this&week&before&giving&The&
Town’s&‘official’&position&on&the&lands.&We&discussed&why&The&Town&might&support&a&developer’s&
desire&to&build&houses&on&these&lands,&and&the&challenges&that&would&be&involved.&&Alaric&also&
talked&about&how&to&have&the&lands&zoned&with&some&kind&of&Wildlife&Conservation&(WC)&caveat&on&
the&title,&or&attaching&it&to&the&Quarry&Lake&conservation&Land&(NP)&that&is&managed&by&a&Heritage&
Board&for&The&Town.&Gary&is&the&Town’s&liaison&for&the&Board.&&&
&
Gary&Lives&on&Wilson&Way&and&was&around&in&1998&when&Peaks&3&was&being&approved&so&will&
certainly&understand&the&issues.&…..”&
"
"
3. December"11,"2013"Email"exchanges"in"exhibits"H,"K."N""of"Hill’s"affidavit"after"the"dinner”&
"
“Our&‘undevelopment’&idea&was&well&received&by&Chris.&&He&would&be&willing&to&reduce&the&price&to&
$200,000&in&order&to&receive&some&positive&PR&from&not&supporting&development&in&the&Peaks”&……&
“I&would&hope&to&update&Chris&before&the&holidays.&Chris&is&willing&to&give&us&some&time&to&have&one&
or&more&affected&neighbour&meetings&before&having&to&make&an&offer”&&…..&&“Chris&sees&the&benefit&
of&our&proposal&over&simply&selling&to&John&for&his&potential&development”&email"to"Wendy"Hibbard"
and"Dan"Madlung"from"L."Hill"Dec"11"WW""&&Hill"Exhibit"H""
"

1"
"

“Thank&you&for&all&you&have&done&on&this&front&……..&&I&will&watch&for&updates”&Wendy"Hibbard"Email"
to"Hill"Dec"11"–"Hill"Exhibit"N"
&
&“&……I&am&glad&we&have&a&neighbour&with&such&expertise&that&can&help&us&to&preserve&what&we&love&
about&our&neighbourhood.&As&you&learn&more,&please&keep&us&informed.”&&Wendy"Hibbard"Email"to"
L."Hill"""–"Hill"Exhibit"K"
"
4. December"15th,"2013"meeting"between,"Pierre"Doyon,"Dan"Madlung"and"Lawrence"Hill"in"Hill’s"
house."At"this"meeting,"the"three"partners"decided"to"exclude"Wendy"in"their"discussions."""
"P."Doyon’s"Oct"9,"2015"sworn"affidavit:"
"
“I&met&with&Mr.&Madlung&and&Mr.&Hill&at&Mr.&Hill’s&home&on&December&15,&2015,&to&discuss&whether&
it&would&be&feasible&to&raise&money&in&the&community&to&purchase&the&Parcel.&After&some&
discussion,&we&decided&that&we&could&not&foresee&a&way&that&would&be&fair&to&all&the&community&
members”&P."Doyon""
"
5. 02/04/2014""Hill,"Madlung"and"Doyon"purchase"lands"form"TSMV"for"$325,000"–"Per"land"transfer"
title!
&
6. Ernie"Mattern’s"October"25th,"2015"sworn"affidavit:"
"
“…..&September&2014,&after&the&application&for&rezoning&had&become&public,&my&wife&and&I&met&
with&Pierre&Doyon,&our&neighborhood&friends&to&try&to&understand&how&they&were&able&to&purchase&
the&4&acre&parcel&and&their&development&intentions.&&Pierre&stated&that&they&had&only&a&week&to&
commit&to&Three&Sisters&Mountain&Village&Properties&Ltd.to&purchase&the&parcel&to&protect&the&
neighbourhood&against&any&outside&developers&ruining&the&block.&&I&told&him&that&if&he&had&called&
or&emailed&me,&I&could&have&easily&have&responded&within&a&day&that&I&would&commit&to&be&a&
purchaser&of&the&4&acre&parcel&to&insure&it&would&remain&undeveloped&as&had&been&promised&and&he&
gave&no&response.&&I&then&asked&about&buying&the&land&back&for&the&neighborhood&or&as&a&smaller&
group,&to&maintain&the&4&acre&parcel&undeveloped&and&he&responded&that&he&would&think&about&it&
and&discuss&it&with&his&partners&but&if&we&did&the&math,&the&land&was&worth&more&money&than&the&
neighbors&could&raise&when&it&was&rezoned&for&development”&&
&
7. &Point"12"of"L."Hill’s"Oct"9,"2015"sworn""affidavit:!
!
“……&TSMV&was&well&aware&that&the&purchaser&of&the&Parcel&would&apply&to&rezone&and&develop&
the&Parcel&when&it&was&offered&for&sale&…….&Mr.&Ollenberger&believed&that&a&locally&based&
developer&would&be&most&likely&to&be&able&to&have&the&Parcel&rezoned&for&development,&and,&as&
such,&most&likely&to&purchase&the&Parcel.&&–&L."Hill’s"sworn"affidavit"
&
Several"good"faith"attempts"have"been"made"to"negotiate"with"the"developers,"since"the"first"application"
for"reWzoning"was"unanimously"defeated"by"council"in"February"2015.""All"attempts"have"failed.""Friends"
of"Peaks"of"Grassi"legal"action’s"ultimate"goal"is"to"keep"the"land"green"in"perpetuity.""A"donation"to"the"
Rocky"Mountain"Heritage"Foundation"(Quarry"Lake)"is"envisioned."""In"point"no."2"above,"Alaric"Fish"
seems"to"have"suggested"WC"and"NP"zoning"to"Mr."Hill,"to"keep"the"lands"green"in"perpetuity.""These"
zone"designations"were"the"same"that"had"been"proposed"by"town"planning"for"Phase"3.""Instead,"in"
response"to"Mr."Melchin’s"June"1999"letter"to"the"Mayor,""where"significant economic consequences to
TSRI is cited for"his"request"to"zone"the""four""acres"as"UR.""
2"
"

Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
Blanca Cervi’s Address to Council Nov 24, 2015





Mayor Borrowman, Town Councillors
My Name is Blanca Cervi
I live on Lawrence Grassi Ridge
I oppose this proposal

 You have heard how these 4 acres in 1999 were going to be
zoned, Wildlife Conservation and Natural Park land:
 Parcel 1 was going to be Wildlife Conservation -- This parcel has
now been subdivided into two:
1. the land owned by the Province immediately west of the
Peaks, where the Quarry Local Habitat Patch is located(BCEAG
2012)
2. The second, is the western most parcel subject to the current
application. This parcel is where 14 townhouses are now
proposed.
 Parcel 2 was going to be Natural Park -- Parcel just east of the
pump station, next to the MR where a designated trail leads to
Quarry Lake. This is where 8 duplexes are now proposed.

1

 Parcel 3 was going to be Natural Park – This is the rock outcrop,
which abuts the Environmental reserve on the East. The (ER) is in
Phase 2 of the Peaks. The rock outcrop is in Phase 3. This is where
the 5 single family homes are proposed.
 You have also heard that these proposed zonings by the Planning
Department were objected to by Three Sisters Resorts Inc. , in a
June 21, 1999 letter from Mr. Melchin to Mayor Casey, which
states:
Quote. “the proposed changes to this Land Use will have significant
economic consequences to our Corporation..”
“If the changes were to be passed as currently described, TSR would
find it necessary to appeal the proposed Land Use By-law. We would
be reluctant to do so given all the good effort put into this new
document by your Planning Department, however, you must
appreciate that the economic consequences to Three Sisters Resorts
Inc. could be significant” end of quote.
 With the benefit of 16 years of hindsight, I would say that the
Planning Department’s recommendation to zone these four acres
as Wildlife Conservation and Natural Park was right on target. and
would have been more appropriate than the UR zoning. The
three parcels have been consistently used by wildlife and town
residents, as wildlife habitat and as natural parks since the Peaks
has been developed.
2

 Mr. Alaric Fish, in November 2013, also suggested this zoning
designation to Mr. Hill. In an Email, Mr. Hill states:
Quote
“I had a useful meeting yesterday with Alaric Fish, Senior Planner
with the Town. He knew some of the history but decided to wait for
Gary Buxton to return from holiday this week before giving The
Town’s ‘official’ position on the lands.
We discussed why The Town might support a developer’s desire to
build houses on these lands, and the challenges that would be
involved.
Alaric also talked about how to have the lands zoned with some
kind of Wildlife Conservation (WC) caveat on the title, or attaching
it to the Quarry Lake conservation Land (NP) that is managed by a
Heritage Board for The Town. Gary is the Town’s liaison for the
Board.
Gary Lives on Wilson Way and was around in 1998 when Peaks 3
was being approved so will certainly understand the issues. …..”

end quote
.

(ref Hill sworn affidavit Oct 2015 -- Exhibit M of affidavit)

3

 In 2014, Quantum Place Developments , acting as agent for Three
Sisters Mountain Village ,sold these parcels to Mr. Hill and his two
partners. In Mr. Ollenberger’s own words:

Quote “The Parcel was zoned urban Reserve. As a result, before it
could be developed, it would have to be rezoned by the Town of
Canmore. I believed that a locally based developer would have the
easiest time obtaining the necessary rezoning, and therefore be
more likely to purchase the Parcel. On that basis, I elected to offer
the parcel for sale to Canmore-based developers before marketing
to the wider development community.” (Source Oct 9th, 2015 sworn
statement in affidavit, filed with the Court of Queen’s Bench File
#1501-11043) END QUOTE
 In 1999, the Town yielded to Three Sisters Resorts ’s request to
protect their bottom line, and to zone these lands as Urban Reserve,
instead of Wildlife Conservation and Natural Park.

 Now Council is being asked to consider a rezoning that Quote
“locally based developers would have the easiest time obtaining”

end quote.
 When the present owners bought these four acres for $325,000 they
knew the financial risks they were taking.
 At the January 13 Public Hearing, Mr. Hill stated that he had over 40
years’ experience in the development industry. The years of
4

experience and being “locally based developers” should have made
this partnership well aware that the very low price paid,
reflected the high risks and challenges associated with their
investment. If Council was not likely to approve a re-zoning proposal
from Three Sisters, why would Council approve their proposal? These
are the same lands but different developers. Zoning goes with the
land, not with the name of the developer.
 In November 2013, Alaric Fish seems to have suggested Wildlife
Conservation and Natural Park zoning to Mr. Hill, to keep the lands
green in perpetuity. Instead, Mr. Hill chose to take the risk that
Council would re-zone these lands for development, rather than
having the neighborhood participate in preserving them for future
generations to enjoy.
 I respectfully request, that Council not yield to this rezoning,
motivated by developers’ bottom line. Please respect the intent of
the Settlement Agreement and not approve this application.

5

Your Worship and Town Councillors,

November 19, 2015

Opposition to Proposed Development at Peaks of Grassi By-law 2015-19 Land Use
After 15 months, I am beginning to understand why changing rezoning that has been previously approved is such a
difficult and serious matter, involving public consultation through Public Hearings. A zone change entails a lot of
investigation, research and thought. The premise is that when zoning is originally planned and approved, a lot of
thought and informed thinking has been given to the specific zoning designation.
A June 23rd, 1999 letter (attached) sent by Richard Melchin, CEO of TSRI to Mayor Casey, provoked a change to (UR)
Urban Reserve zoning from the well thought out and researched zoning the Planning Department had envisioned and
proposed to Council for Phase 3 of the Peaks development. The Town’s proposed zoning for the Phase 3 of the Peaks
was:
1. Parcel 1 (WC) Wildlife Conservation -- This 1999 parcel has since been subdivided into two: the land owned by
the Province immediately west of the Peaks, where the Quarry Habitat Patch (BCEAG 2012) is located and the
westernmost parcel subject to the current application. The latter lot is where 14 townhouses are now proposed.
2. Parcel 2 (NP) Natural Park -- Parcel just east of the pump station, next to the MR where a designated trail leads
to Quarry Lake. This is where 8 duplexes are now proposed.
3. Parcel 3 (NP) Natural Park – This is the rock outcrop, which abuts the (ER) Environmental reserve on the East.
The (ER) is in Phase 2 of the Peaks. The rock outcrop is in Phase 3. This is where the 5 single family homes are
proposed.
These well thought out zonings, proposed by the Planning Department for Phase 3 of the Peaks were objected to by
Three Sisters Resorts Inc. (TSRI) in a June 21, 1999 letter from Mr. Melchin to Mayor Casey, which states:
“ .. the proposed changes to this Land Use will have significant economic consequences to our Corporation..”
“If the changes were to be passed as currently described, TSR would find it necessary to appeal the proposed Land
Use By-law. We would be reluctant to do so given all the good effort put into this new document by your Planning
Department, however, you must appreciate that the economic consequences to Three Sisters Resorts Inc. could be
significant”
With the benefit of 16 years of hindsight, I would say that the Planning Department’s recommendation to zone these
four acres as WC and NP would have been more appropriate than the UR zoning. The three parcels have been
consistently used by wildlife and town residents, as wildlife habitat and as natural parks.

6

As you know, there were several years of struggle throughout the 1990’s between Council, with Canmorites’ support,
and TSRI, which included:




saving Quarry Lake from TS’s planned waterfront development
protection of Quarry Lake from encroachment from phase 3 of the Peaks
1998 Settlement Agreement

Members of our community have been told by past members of Council that after several years of struggle with TS, by
June 1999 the Town was confident that the Settlement Agreement had resolved the issue of any further development in
the Peaks, capped at 404 units on 45 acres, therefore, the zoning designation given to these lands did not matter. As
requested by Mr. Melchin, the carefully thought out WC and NP zoning would be set aside and these lands would be
zoned UR. The UR zoning mitigated the adverse economic effect to TSMI’s balance sheet. Mr. Casey, who was
Mayor at the time, may be able to provide better insights.
In 2014, TSMV’s agent, Quantum Place Developments (QPD) sold these parcels to L. Hill and his two partners. In
QPD’s Mr. Ollenberger’s own words:
“The Parcel was zoned urban Reserve. As a result, before it could be developed, it would have to be rezoned by the
Town of Canmore. I believed that a locally based developer would have the easiest time obtaining the necessary
rezoning, and therefore be more likely to purchase the Parcel. On that basis, I elected to offer the parcel for sale to
Canmore-based developers before marketing to the wider development community.”
(Source Oct 9th, 2015 sworn statement in affidavit, filed with the Court of Queen’s Bench File #1501-11043)
The present owners bought these four acres for $325,000, knowing the risks they were taking. Mr. Hill stated at the
Jan. 13, 2015 Public Hearing, that he had over 40 years’ experience in the development industry.
By signing the Settlement Agreement, TSRI and Council made a commitment to the residents of Canmore to halt
development in the Peaks. In return, TSRI was given the Town’s assurance to expedite development “down valley”.
Since 1998, TSRI and its successor companies have built many houses, while not delivering on other promises, such
as: staff housing, trailer park, and resort centre. If Council now sets aside the Settlement Agreement, what other
agreements made by Three Sisters, will be opened to be renegotiated, or set aside? The sale of these lands by TSMV,
should not absolve the t TSMV from the commitments made to the people of Canmore over Three Sisters’ lands.
If Council approves this rezoning by disregarding the intent of the Settlement Agreement and the history of Three
Sisters lands, how could residents of Canmore trust any decisions made by Council, which seem to have an expiry date
with the Present Council?
Canmore is far from being at built-out. It is premature to rezone these three parcels of UR land. Which were zoned
UR in response to TSMI request. There is still plenty of land for development in TSMV, in Spring Creek and Silvertip.
These four acres were left natural and undeveloped, not only because the settlement agreement capped the
development. Other parcels in the Peaks could have been left natural and undeveloped in Phase 3. The reasons that
were relevant in 1998 to leave these particular 3 parcels undeveloped continue to be relevant today: Outcrop grades
in excess of 25% on the East side parcel, next to sensitive (ER) Environmental Reserve. Impacts on visibility from
Quarry Lake and water flow needs, which are an integral part of the drainage flows for Phase 3 for the two West side
parcels.

7

If you approve this re-zoning, there is no going back. Your decision would be irreversible. Please honour the decision
made by a prior Council when they signed the Settlement Agreement. As a resident, I need to trust that decisions
made by Council are honoured and not ignored by future Councils.

Respectfully,
Blanca Cervi
, Canmore
Enclosures: Mr. Melchin’s letter , ER definition
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Kurt McMahon
Canmore, AB
Nov 3, 2015

Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors
RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 PEAKS of GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT
I’m writing to you in opposition to the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would disregard
the 1998 settlement agreement and allow housing construction on three parcels of green space in the
Peaks of Grassi (PoG).
There is a long history surrounding the zoning of these parcels. In 1997, Three Sisters and the Town of
Canmore (ToC) struggled to agree on the location, size, shape and density of the PoG. These differing
views resulted in appeals to the Municipal Government Board and ultimately culminated into the 1998
Settlement Agreement. The ToC spent considerable time, effort and tax payer’s money to reach this
agreement, attesting to its importance.
The agreed upon neighbourhood was restricted to 404 units on 45 acres of land. I chose the PoG as my
home based on the peaceful setting and strong connection to nature. Years of construction noise,
additional density, traffic and parking congestion will erode the community character and my connection
to the natural surroundings. How much development is enough in this area?
The settlement agreement also serves to protect the wildlife in the Bow Valley. These green parcels of
land are immediately adjacent to the Grassi lakes habitat patch, are near a known hotspot for human
wildlife conflict (see attachment), and telemetry data from the 2013 Golder Report show that the area is
frequently used by Grizzly bears (see attached map). Human wildlife conflict has been identified as one
of the biggest challenges in wildlife conservation in the Bow Valley and additional residents in this area
can only exacerbate an already stressed situation. At what point will we permanently drive away wildlife?
I also strongly object to this proposed bylaw amendment due to the lack of integrity exhibited by the past
and present landowners.

	
  
	
  

•

In 1999 the ToC proposed that these land parcels be labeled Natural Park to reflect the intent that
they be left green. Three Sisters disregarded the Settlement Agreement and threatened legal
action unless a number of their land parcels, including these three, be zoned as UR (see attached
TSR letter dated June 21, 1999). In the interest of making progress on other related issues, Ron
Casey as Mayor did not take exception to this, as in his view, they were protected from
development by the 1998 Settlement Agreement. After extensively researching the history
leading up to the PoG development including council meeting minutes, public hearing
documents, the 1998 Settlement Agreement, newspaper articles, editorials, and seeking Mr.
Casey’s personal perspective on this issue, it is clear that the ToC Council of 1998-99 intended
for these three land parcels to remain green.

•

In the early 2000’s, Lawrence Hill was involved in the development of a number of homes
surrounding these green parcels. While under oath, Lawrence Hill was recently quoted as saying
“While I often informed purchasers that the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters Resorts Inc.
had entered into a settlement agreement with respect to number of units that Three Sisters
1	
  of	
  	
  4	
  

Resorts Inc. would construct in the Peaks (the “Settlement Agreement”), I was always clear it
was unlikely that the parcel would be developed because it was zoned Urban Reserve.” It’s
unjust that Mr. Hill leveraged the presence of green space to assist in selling homes during the
original development, and now 15 years later, he attempts to take those green spaces away for
further financial gain. Is this fair to the residents?
•

In 2014, Chris Ollenberger, while representing Three Sisters, sold these parcels of land to the
current landowners. Again while under oath, Lawrence Hill recently stated “Mr. Ollenberger
believed that a locally based developer would be most likely able to have the Parcel rezoned for
development, and, as such, most likely to purchase the Parcel.” I thought Three Sisters was a
local developer, and if so, why didn’t they try to rezone it themselves? This would have increased
its value tenfold. Why should council be more amenable to approving this bylaw under different
landowners? Is this an attempt to manipulate our current council into dismissing past
commitments? Let’s hope there will be more respect for future land use designations such as
those presently being negotiated for Smith Creek. If the landowners don’t honour these
commitments, it will be the duty of our elected council 15 years from now to do so. Ignoring the
1998 settlement agreement today would be a dangerous precedent.

I fully understand that there is a need for urban growth and development in the ToC. I also appreciate that
there is a need for affordable housing, just as there was in the 1990’s when the settlement agreement was
signed. Previous Three Sisters development plans once included employee housing and a trailer park.
Where have these commitments gone? Fortunately there are still 100’s of acres of land and 100’s of
homes yet to be built on Three Sisters lands. This should provide ample opportunity to meet these needs
for the foreseeable future.
Prior ToC councillors worked hard to limit the development in the PoG to what is currently in place.
What has changed since 1998 that would justify ignoring their hard work? The residents of this
community are now subject to undue stress and anxiety, having spent 100’s of volunteer hours opposing 2
development applications in less than a year. Their trust in the town’s ability to protect their
neighbourhood is being eroded. The settlement agreement is not only a commitment made between the
town and the landowners, it is also a commitment made to the residents of the community.
Declining this proposed bylaw will send an important message that integrity is a core value for the ToC,
and that reneging on development agreements will not be tolerated today or into the future.
Regards,

Kurt McMahon
Distribution List:

John Borrowman
Rob Seely
Vi Sandford
Esme Comfort
Joanna McCallum
Sean Krausert
Ed Russell

cc:

Cheryl Hyde
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Maps illustrating that Peaks of Grassi is at the highest level of human wildlife conflict and is
heavily used by grizzly bears

Grizzly!Bear!telemetry!(Golder!2013)!
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Three Sisters Letter to Town of Canmore
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The Hibbard’s Public Hearing Address to Major Borrowman and Council.
Tuesday November 24, 2015
Mayor Borrowman and Councillors;
My name is David Hibbard, and together with my wife Wendy we have owned the property
at 969 Lawrence Grassi Ridge since 2001. I oppose the application to rezone our urban
reserve. My talk tonight references the Community Fabric in the Peaks of Grassi.
Brenda and Dan along with Joey and Lawrence live within view of our front steps.
Wendy and I would have to say that these two couples were our closest friends in Quarry
Pines. I have also known the third partner Pierre from master ski training through Canmore
Nordic for many years.
We had trust in neighbours and close friends. This is well documented in email
correspondence between my wife and Lawrence regarding his communication with Chris
Ollenberger. As for the community, the original plan was to purchase of the
UR land for “undevelopment”, This had been agreed upon by a small group of neighbours
that Lawrence had confided in about the opportunity to buy the land.
I would like to quote from the last email Wendy received from Lawrence Hill in the fall of
2013, about these UR lands – Our “un-development idea was well received by Chris. He
would be willing to reduce the price to $200,000 in order to receive some positive PR from
not supporting development in the Peaks. Chris is willing to give us some time to have one
or more affected neighbour meetings before making an offer.”
To which Wendy replied, “Thank you so much for all you have done on this front”
In three previous emails, Lawrence speaks to “un-development”

On Nov 30 Lawrence reported back,
“Alaric also talked about having the lands zoned with some kind of Wildlife Conservation
(WC) caveat on title, or attached to the Quarry Lake conservation land NP that is managed
by a Heritage Board for the Town.”
On Nov 26 Lawrence reported,
“The sale price that is mentioned could easily be shared by all those who would dearly
appreciate having no development across from them.”
And then again on Nov. 25th – Lawrence told us,
“- $250 ($250,000) buys all of the lands to which I referred on
L.G.Ridge . for this price we wouldn’t necessary have to do any development … Let’s keep
this to ourselves for the moment”.
To which Wendy replied “I am glad we have a neighbour with such expertise that can help
us to preserve what we love about our neighbourhood”
Major and council – This is the path the - built out - community of the Peaks of Grassi
would have followed had the opportunity been presented to us as a whole.
Within the last year a contribution survey in Quarry Pines received pledges that would have
more than compensated the developers for their investment let alone the price of $200,000
Lawrence’s email said was necessary to make a non-development deal with Three Sisters
Inc.
Mayor and council; This evening the Peaks community has appealed to your best
judgements by providing you a very significant body of objective information. Many of our
neighbours were among the first to build or purchase a home in the Quarry Pines. They
know the Peaks history because they have lived it. Many are professionals with expertise in
the areas of concern. All have spoken from their hearts. Our Municipal Development Plan
MDP cautions that; “existing residential areas not specifically identified as future planning

areas … should be protected from premature land use changes that could have a disruptive
impact on the existing community fabric”.
I urge you to carefully consider the facts, opinions
and research you have heard this evening., and reject this rezoning of Urban Reserve Land
in Quarry Pines and facilitate our neighbourhood purchasing these lands for the benefit of
all who call Canmore home.
Thank you,

November 11, 2015
Dear Mayor and Council:
Louise and I have owned our home at 4-124 Silver Tip Ridge since 2001 and we value the
mountain setting that Canmore espouses very highly as well as a meaningful commitment
to protection of wildlife.

I have spent my entire professional career in the construction industry and I can assure you
that integrity is the most important value that must be judged for any developer seeking
approval in any community. There have been many valid, serious questions raised about
the integrity of this development proposal. A failure by Council to seek out full answers to
those questions will reflect negatively on your decision and ultimately on our community for
a long time.
The major change from the development proposal you wisely rejected unanimously in
February of this year is the addition of 7 perpetually affordable housing units, up from 2
offered previously. Council must recognize that a decision to approve this deeply flawed
development will inevitably appear to "set a price" for obtaining Council's approval for a
proposal that is justifiably opposed by the vast majority of its neighbours. This opposition is
not NIMBY, that mindless insult used by developers who have no valid arguments to defend
their flawed proposal! The 1998 Settlement Agreement was relied upon by many who made
their largest single investment to buy their houses based on the community character that
was enshrined in that legal agreement by the Town on behalf of its citizens.
We also know that there have been numerous dangerous wildlife encounters along the
power line corridor south of Quarry Lake and we cannot imagine that Council
would seriously entertain putting even more permanent residents close to that right of
way than you wisely rejected, unanimously in February of this year.
We oppose this rezoning request!
We wish to have our views read into the record at the Public Hearing because we are not
able to attend.
Please acknowledge that this message has been received and that our wishes about being
read into the public record will be respected.
Thank you, Louise and Brian Robinson

Mayor Borrowman, Councillors, my name is Rachel Gauk. I live on LGR and I oppose this application for
the arguments that my fellow Canmorites have been making.
It is disappointing that we are back here again nine months after a unanimous decision to deny the first
application. With this decision, many of you, noted the importance of the Settlement Agreement which
was created by a previous council for very good reasons, many of the same reasons that apply today. At
the time of this settlement agreement, there was a housing shortage as well, hence the decision to build
this neighbourhood of supposed market affordable housing in the Peaks. Now, 17 years later the Peaks
has dense, expensive housing. Many suites that seemed like a solution to housing at the time, remain
unrented. Given that Peaks of Grassi is still the densest neighbourhood in Canmore, why would we
consider reopening development in an established neighbourhood and disregard the Settlement
Agreement …for the benefit of 5 additional PAH housing and 20 market housing units?
I happen to be a believer in the importance of history and of integrity and hold the belief that I live in a
Town that shares these values. Peaks of Grassi is a story of how a neighbourhood, placed in a
controversial setting to begin with, a point of contention in an expensive and long fought battle with the
ToC and 3 Sisters, ended up a pawn in a game between our town and development. With gratitude, our
council of 1998 had the foresight and integrity to put the Settlement Agreement in place to protect
these specific areas from premature and unnecessary development, to give the community some sense
of assurance about their future, their homes and their neighbourhood. Nine months later, after the
first application, what has changed?
Just over a year ago, a bluff charge from a bear shut our neighbourhood down like a vault. It was
frightening. Throughout the summer, I run in our neighbourhood and see people out walking and
jogging with headphones in and carrying no bearspray. What worries me deeply is that it seems a
matter of time before we have another terrible incident like Canmore has experienced before for which
our neighbourhood is poised at a vulnerable location. Is it a good idea to compound the problem
significantly in a residential neighbourhood, already poorly located in the midst of wildlife travel
corridor, by adding 70-100 more residents, including young families with children? And what of the
wildlife species, like bears, wolves and cougar, attempting to make their way through this valley?
Already challenged to get through this narrow pinch point, we would consider making their passage
even more difficult by the addition of more houses, more people and more pets?
How is it that we can ask of the MD of Bighorn that they respect the important work done in the past
and the integrity of our wildlife corridors and yet at the same time, consider approving extensive
mitigation work through sensitive habitat patches and increased development in a high human/wildlife
conflict area in the Peaks? In our Mining the Future guiding principles, we speak of environmental
stewardship that “requires the demonstration of individual and community responsibility towards the
natural environment”.
We need to learn from our past and not make the same mistakes again. We now have the benefit of
many decades of experience and our town is full of highly qualified people that are willing to share their
knowledge with us…. About drainages, about flooding, about wildlife…. If we listen.
I see this is as an opportunity….. either to leave a neighbourhood wrought with amplified and new
significant problems or to really look at these issues with some clarity and foresight.

27-1

There have been some positive examples of vision from our Council, in taking into consideration all of
the many and varied needs of our residents. For example, we were able to accommodate the need for a
new arts centre downtown. I commend this thinking as it responded with care to a small, but important
voice within our community. Each of you have legacy work that is so important to you and I am sure
that your hope is that it will be sustained in the future. In 15 years, is it possible that you might find
yourself standing where I am now, pleading with a new council and mayor to uphold one of your legacy
efforts, even if there still remains (and there will) a need for housing?
With respect for history, they will look to all of you and look back at these decisions you are making right
now and they will take from you an example of how decisions were made by the past council. An
example of integrity, we trust. An example of building upon the work of previous councils, one that
respects and protects the residents of this town. I urge you to think very carefully as this decision is
irreversible. I ask that you place history and integrity high in your priorities, continue to honour the
Settlement Agreement and deny this application.

27-2

opposed

Pages containing personal information of anyone who did not sign
the document have been removed from this version.

Opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Frank Adamek
Wednesday, October 28, 2015 2:37 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Opposition to Peaks rezoning

Re: Peaks Rezoning
To: Mayor and Council
I (and others) have chosen to buy a property which had a good view, or privacy, or some other feature that we liked. In
my case there is empty property beside me which allows a good view of the surrounding mountains. The empty space
was meant to be for drainage. In practice it is generally bone dry and technically there is no reason that a house could
not be built there. A house which would totally destroy my view. I bought my house having faith that the plot of land
beside me would not be rezoned since there could be no urgent need to rezone it.
Those residents of Peaks of Grassi who have back yards adjacent to wild undeveloped land expected it to remain that
way since there was an agreement between council and Three Sisters that the Peaks of Grassi development was full and
would not be expanded. This would not be a hardship to Three Sisters since they have a vast amount of property already
zoned for building.
I recognize that council has the authority to change the zoning of a parcel of land when there is a positive reason to do
so. A developer is within his rights to ask for a parcel of land to be rezoned to his advantage. That is business. However,
additional development in Peaks of Grassi only benefits the land developers who may or may not be associated with
Three Sisters. (With shell companies and shell games, we will never know)
I see no benefit to the town of Canmore. The talk of affordable housing is merely a diversion. Affordable housing needs
to be within walking distance to shopping. I see a lot of pain to the home owners who thought they had wild
undeveloped property next to them.
I urge council to reject the rezoning proposal and to continue rejecting it.
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opposed

From: Tiiu
Sent: Thursday, November 05, 2015 3:34 PM
To: John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Subject: Urban Reserve Issue

Dear Mr Mayor and Councillors:
My husband and I have enjoyed living in the Peaks of Grassi since 2003 and have never taken issue with house
construction on empty lots that were clearly designated for that purpose.
However, we have now joined the Opposition to Peaks Rezoning - By-law 2015-19 initiative, because of the
second application recently made by the developer, due to its Hearing on November 24. I have read the
transcript of February 3rd at which time council rejected the application unanimously. I found the
reasons given by Mr Borrowman and the Councillors both reasonable and laudable. Reasonable because they
upheld the intent of the Urban Reserve zoning which I undestand is to remain undeveloped until a clear need to
do so arises, and laudable because the present council supports the original decision made by the council of that
time.
It is my hope that Council will continue to uphold the original intent of the Urban Reserve zoning and leave the
Peaks capped as per the 1998 Settlement Agreement of 404 houses. The new application highlights its
affordable housing offer to make its proposal for the rest of the houses more appealing. We, as residents in the
Peaks, value the Urban Reserve as part of our wilderness area. Also, it does not escape our notice that if the
rezoning succeeds, those three parcels of land, as prime real estate, will become highly profitable to the
developer.
The rezoning of the Urban Reserve at this time will be to our loss in many ways. Also, it will not add to the
number of homes available in Canmore because the same number can be built in the Three Sisters Village area
where the zoning is already available. It is my hope that this second application is also rejected and our Urban
Reserve might remain in its present undeveloped state for some time to come.
Very sincerely,

Tiiu Ann Adamek
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Robert Alteveer
Monday, November 23, 2015 10:57 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to proposed By-Law 2015-19

Mr. Borrowman and Members of Council:
We signed the contract with Mr. Hill's Alpine Homes to build our house on 938 L. Grassi Ridge in 2002, just
four years after the 1998 Settlement Agreement between Canmore's City Council Three Sisters Resorts, (TSR).
We moved in in 2003, and we have thoroughly enjoyed our neighbors, the incredible beauty of this area, and
Council's wisdom. The Agreement was a trade‐off: in return for limiting housing in the Peaks area to an
obvious maximum of 404 housing units and 45 acres, TSR obtained special consideration to build elsewhere in
town, and they have taken full advantage of that part of the deal. Mr. Hill has been fully aware of that trade‐
off. Back in 2002 his sales force kept emphasizing the Agreement, and it became a major consideration in our
decision to live in the Peaks area. So much for Mr. Hill's integrity. We urge Council to reaffirm the Settlement
Agreement, signed just 17 years ago.
It makes absolutely no sense to add 27 residential units plus 8 basement suites at the very end of this
already densely build‐out neighborhood, even if one disregards Council's Settlement Agreement of just 17
years ago.
A. The area is serviced by a single access/egress route: Peaks Drive; that is a safety issue in an emergency.
B. The proposed project severely impinges on the very active wildlife corridor, which will force more
animals into our neighborhood's streets and gardens, and into the precious and much‐used Quarry Lake
recreational area.
C. Ours is a hill‐side community. The proposed project is directly in the principal water drainage route from
the mountain sides to Quarry Lake and further down into the valley. A complete study of all the environmental
consequences of the proposed building plans has not reached the final report stage, raising potential safety
and legal consequences in the future if a premature decision is made now.
Sincerely,
Janet and Robert Alteveer.

1

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dora & Garry Anderson
Monday, November 02, 2015 7:52 PM
John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Amendment - Peaks of Grassi

Dear Mayor Borrowman;
We are unable to attend The Public Hearing that your Council is holding on Tuesday, November 24 regarding
the proposal for potential rezoning of green space along Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Would you please see that this
letter/e-mail is added to the official record to be included in the agenda package for the Public Hearing?

We are opposed to the proposed rezoning, but please do not dismiss our reasons as being the mutterings of
"NIMBYISIM." Perhaps, if the city fathers of the time had been more insightful and knew how the growth of
Canmore was going to accelerate, the land that our home is built on would never have become available. As the
idiom states "Two wrongs do not make a right".You have a huge responsibility in the consideration of this rezoning
#1
The rezoning will further intrude into the already narrow green space that acts as a wildlife corridor. Soon there
may only be the power line right away to separate Lawrence Grassi Ridge development from Quarry Lake. To
allow this further development spits in the eye of Stanley A Milner, the Founder of The Quarry Lake Heritage
Foundation. A sad note to a person who has given so much to Canmore.
#2
Traffic safety will decrease. More traffic will have to pass the gauntlet of parked automobiles and pushed snow
at the beginning portion of Larwrence Grassi Ridge. More traffic will pop over the steep hill at the beginning of
Quarry Pines to discover even more people picking up their mail and depositing garbage in an unsafe area.
#3
Some years ago when the construction of new homes was underway on Wilson Way above Lawrence Grassi
Ridge, a group of us were successful in petitioning Council not to grant a variance to a developer that would
have allowed him to exceed the height limitations. The limitations were needed so the roof of the duplex would
not protrude above the tree line. It is our hope that this regard of the beautiful natural backdrop to Quarry Lake
will continue.

We ask that this development proposal not be approved.
Thank you,
Dora and Garry Anderson

Canmore, Alberta
1

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Thursday, November 19, 2015 10:52 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
OPPOSITION to Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi
Petition comments as of 11192015.pdf

Greetings Mayor and Council,
We wanted to express our OPPOSITION to Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi.
We believe that it is prudent to uphold the intent of the Settlement Agreement that was negotiated for our community by
previous Council. Morally and ethically, the Settlement Agreement must be upheld by all of us. It not only is specific to
Peaks of Grassi - capping development in that area, but has critical implications to the remainer of the Three Sisters
lands. It would be very dangerous to disregard this agreement that entailed hours and hours of time to reach, not to
mention hundreds of thousands of taxpayers dollars (verified by a recent meeting we had with Ron Casey). Ron provided
information to us that one of the reasons the parcels were labeled UR was so they could be an "asset" on the books to
Three Sisters, if zoned WC as they were originally looking at there could be no asset value to Three Sisters. Three
Sisters wanted the lands as an asset on their books, so it was zoned as UR as a holding area for it to be an
"asset". Additionally, Council of the time agreed to this as they felt these lands in Peaks would ultimately always
be protected by the Settlement Agreement from any further development. If you have not already personally spoke with
Ron Casey, we highly encourage you to do so in order to ensure you have all the facts. We are sure previous Council
never imagined their worst nightmare that we would be in the position we are today, entertaining again the idea of
possible approval of rezoning - completely disregarding all their time and effort reaching the Settlement Agreement for the
benefit of our entire community. The benefit to our community of the Settlement Agreement far outweighs this application.
As you all know, I (Kay Anderson) am the Administrator of Three Sisters for Wildlife Facebook page, which was one
outcome of our Three Sisters Neighborhood Community Group during the days of the PwC receivership on the Three
Sisters lands. We have used the service Change.org to post a Petition provided on behalf of Peaks residents opposed to
this rezoning. You can certainly view these exact comments of the petition directly online at the Change.org
website: https://www.change.org/p/canmore-town-council-say-no-to-rezoning-our-urban-reserve-in-peaks-of-grassi4c2024bc-9aff-43cd-831bcd9476e39784?recruiter=890711&utm_source=share_petition&utm_medium=facebook&utm_campaign=share_facebook
_responsive&utm_term=des-lg-no_src-no_msg - but in order to assist you, I have downloaded comments as of today in
this attached excel spreadsheet. We would respectfully ask that you take some time to read these comments before the
Public Hearing. 162 people so far chose to make a comment when they signed their support in opposition to rezoning
online. These 162 comments only reflect those who actually made a comment when they signed. It does not reflect the
total number of signatures in opposition to this rezoning, that grand total will be presented to Council at the Public
Hearing.
Thank you for taking your time to read this and take it into consideration for your final decision. You unanimously
defeated the 1st application in Feb 2015, we encourage you once again to take the same stance. Thank you for your
careful consideration of this information.

Gary and Kay Anderson
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opposed

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

TROY ANDERSON
Sunday, November 15, 2015 7:25 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Rezoning

Dear Canmore Council:
I am opposed to the rezoning of the Urban Lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
We live in the U.S. and cherish our visits to my mother and father’s house in the Lawrence Grassi Ridge area (1008
Lawrence Grassi Ridge). Rezoning this land would irreversibly harm the natural protection around Quarry Lake and
increase congestion. Past efforts to rezone have been denied because they conflict with past agreements to maintain
the natural state of this area.
Please do not allow this precious land that our family loves to visit be further developed for short term financial gain of
the developers.
Thank you.
Troy Anderson
Marblehead, MA
USA
Tel:
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opposed
Nov. 9/15
RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 PEAKS OF GRASSI LAND USE AMMENDMENT

We are writing to oppose the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would disregard the
1998 settlement agreement and allow housing construction on three parcels of green space in the Peaks
of Grassi.
We have lived in Peaks of Grassi since 2001 after purchasing our home from Alpine homes which, at that
time consisted of Mr. Lawrence Hill and Mrs. Joey Hill as primary contacts. We trusted what we were
being told while purchasing our home by Mr. and Mrs. Hill. We moved from Saskatchewan with 2 young
children to live and work in Canmore after saving for many years. We wanted a peaceful home in a
natural setting to raise our children. Mr. Hill was very aware of that.
We feel there has been a severe lack of integrity exhibited by the present owners of the land. While
under oath, Mr. Hill was recently quoted as saying “While I often informed purchasers that the Town of
Canmore and Three Sisters Resorts Inc. had entered into a settlement agreement with respect to the
number of units that Three Sisters Resorts Inc. would construct in the Peaks (the “Settlement
Agreement”), I was always clear it was unlikely that the parcel would be developed because it was zoned
Urban Reserve.” If you were us, how would you feel knowing that Mr. Hill used the presence of green
space to assist in selling homes during the original development, and now 15 years later, he is
attempting to take those green spaces away for further financial gain. Is this showing integrity?
We agree there is going to be growth and development in the Town of Canmore and that there is need
for affordable housing. Previous Three Sisters and Silvertip plans have included plans for staff and
affordable housing. Why have these commitments not been followed through with? Should the Town
not be following through after development permits have been issued? Why should developing green
space protected by the Settlement Agreement even be entertained when so many projects before this
have not had the commitments fulfilled by developers?
Prior Town of Canmore councillors worked hard to limit the development to the Peaks of Grassi to what
is currently in place. The Settlement Agreement is not only a commitment made between the town and
the landowners, it is also a commitment made to the residents of the community.
It is very stressful to all residents of Peaks of Grassi that we have to defend the Settlement Agreement
for the second time in a year. Interestingly as of a business search for the Town of Canmore today (Nov.
8/15), only 2 of the 3 owners of the proposed Peaks Landing even have a business licence with the Town
of Canmore. We as tax payers are paying town employees to spend so many hours working on a
proposal for a business person who chooses not to even purchase a business licence. Just doesn’t seem
fair when volunteers have spent hundreds and hundreds of hours working on this proposed
development application.

opposed
Lastly I would like to make a correction to the Town Of Canmore’s records regarding the no parking on
the downhill side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge by the Quarry Pines sign. The Town of Canmore’s records
show it was placed there for snow removal purposes. That is incorrect. In 2000-2001 there were many
near accidents there as the new development was being constructed. Mrs. Joey Hill and I (Connie
Armstrong) had a very near miss of an accident on that hill and it was Mrs. Hill that called the Town
asking to make that area no parking because of the danger. It was very promptly done within days of
the phone call. I would appreciate that correction being noted in the Town records.
Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns.

Regards

Connie Armstrong and Lawrence Armstrong

Connie Armstrong and Lawrence Armstrong

Canmore, Ab.

Copies to: Mayor John Borrowman, Councillors Rob Seely, Vi Sanford, Esme Comfort, Joanna McCallum,
Sean Krausert, Ed Russell
Cc: Cheryl Hyde, Lisa Desoto

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Monday, November 16, 2015 7:27 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Opposition Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Mayor Borrowman and Town Council,
I am opposed to the re‐zoning of Urban Reserve Lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. It is premature to rezone
this UR, as there are too many unknown consequences. The decision to re‐zone will be irreversible.
I respectfully ask Council to honour the decisions made by the 1998 Council when they signed the Settlement
Agreement with Three Sisters, and decline this rezoning application.
Regards,
Evan Armstrong
Calgary, Ab.
Sent from Windows Mail
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Monday, November 16, 2015 7:33 PM
John Borrowman; Ed Russell; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi
Sandford; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Peaks of Grassi Rezoning

Mayor Borrowman and Town Council,
I am opposed to the re‐zoning of Urban Reserve Lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. It is premature to rezone
this UR, as there are too many unknown consequences. The decision to re‐zone will be irreversible.
I respectfully ask Council to honour the decisions made by the 1998 Council when they signed the Settlement
Agreement with Three Sisters, and decline this rezoning application.
Regards,
Taylor Armstrong
Kelowna, British Columbia
Sent from Windows Mail
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opposed

Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
November 20, 2015
Mayor Borrowman
Town of Canmore
902 7th Ave.,
Canmore, AB T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor Borrowman,
We write to you in strong Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning.
We purchased our home on Lawrence Grassi Ridge in October, 2012. This neighborhood attracted us
because of the tranquility, green spaces within our community, and proximity to Quarry Lake. Our
realtor informed us that this is a built out-established community with protected urban reserve lands.
Our inquiry at the time about the green spaces between Three Sisters Drive and along Lawrence Grassi
Ridge confirmed that we were making a very sound life decision with our life savings to purchase based
on the information that these spaces would never be developed, and this was the place for us.
This home is our permanent “forever” home, our future retirement home, and a gathering place for our
growing family. The initial application for rezoning earlier this year was disconcerting. The decision by
Council to not grant approval elevated our trust and confidence in Council and demonstrated that the
town’s values and prior agreements are sacrosanct. We appreciated that Council reconfirmed and
respected prior decisions by previous Councils which were specifically designed to protect the interests
of its citizens. Based upon this belief we recently embarked on a substantial renovation.
We understand Mayor Borrowman that you would like to make affordable housing your legacy as
Mayor. Well, what about our legacy? Is OUR legacy any less important? Our legacy is wanting to make
sure development here and anywhere else in Canmore is well researched, understood, and warranted.
We would like our legacy to be one that has respected past agreements, the environment, and our
community, for our children and grandchildren and every generation after.
The 1998 Settlement Agreement identified the lands in question as a land reserve. A reserve is
intentionally designed to hold properties in reserve until such time as there is a strong compelling need
to allow any form of rezoning or removal. We strongly contend that there is no compelling need at this
time to remove these lands from urban reserve. Removal of these lands from urban reserve would be
detrimental to loss of green space and is irreversible. Rezoning would cause disruption and challenges to
all the citizens residing in this area. The volume of housing proposed would elevate the concentration of
households in this small neighborhood in excess of some 30% and is intolerable to an established
neighborhood. The level of densification is not what we believe to be a realistic value for a community
of this nature. Traffic issues we are currently experiencing would become a greater issue; the risks of
1

accidents and injury would be heightened due to vehicles travelling to the farthest possible point in the
subdivision. The recent heavy snowfall reiterated what we already knew, a dangerous traffic problem
compounded by not one ounce of street parking, a blind hill with a snow pile so far out into the road,
the entrance to Quarry Pines became a one way street with a blind hope nothing was coming at the
same time. If there had been five driveways on the right hand side, a driver could only hope those
people were all staying home and not moving their vehicles out. Even without the snow, the hill is a
blind hill.
We recommend Council instruct administration to craft a well-researched, well-supported housing
strategy for Canmore before any future disruptive development of this type of rezoning is permitted.
Possibly rental housing in a larger scale, located in the right areas would be the wiser choice for
resolving any perceived housing issue. A detailed housing strategy and plan may offer the most
appropriate solution to solving Canmore’s housing challenges. Our observations show us that there are
closer more reasonable developable properties in the central core of the Town of Canmore that would
be better suited for redevelopment in order to supply needed rental housing and apartments for
workers and residents of our town. Centralized rental properties located closer to needed amenities,
services, and public transit may add more value to the community at large when compared to allowing
rezoning of the properties in question which would add a very limited number of PAH units. Canmore is
in dire need of more rental accommodation, make no mistake. We have polled the younger people
renovating our home and in unison, they all retorted Canmore needs not “for purchase”, but more
“affordable rentals”. Are 7 PAH homes going to solve the rental crisis? Are the 7 families that may
benefit any more important than our young eager workers? Additional planning is required. Piece meal
development of the type envisioned in this application for Peaks Landing may be wrong. By studying and
bringing forth a comprehensive housing strategy we can develop Canmore in a progressive, well thought
out way which will enhance the quality of life, preserve the valuable green spaces, and Canmore’s
beloved Quarry Lake for all existing and future residents.
The 1998 Settlement Agreement was negotiated in good faith, we know at a great financial cost. We
contend the document should be the defining final statement which protects citizens and property
owners for now and in the foreseeable future. We ask council to maintain the integrity of a previous
council decision including your own council’s decision in January of this year regarding the 1998
Settlement Agreement. We therefore ask council to defeat the proposed rezoning application.
Yours sincerely,
Jill and Bernie Asbell
(signed electronically)
Jill and Bernie Asbell
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opposed

opposed

Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

I am writing to voice my opposition to the rezoning in the Peaks of Grassi.
I do have friends who live in the neighbourhood and do visit the area frequently but
as a Banff resident I have less at stake in the development. My concern actually
stems from a much broader and more global perspective.
We are now facing the real impacts of climate change and every decision we make
on how we structure our communities has very real short term and long-term
implications. Communities that are constructed with the need to rely on cars for
access are not a viable sustainable development model. With all services in Canmore
situated in the core of the town, outlying suburb development without public
transport infrastructure should not be considered. The Peaks of Grassi housing is
such a model, with no stores, no services, all residents must drive into Canmore.
Canada, and particularly Alberta, is lagging far behind the rest of the world in
adopting sustainable development models when considering municipal zoning and
building projects. We cannot continue to plan based on old models.
Communities in the Bow Valley also have the additional responsibility of ensuring
wildlife corridors and the current corridors in Canmore are already inadequate.
Adding more houses, more cars, and more people to an already stressed wildlife
area is irresponsible.
We all need to take a fresh view of the future given the constraints and
opportunities of a low carbon world. I hope the council does not approve the rezoning application.
Thanks for your attention

Karen Barkley
Banff, AB
Operations Director, Global Call for Climate Action

opposed

November 22, 2015

Mayor & Councilors
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta T1W 3K1
Re: Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment Application
Dear Mayor John Borrowman and Town Councilors:
The purpose of this letter is to document our strong disapproval of the proposed land use amendment
to the 4 acre parcel of raw land located in the Peaks of Grassi (PoG) neighborhood.
The current proposal clearly violates the 1998 Settlement Agreement reached (after a great deal of
effort) between the Town of Canmore (ToC) and Three Sisters Development, which restricted the
number of units to 404 and 45 acres. By moving ahead with the proposal, the ToC would be disregarding
a previous council’s decision and conveying a message that a council’s decision is only valid for the life of
that council and thereby setting a dangerous precedent. It would also display a lack of integrity on the
part of the ToC especially when the original intent of the 1998 Settlement Agreement, which was to
preserve this land as green space has not changed. Most concerning to us in approving this proposal is
that the ToC would show a blatant disregard to the commitment it indirectly made to residents by
signing the 1998 Settlement Agreement. Many of these residents relied on this agreement when
purchasing their homes.
We also strongly believe that the proposed development and rezoning of the 4 acres of land is
premature in nature given that the ToC is not fully built out. We note that there is a substantial amount
of land that remains to be developed in Three Sisters Mountain Village, Silvertip, and Smith Creek. This
undeveloped land that is already slated for development should be the ToC`s first choice to address the
issue of affordable housing in our town. If anything, we should be protecting the raw land in the PoG for
future development when Canmore is truly built out and there are no longer any alternatives.
We also wish to point out that Quarry Lake is enjoyed by many residents and visitors especially during
the summer months when users enjoy the lake, the mountain views and the surrounding forest. The
proposed development would negatively impact the pristine setting that so many individuals had
worked hard to create in the first place when the coal mine was remediated. The proposed
development would be easily visible from Quarry Lake and would be located about 62 meters closer
than the current Quarry Lake parking lot. This development would permanently and negatively alter the
ambiance and pristine nature of Quarry Lake.
Other concerns that we have regarding this proposal include the negative and irreversible impact to
wildlife and the wildlife corridors, and the increased density in the already crowded PoG neighborhood.
For these reasons, we strongly feel that this proposal is not in the best interest of the community. We
respectfully request that the Mayor and Town Councilors reject the proposed land use amendment.
Sincerely,
James Barrand & Andrea Bridge

Opposed
October 27, 2015
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors;
RE: Opposition to Peaks Landing Development – Land Use Redesignation and SSR
This is the second time I have written a letter to the Town of Canmore Council. I must make my
voice heard once again regarding the application by Hillcroft Developments Ltd., 1861523
Alberta Ltd. and 1457115 Ontario Ltd. for amendment to the Land Use Bylaw for Lot B Plan
9412236 located in the Peaks of Grassi. I strongly oppose the proposal to redesignate the land
from UR (Urban Reserve) to a DC (Direct Control) district to accommodate what the Developers
refer to as an INFILL DEVELOPMENT.
I realize the need for affordable housing is high on the agenda of this Council and CCHC, but I do
not feel this development will address this issue. Additionally this is not the right area to
construct 7 PAH and 8 MAH with NO or LIMITED available “off street” parking (no attached
parking planned for the proposed 7 PAH units). If you live in this area you know that Camore
residents use the current available curbside parking in front of the proposed building site to
park in order to access Quarry Lake. Adding resident parking to this already utilized area will be
significant.
I believe the present Municipal Development Plan (MDP) states that existing residential areas
not specifically identified as future planning areas should be protected from premature land
use changes that could have a disruptive impact on the existing community fabric. It is my belief
that the proposed rezoning of the UR land will have a significant detrimental and irreversible
effect on not only the adjacent residents but to the entire Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood and
to the users of Quarry Lake. I am concerned about the negative impact added traffic will have
on the already congested arteries in Peaks of Grassi, which could lead to safety problems
especially in emergency situations.
This UR land is adjacent to the Quarry Lake Habitat patch and the de facto wildlife corridor,
whether officially recognized or not. I am curious to know if any weight has been given to the
(March 2013) Golder Associates Report which identified that the increase mix of wildlife and
people has increased conflict. It is noted that the most conflicts (65%) occur in only two
developed areas in Canmore and Peaks of Grassi was identified as one of the hotspots. In my
opinion the environmental report dated August 2015 which claims that the new development
will provide a “hard edge” boundary, keeping wildlife out is a total distortion and a misuse of
the “hard edge” terminology. In the Lake Louise area, the 7ft “hard edge” fence had to be
electrified in an attempt to increase its effectiveness.

A final point I would like to address is the trust factor; many of us feel a sense of diminished
trust in all parties wishing to rezone this very vital natural green space. I hope that you and your
distinguished colleagues on Council will provide adequate time, to once again promote
consultation and facilitate the involvement of all concerned citizens in land use and
development issues that affect our communities.
This is a significant community concern and development of this particular UR land will have a
profound effect on the quality of life in the Peaks of Grassi and Canmore.
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.
Respectfully yours;

Tom M Bartley

opposed

To:
Subject:

John Borrowman
RE: Peaks of Grassi

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: nancy bellstedt
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2015 11:39 AM
To: John Borrowman
Subject: Peaks of Grassi
John, I disagree with the plan to develop more of the Pof G area.
Nancy Bellstedt
Canmore Ab
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opposed
Renée Boone
Canmore, AB
November 19, 2015
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town of Canmore Councillors,
RE: Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Amendment – Peaks of Grassi
My husband and I live in the Quarry Pines Phase III development of Peaks of Grassi. We
purchased our property, which is adjacent to the rezoning proposal’s Site 3, nearly 10 years ago
with the plan to move to Canmore permanently when we retire in early 2016. From our research
in opposition to the first rezoning proposal brought forth in November 2014 and unanimously
defeated in February 2015, we have learned a lot about how the Peaks of Grassi were originally
developed and why the 4-acre parcel in question was zoned UR.
This rezoning proposal is not a proposal for affordable housing, but rather a proposal to rezone
Urban Reserve (UR) land for residential development. The purpose of UR zoning, according to
the Land Use Bylaws, is as follows:
“To protect land that is potentially suited for urban uses from premature subdivision and
development. Lands located within this district have received preliminary screening only
and may require environmental, geotechnical and other screening to determine their
potential suitability for any development.”
The issue at hand that needs to be fully evaluated is whether or not this land is actually suitable
for development. I respectfully submit that this land is not, in fact, suitable for any development.
I support this claim on the following:
1. Sites 1 and 2, being the low point in the community, are incorporated into the existing
drainage plan for Peaks of Grassi as per UMA’s 1998 Land Use Report;
2. Sites 1 and 2 will require extensive flood mitigation on Provincial land in the wildlife
corridor as per the BGC report 2015 for Stones Canyon Creek;
3. Site 3 is primarily a bedrock outcrop, and the original road alignment and house
development accommodated the fact that this bedrock is too extensive to remove or alter;
4. Site 3 has slopes in excess of 25%, and even 35%, that are not allowed to be built on as
per the NRCB decision of 1992; and

5. Site 3 is located on a blind hill and curve that would, with 5 driveways backing on to this
hill, put residents’ safety at risk as we’ve notice from our personal experience further
down the hill.
I include our letter dated September 17, 2014 written in response to the first rezoning proposal.
Since that letter was written, the 2014 census data have been updated with a distribution of the
non-permanent residential population among Canmore’s communities. I have attached an
updated table rather than the original table submitted last year to reflect these new data. This
table is entitled “Revised Calculation of Density in Each Canmore Community”. The large nonpermanent residential population in Peaks of Grassi has contributed to making our community
the densest community in the entire town. Why do we need to be subjected to a high-density
development proposal to further stress our current population?
Our concerns about wildlife needing to have a way to easily egress the community still remain.
We often see deer, elk, coyotes, and other animals come down to Lawrence Grassi Ridge from
the southern MR and ER lands across the street from us. Wildlife now can quickly access the
green land next to us, identified in this rezoning proposal as Site 3, to seek refuge, food, and
protection. The original developers of this community provided connectivity for wildlife to
prevent their getting trapped within residential development. This concept of wildlife
connectivity is supported in the Golder Environmental Impact Statement of 2013. The thought
of creating a “hard edge” next to us as suggested in the Corvidae Environmental Report has me
very worried about wildlife that ventures down to the road from Wilson Way to the south.
Where will they go? They will likely wander down the road looking for green space. Wildlife
walking on the road poses a significant risk to human and animal safety, especially given the
blind hill and curve location for Site 3.
Our concerns about Bedrock and Topography and about Traffic Issues are as valid now as they
were last year when we wrote our first letter. The Peaks Landing rezoning application is
proposing even more residential dwellings than were presented in the first application, further
magnifying the traffic concerns we had last year.
I respectfully request that you defeat Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Amendment for Peaks of
Grassi because the UR lands in question are unsuitable for any development. Thank you for
your consideration.
Regards,

Renée Boone, M.Eng, P.Eng.
Encl. Revised Calculation of Density in Each Canmore Community
Encl. September 17, 2014 letter to Mayor John Borrowman from Tom and Renée Boone

Email letter sent to
Mayor John Borrowman: jborrowman@canmore.ca
Councillor Esme Comfort: ecomfort@canmore.ca
Councillor Sean Krausert: skrausert@canmore.ca
Councillor Joanne McCallum: jmccallum@canmore.ca
Councillor Ed Russell: erussell@canmore.ca
Councillor Vi Sandford: vsandford@canmore.ca
Councillor Rob Seeley: rseeley@canmore.ca
Copy sent to : Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk: chyde@canmore.ca

REVISED CALCULATION OF DENSITY IN EACH CANMORE COMMUNITY
District
No.

Name of Community

Area (square
metres)*

Area
(square km)

2014
Permanent
Population**

797569.996

0.797569996

0B

Harvie Heights Boundary

4401439.994

4.401439994

8

0C

Alpine Club

4398000.733

4.398000733

1

01A

Three Sisters Drive
Three Sisters Parkway
Cres/Rundle Dr.)

232733.7372

0.232733737

165284.7173
291526.186

0A

01B
02

Spring Creek

03

South Canmore

(Rundle

03a

2014 NonPermanent
Population**

Total
Population

Density (total
population /sq
km)

2

10

226

86

312

1,341

0.165284717

277

71

348

2,105

0.291526186

438

61

499

1,712

478131.5123

0.478131512

751

231

982

2,054

5084369.401

5.084369401

04

Town Center

342124.7417

0.342124742

474

276

750

2,192

05

Town Center

198664.5628

0.198664563

253

52

305

1,535

06

Railway Avenue

246298.2069

0.246298207

243

85

328

1,332

07A

Downtown Residential

188086.9703

0.188086970

261

34

295

1,568

07B

Aspen Park

102449.6416

0.102449642

111

3

114

1,113

08

Larch Upper

95620.79624

0.095620796

161

12

173

1,809

09

Larch Lower

95198.78462

0.095198785

223

11

234

2,458

10

Fairholme/Larch

330318.2957

0.330318296

603

25

628

1,901

11

Mountain Ave to Bow Valley Trail

546417.5962

0.546417596

85

17

102

187

12A

Kananaskis Way/Lincoln Park

952676.0127

0.952676013

637

205

842

884

12B

Teepee Town/Hospital

518979.5232

0.518979523

456

71

527

1,015

13A

Cougar Point

105331.8283

0.105331828

414

8

422

4,006

13B

Cougar Creek

424916.2611

0.424916261

1,034

43

1,077

2,535

14

Rundle Ridge

393373.6223

0.393373622

209

204

413

1,050

15

Rummell Place

244260.3671

0.244260367

52

66

118

483

16A

Benchlands

433284.0346

0.433284035

266

90

356

822

16B

Eagle Terrace

584374.7749

0.584374775

732

303

1,035

1,771

17

Prospect and Homesteads

457

309

766

1,575

18A

486414.744

0.486414744

2098798.528

2.098798528

18B

Transalta - Spray Lakes

4558716.935

4.558716935

13

4

17

4

18C

Cairns Landing

2394433.512

2.394433512

7

5

12

5

4331797.65

4.331797650

18D
18E

Three Sisters/Stewart Creek

28030302.13

28.03030213

1,274

771

2,045

73

19A

Palliser/Silvertip Ridge

1078739.165

1.078739165

439

119

558

517

19B

Stonecreek/Silvertip Ridge

1196299.912

1.196299912

260

140

400

334

20

Grotto/Boulder

447444.5737

0.447444574

356

9

365

816

21

The Avens

382883.2671

0.382883267

1,286

83

1,369

3,576

22

Canyon Ridge

188988.2336

0.188988234

320

35

355

1,878

23

Peaks of Grassi

216899.5733

0.216899573

750

256

1,006

4,638

totals:

13,068

3,687

16,763
average density:

* data
provided by
GIS
Coordinator,
Town of
Canmore, 2014

** data obtained from 2014
Census, Town of Canmore updated
with non-permanent population

1,525

Highest
Density

#2

#3
#1

Thomas and Renee Boone
Canmore, AB
September 17, 2014

Dear Mayor John Borrowman,
RE: Proposed Rezoning in the PEAKS OF GRASSI
We are the homeowners at 1000 Lawrence Grassi Ridge located directly adjacent to a currently
Urban Reserve-zoned green space that was recently purchased by some of our neighbors. We
have been advised by the new owners that they plan to apply for rezoning for residential
development. Our understanding is that the developers are looking at building five new single
family homes adjacent to our property and seven new duplexes at the end of our road if they are
successful at rezoning three parcels of land currently zoned as Urban Reserve (UR) in our
neighborhood.
We are vehemently opposed to the proposed rezoning and development of these green spaces.
These lands were not part of the original development of this area for many good reasons, some
of which we will address subsequently. Canmore is uniquely successful in finding the right
balance between development and wilderness. The Peaks of Grassi has found that balance, and
additional development is not consistent with the town's or our community's values. Additional
development will erode the balanced character of the existing development.
The Settlement Agreement of 1998 between the Town and Three Sisters states specifically that
the development in this area shall not exceed 404 residential units in 45 acres. By our count,
there are now 413 residential units. The 2014 census also shows the Peaks of Grassi has the fifth
highest population of the 33 defined communities at a total of 750 permanent residents. Area
figures for each community were provided to us by the Town and are listed in the enclosed table.
At 0.2169 square kilometers (54 acres), the Peaks of Grassi is the ninth smallest community, but
has the second highest density of permanent residents at 3,458 per square kilometer. When
compared to the City of Calgary 2012 census figures, the density at the Peaks of Grassi far
exceeds the density in the majority of the communities within Calgary where the average density
of residential communities is under 2,500 residents per square kilometer. Adding the population
of non-permanent residents in the Peaks of Grassi figures would create even higher density. We
believe these facts clearly support our position that the area is fully densified and new
development should not be approved.
In the remainder of this letter, we would like to address three additional arguments against
rezoning and development : (1) the current balance of wildlife and development; (2) bedrock
and steeply sloping topography; and (3) traffic concerns.

Balance of Wildlife and Development
The three UR-zoned parcels of concern comprise green spaces that act to serve in combination
with the power line as a critical wildlife link between the designated wildlife corridor to the
south and the Quarry Lake habitat patch to the northwest. Although the power line is not an
officially designated wildlife corridor or part of the Quarry Lake habitat patch, its presence
attracts herds of elk, deer, coyotes, and bears often seen along the relatively flat and easily
accessible land filled with vegetation suitable to wildlife. We have even encountered a moose en
route to Quarry Lake from our house along the power line.
The UR-zoned green spaces in question obviously satisfy the findings in the Golder
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) of 2013. On page 48 under section 5.4.2.2.1 Corridor
Evaluation Approach with respect to human use:
“Risk associated with human-wildlife conflict can also increase where opportunities for
movement into developed areas occur at the interface between wildlife corridors and
developed areas. Golder (2001) and BCEAG (2012) recommend that human use
adjacent to corridors should include as much open space as possible. That is, golf
courses are preferred over acreage lots, which in turn are preferred over high-density
housing. This approach reduces the effects of sensory disturbance on wildlife travelling
within corridors, thereby increasing the probability that the corridor will be used. This is
currently the approach to development adopted by the Town of Canmore, as evidenced
by the Impact Offset Matrix for the Sustainability Screening Report.”
Furthermore, from the Signposts to Sustainability Report of 2010 under section 3.4.1.2, it was identified
that the Town of Canmore needs to consider the following:
“Protect wildlife corridors and habitat patches as community priorities to the maximum possible
extent under law, through processes (e.g. conservation easement) that insure they are never
sacrificed to future degradation of purpose.
Design of new developments should include space for wildlife to move through the area.”

Not only is it important to design space for wildlife in new developments, it is extremely
important to protect green space once the area is developed. The green spaces in our
neighborhood are freely used by wildlife and should not be rezoned to allow for development
that would prevent wildlife from accessing the designated wildlife corridors and habitat patch.
With the green space directly across the street from our property, we are very concerned that
blocking current access to green space with infill development would force wildlife coming
down from the corridor to walk down the street in order to access available green space at the
end of the road. For our safety and theirs, wildlife needs to be provided with multiple options for
safe egress from residential development. The best solution for wildlife and the greater
community is to leave the lands proposed for rezoning as UR and undeveloped.

Bedrock and Steeply Sloping Topography
We are the second owners of our home, having purchased our house in May of 2006. After we
moved into the neighborhood, we were informed that the construction of this house was limited
by the bedrock out back, and that construction had to be customized to the lot. As a result, our
house was not able to be built as far back on the lot as the other houses further down the street.
Because of the bedrock outcropping throughout the parcel of land adjacent to us, we have
significant concerns about how any houses would be constructed there. Blasting, drilling, and
significant modifications to the landscape would be required to these lots for any development.
Flooding, run-off and water management are other major concerns. Clearly, the presence of
bedrock and the steep topography are key reasons why this area of the street was not originally
developed.
In the Golder EIS, Section 3.0, terrain, bedrock, geology, geomorphology, and soils are identified as key
valued ecosystem components with potential issues of development suitability, safety, and building site
integrity. The Municipal Development Plan, under section 1.3 Growth Management Policies, states that
“land development, urban design, and building design standards should contribute toward an alpine
village character, rather than a typical urban or rural character… Key elements of an appropriate alpine
village character will include, for example, minimum re-grading of the natural landform.” The physical
layout of the green space in question provides an impediment to developing the lots without major regrading and blasting. These findings support our argument against development of the green space
adjacent to our property.

Traffic Concerns
Currently, there is no parking allowed on the entire street frontage where the UR-zoned land
adjacent to our property is located. This parcel of land is situated on a blind hill and curve; when
approaching this downhill section from above, a driver cannot see cars, wildlife, or people until
they have crested the hill. Presumably, that is why there is no parking allowed on this section of
the road until after our driveway, the first one encountered. There would be a significant safety
issue to address if several new driveways were to be developed on this stretch of the road.
Wildlife would also be at additional risk coming from the green space across the street from our
property if they did not have the current green space adjacent to our property for added
protection.
Furthermore, rezoning for development of 19 more dwelling units on the three UR-zoned parcels
would allow for as many as 50 additional vehicles that would be driving on this blind hill. Our
concerns of the blind hill topography would be magnified by the additional traffic.

In summary, the proposed rezoning and development of these lands will degrade the sense of
community that has been established in the Peaks of Grassi, and it will degrade the character of
the community which has found that unique balance between development and wilderness.
Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,

Thomas J. Boone, Ph.D., P.Eng. and Renée Boone, M.Eng, P.Eng.
Encl. Calculation of Density in Each Canmore Community [NOTE: REVISED TABLE
INCLUDED IN NOVEMBER 17, 2015 LETTER INSTEAD]
Emailed copy sent to jborrowman@canmore.ca
[NOTE: LETTER WAS ALSO EMAILED TO TOWN OF CANMORE COUNCIL
MEMBERS]

opposed

November 15, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council

Request for deferral of the Nov. 24th Public Hearing due to a material change to the application
Following up on the letter sent to you last week regarding concerns with the Stone Canyon Creek Report
and the proposed development of Peaks Landing, it has come to my attention that a final version of that
report1 is now available on the Town’s website. The final report dated October 28, 2015 partially
addresses one key concern by providing an approximate outline for the berm required to mitigate the
overland flooding risk. This map confirms that the berm differs materially from what was presented to
Council at first reading. Furthermore the extent of the berm materially changes this application.
Figure 1 shows the map provided in the final report which has the extent of the berm shown. The
extent of the berm is not shown in the Draft Report distributed with the materials at first reading.
Figure 2 shows a map where the berm outline is transferred to a map showing the Quarry Lake Habitat
Patch and the Wildlife Corridor. As can be seen, the berm is located within the Quarry Lake Habitat
Patch as currently defined. Figure 3 shows the outline of the berm transferred to the map of habitat
patches and wildlife corridors extracted from the current (2011) MDP document. Using this map the
proposed berm would be immediately adjacent to the Wildlife Corridor. The map also shows that the
berm would be located primarily on a parcel of lands owned by the Province of Alberta.
At first reading, the berm was portrayed as fairly cheap and that a condominium association would bear
responsibility for any maintenance . Clearly, this is a much more extensive construction project than
was conceived at first reading. One can appreciate that the description of the berm in the Draft Report
was not specific and reasonable people may have interpreted the description to be much less extensive.
Nonetheless there is long list of implications associated with this new boundary:
1. The development proposal now involves construction within the Quarry Lake Habitat Patch as
defined in the draft 2015 MDP or adjacent to the Wildlife Corridor if current (2011) MDP is
employed. The current (2011) MDP requires an Environmental Impact Statement for
construction within environmental sensitive areas. An EIS has not been provided as part of the
application.
2. An environmental study has been submitted by a consultant working solely for the applicants as
part of the current application but the proposed berm was not within the scope of that study
and this study has received no independent expert review as would be required for an EIS.
1

BGC Engineering Inc, Hillcroft Developments Ltd., Stones Creek Canyon Development, Level
2 Debris-Flow Risk Assessment – FINAL, October 28, 2015.
http://www.canmore.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&Itemid=&task=doc_download&gid=55
75

3. The berm location was not included in the materials assessed by the Environmental and
Sustainable Resource Development in 2014 so he 2014-ESRD Opinion no longer applies and a
new opinion is required.
4. The lands where the berm is to be located are not owned by the applicants. There is no
supporting evidence that such an extensive berm would be permitted by the owners of the land
(i.e., the Province of Alberta).
5. There is no supporting evidence that such a berm would comply with all applicable regulations.
6. The cost of the berm including engineering design and construction are not addressed but will
certainly be significant and will materially affect the affordability of the housing.
7. Maintenance costs for the berm, such as repairs after flood events, will either have to assumed
by the Town or by the home owners and will then impact the affordability of the housing.
8. If future flood events demonstrate the need for changes to the berm design or extent, the Town
or the home owners will have to bear these costs.
9. Impacts to Habitat Patch and Wildlife Corridors concern many citizens of Canmore. The
materials presented at first reading did not adequately portray the scope of this impact so many
concerned citizens are likely not aware of these impacts and will in effect be denied an
opportunity voice their opinions at the scheduled public hearing.
Given that this newly available information results in a very material change to the development
proposal and that it triggers the requirements for considerably more professional engineering and
independent environmental evaluation, ensuring integrity of the Town’s process dictates that the Town
should deem the application to now be incomplete and defer the public hearing scheduled for
November 24, 2015.

Sincerely Yours

Tom Boone, Ph.D., P.Eng.
Canmore, Alberta

cc:
Town of Canmore Municipal Clerk

Figure 1. Images of Drawing 2 that has been extracted from the Final BCG Engineering Inc. Report
entitled “Hillcroft Developments Ltd., Stones Canyon Creek Development – Level 2 Debris-Flow Risk
Assessment.
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Figure 2. Location of the proposed berm transcribed to the Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Map
provided on the Town’s website for the 2015 MDP
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Figure 3. Location of the proposed berm transcribed to the Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Map
taken from the current (2011) MDP

November 12, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council

Should the Town or CCHC be approving, building or purchasing PAH units be constructed in areas with
mapped overland flood risk?
I recently copied you on a letter sent to the president of BGC Engineering with regard to the study of
Stones Canyon Creek and the risks associated with potential for debris flow and flooding impacting the
proposed Peaks Landing Development. At first reading, the information provided to Council indicated
that the risk would be mitigated by a simple, inexpensive berm that could be maintained by a
condominium association.
The report that is being relied upon for these conclusions studied only the impact of Stones Canyon
Creek. It does not address the combined storm flows of Stones Canyon and Y and Z creeks as would
occur in any realistic storm scenario. Furthermore, for mitigations such as berms to be effective they
would likely have to be much more extensive than portrayed to Council at first reading. The berm would
likely have to be placed on lands outside the development within the Quarry Lake Habitat Patch. At the
very least this recommendation requires some preliminary engineering design which has not been done.
Regardless, such structures will never fully mitigate the risks of overland flooding particularly given the
variability and complexity of weather in a mountainous area.
This leads to the question 'Should the Town or the Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) be
approving, promoting or purchasing Publically Affordable Housing (PAH) units that are located in zones
with mapped overland flood risk?'
When significant financial risks cannot be fully mitigated, one should normally purchase insurance to
protect against those risks. After the floods of 2013 when my home insurance policy came up for
renewal, I was surprised to find that the maximum coverage for overland flooding had been reduced to
$15,000. I called the company, a major provider, and was informed that there was no option to increase
that coverage due to the severe costs of the flooding. I did shop around and find insurance coverage
with another company that would allow a maximum of coverage of $50,000. However, as I am sure you
can appreciate, overland flood damage of houses can greatly exceed $50,000 even without significant
structural damage. Whether or not they are aware of it, most home owners are assuming significant
liability for overland flooding damages. Additionally, the future availability of even limited affordable
insurance coverage in areas with elevated risk is uncertain.
The purchasers of both PAH and affordable housing are typically at a stage in life where they have a
large fraction of their personal savings invested in their home. However, the damages to a home from
overland flooding can readily exceed both any insurance coverage and the owner's equity in the home.
These events, when they occur, are inevitably devastating for the homeowners and their families.

I respectfully suggest to you that the Town and the CCHC should not be approving, promoting or
purchasing Publically Affordable Housing (PAH) units that are located in zones with mapped overland
flood risk. This is a simple principal that, in light of the events of 2013, the Town should be
implementing immediately.

Tom Boone, Ph.D., P.Eng.
Canmore, Alberta

cc:
Town of Canmore Municipal Clerk
Town of Canmore Administration
Canmore Community Housing Corporation Administration

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MarieSoleil Brien
Monday, November 23, 2015 3:57 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to By-law 2015-19 Land Use Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Dear Mayor and Council,
We are full-time residents of the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood on Wilson Way.
We are opposed to the re-zoning of the Urban Reserve lands as we value the character of these lands as an integral part of our
neighbourhood.
We respectfully request that Canmore Council continue to honour the decision reflected in the Settlement Agreement of 1998, to
respect these Urban Reserve lands, and to decline this rezoning application.

Sincerely,
Marie‐Soleil Brien
CANMORE,

Ce courriel pourrait contenir des renseignements confidentiels ou
privilégiés. Si vous n'êtes pas le véritable destinataire, veuillez nous en
aviser immédiatement. Merci.

*This e-mail may contain confidential or privileged information. If you are
not the intended recipient, please notify us immediately. Thank you.*
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opposed
Bylaw Amendment – Peaks of Grassi – November 24th, 2015
We stand opposed to using Bylaw 22-2010 to change Urban Reserve to Direct Control
in the area Peaks of Grassi to permit residential development of those lands. We
believe the proposed development will worsen existing area problems while at the same
time not provide sufficient benefit to our community to allow increased density, reduce
architectural integrity, and destruction of 4 acres of wilderness within this area. We
would like to point out:
1

The area west of Kamenka Green was sold to us in 2001 as a recreation
property community as per following sign which still resides in our area.

2

A large part of our peace of mind when purchasing in this area was the
designation of UR and PD lands within and adjacent to Quarry Pines.
According to developer’s submission, current zoning was approved in April
1998 following application as far back as 1991. We believe town council has a
duty to honor that designation, drawn up after considerable negotiation
between prior town councils and area developers.
Peaks of Grassi was developed with east to west bias toward reduced density
as apparent in lot sizes shown on areal view below. There is a clear decrease
in density in Quarry Pines which is on larger lot sizes with a mix of R1 and R2
housing with exception of a condo development at 1021 Wilson Way referred
to as Alps Village. This higher density development was approved with
superior architectural design and is an attractive addition. Contrary to the
developers claim, the proposed row housing development is not consistent
with Quarry Pines.

3

4

5

Town bylaws define UR for public utility use with discretionary use as
campgrounds, parks and playgrounds etc. and are a natural extension of
Quarry Lake. There is no provision for row house development or provision
for redesignation as such. We wonder how council is considering this
rezoning proposal after having unanimously rejected a similar earlier proposal
by the same developer earlier this year. We would like a full account by
council of the decision to reintroduce it knowing the area residents extreme
opposition to the plan. In addition, we would like complete transparency as
council votes on this revised plan.
Road access is limited to a single lane in winter. Along Lawrence Grassi
Ridge east of Kamenka Green it becomes congested in winter due to
excessive street parking and lack of snow removal. Congestion would be
further aggravated with approval of another 40 units on Lawrence Grassi
Ridge with its requisite 80 to 100 cars requiring area access. Access roads
were not well designed for this area initially and nothing contained in this
proposal will alleviate our problem.

6

7

8

Street parking is a problem in the Peaks of Grassi area. Limited side yards to
1.5 meters results in street parking that interferes with neighbor’s driveway
access. Again, there is nothing in this proposal to deal with this problem.
Higher density townhouse and apartment parking in east Peaks of Grassi is
entirely off street at present. The proposed development relies on minimal
driveway parking which will add to area road congestion.
The area proposed for duplex and row housing (Sites 2 and 3) is currently
used as street parking by those wishing to use Quarry Lake due to ready
access in summer. The proposed development will result in nightmare street
parking conditions for immediate residents.
Developer’s proposal contained a water shed study that showed a flood fan
that covered the western most development (Site 3). There was no plan
presented to contain Stones Canyon Creek in the event of a severe flood,
thus leaving Site 3 at risk.

Fred and Gail Buccini

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maegan Carney
Thursday, November 05, 2015 9:25 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

I am opposed to the rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi UR lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Please enter my
opposition in the public record.
In 1998 there was a settlement agreement that I believe this council should uphold.
The area in question is notorious for human wildlife conflict and should stay as wild as possible.
Building in this area will also have a significant visual impact on Quarry Lake and decrease the esthetic nature
of that park.
Furthermore, I believe we should target our town's efforts at affordable housing closer to bus lines so we are
truly meeting the needs of affordability.
Thank you,
Maegan Carney
Canmore, AB

Right-click here t
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priv acy , Outlook
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This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
www.avast.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Penny Clark
Thursday, November 19, 2015 4:57 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; Joanna McCallum; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Lisa de Soto; Cheryl Hyde
Re: Opposition to By-Law 2015-19, Land Use By-Law Peaks of Grassi Rezoning

1093 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore AB T1W 3C3

November 19 2015
To: Mayor John Borrowman
Councillor Esme Comfort
Councillor Sean Krausert
Councillor Joanna McCallum
Councillor Vi Sandford
Councillor Rob Seeley
Councillor Ed Russell
Re: Opposition to By-Law 2015-19, Land Use By-Law Peaks of Grassi
Rezoning
We are once again writing to express our concern about the new development, Peaks Landing which is
purposed to be built right across the street from us.
We are not sure how many of you have taken the time to drive by the sites the developers are purposing to build
on. Across from us are the two smaller parcels of the four acres and the proposal for this land is for 7 PAH, 7
townhouses and 8 duplexes that include 8 suites. The developers would like us to believe they are doing a good
thing for our neighbourhood but when you live here it is hard to believe crowding so many people into one
small area will be an improvement for anyone. The other parcel of land has been proposed for five homes with
suites and it is on a rock crop. It may require blasting or some other means of preparing the land before homes
can be built, we believe it would have been built out in the original development if it had been economically
feasible. No wonder immediate neighbours are concerned for their property. We believe the Town of Canmore
has an obligation to ensure development plans do not wreck havoc with homes already in the area, and also to
ensure the sense of community and structure of homes as established is maintained.
One’s home is often a families largest asset and this development has the potential to lower property values in
the neighbourhood.
The Settlement Agreement signed by a previous council required more than a year of negotiating at a cost of
over $100,000.00 and if this proposal is approved it will have been a total waste of time and money. The density
in our area is currently the highest in Canmore so please do not choose to disregard the Settlement Agreement
and make the situation even worse? Traffic, short visual site lines and lack of parking on our street lead to
safety issues we live with every day. Every new home built will have at least one car if not two. So we can
estimate at least an additional 50 cars.
1

We certainly understand the need for PAH in Canmore and can appreciate it is necessary for our town to
survive and thrive. However, locating the PAH units a long distance from the center of town makes it more
difficult for people who require this housing to access it easily unless they have a vehicle . The lack of street
lighting between downtown and the Peaks, makes walking at night a real safety issue even without considering
the probability of wildlife encounters.
We currently have one of the highest human wildlife encounter rates anywhere in Canmore and this density
increase will certainly contribute to an increase in wildlife incidents. A very real concern to all should be the
risk of a serious or even fatal encounter involving a young child. As one can only imagine there will definitely
be an increase of young children living on the animal travel corridor.

We think everyone in Canmore should be concerned about our green areas disappearing. The green areas we
currently have in our town go along way to making Canmore one of the most beautiful places in the world to
live. Once our forests and green spaces are gone there is no way of turning back the clock. We have just
returned from a trip to Sedona and they have amazing green spaces that are fabulous when viewed from hiking
trails above the city. Tourism plays a big part in Canmore’s economy and we should work as a team to
maintain our beautiful and unique town.
In closing we would like to say we also find it very disturbing to know the land could be rezoned at the
developers request and there is absolutely nothing binding on the developer to follow through with their current
plans as submitted, in fact they could turn around and sell the land the next day if they so desired. We firmly
believe the Settlement Agreement should be honoured, and maintained.

Penny & Larry Clark,

CC Ms Lisa deSoto
Ms Cheryl Hyde

2

opposed
November 16, 2015
Lorna Klose & David Carley
Canmore, Alberta

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors,
For the second time this year, we write to you to express our opposition to the proposed rezoning of the
Peaks of Grassi areas currently zoned as Urban Reserve. A copy of our first letter, dated January 6, 2015
is included with this email for your reference. We are original owners of our property at 1029 Lawrence
Grassi Ridge, and we have lived in, renovated, and loved this home since 2001.
The reasons we oppose rezoning are:


1998 Settlement Agreement: We have read and understand that Canmore’s 1998 Town Council
signed an agreement with Three Sisters Resorts Inc. that states that the Town and the
Developers for our area “shall not exceed 45 acres and that the density of Pods 7 & 8 combined
shall not exceed 404 Residential Units.” It is also our understanding that Peaks of Grassi (Pods 7
& 8) are already at this capacity. We believe the 1998 Settlement Agreement must be upheld.
We also believe that the land now under consideration for redevelopment was sold by Three
Sisters Mountain Village with the view that “local developers” would have a better chance of
having the Settlement Agreement overturned. While it is impossible to know the intentions of
TSMV, it is clear that it has made or recouped some of its investment, as the land is question
was sold for approximately $325,000. At 27 new homes developed (not including suites), this
represents a per lot land cost of roughly $12,000. A cursory search on the MLS shows that
current residential land costs for a single lot in Canmore range from $278,000 to $503,750. In
short, this is land speculation that is also manipulative of Council’s (and the community’s) time.
It is unreasonable to expect residents to endure irrevocable, damaging changes to the
community for the short term profit of the developers.



Traffic and increased parking constraints: Twenty-seven new homes plus 13 additional suites is,
as I’m sure you are aware, an even higher density proposition than what the developers put
forth previously. Higher density will create increased traffic, parking issues, and potential
accidents. We have a six year old son, just learning to ride a bike, skateboard, cross the street,
play with the neighbourhood children, etc. We are concerned that years of construction related
traffic and the permanent increase in vehicular related issues will be problematic.

1

opposed


Reduced wildlife habitat: While this is a relatively small parcel of land (as we understand it - 1.93
acres, with 2 acres remaining undeveloped), it is located in what we believe to be a critical
wildlife habitat area. We walk from our home to Quarry Lake and the dog off-leash area
frequently, and have on countless occasions witnessed elk, coyotes, bears, and other small
animals moving through this region. Where will they go and how will they travel when new
homes are built in such close proximity to this power line right of way and Quarry Lake? Just
this past summer, we had a cougar in our backyard, and several times black bears have travelled
along our street and through the open area between our home and our neighbours’ home. It is
unnecessary to stress the natural habitat of these animals any further by allowing several years
of construction and higher density housing and traffic to this area.



Proximity to Quarry Lake: Some of the homes to be built as a result of the new development will
be closer to Quarry Lake than other properties in the area, closer in fact than the existing
parking lot for Quarry Lake. We believe this will add to traffic in our area; many people already
park on our street for access to the lake in high season when the parking lot is full.

Mayor Borrowman and Town Council, thank you for making time in your schedule to read our letter and
to consider our concerns. While we recognize that the Town is required by the Municipal Government
Act to process applications such as this, we find it troublesome that we are having to dredge through
this again and again, twice in the same year in fact. We are hopeful that a final resolution can be
identified, and we urge you to uphold the 1998 Settlement Agreement, consider that more than the
majority of residents are against this development, and that wildlife will be unduly affected by higher
density development at Peaks of Grassi.

Sincerely,
Lorna Klose and David Carley
Distribution List:
Mayor John Borrowman
Ed Russell
Rob Seely
Vi Sandford
Esme Comfort
Joanna McCallum
Sean Krausert

jborrowman@canmore.ca
erussell@canmore.ca
rseeley@canmore.ca
VSandford@canmore.ca
ecomfort@canmore.ca
jmccallum@canmore.ca
SKrausert@canmore.ca

Municipal Clerk: Cheryl Hyde
cc: Cheryl Hyde

chyde@canmore.ca
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opposed
November 22, 2015

Dear Mayor Borrowman:
We, Peter Crabtree and Barbara Beno, are the original owners of the home at 1053 Lawrence Grassi
Ridge (LGR), Canmore, Alberta. Our home had been the show home used by Alpine Homes in Peaks of
Grassi, and we bought it directly from Mr. Lawrence Hill and Alpine Homes in 2002. We bought the
home as a vacation and retirement residence; we had been coming to Canmore since 1994 and loved
the small town feel of Canmore. We spend many weeks there each summer and winter.
Before we bought the show home we met several times with Mr. Hill and with his sales manager, Mr.
Morley Fast. We were told by Mr. Hill that Alpine Homes was moving its building operations to Three
Sisters because Peaks of Grassi was nearly built out. We were shown a map of the area with all building
lots and the green space. In our discussions with Alpine Homes, Mr. Fast assured us that the map we
were given represented the maximum build out of the Peaks of Grassi area. He particularly assured us
that additional homes would never be built along the stretch of LGR nearest Quarry Lake to preserve the
aesthetic value of the lake for residents and future generations. In addition, he specifically assured us
that the area up the street now proposed for development would also never be built upon, an area that
would clearly require considerable dynamiting and reshaping to permit building. In fact, we considered
buying the lot below (to the north of) that hill and building on it, so we asked careful questions about
where there would be building on that hill, and were told repeatedly that there would not be any homes
built there.
We decided to buy the show home at 1053 LGR based on these assurances that the wooded area across
the street would not be developed. The value we placed on our home was based in part on that
adjacent greenspace, and the expectation, based on Mr. Hill’s statements, that the density of Lawrence
Grassi Ridge on our block would not be increased. From our perspective, the small lot sizes on LGR had
already created dense development, so the remaining greenspace was very important. We relied on
Mr. Hill’s and Mr. Fast’s integrity and honesty when they assured us those lands would not be built
upon. The Settlement Agreement of 1998 provided further assurance that Mr. Fast’s and Mr. Hill’s
statements that Peaks of Grassi had been fully “built out” were accurate and that no more building
would occur.
Over the years, we have often seen wildlife in the undeveloped area on LGR. We’ve seen elk bedded
down for the night, or wandering through. We’ve seen many deer, of course, and pine marten. And
we’ve seen black bears eating berries on the power line trail directly opposite the wooded area. In late
July and early August 2014, there were bear sightings almost daily in that area. The Urban Reserve lands
are vitally important area for wildlife movement and safety, and function as a critical buffer zone for the
animals. Indeed, the movement of wildlife across the mountain bases is one of the beautiful aspects of
Canmore, and of the Peaks of Grassi area. We, that is, people, have developed that area to the
detriment of wildlife movement. The remaining areas should be left undeveloped. There are wiser
choices and opportunities, closer in town for increased housing density.
The new proposal from Mr. Hill to rezone the Urban Reserve areas on Lawrence Grassi Ridge and build
very dense housing is a poor idea. It will degrade the quality of the neighborhood by causing up a large
increase in traffic and parking on the street; it will disturb the neighborhood for years as the building
goes on; and it will create a negative impact on the wildlife that uses the powerline trail and that passes

opposed
through, eats and rests in the woods in that area. The homes will be readily visible from the powerline
trail and from the hill at Quarry Lake as well.
We oppose the rezoning of the undeveloped Urban Reserve lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, and
petition you to please reject the rezoning proposal. Our home value, the aesthetics of the
neighborhood, the privacy and aesthetic value of the Quarry Lake area for residents, and the needs of
wildlife for adequate habitat are all important factors in our petition to you. Thank you listening.
Sincerely yours,
Peter Crabtree and Barbara Beno
, Canmore and
Cell phone:
(Peter) and

, Hercules, California
(Barbara)

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Pierre Crevolin <
Monday, November 23, 2015 12:09 PM
Cheryl Hyde; jborrowman@canmoe.ca; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean
Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; idesoto@canmore.ca
Quarry Pines LGR WS
Quarry Pines LGR W5.pdf

Ladies and Gentlemen :
It is my understanding that there are legal documents dating back to the Settlement Agreement of 1998, where there
was a commitment from the Town of Canmore to never develop these areas. If the ToC made it absolutely clear in
1998 that these areas would not be re‐zoned, and Lawrence Hill et al, after getting the land at a presumed discount
because they knew it would be an uphill battle, now claim “economic hardship”, they don’t get any sympathy from
me.
I firmly oppose this re‐zoning on the basis that there is a binding legal agreement in place, the Settlement Agreement of
1998, and Lawrence Hill and whoever else feel marginalized, well they can pound sand as far as I’m concerned.
Pierre Crevolin
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opposed
From:
Sent:
To:

CC Sojonky
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 10:40 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to By-law 2015-19, Land Use By-law: Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Subject:

Dear Mr Mayor, Councilors, and Ms Hyde,
Quarry Lake – Needs Protection not Development
Like many Canmorites, I frequently recreate in Quarry Lake Park: both the picnic/swimming area and especially the off‐
leash dog park. I am therefore very familiar with its surroundings, including the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood.
Although I don’t live in the Peaks, I am following the new re‐zoning application with interest and have a number of
concerns:


In the 1990s, a great deal of effort was made by Council and concerned residents to
preserve Quarry Lake for all of Canmore. Extreme care was taken to ensure no
encroachment on Quarry Lake Park resulted from the then Peaks development. Every
effort was made for minimum visibility of Peaks roof lines from the park. Councillors and
others gathered at the Park and balloons were hung from trees to check the visibility
impact of the proposed Peaks development.



The area now proposed for rezoning in the Peaks is very close to Quarry Lake Park. The
new area appears closer to the lake than is the original Peaks development. In addition,
a Google‐maps aerial view of the area (posted on the Three Sisters for Wildlife website)
indicates that the proposed new housing will, in fact, be 62 metres closer to the lake
than is the current Quarry Lake parking lot itself! Specifically, the distance from the QL
parking lot to the lake is 212 metres; the distance from the area proposed for rezoning
to the lake is only 150 metres.



The west parcel of the urban reserve subject to this rezoning abuts the “Quarry Lake
Local Habitat Patch” (2012 BECAG).

These reasons are more than sufficient for me to oppose this re‐zoning.
I am not opposed to development: TSMV, Spring Creek, and Silvertip should develop mixed affordable housing‐‐‐
including staff/employee housing‐‐‐in their future projects, after due diligence to wildlife corridors has been undertaken
and the rigorous application review is done by the Town. A recent letter to the editor indicated that TSMV had plans
to include a trailer park and employee housing in the high‐density area of TSMV. I applaud these plans and fervently
hope the Town administration ensures they are realized.
Over the years, Quarry Lake has been the setting for several movies and thousands of events. Many wedding pictures,
family reunions, athletic competitions, and daily family activities take place at Quarry. If the Town wants to be in the
forefront of “eco‐tourism”, environmental sensitivity, and ensuring quality of life for all Canmorites, approving the
development of 27 additional homes in the Peaks of Grassi does not seem like a good decision to me: it is too close to
Quarry Lake Park.
Carla Cumming
, Canmore
1
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Opposed
November 05, 2015

Town of Canmore
OPPOSITION to Bylaw 2015-19
Land Use Bylaw Amendment-Peaks of Grassi

Dear Sirs:
I cannot believe that this issue is again coming before counsel, less than a year after it was rejected the
first time. What has changed? A handful of supposedly cheaper units? This is suppose to make the
development beneficial to the town as a whole?
I suggest counsel carefully examine the numerous reasons as to why the project was rejected the first
time and do the same again. There should be a law against developers wasting so many people's time
and resources. What do they think, they are just going to wear the opposition and counsel down and get
the approval? Hopefully this won’t be the case.
I am 100% against any changes to the UR - Urban reserve at the peaks of grassi.

Mark Dantzer

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John de Bruyn
Thursday, November 12, 2015 7:05 PM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley; Cheryl Hyde
Oppose Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19) and that the intent of
the Settlement Agreement should be upheld.

Dear Mayor and Councillors:
Enough has been said, so will not repeat all the discussions and arguments, other than to say that I strongly oppose and
further development and believe that the original Settlement Agreement should be honoured and upheld.
Respectfully yours
John

John de Bruyn
Canmore, Alberta, Canada
Phone
Cell
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opposed

opposed
November 23, 2015
Mayor Borrowman and Town of Canmore Council,
I am opposed to the rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi UR lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Please enter
my opposition in the public record.
I am opposed to this development because it will eat away at what little is left in the wildlife corridor on
this side of the valley. I do not feel it is appropriate to take the attitude that it is too late to preserve
corridors in the Peaks of Grassi area. I echo Jim Pissot’s statements from his previous submission that
the Peaks of Grassi neighborhood was poorly placed to begin with and that it is not at all prudent to
make the situation here any worse. I will also cite a phrase used in one of the presentations in at the last
public hearing to assert that allowing this parcel of land to be developed is an example of “death by a
thousand cuts” where wildlife is concerned.
I believe that allowing this urban reserve to be developed in the name of addressing needs for
affordable housing not only contradicts values expressed collectively regarding the importance of
maintaining ecological integrity in this valley, but would also be, in some respects, short-sighted and
reactionary. I would rather see you as Council begin to appraise how much more development this
valley can realistically accommodate in the long term, as it seems apparent that development in a
mountain valley is finite. Much is made about the plight of those looking for affordable housing in
Canmore, and just as it is almost too late for wildlife that at one time roamed this valley freely, it is
almost too late to make Canmore affordable for the average person. Canmore’s developmental
trajectory has favored the affluent and negated lower and middle income earners for some time, now. I
could easily be included in the category of those in need of affordable housing, however, I am not in
favor of Council continuing to try to keep up with what is essentially an insatiable demand for housing at
the expense of compromising the larger ecosystem and making this area uninhabitable for wildlife. I also
believe that the more congestion increases and development pushes out to the extreme edges of the
valley, that quality of life for people currently living (and visiting) here also drastically decreases. I would
really urge you to take a step back and look at a much more wholistic view about how this community
can best regain some of what has been lost.
Sincerely,
Monica Dragosz

Canmore, AB

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:

Ryan Draper
Tuesday, November 10, 2015 1:42 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Subject:

I am opposed to the rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi UR lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Please enter my opposition in
the public record.
Name Ryan and Kristen Draper
Address

Canmore, AB /

We are sadened to hear that after living in Canmore since 1999 these types of issues can still arise. We just purchased our
first stand alone home in Canmore after working hard in the Valley since we arrived. Now to know that the area we chose
to buy in has the potential to be a building zone for years to come is hard to swallow. Our property taxes are something
we were willing to pay knowing what we were buying into, an established 18year old area now it may face been a
complete mess and the only people to benefit will be the land owners that will cash in on a false promise.
Ryan & Kristen Draper

-Facebook - Rebound Cycle
Right-click here to download
pictures. To help protect y our
priv acy , Outlook prev ented
auto matic downlo ad o f this
picture from the Internet.

Our Mission: Enhance our customer's passion for cycling and fitness by providing them
with professional & reliable service, products, and knowledge.
We strive to be educators, not only suppliers.
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opposed
November 20, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors
Sent via e-mail
Dear Mayor and Councillors,

RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 PEAKS of GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT
I am writing this letter to state my opposition to the Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment
(Bylaw 2015-19). I am concerned about having to write this letter so soon after last year’s
proposal was unanimously turned down by this same council. The previous decision made by
council to uphold the intent of the Settlement Agreement I thought was very important to all. I
do not see why this decision would hold less weight with this new proposal brought forth even
though small changes to the types of housing units to be built have been modified to try and
accommodate certain needs.
Although I don't know the owners of this land personally I do recognize that they are
businessmen and have been given a unique opportunity. It is my understanding that they
purchased this land knowing that it would have to be rezoned before any development and
profit could be made. This was a risk they were willing to take and it is in their best interests to
come up with a development proposal that has widespread appeal for the town to release this
land from urban reserve.
One thing that has always been a concern of mine is what accountability do these developers
have once the land is rezoned. If this land is no longer urban reserve can the owners not build
whatever they want on it? Or sell this now very profitable land to someone else to develop? Do
we have more than just their word that they follow through with their current proposal? As a
resident of Peaks of Grassi this raises some significant concerns. Regardless if there was some
guarantee that affordable housing and PAH's would be built to address issues previously
brought forth, it still goes against the Settlement Agreement. I feel that these previous
agreements should not be forgotten and this land should remain as urban reserve.

Sincerely,

Kristine Forrest

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

nicola fortin <
Sunday, November 22, 2015 5:29 PM
Brendan Martland
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Re: Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Hello. Please note my formal opposition to the rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve lands on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, on which I
live.
Please enter my opposition in the public record.
Thank-you
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Suzi Froese
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 7:32 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi Re-Zoning

Subject: Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
I oppose this re-zoning. I agree with many of the issues raised by my neighbours and feel that
Council needs to honor prior commitments made b previous Council. The 1998 Settlement
Agreement should not be set side.
Sincerely,
Suzi Froese
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opposed

opposed

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joan Dunkley
Monday, November 23, 2015 8:37 PM
John Borrowman; Vi Sandford; Joanna McCallum; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to By-law 2015-19 re Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Dear Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors Vi Sandford, Esme Comfort, Joanna McCallum, Sean Krausert, Rob Seeley, Ed Russell,
and Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk,
Re By‐law 2015‐19, land use re‐zoning application regarding Peaks of Grassi lands, we are strongly opposed to the rezoning of these
Urban Reserve Lands. We ask that you uphold the commitment of the 1998 Settlement Agreement in which the density for Peaks
was set at 404 units and 45 acres. If ever, it is far too premature to consider development of the four acres involved in the
application. Rezoning would be an irreversible decision and there are many concerns and unknown consequences including those
regarding the adjacent Quarry Lake Habitat Patch, the proposed berm involving this habitat patch, the close proximity to Quarry
Lake, and the development being in view of Quarry Lake, among others.
We are very concerned about the increased traffic and parking that would result on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. This is too narrow a road
as it is. It is often full with parked vehicles making two‐way traffic difficult. There is already safety concern due to lack of line of sight
at top of hill at the intersection of LGR and Kamenka Green.
We understand and share concern for our town’s need for staff rental housing and affordable housing. However this proposed
development does not answer this need to any extent worthy of its detriment to our neighbourhood, to its adjacent lands, and
therefore to our town. Peaks neighbourhood is already carrying its share of our town’s needed density. In the Settlement Agreement
Three Sisters made the commitment to cap Peaks density at its present level. For this they were granted access to development
‘down valley’, which they have done and continue to do.
Please reject this rezoning application. Please continue to respect and confirm the commitment established in the Settlement
Agreement, and hold all developers to this commitment as well.
Sincerely,
Don Gardner and Joan Dunkley
Canmore, AB
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joan Dunkley
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 8:42 PM
John Borrowman; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
opposition to re-zoning bylaw 2015-19, traffic concern 900 block Lawrence Grassi
Ridge

Dear Mayor and Councillors,
In your decision please fully take into consideration the traffic situation on the feeder road, the 900 block of Lawrence
Grassi Ridge. This block of LGR is already the feeder road for the density of housing on Wilson Way. Though it is of
course not always the case, it is commonly the case that this block of LGR is lined with parked vehicles on both sides.
Given this parking issue, two way traffic is often difficult. This narrow access road is not built for the increased traffic that
would result from the increased density proposed for ‘Peaks Landing’.
The parking issue is added to by the fact that most of the homes in this block have occupied rental units. Though the 2008
by-law requires that landlords provide one off-street parking stall for renters, there is not compliance with this by-law.
Moreover, in a phone call last year with Tracy Woitenko, she informed me that the 2008 by-law is not retroactive, and
therefore does not apply to most of the housing on our block. From this there does not appear to be any solution to the
need for street parking. (local bus service in future will not nearly solve folks’ need to have a place for vehicle).
As I have mentioned in other letter, there is also safety concern due to limited line of sight at the top of hill at intersection
of LGR and Kamenka Green, which would be increased if the proposed housing becomes reality.
We ask again, please hold to the Peaks density commitment set in the Settlement Agreement.
Sincerely,
Joan Dunkley and Don Gardner
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opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rachel Gauk
Monday, November 23, 2015 5:19 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Vi Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Re: Peaks Rezoning of Urban Reserve Lands

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Council,
I would like to express my opposition to the proposed application of rezoning of Urban Reserve Lands in the
Peaks.
In my view, the arguments against this application and many unanswered questions are substantial and worthy
of taking the time to thoroughly understand the implications for the town, developers and residents. In the last
application, the importance of the Settlement Agreement was noted by many on Council, who spoke of their
decision to decline as a result of this change being premature. Nine months later, I would hope that the
Settlement Agreement carries the same weight and that the addition of 5 more PAH to a 20 unit market housing
proposal does not warrant the dismissal of such an important agreement.
This is a precedent setting and irreversible decision and we ask that you give it the time and care to ensure it is
made with proper due diligence and full information. From all the many concerns that have been raised (risk of
flooding, geotechnical reporting, environmental assessment, parking and traffic safety issues, NRCB slope
requirements), it would seem very clear that there is a need for a great deal more information before an
informed decision can be reasonably considered. Mitigation solutions being proposed, if even feasible, will be
time consuming and one would assume costly, raising further questions about who would be responsible for
these new expenses.
As citizens of Canmore, we rely on you to protect our neighbourhoods from these potential problems and risks.
With respect, I ask you to decline this rezoning application and to honour the decisions made by the 1998
Council in creating the Settlement Agreement.
Sincerely,
Rachel Gauk
,
Canmore, AB.,
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lavina M Gilliland
Thursday, November 19, 2015 8:09 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Fwd: Oppose Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19)

Begin forwarded message:
From: Lavina M Gilliland
Subject: Oppose Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19)
Date: November 19, 2015 at 8:08:18 PM MST
To: jborrowman@canmore.ca, jmccallum@canmore.ca, skrausert@canmore.ca,
vsandford@canmore.ca, ecomfort@canmore.ca, erussell@canmore.ca, rseeley@canmore.ca
Cc: hyde@canmore.ca
From:
Lavina Gilliland
Canmore, Alberta
November 8, 2015
RE: OPPOSED TO BY-LAW 2015-19 LAND USE BY-LAW PEAKS OF GRASSI RE-ZONING

Respectfully To the Mayor and Council of the Town of Canmore,

I attended the Public Hearing eight months ago and was tremendously moved by the thoroughness,
professionalism and respectfulness of concerned citizens opposing the first application. Their reasons for
opposition were very real, compelling, and protected the interests of the neighbourhood, Quarry Lake and the
Town as a whole, as well as the environment, wildlife, and precious green spaces, among other important
issues. I am very distressed that yet another Public Hearing is being done when, in my opinion, little has
changed. I know you have heard and read many of these arguments multiple times and I won’t waste your time
in repeating them, but those I am most concerned about are:
* Permeability of the wildlife corridor
* Additional pressure on Quarry Lake area
* Density in an already very packed neighbourhood (more does not adapt to the small mountain town concept)
* Parking and traffic safety
I am deeply troubled that the developers, and potentially the Town of Canmore, may renege on the 1998
agreement which resulted in the Urban Reserve. The reasons for this Reserve were done for very good reasons
1

and, while the needs of Canmore have changed, the reasons for keeping this reserve have not. The citizens of
this Town trust you to maintain the agreements set.
Affordable housing in Canmore is an issue I am very sensitive to but I worry that the solution presented by the
developer creates bigger problems than solutions. Thorough and proper due diligence needs to be done to
effectively address this issue. Three Sisters Mountain Village, Silvertip and Spring Creek are developable areas
where mixed housing should be considered and can be done without stressing a community, a park and a
wildlife corridor. Affordable housing in Peaks is not a solution.
With respect and sincere concern,
Lavina Gilliland
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

karen G
Wednesday, November 11, 2015 8:34 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert;
VSanford@canmore.ca; reseeley@canmore.ca; erussel@canmore.ca; Cheryl Hyde;
Idesoto@canmore.ca
Opposition to Peak's Rezoning - By law 2015-19 Land Use Amendment

Mayor Borrowman and Town Council;
Council unanimously rejected the first re‐zoning application in February 2015, and I read in the Outlook a
quote from the mayor that it was because it was unanimously agreed that the Settlement Agreement should
be respected unless there is a good reason not to. I believe nothing has changed in the last 9 months that
would give council any reason to not continue to respect the Settlement Agreement. The developers have
simply crammed in more units at the end of Lawrence Grassi Ridge (thus increasing the PAH unit numbers and
an additional one or two units for their own profit). This new proposal seems more unfair to the Peaks of
Grassi neighbourhood than the previous one that was rejected, especially to those in the now much higher
density area at the end of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. The developers have donated nothing more to the town of
Canmore from their first application and have simply increased the density of the units in one area of the
neighbourhood and at the same time increased their profit margin. And I understand none of the PAH units
will be donated.
We feel in the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood a real sense of betrayal by the current developers for a number
of reasons which have been communicated to council in the past re‐zoning application and in affidavits in the
ongoing law suit against one of the developers. I for one do not understand why the current owners of these
lands are not required by the town to donate the land (as further development for PAH was contemplated in
the Settlement Agreement and donation of the land was part of the contemplation likely to stop this kind of
an application where most of the development will benefit the developer and not the town). Also, many
owners in the Peaks of Grassi feel that Three Sisters is attempting to manipulate the situation by selling to a
local developer lands they would not have been able to develop themselves. Please do not add to the feeling
of betrayal by granting this re‐zoning application and turning your back on the Settlement Agreement relied
upon by many current residents in purchasing their homes.. A finished neighbourhood will be thrown into
construction turmoil for years; parking, traffic and snow removal will become more severe issues in the
neighbourhood; Quarry Lake will be compromised as the new construction will be easily viewed from this
pristine, natural area (something that was greatly protected when we built our home near Quarry Lake) and
wildlife corridors will be impacted negatively.
I urge you to represent all your constituents in this re‐zoning application and not just three people that are out
to make millions and those 15 owners or renters that may require a perpetually affordable home or affordable
home to rent. It is debatable whether or not the 15 affordable units will even come to fruition because there
may not be buyers qualified for PAH (in which case these units will be turned into market units which has
happened before in Canmore) and there is no requirement that the secondary suites be actually
rented. Countless hours of volunteer time has gone into opposing this rezoning application a second time by
many volunteers in our neighbourhood as this is an issue that is very important to the people in this
neighbourhood. This is not a "neighbourhood squabble" nor is it about "popularity". It is about people
1

coming together to work together because they feel very strongly that they have been wronged. I am very
proud of our neighbourhood and hope that things can be righted.
We need leadership and integrity in these circumstances. Please vote no on the rezoning application.
Karen Gruman
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opposed

Opposed
Sandra Hamilton
Canmore, AB

November 17, 2015
Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Council:
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
I am a new resident of Quarry Pines and understand there is a second
application for re-zoning and development of the forested parcels of land in my
neighbourhood. I am opposed to this application.
I recently purchased my home in Quarry Pines and know that the proximity to
forested lands was one of the main reasons I was attracted to this location.
These lands are not only enjoyed by those living nearby but also by residents
from other Canmore neighbourhoods and by visitors from other parts of the
country and world. They are also the focus of family and sport events. The town’s
elected officials’ 2015 decision to respect the Settlement Agreement validated my
decision to pay a premium for the privilege of living in Quarry Pines.
As in other urban areas large parcels of green space have been reserved to
enhance the lives of those who frequent it. I believe we are all aware of examples
that not only provide citizens with all the positive benefits of green space, but
also highlight the foresight of planners. Quarry Park and its environs is that green
space for the town of Canmore. In the future, if it continues to be enjoyed by
residents and visitors, it will be held as an example of our Mayor and Council’s
determination to provide not only for present but also for future generations.
Prior to the first application’s hearing, many neighbours spent hours canvassing
for signatures, collecting facts regarding wildlife and other environmental
considerations, as well as learning the history of the Settlement Agreement. This
process is being repeated for this second hearing. With respect, I ask you to
consider the well-researched information and expert advice provided by those
who will submit their work to you and arrive at the same conclusion as last time.
Please make this decision based on the long-term benefits to your electorate, the
citizens of Canmore.
Sincerely,
Sandra Hamilton

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tom Hammill
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 3:32 PM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Dear council members,
I oppose this re‐zoning on so many levels. I agree with the issues raised by my neighbours and feel that the current
Council needs to honor prior commitments made by previous Councils. The 1998 Settlement Agreement should not be
set side.
My greatest concerns relate to the traffic & parking congestion that will be created with so many new residences in an
already high density neighborhood. Dozens of cars currently park on both sides of the street in the neighbourhood
compromising personal safety and limiting access for fire and rescue. This is already a bad situation in the summer, but
after a snowfall, it is compounded as evidenced by this last week’s situation. Turning a blind eye to where dozens of
additional vehicles will park is irresponsible, unsafe and not fair to the current residents who currently live in the area.
My family settled in Canmore to escape the congestion, hustle and bustle of the big cities. We love the isolated and
peaceful feeling you get walking around Quarry Lake and we see wildlife almost every day right where the development
is proposed. Developing close to Quarry lake and next to one of the busiest wildlife corridors in the Bow Valley goes
against everything we moved here for.
There are better solutions and locations for affordable housing and I trust that Council will do the right thing and not
allow this rezoning.
Tom & Hetty Hammill
Canmore, Alberta

1

opposed
November 16, 2015
Canmore, AB T1W 2Y7
Mayor and Council,
Town of Canmore
Re: Opposition to Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment (Draft Bylaw 2015-19)
I oppose the development proposed in the above noted draft bylaw. The major reasons for my
opposition are as follows:


Significant Overcrowding. The proposed development follows the common but highly
undesirable practice of placing public or “affordable” housing into discrete, crowded areas. A far
more enlightened approach is encouraged in the draft municipal development plan; that of
distributing such housing throughout the community. It is far better to have mixed use, livable
neighborhoods than to create overcrowded and monolithic ones. The Peaks of Grassi
neighborhood already suffers from a significant level of overcrowding. The most obvious
problem is inadequate provision for cars and the resulting illegal parking. I suggest that it would
be far better to follow the development pattern recommended in the draft municipal
development plan than to follow an outdated policy of concentrating low cost housing in a single,
already overcrowded community.
To suggest, as the applicant under this bylaw has suggested, that more development should be
permitted as it is only adding a few more housing units of a type already present ignores the
simple fact that there are too many such units already present. The proposed number of
additional housing units is actually considerably more than just a few. If 27 to 40 families are
added to the neighborhood, it is safe to assume there will be an additional 50 to 80 cars added.

o

Breaching Promises Given in the 1998 Settlement Agreement. Although council may legally
break a promise made by a previous council, doing so in this case is not ethically defensible.
There is no necessity to build more homes in the Peaks of Grassi neighborhood as there is ample
developable land available in the town and in nearby areas. There is no overwhelming benefit to
the current proposal, but considerable opposition. In brief, it is the usual case whereby some
people benefit and others are harmed. Accordingly, breaching the 1998 settlement agreement
will most certainly result in citizens losing trust in the Town of Canmore and in the town’s
agents. It is absolutely appropriate for the town to protect its reputation for honesty and to
maintain the clearest and most consistent regulatory framework.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my views on, and my opposition to, proposed bylaw 2015-19.
Sincerely,
Doug Hebert

opposed
Cheryl Hyde
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Bob Heggie
Friday, November 20, 2015 9:54 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19)

I oppose Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19) and that the intent of the
Settlement Agreement should be upheld.
Thank you,
Bob Heggie

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to whom they are addressed. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or
copy this e-mail.
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opposed

November 19, 2015
Canmore, AB
Dear Mayor and Councilors:
Opposition

By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law

Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning.

I am writing to oppose this application to rezone the 4 acres of UR in our neighbourhood.
Many of my neighbours and Canmore residents have written detailed, eloquent letters
outlining why this application should be declined. The reasons are numerous and
substantial. I am puzzled why our council is considering this application less than 8 months
after it was unanimously defeated following an exceptionally well prepared and attended
public hearing.
The developers are now proposing even greater density for Peaks of Grassi – forty
additional dwellings.
Should council approve this rezoning application- this is what they must turn a blind eye
to:
1. Two substantive, historic, legal documents – the Settlement agreement, and the
NRCB ruling must be ignored
2. Greatly exacerbated traffic and safety issues on the West end of Lawrence Grassi
Ridge, and to a lesser extent in the entire Peaks neighbourhood
3. Increased propensity for serious human-wildlife interaction along a well used
wildlife thoroughfare
4. Exacerbated parking issues in an already challenged neighbourhood
5. Allowing greatly increased development next to the Quarry Lake Habitat patch
6. Infringement of natural views from Quarry Lake
7. Flooding risks from steep creeks and intrusive mitigation efforts
8. Breach of fiduciary responsibilities by developers
9. Construction noise and traffic for all residents of this built out neighbourhood for
the next several years
10. Loss of green spaces in the Phase 3 Quarry Pines area promised by both developers
and the Town of Canmore
Administration routinely states that all of these issues can be dealt with at the sub-division
stage. My level of cynicism based on past development applications in this town prevent me
from accepting that at face value. If this rezoning is approved, there is no turning back.
The inclusion of 7 PAH units seems to be what drives this Council to contemplate accepting
this proposal.

opposed
I am disappointed that the legitimate opposition and concerns of hundreds of residents of
Canmore will be potentially ignored for the promise of 7 PAH units. The signal this sends to
any developer is that the addition of the “right” number of PAH units, will allow you to
work around all exisiting bylaws and truly maximize your return. Is this the mandate
Council was given when we elected you? How are you valuating the costs on the hundreds
who oppose this rezoning? Are you willing to overlook just about everything to possibly
obtain 7 PAH units?
I sincerely hope not. In Councilor Comfort’s own words- I urge you to “go to your moral
compass” and reject this application to rezone our Urban Reserve.
Wendy Hibbard

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Christine
Saturday, November 21, 2015 9:37 PM
Cheryl Hyde
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Lisa de Soto
Bylaw 2015-19

Mayor Borrowman and Town Councilors,
I oppose Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment to change the zoning of three
parcels of land in Quarry Pines from Urban Reserve to Direct Control District to allow residential
development.
I am a Mother of three young children who enjoy visiting their grand parents in the Quarry Pines
district of Canmore. The character of this community is evident from its visual setting among
mature pine forests that were obviously a factor in naming this district. The development proposal
which could add as many as 40 additional residential units, almost doubling the population on this
beautiful street is unreasonable even if it was not contrary, as it is, to a legal settlement agreement
that limits the development of this district. My young children who come to Canmore for a
wonderful mountain experience would now find themselves in a dense urban district with a steep
hill that poses a traffic risk because of its blind corners. Doubling the traffic on Lawrence Grassi
Ridge west of Kamenka is not reasonable or fair.
I appeal to your sense of fairness to not betray the trust that Canmore residents had placed in the
Town’s administration. Please vote against this land use bylaw for rezoning this valuable green
space in Quarry Pines.
Dr. Christine Hitesman
Edmonton
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Hitesman <
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 2:17 PM
Cheryl Hyde; John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi
Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Lisa de Soto
Land Use Bylaw 2015-19 - Rezoning in Peaks of Grassi

Greetings Mayor and Councillors,
We oppose Land Use Bylaw 2015-19 rezoning in Peaks of Grassi.
We visit relatives in Canmore and we value Quarry Lake park and the character of the Quarry
Pines district of the Peaks of Grassi. We can certainly understand how people were attracted to
this area because of its unique character. It is indeed beautiful.
We understand that prospective buyers were assured that the neighbourhood would retain its
character because it was already at its maximum approved density. Citizens should be able to
rely on their local government to honour the commitments made at the time of making their
investment in real estate. If they cannot rely on their local government, who can they trust?
Does Canmore want to develop a reputation of being a community where developers are free to
change the rules at any time if Canmore reneges on the assurances that so many residents have
relied upon to make what is likely the biggest single investment of their lives? We would hope
not!
Canmore is a jewel in Alberta's crown. Council must avoid making major irreversible decisions
that will change the community character forever in return for small and highly uncertain gains
towards solving any immediate problem, such as low cost or affordable housing. Land Use
Bylaw 2015-19 is spurious if its intent is to address the issue of low cost or affordable housing.
There are other options available and worth considering seriously.
Sincerely,
David & Marlene Hitesman
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Opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Drew Holloway
Saturday, October 24, 2015 7:57 AM
Cheryl Hyde
FW: Peaks Landing

To: jborrowman@canmore.ca; skrausert@canmore.ca; jmccallum@canmore.ca;
erussell@canmore.ca; rseeley@canmore.ca; ecomfort@canmore.ca; vsandford@canmore.ca
Subject: Peaks Landing
Date: Wed, 21 Oct 2015 10:15:34 ‐0600
I attended the Peaks Landing Bylaw 1st reading last night with considerable interest as I live across the street
from this proposed development.
First I would like to commend you all for the thought and debate that surrounded this application! It is a
shame of course that you are now forced to hear another application so close to your unanimously turning
down the previous application!
In particular I think that your discussion regarding parking hit one of the issues head on. With a potential of 40
additional units I think it would be safe to say there will be an additional 90 cars. I think I heard Patrick
correctly that there would be enough parking spots for all of these potential vehicles with not tandem
driveways. The presentation I attended at POGA by the developers indicated that the driveways at the
townhouses would all be tandem. If there are enough spots provided that would mean 432 ‐ 720 ft (90x8') of
road frontage would be driveways ( a little over 1.5 to 2 football fields of concrete) " Management of on‐site
parking and traffic volumes on local roads " is the MDP statement that needs to be addressed for sure.
"Maintaining the character of existing neighbourhoods is important to local residents. This is not achieved by
the preservation of the existing built form or limiting development on underutilized lands, but rather by
ensuring that new development fits with the scale, look and feel of the neighbourhood. It also means that the
concerns and interests of the neighbourhood are considered during the planning process through meaningful
engagement. "
This project does not meet the draft MDP above in that there are no townhouses at all on this street, so would
change the character and the look and the feel. I believe that you as a council & administration have been
good at engagement. To date I have not had a meaningful discussion with the developers even though I have
made the effort to do so. Their open houses have not been a dialogue but a telling us what is to be done. I
grant that by the time I got home from an extended holiday, relationships in the neighbourhood were at a
dreadful low.
I also believe that by calling this area Peaks instead of Quarry Pines, which is name on the entrance, kiosk
clouds the issue on density. I think if you look around the Quarry Pines area we are much lower density than
the Peaks, which is one of the reasons I built this home here.
1

I also found your discussion about Rotary at this meeting connects to the Peaks/Quarry Pines area. If I heard
you all correctly, you wanted to respect the decision of a previous council on Rotary. Should this not be the
same? ie. that the Settlement Agreement, a decision by a previous council should not be respected? If I
remember correctly the Town made some concessions to Three Sisters at the time so perhaps the Town
should ask for those concessions be returned if the settlement agreement is to not be respected.
The MDP talks about infill when there is a shortage of land. Well with Stewart Creek and Smith Creek plus
Dead Man's Flats coming on stream I do not think the argument can be made yet that there is a shortage of
land.
It was an interesting discussion about the Duplex suites. Although I agree with your intent I think that these
duplexes will not fall under affordable housing. With an average house cost at $612,000 for the 27 units (
according to the application forms) the duplexes will cost significantly more than affordable. This will also raise
the cost of building the home, thus making it less affordable. It might be interesting to do a survey in this
neighbourhood to see how many of the suites are being rented? I know for sure that two are not and one of
them is owned by one of the three developers. Have you considered a tax incentive to make all suites in town
open for occupation? ( no I do not have a suite in my duplex, if I did it would be rented)
As far as wildlife conflict I think fencing our neighbourhood is not the answer and these homes will not provide
a barrier. The animals just travel between the homes, part of the character of the neighbourhood. With the
additional number of pets that will come with these new homes we will certainly need the Towns assistance to
not increase pet/ wildlife conflicts!
So I have bent your ears longer than I should, however if you would like to discuss further please feel free to
give me a call. 403‐609‐3710
Thank you for all your efforts to assure public engagement and a fair hearing of the neighbourhood opposition
to this poorly timed project!
Drew Holloway
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opposed
	
  
Canmore,	
  Alberta	
  

	
  

November	
  24,	
  2015	
  
Mayor	
  John	
  Borrowman	
  and	
  Canmore	
  Town	
  Council	
  
Town	
  of	
  Canmore	
  
902	
  7th	
  Avenue	
  
Canmore,	
  AB	
  
T1W	
  3K1	
  
Dear	
  Mayor	
  and	
  Canmore	
  Council	
  
Re:	
  

Peaks	
  Landing	
  Application	
  for	
  Rezoning	
  -‐	
  Bylaw	
  2015-‐19	
  

Canmore	
  Council	
  will	
  now	
  have	
  received	
  many	
  communications	
  in	
  advance	
  of	
  the	
  November	
  24th	
  Public	
  
Hearing	
  that	
  reflect	
  the	
  opposition	
  of	
  Canmore	
  residents	
  to	
  the	
  Peaks	
  Landing	
  application	
  to	
  rezone	
  4	
  
acres	
  of	
  Urban	
  Reserve	
  (UR)	
  in	
  Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi	
  to	
  allow	
  for	
  residential	
  uses.	
  I	
  will	
  focus	
  mainly	
  on	
  some	
  
historical	
  details	
  leading	
  up	
  to	
  the	
  Settlement	
  Agreement	
  that	
  Council	
  so	
  wisely	
  recognized	
  as	
  being	
  
important	
  when	
  it	
  unanimously	
  defeated	
  the	
  QuantumPlace	
  Development	
  proposal	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  the	
  
same	
  owners	
  (Hill,	
  Madlung	
  and	
  Doyon)	
  at	
  Second	
  Reading	
  only	
  9	
  months	
  ago.	
  What	
  I	
  am	
  providing	
  you	
  
in	
  the	
  following	
  is	
  some	
  relevant	
  information	
  about	
  Canmore	
  history	
  that	
  may	
  not	
  be	
  widely	
  known.	
  The	
  
graphics	
  on	
  page	
  2	
  demonstrate	
  in	
  some	
  detail	
  why	
  the	
  1998	
  Settlement	
  Agreement	
  was	
  so	
  important	
  
then	
  and	
  certainly	
  remains	
  so	
  today.	
  
The	
  top	
  map	
  on	
  page	
  2	
  shows	
  what	
  the	
  April	
  1996	
  submission	
  from	
  Three	
  Sisters	
  Resorts	
  Inc.	
  (TSRI)	
  
proposed	
  for	
  development	
  in	
  Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi,	
  including	
  the	
  area	
  of	
  proposed	
  residential	
  development	
  
around	
  Quarry	
  Lake.	
  TSRI	
  recognized	
  the	
  controversial	
  nature	
  of	
  the	
  Quarry	
  Lake	
  residential	
  proposal	
  
(shown	
  in	
  green)	
  and	
  acknowledged	
  that	
  the	
  Pods	
  7	
  &	
  8	
  (Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi)	
  development	
  (shown	
  in	
  
orange)	
  could	
  be	
  considered	
  separately	
  from	
  the	
  controversial	
  Quarry	
  Lake	
  residential	
  proposal.	
  This	
  
TSRI	
  submission	
  demonstrates	
  the	
  aggressive	
  development	
  stance	
  that	
  was	
  being	
  pursued	
  by	
  TSRI	
  at	
  
that	
  time.	
  Fortunately,	
  for	
  all	
  current	
  residents	
  of	
  Canmore,	
  Administration	
  and	
  Council	
  refused	
  to	
  
approve	
  the	
  TSRI	
  plan.	
  Stan	
  Milner	
  stepped	
  forward	
  by	
  means	
  of	
  the	
  Rocky	
  Mountain	
  Heritage	
  
Foundation	
  to	
  protect,	
  for	
  future	
  generations,	
  the	
  community	
  jewel	
  that	
  Quarry	
  Lake	
  Park	
  clearly	
  now	
  
provides	
  for	
  all	
  of	
  us	
  (page	
  3).	
  Standing	
  up	
  for	
  Canmore	
  residents	
  in	
  opposition	
  to	
  the	
  over-‐sized	
  scale	
  of	
  
development	
  proposed	
  for	
  Peaks	
  in	
  1996	
  resulted	
  in	
  TSRI	
  appealing	
  the	
  Canmore	
  decision	
  to	
  limit	
  the	
  
Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi	
  development	
  to	
  the	
  45	
  acres	
  approved	
  by	
  the	
  1992	
  Natural	
  Resources	
  Conservation	
  
Board	
  decision,	
  not	
  the	
  61	
  acres	
  TSRI	
  proposed	
  to	
  develop.	
  The	
  TSRI	
  appeal	
  under	
  Section	
  619	
  of	
  the	
  
Municipal	
  Government	
  Act	
  was	
  originally	
  upheld	
  by	
  the	
  Municipal	
  Government	
  Board	
  (MGB),	
  but	
  the	
  
Town	
  of	
  Canmore	
  was	
  granted	
  leave	
  to	
  appeal	
  the	
  inconsistent	
  MGB	
  decision	
  to	
  the	
  Alberta	
  Court	
  of	
  
Appeal.	
  Obtaining	
  leave	
  to	
  appeal	
  to	
  Alberta’s	
  top	
  court	
  is	
  very	
  difficult	
  to	
  acquire.	
  
Having	
  succeeded	
  in	
  being	
  granted	
  that	
  right	
  of	
  appeal,	
  Canmore	
  brought	
  TSRI	
  back	
  to	
  the	
  bargaining	
  
table	
  in	
  1997	
  resulting	
  in	
  year-‐long	
  negotiations	
  with	
  substantial	
  commitment	
  of	
  additional	
  costs	
  and	
  
resources	
  by	
  the	
  Town	
  of	
  Canmore.	
  Ultimately	
  the	
  Settlement	
  Agreement	
  Clause	
  4.1	
  capped	
  the	
  
development	
  in	
  Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi	
  at	
  a	
  maximum	
  of	
  45	
  acres	
  and	
  404	
  residential	
  units.	
  Any	
  residential	
  units	
  
built	
  at	
  Peaks	
  Landing,	
  unless	
  the	
  land	
  is	
  donated	
  to	
  the	
  Town	
  for	
  community	
  housing,	
  is	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  
1998	
  Settlement	
  Agreement	
  (Annex	
  1).	
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Quarry Lake - Weddings & Events
Quarry Lake Park offers outsl3nding mountain views in a natural
setting. Accessibility to ~ ceremony site is by a sloped gravel
pathway.The parking area is approximately 300 metres from~
site and p~ toilets are nearby.
Quarry Lake Park can acc:ommodate a wedd1ng or event of up to
170 people. The park will not be closed to~ general public during
your event. Weddings can be booked up to one year in advance.
Gates will not be unlocked for wedding ceremonies. Arrangements
for guests with mobility issues and onsite set-up and take-down
need to be made accordingly. In case of cancellation due to rain or
sncffl, the Town of Canmore will refund your rental fee upon
request.
If you would like to hold a wedding or event at Quarry Lake Park ~

is bookable through the Town of Canmore.
~g

C®cdioatorformorv
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TSRI	
  achieved	
  substantial	
  success	
  through	
  most	
  of	
  the	
  more	
  than	
  70	
  clauses	
  in	
  the	
  1998	
  Settlement	
  
Agreement	
  (Annex	
  1)	
  in	
  which	
  most	
  of	
  these	
  clauses	
  (vs.	
  clause	
  4.1	
  addressing	
  the	
  Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi	
  
development	
  cap)	
  were	
  devoted	
  to	
  providing	
  assurances	
  to	
  TSRI	
  about	
  what	
  it	
  was	
  seeking	
  to	
  allow	
  it	
  to	
  
proceed	
  with	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  down-‐valley	
  development	
  ultimately	
  creating	
  Three	
  Sisters	
  Mountain	
  Village.	
  	
  
Despite	
  the	
  clear	
  benefits	
  it	
  received	
  from	
  the	
  Settlement	
  Agreement,	
  TSRI	
  violated	
  at	
  least	
  the	
  spirit	
  of	
  
Clause	
  5.3	
  of	
  the	
  1998	
  Settlement	
  Agreement	
  that	
  states:	
  	
  	
  
“5.3	
  The	
  Developers	
  acknowledge	
  that	
  the	
  Master	
  Zoning	
  Bylaw	
  is	
  intended	
  to	
  put	
  in	
  place	
  some	
  zoning	
  
and	
  approval	
  mechanisms	
  that	
  are	
  generally	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  NRCB	
  Decision	
  and	
  the	
  Developers	
  
further	
  acknowledge	
  that	
  future	
  appeals	
  under	
  Section	
  619	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  undertaken	
  if	
  future	
  approvals	
  
under	
  the	
  Master	
  Zoning	
  Bylaw	
  are	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  NRCB	
  Decision.”	
  	
  
On	
  June	
  21,	
  1999	
  only	
  14	
  months	
  after	
  signing	
  the	
  Settlement	
  Agreement,	
  when	
  Canmore	
  Council	
  was	
  
considering	
  the	
  250-‐page	
  Land	
  Use	
  By-‐Law	
  09-‐99,	
  TSRI	
  directly	
  threatened	
  Canmore	
  Council	
  (Annex	
  2)	
  
that	
  it	
  would	
  appeal	
  that	
  major	
  By-‐Law	
  unless	
  the	
  lands	
  now	
  proposed	
  for	
  Peaks	
  Landing	
  were	
  zoned	
  as	
  
Urban	
  Reserve	
  rather	
  than	
  the	
  intended	
  Wildlands	
  Conservation	
  and	
  Public	
  Use	
  District.	
  Canmore	
  
Council	
  in	
  1999	
  accepted	
  this	
  demand	
  by	
  Three	
  Sisters	
  because	
  it	
  believed	
  that	
  the	
  Settlement	
  
Agreement	
  would	
  be	
  respected	
  by	
  future	
  Councils,	
  particularly	
  given	
  what	
  it	
  achieved	
  in	
  providing	
  a	
  
meaningful	
  legacy	
  for	
  Canmorites.	
  Even	
  though	
  the	
  TSRI	
  case	
  for	
  an	
  appeal	
  was	
  weak,	
  Canmore	
  would	
  
have	
  had	
  to	
  wait	
  6	
  or	
  more	
  months	
  to	
  even	
  have	
  the	
  appeal	
  heard,	
  thereby	
  tying	
  up	
  a	
  major	
  land	
  use	
  
bylaw	
  addressing	
  many	
  other	
  important	
  issues.	
  
Hopefully,	
  Councillors	
  will	
  seek	
  an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  discuss	
  what	
  actually	
  happened	
  in	
  1999	
  directly	
  with	
  
Ron	
  Casey,	
  who	
  was	
  the	
  recipient,	
  as	
  Mayor,	
  of	
  this	
  demand	
  from	
  TSRI.	
  In	
  summary,	
  the	
  situation	
  we	
  
face	
  today,	
  is	
  largely	
  the	
  result	
  of	
  Canmore	
  Council	
  placing	
  faith	
  in	
  the	
  hard	
  won	
  Settlement	
  Agreement.	
  
Those	
  difficult	
  but	
  far-‐reaching	
  decisions	
  by	
  former	
  Canmore	
  Councils	
  have	
  left	
  us	
  a	
  valuable	
  legacy,	
  one	
  
certainly	
  worth	
  maintaining.	
  
Finally,	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  matter	
  of	
  public	
  record	
  that	
  TSRI	
  and	
  its	
  agent,	
  Alpine	
  Homes,	
  including	
  its	
  General	
  
Manager	
  Lawrence	
  Hill,	
  promoted	
  and	
  assured	
  the	
  security	
  of	
  the	
  green	
  space	
  in	
  marketing	
  properties	
  
in	
  Quarry	
  Pines	
  (see	
  page	
  5).	
  Buyers	
  chose	
  the	
  properties	
  they	
  purchased,	
  in	
  many	
  cases	
  like	
  ours	
  as	
  the	
  
largest	
  single	
  investment	
  that	
  we	
  own,	
  based	
  primarily	
  on	
  the	
  character	
  of	
  Quarry	
  Pines.	
  That	
  character	
  
is	
  clearly	
  founded	
  on	
  the	
  prominent	
  green	
  space,	
  both	
  the	
  mature	
  forest	
  (Sites	
  1	
  and	
  2)	
  and	
  the	
  
remarkable	
  rock	
  outcrop	
  (Site	
  3).	
  These	
  are	
  described	
  in	
  the	
  Peaks	
  Landing	
  application	
  as	
  being	
  merely	
  
“vacant,	
  under-‐utilized	
  land”.	
  I	
  am	
  not	
  surprised	
  to	
  see	
  the	
  developers	
  describe	
  our	
  treasured	
  aesthetic	
  
community	
  character	
  in	
  such	
  self-‐serving	
  terms.	
  However,	
  to	
  have	
  our	
  community	
  planners,	
  who	
  we	
  
expect	
  to	
  be	
  working	
  for	
  all	
  Canmore	
  residents,	
  adopt	
  such	
  a	
  description	
  of	
  these	
  lands	
  in	
  presenting	
  the	
  
Peaks	
  Landing	
  proposal	
  to	
  Council,	
  is	
  profoundly	
  disturbing.	
  Quarry	
  Pines	
  residents	
  who	
  made	
  the	
  major	
  
investment	
  decision	
  to	
  buy	
  homes	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  have	
  no	
  doubt	
  about	
  what	
  was	
  attractive	
  in	
  the	
  visual	
  
character	
  of	
  the	
  community	
  provided	
  by	
  these	
  green	
  spaces	
  (see	
  page	
  6).	
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The	
  green	
  space	
  that	
  dominates	
  the	
  visual	
  character	
  of	
  Quarry	
  Pines	
  and	
  was	
  a	
  major	
  factor	
  in	
  
guiding	
  the	
  property	
  investment	
  decisions	
  of	
  most	
  current	
  residents.	
  	
  
This	
  is	
  not	
  “vacant,	
  under-‐utilized	
  land”	
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I	
  appreciate	
  that	
  you	
  have	
  a	
  serious	
  and	
  significant	
  decision	
  to	
  make	
  that	
  will	
  have	
  major	
  implications	
  
for	
  the	
  future	
  of	
  Canmore.	
  You	
  have	
  been	
  provided	
  through	
  many	
  submissions	
  from	
  many	
  concerned	
  
citizens	
  with	
  a	
  very	
  long	
  list	
  of	
  valid	
  concerns.	
  These	
  many	
  reasons	
  allow	
  you	
  to	
  maintain	
  and	
  support	
  
the	
  character	
  of	
  a	
  very	
  special	
  community	
  in	
  Peaks	
  of	
  Grassi	
  by	
  denying	
  the	
  Peaks	
  Landing	
  application	
  
for	
  rezoning.	
  
Thank	
  you	
  for	
  your	
  time	
  and	
  attention	
  to	
  this	
  matter.	
  
Yours	
  sincerely,	
  

Steve	
  E.	
  Hrudey	
  
	
  
Canmore	
  
Annex	
  1:	
  	
  April	
  7,	
  1998	
  Settlement	
  Agreement	
  
Annex	
  2:	
  	
  June	
  21,	
  1999	
  TSRI	
  letter	
  to	
  Mayor	
  and	
  Council	
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ANNEX 1

TillS AGREEMENT MADE THE

-1-

DAY OF APRlL, A.D. 1998

COPY

BETWEEN:
THE TOWN OF CANMORE,
a municipal corporation
("the Town")

OF THE FIRST PART

-ANDTHREE SISTERS RESORTS INC.
a body corporate duly authorized
to carry on business in the
Province of Alberta
("the Developers")
OF THE SECOND PART

AGREEMENT

WHEREAS in November, 1992 the Natural Resources Conservation Board ("the
NRCB") issued a decision ("the NRCB Decision") which approved, in part, an application by Three
Sisters Resorts Inc. ("Three Sisters") to develop, for residential, commercial and recreational
purposes, certain lands owned or controlled by Three Sisters within the Town;

AND WHEREAS on September 1, 1995 Section 619 of the Municipal Government
Act (Alberta) came into force, which Section inter alia, requires a municipality in certain
circumstances to amend its Land-Use Bylaw if the municipality receives an application for an
amendment which complies with an approval of the NRCB;

AND WHEREAS on April 10, 1996 Three Sisters applied to the Town to amend
the Town's Land-Use Bylaw to allow for the development, for residential purposes, of Pods 7 & 8;

AND WHEREAS the Town on July 22, 1996 only approved Three Sisters'
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application in part because, inter ali!h the Town was of the view that the application was not in
confonnity with the NRCB Decision and that, in any event, Section 619 did not apply to the NRCB
Decision since Section 619 came into force subsequent to the issuance of the NRCB Decision;

AND WHEREAS on July 31, 1996 Three Sisters appealed to the Municipal
Government Board ("the Board") the Town's decision of July 22, 1996 on the grounds that Three
Sisters' application was in confonnity with the NRCB Decision and that the Town had a legal
obligation to amend the Town's Land-Use Bylaw in accordance with Three Sisters' application;

At'ID WHEREAS on February 28, 1997 the Board issued Order 35/97 ("the Board

Decision") which ordered the Town to amend the Town's Land-Use Bylaw in accordance with
Three Sisters' application of April 10, 1996;

AND WHEREAS on March 20, 1997 the Town commenced Alberta Court of
Appeal Action 9703-0154-AC seeking leave to appeal the Board Decision on various questions of
law and jurisdiction;

AND WHEREAS on April9, 1997, a Justice of the Alberta Court of Appeal granted
to the Town leave to appeal the Board Decision on various questions of!aw and jurisdiction;

AND WHEREAS the Developers desire to obtain assurances from the Town in
respect to the long tenn use of the Three Sisters Lands;

AND WHEREAS subsequent to the Alberta Court of Appeal granting leave, the
Town and the Developers entered into discussions in an attempt to resolve various differences
between them, including the ultimate zoning of the Three Sisters Lands;

AND WHEREAS the Town and the Developers have reached an agreement on a
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variety of issues and wish to reduce their various agreements to writing;

NOW THEREFORE WITNESSETH THAT in consideration of the terms,
conditions, covenants and provisios hereinafter set forth, the Town and the Developers agree as
follows.

1.

Defmitions

1.1

In this Agreement:

(a)

"Master Zoning Bylaw" means the docwnent attached to this Agreement as
Schedule "A" which is intended to be adopted by the Town as an
amendment to, and incorporated in, the Town's Land-Use Bylaw No.
18(1986).

(b)

"NRCB Decision" means the Decision Report of the Natural Resources
Conservation Board dated November, 1992 in respect to Application #91 03
made to the Natural Resources Conservation Board.

(c)

"Pod" has the same meaning as in the NRCB Decision.

(d)

"Section 619" means Section 619 of the Municipal Government Act
(Alberta).

(e)

"Three Sisters Lands" means those lands approved for development by the
NRCB in the NRCB Decision.

(f)

"Town", depending on the context, means the Municipal Corporation of the
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Town of Canmore or the area within the corporate boundaries of the Town.

(g)

"Site" has the same meaning as in the Master Zoning Bylaw.

(h)

Words and phrases used in both this Agreement and in the Master Zoning
Bylaw shall have the same meaning.

(i)

Unless the context otherwise requires, the singular shall include the plural,
the plural shall include the singular, and any word indicating gender shall
include the masculine, the feminine and the neuter.

2.

Passage of Master Zoning Bylaw

2.1

The Town covenants that on or before April15, 1998, the Town shall present to the

Town Council the Master Zoning Bylaw for purposes of second and third reading and that the
Town Council shall give good faith consideration to giving second and third reading to the Master
Zoning Bylaw.

2.2

In the event that the Town Council does not within the time limit specified pass the

Master Zoning Bylaw in substantially the same form and content as set forth in Schedule "A" then

this Agreement shall automatically terminate and be of no force or effect.

3.

Court of Appeal Action 9703-0154-AC

3.1

It is agreed that nothing in this Agreement constitutes a settlement of Alberta Court

of Appeal Action 9703-0154-AC and whether the said action is to be taken to its completion or is to
be settled shall be a matter for future discussions between the Town and Three Sisters.
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4.

Development of Pods 7 and 8

I
!

!

4.1

The Town and the Developers agree that the Gross Developable Area for Pods 7 &

8 combined shall not exceed 45 acres and that the density of Pods 7 & 8 combined shall not exceed
404 Residential Units; provided that in the event that the Developers donate to the Town, or the
Town's nominee, lands within Pods 7 or 8 for purposes of community housing then the lands
donated and any Residential Units constructed thereon shall not be counted when calculating the
said 45 acres and 404 Residential Units.

5.

Master Zoning Bylaw

5.1

This Section of this Agreement is intended to clarifY and assist in the interpretation

of the overall intent of the Master Zoning Bylaw.

5.2 ~

The Town acknowledges that the general intent of the Master Zoning Bylaw is to

provide a reasonable level of certainty of the use for the ultimate development of the Three Sisters
Lands and the Town covenants that it will expeditiously and in good faith process and give due
consideration to all applications and approvals contemplated in the Master Zoning Bylaw.

5.3

The Developers acknowledge that the Master Zoning Bylaw is intended to put in

place some zoning and approval mechanisms which are generally consistent with the NRCB
Decision and the Developers further acknowledge that future appeals under Section 619 will not be
undertaken if future approvals under the Master Zoning Bylaw are consistent with the NRCB
Decision.

5.4

The Developers covenant that they will comply with the provisions of the Master

Zoning Bylaw and will expeditiously and in good faith follow the procedures contemplated in the
Master Zoning Bylaw and will expeditiously and in good faith provide all information. and

I
,,

I

I
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documentation specified in the Master Zoning Bylaw which is reasonably required by the Town to
process and decide upon any application or approval for the subdivision or development of the
Three Sisters Lands.

5.5

Nothing in this Agreement limits nor precludes the right of the Developers from

time to time, in accordance with the Master Zoning Bylaw or Part 17 of the Municipal Government
Act, to apply for or seek approval for changes or amendments to the Master Zoning Bylaw or any
decision or approval made pursuant to the Master Zoning Bylaw.

5.6

Nothing in this Agreement limits nor precludes the right of the Town, in accordance

with Part 17 of the Municipal Government Act, from time to time to change or amend the Master
Zoning Bylaw.

5.7

In the event that either the Town or the Developers are of the opinion that changes

or amendments to the Master Zoning Bylaw, or any approval or decision thereunder, is necessary or
appropriate, the Town or the Developers, as the case may be, shall first consult with the other party
prior to initiating any formal process for change or amendment.

6.

Gross Developable Area for a Site

6.1

This Section is intended to clarify and assist in the interpretation of Clause (b) of the

definition of "Gross Developable Area" ("GDA") in the Master Zoning Bylaw.

6.2

It is acknowledged by the parties that the primary intent of the said Clause (b) is to

exclude from the GDA those areas within a site which are used primarily for golf course purposes,
but the parties also acknowledge that there will be other circumstances (eg. lands used for parkland
purposes) where lands are developable and privately owned, but not used for normal residential,
commercial or industrial purposes, and which are intended to be excluded from the GDA.

- 7-

6.3

In the event that there is any disagreement between the Town and the Developers as

to whether a particular area should be excluded from the GDA for a Site, the parties shall meet and
attempt in good faith to resolve the disagreement.

6.4

For purposes of attempting to resolve a disagreement, as contemplated in paragraph

6.3, the parties shall take into account all matters relevant to the question of whether the area in
dispute is used or proposed to be used primarily for residential, recreational, commercial or
industrial purposes including, but not so as to limit the generality of the foregoing, the actual or
proposed use, access to the area by individuals and the public generally, the manner in which use
and access is to be controlled and the relationship between the use or proposed use of the area in
dispute and the use or proposed use of adjacent areas.

6.5

Nothing in this Section limits any remedy that the Town or Three Sisters may

otherwise have to ensure compliance with the provisions of the Master Zoning Bylaw.

7.
7.1

Sequence of Development Within Three Sisters Lands

__ ,_-.-__

~

This Section is intended to clarify and assist in the interpretation of Section G.9 of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

7.2

The Town and the Developers agree that the intent of Section G.9 is to ensure that

necessary infrastructure and roadways are available or constructed when land is subdivided and
developed, and further, that Section G.9 does not prevent the Developers from proceeding with a
non-contiguous or "leap frog" subdivision and development if the Developers concurrently
construct adequate infrastructure and roadways to service the proposed subdivision and
development to the Town's normal standards.
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8.

Residential Growth Phasing

8.1

This Section is intended to clarify and assist in the interpretation of Section G.IO of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

8.2

The Town and the Developers acknowledge that it is the intent of Section G.IO to

provide assurances to the Developers that the Developers will be able in each year to place on the
market a certain minimum number of Residential Units, but the parties also acknowledge that the
implementation monitoring of growth phasing will be difficult due to market and other factors and
the parties therefore agree that it will be necessary to use a flexible approach to achieve the intent of
Section G.IO.

8.3

Although Section G.IO contemplates that the minimum annual residential growth

within the Three Sisters Lands is to be monitored by reference to subdivision plans endorsed by the
Town, the Town acknowledges that circumstances may arise where it is inappropriate or
undesirable, in a particular year, for residential development to proceed for all or a portion of an
area in respect to which a subdivision plan has been endorsed by the Town.

8.4

In the event that the development of residential lots has been approved (Approved

Lots) by the endorsement of a subdivision plan, the Developers shall have the right to seek approval
from the Town to "bank" any or all of the Approved Lots. During the time that any Approved Lots
are banked, such banked lots shall not be counted in the annual allotment of Residential Units
contemplated in Section G.IO.

8.5

In the event that the Town approves the banking of any Approved Lots, the

Developers covenant that they will not undertake nor allow any housing construction on such
Approved Lots so long as the Approved Lots are banked, and further, the Developers covenant that
they will not sell, transfer, lease or otherwise dispose of such Approved Lots to any person or firm
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as long as the Approved Lots are banked, other than as provided in this Section.

8.6

Where Approved Lots have been banked, the Developers may sell, transfer, lease or

otherwise dispose of such Approved Lots to an affiliate or subsidiary of the Developers; provided,
that any such affiliate or subsidiary has first entered into a written agreement with the Town, in
form and content satisfactory to the Town, which ensures to the Town that no housing construction
will be undertaken or allowed so long as such Approved Lots are banked.

8.7

If the Town receives a request from the Developers to bank any Approved Lots,

upon the Town receiving assurances satisfactory to the Town, acting reasonably, that no housing
construction will be undertaken or allowed on such Approved Lots, the Town shall approve the
Developers' request to bank the Approved Lots.

8.8

If Approved Lots have been banked, subject always to the annual residential

allotment contemplated in Section G.!O, the Developers may at anytime thereafter, upon written
notice to the Town; remove any or all of the Approved Lots from the "bank" and in such an event
the Developers may undertake or allow the construction of housing on the Approved Lots removed
from the bank.

8.9

In the event that the Developers seek the endorsement of a subdivision plan which

includes any lots intended for multi-unit residential development, the Town and the Developers
shall, prior to the endorsement of the subdivision plan, meet and attempt to agree on the number of
Residential Units which will likely be constructed on such multiple housing sites.

8.10

In the event that the Town and the Developers agree on the number of Residential

Units likely to be constructed on a multiple housing site, then, subject to paragraph 8.12, the
number of Residential Units agreed upon shall be used to calculate the annual allotment of
Residential Units, as contemplated in Section G.!O, for the particular year.
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8.11

In the event that the Town and the Developers do not agree on the number of

Residential Units likely to be constructed on a multiple housing site, then the Town shall on its own
establish the number of Residential Units likely to be constructed on the multiple housing site,
based upon the land use designation for the site, and the number of Residential Units established by
the Town, subject to paragraph 8.12, shall be used to calculate the annual allotment of Residential
Units, as contemplated in Section 0.1 0, for the particular year.

8.12

In the event that the number of Residential Units actually constructed on a multiple

housing site is greater or lesser than the number estimated pursuant to either paragraph 8.10 or 8.11,
when a development permit is issued for a multiple housing site, the annual allotment of
Residential Units, as contemplated in Section 0.10, for the then current year shall be adjusted
upwards or downwards to reflect the difference between the estimate and the actual number of
Residential Units authorized by the development permit.

8.13

The Town and the Developers agree that nothing in this Agreement or in Section

0.10 precludes the Developers from seeking approval from the Town, and the Town granting
approval, to increase, in any particular year, the minimum annual allotment of Residential Units
contemplated in Section 0.10.

9.

Community Land

9.1

This Section is intended to clarify and assist in the interpretation of Section 0.13 of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

9.2

The parties agree that it is contemplated that there are existing roadways within the

Three Sisters Lands, totalling approximately 3 5 acres in area, which are proposed to be closed by
the Town and exchanged with other lands owned by the Developers.
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9.3

The Town and the Developers agree that on or before June 30, 1998 they shall

identify and ascertain the actual area of roadways proposed to be closed, and which portions of
those roadways are developable and which are not developable, and in the event of a disagreement
between the Town and the Developers in respect to the actual area of the said roadways, or which
portions are developable and which are not developable, either party may refer the disagreement to
arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the Arbitration Act (Alberta).

9.4

For purposes of this Section 9, roadways shall be considered as developable if they

are of a similar nature and quality to other adjacent lands proposed to be developed and are capable
of being used for normal development purposes such as private lots, roadways, public utility lots
. and munidpaLieserve.
-·.
-------.-.----·

9.5

The Developers covenant that they shall transfer to the Town, free and clear of all

interests excepting interests acceptable to the Town acting reasonably, fully serviced lots within
Sites 2, 3 and 7 which shall be of an area, up to a maximum of 30 acres, equal to the area of
developable roadways to be transferred by the Town to the Developers.

9.6

When a Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision or an Area Structure Plan is prepared

and approved for Sites 2, 3 and 7, the Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision or Area Structure Plan
shall identify the approximate location of the lots to be transferred by the Developers to the Town
and the Developers shall in any subdivision application made concurrently or subsequently
incorporate the lots as part of the subdivision design.

9.7

The location, size and shape of the lots to be transferred by the Developers to the

Town shall be to the satisfaction of the Town acting reasonably.

9.8

The Town agrees it shall pay to the Developers a proportionate share of the
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servicing costs for the servicing of the subdivision in which a lot is located.

9.9

The Town and Developers shall negotiate the proportionate share of the servicing

costs payable by the Town and, failing agreement between the Town and the Developers, either
party may refer the matter to arbitration in accordance with the provisions of the Arbitration Act
(Alberta).

9.10

The Town shall pay its proportionate share of the servicing costs forthwith upon the

costs being determined and the Town receiving title to a lot.

9.11

For purposes of this Section 9, servicing costs shall mean on-site and off-site costs

prudently incurred which are fairly and reasonably attributable to the servicing of the particular
subdivision, and where appropriate shall include engineering and design costs, construction costs
for roadways, utilities and landscaping, testing costs, acreage assessments, supervision costs,
overhead costs and any other costs normally attributable, in the industry, to the development and
servicing of land.

9.12

When the Developers require title to any of the developable roadways identified

pursuant to paragraph 9.3, the Developers shall in writing request the Town to close the particular
roadways and transfer them to the Developers.

9.13

Upon receiving a request from the Developers to close and transfer a roadway

pursuant to paragraph 9.12, the Town shall in good faith prepare all necessary bylaws and present
such bylaws to the Town Council for consideration.

9.14

When a road closure bylaw is passed for a roadway identified pursuant to paragraph

9.3, and the Town has received all necessary approvals from the Minister of Transportation and
Utilities, the Town shall deliver to the Developers a registerable transfer for the closed roadway,
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free and clear of all interests excepting interests acceptable to the Developers acting reasonably.

9.15

In the event that the Town Council does not approve the closure of a developable

roadway identified pursuant to paragraph 9.3, then an amount equal to the area of such roadway
shall be deducted from the total area of the lots to be transferred by the Developer to the Town
pursuant to paragraph 9.5.

9.16

In the event that the Developers request the closure and transfer of developable

roadways in excess of 30 acres, or in the event that the Developers request the closure or transfer of
any roadways which are not developable, such a request shall be the subject of negotiations
between the Town and the Developers and shall be subject to further agreement between the
parties.

10.

Staff Accommodation

10.1

This Section is intended to clarify and assist in the interpretation of Section 0.14 of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

10.2

The Developers agree that they shall establish and be responsible for the operation

of a Staff Accommodation Authority or similar authority whose functions shall include the
operation and maintenance of Staff Accommodation.

10.3

The Developers shall consult with the Town in respect to the establishment and

operation of the Staff Housing Authority or similar authority.

10.4

The Town and the Developers agree that all Staff Accommodation shall meet the

requirements of the Master Zoning Bylaw in order to qualify as Staff Accommodation.
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11.

Wildlife Corridors and Highway Crossings

11.1

This Section is intended to clarifY and assist in the interpretation of Section G .15 of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

11.2

The Town agrees that it will cooperate with the Developers in respect to Three

Sisters securing approval from Alberta Environmental Protection for the location, within the Three
Sisters lands, of wildlife corridors and highway crossings as well as the development and
implementation of appropriate mitigation strategies.

12.

Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision and Development Standards

12.1

This Section is intended to clarifY and assist in the interpretation of Section G.20 of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

12.2

The Town and the Developers acknowledge that the intent of Section G.20 is to

provide for Sites 1,2A and 4 a framework for the subdivision and development of lands in a manner
analogous to an Area Structure Plan, but with greate?flexibiiit{

12.3

The Town and the Developers agree that the Developers may apply to the Town for

approval of a Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision for an entire Site or for a portion of a Site.

12.4

If the Developers apply to the Town for the approval of a Conceptual Scheme of

Subdivision for a portion of a Site, the requirements of Clause G.20(a) may be modified by the
Town, by deferring some of the requirements of Clause G.20(a) to the extent considered
appropriate by the Town, but in any event the application by the Developers shall, at minimum,
identifY the major transportation routes and public utilities within the entire Site and shall also
describe conceptual land uses within the entire Site.

- 15 -

!.

r
'

The Town and the Developers agree that the Developers shall be at liberty at any
time to apply to the Town to amend any Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision which has previously
been approved by the Town.

12.6

The Town agrees that when the Developers apply to the Town to approve a

Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision, or an amendment to a Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision, the
Town shall give good faith consideration, based on the land-use planning merits, to the Developers'
application.
I

12.7

The Town and the Developers agree that development standards different from

those set forth in the Master Zoning Bylaw may be established, upon application by the Developers
to the Town, on a subdivision by subdivision basis and need not be established when a Conceptual
Scheme of Subdivision is approved.

12.8

The Developers agree that for Sites other than Sites 1, 2A and 4 Area Structure

Plans shall be prepared and approved prior to subdivision and development.

13.

Site 1 Development Standards

13.1

This Section is intended to clarify and assist in the interpretation of Section 1.4 of

the Master Zoning Bylaw.

13.2

The Town and the Developers agree that Section 1.4 is intended to establish

development standards for Site 1 and that Section 1.4 does not require that either a resort
commercial centre or a business park be constructed at the same time that the Visitor
Accommodation Units for a resort centre are constructed.
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14.

Monitoring of Development

14.1

The purpose of this Section is to ensure that procedures are put in place which will

monitor compliance with the provisions of the Master Zoning Bylaw.

14.2

On or before December 15 in each year the Town and the Developer shall meet for

purposes of monitoring development within the Three Sisters Lands to ensure that development is
in compliance with the Master Zoning Bylaw generally, and more particularly, to provide an
ongoing monitoring mechanism in respect to those matters identified in paragraph 14.3.

14.3

When the Town and the Developers meet to monitor compliance with the Master

Zoning Bylaw, the parties shall, for the current year and past years, attempt to identify and reach
agreement in respect to the following matters:

(a)

The number and type of Residential Units approved for each Site;

(b)

The Gross Developable Area approved for each Site;

(c)

The number of Visitor Accommodation Units approved within the Three
Sisters Lands;

(d)

The number of Timeshare Units approved within the Three Sisters Lands;

(e)

The amount of Staff Accommodation made available within the Three
Sisters Lands;

(f)

The gross floor area of commercial development, of the type identified in
clause 1.4(f), which has been approved within Site 1;
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(g)

The amount of municipal reserve which has been dedicated in each Site;

(h)

The amount of Uncredited Municipal Reserve which has been dedicated in
each Site; and

(i)

The amount of Community Land provided to the Town as contemplated in
Section G.13 of the Master Zoning Bylaw.

14.4

In the event that the Town and the Developers are unable to reach agreement in

respect to any of the matters identified in paragraph 14.3, then the parties shall engage the services
of an independent mediator, acceptable to the parties, in a further attempt to reach agreement;
provided, that if mediation is not successful, the parties shall then be free to pursue any other
remedies available to them.

14.5

In the event that the Town and the Developers reach agreement in respect to any of

the matters identified in paragraph 14.3, then the agreement shall be documented for future
reference.

15.

NRCB Hearing Costs

15.1

The Town and the Developers acknowledge that Three Sisters has previously

represented to the Town that Three Sisters would reimburse the Town for certain of the costs
incurred by the Town in connection with the NRCB hearing process.

15.2

The Town and the Developers agree that the said costs incurred by the Town are in

the amount of $261,828.84, and further, the Developers covenant that they shall within 15 days of a
further subdivision being approved for Pods 7 and 8, unconditionally pay to the Town the said sum
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of $261,828.84.

15.3

The Town covenants that it will use its best efforts to expeditiously and diligently

process and present to council, for council's approval, any rezoning or subdivision application for
those portions of Pods 7 and 8 which have not yet been approved and subdivided for residential and
related development.

~

-. .
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16.

Other Matters

16.1

The parties to this Agreement shall execute and deliver all further documents and

assurances reasonably necessary to give effect to this Agreement and to discharge the respective
obligations of the parties.

A waiver by either party hereto of the strict performance by the other of any

16.2

covenant or provision of this Agreement shall not, of itself, constitute a waiver of any subsequent
breach of such covenant or provision or of any other covenant or provision of this Agreement.

Whenever under the prov1s10ns of this Agreement any notice 1s required or

16.3

permitted to be given by either party to the other, such notice shall be given by delivery to the other
party, the respective addresses of the parties being:

The Town of Canmore
600 - 9th Street
Canmore, Alberta
TIW2T2
Fax: (403) 678-1524

and
Three Sisters Resorts Inc. and Destination Resorts Inc.
3rd Floor
1422 Kensington Road N.W.
Calgary, Alberta
T2N 3P9
Fax: (403) 270-7895

16.4

If any provision of this Agreement is contrary to law, the same shall be severed and

the remainder of this Agreement shall be of full force and effect.

16.5

Time shall be of the essence in this Agreement.
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16.6

This Agreement shall not be assignable by the Developers without the prior written

consent of the Town, such consent not to be unreasonably withheld and in any event the Town may
require, prior to any assignment, written assurances from the proposed assignee in form and content
satisfactory to the Town.

16.7

The Developers acknowledge that in the event that the Developers propose to

transfer any undeveloped portion oflands within any of the sites to:

(a)

a person, finn, partnership or corporation affiliated with or controlled by the
Developers; or

(b)

a person, finn, partnership or corporation affiliated with or controlled by
Destination Resorts Inc.;

THEN the Town, as a condition of any subdivision approval to accommodate any such proposed
transfer, may require that the proposed Transferee enter into an Agreement with the Town whereby
the Transferee will be required to assume such of the obligations of the Developers under this
Agreement as the Town considers appropriate."

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties have executed this Agreement as the day and
year first above written.

THREE SISTERS RESORTS INC.

Per: J?>"'_""_"'.=

.....---~=::::::::::::;===--
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ANNEX 2

~

June 21, 1999
Mayor Ron Casey
and Councilors
Town of Canmore
600 - 9 Street
Canmore, Alberta
T1W2T2
Dear Mr. Mayor:

r4-t.u.

~

R E S

0

RE:

PROPOSED LAND USE BY-LAW

R T S

A proposed "Land Use By-Law" contains a number of changes to land use
districts on or around Three Sisters' land. The attached two (2) pages
document these district changes.

HEAD OFFICE
(403) 974-0450
FAX (403) 270-7895
3RD FLOOR
1422 KENSINGTON RD. N.W.
CALGARY, ALBERTA
CANADA T2N 3P9

CANMORE

Given the magnitude and character of these proposed changes, we appreciate
your consideration of issues important to Three Sisters. These proposed
changes to Land Use on the Three Sisters' properties have significant
economic consequences to our Corporation. The effect of the down-zoning
contemplated in the proposed Land Use By-Law will render developable lands
undevelopable for the foreseeable future, if not forever.
If the changes were to be passed as currently described, TSR would find it
necessary to appeal the proposed Land Use By-Law. We would be reluctant
to do so given all of the good effort put into this new document by your
Planning Department; however, you must appreciate that the economic
consequences to Three Sisters Resorts Inc. could be significant.
Yours truly,

(403) 678-2258
FAX (403) 678-2342
#1 OLD HAULAGE ROAD
CANMORE ALBERTA
CANADA T1 W 2X4
OR
CALL TOLL FREE
1-8888-VIEW-4-U
WEB PAGE
www.destination-resorts.com

·e~~

K. Melchin,
Presid nt & CEO
Enclosure
cc:

Robert Ellis, Town of Canmore
Dan Young, UMA Engineering
Greg Bird, Three Sisters

Tom Atkinson, Three Sisters
Peter Curry, Three Sisters.

Land Use By-Law
Summary of Concerns -- See attached maps numbered to correspond with points listed
below:
1. Peaks Phase 4- proposed as Wildlands Conservation (WC)
- MDP designation is Residential
-Land use should remain in its current status as Urban Reserve (UR)
2. Peaks Phase 3- parcels to east and west of lift station proposed as Natural Park (NP)
- MDP designation is residential
-Land use should remain in its current status as Urban Reserve (UR)
3. Peaks Phase 3- parcel between Block 5 and Block 11 (south side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge)
proposed as Natural Park (NP)
- MDP designation is residential
- Land use should remain in its current status Urban Reserve (UR)

see map for
locations of
items 1,2 & 3.
These include
the 4 acres
sold by TSMV

4. Grassi Corridor
-south boundary is incorrect, doesn't include future land transfer, should match TSR
property line.
5. Overall south Boundary - Sites 1 and 3
-Road allowance (for cart path) should be DC (between Sections 20 and 21)
6. Road Allowance- Sites 7 and 9 (between Sections 11 and 12)
- Proposed as Wildlands Conservation (WC)
- Land use should be Direct Control (DC)
7. Parkway adjacent to Trans Canada Highway
- Proposed as Wildlands Conservation (WC)
-Site presently includes Parkway, Gas Line, Interchange access roads and ramps, berm (ongoing construction +3 years)
8. Pigeon Mountain Road (NW Y4 Sec 7 and adjacent to Trans Canada Highway)
- Proposed as Wildlands Conservation (WC)
-Land use should be Urban Reserve (UR)
9. Access to Site 9 :from Pigeon Mountain Road (SW Ys Sec. 7)
- Proposed as Wildlands Conservation (WC)
- Approved by Province as part of land transfer
-No road construction ever allowed under this LU
-Land use should be either Urban Reserve (UR) or Direct Control (Resorts)

10. Wildlife Corridors
- Shown as Special Recreation (R) on map
-No Reference within document to this land use
-Until By-Law 2-98 is approved, MD of Bighorn Land Use text should be part of this ByLaw (allows golf as a permitted use)
11. Ovenill
- Accuracy of TSR boundaries on Maps is not precise or according to current property
boundaries. According to the definition of these lines in the By-Law they are accurate
enough to be sufficient assuming the other corrections listed are incorporated
12. South Boundary
-Wildlands Conservation (WC) land use follows TSR's boundary, not the wildlife corridor
in most areas
-Note that restoration (of the Three Sisters Creek dam) is not an approved use
-we designated around the property is not to require set-backs greater than that required by
the Master Zoning By-Law
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Dawn E. Hunt

opposed

996 Wilson Way
Canmore, Alberta T1W 3C4

November 23, 2015
Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor and Canmore Council,
Re: Peaks Landing Application for Rezoning - By-law 2015-19
I am asking Council to deny the proposed rezoning in the Quarry Pines neighbourhood of Peaks of
Grassi. There are a multitude of reasons why taking this land out of reserve at this time is
inappropriate but I would like to focus attention on integrity of process.
Throughout this rezoning application and the previous application (Bylaw 2014-18 Land Use Bylaw
Amendment - Peaks of Grassi) I have been told by both the Town of Canmore Planning department
staff and Council members that it is all about process - a process within which there is no latitude to
stray. I have also come to learn that the details of the proposal, including the quantity of PAH and
starting price for market affordable town houses, submitted by the applicants, are subject to change
and will not be guaranteed until later in the development process. In addition, the land can be sold at
any time and future land owners (developers) will not be bound by the ‘plan’ put forward by these
applicants. It has been recommended to me by an urban planning professional that the only way
Council can assure that their wishes for development come to fruition is by the Town of Canmore
entering into an agreement with the current applicants prior to (or concurrent with) rezoning. Of
course we now understand that future Councils need not be bound by decisions of previous councils,
thereby bringing even more uncertainty to whether the wishes of the current council would come to
fruition if this land was rezoned.
The need for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) due to the proximity of the eastern parcel
of proposed R1B lands to an ER matter has not been discussed with respect to this application with
Town Planning staff. During the first application I was present when Ms Woitenko, Development
Planner, was asked why the proponents were not required to complete an Environmental Impact
Statement, contrary to Clauses 8.4 a) and 8.4 c) of the Municipal Development Plan.
8.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREA POLICIES
ESA’s Within the Urban
Growth Boundary

a) Environmentally Sensitive Areas within the Urban Growth
Boundary will include all lands illustrated in Map 4 Wildlife
Habitat and Movement Corridors, and Map 5 Flood Risk Areas.
Development on those lands contained within the proposed
Wellhead Protection Area will not be treated as Environmentally
Sensitive Areas, but will be governed through the requirements of
the Land Use Bylaw. In addition, all lands that qualify as
Environmental Reserve under the Municipal Government Act will
be treated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas. The specific
boundaries of Environmentally Sensitive Areas within the Urban
Growth Boundary shall be defined at the Area Structure Plan or
Conceptual Scheme of Subdivision stage.

Environmental Impact
Statement

c) Development proposals within or adjacent to Environmentally
Sensitive Areas shall include an Environmental Impact Statement
pursuant to Section 8.5(a) which shall identify the boundaries of
the natural area and evaluate the impact of the proposed
development.

I do believe Ms Woitenko’s analysis on page 6 in Town Administration’s Bylaw 2014-18 Land Use
Bylaw Amendment - Peaks of Grassi Request for Decision document signed off by CAO, Lisa DeSoto,
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January 29, 2015 does actually provide evidence that an EIS is required because of the steep slopes
of the subject lands.
It was suggested that an EIS should have been prepared based on Section 8.4a) of the MDP which
states	
  that	
  “all	
  lands	
  that	
  qualify	
  as	
  environmental	
  reserve will be treated as Environmentally
Sensitive Areas”	
  and	
  8.4c)	
  “development	
  proposals	
  within	
  or	
  adjacent	
  to	
  Environmentally	
  
Sensitive	
  Areas	
  shall include	
  an	
  Environmental	
  Impact	
  Statement…	
  which	
  shall	
  identify	
  the	
  
boundaries	
  of	
  the	
  natural	
  area and evaluate	
  the	
  impact	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  development”.	
  The MDP
also considers all flood risk areas as Environmentally Sensitive Areas. If this were interpreted
literally, any and all development in the valley bottom or adjacent to an ER would require an EIS;
that is clearly not the intent of the MDP (e.g. internal renovations to an existing building, or even a
garden shed).
In this case specifically, the boundaries of the Environmental Reserve (ER) in question were
defined based on a geotechnical investigation (Appendix 4). The purpose of the ER dedication was
due to steep slopes greater than 35%. The preparation of an EIS to evaluate the impact of the
development on the adjacent steep slopes is not, in Administration’s opinion, useful information to
evaluate the impacts of this application. The purpose of ER as regulated in the MGA pursuant to
Section 664(1) is to protect undevelopable land due to concerns with steep slopes, gullies, swamps,
flooding, or to prevent pollution. Under the current Provincial legislation ER is not intended to
protect, for example, wildlife corridors, sensitive habitat, or rare species.
With this is in mind, I would like to draw attention to the ‘small sliver of land proposed as R1B’.
(reference: Request for Decision - Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Amendment - Peaks of Grassi page
3 of 7, dated October 20, 2015). I find it odd how the request to subdivide the ‘small sliver of land
proposed as R1B’ has come about, and quite perplexing with respect to the timing of this proposed
subdivision.
Indeed the information pertaining to the ‘small sliver of land proposed as R1B’ is a moving target
and very difficult for a member of the public to follow its evolution through this rezoning phase.
o

The applicants’ original application for By-law 2015-19 made no reference to this ‘small
sliver of land proposed as R1B’ either in the text or in any drawings.

o

The applicants’ application for By-law 2015-19 included in the Agenda package for Council
Meeting October 20, 2015 made no reference to this ‘small sliver of land proposed as
R1B’ in the text but a drawing inserted between Appendix 1 Schedule A and Appendix 2
prepared by Sticks + Stones design group inc., dated 2015.09.03, appears but is not
listed in the “List of Appendixes (sic) and Schedule”.

o

Town Administration’s Request for Decision document signed off by CAO, Lisa DeSoto,
October 15, 2015 however includes a drawing at Schedule A
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and states:
R1B District
There is a small sliver of land proposed as R1B (~4m x 50m) on the eastern side of the
subject lands immediately west of the existing R1B district. The applicant has stated that
this land is intended to be consolidated with the parcel immediately to the east upon
subdivision. This sliver has little material impact on the proposal.
(It should be noted that the parcel immediately to the east happens to be the home of one
of the applicants.) It seems very curious that the applicants did not mention their desire for
this subdivision to occur at land use change, yet Administration has included this in their
document presented to Council.
o

The November 2015 Environmental Study for Peaks Landing report by Corvidae includes
another drawing prepared by Sticks + Stones design group inc., dated 2015.10.28 without
the ‘small sliver of land proposed as R1B’. (The drawing does depict a new rendering of
the layout of townhouses at Site 1.)

Upon discovery of this aspect of the current rezoning application, I undertook further study and
reacquainted myself with the applicants’ plans for this parcel in the previous application. I noted that
the back property lines of the ‘lots’ for the R1B zone were in-line with the existing adjacent lots on
either side. Furthermore, there was a pathway adjacent to 1000 Lawrence Grassi Ridge connecting
Lawrence Grassi Ridge to the proposed PD area north of the proposed R1B zone. The current
application provides no access to the generously sized PD from Quarry Pines.
In the current application the R1B district and the ‘small sliver of land proposed as R1B’ jut out
beyond the back property lines of the adjacent lots. I have asked myself why would this be?
o

Could it be because the 2014 geotechnical study commissioned by the applicants (still
unavailable for public review) suggests development of the area will require extraordinary
measures due to geotechnical issues?

o

What is the rationale for the existing R1B lot to the east annexing a strip of land that is
deeper than the existing lot? It would result in an unusual irregular lot with no potential
utility for the extended depth. Could it be because the ‘small sliver’ is acting as a buffer for
the R1B district from the land zoned as ER and will negate or simplify the EIS process for
the developers?

o

Could it simply be that the one applicant intends to add the elongated 4m wide swath to
his property and the applicants are planning to sell the land after rezoning, bringing more
uncertainty and delay to the development of the community housing?

I have demonstrated that the integrity of process has not been respected by these applicants.
Furthermore, the subdivision ‘small sliver of land proposed as R1B’ at this stage brings into question
the commitment of the applicants to develop the land as they have promised. I am therefore asking
Council to deny this proposed rezoning.

Respectfully,

Dawn E. Hunt
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Katie Hunt
Monday, November 23, 2015 9:30 PM
Cheryl Hyde; John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi
Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Hello,
I'm writing to notify Canmore Town Council that I oppose the rezoning of Peaks of Grassi. I do not believe the land should be rezoned
as it would disrupt the local environment; this is green space that should be protected. Furthermore, the proposed development is not
affordable housing in my opinion, which I understand is the main objective of the development.
Thank you for your consideration.
Katie Hunt
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Keith Hunt
Canmore AB,
20 November, 2015
Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Town Council

opposed

OPPOSITION TO PEAKS OF GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT (BYLAW 2015-19)
I am writing to you, the esteemed Canmore Mayor and Town Council, to voice my unconditional
opposition to the proposed Land Use Bylaw and the Peaks Landing proposal.
Although there is a preponderance of evidence upon which you may justifiably base your decision to
deny the rezoning of the Urban Reserve lands, in the interest of brevity, I will focus on the Settlement
Agreement; but perhaps an element of the details that you may not have considered.
Whether or not you believe the Settlement Agreement has legal standing, the parameters that were
arrived at in negotiations, and ultimately used as the design criteria for the Peaks of Grassi are relevant;
specifically the 45 acre area limitation. Given this agreed stipulation at the time, the designers of the
sub-division plotted roads and building envelopes for which there is no question, as viewed in the image
below, that two key factors came into play:
1. The natural topography of the prominent rock outcrop feature where Site 3 of Peaks Landing is
proposed, and
2. The line-of-sight sector of visibility of the sub-division from Quarry Lake.
With respect to point 1, as the graphic illustrates, large sections of the site contain slopes ranging
from 22% to in excess of 35%. Notwithstanding the much-debated NRCB restriction of maximum 25%
slope for construction, the fact that this topography represents a significant natural feature is
indisputable, and as such, is protected by the Municipal Development Plan. If this had been considered
an appropriate place to build, why would the road have been laid out to curve around it?

There is historical evidence that great care was taken to ensure minimal visual impact when looking
south from Quarry Lake. Representatives from Council, the Planning Department, Three Sisters, Alpine
Homes, and the media gathered at the park while helium balloons and tarps were placed at proposed
Quarry Pines roof lines. Considering this level of effort, it is clear that there was no building within this
area in order to preserve the natural view from the lake. Furthermore, Council minutes recorded the
impacts on Quarry Lake as the rationale for non-disruptive covenants on Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
It is noteworthy that the designers and builders of the Quarry Pines sub-division took these evident
factors into consideration, resulting in meaningful attention to the exigencies of living within nature while
protecting it at the same time.
I respectfully ask that you consider the foresight and thoughtfulness of the planners of this
neighbourhood and deny the sad devastation that this rezoning would inflict.
Respectfully yours,

Keith Hunt

opposed
Stephanie Hunt
Canmore AB,
23 November, 2015
Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor and Canmore Council,
I am writing to urge you to deny the application for the rezoning of Urban Reserve lands in the
Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood, proposed in bylaw 2015-19.
As a university student who has returned home to the Bow Valley many times in between my
studies to work in its service industry, I have been part of the group of Canmore residents most
deeply affected by its perpetual housing shortages. While I have been fortunate enough to have
been able to find affordable housing by staying with my parents in Peaks of Grassi, most of my
colleagues – university students and young adults who form part of the labour force that supports
Canmore’s vibrant tourism and service industries – have not been so fortunate. I have worked for
employers desperate to attract and keep staff when the cost of living threatened to push
prospective and current employees out of the area, and I have seen many colleagues leave jobs
they love for no other reason than they could no longer afford to work and live in Canmore.
I understand that one of the arguments that developers have used to promote the rezoning of the
Peaks of Grassi land reserves is that it will help address housing shortages in the area. I have
found such arguments to be out of touch with the realities that many Canmore residents in my
position face. The types of units proposed for development in Peaks of Grassi – single family
homes and townhouses priced at a range that only the wealthy can afford – are hardly an
acceptable solution when many of Canmore’s workers need more practical and affordable options.
The lack of services, including reliable public transportation, in Peaks of Grassi and the isolation
of the neighbourhood likewise makes any proposals for a few secondary suites to serve people like
me an impractical response.
Rezoning this urban reserve, which can only have adverse effects on wildlife populations in the
area, sets a bad precedent that unscrupulous developers may exploit in the future. To compromise
one of Canmore’s most well-loved green spaces for a housing development of this kind, and for
reasons that fail to respond to Canmore’s needs, would be unacceptable. I respectfully ask that you
keep Canmorites’ best interest at heart and protect our green spaces from premature development.
Sincerely,
Stephanie Hunt

opposed

From: Robert Janes
Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2015 7:39 PM
To: John Borrowman
Cc: Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Subject: FW: Rezoning of Urban Reserve Lands

Dear Mayor Borrowman,
We are writing once again to express our opposition to the proposed rezoning of the Urban Reserve Land in
Peaks/Quarry Pines for the benefit of private developers.
Rezoning this land would be a dire precedent for the community. Indeed, we live adjacent to an Urban Reserve in
Canmore and we cannot imagine having to fight a rearguard action to protect this green space.
It is premature to rezone this UR in the Peaks of Grassi, as there are too many unknown consequences. The decision to
re-zone will be irreversible.
It is time that our community truly honour the values articulated in the Mining the Future initiative. Instead, we are
preoccupied with economic growth, and this preoccupation persists despite the abuse of the Grassi Lakes Trail from
overuse, persistent wildlife-human conflicts, ridiculous traffic congestion - to mention only several of the consequences of
unlimited ecomonic growth.
The land in question is a collective resource and should be honoured and stewarded as such. We ask that you do the
right thing and maintain the quality and integrity of this neighbourhood, as well as the mountain environment.
We respectfully ask Council to honour the decisions made by the 1998 Council when they signed the Settlement
Agreement and decline this rezoning application.
Sincerely,
Robert and Priscilla Janes

Canmore, Alberta
, Canada
Tel.
Fax
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Jones
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 2:17 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Bylaw 2015-19

Mayor and Council Members,
I am opposed to bylaw 2015‐19 concerning the re‐zoning of Peaks of Grassi lands.
The integrity of the previous Council and their commitment to the residents of this neighbourhood must be
upheld.
The re‐zoning of this land will also set a very scary precedent concerning all other lands in our town that are
currently UR or other green space designation.
If this proposal is approved, then it will be clear that those who support it are prepared for open season with
the developers and that those members of Council can not be trusted to preserve these lands going forward.
Please demonstrate the same degree of integrity this evening...that which the previous Council had.
The seems to be lots of other land undeveloped. Have the courage to hold the current owners/ developers
responsible for integrating PAH in these areas.
What about the large track of land in front of the existing Palliser development?
Respectfully,
Rob Jones
Canmore

1

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Derek Kemp <
Monday, November 23, 2015 9:37 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Hello,
My name is Derek Kemp and I oppose the rezoning Thanks

‐‐
Derek Kemp

1

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

anneli kocher
Sunday, November 22, 2015 8:51 PM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; vsanford@canmore.ca; Esme
Comfort; erussel@canmore.ca; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Peaks of Grassi Rezoning

I am strongly opposed to the re-zoning of the Urban Reserve Lands in Lawrence Grassi Ridge. I feel it is
unnecessary to reiterate the well researched information already put forth by many others to determine why this
area should not be rezoned and developed.
According to the decisions reached by Council with Three Sisters in the 1998 Settlement agreement , the
Council has an obligation to the Canmore citizens to uphold the agreement and failing to do so calls into
question the integrity of the elected members of Council. I urge you to consider all the facts as presented and
follow through with the decision to oppose the re-application to re-zone this parcel of land.
Sincerely,
Anneli Kocher
Wilson Way
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William Koenig
Wednesday, November 11, 2015 6:11 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment

To whom it may concern.
I have been a resident of the Peaks of Lawrence Grassi since the initial development. My house has some of the
proposed Urban Reserve Lands behind it. On these lands, we've seen bears, elk, deer, rabbits, coyotes and
multiple varieties of birds including some owls recently. Despite all the human traffic in the area, these animals
have somehow found a way to make carry on with their lives. What worries me is that right now this urban
reserve is serving its purpose and allowing these animals a somewhat safe corridor to carry on.
If we continue to add people into this area, why do we even bother having any wildlife corridors?
Why even pretend we want to share our space with the animals that inhabit this part of the forest?
We pay a lot of attention to when a dog or a cat gets mistreated. Fines and heavier penalties are levied if people
abuse them. By taking away this urban reserve the Town in effect sets a double standard. Cute domestic pets
have rights - all other animals don't. Is that the legacy you as our elected representatives want to leave?
And when we speak of human density in the area, I would draw your attention to the parking situation at the
Quarry. On hot summer days, the parking lot is packed. Even after setting aside a new parking area, the parking
spills out onto the adjacent road.
The parking also spills into the area being suggested for development. And usually it is town officials (ie peace
officers) that are parking in these spots. So it becomes hard for any of the residents to have guests because
parking disappears quickly. Imagine what adding another 35-40 dwellings will do. Most of the families have
two cars or more. So 35-40 units would quickly add at least 75-80 vehicles. Where do they all go?
And all these vehicles create traffic issues. Anyone that lives in this area knows that only one vehicle can go up
the road if cars are parked on both sides. This concern was brought up when the Town was considering the area
for a recreation center. And one of the main reasons the neighborhood banded together to fight this development
was the concern of all the traffic in a tight area. This concern is still in effect and adding all these residences just
continues to add to the problem.
Finally, the Town should also consider the following. A lot of the homes in the area are owned by people that
started as part time residents and became full time residents. These people have told their neighbors about what
a great place Canmore is, and this has helped generate the growth that continues to occur. If the Town starts to
take away the parts that attract people to this Town, imagine how people will start to describe it going forward.
"Well it used to be nice, but now its like living in the city, no parking, traffic problems and no wildlife
anywhere".
So I would request that Urban Reserve be left the way it is.

1

Thanks for taking the time to read this.

-Kindest Regards
Wiliam Koenig, CFA, CMA

2

Opposed

October 24, 2015
Canmore, AB

To the Mayor and Town Council of Canmore:

Re: Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Amendment -Peaks of Grassi

We are the registered owners of
in the Peaks of Grassi and wish to have our
names added to the record as being opposed to the Bylaw 2015-19 which proposes to change the
approved land use in the Peaks of Grassi.
Thank you for your careful consideration of this matter and for all of the input from all concerned
parties.

Yours truly,

Brian Kusisto and Catherine New

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Kutzer
Sunday, November 08, 2015 9:31 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw 2015-19

I respectfully submit that there should be no change of the present zoning from UR. There seems to be a willingness to
chizzel away at the small amount of green spaces left in town for profit motivations. If land is to be developed in an
area, developers should be up front about the total scope of the development area and the town should hold them
accountable for this. By profit motivated rezoning, it tends to bring a fair amount of uncertainty into any area, since
zoning plays a major factor in deciding to buy in certain areas. In addition, I believe this issue has been before town
council before, lets not get into a Quebec type referendum syndrome by asking the same question over and over until
the applicant gets what he or she wants.
Paul Kutzer

1

opposed
To Mayor Borrowman and Councillors

November 20, 2015

Opposition to By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law -- Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
Over the past fourteen months, I have seen my wife and neighbours invest countless hours to fight for what
they believe is right. They have sacrificed good quality time with their families in pursuit of facts and
information relative to this re-zoning application. I hope that you soon put an end to this wasteful exercise
and allow us all to return to the peace we had expected to find in Canmore, when we chose to retire here,
16 years ago.
In July 1999, before we bought our lot from Three Sisters Resorts Inc. (Three Sisters), we contacted the
Town’s Planning Manager to inquire about the rock outcrop across from the lot we had chosen on Lawrence
Grassi Ridge. This outcrop is part of this re-zoning application.
We were told by him that the outcrop would not be developed, that it was very difficult bedrock terrain to
build on and would make construction too expensive. The outcrop would most likely be swapped by Three
Sisters for another parcel of land more suitable for development. If it was not swapped, Three Sisters would
most likely donate it to the Town in exchange for other concessions from the Town.
Rather than rely on representations made by Three Sisters, we felt confident that the information provided
by the Town’s Planning Manager would be accurate, complete, and could be relied upon for our decision to
buy our lot in the Peaks. As we had recently moved to Canmore from a large city, where we never had
reason to contact the municipal office, we were very happy to have the input from the Planning department
for us to complete our due diligence and buy the lot in Peaks. The Quarry Pines subdivision would give us
the perfect mountain setting to live out and enjoy our retirement years.
We chose to buy a lot instead of building with Three Sisters’ Alpine Homes, because during our due
diligence, it became apparent that Three Sisters was having financial difficulties. These were subsequently
publicly disclosed. Our home was built in tandem with the Alpine show home and it was the first home to be
occupied in the Quarry Pines subdivision. Our due diligence included several discussions with Three Sisters’
representatives to pay the “recreation levy” directly to the Town rather than to Three Sisters, as we were
concerned that if we paid it to Three Sisters, the Town may never receive these funds.
Buying a home is the largest investment many of us will make in our life time. When we make informed
decisions based on input given to us by Town Administration, we would like to believe that the information
is right. If you approve this re-zoning, you are telling me and other Town residents that we cannot rely on
any information given to us by Town’s Administration.
Buyers like us count not only on Administration, but also on Council, to follow the principles described in the
Municipal Development Plan. One of the goals mentioned in the MDP (Part 3 (16), is:
“To recognize the importance of maintaining a viable and balanced residential community where residents
enjoy a high quality of life.”
You have been elected by the people of Canmore to improve, or at least maintain such quality of life. Why
then would the building of 27 new homes trump the wellbeing of over 400 existing families in the Peaks of
Grassi?
In any case, even if this re-zoning is approved, these 27 homes may never be built.

Finally, a few comments about affordable housing in Canmore:
On November 20th, 2015, 23 homes were listed in the Multiple Listing System ( MLS) for less than $450,000:
these included 17 homes below $400,000, of which 5 co-op units, in Dyrgas, were offered at less than
$279,000. These are homes which can be occupied immediately, not in 1 or 2 years as would be the case
with the re-zoning proposal. Why is the Town, through its CCHC Corporation, competing with individual
families trying to sell their homes for less than $450,000?
I respectfully request you to reject this application, and to do it as soon as possible.
Pierre Lambert
, Canmore, AB

Attachment: MLS listings
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Doug Latimer
Monday, November 23, 2015 2:50 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Rezoning of Urban Reserve Lands in Peaks of Grassi

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Council,
I am writing to once again express my opposition to the rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve.

Less than a year after council unanimously opposed this rezoning, why is it back on the agenda? There are
many very important reasons to deny this application. To date the only positive reason for this rezoning that has
been presented to me is to deal with the need for affordable housing.

This is a seriously flawed and inaccurate justification for rezoning the land. Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 are exposed to
potential flooding from Stones Canyon Creek as indicated by the final version of the BGC report that has been
posted on the Town's website. The 2013 BGC assessment of the steep creeks above the community clearly
indicates the community can expect flooding from these drainages and in its report is explicitly states that the
findings are based on no further development in the Peaks. Given that Parcel 1 and 2 of the UR lands are
located on overland drainages these creeks may feed into, further study is absolutely required. If parcel 3 is ever
able to clear all the regulations that prohibit building on such a steep slope, it will require extensive work to
remove the bedrock.

In short, the time required to properly address all the regulations and rules to build, will take years. Once
construction has begun the excavation and mitigation structures that need to be built will drive the cost of these
homes well above similar market housing in Canmore. No one will benefit from this except the devlopers, who
only need to sell the rezoned land and walk away.

Sincerely, Doug Latimer.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Judi Lee
Wednesday, October 21, 2015 7:16 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 Land Use Bylaw Amendment -Peaks of Grass

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Members of Council,
I was saddened to see that the developers continue to want to re‐zone the Urban Reserve in the Peaks of Grassi.
We are a very close community ‐ and treasure our neighbourhood.
That being said ‐ we are very crowded in here ‐ the area is built‐out. The maximum number of homes originally
designated to be built here has been surpassed.
We are a pinch‐point for wild‐life, and cannot imagine the impact if further development occurs.
A few PAH homes in the Peaks will not fix the housing problem in Canmore.
It seems to me housing in the town core (apartments etc) would be a more viable solution to the problem than
destroying 4 acres of green‐space adjacent to the Wild‐Life Corridor and Quarry Lake.
This is a simple plea that we all remember the Settlement Agreement, and continue to maintain the area as Urban
Reserve ‐ and allow the wild‐life in the area to prosper.
Respectfully
Judi Lee
Canmore, Alberta
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Dr. Tzu Kuang Lee
Canmore, Alberta
Tel:

November 13 2015
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town Council Members,
I am writing again to respectfully add my voice to others that you and council may
have already received to request you disallow a repeat proposal for rezoning of the
urban reserve green space at Peaks of Grassi for further residential development.
My wife and I have had a home in the Peaks of Grassi for 12 years and are full time
residents of Canmore. Our town is not a large city (for example, like Calgary) where
an increasing population may require housing development to take precedence over
preservation of remaining green space out of necessity.
Canmore is a community that came about because we all cherish green space - for
ourselves, for the animals around us that travel and live in it and for the
appreciation by and attraction of our tourist visitors. It is a defining value of many
mountain communities and one of the reasons that most if not all of us have chosen
to call Canmore home.
I’d like to highlight an unappreciated benefit of having green space within
communities - its medical benefits, which are now recognized and the subject of a
recent scientific review (Green Space and Mental Health: Pathways, Impacts, and
Gaps. Emily Rugel, University of British Columbia. Published by the National
Collaborating Centre for Environmental Health at the British Columbia Centre for
Disease Control, March 2015). I attach the full article for your interest and
information.
I believe that much effort and cost was invested by experts and this town’s council
in the planning and preservation of green space in the original Peaks of Grassi
development, and reflected in the 1998 Settlement Agreement. I laud the present
council’s unanimous recognition of this Agreement during its deliberations at the
previous hearing last year which my wife and I attended.
There is now another proposal by the same developers that is incognizant of the
reasons for the 1998 agreement. I also attended their most recent presentation. It
proposes to increase affordable housing units compared to their previous proposal

opposed

a year ago that was turned down. This increase when considered in the overall does
not merit the harm it will cause. Among other problems, it will result not only in a
negative impact on one of Canmore’s already highly built-up and congested
neighbourhoods, but also on the use of the Quarry Lake area, one of the gems of
Canmore. I don’t believe we are at the stage yet of being a large city like Calgary
where our current housing needs trump the loss of this green space. This loss will
be permanent, and the precedence such a move will cause will have irreversible
outcomes.
I understand that in fact development elsewhere in a more suitable area of Canmore
(i.e. at the Three Sister’s development) was granted in 1998 to the original
developers in lieu of no further development in this present urban reserve land
under discussion. The assertion that the loss of this same green space some 17
years later after the Settlement Agreement will not be significant is, to say the least,
a mistaken assumption, and at worst a disingenuous one.
The benefit of this latest proposal does not warrant its consequences to this
community, to Quarry Lake and its surroundings, or to Canmore as a whole. I
appeal again to you and Council to disallow it.
Yours truly,
T. K. Lee MD MSc (Exp Med) FRCP(UK) FRCPC MACP
Clinical Professor Emeritus of Medicine, University of Alberta

MARCH 2015

Green Space and Mental Health:
Pathways, Impacts, and Gaps
Emily Rugel
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Summary


Overall, exposure to green space (natural areas
such as parks, forests, or community gardens) tends
to have beneficial effects on stress and mood in the
general population.



Among healthy individuals, the effects of green
space consistently relate to underlying components
of mental well-being – such as stress, anxiety, and
mood.



For individuals with chronic illness and mental
illnesses – including anxiety disorder, depression,
and ADHD – access to green space can be an
effective component of therapeutic interventions.



Despite cumulative evidence linking green space to
mental health, the weight of the evidence is relatively
weak, relying principally on small convenience
samples and cross-sectional study designs or shortterm follow-up.



Future research efforts should apply more robust
measures of green space to identify factors that are
associated with longer-term benefits to mental
health, particularly for those specific subpopulations
that stand to benefit the most, including individuals
with low socioeconomic status and those with preexisting mental health disorders.
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Introduction
Around the globe, mental health disorders are a
significant and growing cause of ill health and
early death, with the burden of such diseases
increasing by more than a third between 1990
and 2010.1 Almost a third of all Canadians have
experienced a mental illness at some point
during their lifetimes.2 A Statistics Canada
survey reported the most commonly reported
illnesses to be mood disorders, including major
depression and bipolar disorder (5.4%), followed
by substance use disorders (at 4.4%), and
generalized anxiety disorders (2.6%).3 These
disorders often result in significant detrimental
effects on an individual’s physical, emotional,
and social well-being, making them the leading
cause of years lived with disability worldwide.1
The chronic nature of many mental illnesses,4
and their impact on an individual’s ability to seek
and maintain full employment,5 also increases
the economic burden they pose, estimated to be
as high as $52 billion in 2006 in Canada alone.5,6
The roots of mental illness (and well-being) are
multifactorial, including biological,
socioeconomic, and environmental factors.4 A
comprehensive approach, as proclaimed by the
Mental Health Commission of Canada,6 includes
an evaluation of the impact of environmental
features on the development, progression, and
1

treatment of mental health conditions. In this
regard, a large body of evidence has been
developed on the impact of various features of the
natural and built environment on mental health,
particularly in the urban context. One feature that
bridges both of these domains is “green space”:
natural areas such as parks, forests, and
community gardens that often stand in stark
contrast to the vast expanses of concrete, brick,
and glass that comprise most modern cities’
surroundings. Many municipalities in Canada7 and
abroad8 have committed to providing accessible,
high-quality green space to residents, but these
plans are often not guided by the potential public
health benefits.9 Assessing scientific evidence
regarding the relationship between green space
and mental health is essential to inform the
development of healthy, sustainable communities.

Objectives
The primary objectives of this review are to:


Describe the principal pathways linking green
space to mental health, and evidence
supporting these suggested mechanisms and;



Assess the peer-reviewed epidemiological
literature regarding the impact of green space
on the mental health of healthy individuals and
on those diagnosed with mental health
disorders.

Methodology
Publications in peer-reviewed journals were
accessed to identify qualitative and quantitative
epidemiological studies that examined the impact
of exposure to green space on mental health.
Search terms and keywords were selected to allow
for the identification of studies examining a variety
of green space forms and a range of outcomes,
varying from underlying psychological processes to
specific disorders. No limits were applied with
respect to the date of publication, but due to the
increasing interest in this topic, the majority of
summarized articles were published over the past
decade. After applying inclusion and exclusion
criteria, 32 articles were selected for full-text

review. An additional 13 studies were found
through forward citation tracking and hand
searching, and are referred to in the discussion.
Appendix A provides more detail on the search
strategy, including selected databases, key
concepts, and inclusion and exclusion criteria.

Definition of Key Terms
One issue that complicates any systematic inquiry
into this topic is the diversity of approaches to
defining and describing “green space.” The
summarized studies used a variety of terms, often
without specifying exactly what is meant, and there
was no overarching organization or standard that
can be employed as a reference. The terms
“nature,”10-18 “naturalness,”19,20 or “natural
space”21,22 have been employed by some
researchers when including both blue space
(referring to water) and green space, or to highlight
the fact that not all vegetation is green, depending
on the season and location.19 Areas that are
restricted in some way, such as private gardens,
may be distinguished from those that are
accessible to all, such as “public open space”23 or
“public natural space.”24 Some studies focus
narrowly on a specific form of green space, such as
a playground,21 garden or arboretum,15,25-30
forest,10,13,14,31-39 park,22 or “streetscape greenery,”
trees and other plantings along streets.40
Because this review sought to capture the full
range of research in this area, the broadest
possible definition of green space was employed:
any form of nature featuring vegetation, including
virtual exposures such as viewing a photograph of
a forest. The measures used to gauge exposure
were similarly broad, including both subjective and
objective assessments, and those based on known
exposure (as in a laboratory setting or a guided
walk in the woods) and presumed exposure (such
as park proximity).

Results and Discussion
A total of three systematic reviews or metaanalyses, 19 experimental, one longitudinal, 17
2

cross-sectional, two mixed-methods, and four
qualitative reports were evaluated. Three
interdependent pathways linking exposure to green
space and mental health were described in these
studies: 1) psychophysiological benefits, including
reductions in stress and improvements in directed
attention and mood; 2) augmented mental health
benefits of physical activity; and 3) facilitated social
contact, with concomitant improvements in levels of
social support and social capital.

Psychophysiological responses
A substantial amount of research has focused on
the underlying psychophysiological responses to
green space, both in controlled laboratory settings
and outdoors. This line of inquiry is grounded in
two distinct, though complementary, theories:
Ulrich’s stress reduction theory,41 or SRT, and
attention restoration theory (ART), first described
by Rachel and Stephen Kaplan.42 In SRT,
exposure to nature induces a relaxed psychological
state marked by lower levels of stress (50). ART,
on the other hand, proposes that natural
environments contain elements that help
individuals recover from the mental fatigue required
to voluntarily direct attention to multiple tasks within
their day-to-day lives.15 Both chronic stress43 and
stressful life events44,45 are known risk factors for
anxiety and depression. Difficulties with attention
are central to a number of a mental health
disorders, including schizophrenia46 and attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD).47

theoretical frameworks, explaining the affective
impacts and attentional effects, respectively.
The impact of green space on levels of the stress
hormone cortisol is mostly beneficial, with one
study showing no effect,10 but others showing
significant decreases in comparison to less natural
settings32,34,38,39,52 or with increased exposure to
green space,52 and another showing reductions in
cortisol, but only at certain times of day.33 Some of
these differences may have arisen due to
inappropriate accounting for diurnal patterns of
cortisol expression (or cortisol slope).38 A study in
Scotland collected multiple cortisol samples over
the course of a day and determined that people
residing in neighbourhoods with parks, forests, and
other natural environments not only reported less
stress, but also had healthier cortisol slope
profiles.52

A number of studies evaluated general mental
health, anxiety, and depression in a healthy
population. A nationally representative longitudinal
survey of households in the United Kingdom
indicated that greater amounts of both publically
accessible green space and private gardens in
individuals’ neighbourhoods reduced mental
distress and increased life satisfaction.49 A
nationwide study in Scotland found that individuals
who reported the greatest lack of environmental
goods (including parks and playgrounds) in their
neighbourhoods were almost twice as likely to
report anxiety and depression as residents not so
deprived.21 Further highlighting the importance of
perceptions of green space access, residents of
Overall, these studies indicate that exposure to
Adelaide, Australia, who rated their
green space improves individuals’ moods14,15,18,29neighbourhoods as highly green – based on park
31,33-35,39,48-51
For instance, a study among healthy
and path access, streetscape greenery, and other
university students that compared the effects of an
pleasant natural features – had almost twice the
hour-long walk in an urban setting to one in an
odds of being in better overall mental health.53 Not
arboretum found improvements, on average, in
all of the results are in agreement, however: a large
both mood and directed attention after participants
study from the Netherlands that utilized nationwide
walked in the more natural setting.15 This finding
data drawn from general medical practitioners
was replicated in a study that used a similar withinreported that associations between mental health
subjects design but focused on adults with major
benefits such as lower rates of anxiety and
depressive disorder, with the nature walk improving
depression and the presence of larger green
both positive mood and directed attention in
spaces (including forests and conservation areas)
general.14 These studies highlight the
were relatively weak.54
complementary nature of SRT and ART as
3

Such studies also point to the importance of
considering quality of green space along with
quantity. Residents of neighbourhoods in Perth,
Australia, that contained medium- or high-quality
public open space – as defined by participants’
appraisals of features such as attractiveness,
comfort, and safety – had twice the odds of low
psychological distress as residents of
neighbourhoods with low-quality space (OR = 2.26,
95%CI = 1.36, 3.76).23 In a study conducted in four
large Dutch cities, increases in quantity and quality
of green space were linked to better mental health
status, but the strongest relationship was found for
high-quality streetscape greenery.40
The mix of findings in this pathway may also reflect
variations between population subgroups. For
example, among studies looking at directed
attention and concentration, positive effects of
access to green space were demonstrated among
low-income children20 and children with ADHD22,55
but not among pregnant women.17

Augmenting mental health benefits
of physical activity
Natural spaces may have a role in promoting
physical activity or reducing levels of overweight
and obesity. Green space has been shown to
encourage individuals to engage in physical
activity,56 particularly walking57 in natural settings,
and is hypothesized to enhance mental health
benefits in comparison to exercise indoors or in
urban settings. The evidence for an increase in
physical activity rates is somewhat inconsistent,
however. A study of 4,950 middle-aged adults in
the United Kingdom found no association between
access to or quality of green space and
recreational physical activity (such as bicycling,
swimming, and tennis),58 and a systematic review
reported that only 40% of included studies found a
positive association between green space and
physical activity rates.56
In addition to the type of exercise under study, the
form and quality of green space is a consideration,
with specific features such as trails and wooded
areas seen as particularly conducive to physical
activity in the general population. One of the most

common forms of exposure to green space was in
the form of a short walk in a natural setting. A
systematic review of studies employing a mix of
designs reported positive effects on mood for brief,
one-time walks held outdoors (or in virtual natural
environments) in comparison to those indoors.51 A
stronger association was found with exercise in
green space,11 or for greener settings when all of
the environments were relatively natural.19 A metaanalysis that combined data from ten studies
undertaken across the United Kingdom with a total
of 1,252 participants found improved self-esteem
and mood across a range of green environments
(including forests, urban parks, and wilderness
areas).12

Facilitated social contact
Green space may provide a unique setting for
individuals to come together and socialize,
strengthening existing networks that individuals rely
on for social support59,60 and promoting
engagement in socially oriented activities that can
increase social capital within communities.61 Both
social support and social capital have been found
to mitigate stress by providing a sense of security,
enhancing self-confidence, reducing the feeling of
being alone, and buffering the impacts of stressful
situations on an individual.62 As with physical
activity, specific aspects of natural settings may be
particularly important, with more structured green
space such as parks and community gardens
providing a unique niche for social contact.60 This
pathway was described by six studies,13,16,29,53,60,61
especially in terms of the benefits for individuals
with disorders such as anxiety or schizophrenia
that may impede their interactions with others13,61
As an essential element of “Nature Therapy,” green
space was posited as a unique means of
connecting individuals both to the “wider-universal
matrix” and to their peers, particularly among
individuals with mental health disorders that left
them isolated.13 Residents of the United Kingdom
who felt socially excluded due to issues such as
unemployment or economic deprivation reported
that a months-long course of environmental
volunteering, which generally involved hands-on
activities such as habitat maintenance and trail4

building, increased their sense of connection to
their communities as well as improving their
interpersonal social skills.16 However, no
comparison was made to a program of volunteering
indoors or in less natural environments. Elderly
individuals in Finland, many of whom had mobility
issues that limited their interactions, most often
cited “seeing others” as their primary motivation for
garden visits that featured trees, walking paths,
and a pond.29

however, the study was not designed to assess
whether these effects persisted.22 A four-week
course of cognitive-behavioural therapy for
individuals with major depressive disorder (as a
complement to ongoing pharmaceutical treatment)
showed that treatment in a forest setting was more
effective at reducing symptoms and inducing
remission than the same treatment provided in a
hospital setting.32 Among individuals who
participated in forest treatment, 60% experienced
remission from depression, compared to only 21%
The results of studies that examined broad
and 5% in the
populations were less consistent. A cross-sectional in the hospital therapy arm
32
outpatient control group. Similarly, a nine-day
study of more than 2,000 adults in Adelaide,
therapy program for alcoholics with depression
Australia, found that those who described their
neighbourhoods as containing a greater number of conducted in a forest led to a remission of
depression symptoms.37 On the other hand, in a
natural elements such as parks and streetscape
greenery reported higher levels of social coherence study that evaluated garden visits among older
and social interaction.53 However, residents of two adults residing in a nursing home, depressed
individuals experienced fewer positive effects on
separate Washington, D.C., suburbs had ranked
natural features as being below items such as the
recovery, concentration, and pain from their visits,
size of housing lots and street network design as
although this may have been due in part to greater
built design features relating to their sense of
difficulties accessing the garden site.29 Using
61
community. Furthermore, higher overall
qualitative analyses, adults with exhaustion
neighbourhood greenness was linked to lower
disorder described improvements in sleep, mood,
levels of social support in Chicago; however, larger and social interactions after spending time in a
total park acreage correlated with higher levels of
garden at a rehabilitation center25 and older adults
60
social support.
with depression valued the feeling of peace and
serenity that a guided walk through a Japanese
Green space as a tailored treatment garden offered them.27

for mental health disorders or other
illnesses

Use of green space in health-care settings may
have psychological benefits for both patients and
staff, acting as a “curative balm”27 and providing “a
Overall, green space shows potential as a setting
good setting to get away from hospital stress, to
for therapy,13,31,32 or as a targeted treatment in
feel more peaceful.”30 Therapy in a forest setting to
11,14,28,38,55
itself.
As with studies that focused on
breast and lung cancer patients encouraged
generally healthy individuals, the most commonly
improvements in emotional and mental health.31
Similarly, forest therapy for elderly individuals with
reported benefits among non-institutionalized
mild hypertension increased mental quality of life.38
individuals with mental health disorders were
improvements in attention,14,22,55 mood,11,14,25,50 and However, the studies in this area suffer from a
depression symptoms.28,32,37 In a few instances, the number of methodological issues, as illustrated in a
effects were substantially stronger than those seen recent Cochrane systematic review, in which there
were no studies that met their stringent inclusion
among individuals without mental illness.14,26,50 In
criteria for determining the relationship between
some cases, the benefits were dramatic: among
green space and health outcomes among hospital
children with ADHD, a single, 20-minute walk in a
patients.63
park resulted in improvements in attention roughly
equal to the peak effects of the most common
pharmaceutical treatment for the condition;
5

Strengths and Limitations of
Evidence Base
Approximately one-quarter (11 of 45) of the studies
summarized in this evidence review were
described as randomized controlled trials or as
experiments with an exposure and control
arm,10,11,15,17,18,27,32,34,35,37,38 which is a substantial
percentage in the environmental health field.
However, none of these articles reported on the
randomization procedure sufficiently to judge its
robustness.

the potential for unmeasured confounding in the
large number of studies that did not include SES in
their models is particularly concerning. This is
especially true in cross-sectional studies, although
a number included at least one measure of SES,48
or integrated a robust assessment of SES that
combined multiple indicators such as household
education and income level.23,24,26,40,49,52-54,64,65,72,73

Another important methodological issue is the
reliance on brief exposure times, ranging from a
15-minute viewing session in a lab10 to an hourlong walk in a park.11,14,15,31 Two studies assessed
participants at multiple time points over a longer
Sample sizes for the cross-sectional studies were
period of time,20,49 but one did so by way of a
generally small (ranging from 20 to 96), although a
regression approach that estimated the impact of
single trial included 498 adults.36 In addition, the
changes in green space access, rather than
study population was often homogenous,
assessing changes in exposure directly,49 and the
exemplified by studies solely of university
other involved only 17 participants.20 The dearth of
students15,18,34 or men,10,34 which limits the
studies focusing on long-term effects is of concern
generalizability of findings. The reliance on
since a dose-response relationship would provide
convenience samples within the cross-sectional
further evidence of the impact of green space on
studies is another source of potential bias, and was
mental health. Larger effects over longer (though
reported in eight studies.19,25,26,29,30,48,52,55 Overall,
still short) timeframes have been observed.12
comparison between the studies was hampered by
the different mental health outcomes assessed,
There is a great deal of variation in the type of
which ranged from ratings of well-being and
exposure studied, ranging from satellite-based
symptoms to disorders and also physiological
measures of overall green space49,54,60,64 to
measures.
individual botanic gardens and arboretums14,25-28,30
Studies that included a range of participants
revealed differences with respect to age, gender,
and socioeconomic status. For instance, a metaanalysis examining exercise in natural settings
found the largest effects on mood among men and
the middle-aged.12 With respect to SES, greater
improvements in mental health were reported for
individuals on lower levels of the socioeconomic
ladder, whether defined by income or education64,65
or by employment status.16,52 Other potential
confounders that were not accounted for in the
reviewed studies include noise,66 air pollution,67
and crowding.68
Given that socioeconomically deprived
communities may have less and lower-quality
green space as observed in multiple locations
around the globe,69-71 and that individuals living in
poverty or with low levels of education may be
particularly vulnerable to mental health disorders,4

or even virtual forests.10,18 This heterogeneity
makes it difficult to summarize the body of
evidence and challenging to compare studies with
conflicting results. It also makes the findings less
translatable into specific urban policy and design
strategies, while indicating that the results are not
due simply to the definition of exposure.

Consistency in many of the study findings –
particularly the association between green space
and mood improvements14,15,18,29-31,33-35,39,48-51 and
regarding green space as a treatment or treatment
setting for individuals with mental health
disorders11,13,14,28,31,32,38,55– is the major strength of
the evidence base. A large number of the crosssectional studies also relied on randomly chosen or
representative samples,21,23,24,40,51,54,60,64,65,72,73
increasing their internal validity, and many had a
broad geographic scope, making them more
applicable to diverse communities.
6

Research Gaps
An obvious gap in the knowledge base is the
paucity of longitudinal designs of individuals or
groups studied over time, allowing for observations
of changes in green space access that occur as
cities develop, expand, and gentrify and of any
associated changes in mental health outcomes.
Investigations that examine the impact of municipal
efforts to increase green space or distribute it in a
more equitable fashion should be encouraged.
Another important design feature is to control for
confounding, particularly due to differential
socioeconomic conditions. In order to inform
planning and policy, future research efforts also
need to examine factors that may promote or
impede access to, and use of, green space for
particular demographic groups, including those with
low socioeconomic status and pre-existing mental
health disorders. This is particularly important in
light of the fact that the studies described here
suggest differential impacts of green space
according to demographic characteristics or health
status. Finally, paying greater attention to the
precise definition of green space exposure is
essential to advancing the state of the literature
and critical to guiding the development of new
policies and projects.

green space to identify the characteristics and
frequency of access to green space that are
associated with longer-term benefits to mental
health, and, in this way, support planners and
policymakers in the design of healthier
communities.
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Conclusions
Overall, the results of this evidence review indicate
that exposure to green space has clear benefits for
fundamental components of mental health,
including overall mood and feelings of stress and
anxiety. Green space also has potential as a
complement to other forms of treatment (such as
cognitive behavioural therapy) for individuals with
mental health conditions, particularly those with
mood and anxiety disorders. However, the weight
of the evidence is relatively weak due to a number
of common methodological flaws in this area of
inquiry, including a reliance on small, convenience
samples; a failure to properly account for
confounding, particularly by socioeconomic status;
and a lack of longitudinal studies. Future research
efforts should use clear, specific measures of
7

Table 1. Summary of Study Setting, Methods, and Results (in reverse chronological order)
Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Main Findings

Annerstedt et
10
al. (2013)

Sweden

30 healthy
adult men

Experimental,
nonrandomized
controlled trial
(P)

Virtual environments
representing a forest and
associated sounds (such
as birdsongs and running
water) and a soundless
forest.

Natural sounds may be an
important component of
green space as a means
of promoting stress
recovery.

White et al.
49
(2013)

United
Kingdom

12,818 adults
for mental
distress;
10,168 adults
for life
satisfaction

Longitudinal,
representative
sample
(P)

Percentage of local green
space was based on the
UK’s Generalised Land
Use Database, and
included both general
green space and gardens,
with blue space entered in
models as a separate
factor.

Employing a fixed-effects
model to estimate the
impact of changes in
green space levels, a
residential area
comprising 81% green
space was associated
with reductions in mental
distress and increased life
satisfaction.

Huynh et al.
24
(2013)

Canada

17,249 youth
(primarily aged
11-16)

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

“Public natural space”
measured in three ways:
1) total natural space; 2)
green space (such as
parks, wooded areas, and
botanical gardens); and 3)
blue space (including
oceans, lakes, rivers, and
streams).

No association reported
between natural space
and positive emotional
well-being, although
weakly protective effects
were seen for blue space
alone in small cities.

Nakau et al.
31
(2013)

Osaka, Japan

22 adults with
breast and
lung cancer

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(P)

Forest therapy consisting
of a 40-minute walk
among Japan World
Exposition
Commemorative Park’s
forests, streams, and
gardens.

In comparison to
gardening, yoga, and
supportive group therapy,
forest therapy was linked
to greater improvements
in mental and emotional
health.

Adevi &
Martensson
25
(2013)

Sweden

5 adults with
exhaustion
disorders

Qualitative
(P)

Time spent in a
rehabilitation garden
containing growing beds,
groves, and meadows.

Participants described
improvements in mood
and sleep after time spent
in the garden.

Berman et al.
14
(2012)

Ann Arbor,
United States

20 adults with
major
depressive
disorder

Experimental,
randomized trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

An hour-long walk in an
arboretum filled with a
variety of trees and plants
and secluded from traffic
and crowds.

The arboretum walk
improved working memory
and positive affect more
than one in an urban
setting.

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Main Findings

Mao et al.
34
(2012)

Hangzhou,
China

20 healthy
male university
students

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

Two hour-and-a-half walks
conducted over the course
of a day in a broadleaf
evergreen forest or in an
urban environment.

Participants assigned to
the forest walks
experienced improved
mood and reduced levels
of stress and inflammatory
biomarkers in comparison
to the urban walkers.

van Dillen et
40
al. (2012)

The
Netherlands

1,553 adult
residents of
large cities

Cross-sectional,
random sample
within selected
neighbourhoods
(P)

Green space forms
included both large
parcels (such as forests
and recreation areas) and
smaller, integrated parcels
in the form of streetscape
greenery; quality was
based on a custom
appraisal tool.

Improved mental health
was associated with both
more and higher-quality
green space, with the
strongest relationship
found for streetscape
greenery.

Francis et al.
23
(2012)

Perth,
Australia

911 individuals

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Quantity and size of
neighbourhood “public
open space,” based on
publically available data,
and quality, assessed via
participants’ self-reports of
characteristics such as
attractiveness, variety of
supported activities, and
safety.

Individuals living in areas
with higher-quality green
space had twice the odds
of low psychological
distress as those from
areas with low-quality
green space; no
association was found
with quantity of green
space.

Berger & Tiry
13
(2012)

Tel Aviv, Israel

Not detailed

Qualitative
(S)

Half-day therapy sessions
conducted in a forest and
at the seashore.

Nature Therapy activities
fostered engagement
among group members.

Ward
Thompson et
52
al. (2012)

Dundee,
Scotland

25 “deprived”
adults (all of
lower SES;
72%
unemployed)

Cross-sectional
(P)

Neighbourhood green
space was based on
nearby woodlands, scrub,
parks, and other natural
areas.

Percentage of
neighbourhood green
space and self-reported
stress were inversely
related, even in models
adjusted for SES and
demographics.

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Barton et al.
11
(2012)

United
Kingdom

53 adults with
mental health
issues

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(E)

A six-week course of
green exercise,
comprising weekly 45minute walks in public
green spaces (such as
parks and reserves).

Green exercise improved
self-esteem and mood,
but greater improvements
in mood were found with
social activities.

Drahota et al.
63
(2012)

Multiple
locations

102 studies

Systematic review
(N/A)

No studies examining
green space exposures
met inclusion criteria.

No studies examining
green space exposures
were summarized.

Shin et al.
37
(2012)

Chungbuk,
South Korea

92 chronic
adult
alcoholics

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

The forest therapy
program consisted of
psychological exercises,
meditation, and
counseling conducted in a
Recreational Forest,
primarily composed of oak
and pine trees.

On average, individuals
achieved remission of
depression symptoms
after nine days in a forest
therapy program, while
controls did not.
Individuals who were
more depressed
experienced the greatest
improvements.

Sung et al.
38
(2012)

Seoul, South
Korea

56 older adults
with mild
hypertension

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(P)

The forest therapy
program included both
educational sessions and
guided activities in two
“recreation forests”,
consisting of mixed pine
and broadleaf trees and
featuring walking paths.

Forest therapy
participants experienced
significantly greater
reductions in stress levels
than controls, as well as
larger improvements in
self-reported mental
health.

Fanet al.
60
(2011)

Chicago,
United States

1,699 adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(S)

Neighbourhood-level
green space, measured in
three ways: 1) overall
greenness (based on
satellite measures); 2)
size of park acreage; and
3) distance from a
participant’s to the nearest
park.

Highlighted importance of
different forms of green
space, with parks found to
reduce stress by
increasing social support,
while overall greenness
was found to lower both
social support and stress,
negating any benefits.

Martens et al.
35
(2011)

Zürich,
Switzerland

96 adults

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P, E)

A short (30- to 40-minute)
walk in either a tended
forest (marked by a low
amount of dead and brush
wood) or a wild forest,
which was less
maintained.

The walk in the tended
forest increased positive
mood and sense of
calmness to a greater
degree than the walk held
in the wild forest.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

O’Brien et al.
16
(2011)

London and
other cities,
United
Kingdom

2 studies: 1)
88
marginalized
adults, 2)
unemployed
adults

Cross-sectional;
qualitative analysis
reported
(S)

1) Semiweekly
environmental
volunteering (such as
habitat maintenance); 2)
Monthly environmental
volunteering at natural
urban and rural sites.

Across both studies,
individuals reported
improvements to their
mental health and social
skills, as well as a sense
of satisfaction from
contributing to their
communities.

Thompson
Coon et al.
51
(2011)

Multiple
locations

11 studies
(with individual
sample sizes
ranging from 8
to 269; 6 solely
university
students)

Systematic review
of 5 randomized, 5
nonrandomized
comparative trials,
1 survey, and 6
within-subjects
studies
(P, E)

All included studies
directly compared a single
session of outdoors
activity to the same
activity conducted indoors,
although virtual reality
studies using projected
images of the outdoors
were also assessed as
interventions.

Six studies demonstrated
a positive effect of walking
outdoors on mood,
including improvements in
feelings of self-esteem,
energy, and vitality and
reductions in feelings of
depression, tension,
frustration, or concern.

Lee et al.
33
(2011)

Hokkaido,
Japan

12 male adults

Experimental,
randomized trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

A 15-minute viewing
session conducted in
either a broadleaf
deciduous forest or an
urban setting.

Forest views were found
to improve participants’
mood and decrease stress
levels, but had no impact
on blood pressure.

Roe & Aspinall
50
(2011)

Scotland

2 studies: 1)
123 adults with
good and poor
mental health;
2) 24 adults
with good and
poor mental
health

1) Experimental
nonrandomized
trial;
2) Experimental
nonrandomized
trial; within-subjects
design
(P)

1) One-hour guided, group
walk in woods and open
countryside; 2) One-hour
guided, group walk in
either a rural park or an
urban town center.

Across both studies, the
rural walk improved mood
and mindset, with greater
benefits for those in poor
mental health; in addition,
the urban walk promoted
restoration solely for those
in poor mental health.

Valtchanov et
18
al. (2010)

Not specified

22 university
students

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

Participants viewed either
control images of abstract
paintings or images of
natural settings (including
shrubs, flowers, and
trees), with the latter also
accompanied by forestrelated scents.

Natural views significantly
improved participants’
moods, with no changes
seen among participants
who viewed the images of
abstract paintings.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

McCaffrey et
28
al. (2010)

Delray Beach,
United States

40 older adults
with
depression

Experimental trial;
mixed-methods
(P)

A two-hour reflective walk
and journaling exercise
conducted in the Morikami
Museum and Japanese
Garden, which features 20
acres of gardens, an
extensive bonsai
collection, koi ponds, and
waterfalls.

Reflective walks resulted
in fewer symptoms of
depression, with
individuals reporting
feelings of escape from
daily pressures and an
appreciation of nature’s
beauty.

Barton & Pretty
12
(2010)

United
Kingdom

10 studies;
1,252 adults

Meta-analysis
(E)

Green exercise conducted
in a range of natural
environments and at a
variety of intensities.

Improvements in selfesteem and mood were
found across studies, with
larger changes in selfesteem among individuals
with mental illness.

Mackay & Neill
19
(2010)

Canberra,
Australia

101 adults

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(E)

A range of exercise types
(including bicycling, crosscountry and trail running,
boxing, and walking)
conducted in
environments marked by a
high proportion of natural
elements.

Individuals exercising in
natural environments
experienced greater
reductions in anxiety than
those exercising in less
natural environments.

Parra et al.
73
(2010)

Bogotá,
Colombia

1,966 older
adults

Cross-sectional
(S)

Within a study of
numerous subjective and
objective environmental
attributes, green space
measures included safety
of parks and recreational
areas and public park
density.

Perceptions of safety in
local parks were positively
associated with
improvements in selfreported mental health
quality of life.

van den Berg
54
et al. (2010)

The
Netherlands

4,529 adults

Cross-sectional,
“representative”
sample
(P)

Green space around an
individual participant’s
residence included
agricultural lands, urban
green space, forests, and
conservation areas, but
did not include
streetscape greenery, or
gardens or trees directly
surrounding a residence.

Individuals with the most
green space within 3
kilometers were less
affected by stressful life
events and reported better
mental health, but no
association was found
with green space within 1
kilometer. In addition,
these effects were less
pronounced than those
found for physical and
overall health.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact

12

Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Barton et al.
48
(2009)

England

132 park
visitors

Mixed-methods,
between-subjects
(P)

A visit to one of four
National Trust sites –
including a coastal
lowland heath, river valley,
woodland, and fen –
averaging two hours in
duration.

Small increases in selfesteem and larger
increases in mood were
self-reported by those
surveyed after a visit in
comparison to those
surveyed entering the
park.

Kim et al.
32
(2009)

Seoul, South
Korea

63 adults with
major
depressive
disorder

Experimental,
nonrandomized,
controlled trial
(P)

Weekly three-hour
cognitive-behavioural
therapy sessions
conducted over the course
of a month at the HongReung Arboretum, an
experimental forest
featuring a variety of
trees, shrubs, herb
gardens, and alpine
plants.

The course of therapy
conducted in the forest
setting resulted in higher
remission rates and
improved treatment
response in comparison to
therapy offered in
hospitals or outpatient.
However, no differences
were seen in depressive
symptoms.

Maas et al.
65
(2009)

The
Netherlands

345,143
children and
adults

Ecological
(P)

Large neighbourhood
green space (excluding
streetscape greenery,
backyard gardens, etc.).

The presence of large
areas of green space
within 1 kilometer of the
home was linked to a
lower prevalence of
anxiety disorders and
depression, with a
stronger relationship
found among children and
individuals of lower SES.

Ellaway et al.
21
(2009)

Scotland

1,637 adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Street-level incivilities,
such as litter and sewage
smells, and the absence
of environmental goods
(such as parks and
playgrounds).

Perceived absence of
environmental goods
(including green space,
among others) was
associated with 2.5 times
odds of reporting anxiety
and 1.94 odds of reporting
sadness/depression.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Faber Taylor &
22
Kuo (2009)

Not specified

17 children
aged 7-12 with
ADHD

Single-blind
experimental trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

A 20-minute guided walk
conducted in an urban
park, a downtown setting,
or a residential area.

The park walk was found
to offset concentration
deficits normally
experienced by individuals
with ADHD over the short
term, an improvement
roughly equal to the peak
effects of the most
common ADHD
prescription medications.

Berman et al.
15
(2008)

Ann Arbor,
United States

2 experiments:
50 university
students in all

Experimental trials:
1) Randomized
controlled trial;
2) Within-subjects
design
(P)

1) An hour-long walk in
the Ann Arbor Arboretum;
2) Viewing pictures of
nature in a laboratory
setting.

1) Participants walking in
nature experienced
improvements in directed
attention and mood, while
those walking in urban
settings did not.
2) Viewing images of
nature improved directed
and executive attention.

Sugiyama et
53
al. (2008)

Adelaide,
Australia

2,194 adults

Cross-sectional
(P, S)

Green space was based
on self-reported access to
parks, nature reserves,
and cycling or walking
paths, as well as the
presence of greenery, tree
cover, and “pleasant
natural features”.

Residents of the greenest
neighbourhoods had
almost twice the odds of
reporting better mental
health, a relationship that
persisted in adjusted
models.

Nielsen &
Hansen
72
(2007)

Denmark

1,200 adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Green areas included
small and large urban
parks, urban squares
featuring greenery, lakes
and oceans, green sports
facilities, and both private
and public gardens.

Distance from the home to
green areas was more
closely associated with
low levels of stress than
actual use, although
frequent users of green
space were less likely to
rate themselves as highly
stressed.

McCaffrey
27
(2007)

Delray Beach,
United States

60 older adults
with mild and
moderate
depression

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial; only
qualitative findings
reported
(P)

Group walks though the
Morikami Museum and
Japanese Garden, which
features 20 acres of
gardens, an extensive
bonsai collection, koi
ponds, and waterfalls.

Individuals walking in the
garden reported feelings
of peace, serenity, and
reflection.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Tsunetsugu et
39
al. (2007)

Oguni, Japan

12 male
university
students

Experimental,
randomized trial;
counterbalanced,
within-subjects
design
(P)

Comparison and control
groups consisted of a 15minute walk and 15minute viewing session
held in either a deciduous
broadleaf forest or a city.

Stress levels were lower
following the 15-minute
walk in the forest than in
the urban setting; the
forest walk also produced
feelings of comfort, calm,
and refreshment.

Morita et al.
36
(2007)

Chiba, Japan

498 healthy
adults

Experimental,
randomized trial;
within-subjects
design
(P)

A two-hour walk through
the Tokyo University
Forest (referred to as
“forest bathing” in this
context) compared to a
similar urban walk.

The short walk in the
forest reduced depression
and anxiety, and improved
mood, with greater
benefits seen among
stressed individuals.

Rappe &
29
Kivela (2005)

Helsinki,
Finland

30 older adults

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(P, S)

Exposure included both
visits to and views of a
garden featuring trees, a
pond, and walking paths
located in a nursing home
and service center for the
elderly.

Garden visits improved
mood, recovery, sleep,
and concentration.
Depressed individuals
experienced fewer
benefits with respect to
recovery and
concentration than the
non-depressed.

Kuo & Taylor
55
(2004)

United States

452 parents of
children with
AD/HD

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(P)

Green outdoor settings
were defined as any
“mostly natural area”, and
included parks, farms, and
private backyards.

Natural outdoor activities
reduced symptoms of
attention-deficit
hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD) significantly more
than activities in less
natural or indoor settings.

de Vries et al.
64
(2003)

The
Netherlands

10,197
children and
adults

Cross-sectional,
random sample
(P)

Neighbourhood-level
green space and blue
space, including private
home gardens.

Natural space offset the
increased risk of mental
illness among individuals
residing in urban areas;
significant effects were
seen only among low-SES
individuals.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Authors,
Date
Stark (2003)

17

Kohlleppel et
26
al. (2002)

Wells (2000)

20

Whitehouse et
30
al. (2000)

Study
Location

Study
Sample

Study Design &
Pathway

Primary Exposure or
Intervention

Not specified

54 women in
third trimester
of pregnancy

Experimental,
“randomized”,
controlled trial
(P)

Participants in the
intervention arm were
instructed to spend 120
minutes per week in
restorative activities
involving "nature", both
outdoors (such as
listening to birds or
building a snowman) and
indoors (such as caring for
plants).

Women participating in
restorative activities
involving nature made
fewer errors on one test of
attention, but no
differences were seen in
mood or directed attention
between the groups.

Florida, United
States

312 adults

Cross-sectional,
convenience
sample
(P)

A visit to one of three
separate botanic gardens;
no details were provided
on the average length of
visits or specific garden
features.

Visiting a botanic garden
was identified an as
important stress-reduction
strategy, with additional
benefits experienced by
depressed individuals.

Not specified

17 children
from lowincome
households

Longitudinal,
within-subjects
design
(P)

Residential “naturalness”
scores were based on
views and components of
front and back yards.

Moving to homes with
more natural surroundings
significantly improved
children’s attentional
capacity.

San Diego,
United States

83 healthy
adults; 6
healthy
children, 16
children with
various
illnesses

Qualitative
(P)

The study appraised a
formal healing garden
located in a children’s
hospital, which featured
public art in the form of
sculptures and mosaics,
as well as natural plants,
flowers, and greenery.

Ninety percent of adults
reported improved moods
following a visit to a
garden located at a
children’s hospital;
preferences and usage of
the garden differed
between healthy and ill
children.

Main Findings

(P) = psychophysiological; (E) = exercise (physical activity); (S) = social contact
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Appendix A: Literature Search
Strategy
A.1 Selected Databases
 CINAHL (accessed via EBSCO),
Embase (accessed via OvidSP),
MEDLINE (accessed via OvidSP),
Psycinfo (accessed via EBSCO), and
the Science Citation Index and Social
Science Citation Index (accessed via
Web of Knowledge)
A.2 Search Concepts and Keywords
Two principal domains were identified for use in the
databases described above: green space and mental
health. To capture the first domain, keywords
included: greenery, greenness, green space, natural
space, natural view, open space, park, playground,
garden, trees, and forest. In order to locate studies
related to mental health, terms included: mental
health, mental well-being, mental illness, mental
disorder, psychological, psychosocial, depression,
anxiety, stress, bipolar, schizophrenia, personality
disorder, and obsessive-compulsive disorder.

A.3 Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria
Articles published in non-English languages were
included as part of the abstract-review process, but
were not incorporated into the final analysis due to a
lack of resources available for translation. In terms of
study design, individual and cluster randomized
controlled trials, cohort studies, case-control studies,
and observational designs were all eligible for
inclusion. Studies examining virtual exposure to
green space in a laboratory setting were also
included. Commentaries, editorials, and studies
reported solely as abstracts (such as conference
proceedings) were excluded. In addition, after
reviewing abstracts, a decision was made to exclude
studies on the mental health outcomes of gardening,
because this was thought to merit an independent
review.
A.4 Literature Organization and Storage
Bibliographic details and links to electronic versions
of all 176 articles selected for full-text review were
maintained in a RefWorks online citation
management database.

Boolean logic was integrated to combine the two
constructs and to avoid the inclusion of irrelevant
results (e.g., “trees.mp. NOT decision tree.mp.”).
Where possible, controlled vocabularies (such as the
Medical Subject Headings created for use in
MEDLINE) were employed along with keywords. In
addition, wildcards were integrated to help account
for variability in spellings (such as “green space”
versus “greenspace”). In addition, a set of evidencebased search filters developed by the Scottish
Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SIGN) were
incorporated into the searches conducted within
MEDLINE and Embase in order to improve the
specificity of the search. All searches were conducted
in December of 2013 and January of 2014, with no
restriction on the original publication date of studies.
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opposed
November 20, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors
Sent via e-mail

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 PEAKS of GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT
I am writing to express my opposition to proposed bylaw 2015-19, The Peaks of Grassi Land Use
Amendment.
I’m not a politician but I suspect that in town politics, as in life, there are pros and cons with any
decision. Things that you try to balance, as you do your best to govern Canmore. I therefore have tried
hard to do what you must do and look at both sides of this argument as objectively as possible.
You have many factors to consider when deciding what you feel is in the best interest of Canmore, and
not just the residents of the Peaks of Grassi. While as a resident of The Peaks, I would be very
disappointed if the council passed this bylaw, I could at least understand the rationale if there was
clearly a definite and immediate need to the town that was guaranteed to be met by passing this bylaw.
I could “take one for the team” so to speak.
But what if this bylaw passed and then the benefits failed to materialize? Then what?
There will be irrevocable harm to the social fabric and community character of the Peaks of Grassi. It
will affect the users of Quarry Lake. It will lead to more human wildlife interactions on the powerline
trail (they won’t be reduced by a “straight edge”, they will be increased because there will be more
people). It will increase traffic on an already busy street. I realize you have heard all these arguments
and more against this proposal by now. Whether you agree with each one individually or not there is no
doubt in my mind, that when considering all these issues as a whole, passing this bylaw will harm the
Peaks of Grassi.
And what will have been gained in the process?
The landowners who have proposed this bylaw change are proposing 7 PAH units as part of the
development. But will they deliver? When all is said and done how many PAH units will actually exist in
the Peaks? If they were committed to building PAH units why did they not propose those with their
application the first time? The landowners have much to gain but how much will the town of Canmore
gain?

Perhaps more importantly, last year the town council voted unanimously to defeat a similar proposed
bylaw by the same applicants to rezone the land in the Peaks of Grassi. At that time all the council
members cited the Settlement Agreement as one of the reasons for their decision. Going against the
Settlement Agreement sets a precedent and sends a message that no decision is safe and decisions of
council cannot be trusted to be upheld. That harms all residents of Canmore, not just those in the
Peaks. The strength of the Settlement Agreement should not be reduced regardless of what sort of
development is proposed.
Again I ask: Is there a clear, definite and immediate need to the town that is certain to be met by this
bylaw? And are the benefits to Canmore guaranteed to truly outweigh these harms? If the answer to
these questions is unequivocally yes then I could understand the justification in passing this bylaw. I
hope you agree that the answer is no. Please vote no against bylaw 2015-19.

Sincerely,

Paul MacEachern

opposed

Opposed

To:
Mayor John Borrowman &
Councillors of the Town Of Canmore

!
!

Re: Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 , Land use By-law
Peaks Grassi rezoning

!
!
Dear Mayor and Councillors ,
!

The purpose of our letter is add our voices to those Canmore residents who oppose the granting
of the above named rezoning application .

!

My wife and I were long term residents of Canmore and lived in the Peaks of Grassi till our
move from Canmore in July of 2015 . We worked to oppose to the first rezoning application and
continue to believe that this application should be turned down for a second time .

!

We would ask that council continues to honour their unanimous decision on the first Peaks of
Grassi Bylaw application that was made in 2015 . Little has changed in the extremely short
period of time between the decision you made then and this new application .

!

The developers seem to have simply concluded that the promise of PAH housing will be
sufficient for a council to overturn their first decision . PAH has unfortunately become a political
football and in the absence of a clear policy and direction as too how the promise of PAH
influences zoning applications , the opportunistic granting of zoning applications that are based
on the promise of PAH is a slippery slope for any council. The proposed development continues
to be only in the best interests of the developers not the community .

!

Affordable housing has had a long and difficult history in Canmore . Starting with the Three
Sisters development and its promise of substantial amounts of staff housing , to the death of the
large block of affordable housing in the Spring Creek development area . The promise of
sustainable housing has always been used as a way to get development approved . Investors and
developers are more than willing to promise these affordable housing “crumbs” to the Town in
exchange for lucrative re-zoning approvals.

!

We would also ask that the Town continue to honour the 1998 settlement agreement . This
agreement has stood for over 17 years and represents an enormous effort on the part of the town
of Canmore , its citizens, the developer and the NRCB to bring a conclusion to the development
in the Peaks of Grassi and allow all parties to move forward .

!

To ignore the settlement agreement moves us back to the future .We are engaged now in the very
same type of conflict that the spurred the creation of that agreement . The agreement brought

development peace to the Peaks of Grassi . These same type of conflicts continue to bedevil the
Town of Canmore in other development areas where unfortunately there is conflict. The
agreement has proven its worth over the past 17 years and should be allowed to continue to
carry out its intended purpose.

!

Planning departments can not create communities alone , they are also created by the
community of people who inhabit them . While planners can mathematically determine the
number of humans that be can placed in an acre of land and determine that 1 point two cars will
move down a street as a result . They do not create communities as a result of their models .

!

There is more to a community than a model . Planners must take seriously those intrinsic and
social issues that truly create a community . In development discussions these important
requirements need to be accorded the same weight as a traffic study pattern or the determination
of the number people that can be placed in 1000 square feet of living space . The community
and its concerns should always be given equal standing in any development discussion.

!

In closing we would ask that council continue to honour its first decision on the 2015 Peaks of
Grassi Bylaw and continue in its honouring of the 1998 Settlement agreement . While there is
much of value to be gained by the developers , there is much of value to be lost by the
community in this matter . The community should prevail .

!
Thank You ,
!

Mike Mac Innis
Karen Ogren

!

November 12 / 2015

Opposed

From: DARCEY LYNN MARC
Date: October 26, 2015 at 11:12:21 AM MDT
To: John Borrowman <JBorrowman@canmore.ca>,
ecomfort@canmore.ca, jmccallum@canmore.ca, SKrausert@canmore.ca,
VSandford@canmore.ca, rseeley@canmore.ca, erussell@canmore.ca
Cc: chide@canmore.ca
Subject: Opposition to Peaks Rezoning – By-law 2015-19 Land Use Amendment
Dear Mr. Mayor and honorable Council. Please continue to protect the area surrounding Grassi
Lakes. In Canmore we have many beautiful areas but Grassi Lakes is particularly important to keep in its
natural state.





there is historical importance and we need to honor the miners that created this beautiful area for
their friends and family and future residents and visitors
we need to step up and respect the wildlife - this is their home too and they contribute to what
makes Canmore magical
adding homes near Grassi Lakes is like stabbing the fabric of this area; it is a lifetime decision
and will forever change it from a natural area
to have such a beautiful area within our town, for families, residents, visitors to enjoy, connect
and share happy moments is wonderful.

Please stay strong and uphold the previous decision which was well researched and thought out. Work
with the developer and the community to find a different, more suitable area to develop.

Thank you.
Darcey-Lynn Marc

1

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brendan Martland
Saturday, November 21, 2015 2:35 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Hello. Please note my formal opposition to the rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve lands on
Lawrence Grassi Ridge, on which I live.
Please enter my opposition in the public record.
Thank-you
Brendan Martland
Canmore, AB

1

opposed
Ernie Mattern

Canmore, Alberta
10 November 2015

Mayor John Borrowman and Town Councilors

RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 PEAKS of GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT

I’m writing to you in opposition to the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would
disregard the 1998 Settlement Agreement and allow housing construction on three parcels of green
space in the Peaks of Grassi (PoG).
I spoke at the first rezoning application public hearing on these 4 acres on Jan 13, 2015. At that time, I
requested that you turn down the rezoning application so that, the POG community would have a
chance to buy the 4 acres in question and donate it to the Rocky Mountain Heritage Society (Quarry
Lake Park) in order to keep the land in its natural state forever. This was the long term solution that
would enable the community to stop coming back to argue our case against a new rezoning application.
In an effort to follow through on the commitments put forward at the January Public Hearing, a group of
us representing the POG community met with the 3 developers a number of times this spring and
summer to try to buy the land. We raised sufficient pledges from our neighbors to more than cover the
price that the developers paid TSMV to acquire the land. We submitted written offers that were
rejected. Those discussions failed because the developers refused to negotiate with us. We were told to
do the math on the property value. Doing the math in a simplified manner leads to a huge price tag. A
duplex lot in the area sold two years ago for over $500,000 and lots zoned single family in Canmore are
selling for $600,000 plus so, doing the simple math on the current proposal leads me to a value of over
$7 million dollars for the lots with no development, if rezoned. This provides the developers with a huge
incentive to ignore our purchase offers and therefore, to seek rezoning.
We went further in order to try to find a solution agreeable to the POG community, the developers and
the town. I met with the Mayor suggesting that the POG community buy town land suitable for
development and swap it with the 4 acres in our area so that, the developers could build affordable
housing on alternate land in town. This suggestion was received quite positively by the Mayor but
rejected as unacceptable when suggested to the developers. We still didn’t give up. Then I went to Chris
Ollenberger who represents TSMV to discuss the same land swap concept. He was very positive about
that approach but, when he discussed it with the developers it was again turned down by the 3
developers.
I’m proud of our neighbors that have supported our efforts in trying to find a solution that would have
left the neighbors with what they were promised when they bought a home in this area, three

opposed
undeveloped green spaces garnered through the Settlement Agreement. Our proposal to buy back or,
swap the land was done in good faith even though, the feelings of deception and betrayal run deep. Loss
of market value is one issue for us but, by far, it isn’t the most important issue. We bought our property
in Canmore and the POG because it is our piece of heaven. It has beauty and esthetics that we can’t let
someone destroy, and especially, not when it only serves the developers quest for money.
Please understand that, in many cases purchasing a home here was the largest financial commitment of
the buyer’s lives which for some, was their life savings. We all thought that we had purchased our little
piece of paradise based on trusting the representations of our builder that the green areas on our street
would never be developed. That builder has now become a developer of the lands that he said would
never be developed. He and his partners have more than amply demonstrated their lack of integrity or
value for ethical business practices. But our opposition isn’t just a neighborhood squabble over some
neighbors thinking that others aren’t being good neighbors. We think their actions are illegal.
Since all of our efforts to find an acceptable long term solution have failed, we decided that we had no
alternate but to sue the developers. We maintain, supported in emails and sworn affidavits that, the 4
acres were offered to one of the developers for the POG community to keep it undeveloped. The
developers kept the negotiation with TSMV secret from their neighbors and they eventually purchased
the land for development. If we are successful in our lawsuit, we will buy the land and donate the land
to the Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation to be kept undeveloped forever.
One of the most important core values of the town of Canmore is integrity. Surely, you as our elected
officials cannot approve of this type of business ethic and lack of integrity or, do business with people
that demonstrate a blatant lack of integrity. How can you trust them to deliver what they promise?
Please don’t dishonor the integrity of the former Town Council that approved the 1998 Settlement
Agreement. If you do, who will trust that your decisions are upheld? Please have the integrity to vote no
to this rezoning application.
Sincerely,

Ernie Mattern

Mayor and Council
jborrowman@canmore.ca
ecomfort@canmore.ca
jmccallum@canmore.ca
SKrausert@canmore.ca
VSandford@canmore.ca

opposed
rseeley@canmore.ca
erussell@canmore.ca

Municipal Clerk, Cheryl Hyde
chyde@canmore.ca

Administration
Chief Administrative Officer: ldesoto@canmore.ca

opposed
Kathy Mattern
Canmore, Alberta
9 November 2015
Mayor John Borrowman and Town Councilors
RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 PEAKS OF GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT
As a citizen and taxpayer of Canmore, I am stating that I am wholly AGAINST the
application by Lawrence Hill and his partners – Hillcroft Developents Ltd., 1861523
Alberta Ltd., and 1457115 Ontario Limited – to amend the land use bylaw 2015-19
located in the Peaks of Grassi, from zone Urban Reserve to zone Direct Control
District.
Reasons Against:
1998 Settlement Agreement:
The Settlement Agreement of 1998, between the town of Canmore and Three
Sisters, capped the Peaks of Grassi at 404 units on 45 acres while giving Three
Sisters what it needed to proceed with development down the valley toward Dead
Man’s Flats. The Town of Canmore agreed to the Urban Reserve designation under
pressure from Three Sisters who indicated that it would appeal to the Municipal
Government Board unless, the 3 parcels of land in question and other properties of
Three Sisters were zoned as Urban Reserve. This appeal would be costly not only in
delays but also, in legal costs at the expense of Canmore taxpayers. Town Council, at
the time capitulated, and the lands became UR because Mayor Ron Casey believed
that the Settlement Agreement protected the lands in question.
In 2000, when my husband and I purchased our home on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, we
were told by Mr.Hill and the town planner, that these lands would never be
developed. The integrity, trust, and the responsibility of this Council is to honor the
1998 Settlement Agreement that the homeowners relied on, for their protection,
when they purchased their homes. The Settlement Agreement is a contract that
must be upheld.
However, other issues are at stake for the Peaks residents.
History of the Land Purchase by the Developers:
In late 2013, a proposal to buy the land from Three Sisters Mountain Village was
initially offered by Chris Ollenberger, representing TSMV, to Mr. Hill for the sum of
$250,000 including another lot that was sold separately to another buyer for
$50,000. The initial discussion with his neighbors the Hibbards was to preserve the
land in question from further development because the price was so low.

opposed
Instead, Mr. Hill opted to purchase the land for himself and he then, partnered with
his neighbors Mr. Doyon and Mr. Madlung, in a scheme to have the land rezoned for
new development even though, the Settlement Agreement capped the land usage. In
2014 Chris Ollenberger of TSMV sold the land to Lawrence Hill for $325,000.
Lawrence Hill stated under oath, “Mr. Ollenberger believed that a locally based
developer would be most likely able to have the Parcel rezoned for development,
and, as such, most likely to purchase the Parcel.”
Doesn’t this appear to be manipulating Council?
Community Opposition: Why?
These developers may be telling you and others that they are not popular in the
neighborhood and that is the only reason for community opposition. That is false!
Many, including us, were close friends with the Hills’ and the Doyons’. We trusted
them even to the extent of leaving the keys to our property with them. However,
they chose to betray our trust in search of huge profits. Mr. Mayor and Town
Councilors, I ask that you too, not be manipulated by these private investors, who
are willing to disregard the 1998 Settlement Agreement, tear up a neighborhood,
betray long standing neighborhood friendships and all because of the proposal that
they have submitted to you, our Council.
Density:
Lawrence Grassi Ridge would be severely impacted because the developers’
proposal calls for so many new units to be built on our street including: 5 single
family homes, 8 duplexes with basement suites, and 14 townhomes – 7 MAH and
7PAH. Picture 88 more vehicles added to the density of our area. Vehicles would be
jammed onto the street. The quiet street, we were assured would remain as it is by
Mr. Hill and your own Town administration, will suffer from its’ loss of green space,
traffic congestion, and the human footprints in an area that was not supposed to be
developed in the first place. This is not a minor impact, it is huge!
Quarry Lake and The Wildlife Corridor
Quarry Lake is an oasis for all communities of this town and visitors alike. Before
the 1998 Settlement Agreement, it was determined with input from Town Council,
town planners, realtors, the press, and Three Sisters that the views from Quarry
Lake would not be compromised. Development of the lower sections of Lawrence
Grassi Ridge were to be left as green space, not only for the human inhabitants but
also, for the wildlife that roams through the area. That green space serves as a
natural park for the well being of the Peaks residents, Quarry Lake visitors and a
refuge for large and small animals, including squirrels, and the beautiful birds that
inhabit the trees.
Mayor and Council please do not be a party to the destruction of our beautiful green
spaces in the Peaks of Grassi.

opposed
Core Values of Canmore:
The Town of Canmore states that its’ core values are WELLNESS, RESPECT,
INTEGRITY, SERVICE, and TEAMWORK.
WELLNESS: The Peaks of Grassi Community has worked many hundreds of hours on
their presentation to defeat this 2nd proposal by the developers. The stress level for
all citizens should be a concern for this Town Council. Green space that we were
assured would never be developed, has brought the Peaks Community into a
rezoning dispute that should never have happened. There is an active law suit
against the developers to obtain an injunction to prohibit this development from
going forward because we find that the actions of these developers to be simply
wrong.
RESPECT: For the people living in the Peaks of Grassi, with regard, for their needs. If
the developers had shown any respect for their neighbors none of this would be
taking place. If our Town Council respects all its’ citizens, it will not make the Peaks
area and especially, the street known as Lawrence Grassi Ridge, the most densely
populated street in Canmore.
INTEGRITY: For the citizens of the Town of Canmore, a NO decision, by the Council
will uphold and maintain the integrity of the Town, its’ decision making and what
the administration has told the Town citizens by honoring the 1998 Settlement
Agreement. I ask that council stand up for what is Right and Just.
SERVICE: The town’s ability to maintain the Peaks of Grassi development be it, the
roads, water runoff, public utilities, parking, snow removal, and other community
issues to create a comfortable environment for its’ citizens.
TEAMWORK: The 1998 Settlement Agreement established that the Peaks of Grassi
was fully built out especially, along Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Be a team again! Uphold
the Settlement Agreement that the Town Council, at the time, fought so hard to
obtain for this community.
Mayor Borrowman and Town Council, please do not allow yourselves to be
manipulated by these private developers, in a scheme that would give the
developers an enormous financial windfall from market housing under the guise of
providing 7 PAH units which, the Town of Canmore or, buyers must purchase. Let
the betrayal by the developers, felt by many of us, end.
I ask that this rezoning proposal be denied.
Sincerely,
Kathy Mattern

opposed
Distribution List:
Mayor John Borrowman
Ed Russell
Rob Seely
Vi Sandford
Esme Comfort
Joanna McCallum
Sean Krausert

jborrowman@canmore.ca
erussell@canmore.ca
rseeley@canmore.ca
VSandford@canmore.ca
ecomfort@canmore.ca
jmccallum@canmore.ca
SKrausert@canmore.ca

Municipal Clerk: Cheryl Hyde
cc: Cheryl Hyde

chyde@canmore.ca

opposed

From: Patrick McGovern
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 11:46 AM
To: John Borrowman; jmcallum@canmore.ca; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed Russell; Rob Seeley
Subject: Oppositon to Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19)

We are owners of
, Canmore and oppose the above‐noted application for Land Use Amendment as we
feel that approval of that proposed amendment would be contrary to the intent of the existing Settlement Agreement
making these lands Urban Reserve.
Yours Truly,
Patrick and Melanie McGovern
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opposed
November 14, 2015
Canmore Mayor Borrowman and Town Council
RE: Opposition By-Law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
I am strongly opposed to the rezoning of the Urban Reserve Lands on Lawrence Grassi Peaks. Residents
of the Peaks of Grassi were informed, when we purchased our homes, that these lands were designated
as Urban Reserve into perpetuity and hence would not be developed. At the present level of
development there is a nice balance between developed and non-developed areas which make it a a
very pleasant area to live in. However, even at the current level of development, the size and utility of
the wildlife corridor between Lawrence Grassi and Quarry Lake is questionable. Development of the 4
acres designated as Urban Reserve Lands would have significant impacts on the quality of living in Grassi
Peaks and the effectiveness of the Urban Reserve.
1. Population Density
The Peaks of Grassi is a densely populated community, with the majority of homes being very close
together with small frontage and limited parking. A large number of residents park on the street which
often limits the traffic flow to one direction, while opposing traffic must pull over. There is only one
street for access and egress to Grassi Peaks, Peaks Drive. This results in high traffic between Peaks Drive
and Kamenka Drive, on Lawrence Grassi. The high traffic and parking on both sides of the street make
this part of Lawrence Grassi very congested. (One of the reasons we chose to move from Lawrence
Grassi to Wilson Way was due to the heavy traffic and congestion on Lawrence Grassi. Any further
development on Lawrence Grassi would make matters much worse.
2. Safety
The fact that there is only one road, Peaks Drive, for access and egress to Peaks of Grassi should be a
limiting factor on development in this area. Current traffic levels are high and additional traffic will
increase potential for accidents. In addition it is important to have easy access and safe access in case of
emergencies. The large hill on Lawrence Grassi is also a safety concern. The hill limits visibility for
people exiting driveways and for traffic turning onto Lawrence Grassi from Kamenka Drive.
Development of the 4 acres designated Urban Reserve Lands would exacerbate these safety problems.
3. Urban Reserves
The 4 acres of Urban Reserve Land are used and appreciated by most residents in the Peaks of Grassi. It
gives access to Grassi Lakes and surrounding areas while forming a natural barrier between Peaks of
Grassi and Quarry Lake. There are many paths through these lands that residents ude on a regular basis.
Wildlife is commonly observed in this area and would be impacted with any further development. The
rocky knoll by the hill on Lawrence Grassi is a beautiful natural area that should be preserved. The
homes to the west of this rocky knoll are far lower and hence there would be significant differences in
elevation of any homes developed on these lands. In terms of privacy, and environment, development
of this property would not be fair to current or new home owners.

opposed
Previous Councils designated these 4 acres as Urban Reserve Lands. I hope the current Council will see
the wisdom of their decision, recognize the strong opposition to the proposed rezoning, and
unanimously agree to maintain the current designation Urban Reserve Lands. Further, I would
appreciate the decision being formulated in such a way that this designation is into perpetuity, so we
don’t have to go through this process with future councils.
Thank you for your consideration,
Donald and Maureen McKay
,
Canmore, AB

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

james mcpherson
Saturday, November 14, 2015 9:55 AM
Cheryl Hyde
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Lisa de Soto
Opposition T Peaks Landing Land Use Rezoning Bylaw 2015-19

Dear Ms. Hyde: Please note my comments respecting the above and do draw them to the attention of all
decision makers involved in the upcoming deliberations on this matter.
My wife and I live near Creemore Ontario, an area of noted natural surrounding ( Blue Mountain,
Wasaga Beach, numerous streams and rivers with names as Noisy, Mad, Pretty , Pine, Nottawassaga ) , and
we are in general an all season " resort " area for residents of the Greater Toronto Area 90 minutes away as
well as many international visitors , drawn, especially in summer , to our local golf courses, beaches, sailing
establishments and world class hiking on the Bruce Trail.
However, we are frequent visitors to Canmore, as all 3 of our now grown children live in Alberta, as do all our
5 grandchildren. For that reason, we visit often and indeed have rented a house in Canmore for the upcoming
months of January, February and March 2016, this as a preliminary step to a permanent move there . As we
are now in our seventies and our daughter is a family physician in Canmore we feel it is the right place for us
to be for longer and longer periods of time. While the other two children are not in Canmore, they do visit it
frequently too for recreation and physical refreshment.
A third factor of which you should be aware is that both my wife and I have long associations with the whole
Alberta rockies area, having worked ( and met ) while working multiple summers there in the 60's ( I was with
Brewsters, she with CPR Hotels). In short, , we have seen and marvelled at the many many changes
in Canmore, Banff, Lake Louise, Field and so on.
And in other words, we have some experience in the issues faced by communities such as Canmore, and some
experience of both the good and the bad developments that have occurred in both. I think too, if
immodestly, that we are among a demographic group that Canmore is interested in attracting and then
keeping, i.e. physically active, community oriented, appreciative of " Nature " and sustainable conservations,
and with enough retirement income to pay our own way and contribute to that of others.
The recent shift in policy, of which the above noted Rezoning is just a part, of turning to Urban Reserve lands
as a source of land for new development of any kind is to me a most troubling subject. Urban Reserve
lands can be considered to be in the public domain, and should be considered as an essential component of
any urban setting, set aside for future use by the public. Would there be Central Park in New York, or High
Park in Toronto, or Nose Hill in Calgary if very early moves to somehow reserve " raw " land had been
thwarted at the first cry from developers that they needed that space? In time, the Urban Reserve lands in
Canmore could be the most notable and lasting asset and attraction of the whole town. If " infill " occurs on
these spaces, will wildlife corridors be improved ?( I notice a huge and negative burden has been put on
wildlife there in the last 20 years, and look at how Banff now blocks the entire Bow Valley to natural migration
movements). Will there be green space and just plain untouched bits of land in otherwise built up areas
to be a natural play area for my grandchildren and a place of recreation for adults?
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I am sorry to say it, but I think this use of Urban Reserves is just yet another of " Encroachment " of public
property for private use without proper consideration being given to the consequences, and without proper
payment by the encroacher of anything approaching the value of what is being taken. Alberta has a long
history of improper use of " public " property ( including land controlled by the Department of Indian Affairs
as well as Parks Canada) and so I urge the decision makers here to not continue that sorry story.
If Canmore becomes a place where development agreements mean nothing, a place where land reserved is
only reserved until the first occasion arises that someone in power thinks they can have it now, if there is not
an overall plan to keep whatever good urban planning is in place there for all time, then Canmore will not be
a place that either visitors or permanent residents will wish to be in.
Sincerely, James G. McPherson ,
Canmore

, Creemore , Ontario, soon at
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Opposed
2015-11-21
Town Council,
Planning and Development,
Environmental Advisory Review Committee, and
Subdivision and Development Appeal
The Town of Canmore

Re: Comments to the Environmental Study for Peaks Landing (ESPL)

Dear Council and Members,
The ESPL has significant gaps that need to be addressed before it is used to support any decisions about potential
development in Peaks of Grassi. As it is now, the ESPL has not considered environmental and social impacts that can
be significant.
In the following pages, I explain the key points missing in the ESPL (Section I), and comment on gaps, inaccuracies, or
contradictions in specific sections of the ESPL. The references are located before the appendices. In Appendix III I
include a short version of my qualifications for your reference.
The approach followed in the process of the Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19) for Peaks of Grassi and other
development projects in the municipality of the Town of Canmore is missing the big picture and it is unknown what
cumulative or secondary effects have been generated and will continue to generate in the local and regional
ecosystems. Moreover, the draft Municipal Development Plan (Town of Canmore 2015) that has been posted for
public feedback indicates future growth over the next 20 to 30 years. The environmental assessment of a single
project is not appropriate to address those impacts.
In Canada and internationally, it is recognized that, to properly assess and mitigate the potential impacts of land use,
the proper planning tool is a Strategic Environmental Assessment ([SEA] (as described by the International
Association for Impact Assessment 2002, Minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada. 2010). A SEA
integrates the current and foreseeable development, provides transparency, and helps reduce conflict. SEA is the
tool that provides transparency, allows for public input to evaluate alternatives by considering environmental, social,
and economic elements, and helps reduce conflict. A SEA will help guide growth and development to achieve the
goal of developing a healthy community (in social, environmental and economic terms) and the quality and quantity
that the policies in the MDP seek to achieve with proper mitigation for the potential impacts.
Please contact me if you would like to know more about Strategic Environmental Assessment for municipal planning
or if you have questions about sections I and II.
Sincerely,

Angeles Mendoza Sammet, P. Biol., Ph.D.
Calgary Alberta
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SECTION I.
KEY POINTS MISSING IN THE ESPL
1. Boundaries
The ESPL does not clarify what the assessment boundaries are and what criteria were used to define the boundaries.
The ESPL needs to clarify if the buffer refers to the area of the parcels to be left and natural green space or refers to
the adjacent lands and transmission line ROW.
2. Actual use of the parcels
A question that needs to be answered is what other use(s) do those parcel have that could be affected or lost if they
are developed? This should not be limited to the sites of the parcels but include the neighborhood and adjacent
lands.
3. Different use of habitat by wildlife
The environmental brief needs to distinguish between different types of wildlife use that the land can have. One
type is the potential use as prime habitat that provides food, shelter and breeding opportunities for specific species.
The other is as corridors or patches of habitat that are important for connectivity or movement but that also can
provide food, water or temporal shelter. The report does develop this point.
The fact that the habitat may not be prime habitat does not exclude its use as corridor and, in fact, in various parts
the document contains information that the area is a defacto part of a corridor. The assessment should analyze this
possibility and not minimize it without proper data.
4. Hydrology and related requirements of the Water Act
The ESPL includes incorrect statements about the lack of surface hydrology in the area (P. 7). The photographs
shown in Appendix II and previous studies demonstrate that these parcels are an active part of the local hydrological
system, and that the three parcels are crossed by drainage channels. Any environmental study needs to answer how
the local hydrology will change as a result of the project and also how the project would be affected by the
hydrology of the study area. The hydrology is not only on the surface but also in the sub-surface, critical because the
location of the project is in an alluvial fan (BGC Engineering, X, Y, and Z Creeks, Forensic Analysis – FINAL, December
nd
2 2013).
The ESPL should have analyzed the hydrology of the area. For example, it ignored the information available that the
parcels are in the lowest elevation portion of the drainage system that crosses the residential development, where
an alluvial fan exists and these creeks (creeks Y and Z) drain (BGC Engineering, X, Y, and Z Creeks, Forensic Analysis
nd
– FINAL, December 2 2013).
Alberta Environment’s Administrative Guide for approvals to protect surface water bodies under the Water Act
(Alberta Environment [AE] 2001) states that a water body “means any location were water flows or is present,
whether or not the flow or the presence of water is continuous, intermittent, or occurs only during a flood…”( p.4).
This guide indicates that partial or complete infilling or a water body for residential development requires an
approval under the Water Act. BCG (2013) show how the Y and Z creeks are connected to the drainage system that
includes the pond mentioned in the ESPL. The report does not determine whether this system is connected to
Quarry Lake by sub-surface water movement, a highly likely possibility given the apparent seepage of downhill
flowing water as it passes over the alluvial fans.
The Guide states that the decision to drain a small water body may seem insignificant, but can contribute to
cumulative effects and may cause water management problems (AE 2001: 6).
The above-mentioned Guide includes some questions that the ESPL should have answered, for example:
 Does the water body provide a range of habitat for wildlife in terms of quality, quantity and/or diversity?
The two days of the field assessment in September are not adequate to determine wildlife use at other
times of the year.
 If the water body is destroyed or altered. What impact will it have on downstream water uses, neighbouring
lands or the aquatic environment?
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The Three Sisters Resorts (1996) report indicates that the storm management scheme for the Grassi 7/8 area was
designed to include the use of natural drainage courses and would provide detention ponds for water quality
enhancement. It also states that the storm water management plan would address the need to intercept and
channel the flows from the mountain slopes above the site. The ESPL is completely missing the storm water analysis.
5. Environmental and Municipal Reserves
The Environmental and Municipal reserves are clearly mapped in various assessments, including the Three Sisters
Resorts 1996 subdivision report for Grassi District Pods 7 & 8. The ESPL misses an analysis of how the potential
development (with permanent impacts and/or changes in the environment) and its use, and the changes in drainage
patterns would affect the ecological and municipal reserves (Appendix I and II). For example, the eastern most
parcel is immediately adjacent to lands zoned as Environmental Reserve. Any development within or adjacent to a
sensitive area (e.g. Environmental Reserve) requires an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (Municipal
Development Plan Town of Canmore 2011; Section 8.4 c). By failng to consider the environmental reserve and other
critical points (see, for example Table 1), the ESPL cannot be considered a complete EIS and cannot be used to
inform decisions that affect the lands and neighbourhood. The assessment should answer, for example, what the
current functions of the targeted lands. The ESPL failed to integrate these reserves in the assessment and answer, for
example, what their current functions are (including social), and how the project would affect the reserves and their
ecological functions. Two separate days of field visits in September are not enough to assess year-round use. The
above mentioned report states that the developer recognized that those lands were unique and dedicated them as
environmental reserve. However, that proposed development is going to affect those reserves directly and
indirectly, and the ESPL is missing that in the analysis.
6. Risk assessment
The ESPL also misses a risk analysis related to water hazards. For example, the NRCB (1992) decision of 1992 for the
Three sisters Golf Resort (p. 9-8) indicates that the major water-related hazards of the, then, proposed development
were shallow groundwater in alluvial materials and icings. Also, the BGC study for Stones Creek Development (BGC
Engineering 2015) indicates that shallow overland flooding is possible at return periods lower than 100-300 years
and at higher return periods debris flows may affect the westernmost portion of the development. That report also
states that any further development on the fan of Stones Canyon Creek will require a more detailed level of study.
In any case, an environmental assessment needs to integrate the results of the risk assessment.
The NRBC decision (NRCB 1992, section 2.3.5) states that the Three Sisters Lands land were extensively mined by
underground operations (room and pillar system). The ESPL should at least have identified if the parcels are located
over a zone used by this mining method. Given the surface –and very likely subsurface- drainage, what is the
possibility that the ground may subside because of water erosion in the surface and subsurface? What potential risk
would exist if the land becomes unstable and subsides once houses are built?
7. Analysis of impacts
This is a major flaw of the ESPL as it has a very narrow explanation that is missing the most important part of any
environmental assessment: an analysis of impacts during the different phases of the project. Section 4 is incomplete
without the analysis of impacts during construction and the habitation phase of the project. The ESPL is missing an
analysis of what is the current use or benefits that the residents are having from the presence of the green-space
that the parcels provide, what impacts will the project have on those uses or benefits, and how those would be
avoided or mitigated.
An assessment cannot propose mitigations for construction (Section 4.2.1) without having identified the
corresponding impacts and analyzed their significance, based on clearly stated criteria that need to be included in
the report. The analysis should include the potential impacts on the residents' life because of construction and,
having the precedent of the 2012 and 2013 weather events, an analysis of how the environment (e.g. runoff outside
of the norm) could affect the project during both construction and habitation.
For reference, Table 1 (next page) indicates the required minimum contents of an environmental assessment report
as specified in Section 49 of Alberta's Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act ([EPEA] Province of Alberta
2000).
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Table 1. Contents of an environmental impact assessment
Item in Section 49 of the Environmental Protection
and Enhancement Act (EPEA), Part 2.
The text in this column is directly copied from the
EPEA. Emphasis added.

Comment regarding ESPL

“Contents of environmental impact assessment report
49 An environmental impact assessment report must
be prepared in accordance with the final terms of
reference issued by the Director under section 48(3)
and shall include the following information unless the
Director provides otherwise:
(a) a description of the proposed activity and an
analysis of the need for the activity;

The description is incomplete and the need for the activity
is missing. This needs to specify what is the need for the
project

(b) an analysis of the site selection procedure for the
proposed activity, including a statement of the reasons
why the proposed site was chosen and a consideration
of alternative sites;

This is missing, What alternatives exist to meet the need
that the project is intended to fulfill?

(c) an identification of existing baseline environmental
conditions and areas of major concern that should be
considered;

Missed the analysis of the hydrology (e.g. Drainage) in the
project zone of influence. The ESPL also missed a human
health risk assessment, as the comments by Alberta Health
Services (available at http://www.canmore.ca/ServiceAreas/Planning-Development/) indicates. E.g. The ESPL
should have addressed what the potential effects of living
adjacent to the sewage pump station are.

(d) a description of potential positive and negative
environmental, social, economic and cultural impacts of
the proposed activity, including cumulative, regional,
temporal and spatial considerations;

The ESPL only mentions a few wildlife impacts and misses
social impacts and all the other categories. Any conclusions
of the report need to be based on a defensible analysis.
A Strategic Environmental Assessment is the most
appropriate planning tool to guide planning and address
the cumulative impacts that the current piecemeal
approach to approving development is missing in the
municipality.

(e) an analysis of the significance of the potential
impacts identified under clause (d);

The analysis is missing the criteria needed to assess
significance.

(f) the plans that have been or will be developed to
This part is Incomplete because the ESPL did not consider
mitigate the potential negative impacts identified under among other items, the hydrology, environmental reserves,
clause (d);
current function of green spaces, and social aspects.
(g) an identification of issues related to human health
that should be considered;

Missing, as the letter of Alberta Health indicates.

(h) a consideration of the alternatives to the proposed This is missing in the report.
activity, including the alternative of not proceeding with
the proposed activity;
(i) the plans that have been or will be developed to
This is incomplete because of the incomplete analysis.
monitor environmental impacts that are predicted to
occur and the plans that have been or will be developed
to monitor proposed mitigation measures;
(j) the contingency plans that have been or will be

This is missing, especially the analysis of potential negative
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developed in order to respond to unpredicted negative
impacts;

impacts of building in a drainage.

(k) the plans that have been or will be developed for
waste minimization and recycling;

This needs to be included in an environmental
management plan

(l) the manner in which the proponent intends to
implement a program of public consultation in respect
of the undertaking of the proposed activity and to
present the results of that program;

This is missing. Hosting an open house to tell citizens about
the developers intentions is not public consultation.

(m) the plans that have been or will be developed to
minimize the production or the release into the
environment of substances that may have an adverse
effect;

The missing analysis of drainage and storm water
management should address this point.

(n) the final terms of reference issued by the Director
under section 48(3);

There is no information to suggest the Director has even
been engaged on these questions?

(o) any other information that the Director considers
necessary to assess the proposed activity.”

As above.
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SECTION II.
COMMENT ON THE CONTENT OF THE ESPL

Table 2 comments on gaps, inaccuracies, or contradictions on specific sections of the ESPL. The text on the left has
been pasted as it is in the ESPL to comment on the content of the study. The text on the right comments on specific
points, indicated gaps, inaccuracies, or provides additional information. The numbers in the columns are used to
relate different parts of a section with the corresponding comments. The list of discussed points is not exhaustive.
Therefore the report may have more points of concern than are identified here. The posting of a new version of the
ESPL a few days before submissions for the Public Hearing were due did not allow sufficient time to do an exhaustive
analysis. On this point, the Town Council should note that a new version of the ESPL was uploaded to the website
(http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/) without the corresponding notification to the
public. This does not contribute to having a transparent and democratic decision making process. Appendix IV has a
PDF Version of the website created on November 21, 2015.
Table 2. Comments to specific sections of the ESPL
Section
1.1

It is written
1. The project complies with the current
Town of Canmore MDP and was included in
the Natural Resources Conservation Board
(NRCB) decision for land use approval in
1992.
2. In discussions with the Town of Canmore,
they advised that due to the project area not
being considered adjacent to wildlife
corridors or habitat patches as outlined
within the MDP, no Environmental Impact
Study was required, as per the MDP, Section
8.4 and 8.5, and confirmed via personal
communication with the Town of Canmore
Planners (Alaric Fish and Kate van Frassen,
August, 2014).

Question or comment
1. This statement seems to be inaccurate because the
NRBC decision of 1992, Section 2.2 does not include the
project in the description of the proposed development.
Moreover, the ESPL provides no evidence of having
consulted the environmental impact assessment (EIA) for
the residential development to assert that the project
was, in fact, included in the decision. The only existing
EIA that was located indicates the assessment dealt only
with the golf course and that remainder of the
development would be subjected to another EIA (UMA
Engineering 1991: 1.1).
The subdivision application indicates that developer
decided to leave the parcels as green space and/or
reserves because of the uniqueness of the land and also
to integrate them as part of the storm management
(drainage) system (Three Sister Resort 1996).
Also the design of the subdivision includes using those
parcels for green space because of its uniqueness and as
part of the storm management system (Three Sisters
Resort 1996).
The NRCB decision should have been included in the
reference list of the ESPL.
2. The Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Guidelines
(Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group ([BCEAG]
2012:1) state:
“The Bow Valley is located in southwestern Alberta along the
Bow River and extends over an approximate 120 km distance to
include the communities of Lake Louise, Banff, Harvie Heights,
Canmore, Exshaw, Seebe and Kananaskis Village. The valley is
located within the Montane subregion of the Rocky Mountain
Natural Region and is bordered by steep sub-alpine and alpine
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slopes on either side. The low elevation valley bottom supports a
diversity of wildlife species and serves as a vital linkage corridor
for large mammals between the Kananaskis Valley, Banff
National Park and areas to the north (Paquet 1993; Paquet et
al., 1994; Gibeau 2000; Callaghan 2002). … Wildlife corridors
and habitat patches in the Bow Valley are necessary to preserve
functional wildlife habitat, to allow daily and seasonal wildlife
movement to avoid genetically isolated wildlife populations and
to reduce human-wildlife conflicts.“

1.3

1. It is important to note that the AltaLink
right-of-way and Quarry Lake area are not
wildlife corridors or habitat patches. The
right-of way is a high human use area, which
would increase the potential for conflict with
wildlife.
2. Annually there are wildlife closures along
the right-of-way due grizzly and black bears
that will not move out of the area and are
considered a safety hazard due to high
human use of the right-of-way and
surrounding areas. Several of the bears are
captured and relocated. Studies have shown
that the increased human/wildlife
interaction directly increases bear mortality
rate. (BCEAG 1999b).
3. Regardless of subjectivity, the spirit and
intent of the recommendations in the 2012
BCEAG have been followed when applying
mitigations for this proposed development.
Peaks Landing will meet the following
applicable recommendations from the 2012
BCEAG document:

The limits of the wildlife corridor and wildlife habitat
shown on the map in the ESPL are reduced in comparison
to the limits shown in the BCEAG document (2012).
The lack of official designation does not exclude that the
area is in fact a defacto wildlife corridor and that the
proposed development is adjacent to it. The discussions
on the ESPL supports that the ROW is an area frequented
by wildlife and also that the parcels are used by wildlife.
This makes them wildlife habitat. However, the limited
scope of the ESPL is inadequate to properly assess the
implications of development on wildlife.
1. The maps in the BCEAG document clearly show the
ROW as part of the wildlife corridor (Appendix 2). That a
portion of the ROW is not marked as corridor does not
eliminate the ecological function as corridor that is
happening. An assessment based on monitoring results
should be carried out to determine what is the actual use
of the Quarry Lake and Peaks of Grassi area and how
further development would affect wildlife movement.
The study cannot conclude that the ROW is a “High use
area” without monitoring data. The report’s statement is
very ambiguous. For example, the ROW is a very low use
area if we compare it with other parts of the town.
2. The second paragraph contradicts the first one. If there
is animal use, then it is wildlife habitat or wildlife corridor
even if it is not designated. There are numerous studies
that show that linear disturbances are used by wildlife,
especially predators. In this case, the closures are a
mitigation measure that reduces human-wildlife conflicts
and permits the shared use of the area by humans and
wildlife, allowing both recreational use and ecosystem
function, as is seen in provincial and national parks.
3. If the ESPL is incorporating these recommendations
into the project design, then there should be additional
drawings showing how.
The figures are missing numbers. The drawing of the
proposed development does not show that. The lack of
signature or revision information may indicate that it is a
draft.
If the intention is to integrate the recommendation into
project design, then there should be more information
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and proper plans. If the intent is to integrate the
recommendations into the mitigation measures, then
they are out of place is this section because the
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act
(Province of Alberta 2000) clearly states that mitigations
follow the analysis of impacts.
1.4

Alberta Environment and Parks Review
Corvidae has been in contact with the AEP to
get their feedback on the proposed project…

Without clearly stating what information about the
project and resident concerns was provided to AEP, it is
not possible to know if the person that provided those
recommendations had all the information needed to
assess the proposed development without bias.
The comments and recommendations should be based
on a clear analysis of the potential effects of the
development, which is missing in the reports. This needs
to be part of an environmental assessment.
It is against good impact assessment practice to issue
recommendations without a proper analysis of impacts
(e.g. Including visual impacts The recommendations
stated have a potential to cause social and environmental
impacts that need to be evaluated, and public
consultation is needed for that. For example: ”creating a
linear, hardened perimeter by replacing green space with
homes” will very likely have visual and noise and
vehicular traffic impacts that need to be analyzed.
Together with “clear vegetation outside the migratory
bird window”, the two actions would reduce habitat for
birds. The report does not define what the migratory bird
window is and this should have been defined, especially if
it is used as mitigation.
One of the questions that the report should have
answered is (for example) What other species use the
buffalo berry? How would they be affected by its
removal? Birds also consume berries, could the removal
also affect local and migratory birds?

2.0

The project area is mostly forested with no
visual aquatic areas or surface hydrology
within the project footprint.

This statement is incorrect. The photographs in the
annex show, the parcels have multiple drainages that
connect the Y and Z creeks to the lower area where the
pond mentioned in the study is located. The landforms
and drainage connections indicate that the surface
hydrology in the residential area crosses and is connected
to the three parcels to channel the runoff to the flooding
area where the pond is located. This drainage system is
clearly shown and discussed in other studies (e.g. Three
Sisters Resort Inc. 1996).
The parcels are also in the lower points of the street,
which make them the natural drainage of the area
towards the flooding area between the treed patches
and the ROW. The study should determine if this flooding
area is connected by subsurface water flow to Quarry
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Lake, which is possible because of the elevation gradient.

2.1.3

The potential for this water body to support
amphibians is low due to anthropogenic
disturbances surrounding the water body
(i.e. non-native planted vegetation species,
dense weed species including Canada thistle,
a high occurrence of algae within the water
caused by anthropogenic disturbances, low
water quality, low dissolved oxygen and high
human use in the area).

The ESPL did not assess this, nor did it assess how the
development of the parcels would change the drainage
patters, or what risks could derive from the development
of the parcels or any future structures on the parcels or
adjacent lands.
Points missing in this section:
Amphibians can breed in very small ponds in very
disturbed areas (e.g. Ficeftola et al. 2007). A survey in the
reproduction season of amphibians is needed to assess
whether the pond supports amphibians.
What are the conditions of the pond and the quality of
water in Spring? What species use the pond and flood
area?
Was a water sample analyzed? There is no information
about the oxygen content in the pond, just a statement.
To be sure, the pond should be studied in the spring and
checked for tadpoles. But the conditions of the pond
could be very different from spring (with fresh water
from runoff) to fall.

2.2

1. Corvidae has been provided with wildlife
tracking data for the Bow Valley.
2. It is important to note that the GPS collar
data for all species was collected from
specific individuals, not all of the species that
may be in the area.

2.3

From review of available data and the site
assessment, it is evident that the project
footprint areas are used primarily by
ungulates (deer and elk).

2.3.1

There are buffalo berry shrubs in the project
area, a food source for black bears.
However, to have black bears feeding in an
area of such close proximity to residential
homes is undesirable due to the safety risks

2.3

Of the four carnivores reviewed, black bear,

Considering the slope of the local terrain, the report
should have included a discussion of the topography and
drainage patterns in the area.
1. The assessment should specify how such data were
collected, the periodicity, and what the data say about
the movement of wildlife in the area of influence of the
project. The ESPL also should discuss the limitations of
such data.
2. This indicates the need for more wildlife monitoring
data before any changes are approved. The piecemeal
approval of development in the municipality of the Town
of Canmore (Approving of individual projects one by one)
is likely contributing to significant cumulative impacts
that are not being recognized or mitigated.
Then the area is ungulate habitat. A question to answer is
what is its function as part of the habitat for a large
carnivore too. This question should be addressed for any
mitigations to be effective and prevent the generation of
additional impacts.
The undesirability of the presence of large mammals in
the area is not the point of the assessment. Meaningful
stakeholder input is needed to decide how the ecological
function of the area could be maintained. Wildlife use of
the area is the main indicator that it is habitat important
for wildlife, either as a food source or as a movement
corridor. The ESPL has a very narrow focus that is
inadequate to assess how additional development would
affect wildlife. A strategic environmental assessment, or
an EIA that considers cumulative effects, are needed.
That cannot be affirmed with surveys in only 2 days in
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grizzly, cougar and wolf, there appears to be
no activity in the project footprint,
2.3.4

However, Golder (2012) developed a
Resource Selection Function for wolves
during the winter months

4.0

Potential impacts and mitigations

September. However, at the end the real question is not
about the parcels themselves, but about the dynamics,
habitat use and movement of species in the area.
The results from modeling for winter may not be valid for
summer. Once more, the value of the area as a corridor is
different from the use as prime habitat. Wolves are
known to be adaptable too.
This section is incomplete without the assessment of
drainage patterns.
The environmental brief discusses mitigations without
first stating clearly what the impacts of the various
phases of the project would be. To discuss mitigations,
there must be 1) description of the various tasks and
activities during the various phases of a project (e.g. site
preparation, construction, habitation, maintenance); 2)
identification of the corresponding impacts and potential
interactions among them; and, 3) the proposed
mitigations to impacts and interactions.
To draft proper mitigations, several questions need to be
answered first about, for example, timing of
construction, change of terrain and potential effects on
local drainage patterns, noise, increase in human
population and traffic, visual impacts, type and layout of
constructions, etc.

4.1

1. Due to the on-going closures and
relocation of bears from the neighbouring
right-of-way and residential properties with
children and pets being located directly
adjacent to the project area, it is considered
a low value habitat (and high risk) for bears
to feed and travel through.
2. The addition of the infill development has
potential to deter wildlife from using the
project area
3. The project footprint is not adjacent to
the current GLHP, TSAVC and TAVC,
therefore house construction has low
potential to impact activity directly in these
corridors and the habitat patch, providing
mitigations are followed. The main current
and on-going negative impact to wildlife is
the existing human use of the corridors and
habitat patch areas, including cyclists, offleash dogs and hikers.

Mitigations should consider the concerns of residents
about the wildlife and what impacts the development of
the parcels would have on them. This is not covered by
the ESPL.
1. This paragraph contradicts itself. If there are ongoing
closures and relocation, then it is not a low value habitat.
A low value habitat would have no or very little use by
wildlife.
2. This is, in fact, an impact on wildlife. Wildlife use needs
to be assessed with current data and including the
wildlife corridor and habitat patches.
3. The project area is connected to the GLHP, TSAVC and
TAVC through the green spaces and RWO, as the maps in
the Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group (2012) show
(Appendix II). The ESPL should have considered that in
the analysis and not excluded it.
As it was indicated before, the mitigations create
additional impacts that are not analyzed, even less
mitigated.
The ESPL is insufficient to properly assess this issue. The
piecemeal approach to development that has been
adopted is contributing to increase the cumulative effects
on the regional ecosystem and this calls for a Strategic
Environmental Assessment, since project EIAs are
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4.2

4.2

Mitigations

(Mitigations During construction)

inappropriate to deal with secondary, cumulative and
synergistic impacts (Jones et al. 2005).
The environmental brief should elaborate on the
interactions between the environmental and municipal
reserve located in Peaks of Grassi and the areas proposed
for development because they are connected, based on
the slide included in the BCEAG (2012), and the figure
showing an aerial view of the continuity of the natural
vegetation. In addition, the yellow area in this figure is
not consistent with the BCEAG document.
As mentioned before, the mitigations proposed for a
project are a source of impacts, which were not analyzed
in the ESPL. Mitigations should not generate additional
impacts.
These mitigations are unsubstantiated because the ESPL
does not include an analysis of impacts during the various
phases of the project.
For the different phases of a project, the planned
activities need to be linked to the potential impacts. The
significance of the impacts needs to be determined based
on clear criteria (absent in the ESPL). The identified
impacts then need to be linked in an environmental
management plan to the proposed mitigations (Province
of Alberta 2000).
The best practices ask for an analysis of any residual
effects and their significance (e.g. Alberta Environment
n.d).
The mitigations proposed can generate impacts
themselves For example, Section 1.4 indicates that all the
recommendations from AEP will be implemented. Among
these is the replacement of green space with homes.
Therefore, the ESPL should analyze the impacts that
implementing those mitigations may have, such as visual,
noise, and soil impacts, also impacts that removing green
space will have on residents and the drainage. The
mitigations should avoid or mitigate impacts (De Jesus
2013), not generate additional impacts.
The ESPL should provide a more elaborate description of
the proposed development and associated works and/or
activities associated. The activities should be linked to
their corresponding potential impacts, including potential
interaction among them. Activities, Impacts, and
Mitigations need to be integrated in the mitigation plan
(Province of Alberta 2000). The ESPL is missing the
analysis the potential impacts during the various phases
of the development. Moreover, The assessment is
missing the part corresponding to drainage that has been
explained previously. This also needs to be part of the
analysis and mitigations.
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Appendix I
Photographs of drainage in the parcels and reserves, taken on October 28, 2015.
Photograph 1.
Channel –on Wilson
Way- draining
water from the Y
and Z creeks into
the subdivision.
The drainage goes
under the
pavement and
flows into the
reserve.

Photograph 2.
The west parcel is
in the lower
elevation of
Lawrence Grassi
Ridge and Wilson
Way, so it channels
water from both
streets and is part
of the storm
management
design.

Photograph 3.
One of the natural
drainage channels
crossing the project
area
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Photograph 4.
Part of the
Municipal Reserve
proposed for
development. This
parcel is on the
lowest elevation of
this section of the
street and captures
the runoff. It also
has storm water
drainage at the
lowest point.

Photograph 5.
Pump house
adjacent to one of
the parcels. It
shows part of the
storm water
drainage designed
for the subdivision.

Photograph 6.
Pond on AltaLink
the ROW showing
drainage coming
from one of the
parcels.
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Appendix II
Environmental Reserves and Drainage.

Environmental
Reserve

Figure 1. Three Sisters Report 1996. The proposed development is affecting directly and
indirectly the municipal and environmental reserves.

Figure 2. Fragment of the first map in the ESPL. The dark green represent the public
lands that are sought to be development.
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Figure 3. The There is an environmental reserve adjacent to the easternmost parcel.
This was omitted in the ESPL, as it is shown in Figure 2 above.
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Figure 5. Google Map of Peaks of Grassi. The Blue arrows show how the parcels are
connected through surface hydrology and water runoff. The red arrows show the lower
parts of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. The numbers correspond to the photographs in
Appendix I.

Figure 4. Three Sisters Report 1996. The proposed development ignored the physical
evidence of drainage in the area and previous studies that indicate the connection of the
parcels with the surface hydrology.
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Figure 6. Habitat patches and wildlife corridor (Bow Corridor Ecosystem
Advisory Group 2012)
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Figure 7. Figure of the ESPL. The boundaries of the habitat patch are different
from the figure above and do not extend to Quarry lake. . The ESPL did not
discuss the ecological connection within the parcels, environmental and
municipal reserves.
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Appendix III
Summary of Professional Qualifications and Work Experience

EDUCATION
2011
Ph. D. Faculty of Environmental Design, University of Calgary. Specialty: Environmental Management. Core areas: Impact
Assessment/Cumulative Effect Assessment, Evaluation of Management Effectiveness and Environmental Governance.
1997
M.Sc. Ecology and Environmental Sciences. National Autonomous University of Mexico [UNAM].
1991
B.Sc.in Biology (Honours), UNAM. Practicum in agro-ecology and soil sciences, Ixmiquilpan, Hgo. Mexico.
Additional training (partial list)
2015
Towards More Sustainable Oil and Gas Projects, International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA).
2014
Integrated Environmental Impact Assessment, IAIA.
2013
Multi-criteria Analysis, IAIA.
2013
Aboriginal Relations Leadership Certificate, University of Calgary.
2012
First Nations Solutions Training, Treaty 7 Management Corporation.
2011
Strategic Impact Assessment, IAIA.
2010
Certificate on Consensus Building and Certificate on Interest-based Negotiation and Mediation. Alberta Arbitration and
Mediation Society.
2004
Social Impact Assessment, International Association for Impact Assessment.
2003
Interest-based negotiation in Environmental Assessment, CEA Agency.
WORK HISTORY
TERA Environmental - CH2M HILL Energy Canada. Environmental Planner.
2014 – 2015
 Prepared Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) reports for oil and gas developments, researching databases for
biophysical and socio-economic data. Analyzed potential project impacts, proposed mitigations, and analyzed cumulative
effects.
 Prepared Phase-1 Environmental Site Assessment Reports for sites contaminated by oil and gas activity.
Golder Associates Ltd. Biodiversity Specialist
2013 – 2014
 Prepared responses for Supplemental Information Requests for public hearing.
 Researched and produced a report on the effects of linear disturbances on wildlife.
 Wrote and reviewed sections of ESIA and Biodiversity reports for oil and gas projects.
 Managed Golder’s first Ecosystem Services Assessment (ESA) for the Oil Sands to integrate social and environmental issues:
developed customized methodology, analyzed data, coordinated with GIS Analyst, and integrated Traditional Land Use.
Produced presentations about business case for ESA and ESIA for Oil and Gas executives.
 Participated in wildlife monitoring, pre-disturbance vegetation field assessment, and analysis of remote-camera data.
White Eagle Sustainable Development (formerly ProtectedAreasManagement.org)

2002 – 2005, 2008 - present

Impact Assessment Consultant
 Advisor to Sierra Norte Energía en Movimiento A.C. and Fundación Necaxa Cuna de la Industria Eléctrica A.C., Puebla, Mexico.
Assist civic groups in protected area management and the application of environmental law and regulations for resource
development within the Area of Protection of Natural Resources Forest Reserve Watershed of Nexaca River. Reviewed impact
assessment reports to increase community understanding of assessment gaps. Drafted communications to responsible
authorities to express community concerns (2012-ongoing).
 Consulted representatives of community affected by a mining development within the Area of Protection of Natural Resources
Catchment Basin of the National Irrigation District 043 State of Nayarit, in collaboration with the University of Guadalajara, Pto.
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Vallarta, Jalisco, Mexico. Review the ESIA report to identify gaps. Explained findings to community members, public servants in
three municipalities, and to the management team of the protected area (2013).
Contracting for Biophilia Inc., planned and conducted the Environmental Impact Assessment, under the CEA Act, for a Public
project in the Town in Irricana, Alberta, which included environmental site assessment, cumulative effects, field surveys,
assistant supervision, and production of report (2010-2011).
Carried out the EIA for an international event at Yamnuska Natural Area, including species at risk/rare species, project
management, reporting and field work (summer vegetation surveys, multi-year monitoring). Commissioned by Alberta
Orienteering Association, Calgary, Alberta (2002- 2007).
Provided expert advice reviewing and/or commenting impact assessment reports for staff of protected areas in Mexico (20032004).

Environmental Advisor and researcher
 Conducted research on Human Rights and social and environmental impacts of wind power, mining and hydroelectric
development on Indigenous Peoples in Mexico (2010-present).
 Advised an indigenous community on protected area and natural resource management at Natural Monument Cave of the
Swallows, San Luis Potosi, Mexico. Established visitor safety procedures, including training tourism guides (2009-2013).
 Facilitated planning sessions to develop and implement the tourism strategy for the agricultural community and Unit for
Conservation and Management of Wildlife at Corral de Piedra, Jalisco, Mexico (2012).
 Supervised analysis for the project “Evaluating effectiveness of wildlife conservation units in western Mexico”, carried out by
Centro Universitario de la Costa-Autlán, Jalisco, and funded by the National Commission for the Use and Conservation of
Biodiversity, Mexico (2011-2012).
 Trained young professionals on methodologies and tools to increase the effectiveness of conservation initiatives, Guanajuato,
Mexico (2010).
University of Calgary, Faculty of Environmental Design
 Professor of Wildlife Management, Faculty of. Environmental Design, University of Calgary.
 Teacher Assistant, Environmental Reserves course, Faculty of Environmental Design, University of Calgary
Quality Management Institute
 Translated applications of Mexican Companies for ISO 14001 certification.

Fall 2004
Winter 2002.
2001 - 2002

National Autonomous University of Mexico
1990 –1999
 Institute of Ecology. Laboratory of Ecology and Conservation of Wildlife. Field Ecologist/Assistant Researcher. Managed a longterm wildlife monitoring program in Western Mexico. Managed database, analyzed wildlife and biodiversity data, synthesized
information. Prepared annual reports, budgets, and funding proposals. Delivered presentations. Conducted field work and
supervised field assistants. Directed thesis projects and professional practices of undergraduate students.
 Department of Geography. Professor. Trained students in land-use planning methods and environmental legislation. Acted as
instructor for a professional development program on management of protected areas. Used motivational learning while
teaching Hydrology (1994– 1999), Conservation of Natural Resources (1995– 1999), and Soil Science and Biogeography (19961997).

MEMBERSHIP TO SOCIETIES
 Alberta Society of Professional Biologist (Designation as Professional Biologist)
 International Association for Impact Assessment. Chair of the Sections Coordination Committee and Co-Chair of the Indigenous
Peoples Section
 World Commission for Protected Areas - Mountains & Connectivity group.
 George Wright Society – (Protected areas Management).
AWARDS
 Professional Regional Award, International Association for Impact Assessment (2011).
 Academic (During doctoral studies): Fourteen scholarships, research grants, and awards, including the Queen Elizabeth II
Scholarship, Province of Alberta (2009-2010) and the Dean’s Special Doctoral Scholarship, Faculty of Graduate Studies,
University of Calgary (2002-2003).
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Appendix IV
PDF version of the Planning website, http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/created on November 21,
2015.
The page of the website does not have any announcement that a new version of the ESPL had been uploaded and replaced the
previous version that had been provided for public review.
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2015-11-23

Dear Mayor and Council
Town of Canmore
planning@canmore.ca

The Peaks of Grassi- Land Use Amendment is only just one of the development projects that the town is
planning. Looking at the projects included on the Planning and Development page (Figure 1; Town of
Canmore 2015), it is evident that the Town is taking a piecemeal approach to planning. This approach is
also inconsistent with the Cumulative Effects Framework that the Province of Alberta has adopted (e.g.:
https://landuse.alberta.ca/CumulativeEffects/CumulativeEffectsManagement/Pages/default.aspx).
The developments include these, for example:
 Peaks of Grassi- Land Use Amendment
 Smith Creek - Area Structure Plan,
 Spring Creek Mountain Village
This will contribute to generate cumulative effects and leave unmitigated potential significant
environmental and social impacts. Given the strategic location of the Town of Canmore in the Bow
Valley, not considering cumulative effects of development is very likely contributing to cumulative
effects on wildlife and the regional ecosystems. Before proceeding further with the Peaks of GrassiLand Use Amendment and the new Municipal Development Plan (MDP), the Town of Canmore needs to
engage residents to decide how the vision in the proposed MDP can be achieved:
Canmore is a resilient and vibrant community socially, economically, and environmentally. Its
strength is in its resourceful and engaged citizens, who thrive together on the strength of the
community’s heritage, long-term commitment to the diversity of its people, and health of the
mountain landscape (Draft MDP p. 1).
The current planning approach is not engaging citizens as it should be and is not considering how the
piecemeal approach contributes to environmental and cumulative effects on the regional ecosystem.
We trust that the Municipal Council will be committed to engage in a meaningful dialogue and the
webpage of the draft Municipal Development Plan, indicates:
It is a draft and Town council and administration are soliciting feedback as we are interested in
having a civil, fact based dialogue on how we best work together to address affordability,
affordable housing, and other issues facing our community. What is needed is a respectful and
honest dialogue about how best to grapple with difficult issues in our community
(http://www.canmore.ca/mdp/).
I agree with this statement and what I see as missing is the proper mechanism to ensure that the future
MDP will guide planning based on the input of Canmore residents and on real needs. The approach that
1

is needed to properly engage citizens and plan future land use within the municipal boundaries of the
Town of Canmore is a Strategic Environmental Assessment.
That is why I urge you to implement a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of the draft MDP and
integrating all current and foreseeable future development before any approval is made, to engage
residents on that respectful and honest dialogue that you also recognise is crucial to find the best
alternatives to solve the planning – and development- issues in the community.
As you should know, a SEA is the environmental assessment of policy, plan and program proposals to
integrate social, economic and environmental considerations when developing public policies and
strategic decisions (Minister of Public Works and Government Services Canada 2010) and involves a
process that is integrated, sustainability-led, focused, accountable, participative, and iterative (IAIA
2002).
SEA has been used in Canada (e.g. Mendell, 2010; Minister of Public Works and Government Services
Canada. 2010) and has been used for municipal planning in various countries (e.g. Partiario 2012).
Using a SEA process for municipal planning –and at other levels- has multiple benefits (Minister of Public
Works and Government Services Canada 2010; Partiario 2012, United Nations Environmental Program,
2014):










integrates social, economic and environmental considerations;
reduces conflict;
considers potential cumulative and secondary effects, allowing the creation of effective
mitigations at local and regional levels;
integrates ecosystem services and the well-being of people, biodiversity and ecosystems;
improves mitigation measures;
draw attention to potential liabilities;
promote accountability and transparency, increases credibility of plans, programs, and policy
among the public and stakeholders;
helps streamline project-level environmental assessments; contributes to achieve policy
commitments and obligations; and
saves time and money in the long-term.

SEA provides the higher-level planning framework into which EIA is integrated (Abaza et al. 2004). The
International Association for Impact Assessment (2002:1) states:
A good-quality Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) process informs planners, decision
makers and affected public on the sustainability of strategic, decisions, facilitates the search for
the best alternative and ensures a democratic, decision making process. This enhances the
credibility of decisions and leads to more cost- and time-effective EA at the project level.
I am sure you will appreciate how a SEA process will improve municipal planning and contribute to
create a sustainable and livable community. Residents need to have an active participation in the
planning process and decide on issues such as how green space is used or how future development in
the area needs to happen to prevent regional cumulative effects. It is time to walk the talk and establish
a SEA process to make planning a participatory and democratic process.
2

I will be happy to provide more information on this topic if you request it.

Sincerely

Angeles Mendoza Sammet, Ph.D., P. Biol.
,
Calgary, Alberta
E-mail:
Ph:

Figure 1: P. 4
Ref: Pg.5
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Figure 1. Example of development in Canmore that very likely is contributed to cumulative effects.
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Municipal-Planning-ReferenceMaterials.html
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Susanne Mueller
Friday, November 06, 2015 7:09 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert;
VSanford@canmore.ca; reseeley@canmore.ca; erussel@canmore.ca; Cheryl Hyde;
Idesoto@canmore.ca
"Opposition to Peak's Rezoning - By law 2015 - 19 Land Use Amendment"

Mayor and Council:
Please reject the application for re‐zoning the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve. This neighbourhood is already
high density, has been completed for over 10 years and we believe the Settlement Agreement should be
honoured. This re‐zoning would have negative implications for the wildlife and environment in the area and
will negatively impact a Canmore treasure ‐ Quarry Lake.
We are surprised this application is being entertained so quickly after a unanimous decision this past February.
We do not see any justification to reverse your earlier decision.

Sincerely,
Susanne and John Mueller
Canmore, Alberta

1

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

CHRIS MILLS
Friday, November 20, 2015 3:43 AM
Joanna McCallum
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi - Land use Amendment

I Oppose the Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19) and believe that the intent of the
Settlement Agreement should be upheld.
Christine Mills

1

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Derek Moody
Monday, November 23, 2015 4:27 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Written Submission regarding Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw
Amendment

My name is Derek Moody and I am a homeowner in the Peaks of Grassi. I am opposed to the proposed Bylaw 2015‐19
Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment.
It is an insult to both the Town Council and the Peaks of Grassi community that the developers would submit such an
application less than a year after their previous application for this land (Bylaw 2014‐18 Land Use Bylaw Amendment –
Peaks of Grassi) was unanimously defeated by Town Council (February 3, 2015), a decision based upon respecting the
intent of the “1998 Settlement Agreement”. Relative to the previous application and the settlement agreement, there is
nothing in this new application to suggest that it should not meet the same fate as the previous application and be
unanimously defeated. These repeated applications are causing undue stress to the community of Peaks of Grassi and
unnecessary expense for the town and people of Canmore – this development must be stopped for once and for all for
the betterment of all of Canmore.
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opposed
Cheryl Hyde
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Derek & Sarah Moody <delsar@shaw.ca>
Monday, November 23, 2015 4:21 PM
Cheryl Hyde
delsar@shaw.ca
Written Submission regarding Bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw
Amendment

Hi Cheryl,
Please find below my written submission for the public hearing for Bylaw 2015‐19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw
Amendment on November 24th, 2015.
My name is Sarah Moody and I am a homeowner in the Peaks of Grassi. I am opposed to the proposed Bylaw 2015‐19
Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment.
It strikes me as an insult to both the Town Council and the Peaks of Grassi community that the developers would submit
such an application less than a year after their previous application for this land (Bylaw 2014‐18 Land Use Bylaw
Amendment – Peaks of Grassi) was unanimously defeated by Town Council (February 3, 2015), a decision based upon
respecting the intent of the “1998 Settlement Agreement”. Relative to the previous application and the settlement
agreement, there is nothing in this new application to suggest that it should not meet the same fate as the previous
application and be unanimously defeated. These repeated applications are causing undue stress to the community of
Peaks of Grassi and unnecessary expense for the town and people of Canmore – this development must be stopped for
once and for all for the betterment of all of Canmore.

Thanks,
Sarah
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bonnie Nelson
Monday, November 16, 2015 3:03 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition Peak Rezoning By law 2015 - 19 Land Use Amendment

Mayor Borrowman and Town Council:
Please reject the application for rezoning the Peak’s of Grassi Urban Reserve. This neighborhood is already high density,
has been completed for over 10 years and I believe the Settlement Agreement should be honored. This rezoning would
have negative implications for the wildlife and environment in the area (also possible concern over flooding) and will
negatively impact a Canmore treasure – Quarry Lake.
I am shocked this application is being entertained again so quickly after a unanimous decision this past February. I do
not see any justification to reverse your earlier decision… nothing has changed.
Bonnie Nelson
Canmore Alberta
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hart&Audrey
Sunday, November 22, 2015 9:21 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT - PEAKS OF GRASSI

Mayor Borrowman & Town Council:
I strongly oppose the rezoning of the “urban reserve” re. Peaks of Grassi.
What a novel idea, take out 500 or more trees, put in 35 or more houses, add 100 people and 80 more
cars. At present our neighborhood is maybe three‐quarter full‐timers and we have enough traffic as it is.
When we bought 13 years ago we understood that URBAN RESERVE meant no development on that
land. There was good access to Quarry Lake parking along the lower reserve; with development, where will
they park? The present homeowners don’t want them in front of their houses. What happened a few months
ago when council agreed that there should be no development in the said reserve? I guess in this day and age
“NO” means “MAYBE”. The developer throws in a word like “affordable housing” and the council makes a
360. Affordable housing used in the same sentence with Canmore is an oxymoron. To use this “affordable”
term by the developer to get approval is not right because he can’t deliver.
My family loves living here with the open space and peacefulness; is it really that crucial for council to
overturn your initial rejection of this development. I hope not!
Audrey Nessler
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hart&Audrey
Sunday, November 22, 2015 9:17 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
OPPOSITION TO BYLAW 2015-19 LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT-PEAKS OF GRASSI

Mayor Borrowman & Town Council:
I strongly oppose the rezoning of the “urban reserve” re. Peaks of Grassi.
What a novel idea, take out 500 or more trees, put in 35 or more houses, add 100 people and 80 more cars. At
present our neighborhood is maybe three‐quarter full‐timers and we have enough traffic as it is.
When we bought 13 years ago we understood that URBAN RESERVE meant no development on that land.
There was good access to Quarry Lake parking along the lower reserve; with development, where will they
park? The present homeowners don’t want them in front of their houses. What happened a few months ago
when council agreed that there should be no development in the said reserve? I guess in this day and age
“NO” means “MAYBE”. The developer throws in a word like “affordable housing” and the council makes a 360.
Affordable housing used in the same sentence with Canmore is an oxymoron. To use this “affordable” term by
the developer to get approval is not right because he can’t deliver.
My family loves living here with the open space and peacefulness; is it really that crucial for council to
overturn your initial rejection of this development. I hope not!
Hart Nessler
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mary Oldring
Monday, November 23, 2015 4:41 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi Rezoning

"Subject: Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 : Peaks of Grassi Direct Control District
Dear Mayor and Council,
We have been visiting your area for nearly sixty years dating back to summer jobs as students
- and yes, affordable housing was an issue then, too.
We are now very frequent visitors to Canmore and the Quarry Lake area, as our grandchildren
live in your lovely town.
I am writing to express my opposition to the re-zoning of Urban Reserve lands in the Peaks of
Grassi neighbourhood.
I understand that one of the arguments for allowing the development to proceed is to provide
‘affordable housing’ for the town. However, a close examination of the development reveals it
provides very, very little affordable housing. As well, there are areas within the Three Sisters
land parcels which are zoned appropriately for this use. ‘ Affordable housing’, then, is
obviously not a reason to proceed.

Re-zoning these important natural green spaces for more development would disregard the
1998 Settlement Agreement, impact negatively on wildlife and increase human-wildlife
conflict, and fundamentally change the character of the natural environment in this area. The
Quarry Lake area sees hundreds of visitors who come to enjoy the green space. The
proposed development will be seen from the area and have a major negative impact.
I respectfully request that Canmore Council continue to honour the decision reflected in the
Settlement Agreement of 1998, to respect these Urban Reserve lands, and to decline this
rezoning application.

Sincerely,
Dr. D.J and Mrs. M. Oldring
Kelowna
British Columbia
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opposed

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tuesday, November 17, 2015 6:48 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Opposition By-law 2015-19

Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning
To his Worship, Mayor Borrowman and Esteemed Council:
( Dr Peterson's letter is fowarded to Council by Canmore resident, Tiiu Adamek)
" I, Dr. Rein Peterson of
Toronto
urge you
to vote NO on the second application to change the Zoning of the Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi, in
Canmore, AB. I am aware of the location and have visited it. It is beautiful and critical to the, our, my natural
environment.\
As a resident of Metropolitan Toronto, I am well aware of the violation of the natural environment that has been
going on with rampant development, especially housing development. Greed is clearly the driving force.
PLEASE DON'T MAKE SIMILAR MISTAKES AS WE DID IN TORONTO, at PEAKS OF GRASSI. You
have a responsibility to my 4 grandchildren, who will want to visit our grandeous Canadian National Treasure
such as still seen in the wilderness found in Canmore and the Urban Reserve of the Peaks of Grassi.
As a Canadian citizen and Canmore visitor, I believe that Proposal 2 (as was Proposal 1) is a violation of my
personal rights as a citizen to enjoy what is still left our our natural habitats. It is my understanding as well as
that the proposed houses for the Urban Reserve were meant to be build in the area of the Three Sisters Village,
as the Peaks was capped as to density of habitation. Next summer when I visit with my family again, it is my
hope that I'll be able to reach Quarry Lake through the same wilderness trail the locals have been using up to
now.
Very Sincerely,

Rein Peterson,

Copy also to Municipal Clerk, Cheryl Hyde Administration Chief Administrative Officer:
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opposed

opposed

Danelle Prescesky
Canmore, AB

November 23, 2015
Mayor and Council
Town of Canmore
902 - 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB T1W3K1
Attention: Mayor Borrowman & Members of Council
Re: Proposed Re-zoning of Lands in the Peaks of Grassi – Bylaw 2015-19
I am writing to express my objection AGAINST the proposed re-zoning of the lands in the
Quarry Pines subdivision of the Peaks of Grassi as presented in Canmore Bylaw 2015-19.
The key reasons for my objection are outlined below:
1) If this urban reserve is rezoned, you as council, are setting a precedent to allow all other
urban reserves in Canmore to be rezoned. This would be a terrible move for Canmore if
we allow our beautiful, picturesque, quaint town to become overrun with development.
2) I am concerned about how this development will affect Quarry Lake & Quarry Lake Park.
The lots closest to Quarry Lake Park are only mandated to have a 2.5 m space between the
building and the edge of the lot line. This will make these homes extremely close to Quarry
Lake and I cannot imagine how they will not be visible given the minimal vegetation
between the lake and these lots.
3) Safety is already a concern on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Adding additional dwellings on the
blind hill will make it very dangerous for parking, walking, as well as the people owning
those homes trying to back out of driveways. Additionally, Lawrence Grassi Ridge,
particularly when you initially turn right off of Peaks Drive, is very difficult to navigate in
winter. Right now Lawrence GrassI Ridge is single lane due to all the cars parked cars and
the snow piles. Adding possibly 40 new dwellings increases the number of cars driving up
and down this road every day.
4) I live in the Canyon Ridge subdivision where many homes are zoned R1B and have rental
suites while many others are duplexes. My one complaint about my neighborhood is the
parking challenges due to many homes having up to four vehicles and only two parking
spots in the driveway. I have to fight for parking in front of my own house due to all of the
cars. By adding potentially 40 new dwellings in the Quarry Pines subdivision you're

opposed
setting that community up to have major parking challenges as there are already parking
issues.
5) Lastly, approval of this re-zoning will greatly change the character of the Quarry Pines
subdivision. People paid a great deal of money to be in this lower density part of the
neighbourhood and their property values will be negatively affected as will their quiet
community by these increased dwellings
In summary, I am AGAINST the proposed re-zoning and urge Mayor and Council to reject the
application by defeating Bylaw 2015-19.
Sincerely,
Danelle Prescesky

opposed
D.G.L. Rees
Canmore AB

29 October 2015
Mayor and Council of Canmore
Re: Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve Development
Once again I find myself writing to you to go on record as opposing this new
proposal for development on urban reserve land. My original opposition on principle
still remains. In fact in light of the town administration’s action (in particular that of the
planning department) in the subsequent months since I wrote the original letter on 10
January it would seem that the tail (the administration) is certainly wagging the dog (the
council). I have now had time to actually examine the two proposals and what
particularly worries me is that you and in particular the town administration seem
prepared to ignore all the cons of the proposal simply because the developer has offered
to build more self-declared affordable housing. I use the term self-declared because
nowhere in the affordable housing crusade have you or the town administration ever
defined affordable housing. Until it is irrefutably defined it will remain a suitable and
ready chimera to justify whatever planning decision you, the town administration or a
developer wants to have happen.
.
D. G. L. Rees

opposed
Debra Renz
Calgary, AB

Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Councillors
Canmore Civic Centre
902 7th Avenue
Canmore Alberta T1W 3K1

November 24, 2015

To: Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors

Re: Opposition to Land use bylaw 2015-19: Peaks of Grassi re-zoning

I am writing to you not as a Canmore resident, but as a very frequent visitor.
I am disappointed to hear about the proposed Peaks of Grassi re-zoning and resultant development. It
is distressing to consider that the Quarry Lake, and its surroundings, may be compromised due to the
increase of development in such close proximity to the Lake. Quarry Lake is a gem! It, and its
surrounding areas, should be preserved in its current state. Please uphold the current, negotiated,
agreement that would maintain only the current number of units in The Peaks. I respectfully request
that you oppose the land use re-zoning bylaw.
Special public spaces like Quarry Lake cannot be reclaimed once lost… or compromised… by
development.
Thank you very much for your consideration of this request.
Respectfully,

Debra Renz

opposed

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bill and Alma <
Saturday, November 07, 2015 10:40 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Objection to the proposed of Peaks land use Zoning

I am opposed to the rezoning of Peaks Of Grassie UR land on Lawrence Grassie Ridge. I agree with the Issues
that Kurt McMahon raised in his letter. Please enter my name as in opposition to the proposal. Thank you. I
want every council member to receive this letter. Sincerely, Alma Scotland.
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Christine Scotland
Monday, November 23, 2015 10:35 AM
John Borrowman; Cheryl Hyde
Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell; Vi Sandford; Joanna McCallum
Opposition to bylaw 2015-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment

To Mayor Barrowman and councillors
My name is Christine Scotland and I live on Larence Grassi Ridge. This letter is in strong opposition to By Law 2015‐19
Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment.
I feel that the 1998 Settlement Agreement needs to be honored and kept intact. As it is well known, it was crafted to
define the Peaks of Grassi Neighborhood and was a solution to a very difficult situation. I value this agreement and the
intent in which it was made. This community is built to capacity and is high density. I do not want to see the character of
this area changed. Please respect the decision made by the previous council and keep the settlement agreement
honorable and intact.
The area has been shown to be well used by wildlife as a travel corridor. The importance of protecting this small area of
habitat is significant. The flora, fauna and geological features need our protection. This valley has thousands of years of
history as a movement corridor for wildlife, Let us protect and conserve what little of it is left. The Quarry Lake area,
provides a setting that many people enjoy because of its natural features. Nature gives us our artistic expression.
When I bought and built a home in this area with Alpine homes, it was made clear that this area was a great investment
due to its green space and there would be no further development due to the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
The traffic issues along LGR that affect me are, the hill that provides a blind spot when driving west towards my home,
Parking congestion all year round, on both sides of the street. additional parking issues with the Quarry Lake Day Users,
and the mayhem of heavy snow fall that creates one lane traffic, vehicles stuck in the snow, the snow berms and
mounds that are created by the snowplows and the residential and commercial snow shovelers. Another increase in 27
units and the traffic that it will bring is disastrous.
I stand strong with the members of this community who are opposed to the rezoning. This area should not be developed
at all, for any reason. I agree with the well researched documentation and presentations that my community members
have submitted.
I disagree with the proposed rezoning and ask you to reject this application by defeating Bylaw 2015‐19.
Thank you
Christine Scotland
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bill and Alma
Saturday, November 07, 2015 10:33 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Rezoning of Peaks Of Grassie

I am opposed to the rezoning of Peaks of Grassie UR land on Lawrence Grassie Ridge. I agree with all of the
issues that Kurt McMahon raised in his letter. Please enter my name as in opposition to the proposal.. Thank
you , Sincerely William A. Scotland This letter is meant to go to each council member
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opposed

opposed

From: Jim Sykes
Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 11:36 AM
To: John Borrowman; Rob Seeley; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Joanna McCallum; Ed Russell
Cc: Jim Sykes
Subject: Peaks of Grassi Bylaw 2015-19
Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members,
We are 20 year resident of Canmore and have lived full time in Peaks of Grassi since our condominium was built in
2000. As my partner and I were with the last application we are opposed to this development application. These lands
were set aside for the enjoyment of all by a previous council. The lands are part of a green space and wildlife corridor and
to take that away will lessen the sense of community in Canmore. Green spaces are important in any community and this
area has become a prime recreational area for a large number of residents. To spoil that for a minimal housing gain (and
even more minimal [supposedly] affordable housing increase) would be a terrible disservice to the community as a
whole. The traffic and parking increase would not be sustainable with the present infrastructure and would create
dangerous conditions on the already congested narrow roads in the area.
We implore that you, as Council, again reject this appeal and do so in a way that we are not having to re-fight this battle
annually. Canmore needs this land to remain a green space for all the people and wildlife.
Sincerely.
James D. Sykes
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opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dan Szoo
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 8:53 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Your Worship, Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors,
I oppose this re‐zoning. I agree with the issues raised by my neighbours and feel that Council needs to honour prior
commitments made by previous Council. The 1998 Settlement Agreement should not be set side.
Thank you for your consideration.
Dan Szoo
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opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hugh Tafel
Tuesday, November 24, 2015 8:48 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Importance:

High

Mr. Mayor, Councillors,
I oppose this re‐zoning. I agree with many of the issues raised by the residents of Peaks and
feel that Council needs to honor prior commitments made by previous Council.
The 1998 Settlement Agreement should not be set side.
Sincerely ‐ Hugh
Hugh S. Tafel
Local Marketing Expert
Business Coach, Author and Speaker
T: 403‐609‐3543
www.TafelMarketing.com
Get a copy of my book, “Trade Secrets to Marketing Your Business
Online in Canada” http://amzn.to/HTBook

*************************************************
Obtain Your Free Customized Marketing Roadmap To Guide Your Business
To Guaranteed Success: www.RealBusinessMastery.com
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opposed

opposed

opposed

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mark D Taylor
Friday, November 13, 2015 5:18 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Peaks Rezoning – By-law 2015-19 Land Use Amendment

Mayor Barrowman and Town Councillors;
I am writing to request that you deny the Peaks Landing application for rezoning within the Peaks of
Grassi community and that we maintain this critical green space which is so important to our
community, wildlife and the overall character of our neighborhood.
It is unfortunate that your (and my) time, money and energy are being expended here when Council
has already unanimously rejected this application. The question has been “asked and answered”. All
of the concern areas that were illuminated at the public hearing earlier this year are still evident – and
in fact with even more development proposed in this latest application, the issues of traffic, housing
density, green space loss, wildlife conflict et. al. will be even worse. As Council considers all these
various “technical” aspects of the development, the weaknesses of this application and the pretense
of this proposal will become evident. It is clear that this is not a valuable addition to the Peaks of
Grassi neighborhood or to the Quarry Lake area but is solely a commercial endeavor by a few, at the
expense of many.
There has been a lot of information brought forward showing the very real concerns this development
would bring to the Peaks community but despite all the technical obstacles, I believe the core
consideration for Council related to this application is the question of cost versus benefit. I served as
a public trustee for several years previously and can appreciate the difficult choice before you. These
decisions often return to this basic cost/benefit premise. The advantages of Peaks Landing
development are superficially obvious – more housing, more property taxes, significant financial gains
for the developers - but these advantages need to be scrutinized carefully. Do these units really
address the specific housing needs in Canmore (PAH demand level, rental versus purchase units
etc.)? Is this the best place for green space destruction and even further densification? Peaks of
Grassi is already one of the highest density neighborhoods in all of southern Alberta. Finally, the
town bears no responsibility to reward developers who risk their capital on poorly contrived
development projects. The project advantages are questionable and the Peaks Landing development
comes with many costs. The greatest of these is the harm to the Town’s image of fairness and
integrity. I’m not talking here of the dealings between the developers and the local community
(though care should be taken of what behaviours we reward) but more importantly, the outside world
that looks at Canmore and is comfortable and confident in making an investment in the town – be it a
new business or purchasing a new home or moving your family here. We want to be a town where
people can trust that what they invest in will not be undercut from them – business taxes will not be
unfairly increased resulting in failures; park land next to the home they invested in will not be rezoned
and cleared for high density housing; and the schools they expected to put their children in won’t
have funding cuts and be shut down. This reputation of trustworthiness and confidence is very hard
won – and very easily lost. I strongly encourage Council to reject this development application and
preserve the reputation of Canmore as a place where families can confidently come to with a clear
1

understanding of what they are investing in, what their neighborhood is now, and what it will be in the
future.
Your dedication to learning about all the important issues related to this application is very much
appreciated. This is a critical, precedent-setting decision for our Town and your protection of all that
makes Canmore the great mountain town that it is requested. Therefore I sincerely ask that you
reject this high risk development proposal.
Mark Taylor
____________________________
Have a Great Day :)
Mark D Taylor P.Eng
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Michele Taylor
Tuesday, November 10, 2015 10:26 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Peaks Rezoning – By-law 2015-19 Land Use Amendment

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors,
I am writing to you in opposition to the proposed land use amendment.
We purchased our home in the Peaks of Grassi in 2004 because we loved the area and the way it is surrounded
by green space, particularly the spaces between us and Quarry Lake. We relied on - we believed in - the
information contained in the 1998 Settlement Agreement which reassured us that building in the Peaks was
completed - that 404 units had been built and there would be no more. This gave us the confidence to go ahead
and buy our home knowing that what we were seeing was what we would always see. We were new to
Canmore but knew how important integrity was to the town and the people elected to make important decisions
concerning development here. We were comfortable that the 1998 Settlement Agreement was a solid and
reliable piece of information, completed after what must have been many days of effort and collaboration
between the town and the developer at the time. We saw it as a commitment made to the residents of the Peaks
of Grassi. We certainly never imagined that this important document could be disregarded simply because a
future town council chose to. It makes me wonder what it might be like to sit on town council now, and spend
as much time and effort as I know you all do, working on a project but knowing in the back of your mind that a
future council may undo all your work, tear down the buildings you worked hard to build and do something
different with that land. The new artsPlace comes to mind for me - maybe a future town council will decide that
that land would be better suited to an apartment building? I would like to think that the diligent research,
collection of public input and hours of conscientious work that go into any of the town's agreements, projects or
plans are not wasted in future years because someone wants to change the rules.
The Town of Canmore has five core values - one of them is INTEGRITY. I would argue that it is the most
important one and that none of the other ones matter if you don't have, first and foremost, integrity. I choose to
believe that this town council values integrity as highly as most Canmore residents do, and I respectfully ask
that you reject this proposed land use amendment and allow the Peaks of Grassi to remain the beautiful,
peaceful community we believed we were lucky to join back in 2004.
Sincerely,
Michele Taylor

Michele Taylor
Calgary, Canada
1

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nick Taylor
Friday, November 20, 2015 2:00 PM
John Borrowman; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

To the Canmore Mayor and Council,
My name is Nicholas Taylor, and I am writing you in opposition to the Peaks Landing Rezoning Application.
As a concerned member of Quarry Pines, I am disappointed that the natural habitat of animals and the natural
beauty of the neighbourhood that we live in is not being prioritized.
When we purchased real estate in Canmore we were told that these areas were not to be re-zoned and would
remain a sanctuary for wildlife, as well as a beautiful backdrop to our home. This proposal goes directly against
that, and I hope that you will protect this land, and deny the proposal for the re-zoning.
Thank you for your time.
Nicholas Taylor
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Samantha Taylor
Monday, November 23, 2015 5:26 AM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob
Seeley; Ed Russell; Cheryl Hyde; Lisa de Soto
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Dear Mayor, Council Members, Municipal Clerk, Chief Administrative Officer,
I am writing this email to formally oppose the Peaks Landing Rezoning application in the Peaks of Grassi area
in Canmore. My family members are long-term part-time residents in this area and I am very concerned with
the direction of this rezoning application for several reasons, including infringement on wildlife habitat,
increased human-wildlife encounters, and a blatant disregard for the value of and principals behind "Urban
Reserve" land.
The fact of the matter is, the character and "community feel" of the Peaks' area would change dramatically if
this application were to be approved. This would also come at a detriment to the health and safety of both our
wildlife and our residents in their interactions with our wildlife.
I am sure the Town Council will review this proposition very carefully; I ask and trust that they will come to the
rightful decision and reject the application.
Kind regards,
Samantha Taylor
-Samantha Taylor
B.Sc (Eng) - Geological Engineering
Queen's University
E.I.T. Geotechnical - Hatch, Ltd.
(c)
(e)
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opposed
November 23, 2015

To:

Mayor John Borrowman
Councillor Esme Comfort
Councillor Joanna McCallum
Councillor Sean Krausert
Councillor Vi Sandford
Councillor Rob Seeley
Councillor Ed Russell

RE: Bylaw 2014-19 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment
I am writing this letter to express my opposition to this proposed Land Use amendment. I am an
original owner of a small duplex across the street from the two northern parcels of subjected
lands for rezoning. My duplex, which I purchased 2001, has truly become my home. I am one of
those people who thrives when I have a quiet place to refuel and recharge; I also spend much
of my time working from a home office. I was initially concerned about living on the dark side,
enduring years of construction, and being located smack dab in the middle of a wildlife corridor
that is not within easy cycling or walking distance of town. These concerns however have been
offset by my supportive and beautiful neighbours, the sense of safety I have felt living here on
my own, and the surrounding peaceful environment. Like many neighbourhoods in Canmore,
we help each other with home and yard projects, enjoy each other’s company, and just
generally look out for each other. I have come to really trust and even rely my neighbours and
never saw myself moving to somewhere else in town, until now. This proposal will increase the
density of this part of Quarry Pines by over 50% and add at least 80 people to my end of
Lawrence Grassi Ridge. The Peaks of Grassi already is the densest neighbourhood in Canmore, is
located adjacent to the Grassi Lakes habitat patch and near a known hotspot for human wildlife
conflict.
My main concern with this land use amendment is that its approval will renege on the 1998
Settlement Agreement. I have lived in Canmore since 1993 and am keenly aware of how hard
the Town Council and Town administration and staff worked to achieve the 1998 Settlement
Agreement with Three Sisters. Thousands upon thousands of hours were spent on this
important document. I was so proud of all those involved and never begrudged the time and
money this agreement required. The allotted 404 units were built and the encroachment and
visibility of the Peaks on Quarry Lake was minimized. When I purchased my duplex, I was
personally assured by members of Council and employees of the Town, my local builder, my
salesperson, and others, that this land would never be developed. With these assurances and
my knowledge of the settlement agreement, I believed nothing would ever be developed on
these lands. While I have come to understand that Council is not legally bound by the 1998
Settlement Agreement, there are many reasons to continue to honour the terms and intent of
this agreement. Those that offered me assurances, when I purchased my home 14 years ago,
believed in the terms of the Settlement Agreement. I trusted in the terms of this agreement. I
1
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invite you to continue to respect and honour the Settlement Agreement’s intent and decline
this rezoning application.
The Settlement Agreement has only one exception to allow for more development in the Peaks
of Grassi and that exception is “community housing”. The current plan has only seven
Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH) units; this is not enough. The Settlement Agreement is
clear; lands, donated to the town by the developers, for community housing would not be
considered when counting the 404 total units allotted in the Peaks of Grassi. The parcels in
question could have been donated to the Town by the developer to build community housing;
this is the only justifiable reason to develop these lands and this proposed plan does not do
that. There is also no guarantee that these PAH units will be built and to my understanding no
mechanism to hold the proponents to their plan. The land, once rezoned, could easily be sold to
another developer. I appreciate the Council’s commitment in doing whatever it can to provide
more affordable accommodation for renters who want to stay in our community for a short
time, and more affordable homes for those who would like to live here permanently. I
encourage Council to engage the entire community in finding creative solutions to this issue.

Thank you for your attention.

Yours Truly,

Deanna Thompson
Cc:

Lisa deSoto, Chief Administrative Officer: ldesoto@canmore.ca
Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk: chyde@canmore.ca
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Johann Velthuysen <
Sunday, November 22, 2015 9:48 PM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land use By-law Peaks of Grassi Rezoning

I oppose Peaks of Grassi ‐ Land use Amendment (Bylaw 2015‐19). I respectfully ask Council to honour the Settlement
Agreement and to decline the rezoning application.

Johann Velthuysen
Wilson Way
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opposed

From: Fred Vermeulen
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 10:53 AM
To: Council
Subject: Peaks of Grassi, Land Use Bylaw Amendment

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Councillors Comfort, Krausert, McCallum, Russell, Sandford and Seeley:
I, along with many other residents in Canmore who do not live in Peaks of Grassi, respected your decision in
February of this year not to approve the application for further development in Peaks of Grassi under proposed
Bylaw 2015-19, Land Use Bylaw Amendment -Peaks of Grassi.
Among other reasons for this decision, Council determined to uphold the terms and intent of the 1998
Settlement Agreement and to respect the decisions of previous Councils.
I am respectfully asking Council to continue to hold firm in their earlier decision, as this second application for
further development in the Peaks of Grassi also fails to meet the terms of the Settlement Agreement which I
copy below.
In my view, the inclusion of 7 PAH out of 27 residential units is largely cosmetic rather than substantial,
particularly when the Settlement Agreement is clear that any such land should be donated to the Town of
Canmore and consist entirely of “community housing” if the development is to be approved.
As you know, Clause 4.1 of the 1998 Settlement Agreement states:

“The Town and the Developers agree that the Gross Developable Area for
Pods 7 & 8 combined shall not exceed 45 acres and that the density of
Pods 7 & 8 combined shall not exceed 404 Residential Units; provided
that in the event that the Developers donate to the Town, or the Town's
nominee, lands within Pods 7 or 8 for purposes of community housing
then the lands donated and any Residential Units constructed thereon
shall not be counted when calculating the said 45 acres and 404
Residential Units.”
It is significant that if any further development beyond the allowed 404 units are to be permitted in Peaks of
Grassi, the developer is called to donate the lands to the Town for community housing, and that the only land
use for this development is “community

housing”.
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The Settlement Agreement does not include a scenario where only 7 of the 27 units qualify as
affordable “community
single family homes.

housing” with the other 20 comprising high end townhouses, duplexes and

Further, according to the October 20 Staff Report, while the 20 market value residential units have the potential
for providing an additional 13 secondary suites which “could” provide “market

affordable
housing”, this would depend on the number of suites built, and the choice of the owner, where only “if
the suites are used they would be rental units”. Not a choice to be counted on.
In this proposed development, where the land is clearly not donated to the Town or the Town’s nominee, 20 out
of the 27 units can only be seen to be designed to be profitable to the developer,
I can share Council’s commitment to provide Canmore with more truly affordable housing, but in the case of
Peaks of Grassi, 7 affordable units is cosmetic only and does not contribute in any meaningful way to our
affordable housing shortage, while failing to meet the terms of the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
It is to be hoped that Council will continue to uphold the terms and intent of the 1998 Settlement Agreement,
and respect the decisions of previous Councils, as they did in their earlier principled decision in February of this
year, when they did not approve the application for further development in Peaks of Grassi.
At the time Peaks of Grassi was built, the buyers relied on the terms of the Settlement Agreement, just as the
Canmore community relies on its terms being honoured and upheld today.
Sincerely,
Fred Vermeulen
Canmore
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opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

rwalicki
Monday, November 23, 2015 11:35 PM
Cheryl Hyde
lizattd@gmail.com
Opposition By-law 2015-19 Land Use By-law Peaks of Grassi Re-zoning

Dear Ms. Hyde,
As a resident of Canmore and having an opportunity to review the re-zoning proposal of Peaks of
Grassi
(per Land use by-law 2015-19), please accept this letter expressing my opposition to the re-zoning.
Please consider my letter as input to the public hearing scheduled for November 24th, 2015, share
with the Council and provide a confirmation of its receipt.
Should you have any questions please feel free to contact me at
Kind regards,
Ralph Walicki, M.Sc., P. Eng.
, Canmore, Alberta,
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or

opposed

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lisa
Monday, November 23, 2015 1:29 PM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 : Peaks of Grassi Direct Control District

Subject: Opposition to Bylaw 2015-19 : Peaks of Grassi Direct Control District
Dear Mayor and Council,
As a former Canmore resident, and frequent visitor to Canmore and the Quarry Lake area, I am
writing to express my opposition to the re-zoning of Urban Reserve lands in the Peaks of
Grassi neighbourhood.
Re-zoning these important natural green spaces for more development would disregard the
1998 Settlement Agreement, impact negatively on wildlife and increase human-wildlife
conflict, and fundamentally change the character of the natural environment in this area.
I respectfully request that Canmore Council continue to honour the decision reflected in the
Settlement Agreement of 1998, to respect these Urban Reserve lands, and to decline this
rezoning application.
Sincerely,
Lisa Wasiuta
Calgary AB
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opposed

From: Debra Webster
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 9:20 PM
To: John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Rob Seeley; Ed Russell
Subject: Letter to Oppose Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19)

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Councillors,
I'm sending this to oppose the Peaks of Grassi Land use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19).
I live directly across from one of the parcels of land in question, along with my husband, our two sons, the
International Student we are hosting this year as well as our three cats and one dog. We purchased our property
in July of 2014.
I agree with all the reasons the Opposition has for opposing the rezoning of the urban reserve land: wildlife
protection, quarry lake, congestion, parking.... but the bottom line to me is that a Settlement Agreement was
made and should be upheld. We were told by our realtor and lawyer that the Peaks of Grassi was fully built-up
and that no further construction would occur.
I'm overwhelmed by everything that has occurred these past months and just plain tired. I would like to focus
my energy on taking care of my family and enjoying our beautiful home instead of attending meetings
regarding this proposal. More than anything I think it's insulting to everyone that the developers would come
back with this second proposal using PAH to disguise their true motive of making a lot of money at other
peoples expense. Even more so when you consider the price they purchased the land for. I think it's appalling.
Sincerely,
Debra Webster
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opposed
Mayor Borrowman,
I am writing in support of the Opposition to By-Law 2015-19 the newest request by developers to
rezone the Urban Reserve Lands of Peaks of Grassi neighborhood.
My family recently moved her from Calgary to be permanent residents of the Canmore in July of 2014.
Within two months of being located in our current residents of 1121 Lawrence Grassi Ridge we were
taken by surprise with the first request to develop the lands across the road from our residence. It was
quite a shock to find out that these lands were sold during the time that we were looking at the current
property and that the realtor was not aware of this.
My family spent a considerable amount of time researching and looking at locations within the town of
Canmore to determine which neighborhoods to consider. Peaks of Grassi met the needs of being in an
urban neighborhood that was not overcrowded and felt like you were in the wilderness. The Peaks of
Grassi was also selected for several reasons; it was a developed neighborhood which we felt meant that
we did not have to be worried about future construction and from discussing with the realtor the
indication was that no further development would happen, it was in close proximity to Quarry Lakes
which was an extremely attractive, and the ability to simply leave the house and be able to go biking,
skiing, hiking right from our back door and not have to get into a car and drive to get somewhere.
We also wanted our young children the opportunity to be able to see wildlife in their environment, and
be able to explore the outdoors.
Since moving into the neighborhood we have enjoyed seeing various wildlife including, bears, coyotes,
elk, deer and wolf within the vicinity of our current property.
There has been much turmoil created from the initial re-zoning application within the neighborhood and
feedback within the community regarding this re-zoning issue. We thought after the initial defeat of the
original re-zoning application this would be put to rest. However, with the second application to request
this re-zoning it has pulled the neighborhood closer that before to try and demonstrate the need to
leave these areas to nature and the lands to the current state.
I would urge to council to up hold their original agreement in maintaining this area as a greenspace and
deny the request for re-zoning of these lands. I do not see any advantage to having such a small section
of lands be developed for the benefit of a few. From what I can see this land was supposed to be left for
the enjoyment of all residents of Peaks of Grassi.
Thanks for your attention and consideration,

Steve Webster, CD, P.Tech(Eng)

opposed

opposed
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Geoff Williams
Monday, November 23, 2015 7:42 AM
John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed
Russell; Rob Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19)

I oppose Peaks of Grassi - Land Use Amendment (Bylaw 2015-19) and believe that the intent of the Settlement Agreement should
be upheld for many reasons, including but not limited to:










Ignoring the Agreement looks like a "second bite" and would set a dangerous precedent.
This is not "in-fill", it is a major extension which the applicants have consistently sought to minimise by averaging over the
whole community instead of relating it to the small area in which it is concentrated.
I attended the original open house. The latest variation not only ignores many of the expressed suggestions and concerns but
seems to deliberately do the opposite of public input. This is especially noticeable in the persistent wish to destroy the rock
outcrop which delineates the start of the 1000 block and is a major aesthetic feature. Other developers build such features to
enhance their projects.
The 1000 block of Lawrence Grassi Ridge is the only part of Peaks that fits into its setting - usually considered good design.
Smaller groups of dwellings are separated by wide corridors of natural forest in contrast to the pallisade of buildings in the
rest of Peaks. The proposal seeks to degrade the best designed area.
The proposal will completely change the character of this established block.
The inclusion of affordable housing is mis-leading. Real need is for affordable rental housing for lower paid workers and
seniors with limited incomes. Such lower paid and seniors often do not or can no longer drive, and require housing near to
retail, work, services and transportation. Peaks has no such facilities.
The recent snowfall has again reinforced just how inadequate the roads and parking are for the existing population.

Geoffrey R Williams
Canmore,
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opposed

November 12, 2015
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors;
RE: Opposition to Peaks Landing Development – Land Use Redesignation and SSR
I am opposed to the application by Hillcroft Developments Ltd., 1861523 Alberta Ltd. and
1457115 Ontario Ltd. for amendment to the Land Use Bylaw for Lot B Plan 9412236 located in
the Peaks of Grassi. I strongly oppose the proposal to redesignate the land from UR (Urban
Reserve) to a DC (Direct Control) district to accommodate what the Developers refer to as an
INFILL DEVELOPMENT.
A major concern of mine is the addition of more residential parking to this already over utilized
area which will be significant and have a very disruptive impact on the existing community
fabric and to the users of Quarry Lake. I am concerned about the negative impact added traffic
will have on the already congested arteries in Peaks of Grassi, which could lead to safety
problems especially in emergency situations.
This UR land is adjacent to the Quarry Lake Habitat patch and the de facto wildlife corridor,
whether officially recognized or not. It is noted that the most human and wildlife interaction
and conflicts (65%) occur in only two developed areas in Canmore and Peaks of Grassi was
identified as one of the hotspots. In my opinion the environmental report dated August 2015
which claims that the new development will provide a “hard edge” boundary, keeping wildlife
out is a total distortion and a misuse of the “hard edge” terminology. As I have been informed
the only real “hard edge” boundary would be a 7ft “hard edge” fence similar to the one
installed in the Lake Louise area – which had to be electrified in an attempt to increase its
effectiveness.
Finally I would like to address the trust factor; many of us feel a sense of diminished trust in all
parties wishing to rezone this very vital natural green space. I hope that you and Council will
provide adequate time, to once again promote consultation and facilitate the involvement of all
concerned citizens in land use and development issues that affect our communities.
This is a significant community concern!
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.
Respectfully yours;

Lorri A Yasenik, PhD

