TOWN OF CANMORE
RECORD OF WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Special Meeting
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 at 5:00 p.m.
This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for the
following bylaw:
Public Hearing for Peaks Landing Direct Control District Bylaw 2018-14
Submissions are sorted in alphabetical order by last name. If you are viewing the electronic version, please use
the bookmarks feature to scroll through the document.

This record of written submissions was compiled by Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk, on January 30, 2019.
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2019‐01‐30

Peaks Landing

Peaks Landing
Appropriate for development
Alignment with Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
Timely affordable housing development

Appropriate for Development

Alignment with MDP

Geotechnical
Undermining

Infill development

Utilities & Road

Existing services & infrastructure

Sustainability Screening Report (score of 65)

Affordable housing

Wildfire

Integration of various built forms

Steep Creek Flood Mitigation
Environmental Impact Statement
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2019‐01‐30

Site 1

Proposed Built Forms
Site 2: Eight duplex homes with mandatory rental suites

Proposed Built Forms

Proposed Built Forms

Site 1: Seven PAH & Seven MAH townhomes

Site 1: Townhomes front view
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2019‐01‐30

Market Affordable Housing

Peaks Landing Summary
Appropriate for development

The proposed homes are smaller than what could
have been built on this site.
◦ The MAH townhomes are 400ft² less than the
average above grade townhomes built in
Canmore since 2000.
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Alignment with MDP
Timely affordable housing development
◦ Integrated PAH & MAH townhomes
◦ Duplexes with mortgage helper suites
High demand and needed in Canmore
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

canmoreandersons
Saturday, January 26, 2019 9:43 AM
Council; Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Bylaw 2018-14 Land Use Amendment - Peaks Landing

Jan 29, 2019 Public Hearing
I oppose Bylaw 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing
I do not live in Peaks, I am a 15 year full time Canmore resident living in Three Sisters Creek.
Bylaw 2016 -03 MDP, Page 20, Point 4, Environmental Stewardship says “The Town is committed
to engaging in land use and development practices that respect the municipality’s unique
location. Canmore is located in an extraordinary environmental setting and a special place in
the Rocky Mountains. The Bow Valley is recognized as a critical component of the Rocky
Mountain ecosystem which is essential to the connectivity of wildlife habitat in the region.”
And point 1 of the goals on page 20 under Environmental Stewardship states: “1) To identify
and protect environmentally sensitive areas, including locally and regionally significant
wildlife movement corridors and habitat patches”
ꞏ

In the 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-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-of-way” The overall
location is critical for connectivity and is used as a refuge area for wildlife.

ꞏ

Additionally In the Dec 2018 report, page 21 in Section 5.2 with some repetition it states:
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o “Although the AltaLink right-of-way to the north 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-of-way. A high density of wildlife
forage species occurs along the right-of-way including willow, buffalo berry,
currant (Ribes sp.) , wild red raspberry (Rubus idaeus) , wild strawberry
(Fragvaria virginiana) and bog birch ( Betula glandulosa) . Wildlife closures are
placed along the right-of-way in many years due to the persistence of grizzly
bears and black bears when they linger in the area and are considered a safety
hazard due to high human use of the right-of-way and surrounding area. Several
bears have been captured and relocated from the right-of-way area. Every year
during the rutting season (typically early September to beginning of October),
herds of elk use the right-of-way and vegetated cover between the right-of-way
and existing residential area. Coyotes are frequently heard and observed along
the right-of-way after dusk and before dawn. Deer are consistently observed
throughout the year by local residents. This linear disturbance provides direct
access to the TSAVC and QLLHP, and is heavily trafficked by people, including
those accessing the Quarry Lake recreational and off-leash area.”
The evidence shows we have a habitat area and a travel corridor for wildlife in the project area.
Human-Wildlife conflict 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:
ꞏ 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.”
ꞏ 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.”
Habitat 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.
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 these mitigations would actually work or even actually
occur? This referenced WHIPP from 2004 was required by the NRCB, signed off on by Three Sisters
was required to be completed and is applicable to the entire Three Sisters property, including 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
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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.” We bought in Three Sisters in 2004 and only received our 1st copy via an email
during the last hearing on this matter in 2015, 11 years after the fact. In reviewing the 46-page manual,
it is sorely lacking in information – with only 4 pages having very brief information on wildlife, most of it
reads like an advertising brochure for golf and future development amenities. Wildlife Corridors are
critical in this area yet there is not even one map in the manual identifying where the corridors are
located nor does it tell people to stay out of Wildlife Corridors. It mentions habitat enhancement areas,
but again no map to show anyone where these are so people do not venture into them ignorantly. We
were told in 2015 Three Sisters was working on an update, but it's now 2019 and we have not been
provided nor have seen any updates.
History has shown, WHIPP's are not being followed or implemented properly at all on these
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 or enforced does not completely happen – the
developers are not held accountable to actually complete them. No one is inspecting or holding a
developer to what they contain. And when new people move into an area, which happens on a very
frequent basis, new residents are not receiving this information. The information in the homeowners
manual is bare bones, hardly adequate and there is no process in place that I am aware of for new
homeowners/renters to receive any information on how to conduct themselves around corridors or
habitat patches.
In Corvidae’s report under 1.2 Wildlife Human Interaction Protection, page 2, it 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, “A two rail fence will
be installed near the Habitat Patch at the west end of Lawrence Grassi Ridge” and now in addition
a berm for flooding.
Mike Gibeau Ph D, Canmore resident expert, Conservation Coordinator for Nature Conservancy, 37
years with Parks Canada and Carnivore Specialist for Mountain National Parks has commented
stating, “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.”
The conclusion is this proposed development is not a true hard edge, that would only be achieved if a
7 foot high electrified page wire fence was placed in the Peaks of Grassi neighborhood. And a two
rail fence is only for human awareness, it is not a wildlife deterrent. 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 convenants in the neighborhood also state,
“Fencing shall comply with the Architectural Guidelines to allow free-ranging movement of
wildlife”
Development most likely will actually funnel wildlife from the nearby Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch into
the neighborhood, trapping wildlife and actually increasing the chances for a serious human/wildlife
encounter.
Bottom line. Karsten Heuer, currently a Parks Warden, 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
more 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 neighboring habitat patches. Do we want more bears to be eliminated, like what
happened to Bear 148?
In conclusion, what does all mean? On wildlife issues alone this application should be denied.
Common sense tells me that if we disregard the 1998 Settlement Agreement, which capped
development in Peaks for a reason, 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. 7 PAH is a very poor reason for not adhering to the Settlement Agreement cap
on more housing in this area of Canmore.
So I will end with the Precautionary Principle 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.”
The Settlement Agreement, while it was never legally binding, is definitely morally binding and
should be followed to the letter on this proposal. Thereby, it should not be approved.
Thank you
Kay Anderson
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cindy Ansley
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 11:06 AM
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 Peaks Landing

Dear Cheryl,
Please submit this letter into the public hearing as opposition to By‐Law 2018‐14 Peaks Landing Re‐zoning for the
following reasons:
1/ Settlement Agreement should be honoured.
2/ Interference with wildlife and the corridor.
3/ Proximity is too close to Quarry Lake.
Thank you,
Cindy Ansley
169 Cougar Point Road
Canmore

Sent from my iPhone
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January 27, 2019
Town of Canmore
Via e-mail
Jeff Hilstad jhilstad@canmore.ca, Joanna McCallum jmccallum@canmore.ca , Karen Marra
kmarra@canmore.ca, Rob Seeley rseeley@canmore.ca, Vi Sandford vsandford@canmore.ca, Esme
Comfort ecomfort@canmore.ca, John Borrowman jborrowman@canmore.ca

Re: Bylaw 2018-14 Land Use Amendment-Peaks Landing Public Hearing Jan. 29, 2019OPPOSED

We oppose this proposed bylaw Amendment
Your Worship Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors,
Please know that we are writing to express extreme concern and opposition, as permanent residents of
Canmore, regarding the proposed rezoning of the Urban Reserve areas in Quarry Pines within the Peaks
of Grassi neighbourhood. This would entirely disregard the 1998 settlement agreement.
We respectfully urge you to keep Canmore’s urban reserve as urban reserve for all the future
generations of humans and wildlife alike. If approved this land is gone forever. The decision would be
irreversible. Please respect the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
Sincerely,

Connie and Lawrence Armstrong
1069 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, Ab.
T1W3C3
Cc:
Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde chyde@canmore.ca
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

ARMSTRONG, LAWRENCE
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 12:38 PM
Cheryl Hyde
ARMSTRONG, LAWRENCE
By-Law 2018-14-Land Use Amendment -Peaks Landing P.H. Jan 29,20119 -- Opposed
UMA ENGINEERING REPORT_20190129123007.pdf

Jan. 28/19
By‐Law 2018‐14‐Land Use Amendment ‐Peaks Landing P.H. Jan 29,20119 ‐‐ Opposed

Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors
First and foremost, I would like to thank councillors and Mayor for taking the time to read my letter pertaining to Peaks
Landing By‐Law 2018‐14 . I believe the total scale and complexity of this proposed development has not been
completely communicated to yourself, fellow councillors and general public.
The proposed development of 14 units on site 1, 8 units on site 2 and 5 on site 3 plus addition of suites on site 2 and
3 could potentially place, at a minimum, 62 new units into the 1000 block of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Not selectively
throughout the entire Peaks development, but all on one block. UMA Engineering report dated April of 1998 (report
attached) repeatedly states:

“ Utilities will not be oversized to accommodate future development “
What this means is , the utilities located in the 1000 block of Lawrence Grassi Ridge , are not, and have not been
designed or engineered to accept these proposed new units . This development , if approved , could at very least place
upwards of 125 to 150 residents onto these existing utility services. Who will pay for required upgrading or
replacement of these utilities ? Taxpayers ? I have just read, council is considering borrowing another 7.6 M, some of
which will be used for lift station replacement and water line upgrading. Once again, taxpayers are resposible for
millions of dollars to support ill conceived and poorly implemented development plans. Other developers are forced to
invest hundreds of thousands of dollars in utility and infrastructure systems. Why would this proposed development be
allowed to proceed without as much as a single utility Impact study ? Do we really want to place the burden of repairing
and upgrading utilities on Lawrence Grassi Ridge on the taxpayer again knowing very well, they are not designed to
handle this proposed development.
The developers would like you to think this is just “ Infill “. This is not infill. This development, if approved , has the
potential to over double the amount of residents living in the 1000 block of Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
These developers would like you as councillors to believe these lands are serviced and ready to go for building. This is
completely false. Almost the entire 1000 block of Lawrence Grassi Ridge would need to be excavated to allow for
services to be installed. This means existing pavement , curbs and roadbed torn up. This again would mean ongoing
maintenance and increased costs for the Town of Canmore . There are a lot of existing new serviced lots in Canmore for
proposed units like these. Why would we not build there ?
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We talk a lot about “ Sustainable Canmore” and “ Sustainable Development “. Now is not the time to start using Urban
Reserve lands for development. How will it be possible to have sustainability if we have already started to use up Urban
Reserve lands, especially Urban Reserve land protected by the Settlement Agreement . Previous councillors and Mayors
not unlike yourselves had the foresight, and spent countless hours developing the Settlement Agreement so lands such
as these would be here for future use. That is “ sustainable planning and development “. Please respect the 1998
Settlement Agreement.
In my job safety is of the utmost importance, as it is with yours or anyone elses. I’m sure you have all heard about the
Safety Triangle. It is used to mathematically calculate a fatality based on the number of unsafe acts. For every 10,000
unsafe acts, it projects 1000 accidents with no lost time, for every 1000 accidents it projects 100 with minor injury or
property loss. For every 100 accidents it projects 10 injuries, for every 10 injuries, it projects 1 fatality.
This proposed development could potentially put 125 to 150 more residents into one of the highest wildlife conflict
areas Canmore has. If we continue to increase the number of wildlife encounters, We will have a fatality. Not a question
of if it will happen, but a question of when it will happen. 1 fatality is 1 to many. This is all preventable if you just
vote NO to this Bylaw. Are 7 PAH houses worth a fatal wildlife encounter?
Parking is a major concern. How many vehicles could potentially be involved when you put 62 new units into one
block? 62? 124? Where would we possibly park 124 more vehicles on one block?
Traffic as well is a major concern. We could be looking at possibly 125 or so more vehicles driving on the street. We
all know the safety concern about the hill by the Quarry Pines sign. There have been many, many near misses which
even led to part of the hill being made into a no parking zone. A one way street has been talked about as an option but
is not realistic. This would lead to more trafic on Wilson Way as well.

This proposed development is NOT, nor will it ever be, good for Canmore.
Please vote No to Peaks Landing By‐Law 2018‐14

I thank you again for your time
Lawrence Armstrong
Canmore Alberta
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January 27, 2019
Re: Peaks Landing Land Use Amendment Bylaw 2018-14
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Council,
I write this letter in strong opposition to Peaks Landing, Land Use Amendment Bylaw 2018-14.
I have reviewed and studied with interest the proposed amendment and the location of the planned
additional housing. I am deeply concerned. The proposed land use change would, by design,
intentionally intensify the probability of human wildlife conflict. Site 1 of the proposed Peaks Landing
Townhouses is immediately adjacent to Provincial lands which contain a major and active Habitat Patch
and Wildlife Corridor. The Peaks of Grassi ("PoG") neighborhood currently has the highest population
density in Canmore. Adding additional housing does not plan for nor meet the obligations to reinforce
the Town of Canmore's environmental stewardship with "policies and initiatives regarding management
of human use of wildlife corridors and habitat patches and how development can be better designed to
protect the needs of wildlife." Surely adding more density to the far reaches of a fully developed
neighborhood on the edge of Town is not a best practice in the protection of wildlife corridors and
habitat patches. Amendment approval would erode the functionality and integrity of the adjacent
wildlife corridor.
The proposed land use amendment would situate housing abutting the Habitat and Corridor. There is
proposed road to separate the property from the conservation, habitat and corridor areas. In other
areas of Town, including within PoG, there is at least a road to separate the habitat and wildlife corridor
areas from community residents. In the proposed scenario the wildlife will have no space to traverse
between the townhouse site and the habitat. They won’t know borders. This will guarantee elevated
interaction and conflict.
As previously identified PoG is already Canmore's densest neighborhood. The Guiding Principles outlined
within Canmore's Municipal Development Plan clearly states the need for responsible and managed
growth that maintains the mountain town character. How can adding more density to an already
saturated and fully built out neighborhood enhance the existing residents’ experience and quality of
living in the mountains? I cannot fathom how greater density enhances the concept of mountain town
character enjoyment, connection to the outdoors and citizen benefit. The PoG already has traffic
congestion challenges and has only one point of entry and egress. The addition of more population and
vehicles will add to congestion and increase concerns for safe evacuation in the unfortunate event of an
emergency.
The PoG is surrounded by a dry timber forest. While I wrote this letter today the winds whipped and
swirled through the trees. I cannot imagine how fast a fire would rage with the fierce winds blowing it
through the area. The speed of a forest fire rampaging through the neighborhood would create chaos
and possible catastrophe as more people and cars desperately try to flee and out run a forest fire via a
single viable and accessible egress route.
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In my view Town Council's primary roles include but are not limited to ensuring all actions support the
Town's core values and stated guiding principles. Mountain town character, citizen safety and
environmental responsibility are central foundational and fundamental values. Effective fulfillment on
those core commitments are paramount and override any perceived beneficial effects of the proposed
rezoning and additional housing in the PoG neighborhood. I ask you to provide clear, decisive leadership
by demonstrating that you are values driven and represent the consensus view of your citizenry.
Thank you for your attention and serious review of the amendment. I urge you to oppose the Peaks
Landing Land Use Amendment.
Best regards,
Bernie Asbell
1041 Lawrence Grassi Ridge,
Canmore
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January 25, 2019
TO: Mayor John Borrowman, Council Members Esme Comfort, Jeff Hilstad, Karen Marra, Joanna
McCallum, Vi Sanford and Rob Seeley
CC: Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde
Subject: By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition
Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Council,
The third application to rezone the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve along the powerline trail and adjacent
to the Quarry Lake Local Habit patch once again leads us to be very concerned and opposed to the
rezoning, which abandons the Settlement Agreement’s commitments made to the residents of Canmore
to limit the density of the Peaks of Grassi at 45 acres and 404 units. The community members in the
Peaks of Grassi, particularly those of Quarry Pines, “A Resort Recreational Community”, are well versed
in the problems that further development will have. I will let my friends, neighbours and community
members make their arguments that our family whole-heartedly agree their research, expertise and
passion. I will address in this submission my first and foremost concern with this application.
Densification of the community of Peaks of Grassi not only violates the ambience of a neighbourhood
conceived according to the 1998 Settlement Agreement, it puts our community at great risk within the
wild-land urban interface. When houses are built close to forests or other types of natural vegetation
and built farthest away from an evacuation route, they pose two problems related to wildfires. First
there will be more wildfires due to human ignitions and second wildfires that occur will pose a greater
risk to lives and homes, will be hard to fight and will be extremely hard to escape. Forest fires aren’t
getting closer to homes, homes are getting closer to fires.
Housing density is the single biggest threat to destruction and loss of life in a wildfire situation as
evidenced around the world. All of the statistics related to density and wildfire are available on
government websites throughout the globe. At this time there are over 310 people living at the west
end of the Peaks who will be at risk for evacuation. To that the developers want to further densify with
14 Town houses and 8 duplexes with 8 suites, or 30 residences. This increased population and number
of vehicles at the VERY END (site 1) of the development is the farthest from a viable evacuation route
from the neighbourhood.
Council, you have stated that we have two exits out of the Peaks. In reality, getting to the first exit, at
Peaks Drive would be an extreme challenge let alone getting to the far eastern locked gate exit if you are
trying to drive out of the Peaks. The 35 days a year within the very high or extreme fire danger levels,
when winds on those days are predominately from the southwest and west are the days that have that
see the greatest number of vehicles in the Peaks due to the summer holiday time. The reality is that one
cannot outrun a forest fire, but one may have a chance of survival if one drives away from the fire as
evidenced in Fort McMurray. Further development of the Peaks will add a significant volume of vehicles,
thereby exacerbating any real chance of escaping the Peaks in a wildfire situation. Both exits out of this
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neighbourhood lead everyone to the same single road whether you are escaping at Peaks Drive or at the
eastern locked gate. If our fire-fighting equipment, such as the untested mobile sprinkler truck the town
owns, can’t get close to the situation due to road blockage and lack of advance warning time for
responding , any assistance will be negated.
You cannot fix this problem if you densify the Peaks or any other community in the town with one exit.
Without desecrating the landscape and even further disrupting the wildlife you cannot add another
viable escape route. As Jeff Hakala, a fire captain who was a firefighter for 20 years with Cal Fire before
switching over to the agency’s prevention side, said “I’ve learned that basically fire departments are
having a hard time fighting the (wild) fires. There’s nothing that could’ve been done here (in Paradise,
California), except for saving people’s lives to get people out, which was the main goal,” Hakala said.
“When you have a fire of this magnitude there’s little you can do from the suppression side to fight that
fire. You just get people out.”
It truly boggles the mind that planning departments along with municipal councils continue to approve
rezoning so that a development can occur where it’s realistically one way in and one way out and the
Such planning sets up a community for failure of evacuation in an emergency such as a wildfire.
The recent fires in Paradise, California moved at a pace of 80 football fields a minute at their peak burn
rate. Imagine the horror of that for a moment. With our prevailing winds from the northwest and
southeast we could face a similar situation. Even with fairly accurate weather predictions, the reality of
a wildfire can be much worse. Wildfire behaviour maps can only show where the potential areas exist
that given a wildfire, could be of an extreme nature. Canmore is pretty much surrounded by such a
potential as evidenced in our Town of Canmore Guiding Documents Wildfire Mitigation Strategy.
Quoting from the Town’s 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.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Jill Asbell
1041 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jamie Ayles
Thursday, January 24, 2019 5:18 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Subject: Support of Peaks Landing

Hello,
I am a local who was raised in the town of Canmore and a local business owner.
I'd like to express my support for Peaks Landing a proposed residential project in the Peaks of Grassi. The
integration of PAH town houses with market affordable houses is what Canmore requires to address the needs
of those who want to live and work in the Bow Valley. This is the opinion of someone from here, who lives
here full time, and also works here.
I also like that the project uses existing infrastructure that's already in place in that area.
Thank you.
Jamie Ayles
C.E.O

Bow Valley BBQ Inc. Boccalino Fine Foods
#101-50 Lincoln Park, Canmore, AB, T1W 3E9
1-403-609-4942 | www.bowvalleybbq.com

Twitter | Facebook | Instagram | Google+ | LinkedIn
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From:
Sent:
To:

Bill Bain
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 8:14 AM
Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
OPPOSED to Proposed Bylaw 2018-14

Cc:
Subject:

Mayor Borrowman and Councillors,
I oppose the proposed rezoning bylaw, Bylaw 2018‐14, for the following three primary reasons:


Environmental Impact – I am pleased that an environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared and reviewed
by a third party (TPR). However, there are several issues that remain unanswered by the EIA and TPR, namely
the:
o

functionality of the wildlife life corridors – the slopes and degree of disturbance on the Three Sister
Along Valley Corridor are of a concern, and the recently proposed flood‐mitigation berms for X, Y and Z
creeks will only increase that disturbance. Since the proposed development is directly adjacent to the
Quarry Lake Habitat Patch and the pipeline right‐of‐way that is heavily‐travelled by wildlife, additional
dense development at this location is not responsible.

o

responsibilities for implementation and monitoring proposed mitigation measures – the TPR indicated
that some of the proposed mitigation measures (e.g. the design and flood berm or wall has been
“hypothesized to form a hard‐edge barrier” (pg 9, TPR) to mitigate the risk of human‐wildlife conflict
within the expanded Peaks of Grassi community. Ongoing education and enforcement of existing
measures (e.g. the restrictive covenants on Peaks of Grassi properties) has been problematic. Avoiding
additional development would be much more effective than adding to the problem.

o

uncertainty in the scope and reversibility of potential impacts and the effectiveness of proposed
mitigation measures – the EIS and TPR agree that there will be impacts due to construction and ongoing
use of the proposed development. The TPR review concludes that “… compliance with and enforcement
of mitigation measures will be critical in reducing potential impacts to the selected VECs (i.e., bears,
cougars and elk), in particular mitigating potential human‐wildlife conflicts.” (p 11, TPR). Given that the
construction management plan provided “Minimal details…” (p 12, TPR) and that It is also unclear if any
monitoring will be completed after construction, and if completed who will be responsible...” (p13), I
have concerns that the impacts will be irreversible.



Overland flood risk and Publicly‐Supported Housing – I am concerned that PAH housing is being proposed in an
area where the buildings are at risk for overland flooding, and that the Town instructed that the flood mitigation
berm should be designed with the intent of reducing impacts of surface water flooding so that it is “…acceptable
for the wall to be overwhelmed, outflanked, or destroyed by 100 to 300‐year return period surface water flow.”
(p 12, BGC design report, 2016). Not only will the berm (as described in the EIS) or wall (as described in the
design report) cost Canmorites money to build and maintain, but Canmorites (or Albertans) might also have to
pay for future repairs to the PAH housing. It seems that there are many better places to construct PAH.



Size and density of Peaks of Grassi – there were solid reasons for which the Town established caps on the size
and number of housing units in the Peaks of Grassi. Having previously lived in the Peaks for five years, I am
familiar with the number of near‐misses that occur as too many vehicles work their way around parked cars,
snow and ice piles with steep curves at several locations. Egress from the community is only along Peaks Drive,
and the impact of expanding the area by 10% is difficult to imagine.
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Please consider this input and please deny the rezoning application.
Sincerely,
William Bain (200 Carey)
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Cheryl Barker
Monday, January 28, 2019 10:44 AM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Jeffrey Hilstad; Karen Marra; mccallum@canmore.ca;
Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 - Land Use Amendment - Peaks Landing - Opposition

Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Council Members:
The third application to rezone the Peaks of Grassy Urban Reserve along the powerline trail and adjacent to Quarry Lake
Local Habitat patch leads to a number of concerns, and causes me to be opposed to the rezoning.
Densification of the Peaks of Grassi community increases the risk to life, both human and wildlife, and of property from
an increase in wildfires. Evacuation in the event of a wildfire would become more problematic as more people and
vehicles try to flee.
Development of this land will threaten the natural wildlife corridors and transit routes utilized by elk, deer and often
bears.
I request that you decline to approve the proposal to rezone the Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi.
With respect,
Cheryl Barker
109 Silvertip Ridge
Canmore, AB

Sent from my iPad
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January 27, 2019
Mayor & Councillors
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 3K1
Re: Opposition to Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment
Dear Mayor John Borrowman and Town Councilors:
The purpose of this letter is to document our disapproval of the proposed land use amendment to the 4
acre parcel of raw land located in the Peaks of Grassi (PoG) neighbourhood for the following reasons:
1.) Development is premature:
The proposed development and rezoning of the 4 acres of land is premature in nature given that the
Town of Canmore (ToC) is not fully built out. 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. With the recent completion of many PAH projects in Canmore, it is time to reassess
whether now is the time to permanently rezone this land. As Esme Comfort noted in the second reading
of the first application:
“It is reserved against premature development. Held against when we are truly built out, and
some day hopefully long after I am dead and gone, we will be truly built out, we will need this
land for development. I think it is premature.”
If anything, we should be protecting the raw land in the PoG for future development when ToC is truly
built out and there are no longer any alternatives.
2.) Increased density will create more problems than solve:
The PoG is already one of the densest neighbourhoods in Canmore and this proposal is calling for up to
an additional 40 units when including the secondary suites. An additional 10 or 15 units might be
something that PoG could accommodate but 40 additional units is an absurd amount of densification in
a neighbourhood that is already bursting at the seams. Increased traffic that all has to go through one
point of entry will negatively impact all of PoG. Parking is already a major issue in PoG with streets lined
with cars on both sides making it difficult for two cars to pass. This particular development is at the far
end of PoG which only compounds these issues. As Vi Sanford thoughtfully pointed out at the 2 nd
reading of the second application, the ToC should be looking at options to densify where it makes sense
in neighbourhoods that are closer to Town Centre where having a vehicle is not required and walking
and biking are feasible options. While some have claimed that parking and vehicle traffic issues is
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something that can be addressed with this development, one simply needs to look at the existing
development in the PoG to see the issues the high density has caused and how difficult it is to address.
3.) Other Concerns:
Other concerns that we have regarding this proposal include the negative and irreversible impact to
wildlife and the wildlife corridors, and the decision to move away from the original Settlement
Agreement for a notional increase in PAH which arguably will not move the needle in any meaningful
way and create more problems than it solves. This is not the right time or the right development for this
land and we respectfully request that the Mayor and Town Councillors reject the proposed land use
amendment.
Sincerely,

James Barrand & Andrea Bridge
1089 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, AB
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January 20, 2019
Attention: Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council;
Reference: Peaks Landing Bylaw 2018 – 14, Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood
As a member of BOWDA, I am not against responsible and logical development, but I am very opposed
to the proposed development in the green space buffer zone separating the western stretch of
Lawrence Grassi Ridge and the Quarry Lake recreational area and habitat patch.
I see this development as detrimental to an already overly populated neighbourhood, plus for these very
simple reasons;








Added traffic congestion and safety, many studies have pointed out these problems;
Disruption of safe and unimpeded wildlife movement in the “defacto” pinch point corridor
between the UR parcel and Quarry Lake (note: whether the powerline is an “official” corridor or
not – it is a significant wildlife travel path!);
Fire risk, due to overcrowding of combustible structures (no building is totally fireproof) and the
lack of safe access in and safe exit out of the densely populated Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood;
The potential for devastating flood damage, due to the proposed development location (note:
Peaks of Grassi should never have been constructed in the first place, adding more vulnerable
residences to this area is unconscionable);
Loss of the green space buffer adjacent to Quarry Lake recreational area and habitat patch will
irreversibly spoil the ambience and enjoyment of Quarry Lake by fellow Canmorites and those
that throng there to enjoy family time in a semi-unspoiled mountain setting;

The need for additional “affordable” housing in Canmore is certainly a buzzfeed, but putting PAH homes
in an area with limited access to;




mass transit,
schools,
amenities such as grocery stores, recreation/community centers, etc.,

is not the solution to the problem, it will only exacerbate the problem. I see the proposed 7 PAH units as
a lure by the developers rather than practical answer to the town’s housing needs. There was a reason
that the Town of Canmore in the 1990s capped the number of residences to 404 units.
I would like to thank you all for taking time to read my email since I see the proposed development as a
flawed plan.
Yours truly;
Tom M Bartley;
1101 Lawrence Grassi Ridge;
Canmore, AB, T1W 3C3
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carole Beaton
Saturday, January 26, 2019 2:41 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Support of Peaks Landing

Hello,
I am writing in support of Peaks Landing. The project incorporates various types of housing including 7 PAH
with 7 MAH town houses, duplexes with mortgage helper suites and family homes. Canmore needs more
diversity and integration to address the needs of those who want to live and work here. It's about creating more
affordable communities in the Bow Valley.
Thank you,
Carole Beaton
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January 23, 2019

TO: Mayor John Borrowman, Council Members Esme Comfort, Jeff Hilstad, Karen Marra,
Joanna McCallum, Vi Sanford and Rob Seeley
CC: Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde
Subject: By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition
With my husband, I own a home on Lawrence Grassi Ridge in Peaks of Grassi (POG). Like
many people who buy homes or visit Canmore, we were attracted by the small, family friendly
town, the beautiful natural setting, the forests, rivers and wildlife. A reinvented coal mining
community, Canmore promotes itself as a tranquil and peaceful mountain town where people can
experience the beauty of nature and as a “Wildsmart” community that respects and preserves
wildlife that co-exists here. Canmore is a classic “borderland” community, sharing boundaries
with Canada’s most venerable national park as well provincial wildlands; as such, there is a
frequent movement of animals between and within park and town in predictable ways according
to the seasons, and this is part of the town’s charm. Rapid development of the town in recent
years has led to a new awareness of the fragility and importance of preserving Canmore’s
mountain town spirit and shared values of family friendly community and embrace of nature.
Decisions by Council on the proposed development called “Peaks Landing” need to be informed
by Canmore’s unique location in the ecosystem and by the shared values of Canmore’s residents.
When we bought our home in 2002, there were parcels of forested land on the north side of our
street that were left un-developed by design. We were assured by the developer’s representative,
Mr. Lawrence Hill, that this land would “never be built upon.” We did not know then about the
1998 Settlement Agreement between the Town of Canmore and the developer which set these
lands aside, but we were assured that the town wanted to preserve a strong buffer between
Quarry Lake Park and residential development and would never allow residential construction on
these lands. This same forested area is identified as sites 1, 2 and 3 on the rezoning application.
In 1998, there were good reasons not to develop the land. These conditions still persist, and the
many comments by residents of Canmore opposed to this proposal articulate them in detail.
I agree with the many concerns expressed by other residents of Canmore to the Council, but I
would like to focus my remarks on three particular areas of concern: (1) Wildfire Hazard and
Human Safety, (2) Wildlife Preservation and Protection, and (3) Canmore Values and
Commitments to Residents.
1. Wildfire Hazard and Human Safety
The danger of wildfire in Peaks of Grassi is already high. Adding 30-40 units of housing
and 70 to 90 more people to a neighborhood embedded in and surrounded by forest and
with a single road to get in and out is ill advised.

1
2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

As a result of global warming, wildfires are a growing danger in forested areas of Canada and
throughout the world. As Prime Minister Trudeau told his party on January 20, 2019, “Climate
change is an increasingly dire threat, with floods and fires destroying whole towns at a blistering
pace.” http://nationalpost.com/news/politics/trudeau-asks-for-calm-at-liberal-caucus-meeting-astroubles-swirl-at-home-and-abroad
On January 10, 2019 I spoke with Deputy Chief Marsten of the Canmore fire department. She
noted that lower precipitation in the Bow Valley and Canmore over the last several years has
made our local forests drier and more likely to burn should a fire start. The drier the trees and
landscape, the more likely fires will ignite and become wildfires. With climate change, there will
be an increasing danger of wildfires in POG. Any fires will likely occur in warm weather, when
Peaks is crowded with residents and visitors.
The Town of Canmore Wildfire Mitigation Strategy Review (March 2018) available on the Town
website has some important information that supports my concerns. On Page 2, it states the
following:
“Wildland fuels within and surrounding the Town of Canmore are primarily coniferous
pine and spruce with the ability to produce extreme wildfire behaviour including longrange ember spotting under the right conditions.”
“Perimeter developments and those at the crest of forested slopes are at the highest threat
while those in the centre of Town are at lower threat.”
Map 2 in the same Review is entitled “Wildfire Behavior Potential, Town of Canmore.” The
map uses color to designate the fire risk for different areas of Canmore. The map shows POG
with a southern boundary of high risk marked in orange (due to fire smart trimming it is not
characterized as “extreme risk”) and then solid extreme risk area (marked in red) in the forest
beyond. The Town of Canmore’s own documents thus point to the extreme fire risk in POG.
POG is at the perimeter of the Town of Canmore Fire Department’s reach, meaning fire and
safety personnel will take a longer time to get to the neighborhood. In the case of a wildfire,
POG residents may not be able to receive adequate and timely response from the Fire
Department sufficient to protect lives.
POG currently has 404 units and 29 accessory suites, or 433 dwellings. It is accessed by a single
small road, Peaks Drive. While Town officials told me there is another gravel road on the east
end of POG, that gravel road is barred with a gate that would have to be unlocked, and it winds
down to empty onto the corner of Peaks Drive – the same small road mentioned above.
Many homes have more than one car, so it is important to understand that if fire occurs when
people are home, there could be 600 or 800 or more cars trying to leave on that small road out of
the POG neighborhood. Adding an additional 30 to 40 dwellings at the west end of POG is illadvised because it will add as many as 80 (at two cares per home) additional vehicles to the
traffic load on Peaks Drive. The proposed new homes will be at the farthest end of the
development, most distant from the exit road.
2
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I am from California and have experienced firsthand the evacuation of a community when fire
approaches rapidly. The process is quite chaotic. People who are away from their homes drive
into the neighborhood to retrieve family members and pets. People fleeing the neighborhood
often take time to grab important items they need or want to save from fire. Sometimes they also
try to take personal belongs like clothing. In the chaos of some folks driving into the
neighborhood and many others fleeing, small roads easily become clogged. In the Paradise fire
in California in 2018, and the Tubbs-Santa Rosa fire in 2017, as well as the Oakland Hills fire in
1991, lives were lost when the single access roads became clogged and cars were unable to move
quickly enough. In the 1991 Oakland Hills fire, fire trucks were unable to get up the hill into the
neighborhood because of the clogged traffic coming out. You can google any of these fires to
read more about them.
In discussion with a Town official about fire danger, I was told that a fire would be most likely to
come from the West, from Banff National Park, on prevailing winds. I was told there are fire
breaks between Canmore and the Park that would protect Canmore. This is good, but not
sufficient. It is not reasonable to plan for only one source of fire, nor to expect a fire to march
eastward in an orderly fashion that gives people time to plan their reaction. Fire can start from a
lightning strike or from human activity within or near POG or in the adjacent forest. Embers
can fly quite long distances and ignite fires well beyond the perimeters of the original fire. In the
case of the Eagle Creek fire along the Columbia River in Oregon in fall 2017, the fire embers
jumped the width of the Columbia River to ignite the forest on the Washington side of the
river.
The Town of Canmore has recently acquired a mobile trailer sprinkler system which can be used
to protect structures by deploying a one kilometer sprinkler hose around a structure(s) and
soaking the area. However, deployment of this device requires advance notice, and it does not
protect against fire spreading when embers ignite tree tops and are carried to roof tops. The
sprinkler system is not large enough to surround the Peaks homes. Canmore needs to have
much more preparation for dealing with wildfires. More importantly, it needs to reconsider
where it permits development to occur; and how many access roads should be required into
perimeter developments surrounded by forests. Increasing density in Peaks of Grassi is
dangerous. I hope that for the sake of safety for residents and visitors to Peaks of Grassi,
you will reject the application to rezone the Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi.

2. Wildlife Preservation and Protection
Development of the land will almost certainly negatively impact wildlife. Sites 1, 2 and 3 are
directly next to the trail created by Trans Alta power lines, called the power line trail. Beyond
the power line trail is Quarry Lake Park, as well as more forested land to the Park’s east. At the
far west end of site 1 and of the street, the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch joins with the end of
the (designated) South Canmore Wildlife Corridor.
There is a natural bench that runs from Banff National Park and Rundle fore bay in the west,
along the power line trail, and across the (now abandoned) Three Sisters golf course down to the
3
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Three Sisters development in the east. Although land to the south side of POG has been
designated as the wildlife corridor, its 20-30 degree slope means many animals prefer the power
line trail, which is a de facto main transit route for elk, deer, bears and other animals moving in
search of food and rest.
The three sites proposed for rezoning are at the critical pinch point in the Quarry Lake Local
Habitat Patch, where existing housing in POG to the south and Quarry Lake Park to the north
have narrowed the area that animals have to move along the trail. It is a critically important point
in the animal’s transit route. Undeveloped, the sites on Lawrence Grassi Ridge provide
additional room for the animals exactly at this critical area.
In POG, we regularly see elk and deer on the power line trail, in the forest around that trail and
around Quarry Lake, and sometimes in our neighborhood. We see their beds in the snow and in
the grasses. We see elk and deer on our street, and they use the undeveloped sites to escape the
neighborhood when disturbed.
Every year, bears use the power line trail and its environs as they move in search of food. In the
17 years we have owned our home, we have seen several bears on the power line trail or in
surrounding forests and habitat patches, and the area has been closed multiple times during berry
season to prevent bear/human conflicts and harm to both. Most recently, in summer of 2018, a
large black bear and a small black bear were in the area. In summer of 2017, Bear 148 was on
the trail and came into the POG neighborhood before she was trapped and moved, resulting in
her ultimate death. The number of reported human/animal “conflicts” in this area illustrates out
the critical importance of the area to bears as they move along in search of food.
The proposed deforestation of sites 1, 2 and 3, and the building of up to 40 units of housing on
those sites, the presence of 80 more people (at 2 persons minimum per housing unit), up to 80
more cars (at 2 cars per dwelling), and removal of the existing landscape features will most
certainly have a detrimental effect on wildlife that use this vital corridor. I reference for
your information several sections of the Third Party Review conducted on the Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) submitted with the rezoning application:
“Negative effects are predicted to occur during both the construction and build-out phases
of the project, including potential negative effects resulting in change to habitat, change
to wildlife movement and change in mortality risk for the selected VECs (valued
ecosystem components.” (pg.7)
“Impacts of construction on the individual VECs remain uncertain as it is difficult to
quantify how a species or individuals in a species will respond to these activities. Recent
research in the Bow Valley (e.g., Hojnowski, 2017) suggests that some of the VECs
identified in the EIS will change behaviors.” (Page 9)
“An increase in human use may result in more wildlife interactions resulting in negative
conflicts where people could be injured/killed and wildlife relocated/destroyed as a result
of these interactions.” (Page 8)

4
2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

The current application for rezoning quotes an old AEP letter (2015) should not be considered
sufficient by the Council. It is outdated by changes in land use in the area, by our evolving
knowledge of animals’ movements, and by a later AEP decision on the Three Sisters corridor.
Yellowstone to Yukon will be implementing a study of the cumulative impact of human activity
in the Bow Valley on wildlife over the next two years. This study will form the basis for future
land use decisions if Canmore wishes to retain its wildlife and its role in the greater cross
continental wildlife ecosystem. The Town of Canmore should wait to see the results of the Y2Y
study before approving any more rezoning in areas frequented by wildlife.
The marvelous film, “Living with Wildlife” by Leanne Allison, was shown locally and
internationally to great acclaim. Can Canmore live up to its reputation as a town that is trying to
live with a thriving wildlife ecosystem? I hope that for the sake of the animals that use the
bench and power line trail as a corridor, and the Town’s stated desire to live with wildlife,
you will reject the request to rezone the urban reserve in POG.
3. Canmore’s Community Values and Commitments to Residents
Lastly, the proposed rezoning of the Urban Reserve challenges the integrity of the Town of
Canmore’s community values and commitments to residents. A Settlement Agreement in
1998 capped the number of dwellings in Peaks of Grassi and left parcels of land un-developed
because the Town was concerned about building density in the midst of wildlife and the natural
landscape, and was concerned that the development not be visible from nor impinge upon the
aesthetics of Quarry Lake Park. People buying homes in Peaks of Grassi, and citizens desiring to
protect Quarry Lake Park as a natural mountain setting believed the principles of the Settlement
Agreement to be lasting. Why aren’t they?
Have the Town’s commitments changed just because the name of the development company has
changed? Is it now acceptable to increase the density of dwellings in the midst of what we now
know, even if we did not fully know in 1998, to be an important wildlife corridor and habitat? Is
it now acceptable that homes be adjacent to and visible from Quarry Lake? The proposal
presented on January 8, 2019 calls for no retention of a wide barrier of trees between the
townhomes and the open area of the power line trail. Doesn’t that thwart the value of a natural
setting for Quarry Lake? While the Town of Canmore residents value wildlife and wild places,
are development decisions cumulatively ruining the natural environment, and causing harm to
wildlife, that we all value and that that epitomize the joy of living in Canmore?
This is the third time in five years that the Peaks of Grassi Community and others have come out
to oppose this development. Is the resident’s input to the Town of Canmore valued? Are our
concerns for the preserving the wonderful qualities of Canmore going to play a meaningful role
in decision making by the Town? I hope so.
I thank you very much for considering my remarks, and I respectfully ask that you decline to
approve the proposal to rezone the Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi.
Barbara Beno
5
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January 29, 2019
To: Ms. Hyde, Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Re: Opposition to Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw 2018-14.

I am opposed to this land use bylaw for two key reasons:
1. This new development will excessively disrupt and degrade the existing neighborhood in
ways that are inconsistent with the Town’s objectives and policies.
2. The Settlement Agreement stipulates that additional development in the Peaks, over and
above the current number of dwellings, shall be solely for the purpose of community or
affordable housing. If this Council approves this LUB, it will be another in long litany of
Canmore Council decisions where developers first agreed to and then subsequently have
managed to eliminate or significantly reduce their commitments to affordable housing. If
this development on this land is to occur it should be solely for the purpose of addressing
the challenges of affordable housing.
Expanding on these two points briefly:
1. Disruption and Degradation of the Existing Community: Given the limitations on development
area and number of dwellings, as stipulated in the Settlement Agreement, the original developer
fairly effectively optimized the development in the Peaks. They apparently chose not to develop
on the rocky outcrop on site 3 because the Town’s development guidelines1 which encourage
preservation of rock outcrops, the costs for rock excavation and the safety issues associated
with blind driveways on a steep hill. They apparently chose not to develop in the areas of sites 1
and 2 because of both the impact on Quarry Lake Park and likely because of the readily
apparent flood risk as well. If you choose to pass this bylaw, you need to accept that the Peaks
development will lose some of its mountainous character, it will be less safe, there will be an
increase in human-wildlife conflict and you will be approving PAH development in a zone with
heightened steep-mountain-creek flood risk.
2. Effectively Addressing the Need for Affordable Housing: The disruption and degradation of the
existing neighborhood might well be justified if it clearly addressed a greater public need. The
Settlement Agreement was very prescient in setting a development limit on the Peaks beyond
which any additional development should be solely for the purpose of community or affordable
housing. Some 20 years later, lands like these that are already dedicated to affordable housing
within the Town limits, are a rare and valuable commodity. Council should clearly be seeking to
maximize the value of these lands for the purpose of addressing the affordable housing issue.
As the latest version of the Three Sisters group sold the lands for $250,000, it is clear that they
expected that the lands had limited commercial value and most likely would be dedicated to
affordable housing if they were ever developed. However, what is being proposed, results in
1

Town of Canmore: Guidelines for Subdivision and Development in Mountainous Terrain, June 2006
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only site 1 being dedicated to this purpose. Site 2 may address some short-term needs for
affordable housing but, given the location and limited regulatory control, these units will either
be sold initially as market housing or will transform quickly into market housing and will not
likely address Canmore’s long-term affordable needs. The term ‘market affordable housing’ is
really just a euphemism. Site 3, as proposed, is clearly for-profit, high-end market housing. This
is not what was envisioned at the time of the Settlement Agreement was negotiated.
I do not know if these lands were offered to the Town for purchase at the price of $250k by the
current Three Sisters group, but if that group was acting in good faith, they should have made that
offer to the Town and the Town should have purchased the lands in their entirety. Clearly, that did
not happen. However, given the need within Canmore for lands like these to be dedicated to
affordable housing for the long term, the Town should be seeking to ensure that more than just site
1 is dedicated to affordable housing. What is being proposed is an agreement where the current
owners can walk away from any obligations with respect to site 1 and construct for-profit housing
on sites 2 and 3. This is not effective use of this valuable resource that has been dedicated to
affordable housing.
I strongly encourage Council to reject this development proposal. The affordable housing challenge
in Canmore has and will be around for decades. Furthermore, given the affordable housing projects
that are currently progressing there is no immediate need for this added inventory of PAH. If the
proposal is rejected, a certainly, the current owners will come forward with an” improved” proposal.
Alternatively, the Town or the CCHC should consider purchase these lands in their entirety for the
purpose of affordable housing. Most importantly though, this council will be sending a message to
developers that once lands are dedicated to affordable housing that promise is to be honored.
Comments on the Steep Creek Debris Flow and Flood Risk
At the time of the last application that was subsequently quashed by the courts, I provided several
recommendations with respect to the Steep Creek Debris Flow and Flood Risk analysis that had been
performed for Stones Canyon Creek. Administration and their consultant, BGC Engineering, had
failed to fully recognize, assess and properly communicate both the risks and recommended
mitigations. I can say though, that with the recent completion of the X, Y and Z creek study, many of
these shortcomings have now been addressed. Most importantly the results clearly show that there
is an area covering site 1 of the proposed development that is at risk of severe overland flooding
from both Z Creek and Stones Canyon Creek. Additionally, Site 2 is subject to a flood risk from Z
Creek.
However, while the X, Y, and Z report addresses the combined risk of Stones Canyon Creek and Z
Creek, it fails to properly characterize the risk and impact of the mitigations in the summary
sections. Specifically, the summary sections of the report seem to re-characterize the risk to a lower
level. A more objective summary of the results is as follows:
1. The Stones Canyon Creek study determined that, with no mitigation, the site 1 area of the
proposed development is an a “Yellow” risk category.
2. The X, Y, Z Creek study determined that both site 1 and site 2 are in “Yellow” risk categories
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3. The likelihood of an overland flooding event is higher for site 1 than previously
communicated. The likelihood of a flooding event from Z Creek is additive to the likelihood
of a flooding event from Stones Canyon Creek.
4. The proposed mitigation, including both a berm and a debris fence, should effectively
mitigate the risk from Stones Canyon Creek
5. The option for a berm and debris fence to mitigate impacts from Z creek will not mitigate
the flooding risk for sites 1 and 2 since it will not divert water away from these sites.
6. Canmore regulations do allow for development in “Yellow” risk zones with structural
mitigations such as eliminating ground level windows and doors (i.e. walk-out basements).
These need to be included in the design of any new development.
7. The BGC reports stipulate that the Town is responsible for the design of the storm water
system. The reports provide critical data for events such as the 100-year storm water flow
rates. The Town is responsible for designing the overland flooding system to manage this
event. The overland flooding design for this area of the Peaks must be reassessed with the
new flood magnitudes by qualified engineers

Respectfully,

Tom Boone
1000 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, AB T1W 3C2
tjboone27@gmail.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

lenke hegedus
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 1:12 PM
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition

January 26th, 2019

To the Town Council of Canmore, Alberta

We object to the proposed re-zoning of UR Urban Reserve in the Peaks of Grassi.
We object to any re-designation that would allow for further development in the Peaks of Grassi.
Peaks of Grassi is already a very high-density community. The proposed development would mean an approximate 10%
growth in this small community. The rate of growth should not be calculated for the whole town, it should be calculated
only for the Peaks of Grassi.
The original development plan for the peaks of Grassi was approved over 18 years ago by the Town Council; in
the plan Area B Plan 9412236 (the three parcels of land in question) was designated as Urban Reserve that would
not be disturbed in the future. Why would it be necessary to change that decision made by the Town
Council without any in depth assessments/studies that would look at flood risk, traffic issues and fire risks,
not just wild life migration.

Our reasons to object the amendments are as follows:
The proposed land use amendment would increase a number of risk factors in the in our community :
1.

Increased fire risks: close proximity of the forest makes our development susceptible for spreading forest fires to
the dwellings; the increased density leads to fast spreading fire. Combined with the limited escape routes and less
than optimal response time, the result can be loss of lives.
2. Increased vehicle traffic means increased risk of accidents
3. Increased human/wildlife interaction can lead to serious encounters with wildlife .The proposed
development would limit access for the wildlife to escape in case they wander into our community. Many times,
trails in our community have to be closed for shorter sometimes longer periods of time to allow wildlife to move
on. One summer we were advised to stay indoors by fire fighters due to bear activities in the neighbourhood.
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We respectfully ask the Town Council to consider our objection to the proposed land use amendment to re-designate
the UR Urban Reserve and to allow for proposed development. We urge the members of the Town Council to review all
the available facts in order to make the right decision.
Sincerely,
Lenke Burke
Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore,AB
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c/o Canada Olympic Park
88 Canada Olympic Road SW
Calgary AB T3B 5R5
Phone: (403) 232-6686
Fax: (403) 232-6988
www.cpaws-southernalberta.org

23 January 2019
Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors
Re: By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing
On behalf of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS) – Southern Alberta Chapter I wrote
you via email on October 2, 2018 (attached) to express concern about the functionality of wildlife
corridors in the Bow Valley as related to additional residential development.
Because we are committed to wildlife and people in the Bow Valley, CPAWS Southern Alberta is
concerned to learn that the Town of Canmore has given first reading to the Peaks Landing proposal for a
residential development adjacent to the pinch-point of the Quarry Lakes Habitat Patch, the Three Sisters
Along Valley wildlife corridor and the powerline corridor.
Given the sensitive nature of this pinch-point location where human wildlife encounters have been
common and the steep slope of the Three Sisters Along Valley wildlife corridor that makes the power
line corridor an attractive transit alternative for wildlife, CPAWS Southern Alberta expects that the
Town of Canmore will weigh the limited benefits of what is being described as a small residential
development against the irreversible and cumulative impacts on wildlife of additional residential
development at this location. As you well know, the Bow Valley wildlife corridors must be effective
along their entire length to avoid creating a barrier to wildlife movement. We encourage a full
cumulative effects assessment of the Bow Valley before any additional developments are approved.
Thank you for your efforts to protect Alberta’s wildlife.
Sincerely,

Katie Morrison
Conservation Director, CPAWS Southern Alberta Chapter
Cc: Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde
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c/o Canada Olympic Park
88 Canada Olympic Road SW
Calgary AB T3B 5R5
Phone: (403) 232-6686
Fax: (403) 232-6988
www.cpaws-southernalberta.org

Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors
Re: Effective Wildlife Corridors in the Bow Valley
First, Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS) – Southern Alberta Chapter must congratulate
you for your leadership in establishing the Bow Valley Human-Wildlife Coexistence Round Table.
CPAWS Southern Alberta participated in the Technical Working Group for the Round Table.
The Technical Working Group report recommends “Discouraging the use of existing developed areas by
wildlife, keeping new development out of identified wildlife corridors and habitat patches and seeking
opportunities to remove misplaced development from areas intended for wildlife will reduce humanwildlife occurrences, increase efficacy of wildlife corridors, and improve overall viability of wildlife in
the valley.” Maintaining this corridor not only helps wildlife move through the valley but also decreases
risk of human-wildlife conflicts.
Because we are committed to wildlife and people in the Bow Valley, CPAWS Southern Alberta is
concerned to learn that the Town of Canmore will soon be again considering a proposal to allow a
residential development adjacent to the pinch-point of the Quarry Lakes Habitat Patch, the Three Sisters
Along Valley wildlife corridor and the powerline corridor. We understand that the Alberta Court of
Queen’s Bench invalidated this rezoning bylaw in July of this year because of the failure to require an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) with a third party review on this development proposal.
Given the sensitive nature of this pinch-point location where human wildlife encounters have been
common and the steep slope of the Three Sisters Along Valley wildlife corridor that makes the power
line corridor an attractive transit alternative for wildlife, CPAWS Southern Alberta expects that Town of
Canmore will perform a thorough and careful review of this proposal particularly considering the need
for cumulative impact assessment. As you well know, the Bow Valley wildlife corridors must be
effective along their entire length to avoid creating a barrier to wildlife movement.
Thank you for your efforts to protect Alberta’s wildlife.
Sincerely,

Katie Morrison
Conservation Director, CPAWS Southern Alberta Chapter
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From:
Sent:
To:

Maegan Carney
Monday, January 28, 2019 2:38 PM
"\"jhilstad"@canmore.ca; Joanna McCallum; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford;
Esme Comfort; John Borrowman; Cheryl Hyde
No on Peaks rezoning

Subject:

To our dear Councillors,
I am writing to ask you to please vote against the application for rezoning of the parcels in Peaks. I would like
those lands to remain Urban Reserve.
Ultimately I still agree with Mayor Borrowman's original assessment when this issue was first brought
forward. He said “The intent of the Settlement is quite clear to me and very specific - 404 units and 45
acres. Given the uncertainty of the pricing of the proposed housing and who is likely to be the purchasers. I am
just not prepared to overturn the intent of Council from 1998”
I would add that the density is already at maximum given that Peaks is in a wilderness corridor.
As a Town, I believe we should hold on to all our Urban Reserve land until there are no other options. Let's
keep the green areas green as long as we can and uphold both the agreements and intentions of the Town
Council of 1988.
Thank you,
Maegan Carney
Lawrence Grassi Ridge

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Blanca Rosa Cervi
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 4:01 PM
Esme Comfort; Jeffrey Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra;
Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford
Cheryl Hyde
Opposed By-Law 2018-14 - LU Amendment -Peaks Landing

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council

I oppose this rezoning of the Urban Reserve (UR) on Lawrence Grassi Ridge that backs onto the Powerline trail
and is adjacent to the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (QLLHP), called “Peaks Landing”. Here are some
reasons.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Putting more persons at risk of wildlife conflict and traffic safety.
Density added at the end of the cul de sac next to the QLLHP.
Adding more people to a cul‐de‐sac that will make evacuation riskier in the event of evacuation.
Known traffic safety issues from experience (not theoretical studies) in the neighbourhood, that will be
worsened by the added density. I am aware of at least three accidents involving parked vehicles and
moving cars.
5. Density added in an identified flood‐risk area. Mitigation is uncertain to prevent flooding, we know from
Canmore experience. The berm built in 2012, failed in 2013 causing damage to the BVT, the hospital and
private property. Knowing what we now know, would you have voted yes to development on Cougar
Creek area? Why should Alberta tax payers be expected to pay for compensation of flood victims that live
in areas that were known to have flood‐risk before Council’s approval. The best mitigation, is not to build
in a known flood‐risk area.
6. Many significant uncertainties and irreversible impacts have been identified by both Corvidae and
Associated.
7. Building on rock outcrop that is the same landmass as the ER next to it, which is in Phase 2 of the
development. The General Manager of Infrastructure stated the parcel was “unstable due to the steep
grades and rock outcrop”
8. If the PAH is taken out of the proposal the SSR scores negative. If the risks of flood, mitigation and location
at the pinch point of QQLHP were taken into account the SSR would be much more negative. Showing no
benefit of this development to the people of Canmore.
9. Mandating suites be built does not guarantee they will be rented to the local market.
10. Who will buy the executive‐style homes? Do we need to sacrifice the fabric of the Peaks community to
provide week‐end retreats for Calgarians?
The uncertainty and risks associated with this proposal, make it evident that this parcel is not suitable for
development and should continue to be zoned as Urban Reserve (UR)
I will also be submitting by hand an 8‐page summary of issues that were presented to Council at the public
hearings held on Jan. 13, 2015 and Jan. 19, 2016 for the same parcels of land by the same developers. That
submission will include the previous submissions for each of those two public hearings.
I respectfully request you deny this rezoning.
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Blanca Cervi
Lawrence Grassi Ridge
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Bylaw 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Opposition Peaks Landing
Public Hearing January 29, 2019
Submission in OPPOSITION
Table of Contents
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Contents

(NOTE: The text below is linked to the relevant PDF page)
Issues and concerns in response to the current
application regarding impacts of the proposed
development, scope and design of the proposed
development and the background of the proposed
development area.

Summary

Attachments
• Figure 1 – Proximity to Quarry Lake

•

Figure 2 – Peaks of Grassi plan as of 1998

•

Figure 3 – Contract between CCHC and
Peaks Landing
Residents of the Peaks of the Grassi and other
Canmore communities have been responding directly
to Council about Bylaw 2018-14. Some, but not all, of
their submissions are included here.

Detailed Submissions (January 2019)
• Traffic Safety in the Peaks
• Environmental Impact Statement and
Third Party Review
• Integrity and Settlement Agreement

•

Wildfire Evacuation Safety

•

Wildlife and Human-Wildlife Conflict

•

Flawed Plan

First Application Issues and Concerns and Relevance
to the Current Application

Submissions made for proposed Bylaw 2015-18,
with notes as to the relevance of these submissions to
the current application.

Second Application Issues and Concerns and

Submissions made for proposed Bylaw 2015-19,
with notes as to the relevance of these
submissions to the current application.
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REFERENCE MATERIAL

Introduction
There have been two previous applications for the ze-zoning of the Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi
for Area B Plan 9412236. The first was unanimously defeated on February 3, 2015. The second was
invalidated by the Court of Queen Bench on July 3rd. 2018, due to the Town not having followed the
requirements of its Municipal Development Plan by not having an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) and a third-party review of the EIS. Public Hearings were held for each of these two applications
on January 13, 2015 and January 19, 2016.
This third application is very similar to the second application, but it includes an EIS and a Third-Party
Review. Therefore, the submissions from the two prior public hearings continue to be relevant. A
summary table is provided for each submission to explain the relevance of the issues and concerns
expressed to the current application. Links are to the right.

Ongoing concerns related to the current development proposal can be considered in the following
categories. Additional information about each follows,
•

•

•

•

Issues due to the impacts of the proposed development
o Quarry Lake viewscapes
o Flood-risks Mitigation
o Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Third-Party Review (TPR)
o Human-Wildlife interaction
o Traffic safety and emergency evacuation
o Impact on local density
o Rock Outcrop – Environmental Reserve & Steep Slopes
o Rock Outcrop – Geotechnical Concerns and construction methods
Issues with scope and design of proposed development
o Housing Types and issues in the Proposed Development
o Uncertainty about PAH Development – CCHC and Peaks Landing Contract
o Location, Location, Location – Walkability
o Proposal is a New Subdivision not “Infill”
o Proposed zoning and matters for subdivision
Background – learn from the past
o 1998 Settlement Agreement
o Historical Intent for the parcels
o Lost “Undevelopment” option
o Urban Reserve
o Affordable Housing Update
Conclusion – Request to Deny Rezoning Application

We hope that you will find this summary useful and compelling as you work to understand and
address the concerns of constituents with regard to this proposed development.
Please deny this flawed proposal.
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→ Relevance of First
Application Issues and
Concerns
→ Relevance of Second
Application Issues and
Concerns

REFERENCE MATERIAL

ISSUES DUE TO THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Quarry Lake Viewscapes
In the 1990’s there was great concern about developing so close to Quarry Lake Park, as residents did
not want to see housing from the Park. The natural views with no development were highly valued. A
restrictive covenant placed on properties on the north of Lawrence Grassi Ridge prohibits cutting
trees adjacent to the power line, expressly to protect the views from Quarry Lake.
The concerns expressed in the 1990’s are still playing out twenty years later. No-one wants to see
Peaks houses from “wedding hill”. Planned Quarry Lake improvements include planting more trees to
try to protect the viewscapes. This proposed development will be closer (150m) to the south side of
QL than the parking lot is to the north side of the lake (212m), ensuring negative visual impacts.

Flood-risk Mitigation
The March 2016 BGC report on the Stones Canyon Creek Diversion Wall Design was not included in
application documentation and was marked “DRAFT” when provided to the public. It indicates that
the Town instructed that it is okay if the diversion wall were to be overwhelmed, outflanked, or
destroyed by 100 to 300-year return period surface water flow. The Town suggested Option 2, which
BGC determined could be knocked over by that flow. BGC recommended Option 1, which could be
outflanked or overtopped by that flow. The alignment was to be in the road right-of-way, although
that needed to be confirmed with field work.
The EIS refers to the mitigation as an “earthen berm” with minimal tree disturbance. The BGC design
report shows a wooden wall with excavated footings and upslope rip rap for erosion control
In either case, it is clear that the design and alignment are not finalized and that field studies have
not been completed nor included in the list of required construction activities (as noted in the ThirdParty review). Approvals required under the Water Act have not been sought. The application says
design and permitting will be done “in cooperation with all applicable landowners (Peaks Landing,
AltaLink, and Alberta Environment and Parks (AEP)”, but this has not yet been done.
Yet this mitigation – onsite or offsite; a berm or a wall – is proposed to protect the townhouse
complex. The most effective mitigation is not to build in flood-risk areas. When Cougar Creek was
approved did it have flood-risk mitigation? It is premature to rezone these UR parcels, when it is
unclear that the properties to be constructed can be adequately protected.
This concern is exacerbated by the fact that the developers do not actually have to build the
townhouses. Under the contract with CCHC, the developers can receive $10 for the land and leave
the detailed design, flood risk and headaches of the townhouse site with CCHC (i.e. with Canmorites).
To link this to the SSR scoring for the development, it is only the 7 PAH houses that makes the SSR
score positive. More certainty is required before a decision can be made as to whether the proposed
development delivers benefits or costs to Canmore.
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ISSUES DUE TO THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT (CONT’D)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Third-Party Review (TPR)
The EIS and Third-Party Review place emphasis on this being too small a development in the context
of Canmore to have any significant impacts. At two acres of building footprint, it may be small,
however, its critical location at the pinch point of the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (QLLHP),
makes it significant for impacts on wildlife and interactions with humans. The forested parcels are
integrally connected with both the QLLHP and the South Canmore Wildlife Corridor (SCWC) and are
adjacent to the power line trail. The parcels are used by wildlife to escape the neighbourhood after
they wonder in from the QLLHP. Likewise, wildlife uses these parcels to avoid human encounters on
the power line trail to travel through to the QLLHP. If this sensitive area is developed, wildlife’s
refuge escape route will be blocked, leaving wildlife to be trapped in the neighbourhood. This is a
“sensitive area” so disturbance should be minimized, especially given the impaired functionality of
the designated SCWC.
Neither the EIS nor the TPR addresses the functionality of the designated corridor. According to
Roger Ramcharita’s (AEP’s) logic in not approving the TSMV corridor for Smith Creek, large elements
of steep slopes are not acceptable for a functional wildlife corridor. At 35% grades, the designated
SCWC corridor is not functional. It is well known that the preferred travel route from the QLLHP is
the zero- slope powerline trail.
It is clear from the EIS and the TPR that there are potential impacts due to the development and that
some of these might be irreversible.
“… an increase in human use may result in more wildlife interactions resulting in negative
conflicts where people could be injured/killed and wildlife relocated/destroyed as a
consequence of these interactions.” (pg 8)
The TPR expresses concerns about "potential" negative impacts on wildlife that will require effective
mitigation and ongoing monitoring. It is unclear who will be performing this “ongoing monitoring”
(the applicants, the Town, AEP?) to make sure mitigation is working.
“Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in the potential impacts of the project
and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in human-wildlife
interactions because of the project. Success of the proposed mitigation measures will
require long-term commitments (e.g., education, monitoring or follow-up) by the
Applicant and/or the Town of Canmore as well as enforcement by Alberta Environment
and Parks.” (pg 13)
In hindsight, we know the Peaks neighbourhood should have never been developed. Does the 2019
Council want to compound the error and make the population even higher in the area with the most
human-wildlife encounters in Canmore?
There are too many unknowns and uncertainties identified by the EIS and highlighted by the TPR.
These lead to the conclusion that the lands may not be suitable for development and should continue
to the protected from premature subdivision and development and should continue to be zoned UR.

Human-Wildlife Interaction
Neither Corvidae nor Associated interviewed residents across the street from the UR lands. If
interviewed, they would have attested to bears, elk, deer and other wildlife coming into the
neighbourhood from the QLLHP and veering to the North Power line area (the de facto corridor)
through these parcels to seek refuge and escape the existing neighbourhood. Likewise, wildlife on
the power line corridor can avoid confrontation with humans by using the undeveloped Urban
Reserve zoned land as a refuge and to connect to the QLLHP.
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ISSUES DUE TO THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT (CONT’D)
Human-Wildlife Interaction (cont’d)
The application suggests that the development will provide a hard edge that might reduce the
number of incidents of wildlife entering the neighbourhood. The TPR points out that this is only a
theory and that education, enforcement and monitoring will be required to see if it will even work.
"Neither the fence or the new homes will provide a contiguous barrier and will dissuade
rather than prevent people from entering the QLLHP and TSAVC, and their function to
prevent wildlife from entering the community are uncertain.” (pg 9)
The Town has made efforts to educate the public in human wildlife co-existence. The application
makes reference to a postcard sent to the neighbourhood to make the community aware that we
need to protect the South Canmore Wildlife Corridor. How is increasing the neighbourhood
population by 10% going to help with co-existence? The more people, the greater the likelihood that
there will be increased human/wildlife conflicts, in the area known to have the highest humanwildlife conflict in Canmore.
Council needs to ensure that it balances the demands for development with the risks to wildlife
connectivity posed by this development at this critical location.
Given the foregoing significant uncertainties and irreversible impacts from this development, a
responsible Council needs to weigh the irreversible risks with the marginal benefits of the
development characterized by the EIS consultants as “small”.

Traffic Safety and Emergency Evacuation
This proposal considers adding significant additional density at the western end of the
neighbourhood, farthest from Peaks Drive, the primary escape/evacuation route. (The secondary
unpaved trail/road that leads also to Peaks Drive, is gated and usually locked ) The Peaks cul-de-sac
and parking conditions would make the Peaks of Grassi difficult to evacuate for emergency purposes.
A wildfire can happen at any time from a lightning strike in the summer, when dry weather
conditions are at their worst and when the neighbourhood has the highest levels of residents.
The contour around the rock outcrop creates a curve combined with a steep hill. This combination
creates a dangerous blind curve/hill as demonstrated in the linked video. When vehicles travel east
towards the blind hill, they are not visible to oncoming traffic going west and vice versa.
Adding five more homes with driveways along LGR in this known dangerous blind curve/hill
(designated a “NO PARKING ZONE” by the Town due to the danger) will exacerbate the current
unsafe driving conditions.
Impact on Local Density
Thirty-five to 40 new dwellings might seem insignificant in comparison to the Town of Canmore
overall, but it is significant locally and it is also located in a critical pinch point for wildlife. Forty new
residences (if there are 5 suites in the single-family homes) represent a:
• 200% increase to north side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge (LGR) west of Kamenka (16 + 4 suites)
• 68% increase to Lawrence Grassi Ridge West of Kamenka (49+10 suites)
• 10% increase to the entire Peaks of Grassi community
How can a 200% increase in housing on the north of LGR next to the power line trail and 150 meters
from Quarry Lake not be significant? But if one argues that 40 new dwellings are insignificant, then
the benefits to the Town of 7 PAH (if they are built) with the associated flood-mitigation costs must
also be insignificant.
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ISSUES DUE TO THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT (CONT’D)
Rock Outcrop – Environmental Reserve & Steep Slopes
The Peaks of Grassi plans always called for the rock bedrock outcrop (site 3) to be preserved as a
natural feature. At the time of development of Phase 2, the outcrop was designated Environmental
Reserve (ER) under the MGA. The General Manager of Infrastructure has advised that this parcel was
designated ER because it was “unstable due to the steep grades and rock outcrop”, not due to any
of the water-related issues identified in Section 664 of the MGA..

→ Figure 2. Peaks of
Grassi plan as of 1998.

The rock outcrop (site 3) is part of the same continuous landmass as the ER designated outcrop
(Phase 2) behind 960 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, but is in Phase 3 of the development. It also has grades
over 25% and 35%. If for Phase 2 the outcrop was designated as ER due to the “steep grades”, why
would it be suitable to be developed in 2019?
The ER designation of this Phase 2 outcrop has not been shown as an ER in any of the plan graphics
included in Administration’s report, but Council should be aware of the significance of the landform.
The ER designation triggered the need for EIS and TPR, as noted in Justice Gates’ decision.

Rock Outcrop – Geotechnical Concerns and Construction Methods
There are concerns about construction methods to be used on the outcrop to prepare the
foundations for the five proposed single family homes. Should this rezoning application be approved,
the subdivision plans should only be approved on condition that the developers will pay for any
damages caused to properties in the neighbourhood resulting from any blasting or whatever other
means may be used to excavate the rock outcrop to prepare the foundations.
In terms of slope stability, it should be noted that site testing completed to date involved drilling with
a soil auger. The auger would have stopped when it hit bedrock, therefore no information could have
been obtained about the stability of the bedrock from the “tests” prepared for this application.
Although this might be considered by some as a matter for subdivision, it is a key consideration in
determining whether the site is suitable for development, which is a matter for rezoning from the
current UR zoning for development.

ISSUES WITH THE SCOPE AND DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Housing Types and issues in the Proposed Development
The application states the dwelling types will be “complimentary” to the existing development. The
density of the 14-unit townhouse complex will not complement the existing 6 duplexes that now
exist across the street.
7 PAH: An entire built-out neighbourhood that has existed for over 20 years will be disrupted for at
least two or three years during construction and forever changed, in order to provide housing for 7
PAH-eligible families. Analysis of eligibility requirements indicates that these will be middle class
families with unlimited registered savings funds.
•
•

•

Annual household income can be as high as $136,404
Net household assets (assets less liabilities) have to be less than $133,850. The value of one vehicle
and all registered plans such as RRSP’s, education savings plans, registered retirement income fund,
and pension plans, are excluded from net household assets. For example, net household assets can be
$100,000 made up of $2 million assets less $1.9 million in loans
Qualification criteria have been expanded over the years, to allow more people to qualify for PAHownership.
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ISSUES WITH THE SCOPE AND DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT (CONT’D)
Housing Types and issues in the Proposed Development (cont’d)
7 “Market Affordable Houses” (MAH): The M in “MAH” stands for Market. In the future, price will be
determined by the market and might not remain affordable, as was the case in Phases 1 and 2 of
Peaks of Grassi. In addition, buyers can have upgrades made to the MAH units, so the initial price
could be substantially higher than expected.
Duplexes -- The 8 mandated suites in the duplexes, will be built, but the Town cannot enforce renting
them for the local market. Will the suites become Air B&B? The rental cash flow will be used for at
least 6 to 7 years to pay for the additional cost to build the suite. After the cost of the suite is
amortized, the cashflow from the rent (mortgage helper) will kick in, but after expenses are paid
attributable to the suite, there is likely to be little if any profit (e.g. interest expense, additional
municipal taxes, additional insurance on the building, additional accountant fee to prepare more
complex tax returns).
Single family homes: The five single family homes that will sell for over $1 million will be built for elite
buyers, as “Executive Homes”. How many buyers will be Canmorites? The undeveloped rock outcrop,
a natural landform around which the entire neighborhood was contoured, will be destroyed just to
build these houses, most likely for buyers outside Canmore.
Does the Town need to disrupt a built-out neighbourhood to provide week-end ski chalets for
Calgarians? There are areas with ASPs approved for developments in Canmore, where housing for
vacation renters can be better planned and built: TSMV, Spring Creek and Silvertip.
Proposed Zoning & Matters for Subdivision
The application for rezoning requests a Direct Control Districts for Sites 1 & 2, rather than the
conventional LUB zoning. This reduces the scope of decision making at the time of subdivision, and
means that matters normally considered at the time of subdivision should be considered at the time
of the rezoning decision. Geotechnical information, offsite flood mitigation, roof heights and setbacks
are included in this category. A comprehensive and combined application for rezoning and
subdivision could address this concern.
Uncertainty about PAH Development – CCHC and Peaks Landing Contract
A contract has been signed between CCHC and the Peaks Landing group, but the contract appears to
be beneficial for the developers, and not for CCHC shareholders (the Town) in that it is designed to
allow the developers to walk away from building the seven PAH with its flood-risk zone problems,
and only build the more profitable portion of the development.
The building of the PAH housing was the primary reason cited by the Mayor and four Councillors for
approving the second application. The contract makes it clear that the developers might not, in fact,
build any PAH, and the Town through CCHC will take on all the risks and mitigation costs associated
with Site 1.
Location, Location, Location - Walkability
The proposed development does not meet the Town’s walkability guidelines. The proposed LUB
changes for secondary suites relaxes parking requirements for dwellings within 1km walking distance
to downtown or 450m walking distance of a transit stop. Walking to the bus stop on TS Drive from
the end of the cul-de-sac takes over 15 minutes. Many residents do not walk alone on the existing
path/trail in the forested area to the bus stop, for fear of wildlife encounters or unwanted human
encounters. The PAH in this location is not a good investment for CCHC shareholders (the Town).
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→ Figure 3: Contract
between CCHC and
Peaks Landing

REFERENCE MATERIAL

ISSUES WITH THE SCOPE AND DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Proposal is a New Subdivision not “Infill”
In an effort to make this proposal appear more attractive, the application defines this new
subdivision as “infill” development. Despite having existing utilities nearby, this development is not
“infill” of “vacant” land according to CMHC’s definition.
In 2016 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) defined “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”, the proposal is not on:
•
•
•

vacant, under-utilized land --- It is in treed, undisturbed natural forested land
small parcels of land on side lots
“gaps”. These parcels were purposely left as undisturbed forest during Phase 3 of Peaks of Grassi

What is being proposed here is not “infill” but new development on raw, undisturbed natural
forest.
BACKGROUND – LEARN FROM THE PAST
1998 Settlement Agreement (S.A.)
Since 1998 the Town of Canmore has been party to an agreement to cap the Peaks of Grassi at 404
units and 45 acres. The agreement gave benefits to Three Sisters Resorts that continue to benefit the
current owners of TSMV lands. The Master By-law DC 1-98 continues to apply. The fast tracking of
the development of Three Sisters Creek that was agreed in exchange for the Peaks development cap,
cannot be taken back
Council may decide not to honour previous commitments because the current developers were not
signers of the S.A. However, the TS entity that singed is no longer is existence. The only party that
signed the agreement still standing is the Town of Canmore. Why should the Town of Canmore walk
away from the commitment made to its citizens?
Historical Intent for the Parcels
The parcels are undisturbed forest. In 1999 the Town was going to zone them as Natural Park (same
as Quarry Lake). Instead, the parcels were zoned UR, when a letter dated June 21, 1999 from TSR was
received by the Mayor and Council, requesting that the zoning be UR, or the developer would appeal
the LUB. The Town conceded, as the Settlement Agreement had capped the Peaks community at 404
units and 45 acres.

Lost “Undevelopment” Option
The three parcels of land were offered to a Peaks resident for $200,000, in order to maintain them as
green undisturbed land for “undevelopment”. The intention was for him to communicate with the
community to raise the funds to purchase the forested UR parcels and keep them as undisturbed
forest. He never reached out to the community. Instead of going to the community, the
resident/developer partnered with two other residents and purchased the parcels for $325,000
(including the rights to 21 units of the NRCB housing-unit allocation on TS lands).
This resident/ developer made the following statement while under oath: “Mr. Ollenberger believed
that a locally based developer would be most likely able to have the parcel rezoned for
development”. TSMV is a “local developer”. Why did TSMV not try to apply for the parcels to be
rezoned and have the benefit of the significant higher value from rezoning than the $325,000 TSMV
received?

8
2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

→ Public Hearing
Submission First
Application: “Why The
Settlement Agreement
is Important to the
Town of Canmore”

→ Public Hearing
Submission Second
Application: “Why
Were the Lands Zoned
UR?” with letter and
sequence of events

→ Public Hearing
Submission Wendy
Hibbard January 13,
2015, resubmitted in
January,2019.

REFERENCE MATERIAL

BACKGROUND – LEARN FROM THE PAST (CONT’D)
Urban Reserve (UR)
The purpose of the UR district is to “protect land that is potentially suited for urban uses from
premature subdivision and development”.
Canmore has land approved for development, where ASPs set the terms for development: Three
Sisters Mountain Village, Spring Creek and Silvertip. Canmore is far from needing to develop these
Urban Reserve parcels. The Town is far from the 30,000 people often quoted for Canmore’s buildout. It is premature to take these parcels out of Urban Reserve and re-zone them for development.
The EIS and TPR have identified many uncertainties on impacts to wildlife and human-wildlife
interactions and how effective mitigation of the flood-risk area in Parcel 1 can be. The importance
has been downplayed due to the building area only being two acres.
These uncertainties lead to the conclusion that the Urban Reserve needs to be protected from
premature subdivision and development and it is likely not suitable for development.
Affordable Housing Update
In terms of providing PAH and “affordable” housing options for Canmore, the stock of affordable and
rental housing in Canmore has significantly changed since this development was first proposed.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

McArthur opened with 48 PAH rental units
The Moustache-lands apartments have been built, supplying 148 rental units with 40 of
those at 10% below market price
The Coast Hotel apartment development has been approved and will add 89 units to the
rental market
The 17 rent-to-own Mountain Haven apartments have been purchased by CCHC. Twentyseven privately owned Mountain Haven units will fall under the auspices of the PAH
ownership program when they are sold in the future
At Hawk’s Bend (Larch Park, Old Day care lands) 49 PAH-ownership are in the process of
being completed.
Lookout Ridge is under construction with 3 PAH-ownership units
7 & 7 was approved, with another 4 PAH-ownership units in the town centre
The land that was proposed for the Olympics athletes’ village has been identified as Town
land available for development. It requires flood-risk mitigation, but so does the Peaks UR.

CONCLUSION – REQUEST TO DENY REZONING APPLICATION
In hindsight, it has been recognized that the Peaks of Grassi was built where the designated
wildlife corridor should have been. This was a big mistake. But why must we keep making bad
situations worse?
Any benefit derived from seven PAH houses will be marginal compared to the negative impacts to
the corridor connectivity and the risks to wildlife and the residents of significant density being
shoe-horned into the farthest point from Peaks Drive, which is in effect the only effective
evacuation route out of the neighbourhood.
Once Built, Development is Irreversible.
Thank you for taking the time to consider the concerns in this submission. Council is respectfully
urged not to approve this rezoning application.
Blanca Cervi, on behalf of many in the Peaks of Grassi Community
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→ Public Hearing
Submission Second
Application: “Urban
Reserve” (includes LUB
definition)

DETAILED SUBMISSIONS
FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON 29-JANUARY-2019 IN REGARDS TO BYLAW 2018-14
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Traffic Safety
Traffic safety is an issue of serious concern to all residents for Peaks of Grassi. In the previous two applications these
concerns were brought to the attention of Council. The links to the two previous submissions on traffic are included in the
“introduction” section of this summary. For convenience, the two links are also provided:
• →First Application – Road Curve Analysis
• →Second Application – Traffic Safety
Town’s website for Peaks Landing, includes a statement that.
“No parking” zones will be retained to maintain sightlines” (https://canmore.ca/municipal-services/residentsdevelopment-planning/public-engagement-information/peaks-landing)
Site 3 is in the rock outcrop. It has a “NO PARKING” zone. The “NO PARKING” zone was not original to the Phase 3 Peaks of
Grassi development. It was only designated “NO PARKING” by the Town a few years later, after two neighbours nearly
collided head-on and one of them informed the Town of the near collision.
Adding five houses with five driveways and the vehicular traffic associated with ten new dwellings (including possible five
suites) make the unsafe current situation even worse for the existing residents on this blind curve/hill. The Town’s website
goes on to inform the public that:
“Community feedback will be monitored post-development for speed concerns and a lower posted speed could
be an option at that time “(emphasis added)
→VIDEO: School bus disappearance on the blind curve/hill

The sightlines for existing residents across the outcrop, when coming in and out of their driveways are highly impaired. The
residents at 961 LGR have no sightline over the crest of the blind hill/curve and perform a lot of maneuvers in the street at
less than 10 km/hour. The definition of mitigation is: “make less severe, serious, or painful, lessen the gravity”. Adding
five additional homes with up to five suites, is ill-advised and will compound the poor sightline conditions that already exist.
The Town’s website also refers to a “Traffic Impact Evaluation” (TIE) having been completed in 1996. However, this TIE
could not have included the risks/impacts associated with having the proposed five single family homes on site 3, since in
the development plans for all phases, the rock outcrop is always shown as having NO development.
“ A Traffic Impact Evaluation was completed as part of the initial application in 1996 and submitted to the Town
of Canmore” (https://canmore.ca/documents/planning-building-development/3099-1996-traffic-impactsevaluation)
During the past two applications, the residents have highlighted the concerns about traffic safety in the neighbourhood and
only one Councillor seems to have understood these concerns about traffic safety.
From the Town of Canmore’s FAQs:
How does the Town determine road designs that are safe for anticipated traffic volumes near Peaks Landing?
Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) guidelines reference that variances to standard guidelines may be necessary in mountainous
terrain; the existing roadways comply with the Town’s mountainous terrain guidelines. The typical threshold for the requirement of a Traffic
Impact Assessment (TIA) is 100 units. Peaks Landing proposes a minor increase in vehicle trips on a road with adequate capacity. No parking
zones will be retained to maintain sightlines. Community feedback will be monitored post-development for speed concerns and a lower
posted speed could be an option at that time.
Was a traffic impact assessment completed for Peaks Landing?
Peaks of Grassi was initially approved as one development (completed in 4 Phases) by the NRCB and the Town of Canmore. These approvals
were completed in 1998. A Traffic Impact Evaluation was completed as part of the initial application in 1996 and submitted to the Town of
Canmore. The current Peaks Landing application before Council is the first development application to be considered following the initial
approval of Peaks of Grassi (Pods 7 & 8). The Peaks Landing proposal does not trigger the requirement for a new traffic impact assessment. The
development proposes a minor incremental increase in vehicle trips that is accommodated within the existing road capacity.

Canmore citizens should ask:
Why is Council being asked to approve the development of 5 expensive homes to be built on a massive rock outcrop at a
location that is clearly already a traffic safety concern, as reflected by the No Parking zone on that side of the street?
Is Canmore so short of expensive single family homes that this obvious traffic safety risk is worth the risk?
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Analysis of Third Party Review by Associated Environmental
Consultants Inc. of Corvidae Environmental Consulting Inc.’s
Environmental Impact Statement for Peaks Landing
Development (Mark D. Taylor, Jan2019)
By-Law 2018-14, Land Use Amendment, Peaks Landing Opposition.
Executive Summary
The Third Party Review (TPR) completed by Associated is generally supportive
of the process followed by Corvidae in completing the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Peaks Landing project. But reading past the “checking
the boxes” that ensured the general process was adhered to, we see both
reports identify serious concerns in the EIS which are highlighted in the sections
that follow. In summary, there are two very clear and compelling messages in
the EIS and supported in the TPR. These points paint the picture of a high risk,
totally irreversible project, that excluding the minimal and tenuous PAH
commitment has a negative overall SSR benefit, and poses significant exposure
to long term wildlife problems. These key messages are:
1. The proposed development area is an important sensitive wildlife area.
This forested area is integrally entwined with the adjacent Quarry Lake Local
Habitat Patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor (TSAVC).
Though in the greater Canmore context, this area may be relatively small, it is
critically connected to the greater Bow Valley wildlife movement corridors.
Destruction of this habitat presents a material risk to the overall wildlife
movement and viability in the Bow Valley.
“Quarry Lake Park has been identified as a high conflict area for black bears and
humans…. Current research and management initiatives indicate human-wildlife
interactions are an important consideration for the proposed project.”
2. There are significant uncertainties in both the magnitude of the impacts
from the development and in the potential success of the proposed
mitigation actions.
Both the EIS and the TPR identify key risks and uncertainties in the assessed
impacts from the development.
“Negative effects are predicted to occur during both the construction and buildout phases of the project”
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“Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in the potential impacts of the
project and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in
human-wildlife interactions because of the project.”
Given that this development action is completely irreversible, if worse than
expected impacts result, we all will have little option but to accept these
undesirable impacts.
The TPR specifically highlights that there are also uncertainties in the proposed
mitigations. The predicted effects, pre-mitigation, on VECs during the
operational phase of the proposed project (after dwellings are occupied) were
highlighted by Cordivae as negative, long term and irreversible for black
bear, grizzly, cougar and elk – so the risks are high. At the same time, some
mitigations have been clearly identified as ineffective.
“Associated notes that there are uncertainties with respect to the long-term
success of some of the mitigation measures proposed. Neither the two-railing
fence or “hard edge” associated with the construction of the new homes provide
a contiguous or restrictive barrier that will exclude humans from adjacent habitat
patches and wildlife corridors, or prevent wildlife entry into the Peaks…. These
features are permeable barriers that are unlikely to be effective”
With such exposure to these risks, reliance on questionable mitigation measures
is perilous and irresponsible.
Along with the uncertainty that these mitigations will be effective, there is the
question of who is ultimately responsible for implementing, and paying, for these
ongoing efforts. Will the Applicant continue to support and subsidize the costs of
these necessary actions or is this a burden that will be shifted on to the local
Canmore taxpayers?
“The EIS does not specify the extent to which the Applicant, the Town of
Canmore or AEP will be responsible for on-going public education. … It is also
unclear if any monitoring will be completed after construction, and if completed
who will be responsible”
Finally, Associated identifies several weaknesses or shortfalls in the EIS.
As stated in their TPR:
1. No impact assessment of proposed flood control berm.
“The berm that will be constructed to mitigate flood risk is described in the
EIS, although existing vegetation and habitat conditions within the proposed
berm location are not explicitly provided in the baseline section
2. No consideration of the impact of the increased population in Peaks from
additional development.
“… the EIS does not explicitly identify the potential for increased human-
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wildlife interactions because of more people living in the neighbourhood and
moving into the adjacent QLLHP and TSAVC.”
3. Suboptimal vegetation survey work.
“Associated notes that timing of field surveys was completed outside of the
best months for vegetation growth”
4. Inadequate Construction Management Plan presented.
“Minimal details regarding the Construction Management Plan are provided in
the EIS. Associated notes that this plan should be finalized and reviewed by
the Town of Canmore well in advance of any vegetation clearing or
construction.”
In closing, the Peaks Landing EIS and TPR each identify considerable risk and
uncertainty in both the project impacts and the proposed mitigations associated
with this project. Given its irreversible nature, it would be irresponsible to allow
this project to proceed, and in doing so, accepting the significant risk of very
undesirable outcomes.

“…an increase in human use may result in more wildlife interactions
resulting in negative conflicts where people could be injured/killed and
wildlife relocated/destroyed as a consequence of these interactions.”
I sincerely request Council to deny this rezoning and to remain protectors of
Canmore’s wildlife.
Mark D. Taylor P.Eng
1168 Wilson Way
Canmore, AB
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Analysis
Overview
The TPR by Associated endorsed the mechanical completion of the Corvidae
EIS in the sense that it fairly assessed the proposed development area, it
represented the impacts of the development and was complete in its required
coverage of the EIS Terms of Reference agreed to with the Town.
“Associated Environmental’ s (Associated) review of the EIS indicates that
requirements identified in the Terms of Reference (ToR) have been provided in
the EIS. The use of existing information and data as well as field survey data
collected within the project area are deemed appropriate to describe existing
conditions. Based on the baseline information, public engagement and project
description provided in the EIS, Associated is satisfied that the Valued
Ecosystem Components (VECs) and Local Study Area (LSA) selected for the
EIS are appropriate. Associated is also satisfied that the potential effects from
the project and potential impacts to the VECs identified in the EIS are appropriate
for the proposed project.” (pg i)

Project risks definitely exist
The EIS describes the risks and then outlines potential mitigations for those risks.
It is clear that the area being considered for development is a sensitive area and
that there are significant risks to adding additional development here. The
Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along Valley
Corridor (TSAVC) are identified as important wildlife habitat and movement areas
in the EIS. Additionally, this area is one of the highest human-wildlife conflict
zones in Canmore. Increasing the human presence so significantly (up to 68
persons or more) will make this problem even worse.
“Quarry Lake Park has been identified as a high conflict area for black bears and
humans and the Human-Wildlife Coexistence report (GoA 2018) suggests that
human-black bear conflicts account for the largest proportion of relocations and
destruction of animals in the Bow Valley. Indeed, an increase in traffic may result
in an increased probability that individual animals from the VECs may be killed
through collisions; however, potential impacts from outdoor recreation (i.e.,
potentially more residents using the Altalink ROW, Quarry Lake Park or entering
the QLLHP and TSAVC) may have a greater impact to the VECs. Current
research (e.g., Hojnowski 2017), and management initiatives (e.g., 2018 HumanWildlife Coexistence Report [GoA 2018]) indicate human-wildlife interactions are
an important consideration for the proposed project.” (pg 8)
As the area is seen as being so important to wildlife, development in this area
poses potential material risks to wildlife.
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“Negative effects are predicted to occur during both the construction and buildout phases of the project, including potential negative effects resulting in change
to habitat, change to wildlife movement and change in mortality risk for the
selected VECs.” (Valued Ecosystem Components) (pg 7)
While mitigations have been largely identified in the EIS, there is uncertainty in
their comprehensiveness and effectiveness, as well as who has the ultimate
responsibility to implement them. This uncertainty leaves an increased exposure
to the unmitigated risks identified by Cordivae. During the construction phase,
clearing, grubbing and removal of vegetation and soil, construction noise and
light pollution, trenching, traffic and increased human presence will all put a high
level of stress on the local wildlife. The following factors were deemed as
irreversible, post-mitigation, by Cordivae (Table 8): Loss of habitat; Change in
plant community; Wildlife habitat avoidance or abandonment; Direct and
indirect wildlife mortality; Increased human occurrence.
“Impacts of construction on the individual VECs remain uncertain as it is difficult
to quantify how a species or individuals in a species will respond to these
activities. Recent research in the Bow Valley (e.g., Hojnowski 2017) suggests
that some of the VECs identified in the EIS will change behaviours” (pg 9)
Even after construction has been completed, the predicted effects, pre-mitigation,
on VECs during the operational phase of the proposed project (after dwellings
are occupied) were highlighted by Cordivae as negative, long term and
irreversible for black bear, grizzly, cougar and elk – so the risks are high.
(Cordivae EIS Tables 5 & 7).
With such an exposure to these risks, reliance on tenuous mitigation measures is
perilous and irresponsible. Significant uncertainty remains as to their
effectiveness. Along with the uncertainty that these mitigations will be effective,
there is the question of who is ultimately responsible for implementing, and
paying for these ongoing efforts. Will the Applicant continue to support and
subsidize the costs of these necessary actions or is this a burden that will be
shifted on to the local Canmore taxpayers?
“Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in the potential impacts of the
project and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in
human-wildlife interactions because of the project. Success of the proposed
mitigation measures will require long-term commitments (e.g., education,
monitoring or follow-up) by the Applicant and/or the Town of Canmore as well as
enforcement by Alberta Environment and Parks.” (pg 13)
“The EIS does not specify the extent to which the Applicant, the Town of
Canmore or AEP will be responsible for on-going public education. AEP is
responsible for enforcing the area closures and it remains unclear the extent to
which enforcement will be completed. It is also unclear if any monitoring will be
completed after construction, and if completed who will be responsible, to ensure
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fencing and signage installed along the QLLHP-neighbourhood boundary are
effective.” (pg 12)

Uncertainty exists in the assessed impacts and mitigations
While the EIS clearly identifies the risks associated with the development (see
above), there is considerable uncertainty as to the number and magnitude of
impact from these risks – as well as the ultimate effectiveness of the mitigations
proposed.

“Uncertainty regarding potential project impacts is noted in the EIS,
including uncertainty in identifying potential impacts on different species as
well as uncertainty regarding the mitigation measures proposed and their
future adoption by residents. Associated agrees that these uncertainties
are relevant to the project area. With respect to the proposed project,
Associated notes that there is uncertainty in the magnitude and duration of
effects predicted for wildlife movement and mortality because the nature
and location of future human-wildlife interactions are also uncertain.” (pg 9)
“…negative human interactions with bears could increase, in particular
since Quarry Lake Park area is recognized as an area of high human-black
bear conflict…an increase in human use may result in more wildlife
interactions resulting in negative conflicts where people could be
injured/killed and wildlife relocated/destroyed as a consequence of these
interactions” (pg 10 / pg 8)
“Associated agrees that it is uncertain how mitigation measures intended
to reduce human-wildlife interactions will function in the long-term in the
context of the final build-out of the project…mitigation of these impacts (is)
largely contingent on reducing current and future human entry into the
QLLHP as well as the TSAVC. Commitments by the Applicant, the Town of
Canmore and enforcement by AEP will be required to ensure the
effectiveness of mitigations proposed in the EIS for the build-out of the
proposed project” (pg 10)

Of the mitigations recommended by Cordivae, several have questionable
effectiveness and/or sustainability.
“The fence and berm, combined with signage prohibiting entrance into the
adjacent QLLHP and TSAVC are hypothesized to provide a barrier
discouraging people from entering these areas. Similarly, construction of
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new homes within the three parcels of land is hypothesized to provide a
“hard edge” barrier to discourage wildlife movement into the Peaks of
Grassi neighbourhood from the Altalink ROW. Neither the fence or the new
homes will provide a contiguous barrier and will dissuade rather than
prevent people from entering the QLLHP and TSAVC, and their function to
prevent wildlife from entering the community are uncertain.” (pg 9)
“Associated notes that there are uncertainties with respect to the long-term
success of some of the mitigation measures proposed. Neither the tworailing fence or “hard edge” associated with the construction of the new
homes provide a contiguous or restrictive barrier that will exclude humans
from adjacent habitat patches and wildlife corridors, or prevent wildlife
entry into the Peaks…. These features are permeable barriers that are
unlikely to be effective” (pg 11)
Also, the operational mitigations outlined in the EIS are soft / suggestive
and are difficult to enforce with limited ability of the developer or the Town
to control. Many “encourage” compliance: appropriate trail use, off-leash
dog walking, WildSmart application etc. There are few actionable items
(though some, e.g. remove buffalo berry crop, plant non-palatable
vegetation in landscaping) (Cordivae Sec 8.1)
If we are uncertain as to the effectiveness of these mitigations, then we are
left with: “an increase in human use may result in more wildlife interactions
resulting in negative conflicts where people could be injured/killed and
wildlife relocated/destroyed as a consequence of these interactions.” (pg 8)

Of interest, when the 1992 NRCB assessment was done, a full
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was completed, vs. the current
simplified Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for this development.
Therefore decisions made in the NRCB time should carry significant weight.
“As part of the NRCB process, a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
was submitted and approved, and the EIA included the Peak Landing site.” (pg 3)
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Shortfalls in the EIS identified by Associated
The TPR identified several shortfalls in the Cordivae EIS.
1. A significant one is that there was no impact assessment done on the location
of the proposed berm construction.
“it is not clear that surveys were completed in the location of berm
construction…the berm that will be constructed to mitigate flood risk is described
in the EIS, although existing vegetation and habitat conditions within the
proposed berm location are not explicitly provided in the baseline section.” (pg 6)
2. The EIS did not take into account the impact of the increased stress due to
more residents living in Peaks Landing.
“Associated observes that the EIS identifies relevant potential negative effects to
the VECs including effects from additional traffic, parking and amenities as well
as potential increased use of adjacent lands by people. Section 7.4 of the EIS
does not explicitly identify the potential for increased human-wildlife
interactions because of more people living in the neighbourhood and
moving into the adjacent QLLHP and TSAVC.” (pg 8)
3. The vegetation survey was not optimal.
“Associated notes that timing of field surveys was completed outside of the best
months for vegetation growth” (pg 5)
4. The Construction Management Plan needs to be enhanced.
“Minimal details regarding the Construction Management Plan are provided in the
EIS. Associated notes that this plan should be finalized and reviewed by the
Town of Canmore well in advance of any vegetation clearing or construction.” (pg
12)
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Kurt McMahon
Canmore, AB
Jan 25, 2019
Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors,
I’m writing to you in opposition to the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would disregard
the 1998 settlement agreement and allow additional 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 settlement agreement serves to protect the wildlife in the Bow Valley. These green parcels of land are
immediately adjacent to the Grassi lakes habitat patch and are near a known hotspot for human wildlife
conflict (see attachment). Telemetry data from the 2013 Golder Report also supports this and shows 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. The recent relocation of Grizzly
bear #148 is one unfortunate example of the problems already faced in the PoG area. 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 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?
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• 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?
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. I
hope that you choose to honour and support your predecessors and vote against this land use bylaw.
Regards,
Kurt McMahon
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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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January 25, 2019
TO: Mayor John Borrowman, Council Members Esme Comfort, Jeff Hilstad, Karen Marra, Joanna
McCallum, Vi Sanford and Rob Seeley
CC: Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde
Subject: By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition
Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Council,
The third application to rezone the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve along the powerline trail and adjacent
to the Quarry Lake Local Habit patch once again leads us to be very concerned and opposed to the
rezoning, which abandons the Settlement Agreement’s commitments made to the residents of Canmore
to limit the density of the Peaks of Grassi at 45 acres and 404 units. The community members in the
Peaks of Grassi, particularly those of Quarry Pines, “A Resort Recreational Community”, are well versed
in the problems that further development will have. I will let my friends, neighbours and community
members make their arguments which our family whole-heartedly agree with in their research,
expertise and passion. I will address in this submission my first and foremost concern with this
application.
Densification of the community of Peaks of Grassi not only violates the ambience of a neighbourhood
conceived according to the 1998 Settlement Agreement, it puts our community at great risk within the
wild-land urban interface. When houses are built close to forests or other types of natural vegetation
and built farthest away from an evacuation route, they pose two problems related to wildfires. First
there will be more wildfires due to human ignitions and second wildfires that occur will pose a greater
risk to lives and homes, will be hard to fight and will be extremely hard to escape. Forest fires aren’t
getting closer to homes, homes are getting closer to fires.
Housing density is the single biggest threat to destruction and loss of life in a wildfire situation as
evidenced around the world. All of the statistics related to density and wildfire are available on
government websites throughout the globe. At this time there are over 310 people living at the west
end of the Peaks who will be at risk for evacuation. To that the developers want to further densify with
14 Town houses and 8 duplexes with 8 suites, or 30 residences. This increased population and number
of vehicles at the VERY END (site 1) of the development is the farthest from a viable evacuation route
from the neighbourhood.
Council, you have stated that we have two exits out of the Peaks. In reality, getting to the first exit, at
Peaks Drive would be an extreme challenge let alone getting to the far eastern locked gate exit if you are
trying to drive out of the Peaks. The 35 days a year within the very high or extreme fire danger levels,
when winds on those days are predominately from the southwest and west are the days that have that
see the greatest number of vehicles in the Peaks due to the summer holiday time. The reality is that one
cannot outrun a forest fire, but one may have a chance of survival if one drives away from the fire as
evidenced in Fort McMurray. Further development of the Peaks will add a significant volume of vehicles,

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

thereby exacerbating any real chance of escaping the Peaks in a wildfire situation. Both exits out of this
neighbourhood lead everyone to the same single road whether you are escaping at Peaks Drive or at the
eastern locked gate. If our fire-fighting equipment, such as the untested mobile sprinkler truck the town
owns, can’t get close to the situation due to road blockage and lack of advance warning time for
responding , any assistance will be negated.
You cannot fix this problem if you densify the Peaks or any other community in the town with one exit.
Without desecrating the landscape and even further disrupting the wildlife you cannot add another
viable escape route. As Jeff Hakala, a fire captain who was a firefighter for 20 years with Cal Fire before
switching over to the agency’s prevention side, said “I’ve learned that basically fire departments are
having a hard time fighting the (wild) fires. There’s nothing that could’ve been done here (in Paradise,
California), except for saving people’s lives to get people out, which was the main goal,” Hakala said.
“When you have a fire of this magnitude there’s little you can do from the suppression side to fight that
fire. You just get people out.”
It truly boggles the mind that planning departments along with municipal councils continue to approve
rezoning so that a development can occur where it’s realistically one way in and one way out . Such
planning sets up a community for failure of evacuation in an emergency such as a wildfire.
The recent fires in Paradise, California moved at a pace of 80 football fields a minute at their peak burn
rate. Imagine the horror of that for a moment. With our prevailing winds from the northwest and
southeast we could face a similar situation. Even with fairly accurate weather predictions, the reality of
a wildfire can be much worse. Wildfire behaviour maps can only show where the potential areas exist
that given a wildfire, could be of an extreme nature. Canmore is pretty much surrounded by such a
potential as evidenced in our Town of Canmore Guiding Documents Wildfire Mitigation Strategy.
Quoting from the Town’s 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.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Jill Asbell
1041 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore
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Jan 29, 2019 Public Hearing
I oppose Bylaw 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing
I do not live in Peaks, I am a 15-year full time Canmore resident living in Three Sisters
Creek.
Bylaw 2016 -03 MDP, Page 20, Point 4, Environmental Stewardship says “The Town is
committed to engaging in land use and development practices that respect the
municipality’s unique location. Canmore is located in an extraordinary
environmental setting and a special place in the Rocky Mountains. The Bow
Valley is recognized as a critical component of the Rocky Mountain ecosystem
which is essential to the connectivity of wildlife habitat in the region.” And point 1
of the goals on page 20 under Environmental Stewardship states: “1) To identify
and protect environmentally sensitive areas, including locally and regionally
significant wildlife movement corridors and habitat patches”
· In the 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-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 foraging 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-of-way” The overall
location is critical for connectivity and is used as a refuge area for wildlife.
· Additionally In the Dec 2018 report, page 21 in Section 5.2 with some repetition
it states:
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o “Although the AltaLink right-of-way to the north 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-of-way. A high density of wildlife
forage species occurs along the right-of-way including willow, buffalo berry,
currant (Ribes sp.) , wild red raspberry (Rubus idaeus) , wild strawberry
(Fragvaria virginiana) and bog birch ( Betula glandulosa) . Wildlife closures are
placed along the right-of-way in many years due to the persistence of grizzly
bears and black bears when they linger in the area and are considered a safety
hazard due to high human use of the right-of-way and surrounding area. Several
bears have been captured and relocated from the right-of-way area. Every year
during the rutting season (typically early September to beginning of October),
herds of elk use the right-of-way and vegetated cover between the right-of-way
and existing residential area. Coyotes are frequently heard and observed along
the right-of-way after dusk and before dawn. Deer are consistently observed
throughout the year by local residents. This linear disturbance provides direct
access to the TSAVC and QLLHP, and is heavily trafficked by people, including
those accessing the Quarry Lake recreational and off-leash area.”
The evidence shows we have a habitat area and a travel corridor for wildlife in the
project area.
Human-Wildlife conflict 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.”
· 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.”
Habitat 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.
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

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

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 these mitigations would actually
work or even actually occur? This referenced WHIPP from 2004 was required by the
NRCB, signed off on by Three Sisters was required to be completed and is applicable to
the entire Three Sisters property, including 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 and Three Sisters Mountain Village.” We bought in
Three Sisters in 2004 and only received our 1st copy via an email during the last hearing
on this matter in 2015, 11 years after the fact. In reviewing the 46-page manual, it is
sorely lacking in information – with only 4 pages having very brief information on wildlife,
most of it reads like an advertising brochure for golf and future development
amenities. Wildlife Corridors are critical in this area yet there is not even one map in the
manual identifying where the corridors are located nor does it tell people to stay out of
Wildlife Corridors. It mentions habitat enhancement areas, but again no map to show
anyone where these are so people do not venture into them ignorantly. We were told in
2015 Three Sisters was working on an update, but it's now 2019 and we have not been
provided nor have seen any updates.
History has shown, WHIPP's are not being followed or implemented properly at all on
these 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 or enforced does
not completely happen – the developers are not held accountable to actually complete
them. No one is inspecting or holding a developer to what they contain. And when new
people move into an area, which happens on a very frequent basis, new residents are not
receiving this information. The information in the homeowners manual is bare bones,
hardly adequate and there is no process in place that I am aware of for new
homeowners/renters to receive any information on how to conduct themselves around
corridors or habitat patches.
In Corvidae’s report under 1.2 Wildlife Human Interaction Protection, page 2, it 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, “A two rail fence will be installed near the Habitat Patch at the west end of
Lawrence Grassi Ridge” and now in addition a berm for flooding.
Mike Gibeau Ph D, Canmore resident expert, Conservation Coordinator for Nature
Conservancy, 37 years with Parks Canada and Carnivore Specialist for Mountain
National Parks has commented stating, “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.”
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The conclusion is this proposed development is not a true hard edge, that would only be
achieved if a 7 foot high electrified page wire fence was placed in the Peaks of Grassi
neighborhood. And a two rail fence is only for human awareness, it is not a wildlife
deterrent. 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 convenants in the neighborhood also state, “Fencing shall comply
with the Architectural Guidelines to allow free-ranging movement of wildlife”
Development most likely will actually funnel wildlife from the nearby Grassi Lakes
Habitat Patch into the neighborhood, trapping wildlife and actually increasing the
chances for a serious human/wildlife encounter.
Bottom line. Karsten Heuer, currently a Parks Warden, 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?”
So what do we know for sure? Canmore is an extraordinary place. We do need to
protect it prior to more 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 neighboring habitat
patches. Do we want more bears to be eliminated, like what happened to Bear 148?
In conclusion, what does all mean? On wildlife issues alone this application should be
denied.
Common sense tells me that if we disregard the 1998 Settlement Agreement, which
capped development in Peaks for a reason, 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. 7 PAH is a very poor reason for not
adhering to the Settlement Agreement cap on more housing in this area of Canmore.
So I will end with the Precautionary Principle 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.”
The Settlement Agreement, while it was never legally binding, is definitely morally
binding and should be followed to the letter on this proposal. Thereby, it should not
be approved.
Thank you
Kay Anderson
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January 20, 2019
Attention: Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council;
Reference: Peaks Landing Bylaw 2018 – 14, Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood
As a member of BOWDA, I am not against responsible and logical development, but I am very opposed
to the proposed development in the green space buffer zone separating the western stretch of
Lawrence Grassi Ridge and the Quarry Lake recreational area and habitat patch.
I see this development as detrimental to an already overly populated neighbourhood, plus for these very
simple reasons;
•
•

•
•

•

Added traffic congestion and safety, many studies have pointed out these problems;
Disruption of safe and unimpeded wildlife movement in the “defacto” pinch point corridor
between the UR parcel and Quarry Lake (note: whether the powerline is an “official” corridor or
not – it is a significant wildlife travel path!);
Fire risk, due to overcrowding of combustible structures (no building is totally fireproof) and the
lack of safe access in and safe exit out of the densely populated Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood;
The potential for devastating flood damage, due to the proposed development location (note:
Peaks of Grassi should never have been constructed in the first place, adding more vulnerable
residences to this area is unconscionable);
Loss of the green space buffer adjacent to Quarry Lake recreational area and habitat patch will
irreversibly spoil the ambience and enjoyment of Quarry Lake by fellow Canmorites and those
that throng there to enjoy family time in a semi-unspoiled mountain setting;

The need for additional “affordable” housing in Canmore is certainly a buzzfeed, but putting PAH homes
in an area with limited access to;
•
•
•

mass transit,
schools,
amenities such as grocery stores, recreation/community centers, etc.,

is not the solution to the problem, it will only exacerbate the problem. I see the proposed 7 PAH units as
a lure by the developers rather than practical answer to the town’s housing needs. There was a reason
that the Town of Canmore in the 1990s capped the number of residences to 404 units.
I would like to thank you all for taking time to read my email since I see the proposed development as a
flawed plan.
Yours truly;
Tom M Bartley;
1101 Lawrence Grassi Ridge;
Canmore, AB, T1W 3C3
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ATTACHMENTS TO SUMMARY SUBMISSION
FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON 29-JANUARY-2019 IN REGARDS TO BYLAW 2018-14
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Figure 1
PROXIMITY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT TO QUARRY LAKE
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Figure 2
PEAKS OF GRASSI PLAN AS OF 1998.

The following page shows the plan, with staging for construction in 1996 through 1998.
Phase 4 was subsequently cancelled.
The rock outcrop was never planned for development.
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Figure 3
CONTRACT BETWEEN CCHC AND PEAKS LANDING

The following pages contain a copy of the executed agreement between CCHC and the Peaks Landing
project proponents.

Clause 7 and Schedule C provide details of the Option Agreement referred to in this summary.
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First Application Issues and Concerns and Relevance to Current Application
January 13, 2015 Public Hearing - Community Submission regarding Bylaw 2014-18
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Opposition to Peaks of Grassi Application to Rezone Urban Reserve:
Introductory Comments (Rachel Gauk)
Your worship, council members,
My name is Rachel Gauk. I live at 973 Lawrence Grassi Ridge in the Quarry Pines subdivision of the
Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood and I am an original owner. I will be introducing the issues that will be
addressed in greater detail by the balance of our group of speakers. We have planned our
presentation as a whole, and we respectfully request that you please hold your questions until the end
of this initial group presentation. Thank you.
You can see the proximity of the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood, to Quarry Lake. Quarry Lake is our
backyard and highly valued by many Canmorites and by our neighbourhood. The opinion survey we
conducted supports that a large majority of people above and beyond those who reside in nearby
neighbourhoods, regularly recreate in this area and have expressed the view that they do not wish to
be looking at houses when they visit Quarry Lake Park. In fact, significant care was taken before
Council approved Phase III of the Peaks development, to avoid visibility of houses from Quarry Lake
Park by park visitors.
The power line adjacent to the Peaks and Quarry Lake Park, is not an official wildlife corridor.
However, telemetry data clearly indicates that the travel route of choice for large wildlife species is
along the power cut line, not on the designated wildlife corridor. (Now shared with the Highline
mountain biking trail so close to it.) Which way would you go as a bear trying to get through this valley?
The Golder Report and current wildlife data cite high incidence of human use issues and indicate that
wildlife regularly use Quarry Lake and the power line as de facto travel routes. The end of Lawrence
Grassi Ridge in the Peaks of Grassi is a known pinch point for wildlife travelling from the Rundle
Forebay and along the valley. The connectivity of these green lands, Quarry Lake and the 4 acres in
question is significant and important to maintain.
As an original owner, we purchased a lot in 1999, from Alpine Homes/3 Sisters. This is the map we
were given of the plans for the neighbourhood. You can see that it has many lovely green and natural
areas, including the ones now up for rezoning. But at the time, those of us who purchased lots or
homes were all told the same story…..that these areas would not be developed, that these areas had
bedrock, they would remain green space for the use of the neighbourhood. Due diligence was done
and the questions were asked of Alpine Homes and Riverdale sales representatives and of the Town
Planning department.
And we believed them and we remember. The sales representatives told us the truth as they knew it at
that time. The Peaks was built out, and no more development would be approved. Therefore, the
forested areas for which Quarry Pines is named, would stay as green forested lands.
If you look closely, you’ll see one of the present day developers, who was selling homes for Alpine
Homes in 1999, has returned, to double dip into the green space, to squeeze more houses in. These
green spaces, this large outcrop of bedrock; these are a part of the character of the Peaks of Grassi.
The rest of the group will demonstrate that this proposed rezoning will have significant negative impact
on the Peaks community, Canmorites and others visiting Quarry Lake Park.
In 1998, the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters fought hard to compromise and reach the Settlement
Agreement, which included a cap on the number of units in Peaks of Grassi to 404 on 45 acres. Plenty
of dense housing has been incorporated into this neighbourhood. I challenge you try to drive through
the neighbourhood in the winter. If you have done so, you can attest to the Peaks being the second
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densest neighbourhood in Canmore, with suites, legal and illegal, and tight housing and Z lots, creating
parking and unsafe traffic challenges already.
Why… would council consider adding more to an already dense small neighbourhood, right on the
edge of a wildlife patch and de facto wildlife travel route?
We need to value the investment and the hard work of previous council and mayor, to arrive at
decisions like the settlement agreement. The reasons behind the decisions made in the past were
sound and should be considered now. If these agreements and promises can be dismissed and
devalued, what faith can any of us have in the value of current agreements, promises or good work
ongoing now? A decade from now, could another mayor and council undo your hard won efforts,
promises and agreements with the people of Canmore?
I would like to believe that we have a greater moral and ethical responsibility to uphold these decisions
made with great care and for good reasons… all the same good reasons that still stand today and
more.
The developers want to add 20+ more houses, some with secondary suites, to the “built-out” Peaks of
Grassi. The total number of houses that can be built on 3 sisters lands remains the same. There would
be no net gain of housing by developing these forested lands.
We can do the math and tally the impressive profit for a developer.
But, for our already pinched neighbourhood, struggling with serious human use challenges, significant
density and parking issues… I ask you to very carefully consider this irreversible decision, which
impacts so many of us, in this community…
What in this rezoning application, benefits our community?

Nothing.

Who would benefit from this rezoning application?

The 3 corporations who have
brought this application forward to
council.

To summarize, these are the topics ahead to be covered by individual presenters.
 History of the POG UR lands
 Land Use Planning Considerations
 Environmental Impact: Human Use & Wildlife
 Costs to the Community
 Trying to Avoid the Costs to the Community
 Request to Council
Questions
 Quarry Lake
 Bedrock and Topography
 Traffic Safety & Parking
 Water Courses
 Homeowner Statements: Torn Fabric and Broken Promises
 “That was then; this is now”
 Opinion Survey Results

Your worship, council, we ask you to decline this rezoning application. Please listen as my
friends and neighbours present more about the reasons behind our request
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History of These Parcels
Designated as Urban Reserve

KEY FACTS AND
CONSIDERATIONS

Presented by Mavis Wheatcroft
October 1991 - Three Sisters Resorts Incorporated (TSRI)
submitted an application to the Natural Resources
Conservation Board (NRCB) “To Construct a recreational
and tourism project in the Town of Canmore.” This
proposal was located on the south side of the Bow Valley
within almost 2,600 acres (1,036 ha) located on 13, 300 acres
(5,390ha) of land annexed by Canmore from the MD of
Bighorn. The application included an environmental impact
assessment necessarily (EIA) completed prior to submission in
1991, making it at least 23 years old. TSRI undertook in that
EIA to not build on slopes greater than 25% and such
undertakings were adopted in the 1992 NRCB Decision.
November 1992 – The NRCB issued a decision report that
specifically listed items that TSRI could NOT do (i.e.,
development in the Wind Valley was NOT approved) but
otherwise the NRCB approved what TSRI submitted. Peaks of
Grassi (PoG) was submitted as Pods 7 & 8 in the TSRI
application and was approved at 45 acres. PoG has been built
to 45 acres - what the NRCB approved.
April to July 1996 – TSRI had applied on April 10, 1996 to
redistrict Pods 7 & 8 from Conservation Forest (designation
from the MD of Bighorn) to begin residential development of
Peaks of Grassi. Land Use Bylaw 13-96 approved 17.45 acres
as Phase I (small lot high density) on July 22, 1996. Land Use
Bylaw 12(Z)96 approved only Phase II (mix of single family
units and multi-unit condos) but denied TSRI request for
redistricting a total of 44.08 acres. The combined total TSRI
sought for Pods 7 & 8 was 61.52 acres, 16.5 acres more than
the 45 acres approved by the NRCB.
July 22, 1996 – TSRI appealed the Canmore Council decision
on ByLaw 12(Z)96 to the provincial Municipal Government
Board

•
•
•

•
•

•

•

•

QPD proposes to rezone 4 acres of
Urban Reserve (UR) in Peaks of
Grassi (PoG) to residential, but:
The 4 acres exceed what the
NRCB approved for PoG
Was exempted on technicalities
from performing a rigorous EIS
One technicality was reliance on
the NRCB EIA that is more than
23 years old
Even this EIA has been ignored
Canmore invested major
resources and energy to protect
Quarry Lake from residential
encroachment and visual impact
Canmore capped development in
PoG by obtaining the 1998
Settlement Agreement
In June 1999 Three Sisters got
UR zoning for these parcels after
a direct threat to Council
Purchasers in PoG have relied
upon a consistent message from
all, based on the Settlement
Agreement - PoG is fully built!

February 28, 1997 – The Municipal Government Board
ordered the Town to amend ByLaw 12(Z)96 to satisfy the TSRI April 1996 application, effectively saying
that more than 61 acres was not different than the 45 acres that the NRCB approved for Pods 7&8.
March 20, 1997 – The Town sought leave to appeal to the Alberta Court of Appeal, something that will
only be granted if a Justice of this Court determines there are grounds worthy of being heard by Alberta’s
highest court. Canmore was supported by the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association in this dispute with
the Municipal Government Board which had ruled for TSRI that 61 = 45.
1	
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April 9, 1997 – A Justice of the Alberta Court of Appeal granted the Town leave to appeal on various
questions of law and jurisdiction.
April 1997 to April 7, 1998 – The success of the Town brought TSRI back to the negotiating table to
avoid the prospects of losing at the Alberta Court of Appeal after further long delays and expense.
Notwithstanding the motivation, the negotiations took a full year to complete in order to reach the 1998
Settlement Agreement. This comprehensive document includes an agreed statement of facts in the
preamble describing the sequence of events leading to the legal agreement. With regard to the
Development of Pods 7 and 8, the agreement states: “The Town and 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
shall not exceed 404 Residential Units.”
April 7, 1998 – The Town also delivered Land Use ByLaw 1-98 in accordance with the Settlement
Agreement. This was the Master Zoning By-Law that allowed TSRI to proceed with all the development
that it has built in Canmore on the NRCB approved lands, so TSRI obtained substantial benefit from
reaching the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
July 14, 1998 - Canmore passed Land Use ByLaw 22(Z)98 that effectively approved Phase III of Peaks
of Grassi to be developed as it currently exists, fully built in accordance with the limits specified in
the Settlement Agreement.
August 25, 1998 - TSRI began marketing this district as Quarry Pines, “a new secluded residential
neighbourhood nestled in the pines above Quarry Lake”, clearly showing the UR parcels now proposed for
development as “green space and natural areas”. Many of the “pines” in which Quarry Pines was
“nestled” will have to be cut down if the QPD proposal is approved.
September 22, 1998 - Canmore passed ByLaw 30-98, which became the 1998 current Municipal
Development Plan (MDP). Details of this MDP, which has not been substantially updated since 1998, are
governing how the current application is treated. In particular, MDP Map 4 (habitat patches and wildlife
corridors) uses the 1998 version of the BCEAG Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch (adopted in BCEAG 1999).
Adopting that outdated Habitat Patch designation places the nearest Habitat Patch 202 m from the edge of
the western-most UR parcel. If the current 2012 BCEAG Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch, which is in the
2012 BCEAG guidelines that have been adopted by Canmore Council in June 2014, one UR parcel is
immediately adjacent to the 2012 Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch. The reliance of the Town on using its
outdated 1998 MDP was cited as the grounds to exempt the QPD Application from doing a rigorous, thirdparty reviewed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
October 20, 1998 – TSRI placed a restrictive covenant on every property on the north side of Lawrence
Grassi Ridge in Peaks of Grassi Phase III (Quarry Pines) stating that successive owners; “will not cause,
maintain, suffer or permit any trees or vegetation to be removed or to be disturbed from the rear five
meters of any of the Lots…without first obtaining written consent from the Town of Canmore, it being the
intention of this restriction to minimize the visual impact of the development on the Lots on visitors to
Quarry Lake.”
1999 – Canmore engaged in a major update of its Land Use ByLaw during 1999.
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June 21, 1999 – In advance of the June 23-24 Public Hearing about the changes being contemplated in its
Land Use ByLaw, TSRI wrote to Mayor and Council with a threat to appeal (to the MGB), the 250 page
Land Use ByLaw if Council proceeded with 11 land use designations, including 3 for the subject parcels,
that would have seen the westernmost parcel designated WC (wildlands conservation) and the other two as
NP (natural park) unless these parcels were designated as urban reserve (UR).
July 12, 1999 – A staff memo prepared to support the red line version of Land Use ByLaw 99-09 included,
for the first time in the Town’s accessible planning records a statement about these parcels that the: “LUB
map should reflect the potential residential intent of the Municipal Development Plan by showing these
lands as UR.” No mention of these parcels was found in a May 25, 1999 draft. The reference to “potential
residential intent” from the MDP needs to be understood that its maps only depict conceptual land uses, so
the entire district of Peaks of Grassi is colour-coded as “residential” including the public use and
environmental reserve districts (i.e. green spaces). The meaning of that colour-coding of conceptual land
use towards the QPD Application is only conceptual given how it has been applied to all land use districts
within the subdivision.
November 2, 1999 to December 7, 1999 – Council adopts the red line version of Land Use ByLaw 99-09
with the hand-written notation of UR on map #3 of the September 1999 edition being the only mention
in the entire 250 page Land Use ByLaw for second (November) and third reading (December). This
matter was not a major consideration for the 1999 Council because it was satisfied that the 1998
Settlement Agreement was sufficient to ensure that additional development would not occur in Peaks
of Grassi.
November 2013 – 14 years later, after the Municipal elections, Chris Ollenberger informs Lawrence Hill
that Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV) ultimate successor to the various entities succeeding the
bankrupt TSRI were considering selling the subject parcels (more details on this to come from a direct
personal statement to Council).
March 20, 2014 – Three investors led by Lawrence Hill acquire 4 acres of land excluded from (in excess
of) the 1992 NRCB approval for Pods 7&8 and excluded from development in the Peaks of Grassi by the
1998 Settlement Agreement, for a sworn value Land Title of $325,000 which is only 5 to 10% if the market
value of this land if Council approves the re-zoning, demonstrating the magnitude of the profit available to
these investors to sell their proposal.
Late August 2014 (before the Labour Day long weekend) – posters appear in Peaks of Grassi announcing
an open house by QPD on September 6 to inform interested parties about the proposed development of the
three subject parcels of land.
October 24, 2014 – QPD files its formal application to the Town of Canmore to rezone the subject 4 acres
with approximately 19 residential units at an average sale price estimated (likely to be low compared with
actual sale pricing according to Canmore Administration) at $650,000 per unit, for a total gross return of
$12,350,000 on its $325,000 land investment.
From 1998 to September 2014 – The consistent position of Canmore Administration in response to
inquiries from prospective purchasers inquiring about the status of the forested parcels comprising
the 4 acres has been that Peaks of Grassi has been fully built out to maximum approved density. That
3	
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information has been relied upon by purchasers to conclude that unless a future Council could be
convinced that the foresight of the 1998 Canmore Council should be abandoned, Peaks of Grassi would not
see an expansion of the residential development footrprint beyond the 45 acres approved by the NRCB in
1992.
The benefit of this development is only to the investors who will make an enormous windfall profit.
Canmore will not see extra housing units developed because these units will necessarily be taken from the
remaining inventory of about 2700 residential units (according to Town administration) that Three Sisters
Mountain Village can build under its NRCB approval.
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Why the Settlement Agreement is important to the Town of Canmore
CANMORE LEADER
REFERENCES

Throughout most of the 1990s, Three Sisters and the Town of Canmore
engaged in a long and difficult process over how the development of the
Three Sisters Resort would unfold.
When the Natural Resource Conservation board released its 1992 decision
on the Resort proposal, it was believed that this decision would provide the
clarity required for the project to proceed without further problems. The
decision failed unfortunately to provide that level of clarity and the
development would be marked by discord and conflict for most of the next
decade and a half.
For most of the nineties hundreds of Canmore residents would gather on a
regular basis for public hearings related to the resort as this long torturous
dance worked its way through public hearings, court dates and meetings.
In 1997, one result of laborious efforts by the Town and of the public
consultation process was that the Town of Canmore was finally able to
arrange lease of the 220 acres around Quarry Lake. This brought an end to
attempts by Three Sisters to develop the site for resort housing after the
land had been offered to them in a 1993 land swap.

97 12 30 Quarry lake
lease complete

In 1997 Three Sisters Resort presented to the Town of Canmore a new
master plan for the resort, it would include 4,584 housing units, a 250,000
square foot resort centre, three 18-hole golf courses, rodeo grounds and a
5,000 to10,000 seat arena. In addition a nine-story, 400-room hotel would
be built on the site.

97 08 05 TS overall
plan open house

As the project ebbed and flowed on size, location, amenities, and purpose,
the 1992 NRCB agreement kept being interpreted differently by different
groups. The Town of Canmore fought to ensure it retained a level of control
that was consistent with its powers as a town and did not abdicate to Three
Sisters’ interpretation of the NRCB decision. Considerable resources were
expended in time, money and staff to achieve this end.

95 05 02 Pod 7 and 8
approval BowCORD re
NRCB approval

As had been the case with the Quarry Lake decision, the Town, Three
Sisters and the Province undertook out-of-court negotiations regarding the
development of Pods 7 and 8, now known as Peaks of Grassi and to pave
the way for the master bylaw agreement for the remainder of the Three
Sisters development. The negotiations started after the Town announced
they would appeal the Muncipal Development Board approval of the Three
Sisters’ development plan for the Peaks, whereas only a portion of the plan
had been approved by the Town.
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96 12 03 Pod 7 and 8
no quick decision
97 03 04 Town loses
appeal re Pod 7 and 8
97 03 18 Pod 7 and 8
MDB ruling_Town
decides to appeal
98 05 05 MGB ruling
rescinded so not a
precedent

Page 1

The Settlement Agreement signed in April of 1998 was the culmination of
over a year’s work and cost the town $100,000 in legal fees. Within that
agreement was the final solution for the Peaks development which was 404
units on 45 acres and a master bylaw agreement. The master bylaw would
generate its own community meetings and be subject to much discussion.

98 04 14 Settlement
agreement approved
7Apr98

Wildlife corridors and habitat patches came into being through the Bow
Valley ecosystem advisory group (BCEAG). This group would not have
direct environmental input into Three Sisters development, as the decision
was made to exempt the Three Sisters project from the BCEAG guidelines.
Not all were happy with the exemption decision.

98 03 17 BCEAG not
REAG and excludes
TSMV

98 04 14 TS Master
Bylaw revised and
passed with adjoining
Settlement agreement

Most of the nineties was spent by the Town as it related to the Three Sisters
project trying to ensure its position as the development authority on Town
lands and that everyone lived up to the agreements. The town engaged in
frequent hearings and meetings and fought hard to defend their position on
development. The Settlement Agreement was a significant piece of that
effort by the Town of Canmore. Now, in 2014, we are faced with the
possibility of going back on that agreement and allowing additional
development in the Peaks of Grassi.
The Settlement Agreement still has good reason to exist. Little has changed
except the names of the developers. When Town Council signed this
agreement in 1998, they expected it to be upheld in the future. Walking
away from it now would repudiate the effort, work and position of the
previous Councils, and the residents of Canmore who participated in that
long period of public discourse and hearings.
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Urban Reserve Definition and Why
the Proposed Peaks of Grassi
Development would be Premature

These lands should not
be developed:


Prepared by Tom Boone, Ph.D., P. Eng.
& Glynis Carling, M. Sc., P. Eng.

Definition of Urban Reserve. The Town of Canmore Land
Use Bylaw 22-2210 defines the purpose of Urban Reserve
(UR) as:
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 further intent
of the district is to provide for a limited range of rural
pursuits and recreational uses that utilize large areas of
land
REFERENCE: LUB, S.61.1
______________________________________
This presentation makes the following assertions with
respect to the definition and application of Urban Reserve
zoning for the application at hand:
1. The current UR zoning designation protects the land
from premature subdivision and development.
Wildlands Conservation would be a more appropriate
zoning for these lands.
2. A comprehensive Environmental Impact Statement is
required for this application based on adjacency to
environmentally sensitive lands.
3. Given the current UR zoning of the land, two aspects of
the UR definition are key: (i) the objective to protect
the lands from premature subdivision and development
and (ii) the requirement for environmental,
geotechnical and other screening to determine potential
suitability for any development.
_________________________________________



In 1998 the Town
proposed these lands be
zoned as Natural Park or
Wildlands Conservation
The current NRCB
development limit of 45
acres has been reached
Visual impacts on Quarry
Lake Park, rock outcrops
and steep slopes are key
reasons.

It would be premature
to approve rezoning of
these lands for
development:


No Environmental Impact
Statement has been
prepared
 Urban use would be
premature since a need has
not been established and
the MDP update is
overdue, so that the
current version is not
informed by
 Latest BCEAG
Guidelines
 South Saskatchewan
Regional Plan outcomes
 Human Use
Management Review
 Quarry Lake Park
Concept Plan Study

Page 1 of 6
2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

Zoning of the Peaks of Grassi Lands: The land parcels in question were proposed by the Town
to be designated as Natural Park or Wildlands Conservation at the time of first reading and the
public hearing of the draft Land Use Bylaw in 1998. Subsequent to an objection by the Three
Sisters Resorts these parcels and several others were zoned UR, effectively deferring a final
decision on the suitability of the lands for development.
We submit that the lands should not be developed. A more appropriate zoning for these lands
continues to be Natural Park or Wildlands Conservation (WC)


The NRCB decision in 1992 effectively limited development in the Peaks of Grassi to 45
acres. This decision reflected a reasonable balance between lands to be developed and
lands to remain undeveloped. Both TSRI and the Town have subsequently cooperated to
limit the development in this area to 45 acres. Increasing the developed area would be
inconsistent with the NRCB decision.



Canmorites very clearly indicated in public processes in 1996 and 1998 that the
protection of Quarry Lake was important, and that visual impacts of Peaks of Grassi
development from Quarry Lake was unacceptable. Since then usage of Quarry Lake Park
has increased significantly. Deed restrictions on the developed lots in Quarry Pines
adjacent to Quarry Lake Park document that the Town’s intent was to limit visibility from
Quarry Lake Park. Designating these lands as Wildlands Conservation is the best method
of protecting the pristine nature of Quarry Lake Park.



The easternmost parcel of land contains rock outcrops and slopes in excess of 35%. The
Town’s MDP, Guidelines for Subdivision and Development in Mountainous Terrain and
the NRCB decision all dictate that lands with these features should not be developed.

The parcels of land that are subject of the current rezoning application were not and are not
suitable for development. The lands should be designated as Wildlands Conservation. The
current rezoning application should be denied.
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Need for Environmental Impact Statement
Section 8.4(c) of the current MDP states "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."
There are three reasons that an EIS should be completed for this application.
1. Land adjacent to the easternmost parcel of the proposed development is designated as
Environmental Reserve. Consistent with Section 8.4(a), all land designated as
Environmental Reserve is considered an Environmentally Sensitive Area. This fact has
apparently been overlooked by the Town’s Planning and Development Department.
2. The fact that the project is within or adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Areas is
acknowledged by the Town’s Administration in the SSR in which it is noted that
7000 m2 of the proposed development is within or adjacent to environmentally sensitive
lands.
3. Consistent with Section 8.4(a), the Quarry Lake Local Habitat patch is considered an
Environmentally Sensitive Area. The applicant’s submission states “In discussion with
Town Administration, the proposed parcels are located approximately 215 m from the
closest boundary of the habitat patch and 110 m from the wildlife corridor. As a result
there is no requirement to submit an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). This is
consistent with the policy outlined within the Town’s MDP.” These measurements apply
to Map 4 of the current MDP. Map 4 of the current MDP is sourced from the 1998
BCEAG guidelines. The map of the Quarry Lake Habitat Patch has been updated in the
2012 BCEAG. In the updated map, the westernmost lands proposed for development are
adjacent to the Quarry Lake Habitat Patch. Furthermore, Council made a decision that the
2012 BCEAG should be used for planning purposes. The MDP should be updated to be
consistent with the 2012 BCEAG Map of the Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Patches

Based on any one of the reasons above, and consistent with the current wording of Section
8.4(c), an Environmental Impact Statement is required to determine whether the lands are
potentially suitable for any urban use.
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Municipal Development Plan and Other Pertinent Town Initiatives
A number of pertinent studies were initiated prior to the submittal of the application for rezoning
in Peaks of Grassi. As they all have potential bearing on this application, it would be premature
to approve the application before most or all of these studies are completed and the public has
the opportunity to assess their impact on the application. In particular, since the Town has
initiated most of these studies and deemed them important enough to seek public consultation,
the only credible decision Council can make is to deem it premature to develop these lands.
MDP Background
Canmore’s Municipal Development Plan was taken to a first public hearing on June 23, 1998,
two weeks before the public hearing for Peaks of Grassi Phase 3 (Quarry Pines) on July 7, 1998.
The Province had imposed a deadline of September 1998 for municipalities to enact municipal
development plans, and Town Council and Administration were pressed to meet the deadline.
The MDP was approved by Council on September 22, 1998, requiring an extension of the
deadline. There have been amendments since, and a review and update is underway, but the
“comprehensive review” that was to have been completed by about September 2003
(REFERENCE: MDP, Section 8.0(c)) is not yet complete.
MDP Update
 Living and Growing with Wildlife. One of the focus areas for the current MDP review is
"Living and Growing with Wildlife." On the Town's website the question is posed “How do
we live with wildlife in our existing developed areas AND how do we grow the community
in the future while continuing to live sustainably with wildlife?". This question is very
pertinent to this specific development proposal given the history of wildlife conflict and
human use issues in the area. It would be premature to approve any additional development
on the lands prior to sharing of the results of this survey and updating the MDP.
 BCEAG 2012 Guidelines. The current MDP incorporates the 1998 BCEAG report.
Specifically, Map 4 in the MDP is taken from the 1998 report and that map has been used to
determine the distance of the proposed development from the Grassi Lakes Habitat area (216
m). The 2012 revision to the BCEAG refined the boundaries of the Quarry Lake Local
Habitat Patch such that it is immediately adjacent to the proposed development (0 m). This
distance directly impacts planning decisions as required by the MDP. The 2012 BCEAG
Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Guidelines were adopted for planning purposes by
Town of Canmore Council in June 2014. Given that the MDP is the statutory document, but
has not been updated, the new report is not being used for planning purposes as directed by
Council. It would be premature to approve any additional development on the lands prior to
updating the MDP and ensuring that the 2012 BCEAG Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch
maps are used for planning purposes.
NOTE: The BCEAG does not apply to projects approved by the NRCB, and the MDP
indicates that the Town may not require an EIS if one were already reviewed by the NRCB.
However, given that more than 20 years have elapsed since the review of the environmental
impact assessment by the NRCB and given that scientific understanding, including the
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definition of wildlife habitat patch boundaries, has been updated in that period,
consideration of the BCEAG 2012 for this project is warranted.
 Clarity regarding Growth Rates, Redevelopment Plans etc. The current MDP was based
on the expectation of controlled growth rates and the use of Redevelopment Plans for builtup areas. It would be premature to approve any additional development on the lands prior to
updating the MDP and confirming what Canmorites want with respect to growth rates and
additional development in build-up areas.

Other Initiatives and Updates:
 Human Use Management Review. Immediately following the Council's approval of a
development application for 20 cabins in the Stewart Creek Golf Course area on December
17, 2013, Council appointed "Councillor Krausert and Councillor Comfort to a stakeholder
group established by administration to receive input and advice on addressing the
community wide issue of human use in wildlife corridors." My understanding is that this
committee is in the process of creating recommendations for improvements related to human
use issues. There are many similarities between these applications and, furthermore, the
human use issues in the Peaks of Grassi area are well documented. It would be premature to
approve any additional development in this area until the Human Use Management Review
has finalized their recommendations.
 Quarry Lake Park Concept Plan Study. The Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation has
commissioned the IBI Group to conduct a review of Quarry Lake Park, consult with the
public and make recommendations for the future of Quarry Lake Park. The increasing use of
Quarry Lake Park by local residents and visitors is further complicating and stressing the
human use issues in the area. For planning purposes, it should also be considered that human
use of the park and adjacent areas will continue to increase. It would be premature to
approve any additional development on the lands prior to the completion and issuance of the
final report for the Quarry Lake Park Concept Plan Study.
 South Saskatchewan Regional Plan. Under the Alberta Land Stewardship Act and updates
to the Municipal Government Act, municipal development plans and decisions have to be in
alignment with the regional plan to achieve the outcomes in the regional plan. To the extent
that the 1992 NRCB decision is not aligned with the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan, the
South Saskatchewan Regional Plan must prevail. (MGA, 619(12)).
Outcomes of the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan that have bearing on decision-making
for this Application include:
 Biodiversity and ecosystem function are sustained through shared stewardship
 Land is used efficiently to reduce the amount of area that is taken up by permanent or
long-term developments associated with the built environment – Land is a limited, nonrenewable resource and it should not be wasted.
 The quality of life of residents is enhanced through increased opportunities for outdoor
recreation and the preservation and promotion of the region’s unique cultural and natural
heritage
Page 5 of 6
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It would be premature to approve any additional development on the lands prior to understanding
the outcomes of these initiatives and ensuring that the MDP is consistent with those outcomes.

Summary
The application for rezoning of the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve lands should be refused
because:
1. The lands are not and never were suitable for urban uses. Consistent with the NRCB
decision, development in this area should be limited to the currently developed 45 acres.
2. Furthermore development of the lands would be premature given:
o that there has been no comprehensive and up-to-date environmental impact
statement, despite the requirement for one based on adjacency to a local habitat
patch and to environmental reserve land.
o the number of ongoing initiatives that will have direct bearing on this
development application:
 the 2014 MDP update,


updating of the MDP to include maps sourced from the BCEAG 2012
rather than the BCEAG 1998



the Human Use Management Review



Quarry Lake Park Concept Plan Study



Alignment of the MDP with South Saskatchewan Regional Plan,

REFERENCE: South Saskatchewan Regional Plan
https://www.landuse.alberta.ca/LandUse%20Documents/SSRP%20Final%20Document_201407.pdf
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Environmental and Human Use Issues:
Why these 4 acres are important
By Mike Mac Innis
Canmore is a community that is defined by its landscape. It is our
economic social and environmental engine. It is this landscape that
draws us here and defines who we are. It is also the source of some
of our greatest friction as a community.
The struggle to maintain a viable landscape where both people and
animals are able to co-exist continues to dominate the discussions
surrounding the Three Sisters lands (TSL). For over 24 years the
citizens of Canmore and respective Town councils have pushed to
ensure there are – at least on paper – viable wildlife corridors and
habitat patches and that the conditions exist for a meaningful coexistence of people and animals.
What we have achieved to date is far from perfect, but it is
something no other community in Canada has attempted. It is our
desire to have a landscape where wildlife and people are able to
coexist in a highly developed area. This is an important choice we
have made. It is a common thread throughout the past 24 years of
discussions related to the TSL and it is a significant and important
community value.

Key Points:


Co-existence of wildlife and
humans on the landscape is a key
Canmore community value.



Through science and experience,
we know we need to:
o
o



The role of the Grassi Lake
Habitat Patch (aka Quarry Lake
Local Habitat Patch) is to
provide an area for animals to
rest or feed and to provide them
with connectivity to the Three
Sisters Along Valley Corridor.



The proposed development – if
approved – would result in:
o

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. (MDP, 1999, page
2.1).

As the one party able to make choices in this relationship, we (i.e.
the people of Canmore) must be prepared in our search for balance
on this issue to place limits on our use and development of the
landscape. People and development are significant negative
influences on wildlife's ability to use the landscape in meaningful
way. A failure to make those decisions will lead to the complete
absence of large animals on the landscape and the decline of other
wildlife.

Protect wildlife corridors
and habitat patches
Make appropriate decisions
regarding human use of the
landscape

o

An irreversible loss in
available wildlife habitat
and an increase in the
area’s already-high
potential for humanwildlife conflict.
More impacts in addition to
all the impacts that have
already been imposed on
the landscape – “death by a
thousand cuts”



The proposed development is
inconsistent with the community
value placed on co-existence of
humans and wildlife.



Please reject the rezoning
application

The science behind these discussions is settled to a large degree.
Since 1992, seven major wildlife and landscape reports have been produced on the TSL. They were
completed in 1992, 1995, 1999, 2002, 2011 and 2013 (BCEAG 2012, page 15). In addition, there have
been numerous reviews of these materials and small reports produced.
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The simple act of having wildlife corridors and habitat patches is not sufficient to ensure viability. Human
activity and development in and adjacent to wildlife corridors and habitat patches significantly shape their
effectiveness. The cumulative effect of these activities must be considered.
The cumulative effect of human activity and development footprint has resulted in habitat loss and
alteration, increased sensory disturbance to wildlife and an overall increase in habitat fragmentation and
alienation (Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation [ATPR] 2010a). 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.
(BCEAG 2012, page 1).

The Town of Canmore has also taken a position where having a viable natural environment is an
important matter to them.
The Town of Canmore has seen increased population growth over the past 15-20 years and the community
also has a strong desire to maintain the viability of our natural environment for wildlife while providing
opportunity for safe human enjoyment. As such, how do we live with wildlife in our existing developed
areas AND how do we grow the community in the future while continuing to live sustainably with wildlife?
(ToC website - 2014 MDP feedback page).

The Grassi Habitat patch (GHP, called the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch in BCEAG 2012) is an
important player in the viability of the TSL corridors and patches. The role of the patch is to provide an
area for animals to rest or feed and to provide them with connectivity to the Three Sisters Along Valley
wildlife corridor.
Human use in the GHP presents significant challenges to animals trying to move from the Nordic Centre
east or those attempting to go west from the Wind Valley. Starting at Rundle Forebay, wildlife encounter
canoes, paddleboarders, walkers, dogs, mountain bikers, dogs, hikers and more dogs, all using a series of
official and unofficial trails. Animals – like people – prefer to travel the easy ground, so conflict and
clashes are a common occurrence in the GHP and surrounding lands, and especially along the power line
and at Quarry Lake Park.
This conflict has become a problem for the land managers, as evidenced by the Town of Canmore’s,
Human Use Management Review.
Recent development applications and their potential impacts (to wildlife, wildlife habitat, and
human/wildlife conflict) as related to existing and future human use in and around Canmore, have resparked discussion about mitigation efforts by all stakeholders. The discussion resulted in a Council
request to consider development of a strategy to better mitigate these impacts for the future. (Terms of
Reference, Town of Canmore HUMR, 2012).

The Stewart Creek Environmental Impact Statement also listed development and human use as having a
significant impact on animal survival.
The increase in human use surrounding and within the LSA i.e. (hiking, mountain biking, dog walking) can
lead to increased habituation and/or human-wildlife conflict; wildlife are often destroyed or relocated
when they become habituated. According to data by Golder Associates (2013), conflict has been increasing
over time in conflict zones overlapping the LSA and adjacent TSAVC, most likely relating to increased
development and human use in the area. (July 2014 Stewart Creek Phase 3 Conceptual Plan EIS Draft).

Corvidae, in its environmental report on the Peaks of Grassi development proposal, also cited human use
as an ongoing and negative influence on wildlife. Unfortunately they neglected to also to draw the link
between increased development and the corresponding increase in human use.
The main current and ongoing negative impact to wildlife is the existing human use in the corridors and
habitat patch areas, including cyclists, off leash dogs and hikers. (Corvidae PoG Environmental brief
2014, page 11).
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The Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development department has also cited the
Quarry/Grassi Lakes area including the power line as an area of high human-wildlife conflict.
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. Conflicts with bears, both Grizzly and
black bears, are a regular occurrence in the area with trail closures and bear relocations happening
almost annually. (ESRD Letter, Oct.20, 2014)

The Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation, which oversees the Quarry Lake Park, has commissioned a
review of the park, its services and future. The increase in human use of the park seems to be the main
driver for this review. The Park, the off-leash area and the “dog pond” continue to draw an everincreasing number of users.
The designated wildlife corridor (Three Sister Along Valley) is just south of the Peaks of Grassi,
beginning at the west end of the subdivision and continuing east for over 5 kilometres. The preferred
route of travel, though, for a lot of animals appears to be the Power line right-of-way and adjacent lands.
It is relatively flat and provides food and places to rest. The power line right-of-way is an important route
of travel for both humans and wildlife and needs to be recognized as such. This designation of the power
line as a default route of travel appears in most of environmental reports prepared on the TSL over the
years, such as the one cited below.
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-of-way. A high density of
wildlife forage species occur along the right-of-way… (Corvidae PoG Environmental brief 2014, page 5).

A bear attempting to move from the Nordic Centre east has to find its way through a landscape that is
heavily used by and built on by humans. Our use of this landscape continues to grow and the amount of
space available for wildlife continues to decrease. Are we reaching the tipping point?
The developers consider that the loss of the 3 parcels in question (4 acres) would be low in impact and
magnitude on wildlife. The Province of Alberta also feels that the increase in housing at the Peaks would
not contribute greatly to the already-high levels of conflict in the area.
While the loss is small and the increase in housing is small relative to the existing number of houses in
the subdivision, it is a loss, and it is an increase in already-stressed landscape. This development must be
seen through the lens of the bigger prize – that is, a functioning landscape where animals and humans are
able to successfully live in the same environment. This requires us to look at a development’s
contribution to a functioning landscape and its community values. What community values and needs are
being served by the proposed development? There will a loss of habitat if this development is approved,
as evidenced by the developers’ own environmental report. The lands in question are used a lot by
wildlife, and their loss is not reversible.
Various signs of wildlife were recorded and wildlife habitat was assessed during the survey. A high density
of deer tracks and pellets (fresh and aged) were observed as well as elk pellets throughout all three
parcels. There was also evidence of ungulate foraging 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. Other
sightings included red squirrels. Bear scat was also observed along the north boundary, within the project
footprint of the middle parcel. Due to the dominant shrub species being buffaloberry, occurring at high
densities throughout most of the study area, 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. Birds heard or observed were house sparrows, black capped chickadees, ravens, northern
flickers and juncos. The survey was done outside of the breeding bird period and most bird species have
begun migrating south. The aspen trees found throughout the study area represent unique habitat features
for nesting birds; however, no nesting cavities in aspen trees were detected during the wildlife assessment.
Two artificial nesting boxes were observed on aspen trees along the north boundary of the east parcel.
(Corvidae PoG Environmental brief 2014, page 4-5).
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The GHP is a patch that is challenged on a number of fronts. The preferred size of a local patch is 4.5
square kilometres, the GHP is only 1.9 square kilometres (BCEAG 2012). It covers a large part of the
Quarry Park lands and is honeycombed with a high number of official and unofficial trails, along with the
power line right-of-way that cuts through the middle of it. The patch ends at the west end of the Peaks of
Grassi and Quarry Lake. The Peaks and the Lake create a pinch point for animals using the power line
right-of-way. The proposed development sharpens that pinch point and creates a wall of homes through
land that currently provides an escape route and cover for animals moving through this pinch point. The
proposed development would also create a wall of homes with an open west end, forcing animals who
come out of the patch eastwards to travel through the PoG neighbourhood, whereas they now have an
escape route should they enter through the west end.
Throughout the nineties the citizens of Canmore and their respective councils spoke out in a vigorous
fashion in the defence of having wild spaces, patches and corridors. This defence continues today. The
settlement agreement of 1998 between the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters reflected that defence of
wild spaces, corridors and patches and their importance to its citizens.
The current Peaks of Grassi development was a compromise. To go back now and change that decision
tilts the delicate balance in favour of increased development and human use in this area. It also breaks a
bond between the Town of Canmore and its citizens on the Peaks of Grassi development and their desire
to have a functional landscape. The proposed development simply continues to pile the same problems
onto the landscape: more development, more people, more dogs, and more conflict.
We continue to do the very things we know are harmful and to do them for reasons that seem to have no
community benefit. The Town of Canmore does need more housing. The nature, type and location of that
housing is source of great debate. It is unlikely that more $650,000 plus homes will address those
concerns. Denying approval of this project will not result in the permanent loss of these proposed homes
to the town of Canmore. These homes can be built elsewhere on the Three Sisters lands as they are part of
their NRCB allotment. Developments at Stewart Creek, Spring Creek and in other areas are also bringing
more homes on line.
If this development is approved, these four acres of natural lands will be lost forever and cannot be
rebuilt. Their loss continues the “death by a thousand cuts” we are experiencing in this area. The current
and proposed TSL development to the east of the Peaks will have real impacts on the corridors, patches
and wildlife that we will not fully understand until the developments are all completed. Science and
experience though already tell us it will most likely not be a good thing for wildlife. Adding to that
problem with this proposed development seems to serve only a few.
The mitigations proposed by the developer are short term in nature and are mainly for the period of
construction. Delaying construction during sensitive wildlife periods really achieves little. Nothing that
has been proposed or can be proposed mitigates the destruction and loss of habitat that will occur if this
development is approved. When the last nail is driven and the last wheelbarrow of gravel is laid on
another trail, it will be the Town of Canmore and its citizens who will be left holding the legacy bag of
problems.
The Town of Canmore has already started to recognize the significant challenges it faces dealing with
human use and the complexity of doing so on lands owned and managed by multiple jurisdictions.
Continuing to do something you know is harmful to your stated goals, vision, and community values is
not good public policy.
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Yes, these are only four acres, but if they are developed, their loss would be permanent and cumulative to
all the losses that have come before. The lands are valued by the greater community and their existence
contributes to important community values. Their destruction is only valued by a few.
There is no clear community benefit to the proposed development. Approval of the proposed
development would only continue to tip the balance against wildlife, add to our growing human use
problem and conflict with our community values.
We are at or very near the threshold at which these animals are going to abandon this place, we are at or
near the threshold of what they will tolerate, that is the filter.
(Public Presentation by Karsten Heuer, Feb. 27, 2013).
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Summary: Why the 4 Acres are Important
A Community Value: Natural Lands, Corridors and Patches
For the past two and a half decades the citizens of Canmore and their respective
councils have, through their vigorous defence of maintaining natural lands,
corridors and patches, clearly demonstrated that having these lands is a
significant community value.
Development and Human Use:
It is clear from the science and experience that development and human use are
two of the most significant factors in the loss and fragmentation of habitat and a
subsequent decline in the ability of wildlife to use the landscape in a meaningful
way.
Grassi / Quarry Lake Habitat Patch:
This patch is undersized and challenged on a number of fronts. The patch's role
is to provide a place for animals to rest and feed while moving east and west
along the valley corridor. Within its 1.9 sq. kilometres are numerous trails, the
dog pond and the power line right of way. Adjacent to it is the Peaks of Grassi
development, the off-leash dog area and Quarry Lake.
Human use continues to rise unchecked in this entire area and the human wildlife conflict in it is significant. Protecting the Patch is key to ensuring we
continue to keep animals on the landscape.
The Cumulative loss of Natural lands:
The cumulative loss of natural lands due to development and human use needs
to be balanced against the community value of maintaining those natural lands
and the wildlife contained in them and what greater community need (if any) is
being served by the removal of these lands. Protecting each parcel of these
lands, no matter how small, directly contributes to the broader community value
of having natural lands.
Peaks of Grassi:
The current Peaks of Grassi development is a compromise solution balancing the
needs of development and the needs of the larger Canmore community to have
natural lands, corridors and patches. Changing that solution now would tip the
balance in favour of more development and human use, which would further
degrade our ability to maintain a functioning landscape for both wildlife and
humans.
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Costs to the Community
Prepared by Renee Boone, M.Eng., P.Eng.
Visibility from Quarry Lake and the bedrock outcrops are two key
reasons why these 4 acres in question were not initially developed.
In addition, a UMA Engineering Report from 1998 discusses the
drainage plan within the Peaks of Grassi which relies on these 4
acres to prevent flooding. These issues have not changed 17 years
later. If these 3 parcels were to become developed, these issues
clearly present significant costs not only to the Peaks of Grassi, but
also to the Canmore community at large. Accompanying those
issues today, the proposed addition of 20 houses and 5 suites will
exasperate existing stressed parking and traffic issues, will result in
a loss of trees and valuable green space, and will create a
community with a residential density exceeded by only 6 of the
nearly 200 communities in the City of Calgary. The very fabric of
our mountain neighborhood will be irreparably torn should this
proposed rezoning application and subsequent development be
approved.
* Impacts on Quarry Lake

Development in the 4 acres of UR
zoned lands in Quarry Lakes
would have significant costs to the
community with respect to:


visually impacting Quarry
Lake;



altering the natural bedrock
landform;



adding more cars and
pedestrians on a blind hill and
curve;



losing invaluable green space,
trails, and trees;



affecting the engineered
overland drainage through the
neighborhood; and



creating one of the most dense
communities in southern
Alberta.

The rezoning application does not call for scattering the new houses throughout the Peaks of
Grassi; they are all concentrated on Lawrence Grassi Ridge in the northwest end of the
development called Quarry Pines, with the majority of the proposed units to be located only 150
meters from Quarry Lake.
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Because of the proximity of Quarry Lake to Quarry Pines, visibility from the lake of any
development was a primary concern back in 1990s, and, as we will see later from a survey of
over 1,000 people who live in Canmore and/or visit Quarry Lake, visibility of any new housing
is definitely not wanted today.

If rooftops of existing houses on the far side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge over 200 meters away
from Quarry Lake are visible today through at least 50 meters of forested green space, new
houses built only 150 meters from the lake will certainly be visible with only a 5-meter tree
buffer as proposed. The integrity of the proposed 5-meter tree buffer is also brought into
question with this localized failure:

The extensive efforts of Town Council and citizens in the 1990s to preserve the pristine vistas of
Quarry Lake continue to be of utmost importance to Canmore and must be respected today.
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*Bedrock and Topography

The bedrock in the easternmost parcel under consideration is very shallow and outcrops in the
majority of the area closest to Lawrence Grassi Ridge where the new single-family housing is
proposed. Original plans for the house adjacent to the western edge of this parcel had to be
discarded because of the bedrock outcrop at the back. New plans were drawn to move the back
of the house away from the bedrock so that the house is not as deep as its neighbors. The
outcrops in the adjacent green space are even closer to the street and would present challenges to
any future construction.

Significant modifications to the steeply sloping, shallow bedrock landscape would be required to
accommodate 4-5 new houses plus suites. Blasting or scraping the bedrock would directly
contravene the MDP’s policy of “minimum re-grading of the natural landform” under section 1.3
of the Growth Management Policies. A professional geotechnical engineer has looked at the
issue of blasting, and his concerns are outlined in a letter that will follow this presentation in our
technical report on bedrock and topography. Blasting in an established residential area comes
with many risks, and the potential for damage to existing homes and infrastructure is very high.
3
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*Parking and Traffic Issues
Approval of the rezoning application will create a traffic safety hazard by adding 4 or 5 houses
plus suites on a combined vertical and horizontal curve that does not meet visibility/stopping
distance criteria. The curve along which these proposed houses would be located is currently
designated as “No Parking” following a near collision in 2002. Regardless of whether someone
drives out forward or backs out from driveways proposed along this curve, their car will not be
visible to other cars cresting the hill.

This proposed development will also aggravate existing traffic congestion and parking issues
east of this parcel along the higher density region of Lawrence Grassi Ridge, particularly in the
winter when snow accumulation narrows the road so much that two cars cannot pass. Finally,
the proposed 20 new units and 5 new suites will exacerbate existing on-street parking congestion
on the western end of Lawrence Grassi Ridge by adding as many as 50-60 permanent residents
(plus visitors) who will displace those Canmore residents from outside Peaks of Grassi who park
in the district to access Quarry Lake Park.
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Loss of Community Green Space
During the development of Quarry Pines, original homeowners were shown this marketing
subdivision map with connected green space, natural areas, and six trails clearly identified.

Proximity to these areas was a big consideration for those selecting lots on which to build their
houses. Green space is especially valued in Peaks of Grassi because of the high density and
small lot sizes. The trees and trails on these lands have been enjoyed by residents for over 15
years. Original homeowners were reassured by Town Administration in good faith based on
knowledge of the 1998 Settlement Agreement that Peaks of Grassi was at its maximum approved
development, i.e. it was built out. If this re-zoning application is approved, it is clear that this
green space and natural land with the majority of its trees and trails would be lost forever.
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*Water Courses
Quarry Pines lies directly in the path of three drainages (X, Y and Z) off Mount Lawrence Grassi
as shown below:

These water courses join above Wilson Way and flow across an alluvial fan to a man-made
swale. Water is intended by design to cascade down that swale to the street, then continue
downhill through the Municipal and Environmental Reserve (MR and ER) all the way to
Lawrence Grassi Ridge. Water follows the natural lie of that road to the lowest point in the
community, and then drains away downhill to continue its journey toward the Bow River further
down in the valley. The lowest point in the community happens to be the 2 western UR parcels
under consideration for rezoning to residential development. As we will see later in the detailed
technical report on water courses, during the flood of 2013, the engineered swales and drainage
paths functioned as designed, and any developments in these paths could have been disastrous.
6
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Increased Density of Highly Dense Neighborhood
There are two issues to consider when looking at density: housing density and population
density. The average housing density for all of Canmore is 25.9 units per hectare. This density
is calculated by excluding all the areas dedicated to roads, parks, municipal reserve,
environmental reserve, etc. In contrast, Peaks of Grassi has a housing density of 34.4 units per
hectare, or 33% higher than the rest of Canmore. Peaks of Grassi originated as a high density
development, and this is a noticeable feature of the community. This neighborhood has not only
single family homes, but many duplexes, basement suites, multi-family dwellings, and, unique to
our community, Z-lots where two houses are built on what would otherwise have been one lot.
The rezoning proposal calls for concentrating all the new development along Lawrence Grassi
Ridge in Quarry Pines. Currently, there are 49 units in this area. The addition of 20 new units
would be a 41% increase in this one part of the Peaks of Grassi and a loss of 70% of the green
space street frontage.
From the 2014 census data as shown in Table 1, Peaks of Grassi is the second densest
community in Canmore with respect to permanent residents. Note that the census district area is
larger, at 54 acres, than the developed 45 acres. If the permanent population of 750 people is
divided by the 45 acres instead, Peaks of Grassi is the most dense in Canmore. When compared
to the City of Calgary as shown in Figure 1, this density is greater than nearly 90% of the
communities in Calgary.
These population densities do not account for the high number of non-permanent residents.
Quantum Place Development stated a 60/40 split of permanent to non-permanent residents in
Peaks of Grassi. If the figure of 750 represents 60% of the total population, there are actually
1,250 people who can call Peaks of Grassi home, with a resulting density over the census area
exceeded by only eight of Calgary’s nearly 200 communities!
With the proposed addition of an estimated 52 more people in the neighborhood (using the
NRCB value of 2.6 people per unit for 20 new units), our population density would exceed 97%
of Calgary’s communities.
People purchase property in Canmore to get away from big cities and to enjoy the mountains and
all they have to offer. Recognizing the need to minimize the developmental footprint in our
mountain town, we are more than willing to have little to no yards on our small lots. Connected
green spaces throughout the development ease the stress associated with living in a compact
community.
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?
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TABLE 1: CALCULATION OF DENSITY IN EACH CANMORE COMMUNITY
District No.
0A
0B
0C
01A
01B
02
03
03a
04
05
06
07A
07B
08
09
10
11
12A
12B
13A
13B
14
15
16A
16B
17
18A
18B
18C
18D
18E
19A
19B
20
21
22
23

Name
Harvie Heights Boundary
Alpine Club
Three Sisters Drive
Three Sisters Parkway
Spring Creek
South Canmore
Town Center
Town Center
Railway Avenue
Downtown Residential
Aspen Park
Larch Upper
Larch Lower
Fairholme/Larch
Mountain Ave to Bow Valley Trail
Kananaskis Way/Lincoln Park
Teepee Town/Hospital
Cougar Point
Cougar Creek
Rundle Ridge
Rummell Place
Benchlands
Eagle Terrace
Prospect and Homesteads
Transalta - Spray Lakes
Cairns Landing
Three Sisters/Stewart Creek
Palliser/Silvertip Ridge
Stonecreek/Silvertip Ridge
Grotto/Boulder
The Avens
Canyon Ridge
Peaks of Grassi

Area (square metres)*
797569.996
4401439.994
4398000.733
232733.7372
165284.7173
291526.186
478131.5123
5084369.401
342124.7417
198664.5628
246298.2069
188086.9703
102449.6416
95620.79624
95198.78462
330318.2957
546417.5962
952676.0127
518979.5232
105331.8283
424916.2611
393373.6223
244260.3671
433284.0346
584374.7749
486414.744
2098798.528
4558716.935
2394433.512
4331797.65
28030302.13
1078739.165
1196299.912
447444.5737
382883.2671
188988.2336
216899.5733

Area (sq km)
0.797569996
4.401439994
4.398000733
0.232733737
0.165284717
0.291526186
0.478131512
5.084369401
0.342124742
0.198664563
0.246298207
0.188086970
0.102449642
0.095620796
0.095198785
0.330318296
0.546417596
0.952676013
0.518979523
0.105331828
0.424916261
0.393373622
0.244260367
0.433284035
0.584374775
0.486414744
2.098798528
4.558716935
2.394433512
4.331797650
28.03030213
1.078739165
1.196299912
0.447444574
0.382883267
0.188988234
0.216899573

Area (acres)
197.08
1087.62
1086.77
57.51
40.84
72.04
118.15
1256.37
84.54
49.09
60.86
46.48
25.32
23.63
23.52
81.62
135.02
235.41
128.24
26.03
105.00
97.20
60.36
107.07
144.40
120.20
518.62
1126.48
591.68
1070.41
6926.43
266.56
295.61
110.57
94.61
46.70
53.60

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

Peaks of Grassi at 45 acres as per Settlement Agreement:
Peaks of Grassi at census area and total population (census plus non-permanent residents):
Peaks of Grassi at census area with total and proposed population (20 units at 2.6/unit)
Peaks of Grassi at 45 acres plus non-permanent residential population:
Peaks of Grassi at 45 acres plus total and proposed residential population:
Compare:

Average City of Calgary density:

45
53.60
53.60
45
45

2014 Permanent
Density
Highest Density
Population** (population/sq km)
8
1
277
277
438
751

1,190
1,676
1,502
1,571

474
253
243
261
111
161
223
603
85
637
456
414
1,034
209
52
266
732
457

1,385
1,274
987
1,388
1,083
1,684
2,342
1,826
156
669
879
3,930
2,433
531
213
614
1,253
940

13
7

3
3

1,274
439
260
356
1,286
320
750
average density:
** data obtained
from 2014
Census, Town of
Canmore

45
407
217
796
3,359
1,693
3,458
1,274

750
1,250
1,302
1,250
1,302

4,118
5,763
6,003
6,864
7,150

#1

#3
#2

SIGNIFICANTLY
HIGHER DENSITY
AT 45 AC WITH
PERMANENT,
NONPERMANENT,
AND PROPOSED
POPULATIONS

1,321
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Abbeydale
Applewood Park
Banff Trail
Bel-Aire
Braeside
Britannia
Castleridge
Chaparral
Christie Park
Coach Hill
Cougar Ridge
Cranston
Deer Ridge
Douglasdale/Glen
Downtown West End
Elbow Park
Evanston
Forest Heights
Glendale
Harvest Hills
Highland Park
Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill
Killarney/Glengarry
Lakeview
MacEwan Glen
Marlborough
Mayland Heights
Midnapore
Montgomery
North Haven
Palliser
Parkland
Point Mckay
Ramsay
Richmond
Rosedale
Royal Oak
Sage Hill
Scenic Acres
Sherwood
Skyview Ranch
Southwood
Strathcona Park
Taradale
Tuxedo Park
Valley Ridge
West Hillhurst
Wildwood
Woodbine

Population density (population per square kilometre)
12,000

Figure 1: Population Density in City of Calgary Communities relative to PoG Density Benchmarks
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PoG (permanent residents, 45ac)

PoG (Permanent and non-permanent at 60:40, census district area)

PoG (2.6 ppu for current+ 20 units, census district area)
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In summary, there is no price that can be put on the costs of the following to not only Peaks of
Grassi, but to the greater Canmore community:
visually impacting Quarry Lake;
altering the natural bedrock landform;
adding more cars and pedestrians on a blind hill and curve;
losing invaluable green space, trails, and trees;
affecting the engineered overland drainage through the neighborhood; and
creating one of the most dense communities in southern Alberta.
The loss of this green space would be irreversible. This rezoning application should be denied to
maintain the Peaks of Grassi as one of the best communities to live in. Furthermore, these
parcels should be forever protected from development because the above issues will never
change.

NOTE: * denotes issues for which a more detailed, technical presentation will follow the group
presentation

10
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30 Dec 2014 - Peaks of Grassi Residents
Detailed Review of QPD Development Application 24 October 2014

SUMMARY OF CRITICAL ISSUES FACING CANMORE COUNCIL
!
Council has considerable discretion, entirely within
the Municipal Government Act, to deny
the QuantumPlace Developments’ (QPD) application for re-zoning 4 acres of urban forest.
Approval of the re-zoning will cause major, essentially irreversible negative impacts on a
large number of residents of Peaks of Grassi (PoG) and on users of nearby Quarry Lake Park.
To approve this re-zoning, Council would need to dismiss or ignore:
1. Exceeding the NRCB approved limit of 45 acres for development of pods 7 & 8 (PoG)
2. The 1998 Settlement Agreement, an exercise in foresight by Canmore Council to protect
Quarry Lake from residential encroachment and visual impact on southern vistas
3. 20 years of wildlife research captured in the reports of the Bow Corridor Ecosystem
Advisory Group (BCEAG 2012) and the Stewart Creek EIA (Golder 2013)
4. The documented experience of dangerous human-wildlife conflicts concentrated at this
pinch-point in the de facto wildlife corridor along the power line right-of-way

Require Town of Canmore to
Violate its own Policies and
Accept Major Financial
Liability

Cause IRREVERSIBLE
Negative Environmental,
Visual & Wildlife Impacts

Allow Development that
is PREMATURE
Contrary to UR Intent

Approving the QPD Application to allow re-zoning in Peaks of Grassi will ultimately:

	
  

! allow development that is demonstrably premature, a matter of timing and need,
contrary to the Town of Canmore definition of the purpose of Urban Reserve, because:
" no evidence has been provided of current need for the proposed residential
development and there is substantial contrary evidence
" the Municipal Development Plan (MDP), which is to be updated every 5 years,
has not been substantially updated since 1998 causing policy contradictions
" the Quarry Lake user survey has not been analyzed and reported
" the current Canmore Human Use Management Review survey is open until
December 31, 2014 and results will not be available until much later.
! result in an irreversible loss of forested green space at a critical location adjacent to
the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch for wildlife
! place another 50-70 permanent residents (plus visitors) and buildings closer to Quarry
Lake than the Quarry Lake parking lot
! place another 50-70 permanent residents (plus visitors) at a pinch-point that is
currently known to experience an unacceptably high rate of human-wildlife conflicts
! cause cumulative environmental impact by eliminating natural refuge space adjacent to
the de facto wildlife transit zone provided by the power line right-of-way
! severely limit the connectivity of green spaces in the community eliminating escape
routes for wildlife that wander into the subdivision from remaining open access
! require a violation of Canmore MDP policy to “preserve natural landform” and NRCB
1992 by allowing building on the rock outcrop in the eastern-most UR parcel
! threaten serious physical and potentially latent damage to nearby residences and
municipal buried infrastructure by blasting or extensive jack-hammering for building
on the rock outcrop for the eastern-most UR parcel
! require Council to ignore the requirement of the Municipal Development Plan (MDP
Section 8.4a,c) for QPD to perform an Environmental Impact Statement on the easternmost UR parcel because it is adjacent to an Environmental Reserve.
! require Council to adopt a QPD-self-serving concept of “infill development” in the
absence of any actual definition in the applicable policy (MDP) and in contradiction to
definitions used by other relevant jurisdictions that only support such developments in
much older districts, such as South Canmore and Tee Pee town
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Create Traffic
Hazards & Parking
Congestion

Cause Other
Unnecessary Costs to Canmore

Negatively Impact the Character and Social
Fabric of the Community without Benefit

Approving the QPD Application to allow re-zoning in Peaks of Grassi will ultimately:
! betray the trust of Peaks of Grassi and many other Canmore residents who rely on
Council to protect their valid interests
! betray the trust of Peaks of Grassi residents who relied on good faith advice provided
by the Town Administration about PoG density having reached approved limits
! reward the questionable behaviour of one party now involved in this application who
personally assured Peaks of Grassi residents that these lands would not be developed
! signal to developers that Council is tolerant of the double-dipping approach to
marketing Peaks of Grassi, Phase III (Quarry Pines) by collecting premium lot prices
based on providing green space, then attempting to profit from developing that space
! impose a 41% increase in the residential units on the directly affected street despite
assurances that the subject lands would not be developed
! impose a 70% decrease in street-frontage forest green space upon residents of the
directly affected street, substantially modifying the community character that was
named and marketed as Quarry Pines showing this green space as a key feature
! increase by 5% the residences in Peaks of Grassi which is already the second highest
density district in Canmore and is more dense than 75% of Calgary communities
! signal uncertainty to future purchasers of Canmore residential property about what
may be approved in the years ahead because of uncertainty about what reliance can be
placed upon planning commitments made by the Town at the time of purchase
! create a potential reputation for Canmore that the financial interests of developers,
even for a wholly inappropriate development, are more important than the valid
interests of the directly-affected community residents
! create a potential reputation for Canmore that the financial interests of developers are
more important than the concerns of many residents of Canmore who value Quarry
Lake Park as a community resource to be protected from undesirable visual impacts
! create tension and dissension among community residents because of the substantial
negative impact of this development, all for negligible benefit to the Town of Canmore
! bring the Canmore Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) process into disrepute if the
self-serving QPD calculation of its SSR scoring for this application is accepted
! create a traffic safety hazard by adding 4 or 5 residences plus suites on a combined
vertical and horizontal curve that does not meet visibility/stopping distance criteria and
is currently designated as “No Parking” following a near collision in 2001
! aggravate existing traffic congestion issues on the eastern portion of the rezoning
proposal adjoining the higher density regions of Lawrence Grassi Ridge, particularly in
winter when snow windrows are created
! aggravate on-street parking congestion on Lawrence Grassi Ridge by adding 50-70
new permanent residents (plus visitors) who will displace those Canmore residents
from outside Peaks of Grassi who park in the district to access Quarry Lake Park.

Council has expressed a preference for “made-in-Canmore” solutions. Council
knows that good faith efforts have been made to encourage the investors who
purchased these UR parcels to do the right thing for all residents of Canmore.
Council needs to know that no such “made-in-Canmore” resolution to this
matter will become possible unless Council denies the QPD re-zoning
application for any of the many valid reasons.
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SUMMARY OF QPD APPLICATION REVIEW
The following analytical review has been prepared on behalf of and with varying
degrees of input from a core group of more than 30 residents and a wider supportive
group over more than 170 residents of Peaks of Grassi who have numerous, substantive
and valid objections to the QuantumPlace Developments’ (QPD) Land Use Application
(hereafter, the “QPD Application”) submitted to the Town of Canmore. In summary, our
position is that the QPD Application fails to provide any substantial benefit to the Town
of Canmore while clearly providing enormous financial benefit to the group of 3
investors involved. The numerous flaws in the QPD Application provide Council with a
wide range of valid and important reasons within the discretion allowed under the
Municipal Government Act to deny this rezoning request.
The QPD Application presents potential risks to the Town of Canmore and
challenges the Town’s commitment to preserve the aesthetic values of our community, in
particular for Quarry Lake Park. Likewise, the Town’s commitment to ensuring that
development is sustainable and allows the community to co-exist with wildlife in the
Bow Valley will be challenged. Finally, this development application and the manner in
which it has evolved presents a challenge to Canmore’s core value of integrity.
The QPD Application creates the potential for numerous irreversible, negative
social and physical impacts to residents of the Peaks of Grassi and Canmore residents
who value Quarry Lake Park. The scale and intensity of community opposition to this
proposed development has been spontaneous and sustained for numerous reasons that
will be conveyed directly to Council in letters and statements to the Public Hearing
scheduled for January 13, 2015. Many of the issues are not new and were raised during
the original planning and approval of the Peaks of Grassi district. The Canmore Council
of that time (1996-1998) showed remarkable foresight in reaching the 1998 Settlement
Agreement to avoid over-development at this location, which is very close to Quarry
Lake. We encourage current Council to not abandon that foresight, whether or not that
1998 agreement is viewed to be legally binding in 2014. What is clear from the verifiable
history is that the 4 acres QPD is seeking to have rezoned to allow residential
development is outside the 45 acres approved by the 1992 NRCB decision.
The complete analytical review of the QPD Application focuses on the numerous
technical deficiencies and inconsistencies in that application as it has been presented to
Council. We trust that Council will read every line of this review because our Council
will appreciate the enormity of the challenge facing it by being asked to make this
irreversible decision about our community. Once the chain saws and bull-dozers begin
mowing down the trees in these forested parcels and the blasting and / or industrial
strength jack hammering destroys the natural rock outcrop in the middle of our
community, there will be no turning back from the physical damage. Equally severe will
be the irreparable damage to the community fabric caused by having this done to our
community by three of our neighbours who stand to make millions in windfall profits
from our community loss. The negative reaction from such an outcome is unlikely to fade
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during most of our lifetimes. A group of our community members has made a good faith
offer to the investors (in excess of their original purchase price) and provided them with
an opportunity to do the right thing for all of Canmore, but the investors appear to have
chosen personal profit over community cohesion and wellness (another Canmore core
value).
Premature Development
Even if there were merit in the QPD Application (our review reveals there is
negligible benefit to the Town of Canmore and none to residents of Peaks of Grassi, with
substantial harm to both), this application is clearly proposing development that is
premature in reference to the Canmore UR district designation intended to protect land
from premature development. Premature clearly refers to an issue of timing and need.
Premature means something being done before there is a demonstrable need.
The QPD Application provides no evidence of any need (beyond the 1 potential
PAH unit proposed) in Canmore for the main development being proposed. We address
this deficiency in Sections 2.2.2, 5.1 and Appendix 7 where we highlight what is missing
in the QPD Application and what readily accessible evidence shows about the absence of
a demonstrable need for this moderately expensive housing. We also address key aspects
that make this QPD Application premature in Section 5.2, including: the Municipal
Development Plan (MDP)1 has not been substantially updated since 1998, the Quarry
Lake Park Concept Plan Study user survey has only recently closed, report completion
will take some time into the future and the current Canmore Human Use Management
Review survey is open for input until December 31, 2014, the results of which will not be
available until much later. Finally, Canmore needs to determine whether its outdated
MDP conforms to the recently adopted South Saskatchewan Regional Plan. Relying on
the seriously outdated MDP, according to an interpretation of the Municipal Government
Act, has created a logical dilemma for Council, as outlined in Section 1.3 whereby
Administration has relied on the 1999 BCEAG location of the Grassi Lakes Local Habitat
Patch vs. the 2012 BCEAG location of the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch
(immediately adjacent to the subject UR parcels) to avoid requiring a formal
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the QPD Application. Taken together with
other ongoing information-gathering relevant to the QPD Application, noted above,
approval of this rezoning is clearly premature, directly contrary to the intent of UR.
Irreversible Environmental, Wildlife and Visual Impacts
Cutting the forest and removing the natural rock outcrop will be irreversible
changes to the character of the neighbourhood. Destruction of the rock outcrop on the
eastern-most UR parcel will clearly be an irreversible impact on community character
(Sections 5.4, 5.5, Figures 16, 17). Building on the rock outcrop will violate an
undertaking made by Three Sisters in its 1991 EIA to the NRCB that accepted the NRCB
EIA commitments in its 1992 decision.
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Municipal Development Plan (MDP) should be substantially reviewed and updated every 5 years.	
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The QPD Application would place another 50 to 70 permanent residents in what
is already the second highest density district in Canmore, at a critical location, closer to
Quarry Lake than the Quarry Lake parking lot (Figure 8 and report back cover) and at
the point of highest human wildlife conflicts (Section 5.7.2, Figure 18) and highest
intensity of grizzly bear telemetry reports in the region (Section 5.7.3, Figure 20). The
residential development of these forested parcels will eliminate escape routes and refuge
locations for wildlife that extensive scientific evidence and documented experience show
are clearly using the power line right-of-way as a de facto wildlife corridor. Eliminating
options for wildlife to avoid humans significantly raises the prospects for increasing
dangerous wildlife – human conflicts along the heavily used right-of-way. Placing 50 to
70 additional permanent residents at the pinch-point adjacent to the Quarry Lake Local
Habitat Patch will inevitably increase human presence at critical dusk and dawn times
when wildlife presence peaks. As well, the visibility of residential development from
Quarry Lake will be greatly increased by development of the two western-most UR
parcels because the proposed tree buffer at this location is too narrow to survive windfall
and other causes of tree buffer loss (Section 2.4, Figure 15).
Violate Canmore’s own Policies and Create Major Financial Liability
Destruction of the rock outcrop on the eastern-most UR parcel will violate the
MDP policy Clause 8.8(e) to “preserve natural landform” (Section 5.4, Figures 16, 17).
This construction activity will expose the Town and neighbouring residents to a threat of
serious physical and potentially latent, hidden damage to foundations and buried
infrastructure (Section 5.4). Approving the QPD Application for rezoning without
requiring an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will violate the MDP Section 8.4a,c
policy requiring an EIS for developments adjacent to Environmental Reserve (ER)
because the eastern-most UR parcel is adjacent to land registered as ER on its Land Title.
Finally, the QPD Application goes to extraordinary lengths to characterize itself as being
an “infill development”, using the term “infill” 19 times in the 16 pages (including title
page, cover letter and table of contents) of the QPD Application (Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2,
Appendix 4). QPD appears to believe that it can convince Council to consider this as an
“infill development” according to the MDP. The problem with this logic is that the outdated MDP plan uses the term “infill” 26 times in 104 pages, but it does not provide any
explicit, legally defensible, definition of “infill development”. QPD may have mistakenly
assumed that the wording on p. 4-13 of the MDP that refers to “residential infill”,
describing it as “infill development” constitutes a definition of “infill development”.
However, an explicit definition of any term cannot be based on using the term to be
defined as the core element of the intended definition. For comparison, we have provided
substantial evidence from relevant sources that “infill development” does not have a
universally accepted definition and this term requires an explicit definition as some
jurisdictions have provided (Appendix 4). For example, the extensive infill development
policy of the City of Edmonton is limited to residential districts substantially greater than
40 years old.
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Negatively Impact the Character and Social Fabric and Betray the Trust of
the Community with No Benefit to the Impacted Community
Approving the QPD Application for rezoning of these 4 acres of UR land will
betray the trust of Peaks of Grassi residents who did their due diligence and sought
advice from the Town Administration about the status of these UR parcels prior to
purchasing their homes. Many of these people are members of our group and report that
they were consistently advised, in good faith based on knowledge of the 1998 Settlement
Agreement, that Peaks of Grassi was at its maximum approved development, i.e. “it was
fully built out” (Section 5.6.1, original owner submissions to be provided to the Public
Hearing). Likewise some individuals in real estate and marketing of lots or residences in
Peaks of Grassi provided similar good faith advice to their customers on the same basis
(Section 5.6.2).
Overall, Canmore residents rely on Council to expect and value Integrity as a
core community value to be exercised by all those who seek Council approval. Canmore
residents trust their Council to protect highly valued community resources such as Quarry
Lake park from adverse impacts and approval of the QPD Application would betray that
trust (Section 2.4, Figure 8, Appendix 6). Given that one of the investors and one of the
proponents for QPD were associated with TSRI near the relevant time, it appears likely
that they would have or should have been aware of the 1999 TSRI ultimatum to Council
to secure the UR designation of the subject parcels while lots and houses in Phase III
(Quarry Pines) of Peaks of Grassi were being marketed by TSRI at a premium because of
their exceptionally appealing, forested character including the evident appeal of its
natural spaces (Section 2.2.2, Figures 6, 7a, b). Yet, 15 years later these same individuals
are proposing these natural spaces for residential development. Certainly Council will
hear directly from several original purchasers who were given clear assurances by the
lead investor that the subject parcels would never be developed. Approving the QPD
Application will effectively reward this questionable behaviour, while propertypurchasers in Quarry Pines who relied on what they were told, will be irreparably
harmed. If nothing else, this amounts to double-dipping because the higher lot prices for
Quarry Pines were justified by the character of the district as it was being marketed.
Now, the investors are seeking to massively profit from damaging the character that was
previously used in marketing properties in Quarry Pines.
The QPD Application will impose a 41% increase in the number of residential
units on Lawerence Grassi Ridge from the Quarry Pines sign (Figure 6, Figure 7), to the
western end of that street. This same northern half of Quarry Pines will lose 70% of its
street frontage forested green space (report front cover). Overall, Peaks of Grassi (Phases
I, II and III), which is the second highest density district in Canmore (Section 5.3,
Appendix 8) and already suffers from congestion because of its narrow street layout
(Appendix 5) and high density, will see a 5% increase in its more than 400 residences
which must funnel through a single outlet (Peaks Drive) to leave Peaks of Grassi. The
many residents who move to Canmore from major urban centers like Calgary and
Edmonton do not come with an expectation of facing greater urban density in Canmore.
Yet Peaks of Grassi is already more dense than most Calgary neighbourhoods and
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approval of the QPD Application will push Peaks of Grassi to a population density that is
only lower than 6 residential districts in all of Calgary (Appendix 8).
Cause Other Unnecessary Costs to Canmore
Ignoring the importance of the reasons for the 1998 Settlement Agreement and the
impact of having so many citizens of Canmore relying on it in good faith, either directly
or indirectly, risks sending a signal of major uncertainty to prospective buyers of real
estate in Canmore that previous, apparently well-justified commitments will not be
honoured. Canmore will also risk sending a signal that providing a financial windfall to
three investors has taken precedence over well-documented reasons for not approving the
QPD Application which is overwhelmingly opposed by normal, tax-paying residents of
Canmore who would prefer to be earning their living or enjoying their lives in Canmore,
not fighting such unpleasant battles that were settled 16 years ago. Council will receive
well-documented, quantified details of the level of community opposition to the QPD
Application from within Peaks of Grassi, in other Canmore districts and among users of
Quarry Lake. This proposal has already created substantial negative tension in the
community and approval of the QPD Application with its major, irreversible impacts on
the community will only increase that rupture of the social fabric of this community
(Section 6). Finally, although the Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) process may not
ultimately be a primary determining factor in Council decision-making, the self-serving
manner in which the QPD Application has “calculated” its score in the SSR may bring
this feature of planning and development in Canmore into disrepute (Section 3).
Create Traffic Hazards and Parking Congestion
Approval of the QDP Application will create a traffic safety hazard by adding 4 or
5 residences plus suites on a combined vertical and horizontal curve that does not meet
visibility/stopping distance criteria and is currently designated as “No Parking” following
a near collision in 2001 (Section 2.3, Appendix 5). This development will also aggravate
existing traffic congestion issues on the eastern portion of the rezoning proposal
adjoining the higher density regions of Lawrence Grassi Ridge, particularly in winter
when snow windrows are created. Finally, the QPD Application development will
aggravate on-street parking congestion on Lawrence Grassi Ridge by adding more than
50 to 70 permanent residents (plus visitors) who will displace those Canmore residents
from outside Peaks of Grassi who routinely park in the district to access Quarry Lake
Park and hiking paths.
A Made-in-Canmore Solution
Council has expressed a preference for “Made-in-Canmore” solutions. Council
knows that good faith efforts have been made to encourage the investors who purchased
these UR parcels to do the right thing for all residents of Canmore. Council needs to
know that no such “Made-in-Canmore” resolution to this matter will become possible
unless Council denies the QPD rezoning application for any of the many valid reasons set
forth herein.
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LIST OF TERMS & ABBREVIATIONS
BCEAG

Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group

CEO

Chief Executive Officer

CF

Conservation Forest

DC

Direct Control

EIA

Environmental Impact Assessment

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

ER

Environmental Reserve

GDA

Gross Development Acreage

GIS

Geographic Information System

GLHP

Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch

HUMR

Human Use Mitigation Review

LGR

Lawrence Grassi Ridge

MDP

Municipal Development Plan

MGA

Municipal Government Act

MGB

Municipal Government Board

MLS

Mulitple Listing Service

NIMBY

Not In My Back Yard

NP

Natural Park

NRCB

Natural Resources Conservation Board

PAH

Perpetually Affordable Housing

PD

Public Use District

PoG

Peaks of Grassi

QPD

QuantumPlace Developments

SSR

Sustainability Screening Report

ToC

Town of Canmore

TAVC

Tipple Across Valley Corridor

TSAVC

Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor

TSRI

Three Sisters Resorts, Incorporated

TSMV

Three Sisters Mountain Village

UR

Urban Reserve

WC

Wildlands Conservation
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1. BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT
1.1 Nature of this Review of the QPD Land Use Application
The following analytical review has been prepared on behalf of and with varying degrees
of input from a core group of about 30 residents and a reference group of more than 170
residents of Peaks of Grassi who have substantive, valid objections to the QuantumPlace
Developments (QPD) Land Use Application (hereafter, the “QPD Application”)
submitted to the Town of Canmore on behalf of three investment companies: Hillcroft
Developments Ltd., ForAG Enterprises and 1457115 Ontario Ltd. to rezone three parcels
(4 acres) of land in Peaks of Grassi from Urban Reserve (UR) to a Direct Control District
(DC) to allow for development of 19 residential units (a mix of single family dwellings
and duplexes) and one possible perpetually affordable housing (PAH) unit to total about
20 residential units overall. These corporations purchased the subject 4 acres on March
20, 2014 from Three Sisters Mountain Village Properties Ltd. (TSMV) for an affidavitsworn price of $325,000 according to the land titles registration.2
We trust that Council is aware that if it approves this rezoning application, the market
value of these parcels will increase substantially, likely at least 20 fold. We note this
evident reality, not because it is illegal or improper to make a profit on speculative land
transactions in Alberta, but this reality should clearly establish the degree of motivation
that the proponents of this development proposal have to convince Council to approve the
QPD Application. Understanding that motivational perspective for the investors is
appropriate because there have been attempts to characterize the valid objections of the
residents of Peaks of Grassi as being strictly self-serving (i.e. NIMBY).
Council faces a decision on this application that must be in the best interests of the Town
of Canmore (ToC) while inevitably addressing the valid interests of these investors
versus the valid interests of a substantial majority (>90%) of the residents of Peaks of
Grassi surveyed who oppose this development, not to mention almost universal support
among those surveyed in the nearby communities of Rundleview and Homesteads.3
This review deals primarily with the serious absence of merit for this development
proposal on strictly technical, planning and community development grounds for
Canmore. However, because the QPD Application also engages in some social
commentary about its merits, this review will respond to the inaccuracy and
misinformation provided in that QPD social commentary. Otherwise, the substantial
social and human values negatively impacted by this development will be addressed
directly to Council through numerous individual communications that Council will
receive directly from residents of Canmore.
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The title for the subject properties was registered on April 2, 2014. The lawyer acting as an agent for the
purchasers swore an affidavit that $325,000 was the true consideration paid by the purchasers and that the
current value of the land was $325,000 – where: “ ‘value’ means the dollar amount that the land might be
expected to realize if it were sold on the open market by a willing seller to a willing buyer”
3
	
  The community survey that is being submitted to Council establishes the overwhelming opposition to the
QPD proposal within PoG and elsewhere in Canmore
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1.2 History of the QPD Land Use Application
1.2.1 Original NRCB Approval and the 1998 Settlement Agreement
The history of the subject parcels that are now designated as UR was addressed on pages
5 and 6 of the QPD Application, but its brief summary is missing several important facts,
including inaccurate interpretations and factual errors.4
Peaks of Grassi (PoG) was developed by Three Sisters Resorts Incorporated (TSRI)
starting in 1996 following the one-time public interest hearing of the Natural Resources
Conservation Board (NRCB) in 1992. The NRCB hearing approved development on
substantial portions of the TSRI lands, including what were termed Pods 7 and 8. The
accurate factual history of the dispute that arose between TSRI and the ToC is
concisely summarized in some detail within 11 “whereas” statements in the preamble
(Appendix 1 of this report) of a legal Settlement Agreement reached between TSRI and
the ToC on April 7, 1998.
As outlined in this mutually agreed statement of facts, this dispute arose largely over
the area of development and the overall residential density that Canmore Council was
willing to approve for the PoG district. TSRI was initially successful in appealing the
decision of Council to limit the extent of development area and density that TSRI sought
in PoG to the provincial Municipal Government Board (MGB).
The ToC sought leave to appeal the MGB decision to Alberta’s top court, the Alberta
Court of Appeal, a request which was granted. One of the issues cited in the Canmore
appeal that the Court of Appeal agreed to hear, was that NRCB approved only 45 acres
for pods 7 and 8 (ultimately to become Peaks of Grassi) but TSRI managed to convince
the MGB that its subsequent surveyed area of ~62 acres was close enough to the 45
acres that were approved by the NRCB, ruling: “in the Board’s [MGB’s] opinion,
the spirit and intent of the NRCB approval…is still maintained even though the area is
larger.”5 That kind of logic by the MGB indicates how difficult was the battle that
Council was fighting over the future of Canmore and any semblance of local control
over development. Mayor Dyck stated regarding this bad news: “It’s cost us around
$100,000 to date and we don’t take that lightly by any stretch of the imagination.”
Council should be very careful about encouraging the carte blanche attitude toward
development at any cost, that TSRI was seeking to impose on Canmore in 1996.
The ToC success in achieving a leave to appeal led to year-long negotiations (with
substantial commitment of additional costs and resources by the ToC) leading to the
Settlement Agreement that capped the development in PoG at 45 acres and 404
residential units (Appendix 2 of this report). During this dispute, Canmore received
support from the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association, which was concerned that
allowing the MGB decision to stand would undermine the planning autonomy of
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  The QPD Application refers on p. 5 to the “1991 NRCB decision”, the NRCB decision was released in
November1992.
5
Burke, D. “Town loses appeal.” Canmore Leader, 4 March 1997
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municipalities.6 Mayor Dyck commented5 that: “the 45- vs. 62-acre question is
important to the Town because that development is next to Quarry Lake, which citizens
have identified as a ‘sensitive and valuable’ piece of land.” The Settlement Agreement
was a commitment by TSRI to limit its development in PoG, which allowed ToC Council
to approve phase III of PoG (Quarry Pines) by excluding 3 parcels from the subdivision
and Land Use Bylaw 1-98 which has formed the basis for all other Three Sisters
development since. Portions of the 3 subject parcels were excluded from the Quarry Pines
subdivision plan to satisfy the mutually agreed development cap of 45 acres, with 404
residential units. Those 17 acres that were not approved by the NRCB and were
excluded by the 1998 Settlement Agreement include the 4 acres of UR that are now
the subject of the QPD application for rezoning to residential districts.
The news coverage7 of the Settlement Agreement stated: “After nearly two years of
wrangling, it seems 45 acres really does mean 45 acres after all.” Apparently, the QPD
Application would have Council re-write that settled history in 2015. In many places, the
QPD Application mentions the NRCB decision as if it were the Ten Commandments
when it comes to treating these 4 acres favourably for development, yet these 4 acres
were more than the 45 acres approved by the NRCB for pods 7 & 8, i.e., outside PoG.
The selective invocation of the 23 year-old, one-time NRCB decision is a major source of
frustration to our community given that those invoking it are also arguing that the 17 year
old Settlement Agreement does NOT apply, even though it was explicitly hammered out
to allow any of the NRCB-approved Three Sisters development to proceed. Our Council
should not be expected to adopt such a development-oriented and biased view of
Canmore’s history as QPD is presenting.
The QPD application states about the Settlement Agreement: “this is strictly an agreement
between Three Sister’s [sic] and the Town of Canmore. Therefore, the agreement is not tied to
these particular pieces of land and the contents of the 1998 Settlement Agreement do not apply to
new owners of the subject parcels.”[emphasis added] The highlighted part of this statement

is completely inaccurate. The Settlement Agreement was tied to the subject parcels to
respect the density limit for PoG established by the Settlement Agreement. The QPD
claim that the Settlement Agreement has no bearing to the subject parcels is not true!
These investors have to exercise willful blindness to refuse to recognize the purpose and
intent of the 1998 Agreement to cap the development for our PoG neighbourhood which
they now profess to care about, despite being well aware of the overwhelming
opposition to their plans for many valid reasons.
The QPD application goes on to state: “Putting the 1998 Settlement Agreement aside, Council
shouldn’t be fettered from making decisions due to agreements entered into by past Councils.”
Ultimately, it is not for QPD to put aside the 1998 Settlement Agreement for this
Council. While on narrow legal grounds a previous Council may not be able to restrict
decision-making for the current Council, it should be clear that only the current Council
can or should decide what role that 1998 Settlement Agreement should play in weighing
the decision the current Council must make. History is important in our Canmore!
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6
7

	
  

Burke, D. “MGB appeal not part of talks, Mayor says” Canmore Leader, 1 July 1997
Burke, D. “Town, developer mend some fences” 14 April, 1998 Canmore Leader.
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Although there might not be a binding legal obligation on current Council to recognize
the 1998 Settlement Agreement, there is clearly a compelling moral obligation to the
citizens of Canmore who have relied upon that agreement and all citizens of Canmore on
whose behalf this Agreement was reached to place some balance and reasonable limits on
development of the Three Sisters lands.
1.2.2 How the Subject Parcels Came to be Designated as Urban Reserve (UR)
The QPD application is missing some important details about how the subject parcels
came to be designated as UR stating: “These lands were proposed to be changed to Wildlands
Conservation (WC) District as a result of an update to the land use bylaw. Council changed these
district [sic] from the proposed WC designation and approved designating the subject parcels to
Urban Reserve (UR) District. This designation better reflects the residential intent of the lands as
shown in the MDP, as seen in Figure 2.” This account suggests that Council in September

1999 did an intentional about-face from the position it had secured by intensive
negotiation between 1997 and April 7, 1998, for no clear reason, other than a somewhat
vague reference to a figure from the Municipal Development Plan (MDP) presented in
the QPD Application (presented in Figure 1 below).
The lack of clarity is explained in Figure 1(a,b) which includes the MDP figure that is a
depiction of “Conceptual Land Use”. Entire subdivisions are all shaded a single orange
colour for “Residential”. In the case of PoG, areas that are designated as PD or ER are all
shaded this colour as “Residential” indicating only a “Conceptual Land Use”, not a land use
district like UR or PD or reserve land like municipal (MR) or environmental (ER).

Figure 1 (a) Shown in QPD Application as “Figure 2 – MDP conceptual land use map
identifying the subject parcels as “Residential” [emphasis added – red box around
Conceptual Land Use].
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This%UR%has%been%
owned%by%the%Gov%of% This%UR%is%severely%
AB%since%2008.%Is%it%% undermined%and%unsuitable%
planning%a%residenCal% for%municipal%development%
development%here?% so,%why%is%it%sCll%UR?%

Note%inaccuracy%
of%map%
boundaries%

This%PD%%
is%shown%as%
residenCal%

This%ER%is%shown%
as%residenCal%

This%ER%is%shown%as%residenCal%

Figure 1(b) Zoomed in view of PoG from Figure 2 in the MDP conceptual land use map

Figure 1(c) Different land use districts like PD or reserve types like ER that are all shaded
as “Residential” in (a) and (b) above, but PD is clearly not for residential building, so the
“Residential intent” was not a valid basis for recommending UR.
Note also the UR shown in Figure 1(c) above along Three Sisters Drive & Peaks Drive is
shaded green in (a) and (b) above. According to the Legend of Figure 2 of the MDP,
green is supposed to mean Open Space – recreational but this is parcel is designated UR.
The UR land use district has clearly been used by the ToC for many purposes8 that are
clearly NOT residential or even “potentially urban”.
Members of our community group invested many hours in reviewing Administration
files, newspaper stories and Council minutes. From this substantial investment of time we
found that a Staff memo dated May 25, 1999 regarding the proposed Land Use Bylaw
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

8

This use of the UR district has been confirmed during discussions with former Mayor and Councillor Ron
Casey
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made no mention of assigning UR designation to the subject parcels. Then a staff memo
dated July 12, 1999, among dozens of pages of proposed changes for a redline version of
the Land Use Bylaw, introduced for the first time the suggestion that the subject parcels
should be designated as UR.
The key item of critical importance we found in the Council minutes for the June
23-24, 1999 Public Hearing was a letter (Appendix 3) dated June 21, 1999 addressed
to the Mayor and Council from TSRI expressing concern about “a number of
changes to land use districts on or around Three Sisters’ land” that were listed in an
attachment to the letter. It went on to state: “If the changes were to be passed as
currently described, TSR would find it necessary to appeal the proposed Land Use ByLaw.” This direct threat to invoke S. 619 of the Municipal Government Act by TSRI
could have undermined the enormous amount of work the Town had invested in this
250 page Land Use By-Law by causing extensive delays regardless of the lack of
merit of an appeal.
	
  
The attachment to the letter listed (among 11 points TSRI wanted changed) and
corroborated as being the subject parcels according to maps attached to the letter:
“1.	
  Peaks	
  Phase	
  4	
  –	
  proposed	
  as	
  Wildlands	
  Conservation	
  (WC)	
  

-‐MDP	
  designation	
  as	
  Residential	
  
-‐Land	
  use	
  should	
  remain	
  its	
  current	
  status	
  as	
  Urban	
  Reserve	
  (UR)	
  
2.	
  Peaks	
  Phase	
  3	
  –	
  parcels	
  to	
  the	
  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	
  side9	
  [sic]	
  of	
  Lawrence	
  Grassi	
  
Ridge)	
  proposed	
  as	
  Natural	
  Park	
  (NP)	
  
-‐	
  MDP	
  designation	
  is	
  residential	
  
-‐	
  Land	
  use	
  should	
  remain	
  in	
  its	
  current	
  status	
  Urban	
  Reserve	
  (UR)”	
  

The TSRI statements for each of these three parcels: “should	
  remain	
  in	
  its	
  current	
  status	
  
Urban	
  Reserve	
  (UR)” is wrong because all these parcels were designated “Conservation
Forest (CF)” a designation inherited from the Municipal District upon annexation of
these lands, but which was not a designated title for Canmore. The Town of Canmore
had just come through years of disputes with TSRI during which it fought to ensure it
retained a level of planning control that was consistent with its powers as a Town and did
not abdicate to TSRI’s self-serving interpretation of the NRCB decision. Considerable
resources were expended in time, money and staff to achieve the 1998 Settlement
Agreement. However, faced with a threat to experience months if not years of further
dispute over the new comprehensive, 250 page 1999 Land Use Bylaw, members of the
1999 Council10 have advised that the Settlement Agreement was seen as sufficient to
protect PoG from additional development exceeding the agreed-upon cap. Consequently,

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

9

The TSRI letter states “south” side, but parcel #3 is on the north side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge as shown
on their attached map
10
Former Mayor Ron Casey was Mayor in 1999 and he has confirmed to us that Council was satisfied that
the 1998 Settlement Agreement would govern, so the UR designation was only an administrative detail.
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approving UR for these parcels was viewed by the 1999 Council as merely a housekeeping technicality planning.11
We cannot know all of the TSRI motivation for making this threat, but obtaining the UR
designation would allow TSRI to obtain higher value in future land swap deals, or as has
happened now, find speculative land investors who will pay for the opportunity to parlay
a purchase of such UR land into a massive windfall profit if it can be re-designated to
residential. Presumably that is what TSRI was suggesting in its June 21, 1999 threat to
Council, when it stated (Appendix 3): “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.” This letter
may or may not have been the confidential submission that was made by TSRI at the time
of the public hearing on the Land Use Bylaw. If intended to be confidential, that would
have suggested that TSRI wished to avoid public scrutiny of the high-pressure tactics it
was applying to the ToC administration and Council.
This letter to 1999 Council provides a unique window into the thinking of TSRI which
was, at the same time, actively marketing PoG Phase III for its unique character (Figures
6, 7a,b) with considerable green space and natural areas adjacent. That unique insight
should sound a note of caution to current Council about what was most important to this
corporation in its dealings with purchasers in Quarry Pines and what Council may expect
to be asked to approve in future if it approves the current trial balloon, QPD Application.
The manner in which this rezoning was entered into the final bylaw, strictly as two
handwritten notations on Map#3 of ByLaw 24(Z)-9912 (Figure 2) suggest the
comparatively low profile or significance attached to this measure at that time.

Figure 2

Map#3 Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw 34(Z0-99)

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11	
  Anyone in doubt about this reality is encouraged to speak to Ron Casey who was Mayor at that time.
12	
  There was no text in this 1999 Land Use ByLaw put before Council, other than the hand-written notation
on this map, that makes any reference to the designation of these parcels as UR.	
  
	
  

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

22	
  

30 Dec 2014 - Peaks of Grassi Residents
Detailed Review of QPD Development Application 24 October 2014
By accepting the UR designation, the 1999 Council knew that a future Council
would still have to be convinced that current conditions justified imposing
additional development on PoG after the development cap for PoG had been
resolved by the Settlement Agreement in 1998. In 1999, the scenario of a future
Council ignoring the importance to the integrity of the Town of honoring the
Settlment Agreement would have seemed implausible, unless Quarry Lake was no
longer valued as much as it was already valued then.
This is the real history of what happened; it was not, as implied by QPD, an epiphany by
Administration seeing indisputable “residential intent” in the 1998 MDP that led to the
UR designation; it was the threat from TSRI to appeal the 250 page Land Use Bylaw 9909. The full implications of the real history of the 1999 UR designation on commitments
made to PoG residents who inquired of the Administration in the past about the meaning
of UR and the current decision before Council will be elaborated further in Section 5.6
1.3 Environmental Impact Statement Requirements for the QPD Application
1.3.1 Exemption of QPD from Environmental Impact Statement Based on Habitat Patch
The Administration concluded that the subject parcel is not located within or adjacent to
an Environmentally Sensitive Area or Wildlife Corridor or Habitat Patch as shown in
Map 4 of the MDP. Unfortunately, because the MDP has not been substantially updated13
since 1998, the Administration determination relied on the outdated source to refer to the
distance14 of the QPD Application from the Grassi Lakes Local Habitat Patch and
adjacent to an area under review. The current evidence about habitat patches (BCEAG
2012)15 refers to the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (Map C1, illustrated in Figure 3)
that is immediately adjacent to the western-most UR parcel. Council adopted the
BCEAG (2012) for municipal planning purposes on June 17, 2014 (as amended July 2,
2014).16 If the BCEAG 2012 boundaries had been adopted into the Canmore MDP, those
boundaries would govern, regardless of any statements in BCEAG 2012 about whether or
not it applies to lands that were dealt with by the NRCB 1992 decision. However, as a
consequence of the ToC relying on an MDP, which has not been substantially updated
since 1998, an Environmental Impact Statement was not required by the ToC for the
QPD Application.
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  There have certainly been updates to the MDP, with the most recent in 2011, but for some reason known
only to ToC Administration the adoption of BCEAG into the MDP has not been done.
Using the 1998 Grassi Lake Local Habitat Patch, the proposed development is 215m away (and 109m
from the Three Sisters Along Valley Wildlife Corridor)	
  	
  
15
BCEAG 2012. Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Guidelines for the Bow Valley-Updated 2012. The
Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group: Town of Canmore, Town of Banff, Municipal District of
Bighorn, Banff National Park, Government of Alberta.
16
Canmore Council adopted decision 143-2014 “Acceptance of 2011 [sic] BCEAG Wildlife Corridor and
Habitat Patch Guidelines for the Bow Valley”. There are now only 2012 BCEAG guidelines in final form,
so we presume that this decision 143-2014 was working from the 2011 version of BCEAG guidelines.
14
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Figure 4 The BCEAG17 1999 Grassi Habitat Patch as Used by the Canmore Municipal
Development Plan (Map 4) for Determining if the QPD Application Requires an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
17

BCEAG (1999) Guidelines for Human Use Within Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Patches in the Bow
Valley. Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group. August 1999.
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In any case, ToC Administration has concluded that BCEAG (2012) does not apply to the
QPD Application because that document also states that it does not apply18 to “projects”
previously approved by the NRCB. This apparently narrow policy technicality relies on
the one-time NRCB decision that was made based on an environmental assessment that
was submitted in 1991 based on data collected previously, making it more than 23 years
old. However, the reality is that the QPD Application is for rezoning 4 acres that are
outside what the NRCB approved in 1992. That reality should call into question the
real merits of applying the outdated policy technicality of relying on the one-time 1992
NRCB decision for deciding on requirements for the QPD Application. Certainly, the
legal merits of this narrow and highly selective interpretation of the one-time NRCB
1992 decision have not yet been tested in the courts.
1.3.2 MDP Requirements for an EIA for Being Adjacent to ER
The parcel to the north of Phase II residences on Lawrence Grassi Ridge (LGR) is,
according to its land title19, designated as “Environmental Reserve” (Figure 5). The QPD
Application and ToC Administration failed to address MDP Section 8.4a, p.4-44
which states:
“In addition, all lands that qualify as Environmental Reserve under the Municipal
Government Act will be treated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas.”
MDP Section 8.4c states: “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.”

Town%of%Canmore:%
PLAN%9711871;%BLOCK%5;%
LOT%1ER%
(ENVIRONMENTAL,
RESERVE),,

UR,Parcels,being,
proposed,for,
development,in,,
QPD,ApplicaDon,,

Figure 5

Town of Canmore – Environmental Reserve – Adjacent to Eastern-most UR
Parcel Proposed for Development

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
18

BCEAG (2012): “Other projects that are specifically exempt from these guidelines include the following:
projects for which approvals have been previously granted by the Natural Resources Conservation
Board (NRCB) prior to July 1999 (e.g., Three Sisters Mountain Village)”	
  
19
Land Title: 971 293 126 +68 LEGAL DESCRIPTION: PLAN 9711871; BLOCK 5; LOT 1ER
(ENVIRONMENTAL RESERVE)
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1.3.3 QPD Environmental Brief
The QPD Application, which should be required to perform a rigorous statutory
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) according to the reasons in Sections 1.3.1 and / or
1.3.2, has instead “volunteered” an “environmental brief”. This voluntary 14 page “brief”
is reviewed in Section 5.7.1 but a sense of its limited coverage is that in discussing
grizzly bears it stated the obvious that these 4 acres do not provide “denning habitat” for
them; denning is something grizzly bears obviously do at higher elevations.
1.3.4 Timing of QPD Application
The many contradictions that arise concerning whether or not the QPD Application is
near or adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas point to the reality that any decision to
irreversibly approve this application for rezoning to allow residential development will be
clearly premature – the specific outcome that UR designation is intended to avoid. The
issue of this proposal being premature is addressed further in Section 5.2.
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2. MAIN CONTENT OF THE QPD APPLICATION
2.1 Addressing Affordability
The QPD Application does not seriously address affordability beyond the possible (but
not guaranteed) offer to possibly provide one PAH unit. The application proposes an
average house price across the 20 units of $650,000. We address this issue in some detail
in Section 5.1 and Appendix 7 of this review. At this point, it is sufficient to conclude
that the QPD Application provides Council with no grounds to view this development as
doing anything (beyond the one possible PAH) to address Canmore’s need for affordable
housing.
The offer to provide a 45 day first purchase window for Canmore residents offers Council
no insight about how that could be enforced to avoid abuse, nor any market survey to
show that there are any significant number of Canmore resident purchasers qualified in
that price range who would be able to take advantage of that offer.
2.2 Alignment with Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
This Section 2.2 is necessarily detailed making for difficult reading because we had
to quote extensively from the QPD Application to demonstrate its inaccuracy and
expose its many deficiencies on critical elements. We ask your indulgence in the
interests of providing a thorough critical review of the QPD Application.
2.2.1 Infill vs. Green Space
The QPD Application is heavily dependent upon convincing Council that the Application
is truly an “infill development”, in a sense that is beneficial to the community, because it
uses the word “infill” 19 times in 16 total pages, including the cover letter, executive
summary and table of contents. There is no dispute that the proposal seeks to “fill in”
existing community green space with development by replacing established mature forest
with houses that will exceed the 1998 approved development cap for the PoG.
Interpretation of the true meaning of “infill density” is complicated by the reality that this
term is not defined in either the MDP or the current master Land Use Bylaw 222010 (LUB 22-2010).
If there were no community values to green space, then filling green space up with more
residential development might be a commonly desirable community goal. However, there
clearly IS community value to natural green space, even though QPD acknowledges
no such value for PoG residents. Certainly the residents of PoG have no difficulty in
attaching value to the green space that was provided in the “built out” subdivision that
residents bought into between 1998 and 2001 (see photos on the cover of this report) and
which was ensured by the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
Even Three Sisters recognized the value of green space. The February 1994 TSRI Project
Summary, NRCB Implementation Plan Draft states:
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•

•

on page 5, under the heading “Open Space – The preservation of substantial areas of
forest and open space is a major objective of Three Sisters” and “Buffer zones are
included along the TransCanada Highway, the Parkway, the resort area, between pods
and houses, and along streams and rivers.” [emphasis added]
on page 10 under the heading “Open Space – Substantial open space is included
within development pods. A high proportion of lots back on either ER or MR, the
escarpment, and along the river.” [emphasis added]

Planning literature abounds with evidence of the community value of green space, for
example: “Urban forests, trees and green space are critical in contemporary planning and
20
development of the city, says York Professor L. Anders Sandberg. His new book , Urban
Forests, Trees, and Greenspace, looks at those issues in a wide variety of places globally”	
  
http://yfile.news.yorku.ca/2014/10/07/urban-forests-and-green-space-critical-in-city-planning-says-prof-innew-book/

We believe there should be no need to elaborate further for Canmore Council about the
intrinsic value of green space to this community. However, if any doubt remains about
this matter that has been disregarded by the QPD Application, we can certainly provide
extensive research and professional planning evidence to support the premise that green
space is a vitally important community value, particularly for residents who choose to
make Canmore, not Calgary, Vancouver or Toronto, their home.
2.2.2 QPD Claims about Alignment with the MDP
Of course, any development application must show how it supports the MDP. The QPD
Application is ironic in how it treats the 1998 development cap for PoG as irrelevant –
essentially asking Council to think only “that was then, this is now” – while QPD relies
on a MDP that has not been substantially updated since 1998. The policies quoted by that
16 year old document date back as far as the 1986 Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw.
Given the strong motivation of the investors, it is not surprising that QPD is very
selective in how it represents the message from the MDP document. A selection of
examples in which QPD presents only its favourable interpretation of a MDP statement
are provided, followed by examples of MDP statements not addressed by QPD. Inclusion
of all such examples would make this document even longer than it is now, so this review
will be as concise as possible.
Individual page numbers refer to the QPD Application, compound page numbers 2-#,
refer to page numbers in the MDP
p.8 citing, without any specific comment, the MDP “Section 2.2, p.2-4” [QPD application
incorrectly cites p.2-4, this quote actually comes from Section 2.2, p. 4-10]: “2. To ensure
efficient residential development and redevelopment of the limited developable land base that
exists within the Town.” Clearly, Canmore does have fixed boundaries that limit the total

future residential development possible as part of the Town of Canmore (ToC).
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
20	
  Urban Forests, Trees, and Greenspace - A Political Ecology Perspective. Ed. L. Anders Sandberg,
Adrina Bardekjian, S. Butt. Routledge – 2014 – 332 pages
http://routledge-ny.com/books/details/9780415714105/
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ToC Administration has informed us that TSMV has about 2700 additional residential
units possible under the 1992 NRCB approval and under Land Use Bylaw 1-98 which
was also a key part of the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
Any discussion of the merits of the proposed 19 (20) residential units that will necessarily
exceed the development cap for PoG that was negotiated by Council in 1998 must be
viewed in relation to finding some specific justification for Council to break faith with
residents of PoG while subtracting those residential units from what has been approved
on TSMV lands. There will be no net gain for Canmore in total (NRCB – Three
Sisters approved) residential units achieved by approving the QPD Application.
If those units are built elsewhere on TSMV lands, they can be properly planned and
staged to avoid breaking faith with an existing, fully built out community and causing the
numerous negative impacts outlined in this review. Building on the remaining NRCBapproved lands would honour the foresight and integrity of the commitment made by the
1998 Council to avoid over-building in the newly approved residential districts.
p.9 citing, without any specific comment, the MDP “Section 2.2, p.2-4” [QPD application
incorrectly cites p.2-4, this quote actually comes from Section 2.2, p. 4-10]: “3.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.” This objective calls for careful balancing to “maintain the general
character and stability of established area”. There is no question that PoG is an “established

area”. There is no question that the forested green space that is found on the subject
parcels is part of the “general character” of the community. The photos of the affected
portions of the community shown on the cover page of this review report and the strong
negative community reaction to the QPD Application provides ample evidence that this
“general character” is highly valued by our community. TSRI marketed Phase III of PoG
on the basis of it having special character fitting in with the forested location, even to the
extent of calling PoG Phase III “Quarry Pines” (Figure 6).

25#August#1998#marke1ng#ad#for#PoG#Phase#III,#Quarry#Pines#

Figure 6

The Three Sisters Marketing of PoG Phase III – Quarry Pines

The layout used in the Quarry Pines subdivision maps used by TSRI clearly show the
intended green space that was to be provided to residents. This character was translated
into higher prices for building lots in Phase III compared with the “affordable” lots in
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Phases I and II, even for the few lots in the earlier phases that were equivalent to the
modest single family and duplex lots that were designed into Phase III (see green space
marketing in Figure 7 a, b)

Figure 7(a)

Map of Peaks of Grassi Phase III (Quarry Pines) by TSRI for marketing
that clearly shows the green space, natural area and trail commitments

QPD$Proposed$
Development$

Figure 7(b)

	
  

Map of Peaks of Grassi Phase III (Quarry Pines) by TSRI showing the
location of proposed QPD development
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The rest of this objective is “allowing for a limited amount of higher density infill residential
development and redevelopment in selected appropriate locations.”[emphasis added] The QPD
Application maintains that it is proposing a lower (incremental) density than exists across
the entire PoG community (Phases I, II and III). The merits of the QPD Application
arithmetic on density will be addressed in Section 5.3. Even if the “infill residential
development” referred to in this MDP Objective did apply to the subject parcels, contrary
to the density evidence provided by QPD, the entirety of this review demonstrates that
the subject UR parcels do not qualify as “selected appropriate locations” within the
evident intent of the MDP.
p.9 citing the MDP “Section 2.4, p.4-13” with subsequent QPD commentary (shown
below in quotes as underlined):
Protection from Premature Land Use Change & Disruption
MDP: “(a) 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 existing community fabric.” [emphasis added]
QPD: “The subject parcels have specifically been identified as a “Residential” area within the
Town of Canmore’s MDP and is designated as Urban Reserve with the land use bylaw. The
subject application is proposing a building form and intensity that is no different than what
is currently allowed within the neighbourhood. The proposed land use redesignation meets
the intent of this policy.”

This Existing Residential Area Policy (adapted from the 1997 Canmore Housing
Symposium) clearly states that: “Existing residential areas … should be protected from
premature land use changes that could have a disruptive impact on existing community fabric.”

The overwhelming opposition of PoG residents to this QPD Application that is
documented in communications from PoG residents to Council21 provides ample
evidence of the “disruptive impact on existing community fabric” of the QPD Application.
QPD comments that the subject parcels are designated as UR, which according to the
Canmore LUB 22-2010 states about UR22 that this land use district is: “To protect land that
is potentially suited for urban uses from premature subdivision and development.” Both of these
relevant items mention “premature”. The QPD Application does not present Council
with any explanation of why its development is not premature. QPD is seeking a
change in land use district for the subject parcels and it surely bears the burden of
proof to convince Council why this active change should occur now. QPD fails to
provide any discussion of this critical word (premature) in the relevant Town of
Canmore policies. Our review will discuss the premature issue further in Section 5.2 of
this review.
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The survey (petition) that is being submitted to Council establishes the overwhelming opposition to the
QPD proposal within PoG and elsewhere in Canmore
22
The meaning of Urban Reserve (UR) is discussed in detail in Section 2.2.3 with a full extract of the
relevant sections of the current Canmore definition of UR
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p.9 citing the MDP “Section 2.4, p.4-13” with subsequent QPD commentary (shown
below in quotes as italic underlined):
Growth
MDP: “(b) 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.” [emphasis added]
QPD: “This is a proposed infill development in the existing residential area of the Peaks of
Grassi and is an efficient use of existing roads, infrastructure, utilities, parks, community
services and schools. Preliminary discussions and investigations with the Town on
infrastructure capacity have indicated that the area is not using the full capacity of the
infrastructure. Reports from the Town have indicated that the water system capacity is
sufficient and the sanitary infrastructure is oversized for the current demand and could even
be downsized. The proposed land use redesignation meets the intent of this policy and infill
development should be considered a preferred form of growth.”

For this policy to apply, the case must be established that this is “infill development”,
which as noted earlier is an exercise in speculation because there is no definition of
“infill development” in the relevant policy documents. Given the history of the Quarry
Pines subdivision (PoG Phase III) that was only approved by Council after the 1998
Settlement Agreement placed a cap on residential development for PoG, the subject
parcels may be seen as vacant in a narrow development-oriented planning view that
anything without a structure on it is “vacant”, but these parcels are certainly not “underused” in the sense of the value these parcels provide to the community. This value goes
well beyond PoG; the heavily used Quarry Lake Park is valued for its spectacular
mountain vistas. Quarry Lake visitors do not wish to see urban residential development
when they look south towards HaLing and Mount Lawrence Grassi. This is particularly a
concern for those using the hill on the south side of Quarry Lake for weddings with
companion wedding photos. The viability of the tree buffer zone proposed by QPD to
reduce visual impact of the proposed expanded residential development in PoG is
discussed further in Section 2.4 and Appendix 6, as is the long-standing documentation of
that concern with Council and the ineffectiveness of such a narrow treed barrier. The
proximity of Quarry Lake to the proposed development is illustrated in Figure 8 and the
back cover of this report that shows the proposed development is closer to Quarry
Lake than is the Quarry Lake parking lot and all existing homes on LGR.
The quote from the MDP refers to preferential forms of “growth”, but because Council
negotiated a cap on development in PoG there is no mandate for growth in PoG. If
current Council believes that there is a demonstrated need for growth in PoG, this major
change in community development policy should be the subject of a community-wide
debate such as may occur during a municipal election campaign.
Because QPD clearly attaches no intrinsic value to green space does not mean that its
narrow development-oriented view coincides with Canmore community values regarding
committed green space. The more fundamental issue of how lots in Quarry Pines were
marketed in 1999 to 2001 to current residents with clear assurances (in several cases
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provided by one of the principals behind the QPD Application) that the green spaces
provided by theProximity&of&part&of&proposed&development&to&&
subject parcels would be maintained in perpetuity are elaborated in
Section 5.6

Quarry&Lake&–&closer&than&Quarry&Lake&Parking&Lot&
Quarry&&
Lake&

Government&of&
Alberta&
acquired&&this&
Urban&&
Reserve&in&
2008&

**Distance*from*Quarry*Lake*Beach*Area*to*parking*lot*is*212*meters*
Figure 8

Proximity of proposed development to Quarry Lake

The reference to “Preliminary discussions and investigations with the Town on infrastructure
capacity have indicated that the area is not using the full capacity of the infrastructure”
highlights the serious disadvantage faced by community residents in responding to a
development proposal like the QPD Application. We have not been privy to such
“Preliminary discussions and investigations with the Town” and QPD has presented no
documentation about this matter that QPD places such emphasis on.
From our disadvantaged position, we can only refer to the engineering report for the
subdivision23 which states on page 5.1 under Section 5.2 Water Supply – “Water mains to
the site will not need to be oversized to accommodate future development.” A similar
infrastructure capacity commentary also appears under Section 5.3 Sanitary Sewers –
“Sanitary sewer lines will not need to be oversized to accommodate future development.” This
submission to the Town of Canmore clearly states that the water and sewer utilities for
PoG Phase III, where the subject parcels are located, did not need to be built larger than
required for the approved development in Phase III to accommodate any additional
development in future because the 1998 Settlement Agreement placed a cap on any
further development in Peaks of Grassi. If the water and sewerage for PoG is now judged
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
23
	
  Three Sisters Resorts Inc. and UMA Engineering. April 1998. Peaks of Grassi Phase III. Land Use
Report. Submitted to the Town of Canmore, Environmental Services Department in support of an
application for Amendment to the Land Use Bylaw.	
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to be over-sized as claimed by QPD, this may simply reflect the responsible
conservation-oriented behaviour of our community in managing our water use. Only after
Phase III was approved and development commenced in 1998 did TSRI give its threat to
Council (June 21, 1999; Appendix 3) to place what amounted to a “Trojan Horse” in the
community that is only now being exploited in an attempt to expand development.
The absence of any definition of “infill development” in relevant Canmore planning
policies makes it necessary to consider definitions from other sources (Appendix 4). A
sampling from Canada, the U.S. and New Zealand makes it clear that there is not a
universally accepted definition of “infill development” (McConnell and Wiley 2010,
Appendix 4) and this topic remains controversial in some Canadian cities.24
The only sources we could readily locate for Alberta municipalities were a real estate
firm that specializes in marketing and promoting “infill development” in Calgary and the
City of Edmonton which has far more detailed guidance on the subject of “infill
development”. Highlights of Edmonton’s planning policies are summarized in Appendix 4.
Both of the Alberta sources of documentation concerning “infill development” demonstrate
that this terminology clearly applies to “mature” neighbourhoods. Specifically for
Edmonton, it shows the districts where “infill development” is appropriate for
consideration in its detailed Policy C551. This shows that those neighbourhoods are all at
least 40 years old, most being much older. Even allowing for a 30-year-old threshold for
Canmore, that premise would clearly not apply to Peaks of Grassi. Among the Objectives
of the City of Edmonton in promoting an “infill development” policy are some points
(highlighted in Appendix 4) that are directly contrary to the QPD Application:
3. To strive to secure community support and acceptance for residential intensification in
mature neighbourhoods:
b. By providing for a more equal distribution of density amongst neighbourhoods; and,
5. To contribute to the physical renewal and revitalization of older neighbourhoods through:
d. Additional amenities such as green space...

Regarding point 3(b), given the disproportionately high density of PoG at present
(discussed in detail in Section 5.3), a Council objective of achieving more equal
distribution of density among Canmore neighbourhoods would provide sufficient
grounds to deny the QPD Application outright. The fact that this Objective from
another jurisdiction is not explicitly documented in the 1998 MDP does not preclude
Council from considering such important inequity issues raised by adding more
development and ignoring the 1998 Settlement Agreement to PoG.
Regarding point 5(d), PoG does not currently need “physical renewal and revitalization”
and residents of PoG are not asking for additional green space amenity, only that the
green space that residents bought into, within the fully built community, be safeguarded.
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
24	
  Matthew Pearson. Infill guidelines get tentative approval. Ottawa Citizen, March 24, 2014.
http://www.ottawacitizen.com/Infill+guidelines+tentative+approval/9660668/story.html
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In summary, the QPD Application places an extraordinary emphasis on being an
“infill development” as if that designation, by and of itself, would justify Council’s
approval. The fact is that there is no Canmore municipal development policy that
defines what constitutes an “infill development”. Taking recourse to other
jurisdictions, particularly in Alberta provides no support for this QPD Application
being an “infill development” that warrants any priority consideration for approval.
Other MDP Issues:
Density
MDP: “(c) The provision of a broader range of housing options in existing communities

will be supported by allowing gradual introduction of moderately higher density
housing forms in appropriate locations.” [emphasis added]
QPD: Community feedback at the initial open house held on September 6th, 2014 indicated that
higher density built forms such as townhomes were not welcome by some. Others did
welcome secondary suites as long as adequate parking was provided. Due to feedback it was
determined that townhomes and higher density development than what currently exists are
not appropriate in this location. The proposed land use designation meets the intent of this
policy.”

Other than the fact that comments were recorded by QPD at its September 6 Open
House25, the QPD Application does not address the overwhelmingly negative feedback it
received. Most PoG residents who commented opposed the loss of the green space and
the addition of any residential development that caused that loss of green space. The
extent of this community perspective will be verified for Council by direct submissions26
to Council by PoG residents.
The key element of the quote above from the QPD Application is the phrase: “moderately
higher density housing forms in appropriate locations.” Given that PoG is already the second
highest density district of any residential district in Canmore (Section 5.3, Appendix 8)
and that the ToC had negotiated the Settlement Agreement to cap the residential
development of PoG, it is simply not justified to claim that PoG is an “appropriate
location” for additional residential development.
Planning considerations
MDP: “(d) Land use amendment proposals in existing residential areas will be reviewed
by the Town to ensure that development is compatible with existing adjacent and
nearby dwellings with respect to:
− traffic volumes on local roads;
− provision of adequate parking;
− potential overshadowing and / or overviewing of adjacent private yard areas;
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A total of 172 bullet points were recorded, 31 were questions that were not unambiguously positive or
negative, 27 were clear support (16%) and 114 were opposed / negative (66%). Of the bullets that were
clearly supportive or opposed 81% were opposed.
26
As noted earlier, Council will be presented and updated with a community survey (petition) to verify the
extent of opposition that exists to this development proposal.
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− provision of outdoor amenity space;
− adequacy of infrastructure and community facilities;
− reasonable translation in height, massing and design that complements the
existing streetscape;
− building design that complements the character of existing nearby dwellings.”
QPD: Submission of this land use application will allow this review to occur. While some of these
items are discussed in greater detail at a stage other than land use amendment, dialogue
between Administration and the applicant may result in changes to this application.”

Issues such as traffic, parking, overshadowing / overviewing of adjacent private yard
areas and adequacy of infrastructure are all concerns that we have, but the QPD
Application leaves us without any information about how these issues will be addressed.
In essence the QPD Application asks us: “to trust them.” For many obvious reasons we
do not trust them to look after any community interests. Section 4 of our review will
address the adequacy of the QPD response to questions raised by Administration as it
relates to the issues listed above.
Affordability
MDP: “(e) Monitor housing affordability to determine the need to allow the introduction
of legal secondary suites into existing communities. If, in the opinion of Council,
Canmore continues to experience a shortage of affordable rental housing (as defined
by Council) by January 2000, Council shall consider an amendment to the Land Use
Bylaw to allow for secondary suites as discretionary uses in selected
neighbourhoods based on:
− public consultation with affected neighbourhoods;
− establishment of planning principles to be used as a guide in the exercise of
discretion (on-site parking, access, density control, streetscapes, etcetera);
− owner occupancy of the main dwelling.”
QPD: “Community feedback at the initial open house held on September 6th, 2014 indicated that
some welcomed secondary suites as long as adequate parking was provided as part of the
proposed development. In response to this feedback, adequate parking will be provided in
accordance with Town of Canmore bylaws and secondary suites will be included as a use within
the proposed DC district. The proposed land use redesignation meets the intent of this policy.”

QPD is very strategic in its choice of wording above to state about community feedback:
“some welcomed secondary suites as long as adequate parking was provided as part of the
proposed development.” This statement fails to acknowledge the overwhelming community
opposition to any development on this green space.27 Claiming to meet the intent of this
policy on the basis of QPD’s inaccurate representation of community feedback is simply
not credible. The proposal for side entry driveways to facilitate parking for suites is very
difficult to imagine as a feasible solution for the parking problem, let alone the safety
issues noted in Section 2.3.
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See footnotes on previous page for statistics and take note of the community survey (petition) to be filed
with Council
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Public Consultation
MDP: “(f) The Town will promote consultation and facilitate the involvement of citizens
in land use and development issues that affect local communities. The Town will
encourage the formation of representative community associations and consider the
input from these groups, as well as residents throughout the Town, in decisions that
affect community development.” [emphasis added]
QPD: “An extensive public consultation process has been identified as part of this application
and is described within the Public Consultation and Engagement Activities Section of this
rationale.”

As noted in the QPD commentary above, the QPD Application devotes 1.5 pages to its
Public Consultation and Engagement Activities. This discussion notes that 150 people
attended its September 6th open house and it acknowledges that it received “feedback from
residents opposed to the application… that they do not want to work with the Project Team on
solutions as they will only accept a ‘no development solution’ .”

What QPD fails to acknowledge in its discussion of these issues is that any residential
development on the subject parcels is clearly a betrayal of the trust of PoG residents
because of the many clear assurances from the ToC Administration and at least one of
the principals among these investors assured home buyers that the subject parcels
would not be developed.28
Such betrayal of trust is not a basis for any meaningful engagement with the
community.
Likewise, a reader of these 1.5 pages composed by QPD could easily be misled into
believing that community opposition resides only among a handful of disgruntled PoG
residents. The QPD write-up provides no accurate perspective about what proportion of
the feedback QPD received was clearly opposed to the proposed development. Council
will be able to judge this aspect by materials that will be presented by PoG residents
directly to Council.29
2.2.3 The True Meaning of Urban Reserve in Canmore
2.2.3.1 QPD Misrepresents Urban Reserve (UR) as Defined in Canmore
The QPD Application states: “The intent of the UR district acts somewhat as a holding district
for development”. This attribution of “intent” is not an accurate description of the UR
district according to the current Master Land Use Bylaw that states:
“2.35.1 Purpose
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
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Council will receive many signed statements from current residents about the assurances given to
them by Lawrence Hill that these lands were never going to be developed.
29
The community survey (petition with comments) to be presented to Council will inform it about the
magnitude of opposition to this development
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may require environmental, geotechnical and other screening to determine their potential
suitability for any development. The further intent of the district is to provide for a limited range
of rural pursuits and recreational uses that utilize large areas of land.
2.35.2 Permitted Uses
Public Utilities
2.35.3 Discretionary Uses
Campgrounds
Cemeteries
Cultural Establishments
Extensive Agricultural Pursuits
Intensive Agricultural Pursuits
Kennels
Outdoor Athletic/Recreational Activities
Parks and Playgrounds
Public and Quasi‐Public Buildings & uses
Signs” [emphasis added]

QPD has clearly missed the important usage of “protect”, “potentially suited” and
“premature subdivision” in the UR definition. We suggest to Council that these are all
essential elements of the UR district definition. Any request to convert UR to
residential without seriously addressing these requirements of the UR definition is
not appropriate and should be denied.
Perhaps what is even more relevant for Council in the decision that it is being asked to
make is what has been the practice in using the UR District in Canmore since the 1998
MDP was developed. We have discovered in our research of land use district assignments
for the Town of Canmore that the UR District has not been so much “a holding district for
development” as argued by QPD, but rather as a diverse catch-all for land parcels that
might not easily fit into other designations for a wide variety of reasons.30 We offer three
examples of land currently zoned as UR District (Figures 9; 10a,b) that are clearly not
suitable for residential development, meaning that having land designated as UR District
may only make it possible for residential development in selected cases.
A UR District designation in the Town of Canmore is not specifically a holding
pattern for inevitable residential development as QPD would like Council to believe.
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This view of how Canmore broadly used the UR classification has been confirmed in discussions with
personnel who predate the planning staff working on this file and in discussions with former Councillor and
former Mayor Ron Casey.
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Storm&water&pond&and&&
roadway&fringe&

A UR parcel including a stormwater pond at Three Sisters Parkway &
Fitzgerald Rise

(a)#Traﬃc#island#(b)#Seriously#under6mined#according#to#Gerry#Stephenson,#mining#engineer#

Figure 9

UR#

Figure 10 (a) A traffic island/median at Three Sisters Drive and Spray Lakes Road below
(b) Large UR section along Three Sisters Parkway east of Quarry Lake above
is seriously undermined and unsuitable for residential development.
2.2.3.2 Lack of Any Meaningful Precedent for Council to Rezone UR to Residential
Finally, Council is being asked with this QPD Application to make what will be an
irreversible decision by rezoning UR lands for residential development. Once the
mature forest on these 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 which defines the character of the entry to Quarry Pines since it was
developed in 1998. Asking Council to consider such an irreversible decision without
reference to any relevant precedents of converting UR to residential development does
not support good governance. Our requests to ToC Administration for relevant
precedents revealed only 6 cases over the past 20 years of rezoning of UR into any
other land use– of these only 4 involved rezoning of UR into residential uses. All 4 of
these involved the Phases of the Eagle Terrace development. (Figure 11)
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Other than the abstract concept of redistricting from UR to residential, there is no valid
comparison of these cases with what is being proposed by the QPD Application. The UR
lands in Eagle Terrace were not subject to a development cap that had kept them
from being developed for 16 years. Yet the PoG case has been presented to Council
as if the current QPD Application is simply routine, “business as usual”.
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Figure 11

The only cases of UR Redistricting to Residential in Canmore
in the past 20 years (none providing an authentic analogy to the current
case)

In particular, we would draw attention to the public hearing held for the Eagle Terrace
development that was recorded in the Canmore Leader with the header: “Little opposition
to Eagle Terrace.”31 The 1997 story referred to a Public Hearing on June 17, 1996, the
UR of 40 ha with the proposed rezoning leading to 3.81 ha of R-1A (residential), 1.94 ha
public lands (PD and ED) and 30.24 ha of WC (Wildlands Conservation), i.e. 84% of the
UR was being proposed for rezoning to WC that allows no development. Figure 11
shows that as Eagle Terrace was developed, the actions were taken in stages with Land
Use ByLaws passed from 1997 to 2004 to complete the Eagle Terrace development. The
first of these Land Use ByLaws, 13(z) 1997, was passed on June 24, 1997 with all three
readings passed in succession. Looking at these few cases of rezoning UR to residential
over the past 20 years, they offer no valid comparison or precedent to the current QPD
proposed rezoning in PoG.
In Eagle Terrace, lands slated for future residential development in the overall
subdivision plans were designated UR because they had been acquired from the MD of
Bighorn with land use designation from that jurisdiction that did not exist in Canmore. It
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
31	
  Whitfield, D. “Little opposition to Eagle Terrace. 24 June 1997, Canmore Leader.	
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was not feasible nor desirable (i.e., premature) to develop those all at once, so these lands
were designated UR and a methodical plan for building out the neighborhood in phases
was followed. As development progressed, the designated UR lands were rezoned as
necessary.
In the case currently under consideration, the subject UR lands were excluded from the
PoG development because they exceeded the 45 acres approved by the NRCB in
1992. In 1996, when TSRI attempted to develop 62 acres in PoG, the ToC received
substantial expressions of public concern about allowing additional development at this
location so close to Quarry Lake park.
2.3

Traffic and Safety

The QPD Application comments accurately that: “the public” has raised concerns “with
regards to the increased amount of traffic these units may have on the area.” In fact, “the
public” has been raising concerns about traffic in PoG Phases I and II ever since these
districts were built. These concerns were captured in public inputs to the major update of
the Land Use Bylaw 24(Z)-99 and will be reiterated by any Canmore resident who has
ever driven on LGR, particularly in winter when there is any snow build-up.
The eastern-most of the subject parcels includes a major rock outcrop that has a no
parking zone on the north side of LGR (Figure 12). 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 acknowledge 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
having parked vehicles on both sides of LGR. A complaint was made to the Town and
the “No Parking” zone was established soon thereafter. This occurrence likely predates
the tenure of the current Manager of Engineering.
There is a valid point about this location posing a traffic hazard that is missed by the
comments in the QPD Application stating: “Town of Canmore engineering comments
noted that this corner meets the Transportation Association of Canada’s
recommendations on minimum turning radiuses. They also noted that other areas within
Peaks have tighter curves and mitigations are not required.” As with much of its
application, QPD does not present the whole story about this opinion, but in this case, at
least, QPD has now posted the opinion about the traffic safety issues on its web site.32
Mr. Johnson states referring to the QPD claim above: “The guideline recommends a
minimum curve radius of 115m for a 50km/h roadway. The subject curve in Peaks has a
radius of about 95m. i.e. technically the curve radius doesn’t even meet the
recommendations of the guide unless we posted the speed at 40km/h. I’d argue that
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Email from Jacob Johnson, Certified Engineering Technologist to Tracy Woitenko, Development
Planner, ToC: “Peaks of Grassi - Sight Line Considerations”
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nobody is driving over 40km/h in Peaks anyway. Note that the curve at 1064 Wilson Way
is even tighter at about 85m and there are no known issues with the driveways there.”
Evidently Mr. Johnson is not familiar with driving pattern in Peaks of Grassi because we
have all had ample experience with drivers using excessive speed on our narrow,
crowded streets. We are not sure why Mr. Johnson makes the observation about nobody
driving over 40 km/h unless he has been advised about or personally experienced the
congestion occurring in our neighbourhood because of our existing high population
density and limited parking options. Our concerns with matters of density are explored
further in Section 5.3.
However, the hazard posed by this location that we are raising is the lack of clear site
lines caused both by the narrow radius of the curve, which as Mr. Johnson points
out does NOT satisfy the Transportation Association of Canada’s guidance,
contrary to QPD’s claim and the substantial change in elevation – this is the peak of a
hill that is a 6.5 m elevation change to the crest relative to the lower west end of the rock
outcrop. The combination of a major curve with the elevation change substantially
reduces visibility of oncoming traffic. Even if the current Manager of Engineering should
choose to dispute the history provided by a long-term resident of our community, the “No
Parking” zone on the north side of LGR is an essential safety consideration at that
location.

Figure 12 The UR parcel containing the rock outcrop showing the north side of LGR
The QPD Application proposes to address this hazard by making wider single-family lots
at this location to accommodate side entry garages to avoid residents having to back out
onto LGR at this dangerous location. Building side entry driveways cannot guarantee that
owners and visitors must use such driveways in a manner that will always avoid backing
onto LGR. Furthermore, the single-family lots with suites will be adding an incremental
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collision hazard at an already dangerous location, with or without side-entry garages. The
“No Parking” zone must be maintained for these new lots because the site lines at this
crest location are a hazard as shown in Figure 13.

Note(the(poor(visibility,(i.e.(
this(parked(car(is(barely(visible(
over(the(crest(of(this(hill(

No#Parking#
zone(at(
present(

(

Picture(a(
parked(
vehicle(
here(

Figure 13 Site lines at the crest of the hill adjacent to the eastern-most UR parcel
A detailed analysis of this traffic hazard has been provided in Appendix 5. Figure 15
from that analysis shows the problem of the lack of visibility and inadequate stopping
distance available at this location. This analysis considers the favourable situation of the
vehicle that might be hit being stopped. That analysis also would apply to a child crossing
the road from one of the new residential units.

Figure 14 Zone of inadequate stopping distance to avoid a stationary vehicle below the
crest of the hill adjacent to the UR parcel containing the rock outcrop (this is
addressed in Appendix 5, which includes a larger version of this diagram and
the technical basis underlying it).
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Maintaining the “No Parking” zone at this location will mean that those wanting to park a
vehicle while visiting these additional permanent residents at this hazardous location will
be pushed down LGR to the west where they will compete with other visitors to current
residences for the limited available on-street parking to be found further west on LGR.
Likewise, the other 14+ duplex units on the westerly UR parcels will add on-street
parking demand that will essentially eliminate parking currently being used by
visitors from other Canmore districts coming to Quarry Lake Park.
The detailed analysis of the traffic safety issue in Appendix 5 also shows that LGR is
currently classified as a “collector road”33 according to ToC documents. However, LGR
has not been constructed to the ToC standards for a “collector road” (see analysis in
Appendix 5). According to the ToC 2014 Integrated Transportation Master Plan that is
currently being developed, LGR will be down-graded from a “collector road” to a
“residential street” presumably because it does not meet the ToC construction standards
for a “collector road”. This simple administrative fix to a historical problem on LGR
does nothing to deal with actual traffic flow and it is certainly not consistent with the
QPD Application to add another 20 residential units with the additional traffic generated
by those residents and their visitors.
2.4 Ineffective Tree Buffer for Visibility from Quarry Lake
The QPD Application proposes to establish a 5 m tree buffer at the back of the new
duplex residential lots. However, given recurring wind storms in Canmore (1999, 2007)
which take down trees that are exposed in narrow patches this proposed visual barrier for
Quarry Lake is not sustainable. The visibility of PoG from Quarry Lake was a major
concern when PoG Phase III was approved by Council on July 14, 1998 with a
requirement of: “A non-disturbance zone to be registered as a restrictive convenant on
the rear of Lot 2-17, Block 11 to protect mature tree growth and minimize visual impacts
on Quarry Lake.”
The restrictive convenant (Appendix 6) was first registered against TSRI to apply to all
northside PoG Phase III property owners and their successors to: “not cause, maintain,
suffer, or permit any trees or vegetation to be removed or to be disturbed from the rear
five metres of any of the Lots as more particularly shown cross-hatched in the schedule
attached hereto as Schedule ‘A’, without first obtaining written consent from the Town of
Canmore, it being the intention of this restriction to minimize the visual impact of the
development on the Lots on visitors to Quarry Lake.”
The ineffectiveness of this restrictive covenant at a location where the tree buffer is most
narrow is illustrated in Figure 15. That end of the street also aligns with a region on the
south side of Quarry Lake that has few trees (Appendix 6). Unfortunately, there appears
to have been some very localized patches of tree fall, as evident in this example, located 3
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  Town of Canmore Streets Map – Road Classification_11x17, Date: 6/11/2013. See Appendix 5	
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units away from the two western-most UR parcels where QPD is proposing to provide the
tree buffer behind the duplex units (see also the views provided in Appendix 6).

Figure 15 Localized loss of tree buffer three units away from proposed new duplex units
3. SSR REVIEW
The SSR submitted by QPD (October update) calculates total impacts of -12.94, with
offsets of 31.64, for a net score of 18.70. Review by the Town of Canmore’s
Administration increased the impact score to -13.44 and reduced the offset to 26.51, for a
net score of 13.08.
Our review of the SSR matrix and associated narrative documentation flagged some
questions and concerns in addition to those raised by Town Administration. These relate
to: the reliance of the SSR submission on claims that are not backed by binding
commitment to mitigation measures for which offset units are claimed, and to instances
where the SSR rationale is unclear or where there are internal inconsistencies in the SSR
and Application documentation. We have also noted Administration’s comments with
regards to the QPD SSR submission and support those comments.
3.1

SSR Reliance on Claims without Commitment

QPD notes in its application that it is unable to make binding commitment with regard to
selected SSR targets and metrics. QPD states: “… it is too early to say for certain how
development, construction or even fixturing of these units will take place. The developer,
may choose to sell these lots to other builders or may choose to build them themselves.
However it is not known at this time which approach will be taken and therefore a firm
commitment cannot be made at this time.” (page 16).
This raises questions as to certain of the other SSR targets and metrics, for which QPD
has completed the assessment and claimed offset credits. For example:
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•

The net SSR score is heavily influenced by the inclusion of one unit of Perpetually
Affordable Housing (PAH) in the application. However, there is nothing in the
proposed Direct Control land use district definition that would bind the future
developer of these land parcels to actually build and provide the PAH unit. As noted
above, QPD “… cannot say for certain how development of these units will take
place…” If the PAH unit is not certain, then the SSR offset units related to it should
not be considered. Without the 14.03 offset claim for the one “possible” PAH
unit, the net SSR score is negative, i.e., the Sustainability Screening would indicate
a development that is not sustainable. Certainly, there is ample evidence that the
proposed tree visual buffer for Quarry Lake site lines is a direct physical example of
a development that is not sustainable.

•

QPD have assumed that 90% of the construction labour value will be sourced to
Canmore businesses (page 14) and have claimed 2.9 offset units in the SSR on that
basis. They acknowledge that 90% is a high percentage, but have not provided any
analysis of how that could be achieved given the current level of construction
activity in Canmore. QPD have also not indicated how the investors would guarantee
this sourcing of trades and suppliers when “… it is too early to say for certain how
development, construction or even fixturing of these units will take place. The
developer, may choose to sell these lots to other builders or may choose to build
them themselves. However it is not known at this time which approach will be taken
and therefore a firm commitment cannot be made at this time.“ (page 16). If no
binding commitment can be made, then no SSR offset credits should be
provided. …..

•

QPD have claimed 1.6 offset units in the SSR for donations to support non-profit
community organizations, but no evidence was provided to indicate the value of
these minor contributions or whether the Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation even
welcomed the minor contributions offered. In any case, such minor contributions are
insignificant compared with the enduring value to the community of achieving the
made in Canmore solution we discuss in Section 6.3. These proposals were: “Adding
gravel to the transmission line pathway in order to eliminate areas that get muddy
when it rains; Adding gravel would allow better use of the pathway after it has
rained and prevent further damage to adjacent vegetation. Adding picnic tables or
benches to the “on-leash” area for dog owners to use while enjoying the park; and
to Work with RMHF to see if the fence could be removed to create a toboggan hill
for families to enjoy in the winter.” There is no indication of having permission
from the landowners (power line right-of-way and RMHF) for actions on
others’ land or of any community support for these comparatively minor
initiatives.

3.2

SSR Issues of Clarity or Inconsistency
•

	
  

QPD claims 290 m of designated public trail within the SSR, according to the
file posted on its website [20141028-ssr-for-1st-reading.pdf, Applications Detail
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page]. QPD’s narrative (page 5) indicates that this would be a pathway 290 m in
length that it proposes to allow public access to Quarry Lake. Given the restricted
depth of the lots, it is unclear how a pathway of 290 m could be provided within
the lands owned by the applicants. Administration’s review of the application
does not comment on this aspect. Would the Town of Canmore incorporate this
proposal to designate the suggested trail within the Town’s trail network? Is a
designated trail covered as a permitted use in the proposed Control District? If the
application for rezoning were accepted, how would the trail be guaranteed by the
current and future land-owners? Would designation as Public Land be required?
Who will maintain this trail? Considering what was promised by TSRI in
selling properties in PoG Phase III (Figure 7a,b) which provided 6 trails on
the subject properties, QPD is now offering one trail – a net loss of 5 trails
from our current reality.
•

The amount of land within or adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Areas is
entered by the Town as 7000 m2 (0.7 ha). This appears to be consistent with the
BCEAG report released in 201234, for which detailed work was completed to
delineate the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (QLLHP) given that the boundaries in
the 1998 version of the BCEAG document:
“… were not drawn with the intent of being interpreted as surveyed
boundaries. Over time, it became apparent that if development proposals
deemed to be “adjacent” to wildlife corridors or habitat patches are
expected to apply these guidelines, then the exact location of the wildlife
corridor or habitat patch boundary needs to be clearly delineated. As a
result, a careful examination of the 1999 boundaries was undertaken as
part of this review and slight modifications to wildlife corridor and habitat
patch were made”
The boundaries of the QLLHP are immediately adjacent to the
westernmost UR parcel in the QPD Application.
• Canmore’s SSR process considers the value of mitigations proposed to
protect environmentally sensitive lands within or adjacent to the site.
QPD’s application is internally inconsistent in that it simultaneously:
o ignores the 2012 boundaries of the Quarry Lake local habitat patch, claiming
that no EIA was required (page 15) and measuring setback distances based on
the preliminary boundaries currently reflected in Canmore’s Municipal
Development Plan (1998 version) based on outdated BCEAG information.
o claims 1.6 offset credits for protection of environmentally sensitive land
[20141028-ssr-for-1st-reading.pdf, Offset Checklist page], which is based on
acknowledgement that the development is, indeed, within or adjacent to
environmentally sensitive lands.
The foregoing claims are directly opposite and contradictory.

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
34

WILDLIFE CORRIDOR AND HABITAT PATCH GUIDELINES FOR THE BOW VALLEY Updated
2012, The Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group (BCEAG). Available at www.biosphereinstitute.org
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3.3

SSR Issues also identified by Administration

Our review also supported the concerns raised by Administration with respect to the SSR,
in particular:
• QPD has not completed the SSR form correctly to reflect the total of 20 units proposed
(i.e., to include the one proposed unit of Perpetually Affordable Housing).
Administration’s review noted that this affects the density calculations. It also affects
other impact and offset calculations.
• QPD’s claim for 1.6 offset credits for Social Leadership and Innovation is not
substantiated and should not be approved. Our review found nothing socially
innovative in this proposal based on buying 4 acres of land for $325,000 and selling
20 units of housing at an average price of $650,000 (total =$13,000,000) to make a
windfall profit that is entirely dependent upon Council approving the rezoning
application. We do not believe that this is the kind of “innovation” that those who
drafted the SSR had in mind – it is certainly not the kind of social leadership that
Canmore needs.
• If no commitment can be made with respect to the applicants themselves building the
proposed development, then the 2.4 offset credits claimed for “Built Green”
certification should not be provided. QPD and the investors QPD represents are not
committing to building the homes, and they state that they cannot commit to “…how
development, construction or even fixturing of these units will take place…” (QPD
Application, p.16). In contrast, Built Green certification requires:35
o that a builder complete the BUILT GREEN® Builder Training Course at least
once every two years
o an assessment against a detailed checklist including consideration of Envelope
and Energy Systems, Materials and Methods, Indoor Air Quality, Ventilation,
Waste Management, Water Conservation and Business Practices
In summary, the SSR submitted by QPD grossly overstates offset credits for this project.
The QPD Application SSR submission, with its heavy reliance on the provision of
one PAH unit to achieve a positive SSR score may bring the entire SSR process into
disrepute if it is accepted as submitted.
We have valid, serious concern about the degree to which the SSR should be relied upon
as any input to decision-making by Council. The SSR credits claimed that are
questionable or simply not valid are summarized in Table 1.
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Summary of requirements based on review of documents (2014 Built Green Single Family Checklist.pdf,
BUILT GREEN 2014 Single Family Checklist Guide.pdf) obtained on request from
info@builtgreencanada.ca, November 2014.

	
  

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

48	
  

30 Dec 2014 - Peaks of Grassi Residents
Detailed Review of QPD Development Application 24 October 2014
Table 1

Summary of Questionable or Invalid SSR Credits Claimed

Category of Offset
Impacts
Percentage of local labour
in construction
Built Green
Certification
Environmentally
Sensitive land protection
Environmental leadership
or innovation
Support for non-profit
community organizations*
Social Leadership or
innovation
Sub Total
Units of Perpetually
Affordable Housing PAH

Score
Claim
-12.94

?+2.92
?+2.40
?+1.60
?+1.60
?+1.60
?+1.60
?+11.72
?+14.76

Reason Why Claim is Not Justified
Impact of the proposal are taken as “correct” although the
SSR process fails to capture the many negative impacts
that this report documents
Proponent cannot ensure the very high 90% local construction
labour because lots may be sold to others
Proponent cannot ensure the Built Green because lots may be
sold to others contractors to build

Calculation uses area of BCEAG 2012, but otherwise
BCEAG 2012 has been dismissed – contradictory!
No justification is provided for this claim by the
Proponent
No dollar value or commitment has been provided for
very limited proposed contributions given the net profit to
be obtained by the investors for this project
There is nothing innovative or socially leading about this
development
Subtotal of questionable credit claims
The PAH proposal cannot be assured and ultimately it
may not be provided

Total Questionable
Claims for Offsets
Remaining Possibly Valid
Offsets

?+26.48
+5.16

The critical feature of the SSR that makes the QPD
potentially positive is the credit for ONE PAH unit
If the questionable credits which lack verifiable
commitments are removed, the offsets are much smaller

True Net Score (Impacts
–Valid Offsets)

-7.78

A more realistic, accurate SSR Score

? identifies questionable credit claims as discussed in column 3 and the foregoing text
*“Adding gravel to the transmission line pathway in order to eliminate areas that get muddy when it rains;
Adding gravel would allow better use of the pathway after it has rained and prevent further damage to
adjacent vegetation. Adding picnic tables or benches to the “on-leash” area for dog owners to use while
enjoying the park; and to Work with RMHF to see if the fence could be removed to create a toboggan hill
for families to enjoy in the winter.”
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4. QPD RESPONSES TO ADMINISTRATION COMMENTS
In a letter dated October 23, 2014 the Town detailed their comments on the QPD
application submitted in September 2014. They required that QPD complete their
application by October 24, 2014 so as to be prepared for a November 18, 2014 first
reading. These comments and our analysis of these issues is summarized in Table 2.
Table 2

Town of Canmore Administration Review of the QPD Application

Town Administration October 23,
2014 QPD “Response to Review
Comments”

Our review comments

Recommendation

Administration’s suggestion to use R1A
and R2A was not picked up by QPD.

The Direct Control
District provides PoG
residents with no
assurance about what
WILL actually be done –
not acceptable

Administration’s suggestion to
incorporate secondary suites in the
DC/R1B designation was carried forward
by QPD.
Combined with secondary suites, will the
suggested lot width mitigate traffic
concerns?

Building on the eastern
parcel will create traffic
hazards that the proposed
20m lot width will not
mitigate.
See Section 2.3

The Town’s Streets and Roads
Department reviewed the
application and provided comments
regarding on-street parking and
snow & ice control program

No solutions were suggested by QPD,
but the problems noted would result from
rezoning the subject land parcels.

There are already parking
and snow & ice control
issues in the Peaks given
current development
density. (See Section 2.3)
Those issues should not be
allowed to worsen by
approving rezoning.

In addition to actions by the Town
to address human-wildlife conflict,
Administration suggested a
restrictive covenant could be
considered by the developer as a
long-term way to provide
information and warning regarding
the wildlife attractant plants and
maintaining the rear yard in a
natural state.

Have restrictive covenants been effective
elsewhere in Canmore?
The discussion of the tree buffer in
Section 2.4 shows that the restrictive
convenant has not prevented total loss of
the tree buffer on the north side of one
residence 3 units away from the center
UR parcel being proposed for
development (Figure 15). See also
Appendix 6 for text of the Restrictive
Covenant. A key issue is that buffalo
berry is growing extensively along the
fringes of the utility right-of-way so the
bear attractant issue there is not
addressed whatsoever by this proposal.36

Not approving the
rezoning would allow
actions by the Town (e.g.
Human Use Mitigation
Review -HUMR) to be
evaluated. Development
before that has been done
should be considered
premature.

SSR comments

See SSR review

See SSR review,
summarized in Table 1

The creation of the new Direct
Control District rather than the use
of conventional districts (R1B and
R2A) should be reviewed.
Secondary suites should be
allowed within this district.
Please review the rationale for 20 m
width lots
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We are confident that PoG residents could be marshaled to annually remove buffalo berry on the subject
parcels if these lands are not developed
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5. OTHER MAJOR INFORMATION DEFICIENCIES
5.1 Housing Demand and Affordability
QPD has presented no evidence about demand for the housing mix that it has proposed, at
an average price of $650,000, a price that is not guaranteed (could be and most likely will
be much higher) if rezoning is approved and the investors are allowed to proceed.
Likewise QPD has presented no analysis to support its contention that this development
will address affordability at that high selling price.37 Only the possible provision of one
PAH unit offers any prospect of addressing Canmore’s critical affordable housing
shortage and Council knows from dealing with its recent approval of 200 residential units
at Stewart Creek, including 5% entry level or PAH units, that PAH commitments are not
confirmed until all the elements are in place. There is certainly real doubt about the
viability of the QPD proposal for 1 PAH unit, but nothing has been discussed on this
issue in the QPD Application.
The absence of any analysis or commentary by QPD about the current housing market in
Canmore is unacceptable for an application claiming to meet a current need in Canmore.
A summary of new housing approved that will come on-stream in the next year38 should
have been a minimal requirement to establish that this proposal is not only needed, but
also that it is not premature (Section 5.2, a requirement for developing UR). Because
QPD was the proponent for the 200 units at Stewart Creek it was surely knowledgeable
about how that development might impact market demand to this Peaks of Grassi
proposal for 20 units. If Council approves the rezoning of these UR lands, many lots are
likely to sit vacant for years if not a decade, subjecting the community to unreasonable
construction disruption for an extended period of years.
For illustration, we have prepared an analysis of income levels in Canmore, house
purchase affordability at various price levels and a summary of MLS listings in Canmore
at various price levels (Appendix 7). This analysis clearly shows that there is no merit in
any QPD claim that this development is meeting a current need in the market place or
that it provides any substantial relief to the affordable housing crisis. Our analysis from
November 2014 shows that there are currently MLS listings for 50 units under $400,000,
40 units between $400,000 to $600,000 and 19 units between $600,000 and $700,000.
Only units priced below $380,000 would be affordable, at the outer limit (housing
accounting for 32% of gross income), for a Canmore family with the median income of
about $82,500. The housing to be built, if Council approves this rezoning, will likely end
up being mostly sold to purchasers from outside Canmore, regardless of any plan to give
local residents a 45 day window for first chance at these properties. Even so, that 45 day
plan is not secure from abuse by out-of-town buyers who need only find a resident to act
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QPD has announced an Open House to be held January 10, 2015, just three days before the public
hearing. They have stated on their website that they want to discuss affordability options. Our review is
based on their October submission since that is the only documentation available to use. We are obviously
at a disadvantage in attempting to review a moving target.
38	
  such as the 200 units approved for Stewart Creek by Council on September 29, 2014	
  

	
  

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

51	
  

30 Dec 2014 - Peaks of Grassi Residents
Detailed Review of QPD Development Application 24 October 2014
on their behalf. If Council approves this rezoning request, no change in housing demand
or affordability will result.
5.2 Premature Development
The QPD Application is itself premature contrary to the introductory intent of the UR
definition: “To protect land that is potentially suited for urban uses from premature
subdivision”. Premature is clearly an issue of timing. This critical word refers to
something being done before there is a clear need.
The following points are some of the many elements that show that the QPD
Application for rezoning of the subject UR parcels to allow residential development
is premature.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

•

No evidence was provided that the proposed 19 units are needed in Canmore’s
current real estate market – except for one “possible” PAH unit,
The other proposed units will not be “affordable” (proposed prices averaging
$650,000),
200 new units have been approved for development at Stewart Creek, September
29, 2014
2,700 units available to TSMV for development have yet to be planned
Necessary geotechnical work including analysis of needs and consequences of
blasting / jack-hammering has not been completed
Evaluation of the impacts of the QPD Development on overland drainage through
PoG has not been performed
The MDP has not been substantially updated since 1998 and Council’s intent to
have the BCEAG 2012 guidelines reflected in municipal planning processes has
not been incorporated into the MDP, allowing the QPD to avoid doing a formal
EIS strictly on a timing technicality
Quarry Lake user survey has only just been closed. Analysis and results to be
used in the Quarry Lake Park Concept Plan will not available for some time
The Canmore Human Use Mitigation Review (HUMR) on-line survey will be
open until December 31, 2014. Results and analysis will not be available for some
time.
The South Saskatchewan Regional Plan requirements, which take precedence
over the 1992 NRCB Decision, have not been considered.

The QPD Application is clearly premature. The subject UR parcels should be
protected from subdivision under the ToC definition of the intent of the UR land use
district.
5.3 Density of QPD Application and Community Character
The QPD Application describes the density it will be adding to the PoG neighbourhood
by referring to the current density of PoG as 34.4 units per hectare (13.9 units per acre)
and suggesting that they are providing a net benefit to PoG because the 19 units on the 4
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acres proposed for development are only 25.7 units per hectare (10.4 units per acre). For
reasons we cannot understand the Town Administration could not provide us with its
density calculations for other districts even though it had a number for PoG. The logic
presented by QPD only makes sense to those who will profit from having the rezoning
application approved so they can proceed with development. The QPD arithmentic
conveniently ignores the current reality that the residential density of the 4 acres (1.619
hectares) that are being proposed for residential development is now ZERO (0 units per
hectare).
What really matters from the perspective of impact on community character, something
that Council is obliged by the MDP to consider in making its decision, is what is the
impact of adding 20 new residential units (19 plus 1 possible PAH unit) to the area that is
most directly affected, the portion of LGR in PoG Phase III (Quarry Pines).
There are currently 49 residential units on the affected stretch of LGR in PoG Phase III
and QPD is proposing to add 20 more residential units to that western stretch of LGR,
that is adding 41% more residential units to the existing inventory along that stretch of
streetscape (a 29% increase in the residential density of the directly-affected region).
The PoG district already is the second most dense district in Canmore and the PoG
density is higher than 75% of residential districts in Calgary. The details of our analysis
of the impact of approving the QPD on community density will be the subject of a
separate submission to the Public Hearing, but a summary of the data collected and
analyzed is provided in Appendix 8.
Looking at this from the perspective of impact on community character, as Council is
obliged by the MDP to consider, adding those 20 additional units facing on LGR will
result in elimination of about 70% of the forested streetscape on LGR. To claim that
this not a major impact on community character is simply not credible no matter how
QPD biases its numbers. These impacts are visually evident by looking at the cover
photos to this report, which show the mature forest (the tallest trees are likely more
than 100 years old – if these are removed, new trees could not return to current
maturity in our lifetimes) that will be sacrificed for residential units that QPD has failed
to demonstrate are needed in Canmore.
The impact of additional residential units, their occupants and their visitors upon human
wildlife conflicts is addressed in Section 5.7, on traffic safety in Section 2.3 and on visual
impacts on Quarry Lake in Section 2.4.
5.4 Non-Compliance of the QPD Application with MDP Part 4 Clause 8.8(e)
An explanation provided to many of us who inquired of the ToC Administration about
the status of the UR parcels years ago was that building on the rock outcrop that
dominates the most easterly of the UR parcels would likely require blasting or equivalent
measures making development very expensive to build at that location. This statement
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was very credible because a very large rock outcrop covers most of that parcel which
QPD now proposes to locate 4 or 5 single-family dwellings, each with a secondary suite.
Part 4 Clause 8.8(e) of the MDP states:
“Preservation of Natural Features
e) 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.”
The rock outcrop is a prominent natural landform that serves as the characteristic
entrance to Phase III of Peaks of Grassi. The street layout was clearly dictated by this
natural feature (Figure 16). The proposed residential development in the QPD
Application cannot be reconciled with the foregoing objective of the MDP.
The slopes on this rock outcrop exceed 35% at some locations, the criterion “to avoid for
development” that was mentioned by UMA Engineering in laying out the Phase III
subdivision (Figure 17). Of even greater significance is an undertaking by TSRI in its
EIA for the 1992 for the NRCB Public Hearing, making it part of the Approval39
issued by the NRCB that TSRI: “will not consider construction on slopes over 25%”.
Figure 17 clearly shows that most of the rock outcrop is at or exceeds the slope criterion
accepted by TSRI and likely explains, in addition to cost, why this location was not
included in the developed portion of the Phase III subdivision.
For the ToC to approve building on the rock outcrop now would violate the 1992
NRCB Approval that was issued to TSRI.
5.5 Physical Risk to Adjacent Residents and Buried Municipal Infrastructure
At the QPD September 6 Open House, QPD recorded at least two questions / concerns
about building on the rock outcrop.
Question:	
  	
  “How will homes be built on those rocks?”	
  
Answer:

“A Geotechnical report will be conducted on the lands where the rocks
protrude from the ground. The results of this report will indicate how
construction can be facilitated.”
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NRCB Decision Report – Application #9102 – Three Sisters Golf Resorts Inc. Application to Construct a
Recreational and Tourism Project in the Town of Canmore, Alberta. November 1992. p.C-2 Approval No.
3, Clause 1: “The Project of Three Sisters Golf Resorts Inc. (hereinafter call “Three Sisters”) for a
recreational and tourism project in the Town of Canmore, as such project is described in Application No.
9103 from Three Sisters to the Board dated October 9, 1991, and descriptive materials supporting the
application marked as exhibits at the Canmore hearing by the Board from June 15, 1992 to July 23, 1992,
including undertakings of the Applicant, is approved, subject to the conditions contained herein.
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Figure 16 The rock outcrop before and after snowfall that reveals the landform shape

Figure 17 Slope plan showing proposed UR plot in yellow outline and slopes over 35%
and slopes 22 to 35% associated with the rock outcrop40
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Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report in support of an application for Amendment to the Land Use
Bylaw. April 1998. Prepared by TSRI and UMA Engineering Ltd
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Concern:

“When blasting happened they damaged adjacent homes”

Answer:

“Proper precautions will be taken during the excavation phase of
construction as per the recommendations of the geotechnical report.”

Furthermore, the QPD website41 promised a geotechnical report that “will indicate how
construction can be facilitated”. Nothing has been provided in the QPD Application.
QPD provided email advice42 on October 23 that geotechnical drilling was being done on
site, yet no information has been provided to the ToC Administration about what has
been uncovered. This is far too big a problem to consider approving the QPD Application
for rezoning and leaving the details of how this building would be performed until
submission of a detailed subdivision plan. The UR land use district definition states that
such lands “have received preliminary screening only and may require environmental,
geotechnical and other screening to determine their suitability for any development.”
Rezoning of this UR land without the required geotechnical screening placed in
front of Council along with a reasonable opportunity for qualified external review of
that screening’s ability to determine suitability for any development will constitute
an abuse of process.
We have sought advice from international expert in rock mechanics, Dr. Derek Martin43,
Professor of Geotechnical Engineering, University of Alberta (and also a part-time
Canmore resident) who has viewed the site of the rock outcrop and he has advised us as
follows concerning the possibility that blasting might be used at this site:
“All blasting creates vibrations and movement. Existing infrastructure (any utility lines,
but particularly gas lines) and the houses/buildings in the vicinity of the blasting will
need to be protected. This is normally achieved by the following steps:
1) An engineering survey of the existing infrastructure and buildings is carried out to
formally document the conditions prior to the start of construction. Should damage
occur once construction commences, this document forms the bases for the
compensation.
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http://www.peaksofgrassi.com/frequently-asked-questions/
Email dated October 23: “Hi everyone, Please be advised that there will be some activity on the subject
sites tomorrow as McIntosh Lalani Engineering will be conducting geotechnical drilling. Thanks kindly
Peaks of Grassi Project Team QuantumPlace Developments Ltd.”
43	
  Dr. Derek Martin is NSERC Industrial Research Chair in Railway Geomechanics and Alberta Innovates
- Technology Futures Tier 1 Industry Chair in Railway Geomechanics at the University of Alberta.
His current research includes:
Ground hazards, Risk and GIS Ground movements present challenges to companies that must maintain
linear infrastructure buried in or resting on the ground. To operate successfully in such conditions,
companies must learn to manage the risk associated with such geohazards. Dr. Martin’s current research
involves assessing geohazards, evaluating mitigative measures and developing risk management strategies
for ground movements.
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2) The blast design and blast protection (need for blasting mats or other forms of fly-rock
protection) is carried out by a qualified engineer. The limiting vibrations from each blast
must be stated for individual locations (e.g., building foundations).
3) Monitoring of these vibrations at each location is carried out by an independent 3rd
party and the reporting of these vibrations to all parties (Town, owner of buildings,
contractor, etc) is executed within a specified time (usually 1 to 2 hours)
4) Inspection of the blasting procedures used to execute the blast can also be
specified. This inspection is also carried out by a 3rd party and verifies that the blast
was executed in accordance with the design (holes drilled in the correct location and
spacing, and the correct amount of explosives was used).
5) If any of these requirements are exceeded, the work should stop and the issue resolved
before work can re-commence.
Dr. Martin continued in a subsequent message:
“I cannot over emphasize that the risks from blasting in an urban environment are large this message must be communicated to the Town. Blasting is a combination of art and
science. The science is applied but empirically. In other words trial blasts are required
to fine-tune the blast design, no matter what the blasting company may say. In an urban
environment, and particularly when blasting projects are small, this is not practical.
A homeowner relies on the town to protect and service their property - why they pay
taxes. Granting someone a permit to set off an explosion next to their property comes
with risks. The homeowner, having no knowledge of the explosive technology, relies on
the Town to control the explosion so that their property is protected.
The Town must recognize that they will carry the blasting risks once a permit to
construct/blast is issued, regardless of what clauses are put on the permit. Once damage
occurs and the contractors coffers are dry, the owner of the damaged property has no
recourse but to sue the town for the damage, since they granted the permit. In an urban
environment it often means more than one home owner is affected and hence a group suit
may occur.
If I could offer advice to the Town, "Don’t let them blast"! There are other alternatives
available to the developer, so why put the residents and the Town at risk.”
We understand that among the most likely alternatives referred to above would be to
bring in industrial-strength jack-hammers to basically hammer the rock outcrop into
rubble, an exceptionally noisy, long duration (many weeks), inevitably dusty and
otherwise highly negative impact activity at this site.
Because we perceive that the Investors being represented by QPD do not yet have
unlimited financial resources and any structural damage that may be caused by blasting
or jack-hammering at this location may be latent in nature (i.e. not be revealed for years
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into the future), the liability that is posed by a blasting / jack-hammering proposal would
need to be covered by posting a bond or “fully paid future-revealed damage” insurance
policy protecting nearby landowners and the Town of Canmore.
Finally, some of us were present on Monday, December 1 while a helicopter was firing
explosives at Rundle Ridge to control the avalanche hazard. The explosives at that great
distance away (~5 km as the crow flies) shook our whole house, rattling our windows.
We have to wonder what blasting / jack-hammering will do throughout the
neighbourhood, let alone to those immediately adjacent or across the street from any
blasting. If the jack-hammering option is chosen this will take a long time with high noise
levels and disruptive vibration. None of this extreme adverse impact on PoG residents has
been mentioned by QPD, despite its documented commitment at the September 6 Open
House to provide a geotechnical report on this subject. We cannot know why QPD has
not honored the September 6 commitment. We must wonder whether the real reason for
not having this report done is that a full description of what will need to be done to build
on the rock outcrop will reveal community impacts to Council that are simply too
negative. If a geotechnical report appears at the last minute from QPD, we will have no
opportunity to have our experts review it, a procedural lack of natural justice .
Council is being asked to approve rezoning on the premise that the rock outcrop
site, located in an established residential area and adjacent to an Environmental
Reserve, is somehow geotechnically suitable for development in the absence of any
geotechnical report by QPD.
Regardless, no matter how it may be done, destruction of the massive natural rock
outcrop (Figure 16) will violate Part 4 Clause 8.8(e) of the MDP which states: “Wherever
feasible, natural features including landform… SHALL be preserved…” In this case,
it is eminently feasible, do not attempt to build on the rock outcrop. The subdivision
layout of PoG Phase III was clearly designed to avoid building there, why would Council
abandon the MDP now? Building on the rock outcrop will also violate the ToC
Guidelines for Subdivision and Development in Mountainous Terrain, which was
adopted by Council on June 13, 2006.
Approval of the QPD Application carries a risk that Council must be fully informed
about both for the negative impacts it will impose on residents of PoG and for the
financial risks it may bring upon all Canmore taxpayers. The only sure way to avoid
these tangible risks is to deny the QPD rezoning application.
We have been informed by Administration that it does not possess the expertise to judge
the geotechnical requirements required to build at this location. This reality means that if
Council approves the QPD Application and allows the development to proceed to
subdivision stage, the ToC will be obliged to rely on third party geotechnical engineering
expertise to inform it about how to proceed. We recommend that Council protect the ToC
from any financial liability regarding this matter by accepting the geotechnical expertise
that we have provided for no cost to the ToC from Dr. Martin about avoiding blasting
risks and simply do not build there.
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5.6 Commitments made about PoG being built out for residential development
The Town of Canmore has obtained a legal opinion44 dated 1 December, 2014 to the
effect that current Council is not constrained by the existence of the 1998 Settlement
Agreement to decline the QPD Application. However, current Council is morally bound
by its accountability to Canmore citizens to consider the circumstances leading to the
1998 Settlement Agreement and the consequences of that agreement’s existence to what
has happened over the past 16 years and what should happen going forward.
5.6.1 Commitments made by the Town of Canmore and relied upon by affected parties
There is a massive historical record (including Section 1.2) dating back to June 25, 1996
public hearings about the development of PoG to show that the Council was encouraged
by Canmore citizens to commit to limiting the scale of the development of TSRI pods 7
& 8 (PoG) to the 45 acres that the NRCB approved in 1992. The dispute over the scale of
development for PoG was resolved by the ToC and TSRI in April 1998 (Appendix 1 and
2) setting a limit for development of PoG to a maximum of 45 acres and 404
residential units. PoG is at those maximum limits now.
On the strength of the 1998 resolution, those who contacted the Town
Administration to inquire about the status of the forested green space provided by
the subject parcels were told that the land was designated UR, but that development
in PoG was at the maximum approved – PoG was “fully built out”. In order for any
additional residential development to occur, a future Council would need to be
convinced by the developer that the development limit set in 1998 was no longer
applicable in order to approve such a rezoning application.
There has been no evidence offered by any party to suggest that any message was ever
provided by the Town Administration to support the position that the QPD Application
would have Council believe, i.e., “that residential development on the subject UR parcels
was inevitable”. Purchasers who did their due diligence on this matter before purchasing
consistently received a message from the Town Administration – “that PoG was fully
built out”. This messaging continued45 until early September 2014, even after the QPD
Open House to introduce their proposal for residential development beyond the
previously-approved limit.
In addition to commitments provided directly from the Town, the 1998 Settlement
Agreement was widely known in Canmore because of the publicity that surrounded the
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
44	
  http://canmore.ca/Municipal-Services/Planning-Building-Development/Land-Use-and-Development-in-the-Peaksof-Grassi.html	
  found under the heading: MOVING FORWARD...What is the current status of the
Settlement Agreement and the NRCB Decision?
45
In response to the questions posed September 11, 2014: 1. What is the gross developed area of the Peaks
of Grassi development? 2. How many dwelling units are in the Peaks of Grassi development?
The Manager of Planning and Development for Canmore replied: “At this time I do not have a concrete
answer for you. I do believe that the area developed and / or the number of dwelling units equal the limits
identified in the previous agreement. This does not necessarily prohibit Council from considering further
applications, but is an important part of the history.”
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dispute which it settled. Those engaged in real estate and particularly those working in
the development sector relied upon the 1998 Settlement Agreement to inform potential
buyers that no development should occur on the subject parcels.
Submissions to Council will be provided by several original purchasers to document the
assurances given to them and a submission from someone engaged in marketing lots and
homes in PoG Phase III (Quarry Pines) will be provided directly to Council.
5.6.2 Commitments made by TSRI and its development agents
TSRI clearly marketed PoG Phase III (Quarry Pines), the site of and most directly
affected portion of PoG, as being desirable because of its forested green space that was
secured by the 1998 Settlement Agreement (Figures 6, 7a,b).
No qualifiers were provided by TSRI to indicate that there were any future phases
contemplated for residential development that would occupy the green space TSRI
showed and marketed on its maps (Figures 7a,b). Indeed, the 1998 Land Use Study
submitted by TSRI and their engineering consultant UMA, indicated that PoG
Phase III would complete the PoG Development.46 Yet in 1999 TSRI in its threatening
letter to Council (Appendix 3) referred to PoG Phase IV, something it knew then was not
permitted by the 1998 Settlement Agreement, which it had signed in “good faith”.
5.6.3 Double-dipping by TSRI / TSMV
Despite its marketing campaign to assure prospective buyers that the higher prices it was
asking for lots in Quarry Pines were justified, TSRI had planted a “Trojan horse” by
threatening47 1999 Council with holding up its major (250 page) Land Use ByLaw 199909 by appealing it to the MGB unless Council accepted 11 demands, including 3 that
required changing proposed designation of the 3 subject parcels to UR from 1 as
Wildlands Conservation (WC) and 2 as Natural Park (NP).
The TSRI senior executives at that time, including the current CEO of QPD should have
been aware of this ultimatum made to Canmore Council, who for its part, made the
zoning designation as UR as an administrative technicality knowing that it had the 1998
Settlement Agreement to protect PoG from further development. Furthermore, one of the
lead investors behind this current development proposal represented Alpine Homes that
built many of the homes in Quarry Pines. Council will be provided with evidence from
some of the initial purchasers in Quarry Pines that this individual clearly assured
purchasers of Alpine Homes that the subject UR lands would not be developed.
We have difficulty interpreting these facts about past commitments by the
proponents of this rezoning request as demonstrating actions in “good faith” in the
manner that the Town of Canmore should expect, especially when the central core
value on the Town’s banner is “INTEGRITY”.
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Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report in support of an application for Amendment to the Land Use
Bylaw. April 1998. Prepared by TSRI and UMA Engineering Ltd
47
TSRI Letter dated June 21, 1999 to Mayor and Council of Canmore (Appendix 3)
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5.7 Environmental Considerations
5.7.1 The Corvidae Environmental Consulting Brief
QPD’s application material includes an “environmental brief”48 from Corvidae
Environmental Consulting Inc. commissioned by Hillcroft Developments. The document
provides a superficial discussion of environmental issues related to the proposed
development – it is brief in more than one sense of the word.
Review of the environment brief raised issues relates to deficiencies of the brief with
respect to accuracy and currency of the information contained in it, and deficiencies of
the application to address environmental issues that were raised in the brief.
5.7.1.1 Deficiencies of the Environmental Brief
The brief begins by describing the project location inaccurately, stating “The project area
is bordered by homes to the east, west and south, and a powerline right-of-way to the
north.” (pg 1). Only the one eastern parcel is bordered on homes to the west.
The brief does not acknowledge that the eastern parcel is adjacent to Environmental
Reserve land, which according to the MDP (section 8.4a,c) means that such lands are
environmentally sensitive and requires a full environmental impact statement (Section
1.3).
The brief does not cite the latest, relevant scientific analysis and information available
with respect to the project area (Golder 2013).
Boundaries and designation of the wildlife habitat patch west of the proposed
development area should be based on BCEAG (2012). The brief uses an outdated name,
Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch (GLHP), and outdated boundaries. BCEAG 2012 was
“accepted for planning purposes” by Town of Canmore Council in 2014, but it has not
yet been adopted by update into the statutory Municipal Development Plan. The is an
administrative technicality that should not influence an authentic scientific review.
The authors of BCEAG 2012 Guidelines note that the boundaries in the 1998 version “…
were not drawn with the intent of being interpreted as surveyed boundaries. Over time, it
became apparent that if development proposals deemed to be “adjacent” to wildlife
corridors or habitat patches are expected to apply these guidelines, then the exact
location of the wildlife corridor or habitat patch boundary needs to be clearly delineated.
As a result, a careful examination of the 1999 boundaries was undertaken as part of this
review and slight modifications to wildlife corridor and habitat patch were made”
If the environmental brief aspires to review potential environmental impact, it must
surely be based on the most up-to-date and accurate information available. However, the
environmental brief provides half a page explaining that it is actually governed by
government policies rather than by scientific evidence, so the environmental scientists
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Environmental Brief for the Peaks of Grassi Infill Development – Corvidae Environmental Consulting
Inc. submitted to Hillcroft Developments Ltd. c/o QuantumPlace, October 2014.	
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who wrote the environmental brief were not allowed to consider the most recent scientific
evidence. Rather than providing a scientific review, the environmental brief uses a lot of
its brief text to explain the various policy constraints preventing it from providing a fully
functional scientific analysis, e.g., “The project area is within the area approved by the
NRCB in 1992, and therefore is exempted from BCEAG applicability. Accordingly, the
guiding principles of the BCEAG for human avoidance of wildlife areas does not apply to
the project area.” The next statement is not accurate, even within the self-imposed
arbitrary policy constraints, when it states: “It is important to note that the AltaLink
right-of-way and Quarry Lake area are not wildlife corridors or habitat patches.”
[emphasis added] The 1998 BCEAG Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch (GLHP) includes
about half of the footprint of the Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation Quarry
Lake Park. We must ask: what is the point of emphasizing (“It is important to note…”) a
fundamentally inaccurate statement? Perhaps the authors do not know what is the
footprint of Quarry Lake Park. What else do these environmental consultants not
know about this area they are trying to assess for environmental impact issues?
The environmental brief does state immediately following the inaccurate statement a
much more accurate statement on p.2: “The right-of-way is a high human use area, which
would increase the potential for conflict with wildlife. Annually, there are wildlife
closures along the right-of-way due [sic] 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.” This must be an important finding because almost exactly the
same statement is repeated on p. 5 after introducing the repeated statement with:
“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-of-way. A high density of wildlife forage species occur along the right-of-way
including willow, buffalo berry, currant (Ribes sp.), wild red raspberry (Rubus idaeus),
wild strawberry (Fragvaria virginiana) and bog birch.” The environmental brief does
acknowledge that the power line right-of-way is a de facto wildlife corridor by
acknowledging that it is corridor through which wildlife travels.
The report also notes: “Bear scat was also observed along the north boundary, within the
project footprint of the middle parcel. Due to the dominant shrub species being buffalo
berry, occurring at high densities throughout most of the study area, it is likely 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.” There is a
glaring contradiction between the foregoing actual evidence of bears using the lands in
question and the following statement using the arbitrary policy that mandates using only
the outdated (1998) Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch (GLHP) (Figure 4)
Specifically, the environmental brief states (page 11): “The project footprint is not
adjacent to the 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.” What, then would be the conclusion if the more carefully-assessed
boundaries for the Quarry Lakes Local Habitat Patch (Figure 3) were used? The reader
might logically infer that, if the development area were adjacent to the habitat patch (as it
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is for the Quarry Lakes Local Habitat Patch), then house construction could have
potential to impact wildlife activity in the patch. If the science and evidence are used
rather than the arbitrary policies, wildlife impacts seem likely, if not inevitable.
The statements about grizzly bear tracking on p.8 of the brief was qualified to note that
GPS collar tracking only provides data for specific individual animals equipped with the
GPS collars, which is corrext. However the subsequent text about the tracking results
refers only to the wildlife corridors and the small 1998 Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch
(GLHP). None of the statements on p. 8 of the environmental brief talk about the
actual study area, as covered by the larger Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch or the
power line right-of-way, which the environmental brief acknowledges is definitely used
as a travel corridor. These latter areas have bear traffic results more consistent with the
data presented in a later section 5.7.3 (Figure 20) of our report that clearly shows, using
an aggregation of grizzly bear tracking data over several years, that the heaviest
concentrations of bear tracking hits are in these areas not mentioned in the environmental
brief, even though these are the areas proposed for residential development by the QPD
Application.
In addition to bears, the environmental brief mentions other mammals: “Every year
during rutting season (typically early September to beginning of October), herds of elk
use the right-of-way and vegetated cover between the right-of-way and the existing
residential area. Coyotes are frequently heard and observed along the right-of-way after
dusk and before dawn. Deer are consistently observed throughout the year by local
residents.”
Information in the environmental brief about wildlife use of the power line travel
corridor, the local habitat patch and about human use and wildlife conflicts is not
documented with references. Section 2.2 of the environmental brief summarizes wildlife
tracking data, but does not cite a source of the data. The bibliography references TSMV
2011 and 2012 reports, but it is not clear how those could have included the 2013 and
2014 data mentioned in the summary. It is not possible to assess the rigour of the
environmental brief without being able to verify data sources, but the lack of currency in
data cited brings the rigour of this brief into serious doubt.
What the environmental brief really says, if you can read past the arbitrary policy
constraints, to read what we would expect from a biologist, is that the power line
right-of-way is a de facto wildlife corridor because it is a corridor along which
wildlife travel. Because it is not an “official” wildlife corridor and because the ToC
has not updated its MDP to include the 2012 BCEAG habitat patch boundaries, a
rigorous independent assessment of wildlife impacts has not been required for the
QPD Application.
The environmental brief’s discussion of visual impact is incomplete. On page 10, it is
noted “It is essential, within the architectural design, to consider adjacent land uses and
views.” No mention is made of the importance of visual impact from Quarry Lake, from
the adjacent (BCEAG 2012) or functionally adjacent (based on outdated boundaries)
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local habitat patch and from the de facto wildlife travel corridor along the power line. The
importance of the visibility issue is evident in the wording of the restrictive covenant that
attempted to enforce this visual barrier. That is discussed in detail in Section 2.4 (see
Figure 15 and Appendix 6 for graphic evidence on this matter).
	
  
5.7.1.2 Deficiencies of the Application in Addressing Environmental Issues
The QPD Application does not adequately address the environmental issues flagged in
the environmental brief. The proximity of the proposed development to the power line
right-of-way is acknowledged, an area that is described as: “a high human use area,
which would increase the potential for conflict with wildlife.”
For example, to mitigate the existing human use of the GLHP, TSAVC and TAVC, the
environmental brief recommends more information and education for residents of
Canmore as part of the Human Use Management Review Committee initiatives that are
currently underway by the Town of Canmore and other stakeholders, including QPD and
the Province of Alberta. The brief indicates that this will, ideally, help keep large
ungulates and carnivores out of high human use areas such as the Altalink (TransAlta)
right-of-way and Quarry Lake; and in the wildlife corridors and habitat patches. The
environmental brief provides no insight into how or when this might ever be
achieved, but Council is being asked to approve an irreversible change to the developed
area without the benefit of understanding all the options for managing human – wildlife
conflicts and what role these parcels of forest might play in some overall strategy. In
other words, as with so many other features of the QPD Application (Section 5.2),
seeking approval for rezoning of these UR parcels is clearly premature.
To mitigate visual impacts, the Application recommends retaining trees at the “rear of
the lots”. There are serious questions about how long-lasting a 5-metre wide buffer will
be (see Section 2.4, Appendix 6). In addition, visual impacts from defined
environmentally sensitive areas would not be protected by a tree buffer at the rear of the
lots - the Quarry Lake local habitat patch and the environmental reserve east of the
eastern UR parcel.
5.7.2 Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development Letter Oct. 20, 2014
Some Members of Council have expressed to some of us that the very serious issue of
human-wildlife conflict is not likely to be resolved in the Canmore region without some
constructive actions and assistance from Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource
Development (AESRD). We absolutely agree with Council on that definite need!
Unfortunately, in our interactions with those behind its evaluation of the proposed
development, AESRD seems to blame the ToC for inaction on protecting wildlife, so
there appears to be some unproductive finger-pointing going on while the welfare of the
wildlife remains hanging in the balance.
The glaring deficiency of the Provincial department to exercise its responsibility for
protecting and sustaining our valuable wildlife populations is clearly demonstrated by the
wholly inadequate response AESRD provided to the ToC in its October 20 letter re: the
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Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw Amendment Application. This letter from Henri
Soulodre, the Approvals Manager for South Saskatchewan Region based in Calgary
states:
“1. The Peaks of Grassi Subdivision is adjacent to a relatively high wildlife-human
conflict area-namely the Quarry/Grassi Lakes area including the powerline right-ofway. Conflicts with bears, both grizzly and black bears, are a regular occurrence in the
area with area/trail closures and bear relocations happening almost annually. One of
the main reasons for this is the presence of large numbers of people and food attractants
-primarily natural foods such as buffalo berry shrubs. The development of the identified
small parcels of land within the existing Peaks of Grassi subdivision will increase the
number of residents in the subdivision but will not likely contribute greatly to already
existing levels of conflict.” [emphasis added]
In our understanding, wildlife-human conflict is a serious problem for Canmore that
primarily ends badly for the wildlife affected and may, in the worst case, be severe or
even fatal for the human(s). The serious incident late last July (2014) where a Danish
tourist on the nearby power line right-of-way was charged and bitten by a grizzly that
was, fortunately for the bear, never located, was a serious close call that we all must
recognize. Yet, the Provincial Department responsible for protecting our wildlife is
satisfied with observing that the location of this proposed development is already a
“relatively high wildlife-human conflict area” but that approval of this development “will
increase the number of residents” but it “will not likely contribute greatly to already
existing levels of conflict.” It is small wonder that our wildlife is in peril if this is the level
of concern that their primary guardians are able to state to protect wildlife.
We regard the current level of wildlife-human conflict in our area to be already too high
for both humans and wildlife. Yet, without any expert or even an amateur analysis of the
numbers of people to be added or any recognition of the value of substantial areas of
refuge and escape from conflict afforded by the subject lands, we are expected to believe
that it is somewhat inconsequential to add another 50-70 permanent residents (plus their
visitors) to this “relatively high wildlife-human conflict area”. The status of this area as a
source of human-wildlife conflict zone was clearly indicated in the Golder 201349
environmental impact assessment for Stewart Creek (Figure 18). According to this
consulting firm that has been engaged in wildlife issues in the Bow Valley for at least 25
years, PoG has by far the highest human conflict per hectare rating. The conflict map
shows the whole neighbourhood shaded, but the actual experience has been that conflicts
mainly occur along the power line right-of-way between PoG and Quarry Lake, i.e.
immediately behind the two westernmost UR parcels in the QPD Application.
The second point raised by the AESRD letter was: “The Environmental Brief prepared by
Corvidae, indicate [sic] that all three parcels proposed for development contain large
amounts of buffaloberry. While only portions of these parcels will result in removal of
vegetation, to help mitigate any potential increase in conflicts, I would recommend that
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Golder 2013 Environmental Impact Statement: Three Sisters Mountain Village Development Properties –
Resort Development Properties – Resort Centre, Stewart Creek and Sites 7/8 and 9. Report Number 111334-0080
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buffaloberry be removed from the entire parcels as well as areas identified to be zoned
PD. This should help offset any added conflict potential.”
The AESRD Regional Approvals Manager, Lands in Calgary was correct that the
environmental brief by Corvidae did identify buffalo berry (Shepherdia canadensis) as
the dominant shrub species on these parcels. We are left to wonder why AESRD should
have to rely on the Corvidae environmental brief to identify the presence of this
important bear attractant vegetation. AESRD staff familiar with the site should have been
able to make a determination about the presence of buffalo berry bushes based on their
own knowledge rather than relying on the consultant hired for the investors by QPD for
this observation? The apparently superficial nature of the AESRD assessment of this
matter is not at all reassuring.

Figure 18 Human – Wildlife Conflict Intensity in the Local Area (after Golder 2013)
In fact, if any kind of meaningful site assessment had been done by AESRD they would
have noted that there is also a preponderance of buffalo berry on the edges of the power
line right-of-way (Figure 19). Corvidae did report this (see quotes in Section 5.7.1.1).
Experience has shown that bears traveling the power line right-of-way will access buffalo
berry along the edges of the right-of-way and bears have no need nor incentive to
wander deeply into the forested subject UR parcels unless they are going there to
avoid conflict with humans along the right-of-way, a refuge option that will be
completely taken from them once those lands are built.
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Removing buffalo berry from the UR parcels proposed for development without
removing the buffalo berry buffet along the edges of power line right-of-way, which
could easily be done without bringing all of the negative impacts of the proposed QPD
residential development, is not likely to reduce the appeal of the power line right-of-way
as a de facto wildlife corridor for bears. We cannot reconcile the evidently superficial
dismissal of the importance of adding another 50 to 70 permanent residents to this region
of high human – wildlife conflict while attaching such apparent importance to a
suggested mitigation measure of removing buffalo berry from the proposed building lots
without addressing the role and contribution of this bear-attracting vegetation on the
power line right-of-way. If there is any program in place for removing buffalo berry from
the power line right-of-way, Figure 19 indicates that it is not very effective.

Figure 19 Growth of Buffalo Berry Along the Edges of the Power Line Right-of-Way
If the real problem of bear attractant can be eliminated along the power line right-of-way,
we are confident that the community cohesion that PoG has demonstrated in its response
to the QPD Application challenge could be harnessed to have an annual buffalo berry
harvest conducted on these lands. This would only be possible after Council turns down
the rezoning application and the owners either grant access for that purpose or they do the
right thing and respond to the “Made-in-Canmore” solution we discuss in Section 6.3.
Evidently the AESRD personnel are either not aware of or are choosing to ignore
the major and long-standing commitment of their own department to assess
cumulative impacts for environmental issues. Approval of adding to the currently
dangerous situation existing in our neighbourhood is wholly inconsistent with a
cumulative impact assessment ethos and a responsibility to be the human advocates for
wildlife protection. According to its own words (“will increase the number of residents in
the subdivision but will not likely contribute greatly to already existing levels of
conflict”), AESRD is advocating death by a thousand small cuts for the affected wildlife.
This fate is apparently okay with those senior provincial officials who are charged with
protecting wildlife!
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We respectfully suggest that Council would be ill-advised to rely on such casually
superficial and thoroughly inadequate advice for protecting wildlife from dangerous
conflicts with Canmore residents. We all expect better for our wildlife.
Finally, we note with some interest that the Government of Alberta recorded a value of
$642,000 on the land title in October 2008 to acquire the 4.5 acre parcel adjacent to the
westernmost of the subject UR parcels which is fully within the 2012 BCEAG Quarry
Lake Local Habitat Patch. We can only surmise that for our Provincial government to use
our taxpayer dollars to acquire such an apparently insignificant50 quantity of URdesignated land immediately adjacent to one of the current subject UR parcels, someone
in the Government of Alberta must have seen some benefit for consolidating the
Quarry Lakes Local Habitat Patch (Section 5.7.3), presumably to benefit wildlife.
That reality makes the October 20, 2014 position of AESRD even more difficult to
understand and defend. If not acquired for protection of the Quarry Lake Local Habitat
Patch, we are seriously puzzled about what would motivate our Provincial government to
make such a purchase at that location. Should we be concerned that the province is going
to be next with a residential development proposal for Peaks of Grassi? With current
price of oil sliding even further, the province may need a windfall profit more than the
investors represented in the QPD Application.
5.7.3 Ignoring More Than 20 Years of Wildlife Research in the Bow Valley
Concerns with protecting wildlife in the Bow Valley have been prominent ever since
Canmore began to grow with the developments associated with the 1988 Winter
Olympics following the economic devastation of the 1979 coal mine closure. Much of the
deliberation of the 1992 NRCB hearing about the TSRI proposal submitted in 1991was
devoted to wildlife concerns. NRCB was obliged to make its 1992 one-time public
interest decision without the benefit of all the wildlife research conducted over the
previous 22 years and without knowing exact development boundaries and development
types at specific locations, as those were largely conceptual at that time. For QPD to ask
Council to accept and believe that we now know nothing more in 2015 than the
NRCB was able to know in 1992 is simply untenable.
The QPD Application was exempted from conducting a full Environmental Impact
Statement for its development according to a narrow policy interpretation that the
BCEAG51 does not apply to anything that was approved by the 1992 NRCB decision
report on the application of TSRI, presumably because its application was based on an
EIS conducted before 1991. Although the meaning of this narrow policy logic is difficult
to rationalize as being in the best interests of the wildlife that humans are supposed to be
committed to protecting, the facts of the QPD Application are that the 4 acres being
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“insignificant” according to AESRD which found the subject UR parcels totaling 4 acres in its October
20 letter to the Town of Canmore to be not significant, but the adjacent 4.5 acres valued at $642,000 of
provincial taxpayers funds were acquired by the Government of Alberta.
51
Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group (BCEAG) a multi-stakeholder group created to address the
substantial concerns about the ability of wildlife to survive the massive increase in human activity in the
Bow Valley, representing the Town of Canmore, the Town of Banff, the Municipal District of Bighorn,
Banff National Park and the Government of Alberta.
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proposed for rezoning are not part of the 45 acres that the 1992 NRCB decision
(Section 1.2) approved for Pods 7&8, which became the entire Peaks of Grassi.
Consequently, the irrational policy for BCEAG to be ignored for application to the
subject 4 acres need not and should not apply. Relying on an almost 25 year old
assessment of wildlife to make a land use decision in Canmore in 2015 is simply not
good governance of the wildlife issue. Even that 25-year-old assessment is no longer
in the possession of the Town of Canmore and the planning staff assigned to
reviewing the QPD Application has not even looked it.
The other illogical decision, driven by strictly policy rationale, is that the Canmore MDP
still shows the outdated 1999 BCEAG map for the Grassi Local Habitat Patch, rather than
the current 2012 BCEAG map for the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch. However,
Canmore Council voted52 on June 17, 2014 to adopt BCEAG (2012) for municipal
planning purposes (Section 1.3.1). If the intent of this Council decision had been applied
to the QPD Application it would have been required to perform a formal EIS because the
westernmost UR parcels are directly adjacent (Figure 3) to the Quarry Lake Local Habitat
Patch (BCEAG 2012). Town Administration apparently concluded that the June 17, 2014
intention of Canmore Council to adopt BCEAG (2012) should not apply to the QPD
Application solely because the Administration has not updated the MDP regarding the
BCEAG maps since 1998. If the ToC values our co-habitation of the Bow Valley with
wildlife as we all say we do, we have to ask why such updating has not been done?
Certainly other items have been updated in the MDP as recently as 2011.
In lieu of being required to perform a rigorous EIS because of being adjacent to the
Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch according to BCEAG (2012) or because of the
requirements of even the outdated MDP (Sections 8.4a & 8.4c of the MDP), because the
easternmost UR parcel is adjacent to Environmental Reserve, QPD voluntarily provided
an “environmental brief” which has been reviewed in Section 5.7.1. As noted in our
review, that environmental brief was indeed extremely brief to the extent of being of little
value for informing critical decision-makers with regard to any important environmental
issues regarding these 4 acres.
In the absence of a proper and rigorous environmental impact assessment for this project
we were left to view the Golder (2013)53 EIA done for the TSMV properties including
the recently approved Stewart Creek development. This document provided the Human
Wildlife Conflict map shown in Figure 18 and Figure 20 which shows grizzly bear
telemetry data for 2000 to 2008 (a portion of original Figure 31 in the Golder 2013
report).
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Canmore Council adopted decision 143-2014 “Acceptance of 2011 [sic] BCEAG Wildlife Corridor and
Habitat Patch Guidelines for the Bow Valley” Because there are only 2012 BCEAG guidelines, we
presume that this must have been the real intent of decision 143-2014.
53
Golder Associates. 2013. Environmental Impact Statement: Three Sisters Mountain Village Development
Properties – Resort Center, Stewart Creek and Sites 7 / 8 and 9. Submitted to the Town of Canmore, Report
Number: 11-1334-0080
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The striking feature of the data in Figure 20 is the concentration of grizzly bear tracking
records (small triangles) in the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch immediately adjacent to
the middle and western-most UR parcels. This also confirms what everyone already
knows, that GPS-collared bears are using the powerline right-of-way at least as much, if
not more than the designated wildlife corridor.
These data alone make the arbitrary insistence on considering only the 1998 BCEAG
habitat patches and ignoring all of this expensive wildlife research unacceptable for
making an informed decision in 2015. If the Administration insistence that only the
habitat patch shown on the 1998 MDP can be cited for requiring a formal EIS, this
amounts to putting policy blinkers on to not require an EIS. However there is no
requirement that mandates Council must ignore recent evidence from another EIS
that tells it what most of us already know, bears commonly use and travel through
the land adjacent to the exact area proposed for residential development by the
QPD Application.

Figure 20

Grizzly Bear Telemetry Data (2000 – 2008) Showing Concentration at the
Point of the Proposed QPD Development (Golder 2013)

Adding another 50 to 70 permanent residents who will reside at the maximum
conflict location at dawn and dusk will certainly increase human wildlife – conflicts.
This is clearly a dangerous idea and Council must consider the ToC liability in
approving such a decision, if Council chooses to approve the QPD Application, to
allow this additional residential development to proceed despite the clear evidence
that this is inviting more human-wildlife conflict.
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5.7.4
Surface Runoff for Peaks of Grassi
Since June 2013 Council has learned more than it ever wanted to know about surface
drainage and flooding in Canmore. The ToC has shown the foresight to retain BCG
Engineering to evaluate the disastrous flood potential of intermittent mountain streams
throughout the area. Council will receive a detailed evaluation of possible surface
drainage issues for PoG that flow from the evaluation of so-called creeks X, Y and Z that
drain off Mount Lawrence Grassi, with creeks Y and Z draining through PoG. The point
is that while there were signs of substantial water movement through PoG during the June
2013, disastrous issues did not arise, suggesting that drainage, as designed for PoG
functioned as intended to protect the residential development. However, it also clear that
the residential development proposed in the QPD Application has the potential, owing to
its location, to affect the drainage design and its future function. Yet, the QPD
Application is totally devoid of any mention on the topic of surface drainage,
providing yet another serious deficiency that should not be tolerated. The
environmental brief provides some photos of some of the drainage pathways, but that
brief provides no drainage analysis, it is strictly an analysis of the possible aquatic
habitat. Consequently, that aquatic habitat information offers no help for addressing the
deficiency we are pointing out. A full EIS would have addressed this issue, but the QPD
Application was exempted from EIS requirements on a number of policy technicalities.
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6. OTHER MAJOR CONCERNS FOR RESIDENTS OF PoG
Council will receive a number of submissions for the public record about a number of
major concerns held by the residents of the Peaks of Grassi and many other Canmore
residents who value Quarry Lake Park and its future. The purpose of this report was to
review the inaccurate claims and inadequate content of the QPD Application and to
provide Council with all the evidence it needs to deny the QPD Application.
The additional submissions to Council will be on the public record from the Public
Hearing so that any Canmore resident can see what evidence Council has had before it to
make the right decision on the QPD Application.
6.1 An Irreversible Decision
Council must recognize that this decision, if it is made in favour of the QPD Application,
will set in motion the process of placing residential development on those parcels of
highly valuable land. ToC Administration has informed us that TSMV has NRCB
approval for about another 2700 residential units on the land under its control and that 19
of the 20 proposed residential units will be removed from that allowance if the QPD
Application is approved and building is allowed to proceed. There is no net gain to the
ToC by approving the QPD Application.
The proposed units can be built with proper planning and foresight anywhere on the
TSMV lands that Council and TSMV finds suitable, so refusing to allow them on these
critically located 4 acres does not prevent them from being built for Canmore’s housing
inventory. However, allowing those residential units to be built according to the QPD
Application will eliminate 4 acres of forest land of high intrinsic value to the many
Canmore residents who have shown you their opposition to the QPD Application. Once
this land is used for residential purposes, it cannot be returned to its natural state when
future problems arise. These 20 residential units, among the 2700 residential units
generically approved for TSMV, can be built at many suitable locations on TSMV lands,
but no developer can recreate these 4 acres at this critical location once they have been
dedicated to residential construction.
There are no benefits of the QPD Application that justify the enormous negative impacts,
costs and potential liabilities to the Town of Canmore if this application for rezoning is
approved. Only the investors will benefit substantially, and many would say
unreasonably so, from having this development approved. The QPD Application offers
far too little to Canmore to justify rewarding the absence of good faith behaviour towards
the residents of the Peaks of Grassi by at least one of the parties to this proposal. We
simply will not believe that Council could justify placing the interests of three investors
above the valid interests of so many Canmore residents who have expressed to Council
their fundamental opposition to the QPD Application.
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Council should not expect that if it does approve the QPD Application that the sense
of betrayal of trust in the Town of Canmore Administration and Council will simply
disappear. When the chain saws come to mow down the trees and the blasting or
jack-hammering crews begin destroying the rock outcrop, the negative physical
impacts will become irreparable.
Moreover, the rupture this sustained assault on the community fabric and our
common sense of values, integrity and sense of what is right will not likely be
repaired in our lifetimes. Council will be making an irreversible decision that it
must not make easily. This is not “business as usual”.
6.2 Undermining the Integrity of Public Interest Decision-Making in Canmore
Many Canmore residents are very grateful to the leadership of the past that showed
the foresight to ensure that development is not approved only to serve the financial
interests of the developers, but that development is truly in the best interests of the
Town. We believe that Council should NOT easily abandon the foresight by previous
Councils, in particular the 1998 Council that established a viable framework for
balancing the interests of the community with the valid interests of developers. This
balance has resulted in billions of dollars of residential development in Canmore over the
past 15 years. Beneficial, balanced, sensible development in Canmore will attract and
maintain community support, certainly from most of our group, but:
•

Trust is difficult to earn and extremely easy to lose.

•

Once lost, trust is incredibly difficult to regain.

6.3 A Made-in-Canmore Solution
Council has expressed a preference for Made-in-Canmore solutions. Council knows that
good faith efforts have been made to encourage these investors to do the right thing for
all residents of Canmore.
Council needs to know that no such Made-in-Canmore resolution to this matter will
be possible unless Council denies the QPD re-zoning application for any of the
many valid reasons provided for denying the application.
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Appendix 1
Preamble of Settlement Agreement
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Appendix 2
Settlement Agreement – capping the development for Peaks of Grassi
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Appendix 3
TSRI June 21, 1999 letter ultimatum to Council
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Appendix 4
Definitions of Infill
McConnell, V. & K. Wiley. 2010. Infill Development: Perspectives and Evidence from
Economics and Planning. Discussion Paper RFF DP 10-13 May 2010. Resources
for the Future, Washington, D.C.
“Defining and measuring infill is difficult because there is no single accepted definition of what
constitutes infill versus other development.”

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).”

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.
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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 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,
c. An increased supply of family-oriented housing.

PLANNING PRIMER Elective: Understanding Residential Intensification and Infill
Planning and Growth Management Department, Nov. 16 & 18, 2013 City of Ottawa
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)”
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Appendix 5
ANALYSIS OF TRAFFIC SAFETY HAZARD
ON LAWRENCE GRASSI RIDGE
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 A5.1. 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:
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•

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

•

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 A5.1 - 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 A5.2 thru A5.4. The first measurement is taken at Point
“a” on Figure A5.2, 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
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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.

!"#$%&'()*#+"(,#-.'"(

!+&%(03(L+.65(D%5%'F0&(D+*5"&'%(X(VT(B(!"#$%&'()*+,$*'(L50EE+&.(L+.65(D+*5"&'%(YG%5(/"U%B%&5Z(X(;:(B(234562(@O[L(Q4Q!\L[L([L(KS(@OC(]C,@[AQ!(A^,]C(K4!\W([4@,KD^A@[K4(KS(@OC(!),(OK,[_K4@Q!(A^,]C([4(@OC(LQNC(Q,CQ(,CD^ACL(][L^Q!(DC@CA@[K4(D[L@Q4AC(,Q4)CL(Q4D([4A,CQLCL(OQ_Q,D(CQL@("(

!"#$%&'%()$"**+(,+-.%(
/$012%(03(40$56()78%$(
9%5#%%&(:;<("&-(=>>>(

L50EE+&.(L+.65(D+*5"&'%(+*(56%(*7B(03(
56%(-+*5"&'%(5$"U%22%-(-7$+&.(
E%$'%EF0&("&-($%"'F0&(FB%("&-(
I$"H+&.(-+*5"&'%W(9$"H+&.(-+*5"&'%(+*(56%(
-+*5"&'%(56"5(+5(5"H%*(50(*50E(56%(U%6+'2%(
0&'%(56%(I$"H%*(6"U%(I%%&("EE2+%-W(
(((((((((((@$"&*E0$5(A"&"-"(D%*+.&(A0&*+-%$"F0&*(

/-*#%"01(
?@0#&(03(A"&B0$%(C&.+&%%$+&.(D%*+.&()7+-%2+&%*(<>=>(
?@$"&*E0$5(A"&"-"(D%*+.&(A0&*+-%$"F0&*(
?G+H+I00H*(J(!"#$%&'#(%)*+,-+./%#*0,/(%1,#23'/14%)+5"/6'*+
?DK@LA(<>=>M(N+&6(O7P&6(J(7'*89#+,-+3'/14%)+5"/6'*+
?QQLO@KR*(:+;,)84<+,#+=',&'(/84+$'*89#+,-+>89?@%<*+%#$+A(/''(*B+CDDE+
?S+%2-(N%"*7$%B%&5*M(/%"H*(03()$"**+(J(!"#$%&'%()$"**+(,+-.%M(=T(40U(=V(

Figure A5.2 – First Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point
The next measurement is taken at Point “b” on Figure A5.3, 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 A5.5.
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Figure A5.3 – Second Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point
The final point measured at Point “c” on Figure A5.4 – 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 A5.5.
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Figure A5.4 - Third Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point

Figure A5.5: Lawrence Grassi Ridge Road Curve Analysis Impact
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Figure A5.5 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 A5.3.
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
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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.

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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The traffic capacity of Lawrence Grassi Ridge has long been recognized as a problem by
residents, but there is also documentation that this road was not built to the standards
intended for a “collector road” as it is described on the Town of Canmore

Figure A5.6

Town of Canmore Streets Map – Road Classification_11x17,
Date: 6/11/2013

Lawrence Grassi Ridge is classified as a collector road as seen on the Town of Canmore
Streets Map (Figure A5.6).
Lawrence Grassi Ridge was recently measured at three places. Curb and gutter seems to
be 0.52m give or take a few cm of construction variation.
Location Street Number
Lawrence Grassi Ridge
952
Crest
1020

Width – back of curbs, m
10.52
10.67
10.55

Width – asphalt, m
10.00
9.62
10.03

According to these observations the road width does not meet the 11.50 m width as
specified in the Town of Canmore "Suggested Undivided Collector(UCU 50) - Parking
Both Sides" specifications, see below. Note the date of March 98 on the drawing.
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Engineering-Reference-Material/Engineering-Design-andConstruction-Guidelines-2010.html Page 19 of Part 2.7 (Figure A5.7)
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Figure A5.7

Showing Engineering Design Guidelines for an Undivided Collector
allowing parking on both sides which should have minimum width of
11.5m

We have found that the Town of Canmore is writing the 2014 Integrated Transportation
Master Plan. Based on the information on the town's website we do not believe the Plan
has been finalized or approved (Figure A5.8)
http://www.canmore.ca/News-and-Publications/Latest-News/2014-Integrated-Transportation-MasterPlan.html (Accessed 7 December, 2014)

This plan appears to resolve the inadequate design to classify Lawrence Grassi Ridge as a
“collector road” by down-grading its classification to a “residential street”. That may
resolve the issue on paper, but it does nothing to deal with the traffic capacity limitations
of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. This information clearly provides further evidence of
what residents of PoG have known for years that the traffic capacity of Lawrence
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Grassi Ridge is inadequate to deal with current neighbourhood density. Adding 20
more residential units to this reality is clearly unwise.

Figure A5.8

	
  

Proposed down-grading of Lawrence Grassi Ridge to a
“residential street”.
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Appendix 6
VISIBILITY FROM QUARRY LAKE
AND RESTRICTIVE COVENANT ON
NORTH SIDE LAWRENCE GRASSI RIDGE PROPERTIES
The issue of visibility of the Peaks of Grassi development was a major public
concern when it was being developed by TSRI in the 1990s and most particularly with
Phase III (Quarry Pines) as it was developed in 1998. A prominent response of TSRI to
this concern was the placement of a Restrictive Covenant #981397122 on the lots on the
north side of Lawrence Grassi Ridge, backing onto the power line right-of-way. Article
3.1 of this Restrictive Covenant limited the rights of land owners who purchased these
lots from removing or disturbing any vegetation or trees in the rear 5 m of their lots for
the express purpose of minimizing the visual impact of the developed lots on visitors to
Quarry Lake.
This Restrictive Covenant has clearly not worked, as evidenced by the photo
below, looking from the power line right-of-way towards the half duplex located on Lot
5, which is highlighted on the map attached to the Restrictive Covenant following. This
lot has more distance to the right-of-way than the more westerly lots 2 or 3. All of the
proposed duplex lots in the QuantumPlace Application (diagram below) will have the
same or less distance to the power line right-of-way as lots 2 and 3 and substantially less
than lot 5 shown in the photo below. Given the common occurrence of high velocity wind
events that frequently take down trees, particularly in narrow stands of trees, the
proposed 5 m buffer of trees is not going to last as a visual screen for Quarry Lake, just as
it has been lost in the photo below.

Figure A6.1

	
  

Lost Tree Buffer Looking from the Power Line Right-of-Way,
Quarry Lake is Behind the Photographer
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Figure A6.2 Development Plan for the QPD Application annotated to show Lot 5 where the tree
buffer has been lost already (photo on previous page) and the alignment of the proposed tree
buffers which will eventually fail and their alignment with the clearing to the mound (north) at
Quarry Lake where weddings are typically held, as shown in Figure

Figure A6.3 Because there is a large clearing south of Quarry Lake that aligns with the proposed
tree buffers for the QPD Proposed Development on the subject UR Parcels, when those tree
buffers eventually fail, direct site lines from Quarry Lake to the new development, as well as
residences already built behind, will occur.
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY AND MLS LISTING SUMMARY, NOVEMBER 2014
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SUMMARY OF CRITICAL ISSUES FACING CANMORE COUNCIL
!
Council has considerable discretion, entirely within
the Municipal Government Act, to deny
the QuantumPlace Developments’ (QPD) application for re-zoning 4 acres of urban forest.
Approval of the re-zoning will cause major, essentially irreversible negative impacts on a
large number of residents of Peaks of Grassi (PoG) and on users of nearby Quarry Lake Park.
To approve this re-zoning, Council would need to dismiss or ignore:
1. Exceeding the NRCB approved limit of 45 acres for development of pods 7 & 8 (PoG)
2. The 1998 Settlement Agreement, an exercise in foresight by Canmore Council to protect
Quarry Lake from residential encroachment and visual impact on southern vistas
3. 20 years of wildlife research captured in the reports of the Bow Corridor Ecosystem
Advisory Group (BCEAG 2012) and the Stewart Creek EIA (Golder 2013)
4. The documented experience of dangerous human-wildlife conflicts concentrated at this
pinch-point in the de facto wildlife corridor along the power line right-of-way

Require Town of Canmore to
Violate its own Policies and
Accept Major Financial
Liability

Cause IRREVERSIBLE
Negative Environmental,
Visual & Wildlife Impacts

Allow Development that
is PREMATURE
Contrary to UR Intent

Approving the QPD Application to allow re-zoning in Peaks of Grassi will ultimately:

	
  

! allow development that is demonstrably premature, a matter of timing and need,
contrary to the Town of Canmore definition of the purpose of Urban Reserve, because:
" no evidence has been provided of current need for the proposed residential
development and there is substantial contrary evidence
" the Municipal Development Plan (MDP), which is to be updated every 5 years,
has not been substantially updated since 1998 causing policy contradictions
" the Quarry Lake user survey has not been analyzed and reported
" the current Canmore Human Use Management Review survey is open until
December 31, 2014 and results will not be available until much later.
! result in an irreversible loss of forested green space at a critical location adjacent to
the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch for wildlife
! place another 50-70 permanent residents (plus visitors) and buildings closer to Quarry
Lake than the Quarry Lake parking lot
! place another 50-70 permanent residents (plus visitors) at a pinch-point that is
currently known to experience an unacceptably high rate of human-wildlife conflicts
! cause cumulative environmental impact by eliminating natural refuge space adjacent to
the de facto wildlife transit zone provided by the power line right-of-way
! severely limit the connectivity of green spaces in the community eliminating escape
routes for wildlife that wander into the subdivision from remaining open access
! require a violation of Canmore MDP policy to “preserve natural landform” and NRCB
1992 by allowing building on the rock outcrop in the eastern-most UR parcel
! threaten serious physical and potentially latent damage to nearby residences and
municipal buried infrastructure by blasting or extensive jack-hammering for building
on the rock outcrop for the eastern-most UR parcel
! require Council to ignore the requirement of the Municipal Development Plan (MDP
Section 8.4a,c) for QPD to perform an Environmental Impact Statement on the easternmost UR parcel because it is adjacent to an Environmental Reserve.
! require Council to adopt a QPD-self-serving concept of “infill development” in the
absence of any actual definition in the applicable policy (MDP) and in contradiction to
definitions used by other relevant jurisdictions that only support such developments in
much older districts, such as South Canmore and Tee Pee town
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Create Traffic
Hazards & Parking
Congestion

Cause Other
Unnecessary Costs to Canmore

Negatively Impact the Character and Social
Fabric of the Community without Benefit

Approving the QPD Application to allow re-zoning in Peaks of Grassi will ultimately:
! betray the trust of Peaks of Grassi and many other Canmore residents who rely on
Council to protect their valid interests
! betray the trust of Peaks of Grassi residents who relied on good faith advice provided
by the Town Administration about PoG density having reached approved limits
! reward the questionable behaviour of one party now involved in this application who
personally assured Peaks of Grassi residents that these lands would not be developed
! signal to developers that Council is tolerant of the double-dipping approach to
marketing Peaks of Grassi, Phase III (Quarry Pines) by collecting premium lot prices
based on providing green space, then attempting to profit from developing that space
! impose a 41% increase in the residential units on the directly affected street despite
assurances that the subject lands would not be developed
! impose a 70% decrease in street-frontage forest green space upon residents of the
directly affected street, substantially modifying the community character that was
named and marketed as Quarry Pines showing this green space as a key feature
! increase by 5% the residences in Peaks of Grassi which is already the second highest
density district in Canmore and is more dense than 75% of Calgary communities
! signal uncertainty to future purchasers of Canmore residential property about what
may be approved in the years ahead because of uncertainty about what reliance can be
placed upon planning commitments made by the Town at the time of purchase
! create a potential reputation for Canmore that the financial interests of developers,
even for a wholly inappropriate development, are more important than the valid
interests of the directly-affected community residents
! create a potential reputation for Canmore that the financial interests of developers are
more important than the concerns of many residents of Canmore who value Quarry
Lake Park as a community resource to be protected from undesirable visual impacts
! create tension and dissension among community residents because of the substantial
negative impact of this development, all for negligible benefit to the Town of Canmore
! bring the Canmore Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) process into disrepute if the
self-serving QPD calculation of its SSR scoring for this application is accepted
! create a traffic safety hazard by adding 4 or 5 residences plus suites on a combined
vertical and horizontal curve that does not meet visibility/stopping distance criteria and
is currently designated as “No Parking” following a near collision in 2001
! aggravate existing traffic congestion issues on the eastern portion of the rezoning
proposal adjoining the higher density regions of Lawrence Grassi Ridge, particularly in
winter when snow windrows are created
! aggravate on-street parking congestion on Lawrence Grassi Ridge by adding 50-70
new permanent residents (plus visitors) who will displace those Canmore residents
from outside Peaks of Grassi who park in the district to access Quarry Lake Park.

Council has expressed a preference for “made-in-Canmore” solutions. Council
knows that good faith efforts have been made to encourage the investors who
purchased these UR parcels to do the right thing for all residents of Canmore.
Council needs to know that no such “made-in-Canmore” resolution to this
matter will become possible unless Council denies the QPD re-zoning
application for any of the many valid reasons.
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SUMMARY OF QPD APPLICATION REVIEW
The following analytical review has been prepared on behalf of and with varying
degrees of input from a core group of more than 30 residents and a wider supportive
group over more than 170 residents of Peaks of Grassi who have numerous, substantive
and valid objections to the QuantumPlace Developments’ (QPD) Land Use Application
(hereafter, the “QPD Application”) submitted to the Town of Canmore. In summary, our
position is that the QPD Application fails to provide any substantial benefit to the Town
of Canmore while clearly providing enormous financial benefit to the group of 3
investors involved. The numerous flaws in the QPD Application provide Council with a
wide range of valid and important reasons within the discretion allowed under the
Municipal Government Act to deny this rezoning request.
The QPD Application presents potential risks to the Town of Canmore and
challenges the Town’s commitment to preserve the aesthetic values of our community, in
particular for Quarry Lake Park. Likewise, the Town’s commitment to ensuring that
development is sustainable and allows the community to co-exist with wildlife in the
Bow Valley will be challenged. Finally, this development application and the manner in
which it has evolved presents a challenge to Canmore’s core value of integrity.
The QPD Application creates the potential for numerous irreversible, negative
social and physical impacts to residents of the Peaks of Grassi and Canmore residents
who value Quarry Lake Park. The scale and intensity of community opposition to this
proposed development has been spontaneous and sustained for numerous reasons that
will be conveyed directly to Council in letters and statements to the Public Hearing
scheduled for January 13, 2015. Many of the issues are not new and were raised during
the original planning and approval of the Peaks of Grassi district. The Canmore Council
of that time (1996-1998) showed remarkable foresight in reaching the 1998 Settlement
Agreement to avoid over-development at this location, which is very close to Quarry
Lake. We encourage current Council to not abandon that foresight, whether or not that
1998 agreement is viewed to be legally binding in 2014. What is clear from the verifiable
history is that the 4 acres QPD is seeking to have rezoned to allow residential
development is outside the 45 acres approved by the 1992 NRCB decision.
The complete analytical review of the QPD Application focuses on the numerous
technical deficiencies and inconsistencies in that application as it has been presented to
Council. We trust that Council will read every line of this review because our Council
will appreciate the enormity of the challenge facing it by being asked to make this
irreversible decision about our community. Once the chain saws and bull-dozers begin
mowing down the trees in these forested parcels and the blasting and / or industrial
strength jack hammering destroys the natural rock outcrop in the middle of our
community, there will be no turning back from the physical damage. Equally severe will
be the irreparable damage to the community fabric caused by having this done to our
community by three of our neighbours who stand to make millions in windfall profits
from our community loss. The negative reaction from such an outcome is unlikely to fade
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during most of our lifetimes. A group of our community members has made a good faith
offer to the investors (in excess of their original purchase price) and provided them with
an opportunity to do the right thing for all of Canmore, but the investors appear to have
chosen personal profit over community cohesion and wellness (another Canmore core
value).
Premature Development
Even if there were merit in the QPD Application (our review reveals there is
negligible benefit to the Town of Canmore and none to residents of Peaks of Grassi, with
substantial harm to both), this application is clearly proposing development that is
premature in reference to the Canmore UR district designation intended to protect land
from premature development. Premature clearly refers to an issue of timing and need.
Premature means something being done before there is a demonstrable need.
The QPD Application provides no evidence of any need (beyond the 1 potential
PAH unit proposed) in Canmore for the main development being proposed. We address
this deficiency in Sections 2.2.2, 5.1 and Appendix 7 where we highlight what is missing
in the QPD Application and what readily accessible evidence shows about the absence of
a demonstrable need for this moderately expensive housing. We also address key aspects
that make this QPD Application premature in Section 5.2, including: the Municipal
Development Plan (MDP)1 has not been substantially updated since 1998, the Quarry
Lake Park Concept Plan Study user survey has only recently closed, report completion
will take some time into the future and the current Canmore Human Use Management
Review survey is open for input until December 31, 2014, the results of which will not be
available until much later. Finally, Canmore needs to determine whether its outdated
MDP conforms to the recently adopted South Saskatchewan Regional Plan. Relying on
the seriously outdated MDP, according to an interpretation of the Municipal Government
Act, has created a logical dilemma for Council, as outlined in Section 1.3 whereby
Administration has relied on the 1999 BCEAG location of the Grassi Lakes Local Habitat
Patch vs. the 2012 BCEAG location of the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch
(immediately adjacent to the subject UR parcels) to avoid requiring a formal
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the QPD Application. Taken together with
other ongoing information-gathering relevant to the QPD Application, noted above,
approval of this rezoning is clearly premature, directly contrary to the intent of UR.
Irreversible Environmental, Wildlife and Visual Impacts
Cutting the forest and removing the natural rock outcrop will be irreversible
changes to the character of the neighbourhood. Destruction of the rock outcrop on the
eastern-most UR parcel will clearly be an irreversible impact on community character
(Sections 5.4, 5.5, Figures 16, 17). Building on the rock outcrop will violate an
undertaking made by Three Sisters in its 1991 EIA to the NRCB that accepted the NRCB
EIA commitments in its 1992 decision.
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Municipal Development Plan (MDP) should be substantially reviewed and updated every 5 years.	
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The QPD Application would place another 50 to 70 permanent residents in what
is already the second highest density district in Canmore, at a critical location, closer to
Quarry Lake than the Quarry Lake parking lot (Figure 8 and report back cover) and at
the point of highest human wildlife conflicts (Section 5.7.2, Figure 18) and highest
intensity of grizzly bear telemetry reports in the region (Section 5.7.3, Figure 20). The
residential development of these forested parcels will eliminate escape routes and refuge
locations for wildlife that extensive scientific evidence and documented experience show
are clearly using the power line right-of-way as a de facto wildlife corridor. Eliminating
options for wildlife to avoid humans significantly raises the prospects for increasing
dangerous wildlife – human conflicts along the heavily used right-of-way. Placing 50 to
70 additional permanent residents at the pinch-point adjacent to the Quarry Lake Local
Habitat Patch will inevitably increase human presence at critical dusk and dawn times
when wildlife presence peaks. As well, the visibility of residential development from
Quarry Lake will be greatly increased by development of the two western-most UR
parcels because the proposed tree buffer at this location is too narrow to survive windfall
and other causes of tree buffer loss (Section 2.4, Figure 15).
Violate Canmore’s own Policies and Create Major Financial Liability
Destruction of the rock outcrop on the eastern-most UR parcel will violate the
MDP policy Clause 8.8(e) to “preserve natural landform” (Section 5.4, Figures 16, 17).
This construction activity will expose the Town and neighbouring residents to a threat of
serious physical and potentially latent, hidden damage to foundations and buried
infrastructure (Section 5.4). Approving the QPD Application for rezoning without
requiring an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will violate the MDP Section 8.4a,c
policy requiring an EIS for developments adjacent to Environmental Reserve (ER)
because the eastern-most UR parcel is adjacent to land registered as ER on its Land Title.
Finally, the QPD Application goes to extraordinary lengths to characterize itself as being
an “infill development”, using the term “infill” 19 times in the 16 pages (including title
page, cover letter and table of contents) of the QPD Application (Sections 2.2.1, 2.2.2,
Appendix 4). QPD appears to believe that it can convince Council to consider this as an
“infill development” according to the MDP. The problem with this logic is that the outdated MDP plan uses the term “infill” 26 times in 104 pages, but it does not provide any
explicit, legally defensible, definition of “infill development”. QPD may have mistakenly
assumed that the wording on p. 4-13 of the MDP that refers to “residential infill”,
describing it as “infill development” constitutes a definition of “infill development”.
However, an explicit definition of any term cannot be based on using the term to be
defined as the core element of the intended definition. For comparison, we have provided
substantial evidence from relevant sources that “infill development” does not have a
universally accepted definition and this term requires an explicit definition as some
jurisdictions have provided (Appendix 4). For example, the extensive infill development
policy of the City of Edmonton is limited to residential districts substantially greater than
40 years old.

	
  

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

7	
  

30 Dec 2014 - Peaks of Grassi Residents
Detailed Review of QPD Development Application 24 October 2014
Negatively Impact the Character and Social Fabric and Betray the Trust of
the Community with No Benefit to the Impacted Community
Approving the QPD Application for rezoning of these 4 acres of UR land will
betray the trust of Peaks of Grassi residents who did their due diligence and sought
advice from the Town Administration about the status of these UR parcels prior to
purchasing their homes. Many of these people are members of our group and report that
they were consistently advised, in good faith based on knowledge of the 1998 Settlement
Agreement, that Peaks of Grassi was at its maximum approved development, i.e. “it was
fully built out” (Section 5.6.1, original owner submissions to be provided to the Public
Hearing). Likewise some individuals in real estate and marketing of lots or residences in
Peaks of Grassi provided similar good faith advice to their customers on the same basis
(Section 5.6.2).
Overall, Canmore residents rely on Council to expect and value Integrity as a
core community value to be exercised by all those who seek Council approval. Canmore
residents trust their Council to protect highly valued community resources such as Quarry
Lake park from adverse impacts and approval of the QPD Application would betray that
trust (Section 2.4, Figure 8, Appendix 6). Given that one of the investors and one of the
proponents for QPD were associated with TSRI near the relevant time, it appears likely
that they would have or should have been aware of the 1999 TSRI ultimatum to Council
to secure the UR designation of the subject parcels while lots and houses in Phase III
(Quarry Pines) of Peaks of Grassi were being marketed by TSRI at a premium because of
their exceptionally appealing, forested character including the evident appeal of its
natural spaces (Section 2.2.2, Figures 6, 7a, b). Yet, 15 years later these same individuals
are proposing these natural spaces for residential development. Certainly Council will
hear directly from several original purchasers who were given clear assurances by the
lead investor that the subject parcels would never be developed. Approving the QPD
Application will effectively reward this questionable behaviour, while propertypurchasers in Quarry Pines who relied on what they were told, will be irreparably
harmed. If nothing else, this amounts to double-dipping because the higher lot prices for
Quarry Pines were justified by the character of the district as it was being marketed.
Now, the investors are seeking to massively profit from damaging the character that was
previously used in marketing properties in Quarry Pines.
The QPD Application will impose a 41% increase in the number of residential
units on Lawerence Grassi Ridge from the Quarry Pines sign (Figure 6, Figure 7), to the
western end of that street. This same northern half of Quarry Pines will lose 70% of its
street frontage forested green space (report front cover). Overall, Peaks of Grassi (Phases
I, II and III), which is the second highest density district in Canmore (Section 5.3,
Appendix 8) and already suffers from congestion because of its narrow street layout
(Appendix 5) and high density, will see a 5% increase in its more than 400 residences
which must funnel through a single outlet (Peaks Drive) to leave Peaks of Grassi. The
many residents who move to Canmore from major urban centers like Calgary and
Edmonton do not come with an expectation of facing greater urban density in Canmore.
Yet Peaks of Grassi is already more dense than most Calgary neighbourhoods and
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approval of the QPD Application will push Peaks of Grassi to a population density that is
only lower than 6 residential districts in all of Calgary (Appendix 8).
Cause Other Unnecessary Costs to Canmore
Ignoring the importance of the reasons for the 1998 Settlement Agreement and the
impact of having so many citizens of Canmore relying on it in good faith, either directly
or indirectly, risks sending a signal of major uncertainty to prospective buyers of real
estate in Canmore that previous, apparently well-justified commitments will not be
honoured. Canmore will also risk sending a signal that providing a financial windfall to
three investors has taken precedence over well-documented reasons for not approving the
QPD Application which is overwhelmingly opposed by normal, tax-paying residents of
Canmore who would prefer to be earning their living or enjoying their lives in Canmore,
not fighting such unpleasant battles that were settled 16 years ago. Council will receive
well-documented, quantified details of the level of community opposition to the QPD
Application from within Peaks of Grassi, in other Canmore districts and among users of
Quarry Lake. This proposal has already created substantial negative tension in the
community and approval of the QPD Application with its major, irreversible impacts on
the community will only increase that rupture of the social fabric of this community
(Section 6). Finally, although the Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) process may not
ultimately be a primary determining factor in Council decision-making, the self-serving
manner in which the QPD Application has “calculated” its score in the SSR may bring
this feature of planning and development in Canmore into disrepute (Section 3).
Create Traffic Hazards and Parking Congestion
Approval of the QDP Application will create a traffic safety hazard by adding 4 or
5 residences plus suites on a combined vertical and horizontal curve that does not meet
visibility/stopping distance criteria and is currently designated as “No Parking” following
a near collision in 2001 (Section 2.3, Appendix 5). This development will also aggravate
existing traffic congestion issues on the eastern portion of the rezoning proposal
adjoining the higher density regions of Lawrence Grassi Ridge, particularly in winter
when snow windrows are created. Finally, the QPD Application development will
aggravate on-street parking congestion on Lawrence Grassi Ridge by adding more than
50 to 70 permanent residents (plus visitors) who will displace those Canmore residents
from outside Peaks of Grassi who routinely park in the district to access Quarry Lake
Park and hiking paths.
A Made-in-Canmore Solution
Council has expressed a preference for “Made-in-Canmore” solutions. Council
knows that good faith efforts have been made to encourage the investors who purchased
these UR parcels to do the right thing for all residents of Canmore. Council needs to
know that no such “Made-in-Canmore” resolution to this matter will become possible
unless Council denies the QPD rezoning application for any of the many valid reasons set
forth herein.
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LIST OF TERMS & ABBREVIATIONS
BCEAG

Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group

CEO

Chief Executive Officer

CF

Conservation Forest

DC

Direct Control

EIA

Environmental Impact Assessment

EIS

Environmental Impact Statement

ER

Environmental Reserve

GDA

Gross Development Acreage

GIS

Geographic Information System

GLHP

Grassi Lakes Habitat Patch

HUMR

Human Use Mitigation Review

LGR

Lawrence Grassi Ridge

MDP

Municipal Development Plan

MGA

Municipal Government Act

MGB

Municipal Government Board

MLS

Mulitple Listing Service

NIMBY

Not In My Back Yard

NP

Natural Park

NRCB

Natural Resources Conservation Board

PAH

Perpetually Affordable Housing

PD

Public Use District

PoG

Peaks of Grassi

QPD

QuantumPlace Developments

SSR

Sustainability Screening Report

ToC

Town of Canmore

TAVC

Tipple Across Valley Corridor

TSAVC

Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor

TSRI

Three Sisters Resorts, Incorporated

TSMV

Three Sisters Mountain Village

UR

Urban Reserve

WC

Wildlands Conservation
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Concluding Remarks to Overview

Key Points:

Written by Steve E. Hrudey Ph.D., D.Sc. (Eng), P.Eng., FCAE
Our community has come together to prepare a detailed technical
review of the QuantumPlace Developments (QPD) proposal
formally submitted to the Town of Canmore on October 24, 2014.
Our detailed technical review was provided to Council on
December 30, 2014. Our review is as long as it is, because there is
so much wrong with the QPD proposal, not because we have
happily chosen to spend countless hours of our time taken away
from our normal lives over the past 4 months. We do not apologize
for doing all this work - it has been made essential because QPD
and the 3 investors it represents have imposed a serious threat to
our community.
We trust that Council and Town Administration will have invested
its time to read our detailed community review document so this
document will only provide an overview.
Municipal Development Plan (MDP) violations






Development in the 4 acres of UR
zoned lands in Peaks of Grassi is
wrong for many reasons:


Several violations of the MDP



Premature for timing and need



Arbitary policy inconsistencies



Liability issues for Canmore



Impacts on Quarry Lake



Serious damage to community
character



Refusal of a Made in Canmore
solution

Any development application must be consistent with the
Canmore MDP. The QPD application is not consistent with
 An Overall Lack of Integrity
the Canmore MDP in many aspects
MDP Section 2.2 requires a proposed development to: “maintain general character and
stability of established residential areas” – Quarry Pines character is defined by the rock
outcrop and forested green space that will be destroyed by the QPD proposal
MDP Section 2.4 requires that: “Existing residential areas…should be protected from
premature land use changes that could have a disruptive impact on existing community
fabric”
MDP Part 4, Clause 8.8(e) requires: “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.”
MDP Section 8.4a and 8.4c require a formal EIS for land adjacent to an Environmental
Reserve, which applies to rock outcrop UR parcel, but an EIS was not required by
Administration. Does this section of the MDP not really mean what it says?

Urban Reserve and Premature




Urban Reserve - Purpose: “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 rock outcrop (easternmost) UR has severe geotechnical constraints that have been
known since the 1992 NRCB approval and has been documented by 1996 and 1998
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geotechnical engineering studies that clearly led to the Quarry Pines subdivision being
designed to avoid the rock outcrop.
Premature is a matter of timing and need. QPD has presented nothing to justify need
or timing for this development.
There is no valid precedent for the Town of Canmore converting UR to residential use in
a situation like the Peaks of Grassi case (in the past 20 years, there have been only 6
cases of UR conversion to any other use, only 4 cases were UR conversion to residential,
all 4 were in Eagle Terrace, non-controversial development of 4 phases of Eagle Terrace
where 84% of the UR was changed to Wildlands Conservation).
Peaks of Grassi involves:
o A 15+ year established community
o A major change to existing community character
o Overwhelming community opposition
o A legal Settlement Agreement specifying a development cap

Approval of the QPD Proposal will Invoke Arbitrary Policy Inconsistencies








The NRCB 1992 Decision only approved 45 acres for Peaks of Grassi. The 4 acres of UR
in the QPD application were not included or approved by the NRCB
The 1992 NRCB approval has been invoked to exempt QPD from doing a formal EIS
The 1992 NRCB approval has been invoked to exempt from BCEAG 2012 even though
Council adopted BCEAG 2012 for planning purposes in June 2014 and has noted that
other communities are failing to support BCEAG 2012
The 1992 NRCB Approval adopted a Three Sisters undertaking that it: “will not consider
construction on slopes over 25%” a constraint that would be violated if construction is
approved on the rock outcrop
A no parking zone was established at rock outcrop, but the traffic safety issue with
locating 4 – 5 homes with suites has been ignored so far
The road curve does not meet Transportation Association of Canada guidelines, even
only for the horizontal curve contrary to QPD claims. No consideration has been given to
the impact of the steep hill
The westernmost UR parcels are adjacent to a recognized pinch point for wildlife-human
conflict with the highest rates of conflict in Canmore. Adding more permanent residents
at this location will increase conflict, but with no analysis of any data, the acknowledged
increase was judged to be not “great”. How can it be acceptable to increase such conflicts
at the highest wildlife – human conflict zone in Canmore?

Liability Issues for the Town of Canmore





Blasting damage risk to municipal infrastructure
Blasting damage risk to adjacent land owners
No traffic hazard has been acknowledged but the QPD proposal will inevitably increase
the risk
Wildlife – human conflict is already high and adding more permanent residents who will
be present at dawn and dusk will increase such conflict levels
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Losses for Canmore Citizens of Highly Valued Quarry Lake Features





Residential encroachment on Quarry Lake Park – QPD duplexes will be closer to Quarry
Lake than the Quarry Lake Parking Lot
Inevitable visual impairment of the Quarry Lake vistas towards Mount Lawrence Grassi
and Ha Ling because the 5 m treed buffer will not survive windfall and other damage, as
demonstrated by the loss of the treed buffer behind the residence of 1 of the 3 investors,
only 3 units east of the location of the proposed QPD duplexes
Future wedding photos at Quarry Lake Park will feature the QPD duplexes as backdrop

Major Impacts for Peaks of Grassi Residents and Damage to Community Character





The most directly affected part of Peaks of Grassi is Phase 3, Quarry Pines, where:
o the QPD proposal will increase the number of residential units on Lawrence
Grassi Ridge in Quarry Pines by 41%,
o the QPD proposal will reduce the frontage green space by about 70% and
o the QPD proposal will destroy the natural landscape feature of the rock outcrop
across the street from the Quarry Pines sign.
Peaks of Grassi is already the second most dense district in Canmore and the QPD
proposal will increase total residential units by another 5%
The additional 20 residential units of the QPD proposal will compound existing traffic
and parking congestion in Peaks of Grassi which is already very congested, especially in
winter

A Made in Canmore Solution




The investors and QPD know that this is wrong, but financial incentive has overwhelmed
their commitment to our community
Some of our group made an offer to one of the investors to cover purchase price and
reasonable costs, but we were advised that the offer was not good enough and no counter
offer was made
This group, with support from our community, is still willing to pursue such a reasonable
resolution to have land become part of the Quarry Lake Park, but it is clear that the
investors will not negotiate as long as they have any chance to succeed in rezoning
the land for a massive profit

Wrong Because it IS WRONG – INTEGRITY Matters in Canmore!





1998 Settlement Agreement was a balance struck between development pressure, Town
interests and wildlife needs
1999 Three Sisters threatened in a letter to Council with pursuing a time-delaying appeal
to obtain the UR zoning on these parcels
Lawrence Hill, lead investor, personally assured Alpine Homes clients that these UR
parcels would never be developed
No benefit to Peaks of Grassi with substantial losses and negligible benefit to Canmore,
only providing more expensive homes that will not solve a shortage of affordable housing
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The only real beneficiaries from the QPD proposal are the 3 investors and QPD
Approval of the QPD application will betray the trust that Peaks of Grassi residents have
placed in their Town Administration which advised many who inquired about the status
of the UR parcels that Peaks of Grassi was at its maximum approved development limit
Approval of the QPD application will betray the trust of all Canmore residents in its
Council to look after the best interests of its citizens, not simply the financial interests of
developers
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Sequence of events:
In July 1996, 150 Canmore residents gathered in council chambers to express their
opposition to a proposal for Quarry Lake development. Three Sisters had acquired the
second option on a 225 acre piece of crown land bordered by Spray Lakes Road, Three
Sisters Drive and the TransAlta utility corridor. That area encompassed Quarry Lake and two
smaller ponds known locally as the butterfly or dog ponds.
The option was offered to Three Sisters by the provincial government in exchange for land
owned by the developer in Wind Valley that was deemed unacceptable for development by
the Natural Resources Conservation Board in 1992. The developer proposed the
construction of 71 single detached residences on 13.26 acres to the west of the Lake
between the quarry and the ponds. To the southeast of the lake, it proposed a 10 acre school
site, a 3.5 acre commercial site and a 2.48 acre, 37 unit multi-family residential site. Fourteen
and a half acres surround the lake would be donated to the town.
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.
In procuring the site, the Town agreed to pay Mountain Meadows (a consortium of local
business interests) $175,000 for the first interest in the area. A 25-year lease of the site
began in the new year and the agreement included options for an additional two similar
leases, with the lands being used solely for non-intensive recreational park development.
An option to purchase within three years had also been hammered out with the Province.
“That was critical to me and I think it will be a good challenge to Friends of Quarry Lake,”
said Councillor Glen Craig. [Canmore Leader, 99.12.30 “Quarry deal inked”]. The agreement
stipulated that as long as the land remains park, the purchase price would be $1,500 per acre
or $336,000.
In August 1998, council voted to set up a fund for the purchase of the land, At the time, a
deadline of the end of October 1999 was set. The Town subsequently paid $1,120 per year to
maintain the lease. Before that vote three councilors said they felt comfortable with the
current lease arrangement and felt it was unnecessary to purchase the land. But many in
Canmore said they didn’t feel comfortable leaving the land in the provincial government’s
hands.
In August 1999, members of the Friends of Quarry Lake were issued a challenge by Council
to raise half of the $336,000. In December 2000, a “made in Canmore” solution was struck:
the Town in partnership with a new foundation dedicated to preserving Quarry Lake,
received an extension to the deadline to purchase the land surrounding the lake from the
provincial government. The Foundation was founded to “acquire, manage and preserve the
224 acres of land… for public use.” The Foundation was also given the authority to issue tax
receipts for charitable donations.
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.
1
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Today the area is managed collaboratively by the Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation in
conjunction with the Town of Canmore. Located on Spray Lakes Road, it can be accessed on
foot, by bicycle or car (parking is available). It is indisputably one of the town’s most popular
parks, boasting picnic tables, grass lawns, sitting benches, swimming area, walking trails,
sightseeing benches, pit toilets and includes an off leash do park. It now is host to special
social and sporting events by reservation with the Town. It is also home to resident wildlife,
including elk, deer, bear, coyote and small mammals.
Over the last two decades, a number of surveys and consultations have taken place, soliciting
feedback from the public on future directions for managing the Quarry Lake lands. On the
whole, the public has been extremely satisfied with the management of the lands and lake
and has generally been satisfied with the kinds of amenities available to the users, for
example, the provision of public washrooms, picnic tables and general landscaping that
provides for multi-generational use of the area as a swimming facility and the adjacent
provision of lands for what many consider to be the finest off-leash dog area in the Bow
Valley.
More recently, Brian Baker, who is a consultant with IBI Group, has been contracted to do
the upcoming consultation work for the Rocky Mountain Heritage Foundation. The study is
underway and the company has assembled a group of park planners and landscape
architects to do the study. Brian has been doing work on site since at least 1991 and
therefore knows the issues well. A public consultation process and questionnaire has been
distributed as part of their process.
IBI and the Town have encouraged all residents to provide input into their process. Planners
have intimated that the integrated and continuous use of lands from the Nordic Centre to
Three Sisters Parkway has to be considered together. They will be making
recommendations.

Lessons learned:
1.

2.

3.

People in Canmore care deeply about the preservation of lands in the Quarry Lake
area, regardless of whether they live nearby or not. People then and now have
consistently expressed their desire to see the area shared by all citizens and
managed wisely by the Town.
The ongoing negotiations of how these lands will be used has been overall a positive
process, whereby citizens, along with the current foundation and town officials have
agreed to preserve, protect and manage the area. Developers, recognizing the
political resolve of citizens and councilors through this process, have also made
constructive, preservation-minded decisions.
Despite formidable forces, provincial and private, to develop these lands, the town
and its citizenry demonstrated a steadfast resolve to control the destiny of those
lands. Today, that still exists within the broader cultural context. In fact, the extent
to which residents feel invested in these lands, may actually indicate an even
stronger commitment to the principles originally used to preserve these lands.

2
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4.

5.

Fundraising, the creation of a non-profit foundation and ongoing consultation on
future uses demonstrates a willingness to find “made in Canmore” solutions to some
of the original and ongoing challenges and pressures on the Quarry Lake lands.
The largely reactive nature of past processes bears a marked similarity to today’s
scenario. Residents were largely unaware of the potential for developing these
Peaks of Grassi lands, until, that is, a developer instigated a rezoning application.
Their responses have been reactionary, although it is clear that residents would
rather have been part of a more thoughtful and comprehensive process for deciding
the future of these UR lands.

MRobb/Docs/January 2, 2015
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PRESERVING THE
INTEGRITY OF
QUARRY LAKE
In late 1997, after a
sometimes controversial
and contentious debate,
the efforts of those citizens
of Canmore dedicated to
preserving Quarry Lake
succeeded.
Peaks of Grassi from Quarry Lake

At a special council meeting December 23,
Mayor Bert Dyck announced that threeway negotiations between the Town, the
Province and Mountain Meadows had
produced a lease for 224.06 scenic acres
surrounding Quarry Lake.
What follows is a brief history of that
process and a brief recitation of the
lessons we learned through that process,
and how they can inform and guide our
thinking and planning regarding today’s
scenario in Peaks of Grassi.

January 13, 2015
Town of Canmore public hearing presentation
Bylaw 2014 – 18: Peaks of Grassi Land Use amendment application
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BEDROCK AND TOPOGRAPHY
Prepared by Tom Boone, Ph.D., P.Eng.
and Renee Boone, M.Eng., P.Eng.

Key Points:


The majority of the land in the
easternmost parcel of this
rezoning application has bedrock
outcrops and steep slopes.



The NRCB Decision and
Undertaking by Three Sisters
Resorts Inc. (TSRI) states there
will be no construction
considered on slopes of over 25
percent.



The GSMDT states that slopes of
35% or higher should be
avoided, and bedrock outcrops
should not be altered.

1. Detailed site-specific information on the slopes of the land
along with the extent and location of the rock outcrops;



2. A plan describing how any development in this area could
possibly be implemented consistent with the GSDMT and
MDP; and

The MDP states that natural
landform features shall be
preserved.



Geotechnical screening is
required.



Any blasting carries significant
risks to existing houses and
municipal infrastructure.

The easternmost parcel of Urban Reserve (UR) land in the
proposed development is documented as containing significant
geotechnical features including rock outcrops and slopes greater
than 35%. Outcrops and steep slopes are key triggers that limit
development as defined in the Town’s Guidelines for Subdivision
and Development in Mountainous Terrain (GSDMT) as well as in
the Municipal Development Plan (MDP). Any development
concept in the proposal area is likely to require significant
excavation of bedrock by blasting or another method. As a result,
this land is likely not suitable for development.
Council cannot reasonably make a decision to rezone this land for
residential development without the following information:

3. A preliminary plan for any required excavation including
whether blasting is being proposed and what provisions
will be made to protect the safety of the community and
the integrity of adjacent properties and municipal
infrastructure.
These issues were not addressed in the material presented at the
First Reading. We see this as a significant oversight.

Documented Geotechnical Features
The easternmost parcel of land in the proposed Peaks of Grassi development contains mapped
rock outcrops and slopes in excess of 35% as documented in Figures 3 and 4 of the 1995 Agra
Report on the “Three Sisters Resorts Inc., Pods 7, 8 and 9, Slope Stability and Geotechnical
Assessment” that was provided to us by the Town Planning and Development Department. It is
also documented in “Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report in Support of an Application for
Amendment to the Land Use Bylaw” dated April 1998 and prepared by TSRI and UMA
Engineering Ltd. as shown in Figure 1.
1
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Clearly, these geotechnical features were key factors in the decision not to develop this parcel as
part of the original development.

NRCB Decision and Undertaking by Three Sisters Resorts Inc. (TSRI)
An undertaking by TSRI in its Environmental Impact Assessment for the 1992 for the NRCB
Public Hearing states the following:
“No construction is to be considered on slopes of over 25 percent.”
The commitment to the undertakings is specifically noted in the NRCB Decision. As a result,
any development on the areas with slopes exceeding 25% here would be a violation of the NRCB
approval. As can be ascertained from the figure above, a large fraction of the easternmost parcel
of land is impacted by this restriction.

Guidelines for Subdivision and Development in Mountainous Terrain
The Town’s Guidelines for Subdivision and Development in Mountainous Terrain which was
adopted by Council on June 13, 2006 includes the following pertinent statements:
Section 2.1.1 “Slopes of 35% or greater which require grading in order to create building
sites should be avoided.”
Section 2.1.3: “Prominent topographic features such as knolls, ridgelines, bedrock
outcrops, cliffs, ravines should not be graded or otherwise altered.”
Section 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 esthetically pleasing community. Prior to development,
significant features of the landscape shall be identified and should be protected and
incorporated into the subdivision plan or site plan. Significant features may include,
unique landforms – particularly crests of slopes, ridgelines, cliffbands and escarpments.
Development around these features should complement the character of the feature.”
The original subdivision development of this area clearly honored these guidelines by excluding
this parcel of land. A key question that Council should be asking is “Can this parcel of land be
developed now in a manner consistent with the GSDMT?”

2
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Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
The Canmore MDP in section 8.8(e) “Preservation of Natural Features” reinforces the GSMDT
by stating the following:
“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 rock outcrop with steep slopes clearly qualifies as a natural feature and landform that should
be protected from development.

Requirement for a Geotechnical Report
The definition of Urban Reserve includes the provision for geotechnical screening to determine
if the lands are suitable for development. We have been advised by the Town Planning and
Development Department that a geotechnical report was not required to be submitted with the
current application as detailed geotechnical reports are not typically required at the rezoning
application stage. However, the definition of Urban Reserve includes the following statement:
“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.”
A geotechnical screening report at this stage would certainly aid in determining if this land is
suitable to even consider for development. The report should provide additional information on
the slopes of the land and the extent and location of the rock outcrops. It should also include a
preliminary plan addressing how any development in this area could possibly be implemented
consistent with the Town’s GSDMT and MDP. Finally, there should be a plan for any required
excavation including specifically whether blasting is being proposed and, if so, what provisions
will be made to protect the safety of the community and the integrity of adjacent properties and
municipal infrastructure.
The Town’s Planning and Development Department has advised us that detailed geotechnical
reports are typically required at the subdivision stage and that, even if the land is rezoned, it may
subsequently be determined undevelopable. We submit that a detailed geotechnical report was
not necessarily required at this stage; however, a geotechnical screening report that addresses
slopes and features such as rock outcrops that may impact suitability for development should be
provided.
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A Preliminary Plan of Development
If this parcel of land were to be developed with either 20 m wide lots as proposed or with 15 m
wide lots as suggested by the Town Planning and Development Department at First Reading, it is
very likely that a significant volume of rock would have to be excavated in order to meet the
Town’s limitations on grades. It is difficult to understand how a recommendation on lot width
can be made without a more detailed consideration of the geotechnical issues and excavation
requirements.
Furthermore, the proposal is for development “consistent with the current neighborhood”. Given
that the original development did not develop on any of the mapped outcrops or in areas with
grades greater that 35%, it is not clear how the proposed development can be consistent with the
current development. More information should be made available to both Council and the
public. A detailed preliminary plan for development of these lands that reasonably accounts for
the geotechnical features should be required by Council.

Methods of Excavation
A very significant concern to the members of the community is what methods of excavation are
being considered. It is our understanding that the developer has been inquiring about blasting at
this location. We have recently consulted with Dr. Derek Martin of the University of Alberta
who is both a part-time Canmore resident and a recognized expert on rock engineering. Dr.
Martin has strongly advised against blasting of rock at this location as it will pose a very
significant risk to several surrounding properties and the corresponding infrastructure.
Inevitably, the Town of Canmore will share that burden of risk. Dr. Martin has also advised that
other forms of excavation would likely be prohibitively expensive for such a development. A
copy of Dr. Martin’s letter is included after this report.

In summary, Council should be fully apprised of the unusual complexities and risks that the
Town will need to manage and consider at later stages in the development process when it
considers whether this UR land is suitable for development. We believe these risks are costprohibitive and this parcel of land, with its bedrock outcrops and steep slopes in excess of 25%
and even 35%, should not be rezoned for any development.
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Figure 1: Slope plan showing proposed UR plot in yellow outline and slopes over 35% and slopes 22 - 35% associated with the rock
outcrop (Source: Peaks of Grassi Phase III Land Use Report in support of an application for Amendment to the Land Use Bylaw.
April 1998
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January 2, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Members of Canmore Town Council
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Canmore Town Council,
RE: BYLAW 2014-18 Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment Application – Requirement
for a Geotechnical Report, Excavation and Blasting
I am writing to you as a concerned property owner and part time resident of Canmore, and as a
Professional Engineer and recognized expert in the area of rock mechanics, rock excavation and
blasting. I have personally inspected the rock outcrop on the easterly section of land that is
proposed for rezoning and construction of single family dwellings, as noted above. It is readily
apparent from the slopes and rock exposures that significant rock excavation will be required in
order to develop this land.
Developers typically prefer to use blasting to remove uneven rock surfaces because it is the least
expensive method for excavation of rock. I cannot over emphasize that the risks from blasting in
an urban environment are large. Blasting is a combination of art and science. The science is
applied to the blast design but empirically. In other words trial blasts are required to fine-tune
the blast design, after blasting starts. In an urban environment, and particularly when blasting
projects are small, the opportunities for improving the blasts are limited. Hence there are much
greater risks that the blasts will not go as planned, generally causing much greater vibrations than
originally planned for in the design.
Homeowners rely on the Town to protect and service their property. The Town of Canmore has
a form, which defines a process for granting permits and monitoring of blasting. The current
process does not provide for adequate review, involvement and protection of the nearby
homeowners for blasting in an already developed urban environment. Granting a permit to set
off an explosion next to existing property comes with significant risks. The homeowner, having
no knowledge of the explosive technology, relies on the Town to control the explosion and
ensure appropriate decisions are made so that their property is protected. For example, in the
“Blasting Permit Application” it is stated, “all blasts shall be monitored with a seismograph”.
Seismographs are used to record the level of vibration and the blasts must not exceed the
specified allowable vibration levels (part of the blast design). In Sedimentary rocks, such as
occurs in the area of interest, the layers will not distribute the vibrations uniformly. This implies
that there must be a seismograph mounted adjacent to each property and any town infrastructure
to monitor the vibrations at each location. Hence predicting the allowable vibration levels at
each property will require significant resources and understanding of the geological/geotechnical
complexities of the rock outcrop and how it is connected to each of the existing properties.
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The Town must recognize that it will carry the blasting risks once a permit to construct and blast
is issued, regardless of what clauses are put on the permit. Once damage occurs and the
contractor’s resources are exhausted, the owner of the damaged property has no recourse but to
look to the Town of Canmore for compensation and restoration to conditions for blasting started,
since the Town granted the permit. In an urban environment it often means more than one
homeowner is affected and hence a group action may result.
The current land designation of Urban Reserve states that a geotechnical assessment may be
required prior to the lands being deemed suitable for development. As a Professional Engineer
in the field, I strongly advise Council that prior to consideration of rezoning these lands:
(i)
a geotechnical assessment of the detailed site conditions should be performed,
(ii)
the developer should provide detailed plans and documents for the proposed site
development, and
(iii) if the developer’s plans require blasting, a separate Geotechnical/Blasting assessment
be carried out to assess the risk from the planned excavation. This assessment should
address all the Means and Methods necessary to mitigate those risks to the
homeowner’s and Town’s satisfaction.
I am available to discuss any aspect of these issues with you or the Town’s Planning and
Development Department. I can be contacted at derek.martin@ualberta.ca or at 780-952-2014.

Regards,

Dr. Derek Martin, FCAE, FEIC, PGeol., P.Eng
287B Three Sisters Drive, Canmore
Cell: 780 952-2014
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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



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.

Figure 2 – First Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point
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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.

Figure 3 – Second Vertical Curve Impact Assessment Point
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
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.
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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.

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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Quarry Pines

Water Courses
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Water draining downhill from the Ships Prow on Mount Lawrence Grassi does
not end up in Quarry Lake

ENVIRONMENTAL, MUNICIPAL AND URBAN
RESERVES WERE CREATED (AT LEAST IN PART)
IN THE QUARRY PINES
TO PROVIDE SPACE FOR THE

OVERLAND DRAINAGE OF WATER!

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

15-1-11

Recent History
We understand now that the manner in which the Cougar Creek subdivision was
designed did not address potential water flows in that area.

Preserving natural spaces will always be the most dependable method of
overland drainage. Engineered solutions, as we have seen in Cougar Creek,
are sometimes underestimated and lead to catastrophic failures.
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•

•

Q: Knowing then what you know now, could council
approve today the subdivision (Damming) of land and
installation of homes along the banks of Cougar Creek?
The answer of course is that it would all have been done
differently if the implications of that alluvial fan of river stone
had been understood at the time.
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Overland Drainage through Quarry Pines has
long been recognised.
All of the reports acknowledge the
presence of an overland drainage from
the Sub-catchment basin below the
Ships prow feature of Mount Lawrence
Grassi.

NRCB, UMA and BGC reports identify
the alluvial fan that spreads across
Wilson Way downhill toward LGR.

Environmental Impact Assessment
done for TSRI

TSRI report completed in 1994 and
submitted 1996 (also references
NRCB review)

None of the reports quantifies the
volume, or frequency, of water flows.
The principal mitigative measure all
reports arrive at is to provide an
allowance of space for water to move
through.
New homes will act as Dams!
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UMA Engineering report completed
in 1998

BGC Engineering report identifying
X,Y,Z “Creeks” summer 2013

BGC Report Highlights
Was BGC aware that plans were being
made to develop the lowest part of
the Quarry Pines subdivision?

How might that knowledge have
impacted their analysis of the overland
flows through the area?
BGC has made several
recommendations in its 2013 report
aimed at determining the risk more
precisely, including;

- Lidar mapping of the area

- Cutting trenches to measure the
alluvial fan
- Development of hazard maps
and specific mitigation measures
- Development of a detailed
2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14
hazard
and risk assessment

“Long-term mitigation measures will
strongly depend on future
development plans, although BGC
understands through discussions with
the Town that there are currently no
development plans upslope of Wilson
Way or further to the east on the fan
of X creek.
(Sic)

”

Prevention
In the absence of a current and comprehensive EIA, or fulsome
engineering analysis, along with suitable mitigations
implemented, Council should decline the current application
to rezone for reasons of public safety.
(Amongst the many other reasons)

Council also needs to apply a permanent prohibition on
development in these UR’s for safety reasons, and define
those reasons, for reference by future councils, and potential
future applicants.
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Mount Lawrence Grassi
•

•

•

Three drainages (X,Y and Z) off the Ship’s Prow join 180m above the
nearest home in the Quarry Pines then tumble across an alluvial fan
to a man-made swale installed about ten years ago on the SW side
of the street along Wilson Way.
Water is intended by design to cascade down that swale to the
street, then continue downhill through the “Municipal/Urban
Reserve” all the way to Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
Water then follows the natural lie of that road to the lowest point in
the community, and then drain away downhill and continue its
journey toward the Bow River further down in the valley.
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Drainages – Aerial View
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POG and QP
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June 2013 rain event caused neighbourhood Swales to
wash full of water and carry debris across the roads.

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

Water coming off Mount Lawrence Grassi literally
waterfalls down the slope.
The mud splashed onto these mailboxes,
happened when one of the swales in the
middle of the community was
overwhelmed during rain event in June
2013.
During that rain, a waterfall developed
right through the middle of POG. The
area pictured to the right was buried in
mud and debris, and needed to be
shoveled clear by residents after the
rain stopped.
The swales and drainage paths
functioned as designed, and “infill”
developments in these drainages would
have been disastrous.
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QP Swale above 1021 Wilson Way
(Across from MR and ER)
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•

During the last ten years it has seldom filled with
water, but the drainage to its immediate southeast
did fill (X Creek), and water, rocks and brush were
washed across streets, and down alleyways creating
a dramatic flow at the same time the flooding of
Cougar Creek was occurring on the other side of the
valley.
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Q: What are the chances that water will rise at some
point in that drainage over the next fifty or one
hundred years?

•

A:

One hundred per cent.
•

•

i.e. certain.

Planting homes in the path of that waterfall
will be entirely destructive when that happens.
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Existing Topography, vegetation and drainage

•

•

•

This image was taken
from the 1998 UMA
report, pre-phase III
sub-dividing.

Blue arrows denote
surface drainage.

Red lines are the subcatchment limits
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Phase III area plan
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Streams, from UMA engineering report
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MR and ER from First Reading presentation for Council
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Residential potential, from presentation to council during First Reading
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Water is collected, by existing design, at the site of the
proposed development!
The easternmost stream will eventually
hit LGR, and a portion will overflow and
drain away on the west side of the rock
outcrop, a portion will enter the storm
drain network, and a portion will run
down the street, overflow the street at
the NW corner of the community and
drain overland into swales that have been
constructed to slow the movement of the
water overland.

In June 2013 that swale (Pictured as a
blue pond) adjacent to the powerline trail
was full of water.
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Storm Water management is specifically addressed in the
same UMA report
Groundwater
•

•

“A groundwater study was
completed, submitted and accepted
for the Peaks of Grassi Phases I and
II”
“Groundwater, if encountered in
Phase III (Quarry Pines) will be dealt
with similarly”

Storm Water Management
•

•

•
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“The Storm Water Management
scheme for Phase III has been
designed in accordance with the
“Grassi District – Storm water
Management Plan”
“The report proposes to utilise
existing natural water drainage
courses and the provision of a
detention pond”
“The plan will address the need to
intercept and channel water flows
from the mountain slopes above”

Collected Water from Overland drainage
The image to the right is taken from
the Environmental Brief created by
Corvidae Environmental Consulting
for the Quantum Place subdivision
proposal. It is not merely an aquatic
habitat, rather a structure designed to
slow the movement of water
cascading downhill.
There are additional structures that
channel water away from this site
when these collection areas fill.

This same report (Corivdae) fails to
identify the presence of the alluvial
fan at the top of Wilson Way, or
address the impacts of this geologic
feature.
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Municipal Government Act
When the quarry Pines was
first built-out, allowances
were made to preserve the
natural movement of water.
Environmental Reserves were
created, and these were
suitably buffered by Municipal
Reserves, and;
Covenants were applied to the
titles of affected lots
throughout the
neighbourhood.
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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 thesubdivision authority, unstable

Example Plan
The plan pictured to the right
very clearly identifies the type
of restrictions on the titles of
many homes along LGR and
WW.

“Overland Drainage”
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Subdivision Report
Submitted to the Town of
Canmore Environmental
Services Dept. from Three
Sisters Resorts in April 1996
This report in 1996 used the
same images that were used
in the 1994 report.
This report also identified the
X,Y,Z streams (although they
were not named at that time),
and recognized the drainage
paths (proposed) through the
Quarry Pines subdivision.
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BGC Report Highlights
The BGC report reviewed how
water appeared to move through
the PoG subdivision during the
spring 2013 rain events.
The report briefly analyzed the
geologic history of the area as
well and identified the presence
of an alluvial fan.
The alluvial fan begins above the
subdivision, and at the Quarry
Pines area spreads right across
Wilson Way and downhill towards
Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
Homes have already been built on
this fan.
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“The gradients along the
mainstem channels of X, Y,
Z Creeks are certainly steep
enough to convey debris
flows and future larger
events may reach the
development as debris
flows.” (sic)

BGC Report Highlights
The alluvial fan that exists above
the Quarry Pines and extends into
the existing development has
been accumulated gradually since
the last period of glaciation.

The sub-catchment basin above
the community is nearly 500m
wide, and the fan nearly 700m
wide.
“Z” creek might have drained to
the west side of the subdivision at
one time, but now appears to
converge with “Y” 180 m above
the nearest homes.
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BGC Report Highlights
“Aerial view of “Y” creek showing
a well pronounced avalanche path
(deliniated in white dashed lines)
and several very large rock-fall
boulders (arrows). This channel
has significantly more debris
storage than “X” creek and could
thus produce larger debris
flows.”

(BGC Photograph of July 23 2013)
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Satellite Photos Showing the Progression of Development Below Alluvial
Fan.
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BGC Report on X,Y,Z Drainages and their Alluvial Fans

Y and Z fans either touch
against, or protrude into
the Quarry Pines
community.
Where does the water go
from there?

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

The Lore
Another council, twenty years from now, may be asked to
consider a future application for development here.

Context may have changed slightly, and the importance of these
UR’s for safety may be overlooked, and reports forgotten
(again).

The view changes with seasons, and with snow cover in
particular, and the problem is far less apparent during the
winter.
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No additional space exists for an entire new
subdivision anywhere in the PoG community.
The potential flow of water through the
Quarry Pines has never been fully
quantified or mapped. Many of the
reserves in this community are
drainages!

Council should decline the current
application for reasons of public safety.
Council needs to apply a permanent
prohibition on development in these
UR’s for safety reasons, and define
those reasons, for reference by future
councils, and potential future
applicants.
Thank-You.
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Torn Fabric
“Buying a home is one of the biggest emotional and financial decisions you'll ever make.”
Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation

Aim.
When a group of people makes this life altering decision, they form a community – a community with a
character and fabric shaped by a shared love and respect for their neighborhood. The aim of this briefing is to
demonstrate how by distorting events and ignoring clear historical intentions and promises, the proponents of
this rezoning are irreparably tearing this fabric apart.
Decisions Made.
You will find attached to this brief, statements made by nineteen Peaks of Grassi homeowners, and one
Canmore based real estate agent. These statements will give you an indication of the wide-held belief and
understanding of buyers, building industry representatives and even Town authorities that:
o all developable land in the Peaks of Grassi had been identified when homes were purchased; and
o the green spaces depicted on marketing plans would remain as such and were an integral part of the
neighbourhood plan and character.
Decisions were made in the early 2000s and as recently as 2014 to buy homes in this area based on these
assurances. Designs of individual homes were also influenced to take maximum advantage of the natural
vegetative and rock scapes.
Due Diligence.
As you’ll read, a number of residents went one step further, I would suggest above and beyond what
homebuyers should need to do, and consulted with Town officials (and researched Town bylaws) about these
forested UR lands. They were told by a town planner:
“UR meant that the owner could bring a re-zoning application forward, but that re-zoning is a difficult
process, including a public hearing and in this case, more so because the district was already at its
maximum development - ‘it was fully built out’.”
They felt confident enough to buy in the Quarry Pines community in the Peaks of Grassi, after these
consultations, as the neighbourhood was built-out and these parcels of lands would remain in their natural
state.
Changing Stories.
The initial application by QuantumPlace Developments Ltd. (QPD) dated September 24, 2014 stated on page 5,
“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.”
I guess one could say that QPD and the owners of these lands weren’t au fait with the history of development
and the Settlement Agreement, and could be excused for making this invalid statement. But, you will have
noted that there are a number of people involved with this application that were also involved with the original
planning and development of Peaks of Grassi. So how could they forget? This statement was dropped from the
October 24 , 2014 application.
Distortions.
With statements in the October 24, 2014 application (emphasis added) such as:
“By changing the subject lands to UR to better align with the residential intent of the MDP…” and,
“The 1999 update to the land use Bylaw where the subject parcels were initially changed from CF to WC
district and specifically amended to UR”
the developers would have you believe that the Town had originally intended these lands to be eventually
developed for residential uses. But we know that isn’t the whole story. If that were the case, there would be no
1
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need to apply for a rezoning change. The change from both Natural Park, conveniently omitted from the
application, and Wildlands Conservation came about after a threatening letter from TSRI dated June 21, 1999
was received by the Town. Once again some of the proponents of this application were active participants in
the development of Peaks of Grassi during the 1999 land use bylaw changes.
Things Change?
It could be argued that the decision to set aside these three parcels of land as UR was based on the Settlement
Agreement but “that was then and this is now”, and “things have changed”. Interestingly the Municipal
Development Plan (MDP) has not changed substantially since these assurances were made. Clause 2.4 a) of the
plan states.
Existing residential lands 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.
Although not discussed at First Reading, Gary Buxton has subsequently confirmed that Peaks of Grassi is not part
of the future planning area, see MDP Map 2 (page 4). Therefore, it is clear that this clause applies to the Peaks
of Grassi and must be considered during these deliberations.

PREMATURE Land Use Change.
So then, what has changed? Why is this re-zoning not PREMATURE? The 2013 flooding and erosion caused by
Cougar Creek and other mountain streams, the documented use of the power line right of way by wildlife, the
increased number of human - wildlife interactions in the area, and the delineation of the boundaries of the
Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch could indeed be considered changes - changes which give us all pause to
consider the wisdom of adding more people and houses to this neighbourhood.
Need?
We do know that there is no need for twenty, or more, additional houses in the Peaks of Grassi. There are 2700
units available to developers in all of TSMV lands. These TSMV lands are predominately situated down valley on
greenfield lands where the developers will be able to incorporate natural spaces into the urban design. The
construction of 20, or more, residences in Peaks of Grassi will not result in a net increase to the number of
residences in all of Canmore while drastically reducing green space, contrary to the Town’s stated objective to
“pursue opportunities to maximize green space and recreational areas in order to enhance the quality of life of
the community’s residents.” There exists the opportunity to plan future neighbourhoods down valley.
Neighbourhoods designed to optimize green space in accordance with Town Objectives without sacrificing
critical green space in a young and fully developed neighbourhood.
Trust.
The attached “Promises”, by Blanca Cervi, shows how this re-zoning proposal has shaken the community. Quite
frankly, that we are faced with this issue challenges us all to be somewhat mistrustful of any claims or
assurances made by developers, realtors and even town officials. As the plans are drawn up for the 2700
remaining units on TSMV lands, and the planners provide for green space, what will be the assurances that
these will remain as green space? Or will they too, in a few short years be under threat as well?
We understand that developers are in the business of ‘developing’, apparently agnostic to trivial promises.
Approval of this by-law amendment will undermine the faith and trust citizens have in their local government
and town administration, whom they trust to sustain the fabric of their community.
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List of Attachments
1. Mardell Thomson’s November 30th, 2014 statement (Sales Representative with Riverdale Homes 1999 to
2002)
2. Homeowners’ Statements
1) Blanca Cervi & Pierre Lambert, 961 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
2) Dawn & Keith Hunt, 996 Wilson Way
3) Christine Scotland, 1020 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
4) Lorri Yasenik & Tom Bartley, 1101 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
5) Ernie and Kathy Mattern, 1040 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
6) Drew & Donna Holloway, 1061 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
7) Larry & Penny Clark, 1093 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
8) Deanna Thompson, 1081 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
9) Barbara Beno & Peter Crabtree, 1053 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
10) Rachel Gauk, 973 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
11) Steve and Elizabeth Hrudey, 1016 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
12) Wilson C. Wilhite Jr., 1109 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
13) Mike Mac Innis and Karen Ogren, 1065 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
14) Jim and Sheila Wheatley, 1052 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
15) Tracy Elliot and Ken Alanen, 1132 Wilson Way
16) Kathy Brodeur-Robb and Micheal Robb, 985 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
17) Simon Bagshaw & Lisa Oldring, 1004 Wilson Way
18) Katie and Peter Kraus, 977 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
19) Connie and Lawrence Armstrong, 1069 Lawrence Grassi Ridge

3. “Promises” made to Home Buyers of Peaks Phase III and Due Diligence - Blanca Cervi
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Figure: Municipal Development Plan, Map 2
Definition of Future Planning Area
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Original Owners’ Statement

December 15, 2014

We, Pierre Lambert and Blanca Cervi, of 961 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore, AB bought a building lot from
Three Sisters Resorts in the spring of 1999, located at our present address.
At that time, a map (copy attached) was given to us by Three Sister Resorts showing a green area clearly identified in
the map’s legend as “green space”. This map also shows this green area, the “triangular parcel” across our home,
which has three trails perpendicular to Lawrence Grassi Ridge and lead into the power line green area and Quarry
Lake. The description of these trails on the legend is “Medium use gravel (1.0m width) or existing mine road”.
This map also identifies two parcels of land on the West end as “natural land”. The shading in white with small green
dots is the same as for the entire area around Quarry Lake (i.e. natural lands). This map is the same Council
approved in 1998, as part of the Quarry Pines development application (Phase III) of Peaks.
When we saw the reference to mining road, we were concerned about undermining and talked to Robert Ellis who at
that time was Manager or Director of Planning and Development. The following is our recollection of the discussion
we had with Mr. Ellis. He said that we should not be concerned about undermining; on the contrary, we probably
had bedrock. As a result in our purchase agreement, we inserted a clause for Three Sisters Resorts to pay for any
“blasting” expenses that we would incur when building our house.
I, (Blanca Cervi) then asked Mr. Ellis about the green space of land across from the lot we were considering. He told
me that it would never be built on. There was bedrock and it would be prohibitively expensive to develop this
parcel into building lots. He further stated that the land would remain in the ownership of Three Sisters to eventually
be donated to the town when a concession to develop another area was required, or to swap with the Town for other
more suitable lands for the developer. Having moved from Toronto, where we had bought a 60 year old home, and
such issues were not existent, we relied on Mr. Ellis’s statements and the map given to us by Three Sisters and
proceeded with the transaction to buy the lot and build our house.
The map given to us is the same type of map that was presented to Council by QuantumPlace Developments
for the approval of the Stewart Creek land use by-law 2014-14 on September 29th, 2014.
At that time, Mr. Gary Anderson addressed Council to ask what assurance Council would provide to
prospective buyers that the “green lands” that were identified in the map would stay green and not be rezoned
for building 20 years down the road. These buyers needed certainty from Council when making their buying
decisions that these green lands would stay green.
We were not at the 1998 development application public hearing. But Mr. Ron Casey MLA, who was in
Council in 1998, has stated that these parcels of land were approved by Council to stay green and not have any
development in the future.
We respectfully request that this Council respect the integrity of decisions made by prior councils. Integrity is a core
value in the Town of Canmore. The credibility and continuity of decisions made by previous councils will have no
integrity if this application is approved.

Blanca Cervi

Pierre Lambert

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

That was then, this is now
A reflection of community values in our media

 As you consider increased development of the Peaks of Grassi/Quarry
Pines neighbourhood, consider the lessons of the past.
 Canmore residents have consistently been engaged with respect to
development issues over the years. Our review shows that the same issues
continue to be important:
o Community
o Protection of natural areas
o Quality of Life
 This section delves into the development issues through observations
made in local newspapers over the past two decades. Reading through
back issues of the Canmore Leader, it is apparent that the arguments,
issues and points raised 20 years ago about Quarry Lake and the Peaks of
Grassi developments are strikingly similar in fact and tone to the more
recent articles in the Rocky Mountain Outlook and the Crag and Canyon.
 While some of the players have changed, the similarities lead us to
conclude that very little has changed in Canmore that would lead to the
conclusion that we need to develop housing on these lands.
 Furthermore, it is clear that nothing has materially changed to indicate that
the community values, as expressed though our local newspapers, would
favour this development.

1
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Same issues, different developers
Issue
Protect
Quarry
Lake

Then
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, April 30, 1996
EDITORIAL: Now's the time for discussion on Quarry Lake
Every resident of this town is a stakeholder in Quarry Lake, whether he or
she is looking for trails, somewhere to walk the dog, somewhere to swim
or somewhere to live.

Now
Survey respondents at Quarry Lake express desire to keep
Quarry Lake, and the views from it, pristine. Their reasons:

Benefits to local economy through weddings,
movie location

Quality of life & enjoyment

CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, May 7, 1996
Options for Quarry Lake spelled out
Residents discuss options for popular local recreation area
… The 150 people who showed up at the afternoon and evening sessions
of an informational open house also … heard pleas that the area be left as
it is – a lake surrounded by open fields and trees.

OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
We visited our daughter last summer and could not believe
how beautiful Canmore is. More housing is not a way to
keep that natural beauty.
Danielle Labrosse
NEWMARKET, ON

CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, July 16, 1996
EDITORIAL: Quarry fight half over
It may only be an old, reclaimed mine pit but it's near and dear to our
hearts. It's also one of the best recreational green spaces we've got left.
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, July 14, 1998
Keep Quarry views pristine, residents urge
‘Peaks’ roofs would be visible from lakeshore
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.
Human/
Wildlife
Conflict

CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, May 2, 2000
Councils eye trail plan implementation
“The wildlife corridors in many cases are only a few hundred meters wide,
and we recognized early on that efforts were going to have to be taken to
put some limits on human use” Jon Jorgensen, wildlife biologist,
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, August 22, 2000
A Grizzly Test for us
“Can we accept that some trails will be off limits during certain times of
the day or certain periods of the year? Can we agree that some form of
recreation whether it be walking or biking or driving our souped up
tricycles simply can’t be afforded in some places. Are we willing to forgo
our fun for the future of other species? Will we agree to limits of growth
inside and outside of our parks and wilderness areas that leave space
enough for other purposes than our own?”
Stephen Legault
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, August 22, 2000
EDITORIAL: Stronger measures needed to protect bears, trail users
We who have chosen to live in the bears’ backyard have an obligation to
those animals whose territories we are intruding upon.

Value of
Habitat
Patches
and
Wildlife
Corridors

CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, March 17, 1998
Interpretations differ on Three Sisters’ 1992 approval
… The intent of the (NRCB decision) was to preserve ecosystem integrity. It
left a lot of open ends and tried to give direction on a process to ensure
that into the future …

ROCKY MOUNTAIN OUTLOOK Thursday, January 1, 2015
LETTER
“… here is a fervent wish for our Bow Valley:
 That we make room for our wildlife by staying out of
their only space to inhabit, and move from one valley to
the next;
 That we designate our remaining corridors with at least
the minimum width, low steepness of slope and
adequate hiding cover recommended by the province;
 That we keep development well away from the
designated corridors to avoid unwanted wildlife/human
encounters.”
Heather MacFadyen, chair,
Bow Corridor Organization for
Responsible Development
Town of Canmore, 2014
Humans and Wildlife Survey Introduction
“Our community… recognizes the Bow Valley is essential to
wildlife – providing habitat and space for animals to move
across the landscape between Banff National Park and the
foothills. We share a strong desire to preserve the natural
environment for wildlife as well as provide opportunities
for safe human enjoyment. However despite this, many of
us still chose to recreate in areas essential for wildlife.
With this in mind… the Town of Canmore… have developed
a suite of recommendations aimed at reducing human use
in wildlife corridors and habitat patches in and around
Canmore.”
http://www.canmore.ca/Humans-and-Wildlife/
We urge Council to consider the latest science, which says
that the Quarry Lake local habitat patch is important to
wildlife travel in the valley.

BCEAG 2012 should be properly incorporated
into the Municipal Development Plan.

We can’t rely in perpetuity on a point-in-time
environmental impact assessment completed in
the early 1990s.
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Issue

Then
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, January 11, 2000
LETTER
… the protection of viable wildlife corridors and habitats for carnivores,
ungulates and other animals is a legitimate land use planning concern that
is addressed effectively. Canmore has become a showcase for the world
by demonstrating how we manage environmentally sensitive
areas…..council and senior administration must stay focused on the long
term, and not allow the bits and pieces along the way to distort the goal…
Len Upton

Affordable
Housing

CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, February 16, 1999
Town eyes raising roof for 3 Sisters
But some Councillors don’t buy ‘affordability’ tack
… “I’ve heard this argument before,” Heenan said. “That certainly wasn’t
the case up at Peaks of Grassi.” Mayor Ron Casey agreed with Heenan,
saying that he hesitated to relax height restrictions in the name of
affordability. He said homes in Peaks of Grassi came in at almost twice the
estimated cost of $120,000…. “If there’s an opportunity to increase the
buffer areas as a compromise to density, that’s something I’m interested in
hearing… But if we’re talking about disturbing the same amount of ground
and increasing density, I’m not so sure.”

Housing
Density

CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, June 26, 1996
EDITORIAL
RE: Development Pod 7 & 8
….is it wise to give the go-ahead to the building of more than 473 housing
units (on 384) lots between now and the year 2000 on Pods 7 & 8 before
construction even begins on the midpoint interchange off the
[TransCanada Highway] – taking the Bow River Bridge to capacity and
making the bridge and its access routes the only road connection between
downtown and an increasingly large number of homes?
Also, has provision been made to provide adequate green space in one of
the densest housing tracts (at least 7.6 units per acre according to Town
Planner Robert Ellis) in the town?
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, June 25, 1996
LETTER: Three Sisters plans innovative but imperfect
"The unusually high density … has not been compensated by unusually
high reserve." Barbara Belyea
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, June 4, 1996
Entry level housing district proposed
… Traffic will be an issue with regard to both bylaws [Pod 7 and 8
residential and direct control zoning], according to the staff [Town
Administration] report…
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, May 2, 1995
Letter: BowCORD backing Town
… developers at the Peaks of Grassi have been told from the outset they
would have to have garages or carports at the development. [BUT] ..
Council was not in favour of the garage requirement for the Z lots… and
voted to delete any requirement for garages in the subdivision.
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, July 06, 1999
The traffic dilemma
… Traffic is going to be the No. 1 environmental and quality-of-life issue in
the Bow Valley. We’re trying to squeeze too many cars into a space that
simply isn’t designed for them…

Traffic &
Parking

Now
OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
I agree with the petition. We are a community
sharing our living space with wildlife that needs all the
habitat left in this area. We need to start respecting those
needs. This is an issue that was already decided and there is
no need to change these by-laws for the convenience of
new developers. We all know that the losers are always the
wildlife when there are encounters with humans.
Wynn Schneider, Canmore
OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
We need to ensure some green space for the wildlife we
share the valley with. We shouldn't use up every land
parcel in development, it isn't necessary and it is not why
people live here and visit.
Susan Smith, Canmore
ROCKY MOUNTAIN OUTLOOK Thurs., November 20, 2014
LETTER
Some will choose to see rezoning of green space as
effective lobbying: others would call it an abusive process.
Community members only see broken promises and flawed
intentions in this rezoning discussion. Wildlife will always
see it as losing their home.
Rob Falconer
ROCKY MOUNTAIN OUTLOOK Thurs., November 20, 2014
LETTER
If they want to address affordable housing, pick a
downtown site and build a massive apartment rather than
re-zoning public use land for single family residences that
more than half our population can’t afford. Rob Falconer
OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
I live in the Peaks of Grassi, this would bottle neck green
space and only serve to build more homes that no one
whom actually lives in Canmore can afford!
It also sets a VERY dangerous precedent!
Jeffrey Siddle Canmore
ROCKY MOUNTAIN OUTLOOK Thurs., September 25, 2014
LETTER
Peaks of Grassi already has the second highest density of
Canmore’s 29 residential districts (based on 2014 census of
permanent population) and our density is 40 per cent
higher than the average density of Calgary residential
communities.
Steve and Elizabeth Hrudey

OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
Makes an already crowded neighbourhood even more
crowded and sets a terrible precedent for future
development decisions. Richard Holgate CANMORE
OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
POG is already about the most densely populated
community in Canmore. To build up this many more units,
where parking is already scarce, will lead to more issues.
Robin McKeever CANMORE

Residents value transparency in decision-making related to
development
Residents engaged, informed and want their voices to be
heard
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Issue
Development
Pressures

Value &
Fragility of
Trees and
Green
Space

Then
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, November 25, 1997
Parking changed for Peaks development
... The Town of Canmore was certainly justified in its decision to approve
only part of the proposal. The list of reasons is substantial: to prevent
traffic flows from increasing to dangerous levels; to protect the wildlife
corridors that constitute part of the development area; to prevent the
Quarry Lake recreation area from being prematurely overwhelmed by
dramatically increased human use; to stay within the spirit of the Town's
Growth Management Strategy, and to endorse the community opinion so
strongly voiced at public hearings.
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, January 16, 1996
Traffic issues plague Prospect
"This is not a rush. We're not in shortage of high-falutin' residential lots." -John Kende, former Town Councillor
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, May 21, 1996
LETTER: Careful assessment needed before deciding future of Quarry
Lake
Short-term financial gain for a lucky few is the bottom line here.
Developers seem to be inherently shortsighted. Maybe it's genetic. It's up
to Town Council to protect its citizens and the environment from the
impaired vision of some of the real estate developers of this world.
Frances Frost
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, August 13, 1996
LETTER: Listen to the public
What's going on with the Quarry Lake developments proposed by Three
Sisters Resorts? Pretty well unanimous opposition from citizens led Town
Council -- quite properly -- to reject the developments north of the lake.
Why aren't the peoples' wishes viewed as valid on Pods 7 and 8?
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, February 29, 2000
LETTER: Tree ‘travesty’
Canmore recently lost more of its beautiful, mature spruce trees in
another act of botanical desecration. It was with a heavy heart that we
watched these grand specimens fall in South Canmore…
Carla Halvorson Burke and Jim Kievit
CANMORE LEADER Tuesday, August 26, 1999
Freak storm wreaks havoc
A brief but violent thunderstorm blew through the Bow Valley on the
weekend, felling hundreds of trees and leaving residents and emergency
crews scrambling to clean up the mess.

Now
OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
As a long term resident in one of Canmore's densest
populated neighbourhoods, I am worried additional
residential encroachment will be very disruptive to the
neighbourhood fabric(human and wildlife). I hope to see
the spirit of the Settlement Agreement between Three
Sisters and the Town 1998 honoured.
Tom M Bartley, Canmore

OPINION SURVEY COMMENT
I lived in Canmore for 27 years. I believed that this parcel of
land was to be left untouched. I spoke against any
development in this area at a Town of Canmore Open
House with proponents 3 Sisters Developments. That was
18 or so years ago. Once again, it comes down to the same
thing. Greed and lack of foresight. No Stanley Park in
Vancouver, or Central Park in New York City if there is no
foresight and thinking of the future. James Lee TURNER
VALLEY, AB

ROCKY MOUNTAIN OUTLOOK Thurs., November 20, 2014
LETTER
Canmore citizens know that green space once lost to
rezoning and development is never recoverable …
Rob Falconer
ROCKY MOUNTAIN OUTLOOK Thurs., December 18, 2014
PHOTO CAPTION
… Myrle Christensen of Harvie Heights stands next to an
uprooted pine tree that fell on her home due to high winds
occurring in the early morning of Dec. 12.
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Opinion Survey – Signatures
Collected and Observations Made by
Persons Signing the Survey
Presented by Blanca Cervi
This is a summary of 1,033 signatures collected in opposition
to the re-zoning in The Quarry Pines subdivision of P O G.
During this survey, we were also given comments, some of
which, we want to share with Council.
Hand-written signatures
714
On-line signatures collected 319
Total signatures collected
1,033

Key Facts and
Considerations
Survey results while interviewing
and getting signatures from residents
shows overwhelming opposition to
the rezoning proposal:
 94% against in P O G

Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood
1. We contacted/knocked on 393 doors (total units in
neighbourhood 404)
2. We had responses in 192 of these homes (49% of the
doors). We obtained 221 signatures in total.
3. If only one signature per home is counted, we obtained
180 signatures in opposition to the re-zoning, representing
94% opposition to the rezoning per home visited.

 100% against in
Rundleview
 100% against in
Homesteads
 99% against among
Visitors to Quarry Lake
 100% against among
Trails and Other areas

Rundleview
1. We knocked on 71 doors; we had responses in 51 of these
homes (72% of the homes). In these homes, we obtained
51 signatures in total.
2. If only one signature per home is counted, we obtained 51
signatures in opposition to the re-zoning. Per home, this is
an overwhelming 100% opposition to the re-zoning.

Homesteads
1. We knocked on 55 doors; we had responses in 10 of these
homes (18% of the homes).

Various quotes:
75-year old: “No more
people are needed up
there, they have enough!”
Construction tradesman:
“I should support new
construction, but the
‘Peaks’ is not the right
place for it”

2. If only one signature per home is counted, we obtained 10 signatures in opposition to the re-zoning,
100% of respondents opposed the re-zoning.

1
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Quarry Lake
1. In the Quarry, we talked to 244 persons, only a handful did not want to engage in discussion.
2. We obtained 239 signatures, 145 from Canmore (61%) residents and 94 from out-of-towners.
3. 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.
4. The visibility of new Peaks development in 2015 is the exact same concern as it was in 1998 when the
Peaks development was originally approved, and these western parcels were left as 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 with 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 visible from the Lake .
5. Many out of town visitors at Quarry Lake, had strong connections to Canmore, family members lived in
the POG, were attending weddings, were pick nicking, 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. Presently, the roof lines of the existing homes on the South side of Lawrence Grassi are visible from the
Quarry Lake area. When the cutting of trees and the building of new homes on the North side of
Lawrence Grassi (39 meters closer to the Quarry, than existing homes), are taken into account, more
roof tops (and perhaps even houses) will be visible. (Picture from Kathy Robb – snow-capped roofs
VISUAL). Council’s minutes from July 14th, 1998, noted the importance of no visibility of P O G from
the lake. To reinforce the need to shelter Quarry Lake from visibility to development, a “nondisturbance restrictive covenant 3.1 was imposed on L G R homes backing onto the power lines,
7. We are proud of our wonderful Quarry Lake and pleased that we can share “our Quarry” with visitors.
It is not surprising that 39% of people signing the survey at Quarry Lake were visitors to Town. The
Quarry is one of the attractions for visitors to Town, and these visitors make a significant contribution
to Canmore’s economy.
Trails and Other Areas
1. We walked on our trails to meet and talk to trail users. Included in the 93 signatures we obtained under
the “Trails and Other Areas” category, are 13 seniors from the lodge and hospital. They were happy to
be part of this Peaks dialogue and thrilled that their views were being sought on what they considered a
serious issue. They all opposed the re-zoning application.
2. One senior in Town, said “I have a friend that lives up there. When I go visit her it is impossible to
park. For heaven’s sake we don’t need any more people up there!”
3. A tradesman at the Sobey’s parking lot told me “I should support new construction, but the ‘Peaks’ is
not the right place for it”
2
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On-Line Opposition Signatures
We obtained 319 signatures (146 from Canmorites, 165 from outside Canmore). Most out-of- towners were
from Alberta and many had connections to Canmore, had in the past visited our Town, or had been
residents of Canmore.
Here are some comments extracted from the On-line Survey
“This area is so beautiful and unique. Nowhere in Canmore do you have the same mix of exposed
bedrock, trees, pathways and greenery as here. It is a little hidden treasure that is unlike anywhere else.
In the past we have had to save Canmore's gems such as Quarry Lake from developers, and now we
need to step up and do it again. Once this green space is lost we will never get it back. This is not just our
loss, but the loss of many, many future generations. Let's save it for everyone to enjoy; now and in the
future.”
“I lived in Canmore for 27 years. I believed that this parcel of land was to be left untouched. I spoke

against any development in this area at a Town of Canmore Open House with proponents 3 Sisters
Developments. That was 18 or so years ago. Once again, it comes down to the same thing. Greed and
lack of foresight. No Stanley Park in Vancouver, or Central Park in New York City if there is no
foresight and thinking of the future.”
“I am signing because I want to support the protection of the wildlife area in the Peaks of Grassi.

Further, I cannot support the town council members who once again want to change the designation of
this area in order to add more houses and receive more tax income. In addition, as the owner of a home
on Lawrence Grassi Ridge I was informed by the builder, Lawrence Hill, that this area would be closed
for development once it met the maximum build-out. Now this same individual wants to further develop
an area which is already at capacity. There is only one major road in and out of the area and it is very
crowded since cars are always left on the street. I am completely against the re-zoning”.
The 1,033 signatures collected represent strong views in Peaks and in other Canmore communities. In
Summary:





95% of Canmore residents contacted are opposed to this rezoning.
94% of Peaks of Grassi households are opposed to this rezoning (very high statistical sample as
49% of homes were contacted )
100% of Rundleview households contacted are opposed to this rezoning
100% of Homestead households contacted are opposed to this rezoning

On behalf of the 1,033 persons who have attached their signatures to oppose the re-zoning of the 4 acres of
land on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, please show them that you do care about the Peaks community and about
Quarry Lake. Do not approve this application for rezoning. Your decision is irreversible.
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January 12, 2015
The Town of Canmore
Canmore Civic Centre
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta T1W 3K1

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

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council,
RE:

Bylaw 2014‐18: Peaks of Grassi Land Use amendment application

I am writing this letter as both a regular user of the area surrounding Peaks of Grassi and as an
Environmental Professional. In my opinion, the proposed Peaks of Grassi Land Use amendment should
be denied by Council. I have two main reasons for my view on this matter: 1) the development limits for
the area have been set and limits are meaningless if we, as a society, do not live within them, and 2) the
area proposed to be developed does serve an ecological function.
In 1998, an agreement was reached between the Town and Three Sisters to limit the number of units in
the Peaks of Grassi to 404. The history and reasoning behind this agreement is rich, and did not come
without significant discussion and compromise. In sensitive ecosystems, the importance of setting limits
to development is crucial; however, if we are not willing to live within those limits they are pointless. I
urge that we live up to our commitments and not allow ourselves to go down the slippery slope of
adjusting limits whenever our short‐term desires shift.
The second reason I oppose the Land Use amendment is that although the area is small, it does serve an
ecological function as wildlife habitat. Just last winter one of my family members observed a Canada
Lynx, a species listed as “Sensitive” in Alberta, in the area proposed to be developed. In addition to the
Lynx, I have observed numerous bird, small mammal and ungulate species using the area at various
times during their life cycles. I believe that it is foolish to discount the ecological significance of an area
based on its size because this line of reasoning, when applied numerous times over, would lead to many
valuable parcels of habitat being lost and a significant cumulative effect.
In closing, as a user of the area and an Environmental Professional, I hope that the proposed Peaks of
Grassi Land Use amendment is denied by Council. If you have any questions regarding this letter I would
be happy to discuss them further with you and can be reached at the contact information below.
Sincerely,

Adam Martinson, BSc, MEDes, MBA, EP
(403) 993‐7761
Adam.martinson@ajmenv.com
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CC:

Municipal Clerk, Cheryl Hyde: chyde@canmore.ca
Chief Administrative Officer: ldesoto@canmore.ca
General Manager of Infrastructure: gbuxton@canmore.ca
Manager of Planning and Development: afish@canmore.ca
Planner: Tracy Woitenko: twoitenko@canmore.ca
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CHRISTOPHER S. DAVIS, B.COMM., LL.B.
Barrister & Solicitor
Phone 403.457.2100
Cell 403.701.2775
Email chris@chrisdavislaw.ca
File No. 2546.002
Your File No.

December 9, 2014
Peaks Neighbourhood Group
1012 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, AB
Attention: Frank Turner

By email: fturner@osler.com

Dear Sir:
Re:

Planning Issues (Contemplated Land Use Redesignation – Canmore) Peaks of
Grassi - Pods 7 and 8

I.

INTRODUCTION

I am a principal of Christopher Davis Law, a Calgary-based law firm focussed exclusively
on land use and development issues and I have over 24 years’ experience practicing in this
area. I understand that you are a group of neighbours having homes in the Peaks of Grassi
neighbourhood in Canmore, Alberta (the "Peaks Neighbourhood Group"). You have retained me in connection with a proposal to the Town of Canmore (the "Town") and its
Town Council (the "Council") pursuant to the Municipal Government Act (Alberta) (the
"MGA") to approve a Land Use By-law Amendment (the "Proposed By-Law Amendment") to redistrict / rezone three parcels of land forming part of your community that are
presently undeveloped green space (the "Undeveloped Parcels"). If Council were to approve the Proposed By-Law Amendment, the Undeveloped Parcels would be redistricted
(rezoned) from "Urban Reserve" to a "Direct Control District" and could then be used for
residential development.
I am advised that the proponents of the Proposed By-Law Amendment are three of your
neighbours; Lawrence Hill, Dan Madlung and Pierre Doyan (collectively, the "Proponents") who acquired the parcels, either directly or through corporations owned or controlled by them, from Three Sisters Mountain Village Properties. The Proponents are being assisted by Quantum Place Developments ("Quantum"), a Calgary-based planning
and development consultant. Public disclosures made by the Proponents and Quantum
state that it is their intention to add approximately 20 new residential units to the Quarry
Pines portion of the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood.
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Your group has expressed a number of concerns regarding the development of the Undeveloped Parcels in the manner proposed by the Proponents and Quantum including:
•

A significant decrease in the effectiveness of the Undeveloped Parcels and areas
adjacent to them, such as the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch, as a wildlife habitat
and travel route and a commensurate increase in human-wildlife encounters. This
will be further exacerbated by the Proposed By-Law Amendment;

•

The loss of conservation value of the Undeveloped Parcels and adjacent areas such
as the Quarry Lake Park, again negatively impacted by the proposal;

•

Concerns regarding further development of a community that was viewed by a previous Canmore Town Council as having reached "maximum density"; and

•

related issues with respect to negative impacts associated with increased traffic,
parking, safety and congestion.

I can confirm that the issues noted above are "planning concerns" that municipal councils
typically take into account when considering a land use by-law amendment.
Representatives of the Peaks Neighbourhood Group have met with certain members of
Council. Based on these discussions, your group has formed the view that some members
of Council believe they have little discretion to make a decision based on the planning
merits the Proposed By-law Amendment given the operation of Section 619 of the MGA
and a 1992 decision of the Alberta Natural Resources Conservation Board (the "Board").
The forgoing view is supported by a statement included on the Town’s website which
states that the Town has taken the position that it must follow the provisions of Section 619
of the MGA and that it remains bound by the above-noted NRCB decision:
"A municipal council must follow the procedures to adopt or
amend a land use bylaw in accordance with the provisions of Part
17 of the Municipal Government Act. The Town of Canmore still,
under the provision of s.619 of the Municipal Government Act,
remains bound by the NRCB Decision."

II.

ISSUE

You have asked for our view as to the degree to which the NRCB Decision (as defined in
this letter) and Section 619 of the MGA limit the discretion of Council to evaluate the Proposed By-Law Amendment on its merits.
III.

SHORT ANSWER

Section 619 of the MGA prevents Council from rejecting the Proposed By-Law Amendment based on issues that have been already settled by the NRCB Decision and the Proponents have a right to appeal to the Municipal Government Board in the event that Council
makes an adverse decision on that basis. However, Council’s discretion remains unfettered
in respect of planning considerations not expressly addressed in the NRCB decision. Case
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law and secondary sources consistently hold that Section 619 of the MGA was not intended to usurp the authority of a municipal council in connection with land use issues and
should be read narrowly.
IV.

BACKGROUND

The NRCB Decision
The 1992 NRCB decision of the Board in connection with an application by Three Sisters
Golf Resorts Inc. (the "NRCB Decision") 1 found that:
"the proposed development could proceed in the Bow Valley portion of the Three Sisters lands, and with careful planning and appropriate mitigative measures and monitoring, the risk of substantial lasting negative impacts on vegetation or wildlife would not be
unacceptable." 2

It is clear however that the Board, when writing its decision in 1992, did not intend to preclude the Town from participating in the future planning of the approved portion of the
Three Sisters lands. In this regard, consider the following section of the NRCB Decision:
"In order to achieve a measure of equality for the proponent, the
Board believes that any approval it might issue should give the
Applicant a reasonable degree of certainty of use but at the same
time not usurp the powers of the municipal planning authorities.
The Board has no desire to see the interests of local residents and
stakeholders thwarted by sterilizing the effectiveness of the public
process in local planning matters. In short, the Board believes that
both levels of jurisdiction, the Board and the local planning authorities, can discharge their respective duties in the public interest." 3
[emphasis added]

Section 619 of the MGA.
Section 619 of MGA has been represented as "trumping" all local decision making authority. The more material provisions of Section 619 are set out below:
619(1) A licence, permit, approval or other authorization granted
by the NRCB, ERCB, AER, AEUB or AUC prevails, in accordance with this section, over any statutory plan, land use by-law,
subdivision decision or development decision by a subdivision authority, development authority, subdivision and development appeal board, or the Municipal Government Board or any other authorization under this Part.
1

NRCB, November, 1992. Three Sister Golf Resorts Inc. Application #9103.
https://nrp.nrcb.ca/Portals/1/Documents/Decisions/Three-Sisters/decision-report.pdf.
2
See Footnote 1.
3
See Footnote 1
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(2) When an application is received by a municipality for a statutory plan amendment, land use bylaw amendment, subdivision approval, development permit or other authorization under this Part
and the application is consistent with a licence, permit, approval or
other authorization granted by the NRCB, ERCB, AER, AEUB or
AUC, the municipality must approve the application to the extent
that it complies with the licence, permit, approval or other authorization granted under subsection (1). 4
[emphasis added]

V.

CONCLUSION

While the language of Section 619 appears on its face to be broad, it is important for
Council to recognize that they retain their regulatory authority under the MGA for any rezoning application, despite a prior regulatory decision. In our view, Section 619 limits
Council’s discretion only to the extent of issues expressly addressed and resolved in the
prior NRCB decision. Any aspect of the application for the Proposed By-law Amendment
that has not been specifically addressed and resolved in the NRCB Decision is still open to
review by Council.
Case law supports the view that provisions of the MGA that impose limitations on the discretion of municipal councils in connection with land use matters are to be read narrowly.
In the 2012 decision of the Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench in the matter of Northland Material Handling Inc., and Northland Recycling Inc. and Parkland County and the Council
of Parkland County, in considering the standard of review with respect to the reasonableness and fairness of a council's decision process and the deference to be given to local
councils, the Court held:
"...the difference of treatment in ss. 640 and 641 of the MGA between elected municipal councils and a development authority illustrates a clear legislative intention to give extremely broad powers to elected councils and restrict judicial control of decisions
made by those councils." 5
[emphasis added]

Professor Frederick A. Laux, Q.C. (retired) has written what is generally considered to be
the leading text on planning and land use in Alberta titled Planning Law and Practice in
Alberta (3rd Edition). Chapter Three of that text deals extensively with the scope of Section 619. In that text, Professor Laux writes as follows:
"Section 619 serves to fetter the discretionary power of local planning authorities relative to any planning issue that has been addressed and resolved by the provincial board, but does no
4
5

RSA 2000 cM-26 s619;2007 cA-37.2 s82(14); 2009 cA-26.8 s83;2012 cR-17.3 s95
Northland Material Handling Inc. v Parkland (County), 2012 Carswell Alta 1196 [2012], A.W.L.D 2886
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more...the planning agency’s powers remain unfettered in respect
of the planning considerations and issues that have not been addressed by the provincial body.
[emphasis added]

He later writes on the topic of appeals to the Municipal Government Board under Section
619:
"But if the amendment raises a planning issue that was not resolved by the board in question, and this is the issue that caused
the municipal council to refuse the amendment, the Municipal
Government Board must dismiss the appeal without canvassing
the merits of the planning issue and re-exercising council’s discretion".
[emphasis added]

Stated another way, Council retains the absolute discretion to rule on the merits of the Proponents’ application and is limited only with respect to issues concerning the Undeveloped
Parcels that were specifically addressed and resolved in the NRCB Decision. I understand
that members of your group have reviewed the NRCB Decision and have concluded that
the NRCB Decision says very little with respect to the rezoning and potential development
of the Undeveloped Parcels. This strongly suggests that Council has broad discretion to
review the Proposed By-Law Amendment on its merits. Furthermore, a right of appeal of
Council’s decision in respect of the Proposed By-Law Amendment to the Municipal Government Board would only exist in the event that Council denied the application based on
matters that were expressly addressed and resolved in the NRCB Decision.
I would also observe that the NRCB Decision is more than 22 years old and it is not reasonable to think that in 1992, the Board would be able to avert to all of the criteria that
would be relevant in 2014 to a responsible municipal council when evaluating a land use
by-law amendment. Further, new information may have come to light that was not available at the time the Board made its decision, and Council should avert to such information
when making its decision.
Subsequent changes in legislation.
It should also be noted that there have been recent changes to the MGA resulting from the
approval of the "South Saskatchewan Regional Plan" which was recently approved by the
Alberta Government and which came into effect September 1, 2014. 6 This plan now supersedes all other planning legislation under the MGA. Accordingly, you may wish to examine whether the ALSA regional plan has application to the Proposed By-Law Amendment.
Thank you for your contacting us to advise your Canmore residents’ group in this matter.

6

https://www.landuse.alberta.ca/REGIONALPLANS/SOUTHSASKATCHEWANREGION/Pages/default.aspx
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Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER DAVIS LAW

Per:

Christopher S. Davis
Barrister & Solicitor
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friends

Continued from page 18

It truly is a community effort, and a
heart-swelling, life-affirming reminder
that we are, in fact, our brother’s keepers.
For those of us working to make this

happen, the Christmas spirit of giving
happens all year round, thanks to you.
Sean Krausert/Carol Picard,
On behalf of all of the volunteers
at the Community Food and Friends

MUNICIPAL DISTRICT
OF BIGHORN NO. 8

Council must protect community right
Editor:
Re: Peaks of Grassi Land Use Bylaw
amendment
The purpose of the developer is to
maximize profit on investment. That
objective trumps any consideration on
the part of the developer for what is in
the interest of the community, now or in
the future.
This particular development team has
a poor record in this community. This
development team, now reincarnated, was
well aware of the development restrictions in existence when they purchased
the property, or by whatever means they
acquired it on two occasions separated by
a bankruptcy process.
It is now asking that the rules be
changed in the interest of their profit margin. That is the developer’s only concern;
lectures about what is good for the community, in this context, insult intelligence.
The good of the community is the purview
of council.
The developer holds a trump card
which could negate a responsible decision
– they can appeal to the province. They

may well be inclined to do so in the interest
of maximizing profits. Groundwork needs
to be done by council and the community
to try to have the community’s interests
prevail should the developer appeal to the
province. The provincial government has
the last word.
Canmore council can risk again be
ing referred to as “a bunch of communists” (Rod Love representing an earlier
Three Sisters) for attempting to balance
the demands of laissez-faire corporatism
with the wider society’s environmental
stewardship.
On another topical and pressing issue
with similar overtures: affordable housing.
In Canmore, a significant land holding of
the “arms length” Alberta Social Housing
Corporation, with a mandate to provide
affordable housing and seniors’ accommodation, overnight became an elite golf
course community – building lots $1 million and up (see Alberta Hansard March
20 1996 at page 696).

Take notice that the following development permits for the proposed uses listed
below have been approved by the Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8:
1. D.P. No. 68/14 - For the Renewal of a Commercial Kennel (Sled Dog
Holding Area) on LSD 11, Ptn. NW Sec. 20, Twp. 24, Rge. 9, W5M,
MLL 940065 (near Gap Lake Hill, 1A Highway).
2. For Temporary Storage (Coal Storage) on Ptns. of NW and NE Sec.
25, Twp. 24, Rge. 9, W5M, north of 1A Highway, east of Exshaw near the
Three Fingers Quarry.
The above mentioned permits shall not come into effect until 14 days from the
date this ad is displayed. Further information regarding these permits may be
obtained from the M.D. of Bighorn No. 8 Municipal Office at 673-3611 or
233-7678 (Calgary Direct Line).
Any person wishing to appeal a decision may do so by filing a written notice of
appeal, outlining the reasons for the appeal, within 14 days to the Secretary of
the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board, Municipal District of Bighorn,
Box 310, Exshaw, Alberta TOL 2CO.
The applicable fee, must be submitted with the appeal letter.
Janice Thompson
Development Officer

David Owen,
Canmore

No invite to meeting?
Editor:
To Mr. Earl and Mayor Sorensen
This morning (Monday) I learned that
town officials scheduled a meeting on
Dec. 16 to discuss pay parking.
I am surprised that Alanna Pettigrew
was not invited to this meeting. Alanna told
me a few minutes ago that she would like
to attend.
It seems to me that it would be wise
to involve the individual responsible for
initiating the successful anti-paid parking
petition at this, and future, meetings.
Generally the exchange of ideas between
opponents and proponents of any given
idea can have beneficial results for both
parties.
I am also surprised that you did not
accept Ian Mackie’s offer (made at the
July 21/14 council meeting) to serve on a
parking committee. As quoted from that
meeting: “Mr. Mackie expressed interest in
serving on a public committee to consider
parking options.” No doubt you are aware
that Mr. Mackie has extensive experience
working with government agencies.
Mr. Dave Watson, at that same meeting,
also expressed a desire to participate in such
a meeting.
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I am also disappointed, but not surprised, that I was not invited to participate
in these meetings. As recorded in the same
July 21/14 council meeting minutes: “Mr.
Whalen (sic) would like a public committee
to be established to consider parking initiatives and would be interested in serving on
the committee.”
Given that only a handpicked few, all
of whom I suspect are supporters of paid
parking, have been invited to the Dec. 16
meeting it seems reasonable to believe that
it is the intent of council and administration
to implement pay parking during 2015.
I suggest that the exclusion of opponents of pay parking will quite likely result
in the circulation of another anti-pay parking petition.
I can assure you that this time we
will not make the same mistakes that Mr.
Earl claimed (and I emphasize the word
“claimed” – more on that in the near future)
we did during the circulation of this past
summer’s anti-pay parking petition.
I look forward to receiving your
response to the above.

Rocky Mountain Outlook
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Ad #: D001548301
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Town of Canmore
must be received no later than Monday @ 9aM.
Serving thechanges
community
to enhance our quality of life.

Notice of Road Closure: NYE 2014
Notice: Road Closures for New Year’s Eve Party on the Pond
The Town of Canmore will be hosting New Year’s Eve Party on the
Pond celebrations which include skating, food service, bonfires, music,
entertainment and fireworks. For everyone’s safety road closures will be
in effect as follows:
Date: Wednesday, December 31, 2014
Time: 3:00 – 11:00PM
CLOSED: 7th Avenue (Mallard Alley to #1255).
OPEN TO LOCAL TRAFFIC ONLY: Mallard Alley,
11th Street (from 10th Street to 8th Avenue) and
7th Avenue (from 10th Street & 8th Avenue).
For more information, please contact:
Nancy Liedtke, Events Coordinator, Town of Canmore at 403.678.8939.

Jon Whelan,
Banff

Wednesday, Dec. 24

– 9 Street. 8 p.m. Traditional Christmas
Christmas Eve Services at Ralph Connor Carols and Scripture Readings at the
Memorial United Church: 5 p.m. church on Main Street.
Community All Generational Service At 10 p.m., Contemplative Communion
with a pageant at Creekside Hall, 600 Service at the church.
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Cogito ergo sum
“Write it on your heart that every day is the best
day in the year.”

Provincial Issue Floor crossing not the way to institute change ...

Dave Whitfield

dwhitfield
@outlook.greatwest.ca

Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-82)

Emerson was a philosopher, poet and journalist.

Floor crossing a
disappointing issue

W

e suppose Premier Jim Prentice could be praised
for consolidating what is likely the most concrete
power base in provincial politics in Canada.
After Wildrose leader and MLA Danielle Smith
crossed the floor, jumped ship, bailed on her constituents,
ADvertising:
turned her back on her former party’s ideals, and took
eight MLAs with her (however you’d describe the move),
Alberta is right back to where the Conservatives like to
be – sans opposition.
Mind you, given that Albertans don’t seem to mind
re-electing the party over and over and over and over ... we
Matt sweet
catherine Lacroix
assume the situation isn’t really a problem for the general
msweet
clacroix
@outlook.greatwest.ca @outlook.greatwest.ca
population.
And we realize that since no Wildrose MLA was in
place in this riding, it’s really not an issue locally.
But here in the Outlook newsroom, we’re not in favour
rePorters:
of this kind of floor crossing and the entire situation
demonstrates once again that it is at the municipal level
– where our politicians aren’t bound by party agendas or
bias – that voters have the most bang for their voting buck.
We have to assume that some kind of cabinet or upper
level position was written into Smith’s floor crossing, and
Justin Brisbane
cathy ellis
that’s all well and good, but the fact that an opposition
jbrisbane
cellis
@outlook.greatwest.ca @outlook.greatwest.ca
leader’s stance has made a 180-degree turn from name
calling and pointing out political faux pas to praising a
new leader has to be awkward, at least.
For a leader, in particular, to cross the floor is particularly problematic. It does make one wonder how long it’s
been since Smith quit believing in Wildrose principles.
While conservative Wildrose and Conservative aren’t that
tanya foubert cole carruthers
far apart on the left to right scale, we assume Smith was
tfoubert
ccarruthers
@outlook.greatwest.ca @outlook.greatwest.ca
the leader of her party because she believed in it, not just
because she thought she could sit in power via Wildrose.
PHotogrAPHer:
And don’t get us wrong, it’s not only this Wildrose
crossing that we think is wrong; we disagree with party
members from any party crossing a floor, federally or
provincially.
We feel there could be some merit in an MLA or MP
renouncing their party to run as an independent if said
candidate felt slighted by actions within their own party.
Jordan small
craig Douce
jsmall
cdouce
At least in switching to an independent status, said MLA
@outlook.greatwest.ca @outlook.greatwest.ca
or MP could be viewed as remaining faithful to the voters
that elected them.
Design & ProDuction:
But in the case of crossing the floor from one party
Linda Petras
to another, we feel constituents are being let down. In
Damian Lamartine
Brittany Hildebrand
many cases, we believe, Albertans and Canadians vote
production@outlook.greatwest.ca
for the party, not necessarily for an individual candidate.
Floor crossing does not represent the wishes of those who
Accounts:
elected a given candidate.
Donna Browne
dbrowne@outlook.greatwest.ca
We realize Smith has now voiced reasons for jumping
ship, including poor byelection results and a failure within
cLAssifieDs:
her party to adopt an anti-discrimination policy.
classifieds@outlook.greatwest.ca
As both Wildrose and official opposition leader, perhaps her efforts should have been focussed on hacking
out deadwood and dealing with malcontents within her
own party.
2013
Clearly not everyone in Smith’s riding is happy with
2013 WINNER
2013 WINNER
her floor crossing decision; a petition calling for her
resignation is now being circulated in the High River area.
While Smith might not have been happy with recent
byelections in this province, where her Wildrosers obviously didn’t perform as well as expected, we believe a floor
Published weekly and distributed
crossing should signal a byelection.
locally, free of charge by
With a byelection, voters could then again decide
which party they want to support - in the voting booth
where such decisions should be made.
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A New Year’s Wish for the valley
Editor:
Our Bow Valley is a special place, surrounded by the natural beauty of the
Rocky Mountains, with many species of
wildlife, including deer, elk, black and
grizzly bears, wolves and cougars.
What draws people to live and visit
Canmore is our mountain setting and
our wildlife, not an urban town built out
to the extent of the Bow Valley.
However, Canmore continues to grow
with more development and ever larger
houses each year. And we currently face
the very real danger that development
will squeeze out the remaining available space for our wildlife to move
through the Bow Valley, which is the
essential connector between Kananaskis
Country, the Wind and Spray Valleys
and the Nordic Centre Provincial Park
and Banff Park.
Even in areas where corridors are not
legally required, provincial guidelines,
based on recent provincial scientific
data, outline the necessary corridor
width, steepness of slope and degree of
hiding cover for wildlife to safely live
and move through the Bow Valley

With connecting corridors still to be
finally designated and protected in perpetuity, and ongoing pressure to approve
development too close to them, the
continued survival of our large mammal
populations in this area is threatened.
Yet the stated commitment of the
citizens of Canmore to protect our
wildlife is strong. Our Environmentally
Sensitive Areas, such as wildlife corridors and habitat patches, are included
as areas in need of protection in our
Municipal Development Plan, and have
the vocal support of Mayor Borrowman
and council.
In Canmore we are blessed with
many natural and recreational options
apart from the wildlife corridors, with
easy access to walking, biking and cross
country skiing trails, whether in town,
at the Nordic Centre, or the adjacent
provincial and national parks.
The only sacrifice we are asked to
make to protect our wildlife and ensure
their survival in the Bow Valley is a
small one. That is to leave them at least
the minimum space they need for their
sole use.

The deadline for letters to the editor is Mondays at noon. Please keep letters to a maximum
of 500 words. Letters can be emailed to letters@outlook.greatwest.ca, dropped off at suite
201-1001 6th. Ave. in Canmore or mailed to Box 8610, Canmore, AB T1W 2V3.
Phone number required.
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In fact, we could even give them
more than the minimum space if all of
our community really wanted to.
At this, or any time of the year, we
are grateful for the natural beauty that
surrounds us, and for the joy it gives
us aesthetically and as a daily source of
recreation and renewal.
As we consider our New Year’s resolutions, here is a fervent wish for our
Bow Valley:
sThat we make room for our wildlife
by staying out of their only space to
inhabit, and move from one valley to the
next;
sThat we designate our remaining corridors with at least the minimum width,
low steepness of slope and adequate
hiding cover recommended by the

province;
sThat we keep development well away
from the designated corridors to
avoid unwanted wildlife/human encounters.
Canmore is a special place on the
planet. A place where so far we have
supported our council and requested
our developers to make room for the
wildlife that is an intrinsic part of our
Bow Valley.
My New Year’s wish is that we will
continue to make room for our wildlife
– not become another urban town where
there is no room at the inn except for us.
Heather MacFadyen, chair,
Bow Corridor Organization for
Responsible Development

that encouraged red chair seekers to
post to social media using the hashtag
#AGASharetheChair. Scenic pictures
came in by the hundreds via Facebook,
Instagram and Twitter from visitors
who had experienced joyful moments
from their seat in the red chairs.
Whether it’s the quest of searching out a new chair or enjoying the
spectacular view from a mountain
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lookout, there is excitement building around the Red Chair Program.
Parks Canada should be commended
for creating an initiative that fosters
a unifying experience for Canadians
while encouraging us to seek out and
appreciate the beauty to be found in
our National Parks.
Casey Peirce,
Executive director, AMPPE

They say money can’t buy you happiness
but I’ve got a receipt from Cellar Door
telling a whole different story.

Red chairs a hit with public
Editor:
On behalf of The Association for
Mountain Parks Protection and
Enjoyment (AMPPE), I feel compelled
to respond to the article in the Rocky
Mountain Outlook (Dec. 18) regarding
Parks Canada’s Red Chair Program.
AMPPE has received a multitude of
positive feedback on this initiative
from many of our members who have
been enjoying the red chairs since they
were introduced to the region.
In fact, due to the response received
from stakeholders, AMPPE wrote a
letter on Nov. 18 to Parks Canada, congratulating CEO Mr. Alan Latourelle
and his team on the project. The following is a direct quote from that
letter: “On behalf of the board and
members of AMPPE, I would like to
compliment Parks Canada on the Red
Chair Program that is expanding into
more and more Parks across Canada.
I was in Jasper a few weeks ago and I
saw first-hand how the chairs are being
featured and searched out with great
enthusiasm. It’s a unique and engaging
campaign that will surely enhance visitor experience – congratulations on a
great initiative!”
According to Parks Canada the
feedback on the program has been
excellent so far. The fact that the red
chairs are so iconically Canadian, that
there is an adventure component of
seeking them out and that they are
accessible to people of all ages and

abilities is exciting for visitors to the
Parks. Because of its popularity, Parks
Canada will be expanding the initiative
within National Parks across Canada.
Potential locations will all undergo
careful screening in the form of an
environmental impact study before
receiving approval to host a set of red
chairs.
Families are excited to have the red
chairs as a fun destination for their
children to seek out. “Sometimes our
kids aren’t entirely motivated to head
out for a day hike, but the red chairs
have created new excitement for them
to hike to the top of a mountain or
local viewpoint. We get to spend quality and healthy time together while we
share our love of nature as a family,”
said Terry Jensen and Jen Koppel of
Calgary after finding the red chairs at
Lake Minnewanka on the weekend.
The red chairs are also proving
to be a keen point of interest for
visitors from other parts of the world.
In regions that can sometimes seem
daunting to someone unfamiliar with
hiking and mountain terrain, the program offers a safe option to experience
some of Canada’s most beautiful places
with the support of the red chair GPS
coordinates and maps provided on the
Parks Canada website.
The appeal of the program can
also be seen through the recent online
campaign partnership between the Art
Gallery of Alberta and Parks Canada
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Second Application Issues and Concerns and Relevance to Current Application
January 19, 2016 Public Hearing - Collected Submissions regarding Bylaw 2015-19
Tab

Title

Description of Contents

Relevance to Current Application

1

Peaks of Grassi
History & the
Settlement
Agreement

History of the parcels of land for which
rezoning has been proposed with focus
on why the lands were zoned UR and on
1998 Settlement Agreement.

Rezoning of the lands is
inappropriate given that the
Peaks is built out.

2

Parking and
Traffic Safety

Analysis of parking implications of the
proposal. Reminder of Round 1 blind
curve analysis. Discussion of proposed
mitigation (parking permits, one-way
traffic loop) and of the resulting
increased GHG emissions.

Analysis applies to the current
application.

3

Gaps in
Environmental
Study for Peaks of
Grassi

Discussion of the need for holistic
cumulative environmental impact
assessments.

The EIS completed for the current
was incremental in nature.

4

Town Values -Integrity & Trust

The fabric of the community is
threatened by proposed rezoning in
that historical intentions and promises
are being ignored.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern.

5

Stones Canyon
Creek Risk
Assessment

Recommending that the Town not
accept the risk associated with building
in an overland flood area and noting that
the proposed berm design had not been
assessed.

There appears to be a new offsite
flood mitigation measure
proposed. Design
information has not been
provided, and EIS has not been
completed.

6

YZ Steep Creeks
and Water
Drainage

Y and Z creek overland water flows have
caused previous flooding events in parts
of the Peaks. These water courses were
not considered in Rounds 1 and 2.

The current application again
includes assessment of only
Stones Canyon Creek.

7

Geotechnical
Issues

The NRCB decision precluded building
on slopes over 25% and the Town has
stressed the value of maintaining
topographic features such as rocky
knolls.

The current application
continues to include building on
the steep slopes of the
easternmost parcel.

8

Impact on Quarry
Lake

The importance of Quarry Lake Park to
Canmorites and visitors.

Unspoiled views from Quarry
Lake continue to be valued.
Existing tree screens are
ineffective and the proposed
development has not included
them.

2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14

Relevance to Current Application

Tab

Title

Description of Contents

9

Population and
Housing Statistics

The proposed development would
increase density by 82% on LGR within
Quarry Pines and by some 10% for
Peaks of Grassi overall. The area is
already dense and further increase is not
justified. Further, it is not expected that
the development will improve
affordability in the long term.

10

Opinion Survey

More than 800 signatures were collected
in 2015 in opposition to the Round 2
proposal.

11

Wildlife/Human
Conflict

The proposed development is in a
pinchpoint area of wildlife habitat and
travel. The proposed development does
not represent a “hard edge”

Application of the Precautionary
Principle leads to a
recommendation to deny the
rezoning application.

12

Urban Reserve

UR zoning is used to prevent premature
development, which is a question of
need and timing. The risks and
disadvantages of rezoning mean that
rezoning is premature.

Rezoning of the lands for
development is still premature.

13

Utility Capacity

Reports of the capacity of electrical,
water and waste utilities to handle the
proposed development have not been
made public and are referred to as
“preliminary”

Current application again makes
reference only to preliminary
reports, without providing
references or data relative to the
proposed development.

14

Pump House

Concern about the proximity of the
proposed development to the sewage lift
station.

No changes to setbacks from the
sewage lift station in the current
application.

15

Health and Green
Space

The importance of green space within
communities.

The current application does not
address this concern.

16

Infill Development

Given the density of development in the
Peaks, infill development is not
warranted.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

17

Subdivision
Issues

The rezoning decision is not possible
without understanding the level of
information “normally considered at the
time of subdivision” with respect to
reserve dedication, types of dwellings
and building designs, traffic and parking,
water management, infrastructure
capacity and building heights.

Some concerns in the previous
applications were dismissed with
a notation that the issue would be
dealt with at subdivision.
Experience with the subdivision
approval for the second application
indicates this was not the case.

18

Other UR rezoned
in Canmore

Rezoning from UR is irreversible and
there is little precedent in Canmore.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern
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The current application does
nothing to address this concern

Tab

Title

Description of Contents

Relevance to Current Application

19

Ten Minute
Response Time

Two roads lead out of the Peaks, but
one is locked and both feed onto Peaks
Drive. Additional population in this area
puts the existing population at increased
risk.

The proposed houses are to be
built to a higher standard of fire
retardancy than existing houses,
but the risk for existing population
and for egress for all will be
elevated.

20

Due Diligence

Town Administration provided
information to those buying in the Peaks
about the Peaks being built out.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

21

Letter to Council:
Peter Guzman

Opposition to the proposal and support
for the strong community in the Peaks.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

22

Land Use Zoning
Changes: WC, NP,
UR

Highlighting options for development that
do not rely on irreversibly increasing
density in a densely-populated
neighbourhood.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

23

Letter to Council:
Kurt McMahon

Opposition to the proposal and support
for Integrity as a Town value.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

24

Community Fabric

Original plan of the developers was to
purchase the land for “undevelopment”

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

25

Letter to Council:
Louise and Brian
Robinson

Opposition to the proposal based on
human-wildlife conflict and reliance on
the Settlement Agreement.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern

26

Quarry Pines
Water Courses

Water courses and surface drainage
considerations have shaped previous
zoning and development decisions in
Peaks of Grassi, but are not
appropriately handled in the current
rezoning application.

Overland drainage pathways
need to be considered in
decisions about rezoning.

27

Summary

Opposition to the proposal based on
maintaining values of previous Councils,
as expressed in the Settlement
Agreement.

The current application does
nothing to address this concern
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Peaks&of&Grassi&History&and&Settlement&Agreement&
Mavis&Wheatcroft&

&
Your&worship,&Mayor&Borrowman,&members&of&Council,&my&name&is&Mavis&Wheatcroft.&&&
I&live&at&1113&Lawrence&Grassi&Ridge.&I&strongly&oppose&this&rezoning&application.&
&
Administration’s&Request&for&Decision&in&the&October&20th&Council&agenda&indicates&that&
Council&is&“not%bound%by%applications%that%differ%from%an%NRCB%decision.”&&It&also&suggests&
that&Council&“can%consider%the%Settlement%Agreement%in%their%decision.”&&&
&
I&ask&you&to&recognize&that&Settlement&Agreement&and&NRCB&approval&are&relevant&today&
as&they&were&in&1998&and&as&they&were&in&Feb,&2015&when&most&of&the&Council&before&me&
indicated&that&you&honoured&decisions&of&past&councils&and&the&intent&of&the&Settlement&
Agreement.&The&Settlement&Agreement&was&a&successful&move&by&the&Town&of&Canmore&
to&balance&interests&of&the&Town&with&the&corporate&interests&of&Three&Sisters.&The&Town&
was&able&to&preserve&the&cap&on&development&in&the&Peaks&of&Grassi&area,&and&Three&
Sisters&was&able&to&build&Quarry&Pines&and&to&expedite&approval&of&their&downWvalley&
developments.&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&can&be&guided&by&–&
the&Settlement&Agreement.&
&
I&would&like&to&review&additional&aspects&of&the&history&of&the&Settlement&Agreement&and&
the&rezoning&of&the&lands&in&question&and&why&these&lands&have&not&been&developed,&
&
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&over?development&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&
1"1#
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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&builtWout&based&on&the&caps&imposed&by&the&NRCB&and&the&
Settlement&Agreement.&&When&Quarry&Pines&was&developed,&buildWout&was&
acknowledged&in&the&Three&Sisters&Land&Use&report&by&UMA&that&indicated&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&
made&earlier&this&year&in&support&of&opposition&to&the&proposed&Bylaw&2014W18.&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&selfWserving&
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&agreedWupon&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.&
1"2#
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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&??&would&not&add&to&the&
inventory&of&homes&to&be&built&on&Three&Sisters’&lands.&
&
The&density&cap&in&the&Peaks&of&Grassi&has&been&filled.&&Any&number&of&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.&
&
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&illWplanned&
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.&1W13)&
&
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&

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

#

#
#
#
#
#
#
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History&?&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&?&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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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.

Slide 2

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.
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.

Slide 3
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.

A previous Council spent over 100,000 of taxpayer money to protect against
overdevelopment in the Peaks of Grassi.
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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.

Slide 4

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.

Slide 5

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
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 ill-planned application for rezoning.
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History of the 1998 Settlement Agreement
and the

Master Bylaw 198
The Settlement Agreement was the result of purposeful action by the Town of Canmore to oppose
an attempt by TS to circumvent development caps by NRCB
Town approved only 45 acres of development.
Town sought and obtained leave to appeal a decision of the MGB to overrule the Town’s decision.
Town negotiated with TSRI to establish the Settlement Agreement.
Resulting in a balance of Town interests with corporate interests of TSRI.
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Master Bylaw 198
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Master Bylaw 198
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If council ignores the Settlement Agreement, it implies
you are willing to ignore the master Bylaw 198:
• Council is willing to forgo 25 acres for Community Purposes to build
affordable housing (i.e. PAH) on TS Lands
and
• You would be willing to forgo 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.
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“It’s cost us around $100,000 to date and
we don’t take that lightly by any stretch
of the imagination.”
Mayor Bert Dyck
March 4, 1997Canmore Leader
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History of the 1998 Settlement Agreement
and the

Master Bylaw 198
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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
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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 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.
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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.
2019-01-29 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2018-14
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Figure 11

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.
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The graphic at Figure 13 illustrates the impact of making Lawrence Grassi Ridge and
Wilson Way a one-way loop.

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
996 Wilson Way, Canmore

Date Prepared:

23 November, 2015
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Annex A to Parking
& Traffic Safety, 23 Nov 15

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

2-A-1
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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
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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

!+&%(03(?+.65(@%5%'A0&(@+*5"&'%(B(CC(D(;>(EDF6(!"#$%&'()*#+"(?50GG+&.(?+.65(@+*5"&'%(HI%5(/"J%D%&5K(B(LM(D(

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.
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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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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.
2102, 12 Avenue NW
Calgary Alberta
angeles@angelesmendoza.com
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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) (e.g. Municipal
Development Plan (Town of Canmore 2011; Section 8.4 c). By missing 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 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 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
developed in order to respond to unpredicted negative
impacts;

This is missing, especially the analysis of potential negative
impacts of building in a drainage.
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(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
slopes on either side. The low elevation valley bottom supports a
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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
and proper plans. If the intent is to integrate the
recommendations into the mitigation measures, then
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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
Lake, which is possible because of the elevation gradient.
The ESPL did not assess this, nor did it assess how the
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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).

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,
grizzly, cougar and wolf, there appears to be
no activity in the project footprint,

2.3.4

However, Golder (2012) developed a

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
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
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Resource Selection Function for wolves
during the winter months
4.0

Potential impacts and mitigations

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.

4.2

Mitigations

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
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

10

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.

4.2

(Mitigations During construction)

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.

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.
Figure 6. Habiat 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 d
not extend to Quarry lake. . The ESPL
did not discuss the ecological
connection within the parcels,
environmental and municipal reserve
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Appendix III
Summary of Professional Qualifications and Work Experience
Angeles Mendoza Sammet
1202 12 Av. NW, Calgary, Alberta, T2N 4X1
Ph: (403) 210-2603, Cell: (403)-210-2603
angeles@angelesmendoza.com
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
UNESCO-IHE Institute, Delft, The Netherlands
(Starting January 1st. 2016)
 Lecturer on Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment. Coordination with the Netherlands Environmental
Commission, research and Capacity Building.
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).
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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.
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).
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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
(Attached)
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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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
4-1

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
973a Lawrence Grassi Ridge
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.+
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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.
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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.

8-4

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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Lakeview
MacEwan Glen
Marlborough
Mayland Heights
Midnapore
Montgomery
North Haven
Palliser
Parkland
Point Mckay
Ramsay
Richmond
Rosedale
Royal Oak
Sage Hill
Scenic Acres
Sherwood
Skyview Ranch
Southwood
Strathcona Park
Taradale
Tuxedo Park
Valley Ridge
West Hillhurst
Wildwood
Woodbine

0.00

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.
9-12

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:
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“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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Survey Results
288 direct contact signatures
500 on-line
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Peaks of Grassi Opposition
238 signatures
99% opposed
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Bow Valley

212

42%

Other Alberta 179

36%

Other Canada 63

13%

International

46

9%
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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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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
p r o f e s s i o nAa sl as r. e s u lAt ,S R Dhas undertaken to comp lete 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.

Jacques Whitford 2004 ABC50520-02 Three Sisters Mountain Village Ltd.
Wildlife/Human Interaction Prevention Plan, submitted to ASRD.

August 4, 2004
Page 2

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 mo rtality. 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 harassmen t 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 winte r w h e n ,i n p a r t i c u l a r ,
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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Peaks Landing Application for Rezoning - By-law 2015-19
Public Hearing Presentation to Council - Urban Reserve
November 24, 2015
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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14-1
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.

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.
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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 compariso n 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 Scotla nd 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 depressi on
Australia, found that those who described their
neighbourhoods as containing a greater number of conducted in a forest led to a remissi on of
depressi on 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 space 49,54,60,64 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.
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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.

Acknowledgements
I would like to acknowledge the contributions of
Jason Curran, Rod Knight, and Sarah Partanen –
who worked on an earlier literature review that
informed the development of this article – as well
as the feedback and guidance provided by Dr.
Helen Ward and Dr. Sophie Verhille, and the expert
reviews provided by Dr. Karen Rideout and Dr. Lisa
Mu. I am also grateful for the funding and research
support provided by the University of British
Columbia’s Bridge Program.

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
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Location

Study
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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
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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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Study Design &
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Primary Exposure or
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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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Study Design &
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Primary Exposure or
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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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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
Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore, AB

Attachment: MLS listings

November 24, 2015

Mayor Borrowman and Councillors

My name is Pierre Lambert.
I live on Lawrence Grassi Ridge
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

Peter Guzman
1005 Wilson Way
Canmore, AB T1W 3C5
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"
"

...
June 21, 1999
Mayor Ron Casey
and Councilors
Town of Canmore
600 - 9 Street
Canmore, Alberta
T1W2T2
Dear Mr. Mayor:

r4-t.u.

RE:

R E S

0

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

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)
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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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.

363

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.
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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 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore
Enclosures: Mr. Melchin’s letter , ER definition
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Kurt McMahon
1077 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, AB T1W 3C3
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
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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
MR 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 MR 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

Quarry Pines

Water Courses

Water draining downhill from the Ships Prow on Mount Lawrence Grassi does
not end up in Quarry Lake

ENVIRONMENTAL, MUNICIPAL AND URBAN
RESERVES WERE CREATED (AT LEAST IN PART)
IN THE QUARRY PINES
TO PROVIDE SPACE FOR THE

OVERLAND DRAINAGE OF WATER!

15-1-11

Recent History
We understand now that the manner in which the Cougar Creek subdivision was
designed did not address potential water flows in that area.

Preserving natural spaces will always be the most dependable method of
overland drainage. Engineered solutions, as we have seen in Cougar Creek,
are sometimes underestimated and lead to catastrophic failures.

•

•

Q: Knowing then what you know now, could council
approve today the subdivision (Damming) of land and
installation of homes along the banks of Cougar Creek?
The answer of course is that it would all have been done
differently if the implications of that alluvial fan of river stone
had been understood at the time.

Overland Drainage through Quarry Pines has
long been recognised.
All of the reports acknowledge the
presence of an overland drainage from
the Sub-catchment basin below the
Ships prow feature of Mount Lawrence
Grassi.

NRCB, UMA and BGC reports identify
the alluvial fan that spreads across
Wilson Way downhill toward LGR.

Environmental Impact Assessment
done for TSRI

TSRI report completed in 1994 and
submitted 1996 (also references
NRCB review)

None of the reports quantifies the
volume, or frequency, of water flows.
The principal mitigative measure all
reports arrive at is to provide an
allowance of space for water to move
through.
New homes will act as Dams!

UMA Engineering report completed
in 1998

BGC Engineering report identifying
X,Y,Z “Creeks” summer 2013

BGC Report Highlights
Was BGC aware that plans were being
made to develop the lowest part of
the Quarry Pines subdivision?

How might that knowledge have
impacted their analysis of the overland
flows through the area?
BGC has made several
recommendations in its 2013 report
aimed at determining the risk more
precisely, including;

- Lidar mapping of the area

- Cutting trenches to measure the
alluvial fan
- Development of hazard maps
and specific mitigation measures
- Development of a detailed
hazard and risk assessment

“Long-term mitigation measures will
strongly depend on future
development plans, although BGC
understands through discussions with
the Town that there are currently no
development plans upslope of Wilson
Way or further to the east on the fan
of X creek.”
(Sic)

Prevention
In the absence of a current and comprehensive EIA, or fulsome
engineering analysis, along with suitable mitigations
implemented, Council should decline the current application
to rezone for reasons of public safety.
(Amongst the many other reasons)

Council also needs to apply a permanent prohibition on
development in these UR’s for safety reasons, and define
those reasons, for reference by future councils, and potential
future applicants.

Mount Lawrence Grassi
•

•

•

Three drainages (X,Y and Z) off the Ship’s Prow join 180m above the
nearest home in the Quarry Pines then tumble across an alluvial fan
to a man-made swale installed about ten years ago on the SW side
of the street along Wilson Way.
Water is intended by design to cascade down that swale to the
street, then continue downhill through the “Municipal/Urban
Reserve” all the way to Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
Water then follows the natural lie of that road to the lowest point in
the community, and then drain away downhill and continue its
journey toward the Bow River further down in the valley.

Drainages – Aerial View

POG and QP

June 2013 rain event caused neighbourhood Swales to
wash full of water and carry debris across the roads.

Water coming off Mount Lawrence Grassi literally
waterfalls down the slope.
The mud splashed onto these mailboxes,
happened when one of the swales in the
middle of the community was
overwhelmed during rain event in June
2013.
During that rain, a waterfall developed
right through the middle of POG. The
area pictured to the right was buried in
mud and debris, and needed to be
shoveled clear by residents after the
rain stopped.
The swales and drainage paths
functioned as designed, and “infill”
developments in these drainages would
have been disastrous.

QP Swale above 1021 Wilson Way
(Across from MR and ER)

•

During the last ten years it has seldom filled with
water, but the drainage to its immediate southeast
did fill (X Creek), and water, rocks and brush were
washed across streets, and down alleyways creating
a dramatic flow at the same time the flooding of
Cougar Creek was occurring on the other side of the
valley.

Q: What are the chances that water will rise at some
point in that drainage over the next fifty or one
hundred years?

•

A:

One hundred per cent.
•

•

i.e. certain.

Planting homes in the path of that waterfall
will be entirely destructive when that happens.

Existing Topography, vegetation and drainage

•

•

•

This image was taken
from the 1998 UMA
report, pre-phase III
sub-dividing.

Blue arrows denote
surface drainage.

Red lines are the subcatchment limits

Phase III area plan

Streams, from UMA engineering report

MR and ER from First Reading presentation for Council

Residential potential, from presentation to council during First Reading

Water is collected, by existing design, at the site of the
proposed development!
The easternmost stream will eventually
hit LGR, and a portion will overflow and
drain away on the west side of the rock
outcrop, a portion will enter the storm
drain network, and a portion will run
down the street, overflow the street at
the NW corner of the community and
drain overland into swales that have been
constructed to slow the movement of the
water overland.

In June 2013 that swale (Pictured as a
blue pond) adjacent to the powerline trail
was full of water.

Storm Water management is specifically addressed in the
same UMA report
Groundwater
•

•

“A groundwater study was
completed, submitted and accepted
for the Peaks of Grassi Phases I and
II”
“Groundwater, if encountered in
Phase III (Quarry Pines) will be dealt
with similarly”

Storm Water Management
•

•

•

“The Storm Water Management
scheme for Phase III has been
designed in accordance with the
“Grassi District – Storm water
Management Plan”
“The report proposes to utilise
existing natural water drainage
courses and the provision of a
detention pond”
“The plan will address the need to
intercept and channel water flows
from the mountain slopes above”

Collected Water from Overland drainage
The image to the right is taken from
the Environmental Brief created by
Corvidae Environmental Consulting
for the Quantum Place subdivision
proposal. It is not merely an aquatic
habitat, rather a structure designed to
slow the movement of water
cascading downhill.
There are additional structures that
channel water away from this site
when these collection areas fill.

This same report (Corivdae) fails to
identify the presence of the alluvial
fan at the top of Wilson Way, or
address the impacts of this geologic
feature.

Municipal Government Act
When the quarry Pines was
first built-out, allowances
were made to preserve the
natural movement of water.
Environmental Reserves were
created, and these were
suitably buffered by Municipal
Reserves, and;
Covenants were applied to the
titles of affected lots
throughout the
neighbourhood.

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 thesubdivision authority, unstable

Example Plan
The plan pictured to the right
very clearly identifies the type
of restrictions on the titles of
many homes along LGR and
WW.

“Overland Drainage”

Subdivision Report
Submitted to the Town of
Canmore Environmental
Services Dept. from Three
Sisters Resorts in April 1996
This report in 1996 used the
same images that were used
in the 1994 report.
This report also identified the
X,Y,Z streams (although they
were not named at that time),
and recognized the drainage
paths (proposed) through the
Quarry Pines subdivision.

BGC Report Highlights
The BGC report reviewed how
water appeared to move through
the PoG subdivision during the
spring 2013 rain events.
The report briefly analyzed the
geologic history of the area as
well and identified the presence
of an alluvial fan.
The alluvial fan begins above the
subdivision, and at the Quarry
Pines area spreads right across
Wilson Way and downhill towards
Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
Homes have already been built on
this fan.

•

“The gradients along the
mainstem channels of X, Y,
Z Creeks are certainly steep
enough to convey debris
flows and future larger
events may reach the
development as debris
flows.” (sic)

BGC Report Highlights
The alluvial fan that exists above
the Quarry Pines and extends into
the existing development has
been accumulated gradually since
the last period of glaciation.

The sub-catchment basin above
the community is nearly 500m
wide, and the fan nearly 700m
wide.
“Z” creek might have drained to
the west side of the subdivision at
one time, but now appears to
converge with “Y” 180 m above
the nearest homes.

BGC Report Highlights
“Aerial view of “Y” creek showing
a well pronounced avalanche path
(deliniated in white dashed lines)
and several very large rock-fall
boulders (arrows). This channel
has significantly more debris
storage than “X” creek and could
thus produce larger debris
flows.”

(BGC Photograph of July 23 2013)

Satellite Photos Showing the Progression of Development Below Alluvial
Fan.

BGC Report on X,Y,Z Drainages and their Alluvial Fans

Y and Z fans either touch
against, or protrude into
the Quarry Pines
community.
Where does the water go
from there?

The Lore
Another council, twenty years from now, may be asked to
consider a future application for development here.

Context may have changed slightly, and the importance of these
UR’s for safety may be overlooked, and reports forgotten
(again).

The view changes with seasons, and with snow cover in
particular, and the problem is far less apparent during the
winter.

No additional space exists for an entire new
subdivision anywhere in the PoG community.
The potential flow of water through the
Quarry Pines has never been fully
quantified or mapped. Many of the
reserves in this community are
drainages!

Council should decline the current
application for reasons of public safety.
Council needs to apply a permanent
prohibition on development in these
UR’s for safety reasons, and define
those reasons, for reference by future
councils, and potential future
applicants.
Thank-You.

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

From:
Sent:
To:

Jodie Chakowski
Sunday, January 27, 2019 9:46 PM
Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Esme Comfort;
John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Peaks Land Use Bylaw 2018-14

Cc:
Subject:

Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors,
I have no option but to oppose the proposed 2018-14 land use bylaw based on 2 facts:

1.
The 1998 settlement agreement limited the number of units that could be developed by TSR
in the area to protect wildlife and reduce congestion. In 1999 the Town of Canmore was
manipulated into turning the NP areas into the current UR by TSR. The town council of 1999
rezoned the areas with the belief that the lands were still protected from development by the 1998
settlement agreement.

2.
One of the current landowners was involved in the initial Peaks development and sold lots
near these land parcels at a premium price because they were adjacent to protected land. He’s now
trying to develop this same green space. This dishonesty should not be condoned and the
commitments given to the Peaks residents in the 1998 settlement agreement should be honored. I
understand that there is no legal obligation for council to do so but there is definitely a moral
obligation.

I am not against growth or change in Canmore. I am against further development in a community that should not have
even existed in this location in the first place. Quarry pines and the Peaks of Grassi sit directly on top of the preferred
wildlife feeding areas and the preferred travel corridor through the valley. We are encroaching on the wildlife
territory. Not the other way around.
Sincerely,
Jodie Chakowski
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18-300 Eagle Terrace Road
Canmore, AB T1W 3E5
January 28, 2019
Re: Peaks Landing
To : Cheryl Hyde
We are writing in support of the proposed Peaks Landing development.
Affordable housing in the Bow Valley is an urgent issue impacting many in Canmore. According to the Rocky
Mountain Outlook (https://www.rmoutlook.com/article/bow-valley-rental-prices-continue-to-soar-20181011), the
average price of a home in Canmore is over $675,000, and rental vacancy rates are less than 1%. At the same time,
the Bow Valley boasts some of Canada’s highest job vacancy rates. Too often, the result is business owners
reducing operating hours, and unsustainable staff accommodations.
The local developers of this particular parcel of land have demonstrated their commitment to actively address this
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 leverage existing infrastructure and utilities
We encourage Council to approve this development proposal.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer Chue
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 11:57 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Fwd: Rezoning Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi - NO!

Dear Ms. Hyde,
Please consider the following letter as a submission opposing the rezoning of Area B Plan 9412236 from UR to R1-B, DC and
PD.
Thank you,
Jennifer Chue

Begin forwarded message:
From: Jennifer Chue <jchue@pacbell.net>
Subject: Rezoning Urban Reserve in Peaks of Grassi - NO!
Date: January 29, 2019 at 10:35:04 AM PST
To: jborrowman@canmore.ca
Cc: chyde@canmore.ca
Dear Mayor Borrowman,
I am appalled that the Town is yet again considering a 3rd application to rezone Area B Plan 9412236 in the
Peaks of Grassi from Urban Reserve to R1-B District, Direct Control and Public Use Districts.
Four years ago, you and the Council unanimously rejected the 1st application to re-zone these lands and it was
the correct decision then and that decision should still stand now.
While our Town is being built to the brim and putting a strain on infrastructure and resources, I implore you to
preserve this important piece of land as Urban Reserve. Peaks of Grassi is already built out and with the
increased usage of Quarry Lake and more enhancements there and the new MTB paths - these 4 acres really
need to stay as they are: open space. There are more appropriate places to develop at this time and with the
new PAH at Larch, the apartments at Moustache lands, and slated Tee Pee Town redevelopment more housing
is/will be available.
Also, I don’t want my tax dollars being spent on flood mitigation for any housing - especially PAH! While I
see the Town taking steps to to borrow $7.6 Million for more infrastructure improvements, why wouldn’t our
increased tax dollars be used for those projects, rather than for funding PAH/MAH in a potential flood zone?
I hope that you and Council take a step back and really listen to the residents and property owners here
in Canmore and reject this application for rezoning a 3rd and FINAL time.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Chue
149 Wapiti Close
Canmore
1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Borrowman
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 9:26 AM
Cheryl Hyde
FW: Peaks of Grassi- rezoning & new proposed residential development

John Borrowman
Mayor
Town of Canmore
403.678.1517 office
403.678.8421 cell

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Larry Chupik <larry.chupik@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Council <council@canmore.ca>
Subject: Peaks of Grassi‐ rezoning & new proposed residential development
Dear Mayor and Council,
We are against this development because it encroaches into existing natural wildlife habitat areas. Possibly any area
might be rezoned for development, not good! This proposal will have a negative impact on our natural settings,
especially on fringe areas close to wildlife corridors. Our councilors also need to represent the desires of residents
directly affected or not affected and the valley wildlife we try to coexist with.
Larry and Caroline Chupik
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January 29, 2019

MAYOR JOHN BORROWMAN
& COUNCILLORS

RE: BYLAW 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW
AMENDMENT

We bought our half duplex from Riverdale Homes, the realtor was Mardell Thompson. During the
negotiations and planning of our home we were told by Mardel that the land across the street would
not be developed, that it would remain in its natural state as the subdivision was “built out”. We
were also told that the trees serve as a cover so houses in Quarry Pines are not visible from Quarry
Lake. The concern about visibility from Quarry Lake was confirmed in Council minutes of
July 14 1998. It is clear, that her intent was not to mislead us she was conveying well known and
documented information.
There is already a high incidence of human wildlife conflict in our area, and this project would
increase the frequency of human/wildlife conflicts. The entire power line and portions of it have
been closed over the years we have lived here due to dangerous bears. The summer of 2017 the
entire power line including the two parcels that are being considered for development were closed
for most of the summer.
We have now resided full time in the Peaks of Grassi for over 16 years and we are opposed to having
our green space destroyed and replaced by housing units. If this green space is rezoned, the decision
cannot be reversed. We trusted our realtor and the integrity of the previous Council’s “word”,
which was reflected in the Settlement Agreement.
It is not reasonable to expect that we deal with construction traffic, equipment, and noise after we
have been “built out” for many over 16years. The process to complete the proposed development
could take 3-4 years. But more importantly, if you approve this, there is not going back; we will
lose these green lands forever.
Please consider our request and the requests of our neighbours in the Peaks of Grassi to preserve our
green space and decline this rezoning application. Failing to do so would be a complete betrayal to
all of us in the subdivision who purchased our homes with the understanding that the area was build
out in accordance with the Settlement Agreement of 1998.
The Settlement Agreement signed between the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters Resorts Inc.,
backs up the realtor’s statements with respect to the build out. We are also aware that the agreement

was arrived at between the Town and Three Sisters to avoid legal action taken by TSRI. What has
changed that would result in the current council reversing a decision that took over two years to
negotiate in the 1990’s and was very well thought out by a prior Council. If this Council approves
the rezoning, you will be going back on the 1998’s Council’s word. Over $100,000.00 of ratepayer’s
money spent to negotiate this agreement will have also been wasted.
This neighbourhood is very close to having the highest density in town. We currently have parking
and traffic problems without the additional volume resulting from the 35-40 units to be constructed
under the developer’s proposal. In the summer our street becomes the overflow parking for Quarry
Lake. Traffic volume is even more of an issue in the winter months when our narrow and winding
street is down to a single lane on east Lawrence Grassi due to snow clearing and street parking.
Another major issue is the curve at the top of the hill which has a dangerous visibility problem
compounded in the winter with a snow covered or icy street. Quality of life and safety humans and
wildlife is a major concern.
Have you considered the effects of 35-40 new families in the area and their vehicles in an emergency
situation such as a forest fire. There are two access points to the Peaks, both of which are in the east
end and very close together, and merging on 3 Sisters Drive. Trying to leave the area would cause
extreme chaos and a possible disaster.
Potential flooding from creeks is a real possibility, are you willing to risk another Cougar Creek
flood situation in this neighbourhood?
Development would mean the loss of trees which now serves as a buffer for wildlife that frequent
the power line. The five meter tree buffer proposed by the developers is inadequate, given the age of
the trees and straight cut edges on the power-line row. In a high wind the trees would not remain
standing very long. One of the priorities cited in the MDP was to “Keep Canmore as a “green”,
environmentally friendly, Town”. We agree with this priority.

Larry & Penny Clark
1093 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore AB TIW 3C3
403 678-6115
clarkpennj@gmail.com

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicole Crawford
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 4:18 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi Development

Hello,
I’m a resident of Peaks of Grassi and strongly against the development proposal to add more units to land that was
protected many years ago. It is important that counsel keep their word to protect this land. We are already encroaching
on land that many species call home, and many species already face extinction. This is an unsustainable path. Canmore is
an amazing place to live, because of its natural beauty and the wildlife we are so closely connected to. It would be a
shame to lose the integrity of this town because a few, for their own reasons, stand to gain. Please keep your word and
do not build on this land.
Concerned resident,
Nicole
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

kim csizmazia
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 2:03 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Jeffrey Hilstad; Karen Marra; mccallum@canmore.ca;
Vi Sandford; Robert Seeley
Cheryl Hyde
By-law 2018-14 LU Amendment “Peaks Landing.”--opposed

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors,

I oppose By-law 2018-14 LU Amendment “Peaks Landing.”

I believe that if we care as a community about wildlife then we probably shouldn’t have developed Peaks of Grassi to begin
with. Our community vigorously debated this issue many years ago. In the end, we ended up with Peaks of Grassi.
Along with Peaks of Grassi came an understanding/compromise around things like density, wildlife corridors and protecting the
scenic quality of Quarry Lake.
Now, in 2019, it is too easy to say, “there are already houses there, why not more?”
It is also too easy to call the neighbouring homeowners hypocrites as this disregards and disrespects the original and strong
opposition to this neighborhood to begin with. I view this land as everyone’s backyard. And our backyard is home for important
and much-loved wildlife. Designating this space as UR was intended as a buffer for a wildlife corridor. Now we need followthrough and commitment to this intention by our leaders.

I am also opposed to this re-zoning in the name of PAH. (Council has previously voted yes for this re-zone in exchange for the
promise of 7 PAH units.)
In my opinion, PAH should not be used as an excuse to push development that would not otherwise pass muster. In the long
run, everybody loses with this policy.
Years ago, when Canmore’s PAH model was born, the community was led to believe that we would get PAH in every new
development moving forward. Unfortunately, there was no legal basis to enforce this. Instead, our community has largely seen
PAH manifest only when it serves the developer. I do not hold this against the developers. This is the natural and intelligent
course for the business minded. However, the role of government, public policy and intention must be to offset
special business interest—in fact to act as a guiding force, not to be controlled or manipulated by for-profit motive.
Before you decide to alter and stress the Peaks of Grassi area further, I ask that we see at least some degree of PAH in the
extensive development currently happening in Stewart Creek. Preferably, I would like to see PAH in every complex in this town
going back 10 years. I realize this is a pipe-dream request. Still, nothing changes without big dreams. If the dream is 1000 units
of affordable housing, we are going to have to look at this differently. 1000 units won’t happen through expensive, time
consuming and stressful fights for 7 units. Development should carry affordable housing, not the other way around.
In the end, I want to urge that we wake up as a community and get honest about how much we really care about wildlife. This
goes beyond the wildlife pinch-point currently buffered by the Peaks of Grassi UR.
1

If we don’t care, then lets just get it over with and stop talking about it. Then I can get honest with my kids when we watch our
local elk herd act increasingly stressed with nowhere to go. Together, we imagine them supporting their large body mass by
eating grass all winter. We see more and more of their habitat being developed or fenced-off. We worry that they will not find a
dense and private enough forest close to the valley floor to give birth. It is inconsiderate to our children’s future to say we care,
yet do nothing. Instead, we contradict our words with our choices and actions which are clear, “We don’t care about them
honey, we care about us.”
Best and with deference and respect to this most difficult decision,
Kim Csizmazia
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Chelsea Cudmore
1097 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, Alberta
T1W3C3
January 24, 2019

RE: OPPOSITION OF PEAKS LANDING BYLAW 2018-14 IN PEAKS OF GRASSI CANMORE
Dear Mayor Borrowman & Members of Canmore Town Council,
I am writing this letter to express my extreme concern and opposition to the future development
proposed in the Peaks of Grassi and the detrimental impacts it will have on our wildlife and our
community. I am in favour of Perpetually Affordable Housing in Canmore; however, developing the
Peaks Landing Urban Reserve is not appropriate. The third party reviewed the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Peaks Urban Reserve and concluded “negative effects are predicted to occur during
both construction and build-out phases of the project, including potential negative effects resulting in
change to habitat, change to wildlife movement and change in mortality risk for the selected Valued
Ecosystem Components”. This information whether required for approval or not cannot and should not
be ignored.
As a home owner living directly across the street from the Urban Reserve, we see wildlife in this area
every single day. As Mayor and Council Members this is something that you cannot overlook. There are
bears, elk, coyotes and deer who frequent this area and use it for resting, security, or as an escape route
out of an already busy neighbourhood. (Please see photos attached.) Developers claim this would create
a “hard edge” to reduce animals from entering the neighbourhood. However, this is false as it will only
create a feeling of “entrapment” once the wildlife is in the neighbourhood and increase human/wildlife
encounters.
I have witnessed the same bear three times this past year enter the neighborhood through the current
Wildlife Corridor and then it used the development site area as an escape route out of the busy
residential area. With the development in place the bear will still enter the neighbourhood via the same
Wildlife Corridor; however, once in the area they will not have a safe escape route as a new
development will be blocking the route.

It is obvious PAH is needed in Canmore, but developing an Urban Reserve for PAH is not the answer. The
location ignores the safety and freedom of movement of wildlife and highly increases the likelihood of
human/wildlife encounters. The site also disregards the fact that there is no direct access to transit,
grocery stores, schools or community centres which would be ideal for those living in PAH.
The interests at hand, are only in favour of the developers and the detrimental impact this will have on
the environment and the wildlife are not being seriously considered. As Mayor & Town Council, you not
only have the responsibility of the community’s interests but also the responsibility for the future of our
wildlife and environment in Canmore. Enhancing our community for future generations while preserving
and appreciating the unique characteristic of the co-existence of humans and wildlife must be the goal
of any development in Canmore as this is what makes the community so attractive and special. Thank
you for taking the time to read my letter and seriously consider my concerns related to the Peaks
Landing Urban Reserve.

Sincerely,
Chelsea Cudmore

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adrienne Cunnings
Thursday, January 24, 2019 11:45 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing

Hi Cheryl,
I attended the peaks landing presentation last and was hoping to provide some feedback as a Canmore resident who
lives up in the Peaks of Grassi.
I am pleased to see the developers working with PAH as these units are invaluable to the community. I should note that I
do not qualify for PAH, as my partner’s business assets put us over the max, even though our income is well below the
threshold. In fact, I would love to see all 14 units on the west end turned into PAH.
My concern lies with the MAH, which very little details were provided with exception that units are ‘more affordable’ as
their square foot plan is less than the average of a similar townhouse style building in town. In my opinion, a market
affordable house is only of value to the community if it remains available to only Canmore residents. A lower price value
due to less square footage does not deter a secondary home buyer‐ in fact these units may be more attractive to a
larger market at their ‘reduced’ price point. I strongly encourage council to consider a new model, where certain
developments can only be purchased by working residents or residents that have lived in Canmore as their primary
home for more than 5 years. This would benefit residents who do not apply for PAH yet the market is out of reach. I feel
the developers use of the term MAH is in fact quite misleading.
Thank you very much for taking the time to consider this email in what I can only imagine is quite the contentious piece
of land!
Much appreciated,

Adrienne Cunnings
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By-Law 2018-14

January 24, 2019

Land Use Amendment- Peaks Landing – Opposition

Dear Sir/Madam,
As a Canmore Tax payor, I would like to express my Concern over the proposed development in the
peak’s subdivision.
I find it unbelievable that you could ignore the increased risk to wildlife along the powerline and also
possibly damaging the view from Quarry lake, with construction and houses.
Please use some common sense and do not let this development go ahead.

Yours Truly
Mark Dantzer

January 27, 2019
Town of Canmore
902-7th Ave
Canmore, AB T1W 3K1
Attn:

Cheryl Hyde

Re:

Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

Dear Miss Hyde:
I am writing this letter in support of the proposed amendment to Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land
Use for the following reasons:
1. The proposed development is consistent with the type of product that already exists in the area
both from a zoning and architectural prospective
2. The construction of 7 more perpetually affordable houses will assist in alleviating some of the
demand that exists for perpetually affordable housing units as evidenced by the recent success
with Hawk’s Bend and the current wait list for PAH housing
3. The rezoning to Duplexes with Suites and R1B may be a key factor that will allow families to
have an alternative source of income that in turn would allow them to qualify for home
ownership
4. The affordability of the project may help maintain the diversity of the neighbourhood,
specifically it may allow young families with children to remain part of the Canmore Community
and may provide units to the rental market that may allow single workers to stay in the
community thus benefitting workers and employers alike
5. The developers are local and live in the neighbourhood and have a vested interest in ensuring
the success of the development

Sincerely,

Cathy-Anne David

29 JAN 2019
Dear Mayor and Councilors:
RE: SUBMISSION FOR BYLAW 2018-14 – RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION OF PEAKS OF GRASSI/QUARRY PINES
Community Housing required for this application according to 1998 in settlement agreement: 40 (100%)
Community/PAH proposed in Bylaw 2018-14: 7 (17%)
Net “deficit”: 33
This proposal has a long and sometimes bitter history. Your decision will not be an easy one but please show
strong leadership and abide by the agreement struck 20 years ago to ensure that any additional housing in this
area must be community housing and not more second homes.


Council has an existing agreement – that Council can bind the current applicant to - requiring 100% of any more
residences in Peaks of Grassi area to be “Community Housing” – a strong “bargaining” position for the Town.



The attached excerpts from the Settlement Agreement show that 100% of any additional development in Peaks
must be "Community Housing" (essentially this is now called "PAH", as within the Three Sisters Creek
subdivision). The 1998 agreement was the result of long negotiations with Three Sisters following the Town's
successful leave to appeal the development of Peaks of Grassi to the Alberta Court of Appeal.



As Councilors, you have a unique opportunity –as well as full authority - to take advantage of an existing
agreement requiring an applicant to build community/PAH housing if they wish to develop these lands.



In the era of million dollar ½ duplexes the suggestion that this project would provide local residents with
“market attainable housing”, mortgage helpers, and rental suites is simply wishful thinking: (1) Council has no
control over price points; (2) if suites are built, council has no control over whether or to whom they are rented;
(3) all 33 of the non-PAH units, including suites, could be used as second homes since the Town cannot regulate
ownership unless CCHC controls the property as community housing.



The applicant knew the requirements of the Settlement Agreement so there is no question of unfairness if
Council adheres to the existing hard-won agreement. (Section 16.6 (attached) of the Agreement empowers the
Town to apply the obligations of the Agreement to the current or any other potential developer.) As shown by
several existing community housing projects in Town, builders/developers can make reasonable profits building
community housing/PAH: the Day Care lands, Palliser-area housing, and Mineside Court are all present-day
examples of this.



You are not bound by the previous Council’s decision in support of this development – you have full and
absolute authority to implement the conditions of the 1998 Agreement (obtain the land through donation) – or
to simply refuse to redesignate these lands from UR. Why would the Town “un-settle” this Agreement to
achieve only seven rather than 30 or 40 PAH units as previously agreed to?

Please do the right thing for the community and the neighbourhood and refuse this application unless a much higher
ratio of community housing is provided.

Steven de Keijzer
678-2648
stevedekeijzer@gmail.com

4. Development of Pods 7 and 8 [Peaks of Grassi & Quarry Pines area]
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 [these
maximums were reached in the 2000’s with the development of Quarry Pines]; 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.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

WILLIAM DEVER
Saturday, January 26, 2019 1:40 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Fwd: 14Peaks Landing

>>
>> To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
>>
>> I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018‐14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
>> The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The proposed
amendment fails to address ... (please pick one or more of the following in your correspondence or write your own):
>> flood risk (where perpetual affordable homes are to be built), increased human wildlife conflict, buildings will be
visible from adjacent natural pristine Quarry Lake, geotechnical considerations (building on the rock outcrop without
blasting), community density issues (very dense area of Canmore already), parking issues (not enough spots for 40 new
units), traffic safety (blind spots on road by outcrop).
>>
>> Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
>> Bill Dever
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

WILLIAM DEVER
Saturday, January 26, 2019 1:37 PM
Cheryl Hyde
14Peaks Landing

>
> To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
>
> I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018‐14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
> The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The proposed
amendment fails to address ... (please pick one or more of the following in your correspondence or write your own):
> flood risk (where perpetual affordable homes are to be built), increased human wildlife conflict, buildings will be
visible from adjacent natural pristine Quarry Lake, geotechnical considerations (building on the rock outcrop without
blasting), community density issues (very dense area of Canmore already), parking issues (not enough spots for 40 new
units), traffic safety (blind spots on road by outcrop).
>
> Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
>
>
> Evelyn Dever
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

ALISON DOUGLAS
Wednesday, January 23, 2019 6:56 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing

I support the Peaks Landing housing project.
A. Douglas
Sent from my iPhone
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January 29th 2019
Reference Bylaw: 2018-22

Dear Sir or Madam,
We are writing this letter to express concern and objection to the changes in the proposed New Land
Use Bylaw (Bylaw 2018-22) which could permit additional development in the Peaks of Grassi
neighborhood. We purchased our home on Wilson Way in mid-2016 and already find this neighborhood
to be very busy due the high density of existing homes. We have two young children and are particularly
concerned about additional traffic as well as how animals would react should their egress from the
neighborhood be blocked by further development. Overall, we are surprised by this initiative given that
since moving here we have noted that the proposed development areas have had signage noting
animals in the area.
Sincerely,
Andrew and Melissa Dowman

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Doyle
Saturday, January 26, 2019 10:27 PM
Cheryl Hyde
2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I oppose the 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment.
The 1998 Settlement Agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
Landing neighbourhood.
The proposed Amendment fails to adequately address potential human-wildlife conflict. "The potential for
increased human-wildlife conflict is identified as a key potential effect of the project…” in the Third-party
Review of EIS Peaks Landing Development prepared by Associated Environmental dated January 2, 2019 (the
“Report”). "Mitigation measures are proposed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to address humanwildlife conflicts…”; however, the described mitigation measures are not adequate to avoid and manage these
conflicts nor do they provide sufficient certainty to proceed with the Amendment. The Environmental Impact
Statement fails to identify who is responsible and accountable for mitigation measures and also fails to provide
adequate monitoring measures.
The Third-party Review Report establishes that "there is uncertainty in potential impacts from the project and
the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in human-wildlife interactions because of the
project. Success of the proposed mitigation measures will require long-term commitments...”. The level of
mitigation is not adequate in these circumstances and especially when it requires long-term commitments that
are, at best, uncertain.
(All quotes are from page 15 of the Report.)
Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.
Ann Doyle
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To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND
USE BYLAW AMENDMENT

Recognize this neighbourhood. This is the same bear that walked into a resident’s
garage last summer.

The proposed amendment fails to address the human
wildlife conflict and the preservation of the natural
beauty of the Peaks Landing area.

People who know and visit the Peaks area regularly spot
or meet wildlife: the elk gathering in the field every
season and the black bear walking in and out of the
forest. The area adjacent to the Peaks neighbourhood is
clearly a wildlife corridor. With this undeveloped land,
we (humans) have enough room to walk around & keep
our respectful distance, even enjoy the sights. It works
the same for the animals. One might try to argue that it
is only a small section of a very large corridor. But if it
becomes a construction zone that later produces a
stretch of townhouses, this is a Wilderness Wall. One
cannot deny that barriers and blockades are impactful.
Humans and wildlife have been able to share this space
(the corridor and the forest) because it provides room to
move around; it’s a large enough area for us to coexist.
By further developing the Peaks neighbourhood, the
developers would be, basically, evicting wildlife from
their home here, along with our species, humans, who
enjoy both Nature and the animals. Do we not think
that developers have marked more than enough territory
for themselves in the Peaks neighbourhood; for that
matter, throughout Canmore? Yet developers, & their
supporters, continue to push all boundaries to acquire

more land. Do wildlife have their rightful place in the
wilderness? Sounds ironic to even ask. Humans can
share the area with each other and with wildlife; it is a
choice to give or to take.
Is conserving and protecting the wilderness, and the
wildlife, a value or a facade? Development could alter
the peaceful coexistence between humans and wildlife.
If this proposed bylaw amendment passes, it would make
a significant gouge in our shared land, the corridor and
the forest. How will the animals maneuver around it? Is
it predictable that there could be more bears in your
yard, at your door, or climbing your balcony? What
about elk searching for their space to walk around the
Wall? Perhaps, they could be closer to Quarry Lake, or
outside your townhouse. These animals have been in the
corridor year after year. We can let the wildlife be; they
can gather peacefully next door and walk their/our
pathways. If they do take this land away, please name it
for what it is. Just say, “Green,” not the trees, or the
grass, but stacks of cash. Simply put, it’s greed. That is
honest and wastes less time on propaganda about the
developer's consideration and generosity.

Please look around. There is no shortage of townhouses
for sale, including new affordable housing, in Canmore.
The developers, in the guise of the giver, offer affordable
housing (18%), but provide no guarantee that it will
actually be done. And they have a poor record with
meeting commitments. This tiny bit of affordable
housing is like a promised consolation prize to make
people think they are gaining something; while, the
developers win the lottery. This kind of land
development is about taking, not giving to the
environment, humans & wildlife.
And please check the developer’s history as to whether
they actually honour their commitments. Why is it that
where the developers want to put the affordable housing
is in the lowest point of the flood plain? What hypocrisy
to imply that this is a priority project; let alone one that
will get done. Why choose a site for affordable housing
that will require considerably more expense than those
capable of buying at market value or more. Building a
berm to hold up these townhouses is anything but
inexpensive, so affordable will be a farce. PNH will be
more like PNH (Precisely, Not Happening!!).

What can happen to preserving the beauty of Nature?
Quarry lake is a pristine and serene lake, surrounded by a
field and mountains. With the proposed amendment, a
row of carbon copied, earth tone townhouses &
spattering of trees can swiftly replace this unique natural
place, shared by every visitor, human or animal. The
majestic beauty of the mountains and the forest will no
longer be the focus of the onlookers’ eyes. The gain is to
those select few who own the great views, and the
developers who make the considerable profits.
No land wants to sacrifice its striking natural beauty; no
wildlife or nature lover wants barriers, instead of fields
and forest, and no one intelligent builds more homes a
flood plain. Please say no to The Peaks Landing Land Use
Bylaw Amendment.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Brenda Doyle

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Aubrey and Kevin Hotmail Account
Wednesday, January 23, 2019 5:22 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to development of land adjacent to Quarry Lake

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The
proposed amendment fails to address the development's impact on wildlife in the area, its detrimental impact
on the aesthetics for the adjacent Quarry Lake (which we have enjoyed for years and believe to be one of
Canmore's crown jewels), inordinately increase the community density.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Kevin P. Doyle
Get Outlook for Android
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sydney Doyle
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 12:21 PM
Cheryl Hyde
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT

Importance:

High

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The
proposed amendment fails to address flood risk, geotechnical considerations (building on the rock outcrop
without blasting), community density issues, and traffic safety.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sydney Doyle
Canmore, Alberta
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EARC EIS Evaluation for
Peaks Landing Development
21 January 2019
Submitted to Council
TOR Requirements

EARC Assessment of EIS
(met or not met)

4.1 Proposal Overview
a. Describe the development context for the Project.

a. Met

b. Map the Project in relation to existing conditions within the Project, Local and, if required, Regional Study Areas.

b. Met

c. Provide an overview of the Canmore municipal planning policy context.

c. Met

d. Provide an overview of previous applications and public consultation. Identify concerns raised by public of the Project.

d. Met

4.2 Description of the Project
a. Summarize details of the proposed Project. Describe conceptual layout, development nodes, densities and units and
temporal development schedule so that the EIS can present a robust and complete analysis of the direct and indirect effects
from the proposed development. Include a detailed description of the infrastructure associated with the Project, including
road systems and utilities including municipal water, storm water (berms), waste water (e.g., sanitary water) and waste
management.

a. Met/Partially met

b. Provide site location maps for all facilities in the Project Area.

b. Met

c. Estimate maximum number of people and traffic associated with the Project during construction, and the build-out phases.

c. Not met for construction
phase

4.3 Spatial and Time-related Boundaries of Study Areas
a. One and possibly two spatial study areas, beyond the project footprint, will be addressed in the EIS:
i. Local Study Area boundary should include the Peaks Landing infill development surrounded by a 150 m buffer, and
should include the Grassi Lake Habitat Patch and a portion of the Along Valley Movement Corridor that will be
affected by development. The Local Study Area is illustrated on Map A.
ii. If required, a Regional Study Area boundary for Environmental Consequences of residual effects from the Project,
needs to include future developments whose impacts overlap with those of the Project.
b. Within the Local Study Area, describe the Baseline or existing environmental conditions and existing
developments/footprints (e.g. existing Peaks of Grassi, power line, habitat patches, Quarry Lake), and then describe the
cumulative Project Environmental Impacts from the Project in combination with Baseline effects.
c. If required based on the level of impact identified at the Project level, within the Regional Study Area, describe the baseline
conditions, the Project effects, and the Cumulative Environmental Assessment from probable projects that could occur in the
next five years and would impact the same environmental resources as those affected by the Project. A discussion of the
potential effects of climate change on the Project and on VECs will be provided.
d. Time-related Boundaries should extend from the time of project approval to full build-out of the facilities, including the
construction and build-out phases (e.g. 5 years).
4.4 Valued Environmental Components
a. Valued Environmental Components (VECs) are any part of the environment that is considered important by the proponent,
public, scientists or government involved in the assessment process. Importance may be determined based on cultural values
or scientific concern. Several key features of the environment should be selected as VECs for this assessment.

Comments

Construction schedule not included. A timeline
would be helpful. Timelines are speculative and
based on indeterminate approval date. Schedule
should be included in the Development Permit
application.

No specific information provided regarding traffic
and numbers of workers on-site.

a. Met

b. Met
c. Not required

d. Met

a. Met

Project is of limited areal extent and is bounded by
areas unlikely to undergo development (Quarry Lake
Local Habitat Patch, Three Sisters Along Valley
Corridor, Altalink ROW). This development is last
remaining undeveloped UR in Peaks of Grassi.
Time boundaries for build out phase are described as
2 years
Large mammals are identified as VECs. No
threatened or rare plants/birds were identified from
past surveys.
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b. The level of assessment detail for each VEC will reflect the potential effects from the Project. More detailed assessments
should be provided for those VECs for which potential effects are greater. Most VECs will be evaluated qualitatively.
4.5 Baseline Conditions (Including Impacts from Existing Conditions)
a. A description of existing environmental conditions within the Local Study Area, using VECs where feasible, including:
i. Noise (include bedrock management)
ii. Soil and Terrain, including hazards and constraints for development

b. Met

a.
i. Met
ii. Partially met

iii. Groundwater Quantity and Quality

iii. Not met

iv. Surface Water Quantity and Quality

iv. Met

v. Terrestrial and Aquatic Vegetation, including the wetland and existing stormwater management system
vi. Wildlife including populations, habitat and movement corridor functionality, and interactions with people. The
wildlife assessment must include an assessment of human use and public safety.
vii. Biodiversity including unique and special status species and communities, and Significant Natural and Ecological
Features
viii. Existing Human Use
b. A literature review of relevant studies, including background environmental effects studies, and the most current
monitoring data.

v. Met
vi. Met

c. Conduct field programs where data gaps exist in baseline conditions.

c. Met

d. Discuss effects from the existing developments/footprints, including existing mitigation.
4.6 Project Environmental Impact Assessment
a. Identify the benefits of the Project.
b. Evaluate how the Project has been designed to address identified environmental sensitivities or constraints, including land
use type.
c. Outline alternatives and modifications to the Project to limit or remove environmental impacts.
d. Identify anticipated impacts from activities of future residents associated with the Project on VECs.
e. Identify the cumulative effects from the Project and the existing conditions, on VECs identified for environmental
components (Sections 4.5).
f. Address the effects from both the construction and build-out phases of the Project.
g. Define the significance of effects:
i. Identify the pre-mitigated nature and scale of environmental risks and the significance of the residual (or postmitigated) effects from the Project, and the Environmental Consequence of the residual effects (positive, negligible,
low, moderate and high).
ii. Significance terms to be used in defining the effects for the assessment shall include:
1. Context: refers to the current and future sensitivity and resilience of the VECs to changes caused by the Project.
Consideration of context draws heavily on the description of existing conditions of the VEC, which reflect
cumulative effects of other projects and activities, and of natural and human-caused trends in the conditions of
the VEC;
2. Direction: whether the effect on the environment component is negative or adverse (i.e., less favourable),
positive (i.e., an improvement), or neutral (i.e., no change);
3. Magnitude: size or severity of the effect. It is described as the amount of change in a measurable parameter or
variable relative to the baseline condition, guideline value, or other defined standard;
4. Geographic Extent: spatial extent of the effect;

d. Met

Addresses large mammals.

Flood mitigation (berm) discussed. No specific
description of soil and terrain included in the EIS.
Assume addressed in geotechnical report, unlikely to
have significant environmental impact.
With local bedrock near surface, likely not significant.
Addressed in the geotechnical report.

vii. Met
viii. Met
b. Met
Studies conducted in 2014, 2016 and 2018
Section 1.2 (page 5)

a. Met
b. Met
c. Met
d. Met
e. Met

Alternatives and modifications not explicitly
highlighted; assumed implicitly considered.

f. Met
g. Met

It would be helpful to define short medium and long
term, low medium and high magnitude for non-EIS
experts.
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5. Duration: length of time the effect persists. It considers the various phases of the Project, including site
preparation/construction, operations/build-out, and closure (i.e. landscaping), as well as the length of time for the
environmental component to recover from the disturbance.
6. Frequency: how often the effect occurs within a given time; and
7. Reversibility: whether the effect on the VEC can be reversed once the Project or activity causing disturbance
ceases.
h. Define Mitigation and Environmental Management Plans:
i. Provide recommendations on how to avoid, reduce or mitigate negative effects, and build on positive effects from
the Project.
ii. Provide specific recommendations on how to mitigate long-term human use effects.
iii. Where applicable, provide more detailed environmental management plans for effects on wildlife, habitat and the
wildlife movement corridors, and to reduce human-wildlife interactions.
iv. Discuss regional and cooperative efforts that have been initiated, or participated in, by the Developer to address
regional environmental issues.
i. Identify Uncertainty of Effects:
i. Identify and describe the uncertainty of the data, models, mitigation and projected effects, and hence the
confidence in the predictions of residual effects. Identify how uncertainty has been managed in the EIS.
j. Provide Summary Tables that address environmental consequences, mitigation and monitoring during both the
construction and build-out phases. The tables should include the following column headings:
i. Environmental and Social Disciplines
ii. Pre-Mitigated Impact Consequences
iii. Proposed Mitigation
iv. Post-Mitigated (i.e., residual) Impact Consequences
v. Proposed Monitoring and Future Studies
4.7 Cumulative Environmental Impact Assessment
a. If required based on the level of impact identified at the Project level, conduct a meaningful cumulative effect assessment
(CEA) within the Regional Study Area that includes proposed and probable projects (as approved through Town or Provincial
processes) that could occur in the next 5 years and impact the same environmental resources (e.g., grizzly bears, elk,
groundwater) as those affected by the Project.

h. Met
i. Met
ii. Met
iii. Not applicable

All issues discussed in Section 8

iv. Met
i. Met
j. Met

4.7 Not required

Due to the relatively small scale of the project, the
lack of additional land available for development in
the subdivision and the presence of wildlands and
the AltaLink ROW adjacent to the sites, a cumulative
assessment is not necessary.

b. Include residual effects with an Environmental Consequence greater than negligible from the proposed Project, in the
broader CEA.

Further notes:
•

The addition of a RACI chart (Responsibility, Accountability, Consult and Inform) would be helpful for mitigations and monitoring.

•

In the EIS, Section 9, Uncertainty, there is a discussion regarding the effectiveness of the mitigation efforts. Much of the uncertainty is attributed to the behaviour of individuals and
their use of the nearby wildlife corridors and habitat patch. There is an opportunity for the ToC to reduce the uncertainty through robust management of residential use of the lands
adjacent to the development and the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood in general. The installation of signage directing people to designated trails is a positive step. The ToC may
consider building on this initial effort through a robust people management plan through additional education programs, actively decommissioning casual trails in the area, rail fencing
and bylaw enforcement in collaboration with the AEP.
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Jack and Georgina Firth
1202 15th Street,
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 1V1.
E-mail: georgina.firth@gmail.com
January 28, 2019

Mayor and Council - Town of Canmore

Re: By-Law 2018-14 - Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment
Please accept this letter as opposition to the above described Bylaw Amendment. I regret
that we cannot attend the Public Hearing but due to family commitments we are not able to
attend.
It is of great concern to us as Canmore residents that there has been so much time and
expense spent on this project when initially there was an agreement in place that would
prohibit development of this parcel of land. Now, with the risk of floods and detrimental eﬀect
to wildlife, we think it is incumbent on you, as elected members for this community, to oppose
the Bylaw Amendment.
In the best interests of our community of Canmore we trust you will make the right decision
and oppose this amendment.
Yours sincerely,
Jack and Georgina Firth

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kristine Forrest
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 4:32 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

January 29, 2019
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore Alberta
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor John Borrowman and Councilors:
The purpose of this letter is to document that I am opposed to the proposed land use amendment to re‐
designate Area B Plan 9412236 in the Peaks of Grassi from Urban Reserve to DC‐Peaks Landing Direct Control,
PD‐Public Use District and R1‐B Residential Single Family Detached Plus District.
I believe that the re‐zoning of this parcel of land from Urban Reserve to allow for development is premature
and that the town of Canmore should review other options available to resolve the existing housing issues in
Canmore. I also believe that the addition of single family detached homes as well as duplex and townhouse
dwellings in the Peaks of Grassi will create an immense problem with parking and traffic as it will increase the
population and density of an already overcrowded neighbourhood. This proposal will also have a negative
impact on the environment and an irreversible effect on the wildlife and wildlife corridors which should be
taken into consideration.
Sincerely
Kristine Forrest
1085 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rachel Gauk
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 4:04 PM
'Joanna McCallum'; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Jeffrey
Hilstad; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
Re: Rezoning - Peaks of Grassi

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.
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. I question the community benefit of
such a small number of affordable units, the lack of control of all of the market housing within this new subdivision, and
most of all, the risk and uncertainty that permeates construction of any housing within a known flood risk area.
In the first application, the importance of the Settlement Agreement was noted by many on Council, who spoke of their
decision to decline as rezoning urban reserve was premature. This is a new and different Canmore, even in the past few
years, and it would seem that the Town of Canmore has a better model now to build and control affordable housing
construction, as well as to ensure that risks (such as flood risks) are not taken where ever possible. From the mitigation
of Stones Creek in Silver Tip, built in 2012, and its subsequent failure in 2013 (resulting in the flooding of the condo
buildings) , we know that mitigation structures are not always reliable and carry with them uncertainty and risk. I am
not comfortable putting our most vulnerable segment of our population in a similar position of risk and uncertainly in
the Site 1 of this proposed development area where the PAH would be constructed.
This is an important and irreversible decision and the repercussions of this decision have great potential to be lasting
ones. I ask that you please take the time and care to ensure it is made with proper due diligence and full
information. We have only just received the final reporting of Creeks X,Y,Z and time is required to review this document
as well as the final report for Stones Canyon Creek (not yet available I am told) and ensure proper protection of all
Canmore residents, whether new ones in affordable homes, or long term residents who will be newly impacted by a new
subdivision. 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 expensive and time
consuming and one would assume costly, raising further questions about who would be responsible for these new
expenses.
As citizens of Canmore, I thank you for your time and rely on you to protect our neighbourhoods from these potential
risks.
With respect, I ask you to decline this rezoning application.
Sincerely,
Rachel Gauk
973A Lawrence Grassi Ridge,
Canmore, AB., T1W 3C3

1

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

William Gilliland
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 2:49 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Lavina Gilliland; Bill Gilliland
By-Law 2018-14 - Peaks Landing P. H. Jan. 29, 2019 -Opposed

To The Council of the Town of Canmore
Cc Municipal Clerk
We are writing to register our opposition to the above re-zoning. Our opposition is really based on all the
arguments that have been made against the re-zoning in all of the previous applications. We are also very
concerned about the implications of blasting across the street from our home.
We note the Town’s response to the court decision overturning the re-zoning approval was to the effect that the
Town would go through the approval process again and get it right. That was actually before another
application was even presented to the Town and so with respect, we’re left really wondering whether the Town
is going to give this a fair hearing this time.
We hope the Town will consider all the arguments.
Regards,
Bill and Lavina Gilliland
Bill and Lavina Gilliland
965 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore
403 681 6826
gilliland@me.com
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

karen G
Sunday, January 27, 2019 10:42 AM
Cheryl Hyde
I oppose the rezoning application

To Mayor Borrowman and Councillors:
I oppose the 2018-14 Peaks Landing Use Bylaw Amendment.
I am greatly disappointed that the justification for building PAH units in a flood zone is that if it floods the
provincial government will help the Town of Canmore pay for the damages the flood causes. PAH units or any
homes should not knowingly be built in an area that has risk of flooding. The standard used to assess flood risk
which only seems to consider loss of life and not property damage is a ridiculous standard. It makes
you wonders after the 2013 floods in Cougar Creek have we learned anything. Yes there was no loss of life but
this flood caused tremendous damage and hardship to all those involved and cost tax payers plenty at both
levels of government (local and provincial). The parcel where these developers plan on building the PAH units
is the lowest point in the neighbourhood and in all directions in the flood zone and I am astounded that building
there is even being considered after the Town has studied the flood risks from the X, Y and Z creeks and knows
the flood risks.
A berm has been recommended as a probable solution to a flood but the Town's report outlines the limits to a
berm and they are considerable. The berm will be expensive to build even if the costs are shared by the
developer and the Town. These costs will be considerably more if it is just the Town that is paying for it. The
agreement reached between CCHC and the developers gives the developers an easy out to building the PAH
units while still allowing them to build on the other more lucrative parcels up the street. How then is the Town
going to build affordable PAH units on Parcel 1, even if they get the appropriate approvals from the Alberta
government to do so? I thought the deal was that you get to build the expensive homes and duplexes up the
street if you build the less lucrative ones for PAH on Parcel 1 and help to pay for a berm.
Please consider what you are being asked to approve before a wrong decision leads to a huge mistake on your
part for the Peaks of Grassi Neighbourhood and the Town of Canmore. What is the benefit for the Town is this
deal and what are the risks? Please think long and hard on this and make a well reasoned decision for the good
of all your citizens.
Yours sincerely,
Karen Gruman
Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Gruman
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 7:03 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Parks landing land use bylaw

To whom it may concern:
I am totally opposed to the 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land use bylaw ammendment.
Thank you,
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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January 28,2019
Canmore, Alberta
Mayor John Borrowman and Town Councilors,
I’m opposed to rezoning By-Law 2018-14 LU Amendment “Peaks Landing”. Because of
my experience during the 2013 floods here in Canmore, I question the wisdom of a
proposed development in a flood-risk area.
In 2013, the condominium building I lived in at Silver Tip during the flooding sustained
devastating damage. A dry creek bed to the west of my building filled with runoff waters
and then jumped its banks changing course, pouring directly into both Pinnacle
buildings. As I looked down onto the cul-de-sac from my third floor window I saw a
stream covering the road which in an instant turned into a river, complete with rapids.
Seeing this I immediately descended the stairs to check on what was happening below
only to find water pouring into the stairwell. I opened the door to the hallway a floor
below mine to find a steady flow of water moving down the carpeted hallway. Further
down, at the entrance foyer, next to the elevator, the waters were already calf deep. In
the parkade, the water level was just below the doorline of our vehicles. My wife and I
had just enough time to drive the vehicles out before any water entered them.
The five story condominium building next door was sustaining worse damage. The
elevator filled with water creating enough pressure to burst open the doors. A corner
unit was ravaged by river boulders that busted through the windows and literally filled
the condo with a deep layer of huge rocks. The force and power to move those
boulders was unexpected coming from the perpetually dry creek bed.
When I tell people of my experience they express surprise in learning that there was
flooding also at Silver Tip, not only at Cougar Creek.
My understanding is that there was mitigation put in for the potential of flooding.
Whatever flood mitigation was in place failed miserably. It failed for the simple reason
that flood waters are wild and unpredictable. They can’t be tamed. And yet we rely on
mitigations to do just that.
I’m not an expert on flood mitigation, but I feel it accurate to say there is no way of
knowing if a particular flood mitigation is going to be effective. It’s a gamble.
After experiencing first hand the power of flood waters moving through buildings I lived
in and through the housing developments in my community; after supporting an anxious
homeowner trying to save his home from the rising waters; after seeing homes fall into
Cougar Creek from a bluff overlooking the river; after cycling through town in deep
waters to see the extent of flooding in areas around town, I wonder how it is that we are
again considering a proposal on a flood-risk site. And the sole reasoning for allowing it
to proceed is - flood mitigation, mitigation that no one knows is going to function.

Whether it is safe and suitable to build a housing development in a flood-risk area after
seeing what happened in many areas around Canmore and Alberta is not reasonable.
I know that all of us who witnessed and experienced the catastrophe in Canmore
learned something about the power and unpredictability of floods. How can we
intentionally mislead ourselves and others into believing we can control Nature’s forces
when we clearly cannot?
I think of the homes that are planned for this flood-risk site. These are not the
expensive, million dollar homes, but instead, the PAH homes; the homeowners who are
least able to afford the loss and damage from flooding. They are the ones expected to
live in a flood-risk zone. Will prospective buyers be informed that they are buying in a
flood-risk zone? If there is a known flood risk, will they be able to afford the insurance?
Let’s remember what we have learned, seen and experienced from the 2013 flooding.
Let’s not gamble on the uncertainty of flood mitigation’s effectiveness. Assuming that
the province will bail out our PAH homeowners when the flood waters do come is
reckless and negligent.
Peter Guzman
Peaks of Grassi, Canmore

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sandra Hamilton
Friday, January 25, 2019 8:44 PM
Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
OPPOSITION TO PEAKS LAND USE BYLAW 2018-14 AMENDMENT

Mayor Barrowman and Town Councillors
I would like to express my opinion regarding the proposed change to the bylaws for the Peaks of Grassi forested land
designated Urban Reserve.
Developing these parcels of land will impact wildlife that currently use this land as a wildlife corridor. There are new
signs posted indicating that the wildlife corridor is above the current houses. However, the animals do not know that
and currently use the woods and the hydro line to move through the valley.
Experts tell me that there is a flood risk at the westernmost section of the land. This is where the PAH housing is to be
located. Erecting a berm on provincial property is proposed. Is the province aware? Do homeowners requiring assistance
to get into the market want to take a risk of flooding?
If a forest fire were to occur in the woods surrounding this neighbourhood the residents would be hard‐pressed to get
out safely as there is really only one exit road. There is a another road at the east end of the Peaks that appears to be an
exit given that the gate is unlocked. However, it is not truly a second exit as it delivers cars to Peaks Drive.
In June of 2017 residents of the Peaks of Grassi took the Town of Canmore to court. The presiding judge, Justice Gates,
ruled that an Environmental Impact Study is required and given that he found the town offside on the EIS it was not
necessary for him to rule on other issues that were given inadequate consideration. in addition he emphasized the
importance of the democratic process, that is, members of the community are to be heard and heeded.
Thanks you for considering the concerns of your residents.
Sincerely,
Sandra Hamilton
_________________
Sandra Hamilton
sanhamilt@gmail.com
(403) 675‐7554
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gregory Harlow
Monday, January 28, 2019 5:15 PM
Cheryl Hyde
RE: 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The
proposed amendment fails to address aesthetics for adjacent Quarry Lake and parking.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Gregory Harlow
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lynne Harrison
Sunday, January 27, 2019 7:06 PM
Cheryl Hyde
John Borrowman; Robert Seeley; Jeffrey Hilstad; Esme Comfort; Karen Marra; Joanna
McCallum; Vi Sandford
RE: Public hearing re: Quarry Lake and Peaks of Grassi r bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing
PH JAN 29 2019

Hello
Please kindly distribute this email to Mayor and Members of Council.
Dear Mayor and Council:
I am firmly opposed to removing Peaks Land from Urban Reserve so it can be developed to residential.
This will negatively affect the sightlines around, and the aesthetic appearance of, Quarry Lake and the powerline
green space
‐‐ build houses in a known flood zone
‐‐ build houses in a high wildlife‐use area
‐‐ develop these parcels of land, which 20 + years ago was the subject of the "Settlement Agreement" with then‐
developers, that this land would never be developed, because it was inappropriate to do so for the above reasons and
others.
‐‐ the Town of Canmore's previous efforts at ramming this through were thrown out by the AB Court of Queen's
Bench last year
Why are we looking at this again?

VOTE NO to taking this
parcel out of URBAN RESERVE and thereby having the possibility of it
becoming residentially zoned.
This area is a critical greenspace for the community and I am asking you to

How many dead bears do we have to have before Council takes a stand for wildlife?
Sincerely
Lynne Harrison
3 Riverview Place
Canmore AB
403‐688‐0697
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Katalin Hegedus
Monday, January 21, 2019 10:41 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Re: Automatic reply: Urban reserve in the Peaks of Grassi

To Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk
January 20th, 2019

Town Council of Canmore, Alberta

We object to the proposed re-zoning of UR Urban Reserve in the Peaks of Grassi.
We object to any re-designation that would allow for further development in the Peaks of Grassi.
As Canmore residents who have been tax payers/ homeowners in the Peaks since 2004, we ask the Town Council to give
very serious thought to this proposal for re-zoning in the Peaks of Grassi and review all the facts with great care. We join
all those residents in the Peaks, in the Town of Canmore and in the Bow Valley who have spoken out, written emails, and
signed petitions hoping that the Council will decline approval of this application and will protect the UR Urban Reserve
for our wildlife and thus preserve the unique characteristics of our neighbourhood in the Peaks of Grassi.
My main reasons for objecting the proposed land use amendment in the Peaks of Grassi are as follows:
1. Peaks of Grassi is already a very high-density community. The proposed development would mean an
approximate 10% growth in this small community. The rate of growth should not be calculated for the whole
town, it should be calculated only for the Peaks of Grassi.
The original development plan for the peaks of Grassi was approved over 18 years ago by the Town Council; in
the plan Area B Plan 9412236 (the three parcels of land in question) was designated as Urban Reserve that would
not be disturbed in the future. Why would it be necessary to change that decision made by the Town Council
without any new assessments/studies?
2. The proposed land use amendment would increase a number of risk factors in the lives of the residents in
our community
a. Increased fire risks: close proximity of the forest makes our development susceptible for spreading
forest fires to the dwellings; the increased density leads to fast spreading fire.
Combined with the limited escape routes and less than optimal response time, the result can be loss of
lives.
b. Increased vehicle traffic means increased risk of accidents
c. Increased human/wildlife interaction can lead to serious encounters with wildlife
3. The proposed development would limit access for the wildlife to escape in case they wander into our
community. Many times, trails in our community have to be closed for shorter
sometimes longer periods of time to allow wildlife to move on. One summer we were advised to stay indoors by
fire fighters due to bear activities in the neighbourhood.
We respectfully ask the Town Council to consider our objection to the proposed land use amendment to re-designate
the UR Urban Reserve and to allow for proposed development. We urge the members of the Town Council to review all
the available facts in order to make the right decision.
Sincerely,
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Kate and Csaba Hegedus
1049 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, Alberta

On Fri, Jan 11, 2019 at 10:18 AM Cheryl Hyde <CHyde@canmore.ca> wrote:
ABSENCE ALERT. I'm away from the office on Friday, January 11. If you need help on Friday, please
contact Suzette Cardinal at SCardinal@canmore.ca. Otherwise I will get back to you next week.

Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Wendy Hibbard
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 6:06 AM
John Borrowman; Vi Sandford; Robert Seeley; Esme Comfort; Karen Marra; Jeffrey
Hilstad; Joanna McCallum
Cheryl Hyde
OPPOSED - Land-Use Bylaw 2018-14 - Peaks of Grassi

To: Mayor Borrowman, Ms. Sandford, Mr. Seeley, Mr. Hilstad, Ms. Comfort, Ms. Marra and Ms. McCallum.
I will not be able to attend the Public Hearing on January 29, 2019 for the 3rd application to rezone the 4 acres of green
space in Peaks of Grassi. I ask that you consider my input as you make your decision.
I remain opposed to this rezoning for the following compelling reasons.
1. The single reason Council approved the rezoning on the second application was that five additional PAH units were
proposed. This application includes these, along with suites in duplexes and optional suites in the single family homes.
These suites may or may not be rented to locals. Indeed, one of the applicants had a legal suite in their home but
removed it to use the space for personal reasons.
The proposed suites in the single family homes at the top of the blind hill increases the density in an unsafe location and
should not be allowed.
I will further point out that since 2013, when these applicants rejected the “undevelopment” offer to our community, and
decided to develop, the stock of affordable and rental housing in Canmore has significantly changed:
The Moustache-lands apartments have been built (market and PAH)
The Coast Hotel apartment development has been approved
The 17 rent to own Mountain Haven apartments has been purchased by CCHC
Hawk’s Bend (Larch Park, Old Day care lands) PAH-ownership are in the process of being completed.
7 & 7 was approved, with PAH
The athletes’ village for the Olympics has been identified as Town land available for development
2. Our administration is abandoning wildlife principles and appear to be talking out of both sides of their mouth. All
residents of Peaks of Grassi received a postcard in December entitled “Let’s Work Together to Improve our South
Canmore Wildlife Corridor. This card extols the importance of this part of Canmore, and the impact human use has on
wildlife movement. Telemetric data confirms that large wildlife does not use the official corridor, rather prefers to roam
along the flat and open spaces along Quarry Lake and the Power Line. Adding over 100 new residents to this area of
highest human –wildlife conflict is unconscionable. Last year Council approved the development of a bike trail network on
the east side of Quarry Lake, and this additional proposal on the other side further stresses the movement of wildlife in
this pinch-point. Indeed, the Associated third party review states that the results of mitigation for human wildlife
encounters is uncertain.
3. The application acknowledges that there is risk of shallow, overland flooding to both the existing and the proposed
development . The most effective mitigation against flooding, is not to build in an identified flood-risk zone. Once built,
development cannot be taken back – the results are irreversible.
4. The applicants state that they have undertaken Firesmart mitigations and that there will be a fuel reduction. I ask what
difference this makes when you are adding over 100 people to this strip of land- and the homes themselves are
combustible. The irony of this statement leaves me amused when in fact the town of Canmore needed to issue a stop
order on the applicants for leaving unattended fires burning in our neighbourhood.
5. Mr. Hill continues to ask Council to protect his property and provide a buffer to protect his privacy, at the same time not
caring in the least about the impact this increased density will have on his neighbours.
6. The application states the additional lands will be zoned MR – how can we trust that these MR lands be kept in
perpetuity- (thinking of the Wilson Way debacle) Will we in five years learn that an error was made, and the landowners
will be back before Council requesting this zoning be changed, and approved for more housing. The residents of Peaks of
Grassi have no protection once this land is rezoned- the land can be sold-and a new development application put forward.
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In this scenario, we have heard our Mayor state the Town cannot stop a private landowner from developing. But- we do
not have to approve rezoning.
7. Property owners pay their taxes, they contribute to this town and they deserve certainty that when they buy in a subdivision, developers are not allowed to double back, and take back the green space that was promised. Almost doubling
the homes on our street is NOT infill.
8. This land could have been sold to the residents of Peaks- and would have if not for the greed of these 3 developers.
Instead, taxpayers of Canmore have footed the bill to well over $100,000 for these applications in staffing costs, legal
fees, 3rd party reviews and are now proposing to pay for flood mitigation. Is there any cost too great to reject this
application to gain 5 more PAH units on flood prone land? Why is granting the request of these three developers to make
millions from a risky, underhanded investment they took on so important that you disregard the cares of all these other
home owners and many, many residents throughout Canmore who are opposed to this rezoning.
9. The Settlement agreement. All Councillors who previously voted on this initially stated that the Settlement Agreement
was one of the main reasons they could not support this rezoning. The truth about this agreement is being down-played
by administration. Developers received expedited permits to develop further down valley in exchange for the restrictions
accepted in the Peaks of Grassi. Residents purchased properties based on this legal document and it is being cast aside.
In conclusion, I suggest that in spite of all the valid reasons for not rezoning this land, if Council proceed with it they have
an obligation to ask for much more PAH and the Settlement Agreement gives them the right to do so. Why should these
developers be rewarded for their contentious methods, when everyone could benefit. I ask that a compromise option be
explored: no building on the outcrop which was never planned to be built on, and many more PAH units built on the other
2 sites.
In addition to all of the above, I am resubmitting my address at the first Public Hearing.
Urban Reserve (UR) Parcels Rezoning Efforts Started in 2013
The three parcels of land were offered to a Peaks resident for $200,000, in order to maintain them as green undisturbed
land. The intention was for him to communicate with the community to raise the funds to purchase the forested UR
parcels and keep them as undisturbed forest. Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV) offered the land, in the hope to get
some good public relations from its offer for “undevelopment”. Instead of going to the community, the resident/developer
partnered with two other residents and purchased the parcels for $325,000 (including the rights to 21 units of the NRCB
housing-unit allocation on TS lands).
Public Hearing Submission Wendy Hibbard January 13, 2015, resubmitted in January, 2019
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1n9kcRcyzZ3OlkHQv33MKLUY3QT-xVHkW/view?usp=sharing
Sincerely,
Wendy Hibbard
969 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore
cc Cheryl Hyde
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Drew Holloway
Monday, January 28, 2019 6:54 AM
Jeffrey Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing Opposition

Good morning! Donna & I would like to have our opposition recorded for the Peaks Landing rezoning!
Things have not changed over the last 4 years to change the reasons to not approve this project. Our reasons are as
follows:
1. The communication from the Development group has been nonexistent. Would it not have been prudent to
have as least tried to communicate with the people affected? They could have used Community Mediation
service that the Town provides to see if there is middle ground. They could have used this service, which would
include the Town, so the Town would have had some input as well!
2. The parking will be very inadequate and our peaceful side of the Peaks will look like the other side of Peaks, too
narrow and no room to park. Way to narrow in the winter which will make this road dangerous. Also the ‘no
parking’ zone was put in place for safety and with homes there, parking will be nonexistent .
3. As previously stated at the first rezoning effort: Jan 2015

We, Drew and Donna Holloway of 1061 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore, AB bought our half duplex
from Alpine Homes the construction company of Three Sisters Resorts Inc. in 2001.
In the process of doing our due diligence before we bought our property, we spoke with Lawrence Hill,
who at that time was working for Alpine Homes, and is now one of the investors whose company has
applied for rezoning. We asked him about the green forested lands across from our prospective home
location. He told us that it would stay green. He further commented that there had been a law suit
between TSRI and the Town and the Town had won and stopped any more development in the Peaks.
Therefore, there would never be any homes build in the green parcels of land. I brought this
conversation to the attention of one of my neighbours, Blanca Cervi, in early September 2014. At that
time, it appears that Town Administration was not aware that the Settlement Agreement covered the
Peaks of Grassi ( Pods 7 & 8).
Recently, we have been made aware of the Settlement Agreement signed between the Town of
Canmore and Three Sisters Resorts Inc., which backs up Lawrence Hill’s statements he made to us in
2001 with respect to the build out. We are also aware that the agreement was arrived at between the
Town and Three Sisters to avoid legal action taken by TSRI.
We have now resided full time in the Peaks of Grassi for over 13 years and we are opposed to having
our green space destroyed and replaced by housing units. If this green space in rezoned, the decision
cannot be reversed. We trusted Lawrence Hill’s word and the integrity of the previous council’s
“word”, which was reflected in the Settlement agreement. We want to be able to trust our elected
officials to honour the commitments made by prior Council’s. Nothing has changed from 1998 to 2014
to warrant a reversal of this “deal” that took over one year and a lot of resources to negotiate.
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4. I really resent seeing the CCHC advertise the Affordable housing even before anything is decided!! Is
this a forgone result?
Would it not be great to have these guys donate this land to the Town as permanent park in trade for other
lands the town controls, or at least send this for mediation. This would put this all behind us and reduce the
stress in our Neighborhood, the expense to the town and I am very sure you have some more pressing issues
that you would like to attend to!!
Thank you for listening and we hope you will vote in a similar fashion as the First time, Council Voted it down!
Drew & Donna Holloway
1061 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
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Melissa Hubbard-Stevens
Sent: Tuesday, January 29, 2019
Subject: By-Law 2018-14 Public Hearing input
OPPOSE
Safety Concerns re Peaks of Grassi Re-Development
Dear Mayor and Members of Council,
My husband & I have been full time residents in the Peaks of Grassi for the past 21 years, living in two
properties backing onto the forest on Wilson Way (961 Wilson Way & 1069 Wilson Way). I am writing to you
today with regards to the pending reapplication to develop the parcels of land at the west end of our
neighbourhood on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. As with most of the residents, we are against this development,
however not due to the many reasons brought forward to council since this application was originally submitted.
My main concern is safety. Currently there is only one way in & out of our neighbourhood, & no one seems to
be concerned about how the area residents will be safely evacuated in an emergency. Given the number of
illegal secondary suites, short term rentals in the Peaks of Grassi, & the odd illegal squatters in the woods each
summer (I've come across old campsites on dog walks where people have obviously illegally camped & had
fires) the current population of the Peaks of Grassi already exceeds the number of residents approved in the
original EIS & by council when the Peaks was originally approved for development.
I already feel that our personal safety is at risk every summer, seeing the fire risk escalate each summer, not to
mention how quickly a fire would spread due to the close proximity of our homes in the event of a house fire.
We've done such a brilliant job at fire suppression in the Bow Valley for over 100 years, the fire risk in our
community is extremely high. All residents, & in particular residents whose homes back onto forest, would
have little time, if any, to evacuate all residents without loss of life. For this reason, it seems like Town Council
are not taking this risk seriously. Born & raised in Australia, I have seen firsthand how quickly wildfires can
devastate & from what I see behind our homes, the FireSmart program has done little to mitigate this risk. The
land proposed for redevelopment has had far more vegetation & potential fuel removed by the land owners,
versus what the FireSmart program removed from the perimeter around rest of our neighbourhood. Even
without adding more residents to our neighbourhood, if we had to evacuate, it would be a nightmare with only
one road in & out. For this reason, why would council want to put more residents in this already highly
populated area, without a second road in & out, so we can all safely evacuate? Currently the only feasible
location for a second road out is at the east end of Wilson Way & Lawrence Grassi Ridge, not the west end
where the proposed additional residents would be living (unless you plan to put another road in at the west end
of Quarry Pines, through more wildlife corridors & Quarry Lake Park)?
Thank you for taking the time to read my email. I have never formally voiced my concerns to council on any
issues since moving to Canmore from Banff in 1997, however I have not seen anyone raise safety as a concern
against the proposed development of this land. To me it should be everyone's #1 concern & should be obvious
to anyone looking into the pros & cons of this rezoning & redevelopment application. I understand progress,
whether we like it or not, means new development will take place in our town, however I feel there are better,
safer & more strategically located areas within our town for future development.
Kind regards,
Melissa Hubbard-Stevens
403-609-9778

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

RESQ SURVEYING
Monday, January 28, 2019 9:20 AM
jborrrowman@canmore.ca
Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca; kmara@canmore.ca; Robert Seeley;
vsanford@canmore.ca; Esme Comfort; Cheryl Hyde
QUARRY LAKE BYLAW 2018-14 OPPOSED

I AM OPPOSED TO COUNCIL'S ATTEMPT TO RAM THROUGH A CHANGE IN THE RE‐ZONING OF LANDS FOR QUARRY LAKE
DEVELOPMENT!!! THIS IS NOT A SOUND DECISION. IT WILL AFFECT THE WILDLIFE CORRIDOR.
ron hunka

1

Speaking Notes for Public Hearing Bylaw 2018-14
January 29, 2019
Opposed - Dawn Hunt
It is clear through the presentations this evening, and indeed from the two previous
Public Hearings on the proposed rezoning of this Urban Reserve, that there are
many indisputable factors that require acceptance of risk, and in the case of flood
risk, costly mitigation measures that are yet to be fully determined.
It seems that a common position in favour is that these risks and costs are
acceptable in order to achieve the Comprehensive Housing Action Plan, or
CHAP, stated goal of providing approximately 1,000 affordable housing units. You,
your worship, have referred to this number often, as a keystone requirement, as
recently as your support for a Canmore Olympic Village.
It should be noted that in 2008, CHAP Stakeholder Mayor Ron Casey expressed
concern that: QUOTE “numbers in the Action Plan will be taken as definitive.
There needs to be some indication in the Plan that they are estimates or targets”.
UNQUOTE
Accordingly, the current CHAP 2011 includes a section titled: MONITORING,
MEASURING AND IMPLEMENTATION. Paragraph 5 of this section states:
“Every 2 – 3 years, or as determined by the CHAP stakeholder group, the
stakeholder group shall reconvene to review and evaluate progress with respect to
Plan objectives. Should there be substantive deviations from the timelines outlined
in this Plan, then the stakeholders shall reconvene to re-evaluate the plan priorities
and action items to determine how adjustments can be made to reach desired
objectives. At that time, any recommendations may be made to Council with
respect to the Plan, its action items and objectives.”
I have confirmed with Manager of Planning and Development - Mr. Fish - that this
review has never been conducted and that QUOTE “there are no minutes, or other
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documents to share related to CHAP” ; and, “There is no new version of CHAP so it
remains as a document used for planning purposes”. UNQUOTE
I am not disputing that there is an affordable housing problem in Canmore. What I
AM questioning is that a notional target number from a document that has not
undergone its prescribed review criteria, that is not supported by any substantive
research, is a valid argument for the acceptance of all the risks and costs for the
meager augmentation of the seven PAH in the Peaks of Grassi.
Nevertheless since 2015, the numbers of PAH and other affordable housing options
has vastly improved. I’ve attached a summary to my submission, but in the
interests of time the PAH equity stock has grown from 44 to 144 approved/acquired
and/or built; rental stock has grown from 60 to 148. And quite significantly we now
have 356 additional built or approved market rental apartments. The addition of
these market units will most surely impact supply and demand and will at least hold
fast rental rates if not result in a lowering of rents. The 2011 CHAP also called for
CCHC to QUOTE “consider the purchase of market residential or commercial
accommodation units that are listed for sale”. UNQUOTE For sometime it has been
known that the resale of units in the visitor accommodation zoning have been
impacted by the economy and new lending rules. Have these units remained
empty or underutilized by vacationers, when Canmore families do without?
Your Worship, at a face-to-face meeting with Peaks residents on 16 November
2015, it was suggested to you that seven PAH in the Peaks is a drop in the bucket,
to which you responded QUOTE “You’re right, it IS a drop in the bucket”.
UNQUOTE
I respectfully ask you all, is this drop in the bucket, towards a goal that has not been
progressively monitored and measured as prescribed in the CHAP, worth the risks,
costs, community upset, and selective abandonment of the Peaks portion of the
1998 Settlement Agreement. The latter being the unanimous basis for Council’s
rejection of the first attempt at this rezoning.

2

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.
This rezoning is simply not a valid answer.
Thank you.
Dawn Hunt
Attachments:
1. Town of Canmore Comprehensive Housing Action Plan 2008, dated June 18,
2008
2. Town of Canmore Comprehensive Housing Action Plan 2011, dated June 21,
2011
3. Affordable/Attainable Housing Initiatives and Holdings in Canmore (Excludes
Social Housing) - January 29, 2019
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4,,+$@/V%:O% I5-+@28+%"&%!"6(8%($@%4$$2(8%a$/6.%N+U2/*+@%
Ten Year Perpetually Affordable Housing Requirement
Rental
Apartment
Townhouse

Studio
70

1 BR
80

2 BR
110
15

3 BR
15
15

TOTAL
275
30

Studio

1 BR
100

2 BR
250
50

3 BR
140
110

TOTAL
490
160

Ownership
Apartment
Townhouse
Accessible and Seniors
Total Units

50

50

Total

1005

Annual Perpetually Affordable Housing Requirement
Rental

Apartment
Townhouse
Total

Studio
7
per yr

1 BR
8
per yr

7

8

Studio

1 BR
10
per yr

2 BR
11
per yr
1-2
per yr
11 - 13

3 BR
1-2
per yr
1-2
per yr
2 -4

2 BR
25
per yr
5
per yr
30

3 BR
14
per yr
11
per yr
25

TOTAL
27 – 28
2-4

Ownership

Apartment
Townhouse
Total
Accessible and Seniors
Total Units

10

5 per yr

TOTAL
49
16

5

%
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Attachment 2

Town of Canmore

Comprehensive Housing Action Plan (CHAP) 2011
Introduction
The Comprehensive Housing Action Plan (CHAP) is intended as a document of the Town of Canmore to assist in the coordination of
efforts between stakeholders working to provide affordable housing to residents in the community.
The Town of Canmore has been working to address the need for affordable housing since the early 1990’s. The various committees,
studies and initiatives are well documented in the Town of Canmore Affordable and Entry Level Housing Study (2003). The Canmore
Community Housing Corporation (CCHC), formed in 2000, has been the Town’s principal response to these many studies, and
continues to be at the forefront of the community’s efforts to coordinate and promote the development of affordable rental and
ownership homes, in the form of Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH), as it has been since its inception.
In June 2008, Council approved the Comprehensive Housing Action Plan (CHAP). The document identified a range of
implementable housing policies and actions to meet the community needs for a broad continuum of housing.
The following stakeholders participated in the development of the CHAP document:
 Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) as the principal organization in the community responsible for affordable
housing programs;
 Bow Valley Regional Housing (BVRH) as the main provider of seniors and social housing in the community;
 Major community builders & developers, i.e. Bow Valley Builders and Developers Association (BOWDA), Spring Creek
Mountain Village (SCMV), Stone Creek Properties (SCPI) as major builders of various forms of housing in the community,
including some PAH units;
 Canmore Economic Development Authority (CEDA) as the economic development authority for the community with an
interest in affordable housing to assist in housing a local workforce;
 Bow Valley Inter-Agency Housing Sub-Group (consisting of health and social service agency representatives) as the group
responsible for developing strategies for supporting Bow Valley residents who have difficulty in accessing appropriate housing
(new stakeholder for 2011 review); and
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Town of Canmore as the municipal government for the community and as coordinator of the CHAP.

The CHAP recommends that stakeholders periodically reconvene to review progress made on the plan priorities and action items and
ensure that the desired objectives are being met. Therefore, stakeholders were reconvened in February and March of 2011 to review
and update the CHAP document. This was felt to be an appropriate time for this review, particularly in recognition of the significant
changes in the housing market and economic situation since the initial development of the CHAP.
This revised plan includes an updated list of Action Items intended to produce affordable housing in the Town of Canmore. The
numbers linked to the Action Items are targets that the stakeholders consider possible to achieve in a 3-5 year time frame. However,
they are intended as guides only and not as definitive targets. Actions may result in the targets being exceeded in some areas, but
activity in these areas may continue if ongoing monitoring indicates that there is an ongoing, demonstrable community need. The
overall target number of affordable housing units remains at 1000 units to be achieved over a period of 10 years.
This Plan is designed to be flexible and responsive and able to adjust to changes in both supply and demand for affordable housing.
With the wide range of factors that can affect both supply and demand for affordable housing, ongoing monitoring will provide a basis
for these targets to be adjusted periodically to reflect shifting circumstances.
Goals and Objectives
The Comprehensive Housing Action Plan (CHAP) is designed to achieve the following:
 Develop an understanding between stakeholders regarding approaches to address the need for affordable housing in Canmore
 Ensure stakeholders are committed to working collaboratively towards housing solutions that will benefit the entire community
 Develop a list of action items which will result in the provision of approximately 1,000 affordable housing units and as many
employee housing beds as possible (in the 2,000 – 2,500 range). The estimated values for employee housing beds have been
determined from the current ratio of employees to Gross Commercial Floor Area extrapolated to include all of the new
commercial space which could be developed.
 Prioritize a number of these proposed action items
 Identify specific stakeholders responsible for each action item and propose a delivery time frame
 Ensure that all units and beds provided are perpetually affordable, appropriate to people’s needs and are adequate and exceed
minimum life/safety standards
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Establish a means of monitoring and reviewing implementation to ensure steady and timely delivery of the affordable housing
units
Principles
The following principles were established through the Comprehensive Housing Action Plan (CHAP) process:
 Shared community responsibility. The responsibility for delivering affordable housing units does not fall on the shoulders of
any single stakeholder, and each stakeholder has a role in that delivery concurrent to its ability.
 Diversity. Affordable housing will be delivered in a range of sizes, tenures, types and locations across the community (not in
one or a few areas).
 Effective integration. Every attempt will be made to integrate affordable housing into the existing fabric of the developed
community rather than making it visibly distinct.
 Periodic monitoring and measuring. The success of this delivery effort will rest upon the ability of the stakeholders to monitor
progress over a multi-year period and make adjustments to ensure consistency.
Action Items
The following constitutes the updated priority listing of Action Items to be undertaken by the stakeholders as a part of a
comprehensive and coordinated response, initiated by the Town, to provide perpetually affordable housing in the Town of Canmore.
These Action Items were developed by the CHAP Stakeholder Group over a series of meetings held at the request of the Town in
February and March of 2011.
The Action Items have been separated into two tables, the first listing those items that are designed to produce actual numbers of units,
and the second, listing those action items that will direct policy development around new housing initiatives. The action items in each
table have been prioritized by the stakeholders, with those action items that are currently underway or having existing policy direction
listed first. The tables also document the partners who have been identified as best able to lead these actions and the general time
frame for execution. The time frames have been identified as being short term (1-2 years), medium term (3-5 years) and long-term
(5+ years). The Production Based Action Items table also includes a column which identifies the anticipated number of affordable
housing units that will be developed in a 3-5 year time frame. In addition, a current status/comments section has been added to
provide detail, for example, on progress made to date on some action items.
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Some of the Action Items also include a Funding Source section which indicates how the action items may be funded. The partners
will be responsible for developing and managing the Funding Sources suggested.

Production Based Action Items
Priority

Action Items

Who

1

Create PAH Units through the Development of Partnerships

CCHC
CCHC is developing a three to five year implementation plan
for future Perpetually Affordable Housing development. This
plan is to include an inventory of developable lands owned by
CCHC and the Town, identify demand for affordable housing
and identify options for development including partnerships,
financing, use of incentives, alternate construction methods and
programming to meet the identified demands and to inform
affordable housing development.
FUNDING SOURCE: PAH Reserve Fund, CCHC line of credit from the Town and Provincial grants

2

When

#s of Units

Current Status/
Comments

Short-Term
and Ongoing

To be
determined

Initial work has
commenced

MediumTerm

14, 6bedroom
units (84
beds in
total)

Working session
with Council and
CCHC needed to
determine policy
direction for
program

Employee Rental Housing Program
Town of Canmore to
develop the policy
with advice from
CCHC, CCHC to
develop and administer
the program

a. Review and consider options for an employee housing
program, including:
 linkages to development permit approvals;
 a possible surcharge on property tax assessments;
 partnership models where partnerships are developed
between the Town and private employee housing
developers;
 Land Use Bylaw amendments regarding employee
housing in residential areas or lodging houses.
Employee housing would need to be a perpetual asset and be
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defined, as it would likely cover a broader spectrum than staff
housing has traditionally covered, for example, dormitory style,
shared bedroom apartment units.
b. Review existing employee linkage requirements (e.g. Three
Sisters, Silvertip, Spring Creek) to ensure clarity and with
respect to the outcome of 2(a).

3

Social / Subsidized Housing
Investigate opportunities for provision of social housing in the
Bow Valley. Steps to achieve this include:
a. Define social housing needs in the community by creating a
customer profile and identifying the types of units that would be
suitable.
b. Research best practices related to the provision of social
housing and define the potential support programs that would be
required.
c. Identify existing resources available and possible funding
sources for support programs and housing units.
d. Consider all housing options including landlord incentive
programs, construction of new developments and use of existing
units. Source out suitable sites for these programs.
e. Review the information that has been gathered to determine
next steps and recommendations.

Town of Canmore

This item to
follow 2(a).

10 units
Bow Valley InterAgency Housing SubGroup
Bow Valley InterAgency Housing SubGroup
Bow Valley InterAgency Housing SubGroup
Bow Valley InterAgency Housing SubGroup and Town of
Canmore
Bow Valley InterAgency Housing SubGroup, BVRH and
Town of Canmore

ShortTerm
ShortTerm
MediumTerm
MediumTerm

MediumTerm

FUNDING SOURCE: Provincial funding and other grants

4

Construction of Level III Seniors Housing
a. Explore options around the construction of a level 3 assisted
living project for seniors. Currently, there are level 2 facilities

BVRH

6

MediumTerm

50 units

BVRH
considering this

at the Lodge or long-term care facilities at the hospital. Level 3
facilities are not available in the Valley and result in seniors
leaving the community.
b. Work with the private sector to facilitate the development of
senior’s housing that has an affordable component and satisfies
unmet needs in the community.
FUNDING SOURCE: Provincial funding and other grants
Affordable Market Rental Program
The Town should work collaboratively with developers and
builders that seek to create new market rental units, provided
there is some reassurance that there would be some security of
tenure. The provision of any financial incentives would trigger
the need to consider occupancy restrictions of some sort.
FUNDING SOURCE: No direct funding required

item at present.

Town of Canmore in
consultation with
CCHC

5

Town of Canmore

Acquisition of Market Units
CCHC and the Town
CCHC may consider the purchase of market residential or
of Canmore
commercial accommodation units that are listed for sale when
the cost (per square foot of the unit) of acquisition is less than
the comparable cost of construction of a similar unit. The
acquired market units would either be sold or rented as part of
the PAH Program. Re-zoning of some properties may be
required in order to allow for permanent residency.
FUNDING SOURCE: PAH Reserve Fund, CCHC line of credit from the Town and Provincial grants

On-going

6

7

MediumTerm

45 units

Policy Based Action Items
Priority
1

Action Items

Who

When

Town of Canmore and
CCHC

On-going

Town of Canmore

Short-Term

Town of Canmore

On-going

Current Status /
Comments

Sustainable Funding Formula
Review the current municipal funding formula in consideration
of all affordable housing needs, including PAH and other
initiatives, to ensure that the collection of funds is adequate and
tied to identified needs.

Consider in relation to Items #1, #2 and #6 of the Production
Based Action Items, and Items #4 & #7 of the Policy Based
Action Items.
FUNDING SOURCE: No direct funding required

2

Amend the SSR Process with Respect to Amenity Provision
Amend the current SSR process to more clearly define what
community benefits an application is expected to demonstrate.
Weight these benefits to encourage the provision of PAH.

FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore operating budget
Fast Tracking Approval Process
Amend administrative processes in the Planning and
Development Department to ensure that PAH and employee
housing projects are expedited and processed as fast as possible.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore operating budget

3

8

Underway with the
development of the
SSR foot-printing
initiative

4

Incentives for Development of Affordable Housing Units
Develop and implement a policy which outlines possible
incentives for the development of affordable housing units,
including:
a. Secondary Suites - Incentives could include tax deferrals, tax
breaks, assessment freezes, homeowner grants or a modification
in parking standards.
b. Employee Housing Units - Incentives could include tax
deferrals, tax breaks or payment of cash-in-lieu options.

Town of Canmore and
CCHC
Short- Term

MediumTerm

c. PAH units - Incentives could include tax deferrals, tax breaks,
or payment of cash-in-lieu options.
FUNDING SOURCE: Incentive costs to be determined by details of the policy.
Evaluate Alternative Construction Methods
Partnerships and stakeholders should evaluate and test new and
innovative methods of construction such as pre-fabricated units,
modular construction and manufactured homes that have the
potential to substantially reduce the cost of construction per
square foot.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore and CCHC operating budgets

Suites added as uses in
R1 Districts in the
revised LUB
Employee housing
proposed to be added as
a possible use in
industrial districts.

Long- Term

5

Model to Assist Employees to Acquire Housing
Act as a resource for businesses to assist them in setting up their
own employee housing assistance programs, which may include
a down payment assistance program for potential employees.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore and CCHC operating budgets

CCHC and the Town
of Canmore

MediumTerm

CCHC and the Town
of Canmore

Long- Term

Town of Canmore

Long-Term

6

7

Acquire Remaining Provincial Lands
Conduct an evaluation of remaining developable lands owned
by the Province and then seek to have these transferred from the

9

Development of
Palliser Village due to

Province for development of affordable housing (in projects that
may have PAH and market units) (e.g. Wapiti Tents site).
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore reserves

land transfer from
Province

Planning of Silvertip/EHD Lands
Stone Creek Properties Long-Term
The Town and Stone Creek Properties should complete the
Inc., the Town and
master planning process for the lands proposed for Silvertip
CCHC
employee housing and affordable housing along Palliser Trail
(in projects that may have PAH and market units) so that
development of the lands can commence.
FUNDING SOURCE: Stone Creek Properties and Town of Canmore Capital Budget (PAH Reserve Fund and Provincial grants)

8

Review Role of Hostel in Housing Spectrum
Monitor the role of the existing hostel in meeting the need for
short term accommodation/transitional housing for those first
arriving in the community, and whether or not additional spaces
are needed.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore operating budget

9

Accessing More Government Funds
Undertake research to discover what affordable housing funding
sources and programs are available and then distribute this
information.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore and CCHC operating budgets

Bow Valley InterAgency Housing SubGroup

Long- Term

Town of Canmore and
CCHC

Long- Term

Town of Canmore and
CCHC

Long- Term

10

11

Broad Spectrum Affordable Housing Review
CCHC to investigate alternative programming to meet any
gaps where the existing PAH Programs are not currently
meeting the need and/or demand for affordable housing or
the transition through the housing continuum.

10

FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore and CCHC operating budgets
Redevelopment Planning
Examine existing zoning and the potential for redevelopment in
low density single family areas with the intent of looking at
opportunities for the creation of PAH units.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore capital budget

12

Redefine Entry Level Housing
Review land use districts in the Land Use Bylaw that contain
reference to entry-level housing provisions. When opportunities
arise, re-negotiate the agreements around these provisions.
FUNDING SOURCE: Town of Canmore operating budget

Town of Canmore and
CCHC

Long-Term

Town of Canmore

Long- Term
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Monitoring, Measuring and Implementation
1.

An annual report will be prepared by the Town, with input from the stakeholder’s group, and submitted to Council. This report
will outline the timelines and action items contained in the CHAP that have been met and the current status of those action
items that are on-going.

2.

An inventory of social housing, PAH (rental and ownership) and employee housing units (unprotected and protected through
some form of restrictive covenant) and level of vacancy rates shall be maintained by the Town and CCHC and annually
compared to the previous year’s totals. See Appendix 1 for the 2007-2010 Inventory of PAH Units.

3.

CCHC should conduct ongoing monitoring to determine the need/demand for PAH units and the type of PAH units that are
required.

4.

An annual employer survey should be conducted by the Town and CEDA to determine the need/demand for employee housing
beds and the type of employee housing units that are required.
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5.

Every 2 – 3 years, or as determined by the CHAP stakeholder group, the stakeholder group shall reconvene to review and
evaluate progress with respect to the Plan objectives. Should there be substantive deviations from the timelines outlined in this
Plan, then the stakeholders shall reconvene to re-evaluate the plan priorities and action items to determine how adjustments can
be made to reach the desired objectives. At that time, any recommendations may be made to Council with respect to the Plan,
its action items and objectives.
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Glossary of Terms
Affordable Housing is housing that does not cost more than 35% of a household’s gross income regardless of where they live, and
that does not compromise an individual’s ability to meet other basic needs, including food, clothing and access to education.
Assisted Living is a supportive living facility that provides the managed delivery of health and personal care services within a
residential environment or setting. Higher staffing levels in assisted living facilities enable health care and social support to be
provided to residents with higher care needs offering an alternative to traditional long-term care.
Employee refers to a person who is primarily employed by an employer within the municipal boundaries of the Town of Canmore.
For the purpose of this definition, a person is primarily employed if that person is performing, or is reasonably expected to perform,
the services of an employee for an employer, for a minimum of an average of twenty (20) hours per week. The employee shall not be
the same person as the employer. This may be allowed at the discretion of the approving authority.
Those individuals that can provide written proof of continuous residency (through such means as lease or rental agreements) within
the Town of Canmore for at least twenty-four (24) continuous months and that are primarily employed by an employer within the
boundaries of the M.D. of Bighorn (west of (and including) the hamlet of Seebe), the Town of Banff and Banff National Park, shall be
considered as an eligible employee, and able to occupy a unit in an approved employee housing project.
Employee Housing means one or more dwelling units used exclusively for the residence of employees and members of their family.
Entry Level Housing means private market housing provided at the lowest cost that the builder will provide without any direct or
indirect subsidies to an occupant.
Lodging House means the use of a dwelling unit for residential purposes by more than three (3) persons who do not constitute a
“family” within the meaning of the Land Use Bylaw.
Market Housing (Private) means housing built and sold or rented on the open market at the prevailing market sales or rental price for
the area. Except for market forces, the price of private market housing is not directly related to area household incomes.
Non-Market Housing is housing subsidized through government or non-profit programs for families and individuals who cannot
afford to rent or buy market housing.. Most non-market housing receives a subsidy of one form or another.
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Perpetually Affordable Housing is a range of housing types that shall be maintained as a Canmore resident’s permanent primary
residence, available to eligible persons at below market purchase prices and rental rates.
PAH shall be restricted by occupancy, resale price, and buyer or tenant eligibility criteria.
PAH rental rates shall be established at a minimum of 10% less than the local market rate.
PAH units for ownership or for rent shall be no smaller than the following size criteria:
Minimum Unit Size by Type
Bachelor Suite
One-Bedroom Apartment
Two-Bedroom Apartment
Two-Bedroom Townhouse
Three-Bedroom Apartment
Three-Bedroom Townhouse

400 sq. ft.
550 sq. ft.
700 sq. ft.
750 sq. ft.
900 sq. ft.
950 sq. ft.

37 m2
51 m2
65 m2
70 m2
84 m2
88 m2

PAH households should spend no more than 35% of their gross household income on their housing costs.
a)
Housing costs for home owners shall include mortgage payments, property taxes, heating costs and a share of condo fees;
b)
Housing costs for renters shall include rent and heating costs.
The purchase price of ownership PAH shall be affordable to households earning up to a maximum of 120 percent of Area Median
Income (AMI), based on recommended Gross Debt Servicing (GDS) ratios.
The rental rate for rental PAH shall be affordable for households earning up to a maximum of 100 percent of Area Median Income
(AMI), based on recommended Gross Debt Servicing ratios.
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Secondary Suite means development consisting of an ancillary, self‐contained dwelling unit located in a structure in which the
primary use is a single family dwelling unit. A secondary suite has an entrance separate from the entrance to the primary dwelling
unit, either from a common indoor landing or directly from the exterior of the structure, and may be connected by an interior door
directly connecting the primary dwelling unit to the secondary suite. Exterior access to the secondary suite is subordinate in both size
and appearance to the access of the primary dwelling unit.
Social or subsidized Housing is government or non-profit supported accommodation for people with low to moderate incomes,
where the rent paid by the occupant is directly related to their income. Forms of subsidies include direct housing subsidies, public
housing, rent supplements and some forms of co-operative and private sector housing.
Supportive Living is an approach for providing services within a housing environment. It provides a home-like setting where people
can maintain control over their lives while also receiving the support they need. The Government of Alberta has defined four levels of
supportive living: residential level, lodge level, assisted living, and enhanced assisted living. These facilities offer increasing levels of
hospitality and personal care support services to match the needs of residents. The buildings are specifically designed with common
areas and features to allow individuals to "age in place." Supportive living promotes residents' independence and aging in place
through the provision of services such as 24-hour monitoring, emergency response, security, meals, housekeeping, and life enrichment
activities. Publicly-funded personal care and health services are provided to supportive living residents based on their assessed, unmet
needs.
Transitional Housing means housing provided for a stay of anywhere between 30 days to two or three years. Transitional housing
provides access to services and supports needed to help individuals improve their situation, and is viewed as the first step up from
homelessness.

Additional Terms of Interest
Absolute Homelessness means those individuals and families without any physical shelter, living rough, couch-surfing, tenting,
illegally camping or in emergency shelters/transitional housing.

15

Accessible Housing means housing that is physically adapted to the individuals who are intended to occupy it, including those who
are disadvantaged by age, physical or mental disability or medical condition.
Adequate Housing means housing that is habit-able and structurally sound, and that provides sufficient space and protection against
cold, damp, heat, rain, wind, noise, pollution and other threats to health.
At Risk of Homelessness means those individuals and families living in spaces that:
 Do not meet minimum health and safety standards
 Do not offer security of tenure, personal safety and/ affordability.
 Require more than 50% of income.
Average Household Income means the value obtained by adding up the total income of all households and dividing this sum by the
number of all households.
Co-operative Housing means controlled by the members of the co-op, which is run by a board of directors. There is no outside
landlord. In most cases, all residents of the co-op become members and agree to follow certain by-laws, and work together to keep
their housing well-managed and affordable. Residents pay a monthly charge that is set by the co-op in its annual budget. In some
countries, co-ops get government funding to support a rent-geared-to-income program for low-income residents. In addition to
providing affordable housing, some co-ops serve the needs of specific communities, including seniors, people with disabilities and
artists.
Core Housing Need is a measure of housing need. Core housing need reports on the number of households in a community who
unable to find housing that is suitable in size, in good repair and affordable without spending 30 per cent or more of their income on
housing.
Emergency Shelters: Emergency shelters provide single or shared bedrooms or dormitory type sleeping arrangements with varying
levels of support to individuals. Emergency shelters respond to homelessness but are not a long-term solution.
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INALH (In Need At Least Half) refers to households who are in core housing need and who are spending at least half of their
income on housing. These are households who face extreme affordability challenges and who are considered to be at increased risk of
homelessness.
Low Income Households refers to households with incomes which are below 50% of the median income for the area.
Low to Moderate Income refers to households with incomes which are between 50% and 80% of the median income for the area.
Median Household Income refers to household income value at which 50% of the households will have incomes greater than that
income value and 50% of households will have incomes less than that income value. This is different from average household income.
Moderate Income refers to households with incomes which are between 80% and 120% of the median income for the region.
Moderate and Above Income refers to households with incomes which are above 80% of the median income for the region.
Non-Profit Housing is housing that is owned and operated by non-profit housing providers. This housing is typically built through
government funded housing supply programs.
Public Housing is a form of housing tenure in which the property is owned by a government authority, which may be Federal,
Provincial or Municipal.
Rent Geared to Income means any financial assistance provided so that a receiving household can pay rent based on their income.
Social Housing is an umbrella term referring to housing which may be owned and managed by the state, by non-profit organizations,
or by a combination of the two, usually with the aim of providing affordable housing. It includes public housing as well as non-profit
housing and typically rent is geared to income.
Special Needs Housing means housing with special features to make it accessible to a person with physical disabilities, or housing
that provides provincially-funded support services to help a person live independently.
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Supportive Housing: Supportive housing includes on-going supports and services to assist those who cannot live independently for a
variety of reasons, including, mental illness, addiction issues and/or other disabilities. The relationship between the resident and
landlord is generally governed by the Provincial legislation. The following sub-categories of supportive housing are as follows:
Mental Health Supported Housing
This housing serves individuals with mental health issues, and may provide additional supports such as life skills training and
supportive counseling.
Addictions Supported Housing
This housing serves individuals in recovery from addiction who want to live in an alcohol and drug free environment.
Low Barrier Housing (Housing First)
“Housing First” is a model that provides stable housing and support services to individuals who may or may not yet be
engaged in treatment for addiction and/or mental health issues. Low barrier housing supports people to achieve greater selfsufficiency and housing stability while moving people out of homelessness.
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Appendix 1
2007 - 2010 Inventory of PAH Units
Inventory of PAH Units 2007 - 2010
Projects and Year
Occupancy
Granted

Sizes and Numbers of Units
Studio

1-bdrm

Total Units

2-bdrm

3-bdrm

4-bdrm

Mineside Court

13

4

17

Coyote Ridge

4

8

12

2007

2007 Total

29

2008
Moraine Ridge SCMV
Glacier Rock
Lodge - SCMV
Mountain Haven
Co-op (Rental and
Equity)

1

3

4

1

6

7

3

18

19

4

2008 Total

44

55

2009
Palliser Village
(Rental)

8

28

20

19

4

60

2009 Total

60

2010
Riverdale Centre

1

1
2010 Total

Total Units from 2007 - 2010

20

1

145

Attachment 3

Affordable/Attainable Housing Initiatives and Holdings in Canmore (Excludes Social Housing)
References:
A. Briefing - PAH Considerations in New Developments May 2015 - CCHC website accessed January 21, 2019
B. 2018 Business Plan - CCHC website accessed January 21, 2019
C. 2019 Business Plan - CCHC website accessed January 21, 2019
D. http://www.canmorehousing.ca/accessed January 21, 2019
E. https://distinctivehomescanmore.com/lookout-ridge/ accessed January 21, 2019
PAH Equity
(condos)
As of May 2015

Sub-Total:

44

Mineside and other
locations throughout
town

44

60

PAH Rental
(apartments)
Hector

60

?

Market Rental
(apartments)
Unknown

?

Unknown

Purchased, Built or
Approved Since 2015
4
49
44**
3

7&7
Hawks Bend
Mountain Haven Co-op
Lookout Ridge

40* Peaks (Moustache lands)

48

108 * Peaks (Moustache lands)
89 Coast Apartments
159 Kananaskis Way

McArthur

Sub-Total: 100

88

356

Grand Total: 144

148

356

* 40 of the 148 units are affordable rentals (minimum of 10% below equivalent market units)
* * 17 units are currently rented, the remaining 27are privately owned. Future sales of all units at Mountain Haven Co-op will
fall under the auspices of the CCHC equity model.

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

Keith Hunt
Monday, January 28, 2019 5:18 PM
John Borrowman; Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley;
vsanford@canmore.ca; Esme Comfort
Cheryl Hyde
Keith Hunt - OPPOSITION to Bylaw 2018-14 (Peaks Landing)
Parking & Traffic Safety_28Jan19.pdf

Dear Mayor and Canmore Council,
I am writing to voice my OPPOSITION to Bylaw 2018-14 (Peaks Landing).
This proposed development will at best provide a very meagre addition to the PAH inventory, and there are
many critical reasons to deny it:
Documented flood risk, human-wildlife conflict, location between the Wildlife Corridor and the Habitat Patch,
single congested evacuation route, greater than one kilometre distance (through forest) to the ROAM Transit
stop, disruption of the pristine view-shed of Quarry Lake, and Traffic and Safety.
It is the latter that I bring particular attention to with the attached document which I prepared for the Public
Hearing for Bylaw 2015-19. I have updated some details but the information remains valid.
I trust that you will take the time to review this material as it clearly illustrates the safety and congestion issues
that you need to consider.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Best regards,
Keith Hunt
996 Wilson Way, Canmore
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OPPOSITION TO PEAKS OF GRASSI LAND USE AMENDMENT (BYLAW 2018-14)

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 (LUB) and the Alberta Traffic Safety Act. Although the argument has been made
that this development will be a Direct Control district, the LUB particulars were written for
valid reasons and should not be lightly dismissed. There must be compelling and
necessary factors to supersede the LUB, and squeezing units into insufficient space does
not qualify.
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Figure 1
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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.

2

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
Note that Figures 3,5, and 7 are from First Reading of Bylaw 2015-19 but are unchanged for Bylaw 2018-14

Figure 3 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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For visualization purposes, Figure 4 illustrates an artist’s conception of the townhouses that
was shown in the Rocky Mountain Outlook on 12 November 2015.

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 of Bylaw 2015-19 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 2015 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 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.
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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 12 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 five driveways – potentially five 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.
12

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
996 Wilson Way, Canmore

Date Originally Prepared: 23 November, 2015
Date Re-submitted:

28 January, 2019
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Annex A to Parking
& Traffic Safety – 28 Jan 2019

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 8 duplex/suite units and
the townhouse complex on the westerly UR parcels will add to the on-street parking demand.
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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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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

r.pjanes
Sunday, January 27, 2019 7:04 PM
'Joanna McCallum'; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Jeffrey
Hilstad; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde; letters@outlook.greatwest.ca
Peaks of Grassi Rezoning - Canmore, Alberta

Dear Mayor and Council,
We are writing to express our concern and dismay about the proposed development for the Peaks of Grassi neighborhood
in Canmore, Alberta.
In brief, there are various unresolved issues, including the risk of flooding on this parcel of land, as well as potential
impacts on the movement of wildlife if this parcel is rezoned. Once this development proceeds, it will never revert to its
natural state.
Our understanding is that the cost of flood prevention and mitigation will be born by public money. This defies common
sense and civic responsibility, as this proposed development is a private sector venture.
Canmore’s Town Council, and all of Canmore residents, also have a responsibility to ensure that functional wildlife
corridors are established.
Canmore is under siege by land-based development and the quality of life is diminishing as a result. Fully assessing the
consequences of the proposed rezoning in the Peaks of Grassi is a singular opportunity to do the right thing. We trust that
you, as our elected representaives, will do so.
Sincerely,
Robert and Priscilla Janes
104 Prendergast Place
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 2N5, Canada
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January 15, 2019
John Jenkins
1156 Wilson Way
Canmore, Alberta

TO: Mayor Borrowman and Council

RE: By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing - OPPOSED
Please accept this letter for consideration in Council’s review of the subject
application as I am unable to attend the Public Meeting. As an original owner and
resident in the Quarry Pines area of the Peaks of Grassi development, I am very
familiar with the history related to the original development and the current
application to change the UR designation to allow further development that
would result from the proposal.
The original development was approved in the 1998 Settlement Agreement
signed between the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters Resorts Inc. This
agreement contained a number of conditions that were intended to hold in
perpetuity. The number of dwellings (404) and developed area (45 acres) were
restricted based on human/wildlife considerations. Without these restrictions,
the development would not have been approved at that time.
Further to the 1998 Settlement Agreement, a report titled “Private Lands
Conservation Opportunities in Alberta’s Bow Valley - Yellowstone to Yukon
Technical Report #9” made very strong recommendations to restrict any
additional development in the Peaks area to ensure that further interference with
the wildlife corridor was not undertaken. Given that human/wildlife interaction
and potential conflict is now a much greater issue for both the Town of Canmore
and the Province of Alberta, it is very concerning that these issues are being
ignored by the subject application.
The recent EIS and the Independent Review referenced the forested areas (not
vacant land) that the proposed development would displace with only minor

reference to their importance for wildlife. These areas are noted to serve as a
transition and a refuge from the Altalink ROW, the Quarry Lake Habitat Patch and
the Wildlife Corridor that connect with the subject forested areas. As well, the
areas serve as an easy exit for wildlife that pass through the existing development
– a situation that would be precluded with the addition of the proposed
development. The TPR stated that the impacts and mitigation measures
proposed by the developer and contained in the EIS were “uncertain” and would
only be verified over time. This comment alone is a clear indication that the
proposed development presents risks to wildlife and people that should not be
undertaken.
The risk of flooding is also real and has received minor reference in the
development proposal and the EIA. The flood mitigation proposal is cursory at
best and again the small berm appears to be a poor add-on to “check a box”
rather than recognizing that the risk is best avoided by not adding further
development to the Peaks area.
Real observations over the past 18 years by me and others who are in the area on
a daily basis have shown that there is regular use of the subject areas by both
ungulates and bears as they move to and from the wildlife corridor, the Altalink
ROW and the Quarry Lake habitat patches. These observations are additive to
periodic wildlife surveys and add further substance to maintaining the status quo
with regard to development in the Peaks area.
I respectfully request that the Town of Canmore decline the subject re-zoning as
it clearly contravenes the importance of maintaining wildlife corridors and
reducing human-wildlife conflicts.
Sincerely,
John Jenkins

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Timothy Johnson
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 2:53 PM
Cheryl Hyde
opposition to Peaks Landing

Dear Ms. Hyde, Mayor Borrowman and Councillors,
I am opposed to the Peaks Landing development for the following reasons.
1) The Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood has high rates of human-wildlife encounters. The fact that
both the EIS and Third Party Review acknowledge that the proposed mitigation measures will
require long-term commitments from a number of parties (the community, the Town, Alberta
Environment and Parks), and that the extent of the success of these tactics remains uncertain, is
concerning.
2) Uncertainty over how human use of the adjacent proposed Public Use zoning may affect wildlife
movement in the area is also a concern. Will the re-zoning of the immediate Quarry Lake area
to Public Use district result in the possibility of enhanced facilities and greater human use? Will
the completion of the Quarry Lake Bike Park trails result in increased use? I am concerned that the
affect of more human activity on the north side of the power line will affect these areas' use by
wildlife and subsequently compromise wildlife movement even more in this area. Although not
officially delegated as such, the powerline functions as a de facto wildlife corridor, in part due to
the steep slopes of the actual designated corridor south of the developed areas of Peaks of Grassi.
3) The 1998 settlement agreement between the town and the developers of Three Sisters stating
that the "Town and the developers agree that the gross developable area for pods seven and eight
combined shall not exceed 45 acres and that the density of pods seven and eight combined shall
not exceed 404 residential units", although not legally binding, should not be discounted, a
sentiment echoed by Mayor Borrowman in 2015.
From my understanding of the community's responses & comments to engagement processes around
the new Land Use Bylaw and the Three Sisters Mountain Village, I believe I share the opinion of
many that wildlife movement and preventing human-wildlife conflict are of increasing concern in
our community and that the proposed Peaks Landing development contradicts long-standing
concerns related to development in this part of the valley.
Thank you,
Tim Johnson
Canmore
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By-Law 2018-14-Peaks Landing P.H.
January 29, 2019

OPPOSED
Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors,

I do not support this application for rezoning of the land in Quarry Pines.
I did not support the first or second applications.
High fire hazard and lack of egress from the area if/when fires break out in this neighbourhood.
Flooding is expected.
Wildlife is under stress in this high conflict area.
Additional density cannot be allowed.
Protection of Quarry Lake is necessary.

Do not interpret this opposition to rezoning as opposition to PAH. I support PAH but NOT IN THIS AREA.
I implore Council to reject this application.

Sincerely,
Ann Keith
8 Spring Creek Crescent

Lorna Klose and David Carley
1029 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, Alberta

Attention: chyde@canmore.ca
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta T1W 3K1
January 24, 2019

Reference: Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

Dear chyde@canmore.ca
This letter represents our opposition to the proposed bylaw changes to re-designate Area B Plan
9412236 in Peaks of Grassi from UR-Urban Reserve to DC-Peaks Landing Direct Control, PD-Public Use
District and R1-B Residential Single Family Detached Plus District. This letter also represents our
opposition to the proposed development of approximately 27 single family detached and duplex
dwellings with suites, and townhouse dwellings.
We are original owners of our home on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, and have owned this property since
2001.
In years past, we have written letters opposing further development in our area, and nothing has
changed in our view. We would encourage you to refer to our past submissions. For your convenience,
below are some of the reasons we oppose this development:
1. Loss of why we own property in Peaks of Grassi – peace, tranquility, and natural beauty will be
negatively and materially impacted when the density of the area is increased.
2. Forced loss of property value – given the above degradation of quality of life, we will be looking
to relocate. Being forced to sell a property, literally across the street from a significant
development project, will undoubtedly reduce the value of our property. Suffering through until
construction is done will not eliminate the fact that the once peaceful neighbourhood has been
significantly altered by the proposed subdivision, property values will not be the same.
3. Increased traffic and driveways on a blind hill – there is no pedestrian sidewalk on the north side
(side of the street where the proposed subdivision would go) of Lawrence Grassi Ridge after
reaching the crest of the hill when approaching the development from the south. We have
driven up over the “hill” numerous times to find pedestrians walking along in the traffic zone.
It’s dangerous.
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4. Further loss of wildlife habitat and corridor.
5. Negative impact on Quarry Lake recreational area.

6. The Town of Canmore signed an Agreement with Three Sisters agreeing not to further develop
the Peaks of Grassi area and to maintain the Urban Reserve designation. This should be
honoured, in our view.
7. Environmental concerns. While an environmental impact assessment has been undertaken and
reviewed by an independent third party, we question the validity of the independent review
given the review was financed by the Town of Canmore.

Regards,
David Carley and Lorna Klose
1029 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

anneli kocher
Monday, January 28, 2019 4:53 PM
John Borrowman; Jeffrey Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi
Sandford
Cheryl Hyde
RE: Opposition to Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

Dear Mr. Mayor and Town Councillors,
Please add our names to the list of Canmore residents who are strongly opposed to the Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks
Landing land Use Amendment. This is not a case of NIMBY as has been suggested by some. The numerous
well researched and valid arguments against development have been listed and presented to Council previously,
all of which we are in agreement with. The application has been rejected at huge expense to the taxpayers of
Canmore and yet we are being subjected to an additional application. Further development is no resolution to
the housing issues and will only serve to exacerbate problems in an already very congested neighbourhood.
Respectfully,
Anneli & John Kocher
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Peter Kraus
Canmore, AB

January 27, 2019

Re: By-Law 2018-14 - Land Use Amendment -Peaks Landing P. H

Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors,
I’m writing to you in opposition to the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would
disregard the 1998 settlement agreement and allow additional housing construction on three parcels of
green space in the Peaks of Grassi.
In my opinion, the proposed land use amendment would contravene the intent of this 1998 agreement
between Three Sisters and the Town of Canmore (TofC). If the Mayor and Council vote to approve this
amendment it would be unethical and misuse of the power entrusted to them by the Citizens of
Canmore.
The settlement agreement serves to protect the wildlife in the Bow Valley. These green parcels of land
are immediately adjacent to the Grassi lakes habitat patch and are near a known hotspot for human
wildlife conflict. Human wildlife conflict seems to be a very important concern for the residents of
Canmore, and it is common sense that additional development in this area can only exacerbate an
already stressed situation.
I also strongly object to this proposed bylaw amendment due to the lack of integrity exhibited by the
present landowners. My understanding is that the Town of Canmore intended for these three land
parcels to remain green, thus the reason for its present zoning of Urban Reserve. For the Mayor and
Council to rezone these parcels of land for development would be wrong, and throw into question their
integrity by paving the way for a large financial gain for a few (current landowners) at the expense of the
many (existing Peaks of Grassi residents).
Prior TofC councillors worked hard to limit the development in the Peaks of Grassi to what is currently in
place. I hope that you choose to honour and support your predecessors and vote against this land use
bylaw.

Regards,

Peter Kraus

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Renee Krysko
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 10:40 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing

Dear Council Members,
I'm writing to comment on the Peaks Development, and to voice my disapproval of the current
development based on safety and wildlife conflict issues.
My family and I recently moved from Peaks. We considered remaining in the area but have grave
concerns over the fire risk in the area and the limited opportunities to escape in the event of a
wildlife.
The homes in Peaks were built prior to the code that required a fire break behind siding. Compound
this with the close proximity the homes are built and you have structures that are predisposed to
quick expansion of a fire. Despite being a wild smart community, residents fail to consider the
consequence of not firesmarting their homes: keeping trees away from roofs, keeping wood away from
home etc.
With climate change, dryer winters and summers, the area is primed for a potentially serious fire. As
we saw in California last year, things can get out of hand quickly. While we have a great fire crew, a
volunteer department is limited in their ability to respond quickly. Finally, and most importantly, the
one-way in, one-way out set up puts residents in serious danger in the event residents need to
evacuate.
Under these circumstances, and without an appropriate review of the impacts of climate change to
this area and an evacuation plan, I think it is irresponsible to add additional residents to the far end of
this area. I urge you to do your due diligence before approving any further development.
Second, one of the values of living in Canmore is living with wildlife. Having lived in mountain towns
that once had wildlife but no longer do, the value of this unique feature needs to be preserved.
Peaks is located in a wildlife corridor, and arguably should never have been built in the first place. The
Quarry, the dog park (and off leash dogs), day-users, and events are bringing significant users to this
region. Human-wildlife conflict is on the rise and Parks has gone so far as to close the entire region
down to reduce conflict but more importantly, give bears a chance to feed in peace. No one can predict
the future, however, logic would only conclude that by adding additional residents to the area will
compound the problem.
I understand that an EIS did not find any conclusive reason why the development should not go
forward, however both the primary EIS and the third-party review noted that more residents in this
area may translate into more human use in the Altalink right-of-way (power line), Quarry Lake local
habitat patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along-Valley Corridor (TSAVC).
As noted in the third-party review:
1

“The potential for increased human-wildlife conflicts is identified as a potential effect of the
project given its proximity to the QLLHP and TSAVC and mitigation measures are proposed in
the EIS to address human-wildlife conflicts. […] Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty
in the potential impacts of the project and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a
potential increase in human-wildlife interactions because of the project. Success of the
proposed mitigation measures will require long-term commitments (e.g., education,
monitoring or follow-up) by the Applicant and/or the Town of Canmore as well as enforcement
by Alberta Environment and Parks.” (pg. i)
Enforcement or education, as well as monitoring are critical to effectiveness. Both the EIS and thirdparty review noted that the project has the potential to have minimal impacts on the habitat,
movement and mortality of the VECs (valued ecosystem components) if properly mitigated.
However, at this stage, it is unclear which mitigations will be put in place.
I can appreciate the interests of the developer to move this project forward. I also commend town for
seeking and pushing to increase affordable housing for the community. However, in this case I don't
think it is appropriate to move forward. There is no clear indication as to who would be responsible
for mitigations and monitoring. Furthermore, the potential negative consequences to our four-legged
residents could have irreversible consequences to their survival.
I urge prudence and a concerted review of all the potential consequences to life as you make your
decision.
Thank you so much for reading this letter, and I wish you the best in your decision.
Best,
Renee Krysko
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Todd Kunst
Monday, January 28, 2019 4:51 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing Letter of support

ATTN: Municipal Clerk

To the Mayor and Council,
Disclosure: I am a current Director on the board of CCHC. This letter is of my own personal views.
After reviewing the EIS and other documents as well as looking at the impact on the neighbourhood and
wildlife, I am in support of this development moving forward.
Having an opportunity to increase our PAH inventory from a private developer is always beneficial for our
community.
I also attended the information sessions held by the developer last week and there were over 80 people in
attendance which speaks to the keen interest in the project.
The added inventory of accessory suites will also add to the affordability of Canmore. Should this development
proceed, I look forward to seeing local families and employees benefit from your decision.

Thank you,
Todd Kunst
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

jeff laidlaw
Wednesday, January 23, 2019 8:24 PM
John Borrowman; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Karen Marra; Jeff Hilstad; Rob Seeley;
Cheryl Hyde; Christine Desoto; Michael Fark
Public Meeting = Peaks of Grassi - In opposition to the plan

January 23, 2019

To:

Council and staff – Town of Canmore

From: Jeff Laidlaw
Re:

By‐Law 2018‐14 , Peaks of Grassi – Round 3

Good day:
I am writing in opposition to the proposal for development.
First – to shoehorn in as many as 40 dwelling units in to an established neighbourhood; that probably should never have
been built in the first place is wrong. Numerous problem issues already exist; traffic, parking, access/egress, disturbance
to the abutting natural landscape and wildlife habitats to name a few. Equally there have been legal agreements as to
what is and isn’t allowable / acceptable; and while one of the signators to the Settlement Agreement is no longer in
existence, the Town of Canmore made commitments to its citizens which indicated goals and directions; such goals and
directions are arguably still binding on the Town of Canmore.
Second – while the developer argues that the transition from established development to the proposed new
development will be complementary / virtually seamless; this is nothing less than wishful thinking. One cannot, no
matter how cleverly one designs, double the density per acre within a small patch and have a seamless transition. It will
inevitably and unquestionably look out of place.
Third – Canmore, whether by intent or accident, offers a porous community fabric which allows for wildlife movement
both within and without the town. This feature, accented by soft boundaries and green space is highly beneficial to the
success of our wildlife corridors and habitat; allowing free roaming for our wildlife from the valley floor to higher
grounds. The alternative of hard boundaries is highly detrimental to the survival and maintenance of our wildlife. To
pave over / develop green space, especially at altitude and in such close proximity to natural water supply (ie: Quarry
Lake), abundant animal tracks and open forest space (ie; the Nordic Centre) assures a loss of flow and continuous
movement and results in other more serious problems over time (witness the Coyote problem in Southern Ontario).
Fourth – The PAH element of this project is a farce; pure and simple. It is a poor choice of location for PAH units even
were those units priced to be deemed actually affordable; but in this case one might guess the minimum price for these
units would be $ 350,000 which is “affordable” only to those making more than $ 100,000 per year. Very few people
who live and work in Canmore on a full time basis even come close to that. Following on to that argument, one has to
ask a lot of questions about the “bonusing provisions” given to the developer as a result of the proposed so‐called PAH
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units. The primary question of course, is, if the PAH units proposed to be built are not actually affordable, should the
town be awarding any “bonusing provision”. To me the clear answer is NO.
So what we end up with, if this project is approved is 7 units of unaffordable so‐called affordable housing; for which the
developer gets a massive increase in density, a wide array of zoning variances. The town loses or rather diminishes a
wildlife habitat and corridor by abutting over‐development; it loses the free flow of wildlife and in the process creates a
series of new headaches within an established development.
To me, this is bad planning, and, it speaks volumes to the ridiculous levels the town will sink with the affordable housing
rationalization. It’s worrisome, not just for the Peaks of Grassi residents, but as a direction of the Town of Canmore.
With that in mind I respectfully request that you give your head a shake and turn this proposal down; and start trying to
do well for the town; and not just the interests of a few developers and Bowda.
Thank you for your attention to this short note.

Sincerely

Jeff Laidlaw
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By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment –Peaks Landing Public Hearing January 29, 2019: Opposition
Mayor Borrowman and members of Council,
I have several concerns on the proposed rezoning of the Urban Reserve on Lawrence Grassi Ridge (LGR). I will only
address two of them below, both related to the rock outcrop (site 3) and the Traffic Impacts Evaluation (TIE).
Driving and safety around the Blind Curve/Hill that Contours the Rock Outcrop & Traffic Impacts Evaluation
I live on LGR. My driveway is across from the rock outcrop, by a blind spot, below the crest of the hill. This hill is
combined with a curve, making it a risky area. When I come in and out of my driveway, I always have to be
extremely careful, as cars coming from the west side are not visible until they are almost at my driveway.
I have to back-up to get into the driveway. Driving forward into the garage is not an option. This would mean
having to back-up towards the crest of the hill when leaving the driveway, which would be even more dangerous.
My neighbours, on the opposite side of the crest, also find it risky coming in and out of their driveways.
Before I back-up into my driveway, I go west, past the driveway, staying as close as possible to the curb by the
outcrop on the opposite side, in order to avoid being hit by any non-visible vehicles coming from the west. I then
go backwards and cross the street as quickly as possible to avoid being hit by east-bound traffic.
I can get very close to the curb by the outcrop because there are no cars parked there, as this section of the street
is designated “NO PARKING”. Our house was among the first to be built on our block in the year 2000. The “NO
PARKING” zone was not original to the Phase 3 Peaks of Grassi development. It was only designated “NO
PARKING” by the Town a few years later, after two neighbours nearly collided head-on and one of them informed
the Town of the near collision.
Adding 5 houses with five driveways, and the vehicular traffic associated with 10 new dwellings (including 5
possible suites), will make the current unsafe situation even worse for the existing residents on this blind
curve/hill.
Even if the street was made one way, the cars that would be west-bound, would not be visible to my neighbours,
west of my house, when coming in and out of their driveways. It would be a similar problem for people coming
out of the 5 additional driveways. Slowing the posted speed limit would lessen the risk, but would not eliminate it
….and that is if drivers respect the new limit … which is a big “if”.
The Town’s website refers to a “Traffic Impacts Evaluation” (TIE) which was completed in 1996.
This 1996 (TIE) is the only traffic analysis document that has been made available to the public … so I have to
assume that it is the only traffic study that exists related to the Peaks area. This analysis covered only the impact
of extra traffic on Three Sisters Drive and the bridge across the Bow river. This TIE did not evaluate any of the
potential problems from on-street parking, narrow streets, blind hill/curve, high traffic volumes, in the streets of
the Peaks development.
If another traffic study exists (which has not been made public), and unless it was conducted in the past 4 years, it
would not have evaluated the traffic safety concerns for the blind curve/hill, as the plans for the Peaks of Grassi
never included any development on the rock outcrop.
Regardless of any other “traffic study” that may have been made, we should face reality. In hindsight, we have
20/20 vision, and actual experience supersedes any study. I know of five documented accidents in our streets,
three of which were collisions with parked vehicles and one where a cyclist was hit by a car at the corner of LGR
and Kamenka Green. The traffic challenges in the Peaks are well known to any one that drives here in winter and

in summer. Snow makes the streets even narrower and summer has many additional people taking residence in
the neighbourhood. Again, unless a recent traffic study was conducted, it would not have considered the impact
of any additional driveways on the blind hill/curve around the outcrop, as the Peaks development plans indicated
that the rock outcrop would not be developed.

Phase 2 Peaks of Grassi Subdivision Plan – Shows Phase 3 outcrop with no development

Please click the attached link to a video taken on LGR, going west by the outcrop:
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1NXhGvPHmfnnr4vmZ5S7vvUXHUL3ymNKV/view?usp=sharing
When detailed traffic-safety analysis was presented on the impacts on the neighbourhood’ s streets, Councillor
Sandford cited the traffic-safety concerns for her reason to turn down the second application.
Canmore citizens should ask:
Why is Council being asked to approve the development of 5 expensive homes to be built on a massive rock
outcrop at a location that is clearly already a traffic safety concern, as reflected by the “NO PARKING” zone on
that side of the street?
Is Canmore so short of expensive single-family homes that this obvious traffic safety risk is worth taking?

Rock outcrop (site 3) is the same landmass as Rock Outcrop in Phase 2 (designated Environmental Reserve)
The Peaks of Grassi plans always called for the rock outcrop (Site 3) to be preserved as a natural feature, and the
neighbourhood was designed to contour it. The outcrop was not one of the parcels that the Settlement
Agreement stopped from development. The 1996, 1997, 1998 subdivision plan above, shows NO development on
the outcrop.
This rock outcrop green space connects with other green areas to the North and South to allow wildlife to move
through and to move out of the neighbourhood. The concept that “Design of new developments should include

space for wildlife to move through the area.” was included in Signposts to Sustainability – Strategic Direction
Report, under “Environmental Stewardship” subsection (3.4.1.2). The values captured in this Town- approved
document were deemed important in 1996, when the development plans were put forward.
During Phase 2, the outcrop was designated Environmental Reserve (ER) under the MGA. In August 2018, the
General Manager of Infrastructure advised Council that during Phase 2, this parcel was designated ER because it
was “unstable due to the steep grades and rock outcrop”, not due to any of the water-related issues identified in
Section 664 of the MGA.
The rock outcrop in site 3 is part of the same continuous landmass as the ER-designated outcrop in Phase 2
(behind 960 Lawrence Grassi Ridge), but it is in Phase 3 of P of G development. If it were in Phase 2, would it have
been designated ER? Probably. It has grades over 25% and 35%. Under the NRCB decision, slopes over 25% were
to be left without development. If for Phase 2 the outcrop was designated as ER due to the “steep grades”, why
would the site 3 outcrop be suitable to be developed in 2019?
The ER designation of this Phase 2 outcrop has not been shown as an ER in any of the plan graphics included in
Administration’s report, or proponents’ application, but Council should be aware of the significance of the
landform. The ER designation of the Phase 2 rock outcrop triggered the need for EIS and TPR, as noted in Justice
Gates’ decision. The following concept plan shows the rock outcrop landmass “artificial” separation between
Phases 2 & 3.
Phase 2 and 3 outcrop: same landmass but different designation/zoning – in Quarry Pines concept plan.

Why is this natural land feature suitable for development in 2019? In 1996, it was planned to be zoned “Natural
Park” and left green to provide connectivity to the north and south for wildlife to be able to pass through.
Has the Town’s commitment to good “Environmental Stewardship” (as documented in the Signposts to
Sustainability – Strategic Direction Report) been abandoned, as was the Settlement Agreement during the second
application for the same parcels of land?
The UR definition’s purpose is to “protect land that is potentially suited for urban uses from premature
subdivision and development”. The rock outcrop was not suited for development in 1996, and it is not suited for
development in 2019.

I respectfully urge you to deny this application for rezoning.

Pierre Lambert
Lawrence Grassi Ridge

Attachment – E-mail exchange between Mr. Fark and Ms. Cervi about: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the
Peaks of Grassi
Start reading from the bottom – Blanca Cervi’s email of September 26, 2018 11:41 AM

------------------------------------------------------------------Emails--------------------------------------------------Email to Mr. Fark, From Blanca Cervi

Nov. 2nd, 2018

It was not clear to me that the PDF file you sent me on Oct 19, titled “Extract Approval Peaks Grassi
Phase 2” was the same document that on Oct 30, you referred to as Point 4 d) “Phase 2 sub-division
report”. I assumed the “report” would be a more detailed document that provided the answer to my
question -- why was the ER designated ER under the MGA? But the “report” you sent to me, does not
provide the answer to my question.
The Phase 2 “Report” makes no reference to “unstable” conditions, but Point 6 states “with four small
parcels >35%”. The AGRA slope stability report, does not refer to “unstable” terrain in the ER
designated parcel. It indicates bed rock and outcrops, (see figure below from AGRA report) on the North
Section of Lawrence Grassi Ridge. I have no geotechnical expertise, and based on previous written
advice from the Town, I believe neither does any Town staff, but to me, bedrock implies stable hard
terrain.
I want to ensure that it is clear, that you are stating that the steep slopes in the ER-designated parcel in
Phase 2, were deemed to make the parcel “unstable” in 1996 and therefore, the parcel was designated
ER due to the steepness and not for any other environmental reasons.
Let’s bring this dialogue to an end even though you have not provided any documents that clarify the
conditions under which the parcel was designated as ER under the MGA. From AGRA report:

Respectfully,
Blanca Cervi
From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 1:08 PM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Cc: Lisa de Soto <ldesoto@canmore.ca>; Esme Comfort <ecomfort@canmore.ca>; Jeff Hilstad
<JHilstad@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum <JMcCallum@canmore.ca>; John Borrowman
<JBorrowman@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra <KMarra@canmore.ca>; Rob Seeley <rseeley@canmore.ca>; Vi
Sandford <VSandford@canmore.ca>
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Ms. Cervi,
The phase 2 subdivision report was already provided to you. We have provided you with all requested and
relevant documents.

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2018 8:07 AM
To: Michael Fark
Cc: Lisa de Soto; Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob Seeley; Vi
Sandford
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Mr. Fark,
Thank you for your reply, but it does not provide the supporting documentation for the designation of
Environmental Reserve for the ER parcel on Lawrence Grassi Ridge, adjacent to the proposed Peaks Landing
proposal.
You have sent me several documents, but the subdivision report is not one of them. In your email, you state that
point 4.d of the subdivision report provides the supporting documentation for the ER having been designated an
ER, due to grades, not due to drainage. For clarification, I was not speculating on the seepage points, I was simply
referring to the AGRA report on seepage points by the grades.
I appreciate your desire to complete this exchange. I too would like to bring this exchange to an end. You have
quoted from a public document but you have not provided that document to me.
I would appreciate if you can send me the subdivision report that you refer to in your latest email to me.
Respectfully,

Blanca Cervi
From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 11:45 AM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi
A printed copy of the map page is available for you to pick up at the civic center front desk.

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell
From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Monday, October 22, 2018 11:23 AM
To: Michael Fark
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Thank you for the extract. The second to last page where the graphic of the plan is shown it not legible. Could
you please send me with a legible plan? If to have a legible version, you need to have it printed, please let me
know and it can be picked up at the Civic Centre at your convenience.
Blanca Cervi

From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Friday, October 19, 2018 5:53 PM

To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Cc: Esme Comfort <ecomfort@canmore.ca>; Jeff Hilstad <JHilstad@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum
<JMcCallum@canmore.ca>; John Borrowman <JBorrowman@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra <KMarra@canmore.ca>;
Rob Seeley <rseeley@canmore.ca>; Vi Sandford <VSandford@canmore.ca>; Lisa de Soto <ldesoto@canmore.ca>;
Alaric Fish <afish@canmore.ca>
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Ms. Cervi,
Attached is the Phase 2 subdivision. For the sake of clarity, ER is taken at the time of subdivision. It is done
through discussion with the developer and unlike MR, the developer does not receive compensation or credit for
ER lands. The only circumstances where a developer will agree to give up lands as ER is where the lands meet the
definition in the MGA. Under the MGA a municipality could require ER lands if they meet the definition even if the
developer objected, but such a situation would be very rare and likely involve legal challenge. If a parcel were to
contain or be bounded by the conditions listed in the MGA, a developer is also not obligated to designate the
entire parcel ER but could also enter into an easement for the protection of the portions of the parcel involved if
this was deemed necessary by the municipality. The remainder of the parcel could therefore be developed subject
to municipal policy. The ER designation does not imply any other environmental consideration other than those
listed in the MGA. The steep grades of the parcel are identified in the AGRA report and are the only condition on
the parcel that meet the MGA requirement for ER. Point 4.d. on Page 2 of the subdivision report clearly indicates
that no drainage ditch or canal is contained or bounded by the parcel and therefore does not support your
speculation that drainage may also have been a consideration. Regardless, I fail to see the relevance of your
opinion on drainage. The documentation I have provided you clearly supports the information provided to council
that the ER designation was a result of the grades and not because of any other environmentally sensitive
component.
I believe that I have answered your questions fully and provided you all requested information. I will not be
further engaging with you on this matter, as I do not believe further discussion is productive.
Kind regards

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2018 1:57 PM
To: Michael Fark
Cc: Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob Seeley; Vi Sandford; Lisa
de Soto
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Mr. Fark,
2018

Oct. 18,

Thank you for providing me with the Subdivision Approval for Phase 3 (Quarry Pines) of Peaks of Grassi.
The Environmental Reserve that you referred to in your presentation to Council and for which I have
been asking for the supporting documentation, is actually part of the Phase 2 subdivision, not Phase
3. The ER I have been asking about extends from 960 Lawrence Grassi Ridge (LGR) to Peaks Drive, which
is Phase 2.
In the Phase 3 subdivision Plan you sent me, there is an asterisk and underlining in point d), which
relates to the detailed grading plan. Are you saying that undeveloped parcels in Phase 3 would result in
ER designation due to the steep slope? The bedrock outcrops on the North side of LGR are mostly over
25% and over 35%, was there an error made in 1998 with the zoning of this parcel? This link provides an
overlay of Quarry Pines subdivision on the AGRA 1996 report. bedrock Quarry Pines (Peaks Phase 3)
overlay on AGRA slopes plan (slopes slide file attached)
Your replies to me have not yet provided any supporting documentation for your statement to Council:
“this was a small parcel of ER that was designated as ER because due its steep grade and rocky

outcrop and not because of any other environmentally sensitive component.”
The same assertion that “ER that was designated as ER due its steep grade and rocky outcrop and not
because of any other environmentally sensitive component” was also made to Justice Gates in the
Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench judicial review case.
In your Sept 29th response you told me:
“the Subdivision authority determined it was unstable due to the steep grades and rock outcrop. This
determination was made at the time of subdivision which would have been in the late 1990’s. That
was the basis for the information I provided to Council.”
On Oct 2, you sent me the AGRA report, which I replied to you did not provide support for either of your
statements above.
On Oct 15, you sent me the Phase 3 subdivision approval document to support your statement about
the Phase 2 Environmental Reserve designation. Was a mistake made and you meant to send me the
Phase 2 subdivision approval?
In my first Email, I mentioned that residents of the Peaks of Grassi have been very conscientious of
supporting statements made to Council with evidence and facts. I believe that Canmore citizens should
reasonably be able to expect due care in Town responses to our inquiries.
Please Mr. Fark, does the Town have any relevant documents to support the statement you made to
Council and that was also made in submissions by the Town to Justice Gates?
Respectfully,
Blanca Cervi

From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Monday, October 15, 2018 5:24 PM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Cc: Esme Comfort <ecomfort@canmore.ca>; Jeff Hilstad <JHilstad@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum
<JMcCallum@canmore.ca>; John Borrowman <JBorrowman@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra <KMarra@canmore.ca>;
Rob Seeley <rseeley@canmore.ca>; Vi Sandford <VSandford@canmore.ca>; Lisa de Soto <ldesoto@canmore.ca>
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Ms. Cervi,
Attached is the subdivision approval for the lands in question.

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Monday, October 15, 2018 12:12 PM
To: Michael Fark
Cc: Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob Seeley; Vi Sandford; Lisa
de Soto
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Mr. Fark,
Thank you for the 1996 AGRA Slope Stability and Geotechnical Assessment for Pods 7, 8 and 9, in the
Peaks of Grassi. AGRA report AGRA report maps
In order to understand issues of “instability of soil” in the Agra report , I have researched some of the
terms used, for example:
1. “Factor of Safety (F.O.S) against failure 1.5 in gradients of up 35%”. A stability factor of more than
1 is considered stable. In highway engineering, slope designs generally require safety factors in the
range of 1.25 to 1.5 (note 1). The slope stability mentioned in the AGRA report is 1.5, which is the
upper range for safe highway construction on slopes. Yet you seem to be saying that the instability
of the grades in the ER parcel, is a factor used to designate it an Environmental Reserve (ER). You
emailed me:
“the Subdivision authority determined it was unstable due to the steep grades and rock outcrop.
This determination was made at the time of subdivision which would have been in the late 1990’s.
That was the basis for the information I provided to Council.”
2. In section 4.8, the report states that
“any bedrock instability is unlikely”. It also states that there are “rare outcrops interbedded
sandstone and siltstone… Bedrock relatively close to the surface beneath topographic highs and
steep slopes”.

I am clearly not a geologist, but I understand that “bed rock” is consolidated rock, meaning it is solid and
tightly bound. The visible exposure of bedrock is called outcrops. In the report the >35% is referred to as
“bed rock outcrops”. In other words, the bedrock is right on the surface, as evidenced by the
outcrops. Deducing that the “steeps grades and rock outcrop” were the major factors used by the
Subdivision authority to designate it ER, does not seem accurate to me given the criteria for ER under
the MGA.
The map (attached) in the AGRA report shows “seepage” points by the slopes >35% in grade. These
appear to be natural drainage points adjacent to the slopes > 35% in grade. This “Natural Drainage
Course” seems consistent with the requirements of MGA Section 664 (a) for designation of ER rather
than your “unstable due to the steep grades and rock outcrop explanation. If, as you have maintained,
the Subdivision Authority determined that the parcel’s unstable terrain warranted the ER designation
under the MGA the decision of the Subdivision Authority must be recorded in a public document.
Providing that essential document to me would end the need for any further speculation on this matter.
Please, I am not trying to waste your time, I am trying to get to the facts that supported your statements
to Council.
Note 1 – Chapter 8 – Design & Construction of soil slopes by David S. Gedney and William D. Weber Jr.

Respectfully,
Blanca Cervi

From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, October 2, 2018 3:37 PM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Subject: FW: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Seems the file was too large for your email. I will try again separating the attachments.

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Michael Fark
Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 3:36 PM
To: 'Blanca Rosa Cervi'
Cc: Lisa de Soto; Cheryl Hyde; Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob
Seeley; Vi Sandford
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Ms. Cervi,
It is unclear to me why you continue to reference the ED zoning in the land use bylaw. As I have already indicated,
the zoning on the parcel in question is R1B.
Regardless, please find attached the report you requested. As you can see the report is entitled Slope Stability and
Geotechnical Assessment and the mapping clearly shows the slope on the parcel in question. As I have previously
noted the slope stability is the only criteria from the MGA that would have applied to this parcel to allow for the
ER designation.

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Saturday, September 29, 2018 3:29 PM
To: Michael Fark
Cc: Lisa de Soto; Cheryl Hyde; Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob
Seeley; Vi Sandford
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Mr. Fark,
With all due respect, I am completely clear on the ER designation from section 664 in the MGA as well as
the ED zoning in the LUB. For convenience, I had included both these definitions in my original email to
you.
However, I asked you a question with great respect, which after two responses from you, you have not
answered yet. My request is for you to provide the supporting documentation that you relied on for
your verbal presentation to Council when you said:

“this was a small parcel of ER that was designated as ER because due its steep grade and rocky
outcrop and not because of any other environmentally sensitive component.”
In your second response to me, you are saying: “the Subdivision authority determined it was unstable
due to the steep grades and rock outcrop. This determination was made at the time of subdivision
which would have been in the late 1990’s. That was the basis for the information I provided to
Council.”
The documents from the Subdivision Authority decision must be readily available, as you are now
referring to the Subdivision Authority ‘s opinion of the land being “unstable” (one criterion to designate
a parcel as ER).
I do not want to waste your time or mine, with more back and forth on this issue. The documents are
public records. Please provide me with the supporting documents that you relied upon to make your
verbal presentation to Council.
Thank you in advance for sending the documents to me.
Blanca Cervi

From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 3:31 PM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Cc: Lisa de Soto <ldesoto@canmore.ca>; Cheryl Hyde <CHyde@canmore.ca>; Esme Comfort
<ecomfort@canmore.ca>; Jeff Hilstad <JHilstad@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum <JMcCallum@canmore.ca>;
John Borrowman <JBorrowman@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra <KMarra@canmore.ca>; Rob Seeley
<rseeley@canmore.ca>; Vi Sandford <VSandford@canmore.ca>
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Ms. Cervi,
You seem to have a misunderstanding regarding the difference between Land Use and a designation. The lot in
question has a land use of R1B. Land Use is attributed through the municipal land use bylaw. The lot also has a
designation of ER. The ER designation is derived through authority under the MGA. It is entirely possible, and in
fact common, for a lot to have a Land Use that allows for certain types of development and an ER designation that
prohibits development. The reason for this is that when large parcels of land are subdivided they receive their
land use. Municipalities tend not to attribute land use on a lot by lot basis, but rather zone entire parcels with the
appropriate uses. This is done out of administrative efficiency. The MGA then allows municipalities to work with
the land owners to have certain lots designated as ER if they meet the conditions of the MGA that you included in
your email. The only way a parcel can receive an ER designation is if it meets the description in the MGA. The ER
designation supersedes the land use assigned in authority and therefore prevents development from occurring.
The description of the MGA that applies to this particular lot is that it was in the opinion of the subdivision
authority unstable The Subdivision authority determined it was unstable due to the steep grades and rock
outcrop. This determination was made at the time of subdivision which would have been in the late 1990’s. That
was the basis for the information I provided to Council.

I trust this satisfies your concern.

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 27, 2018 12:17 PM
To: Michael Fark
Cc: Lisa de Soto; Cheryl Hyde; Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob
Seeley; Vi Sandford
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

I appreciate your prompt reply, but despite my best efforts, I must not have been clear. It seems as if you have not
understood my question. Which was on what Town documents you based the verbal assertion you made to
Council on August 21, that the “steep grade and rocky outcrop” were the reasons to designate the parcel on the
north of 960 to 938 Lawrence Grassi Ridge as ER.
In my email, I had taken a small quote from your verbal presentation, here is the entire quote to refresh your
memory:

“At the time that the original application for the Peaks of Grassi Land use was brought forward in
2014, administration at that time looked at the existing policy set uh, and they determined or in
their opinion, the, an EIS was not required by the intent of the uh, MDP um, their determination
was based on the fact that this was a small parcel of ER that was designated as ER because due
its steep grade and rocky outcrop and not because of any other environmentally sensitive
component. So, at that time they felt that they had discretion they felt they had the discretion to
propose NOT to provide the requirement for the EIS.” ( M. Fark’s verbatim quote from Aug. 21,
2018 presentation to Council).
The MGA’s section 664 does not include the reasons you presented to Council, for designation of ER. MGA

Section 664:
“a swamp, gully, ravine, coulee or natural drainage course, that is subject to flooding or is, in
the opinion of the subdivision authority, unstable”
The Environmental Reserve (ER) I referred to, is the one that you also referred in your verbal presentation to
Council. It is not zoned R1B, as you state in your reply. It is the same Environmental Reserve (ER) referred to by
Justice Gates to invalidate the Peaks Landing rezoning bylaw. His decision included the following statement:

“I find the manner the EIS requirement was dealt with was so 'devoid of the appearance of
fairness that the administration of justice is brought into disrepute.' On this basis, I find that
the Grassi Bylaw Amendment must be invalidated."

I respectfully request that you share with me the documents to mentioned to Council that were relied on by
Administration to determine that “this was a small parcel of ER that was designated as ER because due its

steep grade and rocky outcrop and not because of any other environmentally sensitive component.”
Thanks in advance for your prompt reply to my question to please provide the documents on which you
based your advice to Council on Aug. 21, 2018.
Blanca Cervi
From: Michael Fark <mfark@canmore.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 5:11 PM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi <blancapl@telusplanet.net>
Cc: Lisa de Soto <ldesoto@canmore.ca>; Cheryl Hyde <CHyde@canmore.ca>; Esme Comfort
<ecomfort@canmore.ca>; Jeff Hilstad <JHilstad@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum <JMcCallum@canmore.ca>;
John Borrowman <JBorrowman@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra <KMarra@canmore.ca>; Rob Seeley
<rseeley@canmore.ca>; Vi Sandford <VSandford@canmore.ca>
Subject: RE: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Ms. Cervi,
The lands are zoned R1B, not Environmental District. Environmental Reserve is a designation under the MGA, not
a Land Use as defined in the LUB. As per the sections of the MGA you provided the land received an ER
designation because:

(b) land that is subject to flooding or is, in the opinion of the subdivision authority, unstable,
The subdivision authority was of the opinion that the land was unstable due to the steep grades and rock outcrop.
The MGA does not provide any option to use an ER designation for reasons related to wildlife, or anything other
than what is listed in the sections of the MGA that you kindly attached in your email below. None of the other
features listed in the MGA for ER apply to this parcel.
Kind regards

Michael Fark
403.678.1514 office
403.679.9734 cell

From: Blanca Rosa Cervi [mailto:blancapl@telusplanet.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 11:41 AM
To: Michael Fark
Cc: Lisa de Soto; Cheryl Hyde; Esme Comfort; Jeff Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; John Borrowman; Karen Marra; Rob
Seeley; Vi Sandford
Subject: Environmental Reserve on LGR in the Peaks of Grassi

Mr. Fark,

In your presentation to Council https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tTSrxqK8YgQ on August 21, 2018,
for the fee waiver for Peaks Landing, you told Council that Administration had determined that an EIS
was not required, when you stated that:
“their determination was based on the fact that this was a small parcel of ER that was
designated as ER because due its steep grade and rocky outcrop and not because of any other
environmentally sensitive component”.
When I read the definition of ER in the MGA, I cannot find any section that suggests that steep grades
and outcrops are factors to designate a parcel of land as an ER, from MGA Section 664:
“a swamp, gully, ravine, coulee or natural drainage course, that is subject to flooding or is, in
the opinion of the subdivision authority, unstable”
Residents of the Peaks of Grassi have been very conscientious of supporting statements made to council
with evidence and facts. I would really appreciate if you would share with me the documents on which
Administration based its determination in the 1990’s, that the steep grade and outcrop would be the
reasons for this parcel being designated Environmental Reserve (ER), rather than any of the
environmental reasons specified in the definition of ER. For your easy reference, I have attached the
relevant sections of the MGA for Environmental Reserve (ER) and LUB for Environment District (ED).
Thanks so much in advance for your prompt response.
Blanca Cervi
Section 664 Chapter M-26
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ACT

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,
(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.

LUB definition of Environment District:
2.64 ED Environment District
2.64.1 Purpose
To identify and protect publicly owned lands to be left in their natural state. The majority of lands in this
District are either Environmental Reserve or Municipal Reserve parcels within or adjacent to relatively
undisturbed or park-like lands within the Town. The district allows only those uses or basic facilities
which may be required to minimize the environmental and physical impact on lands within the District.
2.64.2 Permitted Uses
Restoration, reclamation and rehabilitation of disturbed areas Vegetation on Management
Wildlife Corridor
Wildlife Habitat
2.64.3 Discretionary Uses
Environmental Education on
Linear developments Associated with Public Utilities
Signs
Trails for non-motorized use
2.64.4 Regulations
2.64.4.1 Developments and uses must conform to the requirements of Environmental Reserve and
Municipal Reserve parcels as described in the Municipal Government Act.
2.64.4.2 Development Permit applications must contain information demonstrating their compliance
with the purpose and intent of this District and that the proposed development is appropriate
and/or required for public benefit.

NOTE: The regulations described in this district are minimum requirements. Depending on
the location on of a proposed development (e.g. a corner lot, a site adjacent to a waterbody
or a location within the Wellhead Protection Area) other regulations in the Land Use Bylaw
– for example Section on 4.1, Setback Regulations - may increase or otherwise vary these
requirements.

Doug Latimer
Canmore resident
Jan 29, 2019

I am opposed to rezoning the UR lands in Peaks of Grassi on several grounds.
First it is in violation of the Settlement agreement negotiated by a previous council which was intended
to give residents and developers a sense of certainty regarding future development.
Second the proposed site has multiple risk factors due to flooding that under the current proposal are to
be off loaded onto the people of Canmore, in an effort to make the development more profitable for the
developers.
Third, as of today, documents essential to determining the risks associated with flooding have not been
released to the public, making any informed decision regarding this application not possible.
First Stones Canyon Creek.
This drainage was first assessed by BGC Engineering in 2015. The report identified a flood risk. The
study did not perform a detailed analysis. BGC was then hired to investigate mitigations.
The report states:
Two wall designs have been proposed, including:
• Option 1 – Diversion wall designed to resist the impact forces of the expected 100 to 300
year return period surface water flows (Drawing S001). This option is recommended by BGC.
• Option 2 – Less expensive diversion wall design, proposed by the Town, but not intended
to resist expected impact forces associated with the 100 to 300 year return period surface
water flow.
The report also states:
The Town of Canmore has advised that the wall is intended to reduce the impacts of surface
water flooding, but it is acceptable for the wall to be overwhelmed, outflanked, or
destroyed by 100 to 300-year return period surface water flow.
Another limitation is a more detailed report outlining the nature and risk of Stones
Canyon Creek flooding has not been released. The Town of Canmore website indicates that
the report would be available in late 2018. As of this hearing, the report has not yet
been released to the public. How can we accurately assess the risk and potential
mitigation if the essential information is not even available?
The diversion wall designed by BGC is intended to only function for 20 years, after which
it will need to be repaired or replaced. Who will be paying for the replacement? It
will not be the developers.
There is a second flood threat to the proposed development.

The XYZ Creeks Hazard and

Risk Assessment , was only released publicly seven days ago.

This is not enough

time for the public to review and fully absorb the information. During the public
hearing, the presenting engineer stated that flooding from Z creek would likely
only be nuisance flooding in the proposed development. Nuisance flooding is
defined as surface water under 11 cm in depth.
This does not sound like much, but
stagnant and flowing water will ruin the basement and ground floor of a home.
Under the new guidelines for construction in flood zones, the PAH housing will
require additional construction, elevation, deflection, or reinforcement. Another
cost that must be absorbed by the people of Canmore or the home owners.
Insurance companies in the United States are now reporting the nuisance flooding
has become one of their largest expenses. Repetitive claims for flood damage over
$1,000 are now on par with major natural disasters in terms of annual losses.
Another expense for PAH owners.
More importantly, the report identifies a risk to human life that is unacceptable
to Town standards. The most affordable and easiest mitigation is to lengthen and
heighten the existing retaining wall on Wilson Way. This mitigation will change
the flow pattern of surface water and likely increase both the frequency and
intensity of flood water reaching the proposed development.
Before any new development can be allowed the town needs to understand how
protecting existing homes will affect the undeveloped land. This information is
not in the report.
The presenting engineer also stated that the impacts of Stones Canyon Creek and Z
creek are aggregate. This means that they are independent threats with the
intensity and frequency of each creek flooding must be considered independently and
the risks are cumulative.
Given the lack of available information, additional costs associated with building
a retaining wall for Stones Canyon Creek, expanding the retaining wall above Wilson
Way, additional construction costs to address nuisance flooding in the PAH housing
on site one, and cumulative costs from minor, but repetitive flood damage, this
development presents a high social and economic hazard to the people who would be
living there. In all good conscious how can we put perpetually affordable housing
on such a high risk piece of land and leave these people so vulnerable to future
economic risk? If the developers honestly think that site one is suitable for
retail housing, let them build their houses on site one and cover the all
associated costs and risks. If you decide to move forward, site two should be used
for PAH housing. The people of Canmore should not be accepting all this risk for
the developer's benefit.

BYLAW 2018 – 14 LAND USE AMENDMENT - OPPOSED
January 29, 2019
Honorable Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council, thank you for your time spent listening and
weighing the issues and concerns presented.
I live in the Peaks of Grassi. My family moved into the neighborhood in July 2018. We understood the
possibility of this rezoning were informed and accepting of it.
We came to Canmore for the mountains, the forests, and the wildlife. People live, work and visit the
Bow Valley because of the world renowned natural environment. We need to consider this in all
development decisions.
I have spent meaningful time hiking, cycling and dog walking, in and around the Peaks. I have come to
change my perspective and now strongly oppose this rezoning. I understand where the real Wildlife
Corridor is, and how important this Urban Reserve site is to that Corridor. I have regularly encountered
wildlife on these sites. Elk and deer and coyotes on a regular basis, as well as 2 black bears.
I could cover many reasons to oppose this rezoning, but I will focus on making just 3 points.
Point #1 Human Wildlife Coexistence is a significant issue in the Bow Valley.
We are right next to Banff National Park, a UNESCO World Heritage Site and to the east is Kananaskis.
The Peaks and this site is right in the heart of the Wildlife Corridor on the south side of this great valley.

SLIDE 2
Wildlife movement and human/wildlife encounters are important as evidenced from this statement on
the Town of Canmore website:
“There is concern among residents, elected officials, and wildlife managers that growth and
development in the Bow Valley is leading to more frequent encounters between humans and
wildlife. We must reduce the risk to both humans and wildlife.”
Further evidence is the Bow Valley Human – Wildlife Coexistence Roundtable. Thank you Mr.
Borrowman and Mr. Fark for serving on this important project. I highlight two statements from your
recommendations report:

SLIDE 3
“Animal movement is fundamental for ecosystem function and species survival. Throughout the
Bow Valley, the ability to support wildlife has been reduced by the loss, fragmentation, and
alteration of key habitats due to human development.”
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SLIDE 4
“corridor effectiveness depends on a number of factors, including, the habitat quality within and
adjacent to the corridor, and the nature of the corridor itself. The key variables that can be
controlled are the proximity of human development and levels of human use,”

2nd Point: Peaks of Grassi and Powerline Trail is already a problem area for wildlife movement and
human-wildlife encounters.
The mapped corridor is very steep and rugged, the real corridor is north of Peaks and along the
Powerline Trail. I see it most days and the evidence is in the issues that arise from the Peaks being
Canmore’s highest wildlife conflict zone (Golder 2012).

SLIDE 5
Bear 148, my point here is that Bear 148 wasn’t up on the steep south side of Peaks. Bear 148 had her
last human encounter, on the Powerline Trail near Quarry Lake.

SLIDE 6
This summer, the black bear that was relocated from Peaks also wasn’t up on the steep south side, but
was in the forested land we are here to discuss. Between the Powerline Trail and the houses on
Lawrence Grassi Ridge.

SLIDE 7
The area in question may be small, relative to Canmore, but it is only 150 meters from Quarry Lake. The
Powerline Trail is busy and this forested land is used by wildlife to seek cover from the walkers, bikers
and dogs. If you proceed, there will be less forested cover, more infringement on the corridor, and
more local residents on the trails and areas with already high rates of encounters. We must ‘reduce’ not
‘increase’ the number of incidents.

Point #3
This is your decision on behalf of the current residents and future generations. It’s a decision with
competing priorities. On the other side, 7 units of affordable housing. I say that the 7 units because
without them your scoring would not support the development, and without them, when this first came
to Council, this rezoning was unanimously defeated.
Since this was last considered, you have being doing a great job on affordable housing. There are 140
new rental units at the Peaks in Canmore. 48 units at Hawks Bend, 60 units at Hector, units coming at
Spring Creek, 48 units at McArthur Place and I am sure there is more good work to come.
This site has confirmed steep creeks flood risk, no transit service, out of walking distance from the
town’s employment areas. There are better solutions for affordable housing.
2

SLIDE 8
Wrap Up
In Summary, wildlife movement in the Bow Valley is clearly an important issue.
Wildlife encounters are already a major problem in and around the Peaks.
These are small sites but they are at a very critical place.
Wildlife use the Powerline Trail and these forested sites every day.
Rezoning and irreversible development of these lands is a very steep trade off to make.
You have better options. There are win – win choices.
I oppose this rezoning. I sincerely and respectfully hope you can agree. I know you can find a better
way.
Thank you for your time.
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People live, work, and visit the Bow Valley because of the world renowned natural
environment. The mountains, the forests and the wildlife.

1

The Town of Canmore / www.canmore.ca
There is concern among residents, elected officials, and
wildlife managers that growth and development in the
Bow Valley is leading to more frequent encounters
between humans and wildlife.
We must reduce the risk to both humans and wildlife.
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Bow Valley Human - Wildlife Coexistence Report 2017
Town of Canmore/Town of Banff/Province of Alberta

“Animal movement is fundamental for ecosystem function
and species survival. Throughout the Bow Valley, the ability to
support wildlife has been reduced by the loss, fragmentation,
and alteration of key habitats due to human development.”
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Bow Valley Human - Wildlife Coexistence Report 2017
Town of Canmore/Town of Banff/Province of Alberta

“corridor effectiveness depends on a number of factors,
including the level of human use within the corridor, the
habitat quality within and adjacent to the corridor, and the
nature of the corridor itself. The key variables that can be
controlled are the proximity of human development and
levels of human use”
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Bear 148

5

Black bear relocated from Peaks of Grassi / Powerline Trail in August 2018
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Proposed rezoning is at a critical, narrow and heavily utilized area of the Wildlife Corridor
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SUMMARY
- The Wildlife Corridor and
Human-Wildlife encounters
are critically important
issues in Canmore
- The real Wildlife Corridor
can’t be moved or re-drawn
- PAH is important, but there
are better sites
- You CAN choose to protect
this important space AND
provide PAH at other
locations
- THANK YOU FOR
CONSIDERING MY
PERSPECTIVE

8

January 29, 2019
Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council,
I moved into the Peaks of Grassi in July of 2018, when I purchased my house I was well
aware of the potential development and I was supportive of it. It wasn’t until living in the
neighborhood that I realized how important site 1 and 2 as well as the power line trail is for
wildlife in the Bow Valley.
It is not uncommon to see a herd of Elk relaxing in the trees on site 1 and 2, and I
regularly come across the deer and coyotes that call the power line trail home. I frequently walk
the power line trail and often this summer was told by other walkers that they just saw a bear in
the trees ahead, to watch out for it.
One day I was hiking on the north side of the valley with a friend, we came across an
opening in the trees and looked out, I could see town, Quarry Lake and an obvious wildlife
corridor and right in the middle of the wildlife corridor was my neighborhood, Peaks of Grassi.
This neighborhood was clearly out of place and very obviously disrupting the corridor. The
neighborhood I live in should have never been built. I understand that Canmore needs affordable
housing however there are other areas that it could be put without jeopardizing this important
wildlife corridor. I ask you to consider other options, as development is something that cannot be
undone.
I understand that the new development doesn’t sound like a lot, however if you look at
the numbers you will see that this development will have a big impact! Currently there are 16
housing units across from sites 1 and 2, from my understanding developers are proposing 27
housing units (only 7 of which are PAHs). This development will further restrict the wildlife
corridor and also significantly increase the human population of the area; it will increase the
number of people using the trails and will result in an increase in the number of human-wildlife
encounters.
I am trying to understand why building in this area is a good idea. The area could
accommodate 7 PAH units, however I find it hard to understand why these units are being put in
such a crucial wildlife habitat.
Thank you for listening, please consider my concerns.
Heather Lawson

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jenevieve LeBlanc
Friday, January 25, 2019 5:19 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Landing's future for young families

To who it may concern,
My name is Jenevieve LeBlanc and I have been a Canmore resident for nearly five years now. My husband and I moved
from Ontario with our two children with the hope to build strong roots within a community that aligns with our values.
We certainly found what we were looking for and would like to continue to live in Canmore for many years to come. We
are both employed by companies in the Bow Valley but like many others, we identify with the middle class which means
that we cannot afford the prices for 3 bedroom house that the current market offers. We see big houses being build all
the time with no one living in them while we keep hoping that one day we may be able to purchase our forever home.
Right now it is unlikely we will be able to unless more affordable housing and house with rental suites are develop rather
than expensive empty mansions.
We do care for the environment and the impact of building more houses on wildlife but we strongly believe that the
restrictions should not be imposed on those who are trying to keep the community alive and offer local families options.
We have seen so many of our friends with kids leave Canmore in the last three years due to the lack of affordable
options to raise their family and we hope that our option going forward is not to buy in Cochrane or somewhere else.
We are asking you to be mindful of those who contribute daily to the economy, the community and the culture of this
town and who are your best advocate in protecting this place.
Please allow Peaks Landing to become our forever neighborhood.
Jen
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Christopher Levy
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 3:50 PM
Cheryl Hyde
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Vi Sandford; Robert Seeley; Karen Marra; Joanna
McCallum; Jeffrey Hilstad; Roger Ramcharita
By-Law 2018-14: Land Use Amendment: Peaks Landing Public Hearing Jan. 29 2019.
OPPOSED

Dear Ms. Hyde:
Will you please place this email in the Public Record for this hearing. I no longer bother to attend these
hearings in person given the attitude of Mayor Borrowman and others towards those who oppose the wishes
of the Administration and majority of Council.
I oppose the passage of this By‐law for the following reasons:
First: the complete lack of integrity underlying this application on the part of Lawrence Hill. I have read the
letter by Kurt McMahon that is part of the public record and I respectfully agree with and adopt everything
that he has to say on this point. Council should not be in the business of rewarding such behaviour.
Second: PAH: Council and Administration seem to be ideologically fixated on PAH as a cure for Canmore's
housing crisis. There appears to be very little, if any, actual evidence supporting this fixation. It is significant
that last week the wholly owned and totally controlled subsidiary of the Canmore Council that manages PAH
felt it necessary to hold an "Open House" to try to drum up support for and interest in the proposed PAH units
for Peaks Landing. Since the only reason that Council has ever given for supporting this application in the past
is that it enables Council to extort some PAH units from the developers, I would have expected that there
would already have been a firm evidence base already in existence. Clearly there is not. I do not know what
figures will be presented to Council in the aftermath of this "Open House" propaganda exercise, but they will
doubtless have been massaged to support the underlying ideological position. What is desperately needed is
proper rental accommodation for minimum wage earners, and active Council support for co‐operative
ventures, not PAH for the sons and daughters of the middle class who really ought to believe in "the market"
(and purchase "market affordable" units) in the same way that their parents do in their capacity as developers
etc.
Third: Wildlife: The likely new Wildlife Corridor through Three Sisters will lose much of its utility unless the
wildlife can move with reasonable ease through to the west. The existing Wildlife Corridor above The Peaks
Of Grassi subdivision is largely non‐functional for larger animals give the slopes of up to 35 degrees that it
involves. The Province has finally recognized that slopes of this nature are completely unacceptable. The
Power Line between Quarry Lake and the Peaks of Grassi is the de facto Wildlife Corridor here. Anyone with
the slightest familiarity with the area over a reasonable time frame knows that wildlife is found on an almost
daily basis, and that large concentrations (particularly of Elk) are by no means uncommon. That the
applicants' EIS minimises this major problem is of course to be expected ‐ that is what they are paid to
do!. That the allegedly independent assessment of that EIS also does so by dismissing the problem as merely
"local" is frightening. Even if it is indeed merely "local" the accumulation of a series of "local" impediments to
wildlife movement will have the effect of eliminating wildlife from Canmore. I suspect that this is actually
1

what the majority of Council really want. When the absence of wildlife negatively impacts the tourist industry
perhaps Council will wake up ‐ but by then it will be too late.
Fourth: Quarry Lake: I am very concerned that this proposed development so near to Quarry Lake, with its
serious threat to wildlife, coupled with the new Land Use designations that the Administration has conjured
up for adoption in the proposed new LUB that will (if adopted) essentially see Quarry Lake itself opened up for
various forms of development is really all part of one package skillfully separated to try to conceal what is
really involved.
Given Lawrence Hill's recently reported remark that his application will soon be approved, no doubt the real
decision has already been made and this letter, like the Public Hearing itself, is really a waste of time ‐ but one
lives in hope, however forlorn it may be.
Yours &etc.
J. Chris Levy
Canmore Resident
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pam Levy
Monday, January 28, 2019 11:11 PM
Cheryl Hyde
BY-LAW 2018-14-Land Use Amendment - Peaks Landing which opposes to rezone 3
parcels of land on Lawrence Grassi Ridge by the powerline trail from URBAN RESERVE
in order to develop townhouses, duplexes andsingle family homes.

I am writing to you to oppose the proposed land use amendment that disregards the 1998 SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT and that would allow additional houses on three parcels of GREEN SPACE in the Peaks of
Grassi.
The SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT serves to protect the wildlife in the Bow Valley. Protection of our wildlife
is fragile at best.
At the rate and pace of out of control and misguided development in Canmore, our wildlife will be reduced to
the pictures on the buses and our tourist industry will also suffer.
Sad.
Regards,
Pamela Levy
22 Shellian Lane
Canmore, AB
587-215-0778
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Darcey-Lynn MacArthur
Monday, January 21, 2019 12:11 PM
DARCEY LYNN MACARTHUR; John Borrowman; Rob Seeley; Jeff Hilstad; Esme Comfort;
Karen Marra; Joanna McCallum
Cheryl Hyde; roger.ramcharita@gov.ab.ca; DARCEY LYNN MACARTHUR
Re Peaks of Grassi Application and your lasting legacy

Hello Mayor Borrowman, Mr. Seeley, Mr. Hilstad, Ms. Comfort, Ms. Marra and Ms McCallum. As always thank you for
your work on behalf of our community.
Please consider the legacy you want to leave for Canmore and the Bow Valley when making a decision about the
application for development of Peaks of Grassi lands.
I believe you will not be remembered for approving 7 additional PAH (which, yes are important but could be built in a more
realistic location). Memory of those units will disappear over a short period of time. (unless of course there is a flood and
the units are damaged and the impact on lower income families is discussed). This decision is far bigger than housing
and development.
What will remain for decades is the reputation of this Mayor and Council across North America about the impact
your decision had on the wildlife corridor between the Yukon and Yellowstone, the impact on human-wildlife interaction
and the liability you left or did not leave for taxpayers because of this development
Canmore is built smack in the middle of the corridor. We are in the mountains. Thinking that this development will not
harm the wildlife route across North America is not respectful of the bigger picture. Yes develop Canmore, approve
growth, but not here.
Being in business as a developer (or any entrepreneur) includes taking risks, making good decisions and sometimes
making less that favorable decisions. Those decisions are owned by the developer. They bought this land because they
thought it was a good deal. This Mayor and Council, on behalf of taxpayers, do not have to make their unfortunate
decision right. This is not your responsibility. The cost to the taxpayer in cash to date is almost $200K because of the
lawsuit and that does not include cost of staff time in dealing with the application, and addressing questions and concerns
from the citizens. Please stop this revolving door of applications.
There is a significant amount of information developed by your citizens, some of whom are experts in their field, that raise
alarming concerns about developing this land. Please look at this information carefully, with objective eyes. Please do
not dismiss concerns as being NIMBY. That is insulting to the passion, expertise and intelligence that these citizens have.
The way it is beginning to look is that you are pro developer and anti citizen.
To date there is nothing that I have seen from the developer that diminishes the information gathered by citizens about
risk for this development. As a taxpayer, I do not want to be saddled with future liability when we had good data to say
problems will arise ( human wildlife conflict, flooding damage to homes). I do not want to make a poor decision right for a
business. I am not their shareholder.
Be a role model. Be a leader. Keep the wildlife corridor as open as possible. Do not develop this land. Keep it as green
space. PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE THE APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT.
Thank you for your time and consideration. Darcey
Darcey-Lynn MacArthur
darceymac75@shaw.ca
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Jan 29th, 2019
Paul MacEachern
1085 Lawrence Grassi Ridge

Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Via email.
Re: Opposition to By-Law 2018-14. Peaks Landing Proposal
Dear Mayor and Councilors,
“Why bother?” That’s what I thought when asked if should write a letter to council to voice my
opposition to this bylaw. “Why bother, they’ve already made up their minds, this public hearing is just a
formality to dot the i’s and cross the t’s”. What can I possibly say that might make a difference?
I believe that this council values perpetually affordable housing (PAH) above all else. Why else would
they approve the bylaw in the manner they did last time? There was no independent third party review
of the environmental issues or geotechnical issues. To me it seemed the opponent’s arguments were
dismissed and pushed aside without consideration while everything the developers presented was
accepted at face value. PAH above all else. PAH at any cost. True or not, that was the message I
received after the last after the last time council considered an application for rezoning of this land.
There are so many questions in my mind that council needs to consider that question whether this
proposal is truly good for Canmore: Is the cost to the environment really worth it? Is this truly a good
use of town money? Is it ethically acceptable to ignore the intent of the Settlement agreement? What
will this really do to affect the affordability of housing in Canmore? In the end, will Canmore actually
get the PAH units promised? And most of all, is this all really worth it?
I decided to write a letter, despite that I don’t know that there is anything I can truly say that may sway
council. I am writing to let you know, if nothing else, that one more person opposes this bylaw. My
hope is that council will look at things objectively from both sides; that council will be able to put aside
any biases created by personal interactions with people on both sides of the debate. My hope is that
council will listen to what the vast majority of people who have spoken on this issue have to say and
that council will understand that all things, even PAH housing, have a downside. Perhaps in this case, a
few PAH units is not worth the cost to the town, and the damage to the community and environment.
You’ve heard all the arguments from others opposed, I won’t repeat them. My hope is that council will
take the time to listen. I believe you still can.

Paul MacEachern

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Douglas Maclean
Friday, January 25, 2019 10:25 AM
John Borrowman; Jeff Hilstad; Rob Seeley; Cheryl Hyde
mccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra; Vi Sandford
By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment –Peaks Landing P. H. Jan. 29, 2019 –
Opposed.

To Canmore Council and to whom it concerns.
As they say a picture is worth a thousand words.
There is absolutely no way this development proposal should move forward.
The density of Peaks Landing is already incredible. There is no need to add more.
Protection of the buffer zone between Quarry, the power line for wildlife is crucial.
With all of the huge development in Canmore and the Bow Valley, we need to stop this process now.
Sincerely
Douglas MacLean
Canmore, AB.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Janet Marche
Monday, January 28, 2019 8:25 AM Cheryl
Hyde
Peaks Landing rezoning decision

Good morning,
I wish to add my voice to the concerns re: the issue of rezoning in the Peaks Landing area. I have owned a house in this
area for 15 years and am very concerned about the threat this new development will mean for the residents in the area
not to mention the animals that try to make it home.
As you know, once a developer gets started there is not stopping them and the landscape as well as the quality of life
changes for all those who must adapt to their vision, which in this case is not shared by the local residents. Canmore has
changed, somewhat for the better and in many cases for the worse over the last 10 years. Such a beautiful place needs
protection and already the density of development in the Lawrence Grassi and Peak’s Landing area is dense. I have
noticed increasing noise and traffic in the area and shutter to think what will happen with further cars, construction
vehicles and parking in the next 10 years.
Please think carefully about the people who already live in the area and want to stay. Please think carefully about the
long term consequences of cutting more trees down and destroying forever another space in our small town.
Sincerely, Janet Marche
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Letter to Canmore Mayor and Town Council OPPOSING the Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw 2018-14
……….
Honourable elected representatives of Canmore residents:
I have a vision. It became clearer to me on a day this week when many millions of people were
talking about the greatness of MLK’s (Martin Luther King Jr.’s) vision and determination
against formidable foes. My vision isn’t as inspiring or affects so many people as MLK’s, it only
applies to Canmore and it’s quite simple.
I envision;
-

a Canmore that cares about wildlife and the environment.
a Canmore that values the beauty of the Bow Valley and its’ green spaces.
a Canmore where the views of its’ residents are listened to.
a Canmore that values the integrity of agreements that it enters to protect its’
residents.
- a Canmore that honours and behaves in such a way that is consistent with its’ core
values of Wellness, Respect, Integrity, Service and Teamwork.

The Peaks of Grassi is the highest human/wildlife conflict area in Canmore. This is because the
official wildlife corridor up mountain from the Peaks has an average slope of 35 degrees that
renders it largely unattractive and unused by wildlife. Most wildlife takes the much easier
route through the powerline corridor. The Peaks neighborhood in retrospect should not have
been built because it was built in the real wildlife corridor at that time but we shouldn’t
compound that error by adding more development, by essentially adding insult to injury. Every
new development, however small or large, has a negative effect in this most critical wildlife
pitch point. If we close this wildlife corridor pinch point then all the work on corridors north
and south of the area is irrelevant. Alberta Environment and Parks has recognized the
problems with the wildlife corridor in this area and have told me that the relocation and
alignment of the corridors will be undertaken in near future.
The 1998 Settlement Agreement was what the residents of the Peaks used as assurance when
buying land and building homes in the neighborhood to protect our green spaces. If the town
dismisses the intent of that agreement to protect its’ residents then why does it honour the
Agreement to give benefits to a developer (the Three Sisters company that didn’t exist in
1998) as it has done as recently as last year? A former council voted to unanimously turn down
the development application for this land that included 2 additional PAH units in 2015 but for
a total of 7 PAH units the same council approved the application in 2016. Why give the

message to developers and the community that for a certain amount of PAH in a development
application that previous agreements don’t have to be honoured?
My last point is about the CCHC agreement with the developers. It is a flawed agreement from
the town’s perspective. Site 1, which is included in the agreement, is subject to flooding.
Because of issues related to permits or permissions required by the Province before building
walls or berms to help prevent flooding, the land may not be able to be developed. In that
case, the town through CCHC would likely have bought the land for $10 but not be able to
build PAH which is the carrot that the developer has offered in exchange for rezoning sites 2
and 3. If rezoned, sites 2 and 3 are instantly worth over $5 million that the developers bought
for $325,000. So the result would be that the developers get a huge windfall profit and the
town gets NO additional PAH. The result would be no benefit to the town or its’ residents in
spite of all of the negative impacts on wildlife, public safety, road safety, parking and in
addition a very much diminished trust in elected representatives in exchange for the profit and
greed of a developer. It’s no accident that the developer didn’t offer CCHC sites 2 or 3. Those
plots have market value if rezoned, but site 1 likely doesn’t. If the developer was obliged to
build the PAH units before sites 2 and 3 are rezoned then it would be a much fairer
agreement.
As our elected representatives you have an extremely important decision to make regarding
this application. If you vote no you show that you understand the negative impacts on wildlife
of this development, that you understand that the overwhelming majority of residents are
against this application, that you understand that the 1998 settlement agreement was relied
on by residents to protect the green space in their neighborhood, that you understand that if
you vote yes the only real positive impact is that you enrich a group of developers who
betrayed the trust of their friends and neighbors.
If you vote no, you help preserve the trust that the residents have placed in you.

Sincerely, With all due Respect,
Ernie Mattern
1040 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore

Letter OPPOSING Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Use Bylaw Amendment
Mayor Borrowman and Town Councilors
I am OPPOSED to Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw.
The Public Hearing of January 29, 2019 isn’t just about the rezoning for
development of 3 parcels of land along Lawrence Grassi Ridge.
The history of the lands in question are very much a part of what has occurred
since 3 community members purchased the land from The Three Sisters
Development Company. Those 3 people are Lawrence Hill, Dan Madlung and
Pierre Doyon.
Other community members had been interested in purchasing the land with the
intent to donate the 3 parcels to Quarry Lake Park for conservation purposes.
However, that was not to be as, Lawrence Hill and his partners bought the land in
the Spring of 2014 for one thing only – to erect market housing on the properties
for considerable financial gain. Shocking, to the Community was an
understatement and so, the controversy began between the owners of the land
and most of the Peaks of Grassi Community.
The owners of the land applied to the Town to the have the land rezoned.
Community members rallied in the Peaks of Grassi and various reports were sent
to Town Council and Administration with hard evidence as to why the 3 parcels of
land were not suitable for development. Those reports, researched by caring
individuals in the Community, included the environmental impact of the housing
development, the wildlife corridor, steep creeks, undermining, roads and utilities,
traffic impact, wildfire hazard, and the 1998 Settlement Agreement.
The first application was unanimously turned down by Town Council citing the
1998 Settlement Agreement in February 2015.
A second application, for rezoning the land, was put forward by the developers
adding 7 PAH units that would be included in their housing designs. Those 7 units
swayed a majority of Council (5 to 2) to support the rezoning in January 2016.

Again, the Peaks Community rallied and a judicial review was filed by Mark
Gruman with the support of Community members from the Peaks of Grassi.
Subsequently, the rezoning decision was struck down by Justice Gates of the
Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench deeming Bylaw 2015-19 invalid. In addition, The
Town of Canmore was directed by Justice Gates, to pay the sum of $55,000 to
Mark Gruman for legal fees and for heavy-handed behavior directed at Mr.
Gruman and members of the Peaks of Grassi Community. Council should
recognize the harm that has been done to our community that is primarily for the
benefit of 3 land speculators with only marginal benefits to the Town overall.
Therefore, as a member of the Peaks of Grassi Community, I reiterate to you
Mayor Borrowman and Town Councilors, that this land should not be rezoned for
development for so many reasons. However, 2 of the most glaring reasons are:
1. The intent of the 1998 Settlement Agreement should be upheld by the
Town of Canmore.
2. Wildlife roaming throughout this area will be affected by the density of this
proposed development.
Thus, I am asking that Town Council listen to the residents from The Peaks of
Grassi and, other residents from the Town of Canmore, involved in opposing
Bylaw Amendment 2018-14.
Please listen to your community and just say ‘No’ to rezoning.
Thank-you,
Kathy Mattern
1040 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore

Mayor of Canmore
Alberta
January 22, 2019

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:

I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW
AMENDMENT.

The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent
further development in the Peaks neighbourhood, unless all that development is
for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The proposed
amendment fails to address flood risk, human wildlife conflict, aesthetics for
adjacent Quarry Lake, geotechnical considerations (building on the rock outcrop
without blasting), community density issues, parking, traffic safety.
Once this land is handed over to the developers, and they are allowed to build, it
be forever gone to nature and the wildlife. It is not worth the luxury it will bring to
these people. They will continue to build after this, so allow them to go do that
and close the chapter on this space.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Respectfully written,

Peggy McKay

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

karen G
Thursday, January 24, 2019 11:33 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Re: Peaks Rezoning Bylaw

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018‐14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood. The new proposed amendment fails to address so many of the neighbourhood’s concerns and the
concerns of the greater Canmore Community including the flood risk in the area, the increasing human wildlife conflict,
the affected views from the adjacent Quarry Lake area, the blasting of rock very close to people’s homes in the area,
increased population in an already dense area and increased parking and traffic safety issues.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Yours sincerely,
Arlene McKellar
https://outlook.live.com/owa/

Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris McKellar
Tuesday, January 22, 2019 8:58 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to 2018-2014 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in
the Peaks neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the
agreement. The proposed amendment fails to address community density issues and traffic safety in
our area.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Chris McKellar
Concerned Citizen
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

karen G
Thursday, January 24, 2019 11:39 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Peaks Rezoning Bylaw Amendment

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018‐14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
This is the third time the developers have brought back this application to develop this undeveloped land in the Peaks.
They have exhausted the people in the neighborhood and just keep bringing it back, correcting problems with the
application each time. It is time that you listened to the people in this community. I am totally opposed to this
application!!!
Yours sincerely,
Kim McKellar
https://outlook.live.com/owa/

Sent from my iPad
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Christie McLaren
214-600 Spring Creek Drive
Canmore, AB
T1W 0C8
c.mclaren@shaw.ca

January 29, 2019
Canmore Mayor and Town Council
Re: proposed Bylaw 2018-14 -- proposed amendment to the Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw

Dear Mayor John Borrowman, Canmore councillors and Cheryl Hyde:
I am writing to express my profound opposition to the proposed amendment to the land use in
the Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood that would permit these undeveloped parcels of mature forest
to be opened to residential development. This land should never be developed, for these reasons:
1) It will cause further negative, irreversible consequences for wildlife that use the area and need
the area to travel unobtrusively across our landscape. Protecting wildlife is a value that pretty
much defines the majority of citizenry in Canmore. It is something that makes Canmore stand
apart from many other places.
* Protecting wildlife has economic benefits that the Town has failed to consider in this
equation.
It has been widely known for more than 20 years that this land is not suitable for development
because of its location in an area that wildlife need to navigate through the valley. Animals were
forced uphill, onto the steep slopes of Peaks of Grassi, because the land below was developed.
Removing more forest and adding more houses to this street now would be adding grave insult to
injury -- for the taxpayers who already live there, and for the wildlife who need the small scraps
of navigable, undeveloped terrain left.
2) The Settlement Agreement negotiated years ago confirms that this land is unsuitable, for a
variety of reasons. Those reasons were considered important enough that the homes which back
onto Quarry Lake are subject to restrictive covenants that prohibit the cutting of trees in their
back yards, in order to protect the sightlines from Quarry Lake. Clearcutting the old-growth trees
and planting smaller new ones is not a solution.

Quarry Lake is an aesthetic treasure and because of that -- an economic treasure that brings
people to town, and brings big-ticket spending such as weddings.
* Protecting sightlines from Quarry Lake has economic benefits that the Town has failed to
consider.
3) It is in a known flood plain. Just 5.5 years ago Canmore experienced an enormously damaging
and costly flood. Mitigation and prevention measures have cost the Town, and the province -hence, taxpayer -- millions. It is nothing short of folly to add more housing to an area where
potential future flooding will -- not could --- take place. Further, the mitigation measures
proposed to make this housing development possible would cost taxpayers additional
unnecessary, and moreover, are not proven to be effective. Have we not learned anything from
the 2013 flood?
* Avoiding construction in a flood plain has long-term economic benefits.
4) The "affordable housing" argument is not tenable. (First, like all so-called "affordable
housing" in Canmore, the housing proposed is only "affordable" for relatively high incomeearners; we need viable, quality housing for people who earn $40,000 or less.)
Secondly, the token amount of PAH planned for this area is nowhere near enough to warrant
developing valuable green space. Thirdly, there are other lands in the municipality that can be
planned to be developed for "genuinely affordable housing." This land is not needed.
5) The increased density -- with up to 40 units including suites -- cannot be absorbed by this
neighbourhood, which is already one of the most densely populated areas in Canmore.
Increasing the density will worsen traffic issues.
6) Climate change. Cutting more mature stands of trees -- in addition to the more than 2,000
mature, 200-year-old conifers that I estimate have been clear-cut for developers in Canmore in
the past 18 months -- will only worsen the impacts of climate change. Trees, soil and green space
are heat sinks that absorb excess heat in a municipality, and also absorb snow melt and spring
runoff gradually, replenishing the groundwater that our entire municipality relies on for the rivers
and drinking water. Development -- houses, sidewalks, pavement -- create heat and give off
heat, and they add to the rapid overland flooding events because they do not absorb rainwater or
spring snowmelt.
* Protecting green space and mitigating climate change has long-term economic benefits.
Finally,

7) The Town will most likely expose itself -- and that means us taxpayers -- to further legal
action on many levels if councillors approve this proposed amendment, and if development
proceeds.
I respectfully request that the Mayor and Town councillors reject this proposed land-use
amendment.
Sincerely,
Christie McLaren

Kurt McMahon
Canmore, AB
Jan 25, 2019
Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors,
I’m writing to you in opposition to the proposed land use amendment, which if approved, would disregard
the 1998 settlement agreement and allow additional 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 settlement agreement serves to protect the wildlife in the Bow Valley. These green parcels of land are
immediately adjacent to the Grassi lakes habitat patch and are near a known hotspot for human wildlife
conflict (see attachment). Telemetry data from the 2013 Golder Report also supports this and shows 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. The recent relocation of Grizzly
bear #148 is one unfortunate example of the problems already faced in the PoG area. 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 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?
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• 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?
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. I
hope that you choose to honour and support your predecessors and vote against this land use bylaw.
Regards,
Kurt McMahon
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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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Colleen J. Metge
343 Kingston Crescent, Winnipeg MB R2M 0T5 | 204-470-6030 | c_metge@umanitoba.ca

28 January 2019
TO: Mayor John Borrowman and Council Members Esme Comfort, Jeff Hilstad, Karen Marra, Joanna
McCallum, Vi Sanford and Rob Seeley
CC: Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde (chyde@canmore.ca)
By-Law 2018-14—Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – In OPPOSITION
Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Council,
Please consider this letter as my opposition to By-Law 2018-14 Land Use Amendment (Peaks
Landing).
I am a frequent visitor to Peaks Landing and, more specifically, to Peaks of Grassi (Quarry Pines). My
sister lives on Lawrence Grassi Ridge and I have been visiting for extended periods of time since she and
her husband bought their property. I keep apprised of these applications to rezone the urban reserve
which is Peaks of Grassi (POG).
Given that this is the third application to rezone, I thought it incumbent to lend my voice to those in
opposition. My opposition is centred around three things, the first being the most important to those who
find themselves in Quarry Pines should a wildfire break out.
(1) The rezoning will increase housing density by up to 30% and this housing will be concentrated in
an area of the west of POG. Given recent experience with the speed in which wildfires moved in
California and, in Fort McMurray, evacuating the area is not only the first priority—it is the ONLY
option available to a person/family in the west end of the POG development. There appears to be
but ONE accessible exit and even that may be unreachable in time…adding more density makes
accessibility in the event of a wildfire extremely unlikely.
(2) The negative impact on wildlife’s preservation and protection is perhaps an even more
obvious reason not to rezone sites 1, 2 and 3 in POG. From common sense observation, animals
(elk, deer, bears and others) are moving along the Trans Alta power lines—the animals do not
read and may or may not adjust appropriately to the invasion of construction and destruction of
existing landscape features. I understand that there are recent documents (from Alberta
Environment & Parks [the decision on the Three Sisters corridor] and an Environmental Impact
Statement attached to the zoning application) which use evidence to declare that the rezoning will
most likely have a detrimental effect on the wildlife that use the power line trail.
(3) The Settlement Agreement of 1998 was very explicit…to leave parcels of land undeveloped to
preserve some of the natural landscape and to hide any development from the users of Quarry
Lake Park. Although I can appreciate why the Town might want to reconsider this agreement, its
ad nauseum consideration of it is discouraging—especially when the evidence continues to show
clear signs of potential harm to people, animals/birds and property should re-zoning be granted.
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Based on the above, I respectfully request that you DECLINE the proposal to rezone the urban
reserve in the Peaks of Grassi.
Thank you for your kind consideration of this opposition. It is appreciated.
My contact information is:
Colleen J. Metge, BSc(Pharm), PhD
343 Kingston Crescent
Winnipeg MB R2M 0T5
Telephone: 204-470-6030
Email: c_metge@umanitoba.ca OR cjmetge@cjmetge-consulting.ca
Sincerely,

Colleen J. Metge
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paul Moynihan
Monday, January 21, 2019 11:12 AM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Vi Sandford; Rob Seeley; Karen Marra;
mccallum@canmore.ca; Jeff Hilstad
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition

Good morning Mayer Borrowman and members to Town Council. I am writing to you to express my strong
opposition to the Peaks of Grassi project. My wife and I have owned a property in the vicinity of Quarry Lake
for 18 years and have grown to love our neighbourhood. I am opposed to this development for many reasons
including:








it jeopardizes wildlife near Quarry Lake
it ruins the serenity of Quarry Lake
it is a gross infringement of the rights of current property owners who live in the Peaks neighbourhood
the Peaks neighbourhood is already overdeveloped having one of the highest densities in Canmore
it sends another chilling message to property owners throughout Canmore that Town Council runs
roughshod over their rights and seem to take delight in its ability to change zoning bylaws to get
whatever it wants
the Mayor and Town Council clearly seem to have a vendetta against the opponents of this project as
this is the third time that they are pushing for this project to proceed — why can you humbly accept and
respect the prior council decision and legal judgement against this project and move on? Are you trying
to show that you are all powerful and not to be challenged?

This is at least the third project that I can think of that the Mayor and Town Council disrespects property owners
and the advise of developers: the development near the prior daycare, the PAH project on the Mustache lands,
the dog park at Hubman. I’m sure many other examples exist.
I acknowledge that the desire to develop more PAH housing is important but the Town has plenty of land
alongside Hwy 1 to add a large number of units and PAH can be incorporated into new greenfield
projects. Forcing PAH into existing neighbourhoods against the wishes of residents is not only a clear example
of bullying on the part of the Mayor and Town Council, it comes at a terrible cost to the value of affected
residents’ property values and causes terrible division in our wonderful mountain paradise.
Please let Quarry Lake and the Peaks neighbourhood live in peace.
Respectfully,
Paul Moynihan
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Mueller
Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:33 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Application of 2018 Peaks Landing Land Use ByLaw Ammendment

January 23, 2019
To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:
WE ARE OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the Peaks
neighbourhood, unless all that development is for social housing as contemplated by the agreement. The
proposed amendment fails to address the need for parks and forested land.
The developers are now proposing social housing on land initially designated as park/forested land. The court
of Queens Bench struck down their recent proposal so now they are using a highly controversial issue to get
their building permits in order to realize a profit on land they knowingly purchased that had a no build
agreement. Yes Canmore needs social housing but not in that area. Is the mayor and town council willing to
destroy the area around Quarry Park just so that these developers can make a profit? Is the mayor and town
council willing to sell out to these developers? The developers want a return/profit for an investment they made
which is understandable, but at what cost?
Many people, local and from out of town, enjoy the area around Quarry Lake. Increased density will only
greater affect the wildlife humans already come into contact with. Do we do things for money or because it is
the right thing to do? Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors please do the right thing for all
residents of Canmore. Lets keep our precious green space green!
Thank you for your consideration in this matter,
John and Susanne Mueller
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Bonnie Nelson
Thursday, January 24, 2019 10:21 AM
Cheryl Hyde
bonnienelson@nucleus.com; karen gruman
Peaks Landing plot

TO Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors :
I am very disappointed that the developers are for a THIRD time bringing back an application to develop the
undeveloped 4 acres in Quarry .
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected .
Nothing has changed …flood risk, human wildlife conflict, negative affect on Quarry Lake, geological considerations,
parking, traffic and density issues.
It seems unnecessary and harmful and should NOT be allowed to happen.
There is more than enough development happening in Canmore !!
Please consider the residents of Canmore for a change NOT the developers.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Bonnie Nelson
Canmore resident
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Cinthia Nemoto
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 7:50 AM
Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; mccallum@canmore.ca; Jeffrey Hilstad; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
Opposition to Bylaw 2018-14 Land Use Amendment - Peaks Landing

January 29, 2019 Public Hearing
My name is Cinthia and I do not live in Peaks. I live in Three Sisters with my husband Rafael. And as
Canmore full time residents and taxpayers, we would like to express our concerns about the
proposed development in Peaks of Grassi.
Canmore is a unique place in the world not only because of its mountains but also because the
wildlife who still lives here - otherwise Switzerland would be as nice as Canmore - but it is not! People
come to Canmore to see elk, coyotes, small mammals, and hopefully a bear or two from a distance.
We are here because we believe that this is the Canmore we all love, and because we care.
Human-wildlife coexistence is so important that last June a report made by administration and
technical experts was released, recommending items to improve coexistence. This report talks about
wildlife in the valley, wildlife corridors, and ways to reduce encounters and mortality. Events like the
loss of bear 148 is not what we want Canmore to be known for.
The location for this proposed development is in a pinch-point location where human-wildlife
encounters are common due to animals using the power line as a wildlife corridor – as we all know,
the current designated corridor is not functional because of the steep slopes that animals don’t use,
as several studies have shown.
Even though the proposed development seems to be small if we compare it to the size of Canmore or
its population, it does have a big impact because of this critical, endangered location. Enabling a new
development in that area will cause a tremendous impact on the wildlife and its movement in the
valley, not to mention the increase in human-wildlife encounters resulting in wildlife displacement and
mortality.
We all know and we’ve all been asking for a cumulative impact assessment of the Bow Valley. This
will help everybody to understand the issues and make better decisions for our community. From
administrators in the province, to scientists, and environmental organizations, we all understand that
data-driven decisions are better to avoid unnecessary mistakes. Peaks of Grassi would have never
been built we if we knew back them what we know now.
Finally, I would like to ask everybody here: isn’t better to give ourselves a little bit more time and
make a proper, informed decision, instead of rushing an approval just to regret this in the
future? In this case, if this development is approved, potential impacts are irreversible. We do not
need compromise our wildlife to have a sustainable growth.
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When I voted for the town’s administration, I trusted the ones who were elected. I am counting on you
today to decline this proposal, at least until a full cumulative impact assessment is completed.
Thank you!
Cinthia Nemoto
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eric Ostman
Sunday, January 27, 2019 12:12 PM Cheryl Hyde
Bylaw Amendment 2018-14 Peaks landing

January 27, 2019
Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing you today to express my strong support for the proposed Bylaw Amendment 2018-14 regarding
Peaks Landing.
I have lived and worked here in the Bow Valley for over 40 years. I am a past director and President of the
Banff Housing Corporation (BHC) and past Director of the Canmore Community Housing Corporation
(CCHC).
The Town of Canmore has identified the need for and affordable housing and has made some progress
facilitating this needed housing mostly through strategic partnerships with the private sector. But we badly need
more, and in particular lower end entry level market housing and PAH.
The Proponent has identified a very suitable location for mixed housing, and I believe one that respects the
existing neighbourhoods character, the local environment, and uses existing roadways and utilities. I also
believe that the proponent is proposing the type of housing mix that is consistent with what the surrounding
neighbourhoods were originally intended to be when they were build some 20 years ago.
This is the right development in the right place at the right time. I ask to you support the Bylaw Amendment
2018-14.

Eric Ostman
131 Hubman Landing
Canmore, AB
T1W 3L3
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Patrick Plichon
1505 Stone Lake Drive
Nanoose Bay, BC
V9P 9M6

January 28, 2019

To Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors:

As a former resident of Canmore in the Peaks of Grassi for 15 years, I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14
PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW AMENDMENT.
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent further development in the
Peaks neighbourhood, unless all the development is for social housing as contemplated by the
agreement.
This proposed amendment fails to address:
1.
2.

3.
4.
5.

That the development would increase stress on the immediately adjacent wildlife corridor
and habitat patch through noise, traffic and light pollution.
Increased traffic and parking to Peaks Drive, Lawrence Grassi Ridge and Wilson Way will
create a serious safety issue to residents and children. These streets are narrow and
designed for the existing number of residences only. The addition of traffic to the
proposed site would over-tax the already crowded streets.
The development is adjacent to Quarry Lake and will perpetually ruin the view and the
aesthetic of one of the most beautiful and popular destination sites in Canmore.
Some of the housing of this development will be built in an area that has been identified
as having flood-risk.
The continued applications for development over the past four years have left community
members feeling disenfranchised and disempowered.

I urge you to vote against the amendment.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Patrick Plichon
Former resident of Canmore
Sent via email from patplichon@gmail.com
Cc: Cheryl Hyde

January 29, 2019
Mayor & Councillors
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 3K1

Re: Opposition to Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment

Dear Mayor John Borrowman and Town Councilors:
The purpose of this letter is to document our disapproval of the proposed land use amendment
to the 4 acre parcel of raw land located in the Peaks of Grassi (PoG) neighbourhood.
As home owners in the Peaks of Grassi, we are concerned with the current housing density in
the neighborhood. With the current multitude of condos on the east end of Wilson way, there is
rarely street parking available at this time. Although the proposed development is not in this
immediate area of Wilson Way, the same problem will occur in the area closer to the proposed
development. An additional 40 new units will cause further parking problems in the PoG
neighborhood.
Secondly, increased population in PoG will also have a negative impact on the traffic into and
out of PoG given that there is only one access point into the neighborhood via Peaks Drive.
Finally, our residence backs onto a wildlife corridor and we have concerns with the negative
impact that any additional development will have to the wildlife that uses the land as a connector
between areas within the Bow Valley.
For the reasons highlighted above, we would like to request that the Council and the Town of
Canmore reject the proposed land use amendment.

Sincerely,
Tim Quon and Helen Ferguson
#3 – 817 Wilson Way
Canmore, Alberta

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tracy Quon
Sunday, January 27, 2019 8:58 PM
Jeffrey Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Robert Seeley; Robert
Seeley; John Borrowman; Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition

Mayor Borrowman and Town Councilors,

I am writing to request that you deny the Peaks Landing application for rezoning within the Peaks of Grassi
community.

I understand that this has been proposed and denied twice already. This third attempt I believe does not
address concerns raised during the first two denials, rather only attempts to 'sweeten the deal' by adding a few
affordable housing options. While I appreciate that this is of interest to the town of Canmore and our local
businesses who rely on a local workforce, clearing new green spaces potentially at risk to wildlife, is not an ideal
solution. Rather we should find ways to provide additional housing options through renewal of existing housing
residential areas.

I request that this proposal be denied once again and would like to see alternative ways to provide affordable
housing in other more sustainable means.

Yours truly
Tracy Quon
1045 Wilson Way
Canmore AB
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January 29, 2019
Mayor and Councillors
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, Alberta T1W 3K1
Re: Opposition to Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment
Dear Mayor John Borrowman/town councillors:
We remain opposed to the development of additional housing units in Peaks of Grassi and are opposed
to the land use bylaw amendment before council. Council by now will be well aware of the many
reasons put forward by opponents to the development. On balance, when we consider all of these
reasons together, we still believe that this development proposal is not in the best interest of the
neighbourhood or the Town, more broadly.
We wish, therefore, to confine our remarks to three primary areas:




The need to adhere to the Settlement Agreement and its terms and conditions;
The importance of making land use decisions that respect the integrity of wildlife corridors; and,
The unwillingness of successive councils to mediate a resolution that would accomplish
residents’ and developers’ goals.

The Settlement Agreement was written in good faith by the Town of Canmore and Three Sisters
Developments and formed the basis for determining the size and scope of development in Peaks. Many
people purchased their homes in good faith understanding that the terms and conditions of the
Agreement would be the foundation of how the neighbourhood would be developed. There were sound
reasons for limiting density then and they remain equally valid today, particularly given what we now
know about the damage to the existing wildlife corridor the neighbourhood has had. In effect, the Town,
under pressure from the developers, has abrogated its responsibility to live by the Settlement
Agreement.
On our second point, we believe the Town of Canmore should be well past the point of making decisions
that negatively impact wildlife. We live in a special part of the world, and we have the opportunity to get
it right: this requires our town to put development issues through the “wildlife” lens first. If we truly
want to be called a “wild-smart” community, we need to make every successive development decision
based on our respect for the wildlife. These parcels of land are adjacent to active wildlife corridors:
rationalizing their development because they are “small” is inconsistent with how green space works.
We need to pay much more attention to the 2013 Golder Report if we’re to develop in a wildlifesensitive manner. It is our view that the decisions—like this one—that we make today cumulatively will
eventually render this valley bereft of wildlife.
On the third point, councillors have simply doubled down in the face of developers’ insistence that the
land should be developed. Instead of mediating a land swap or some mutually agreeable solution
whereby the green spaces could be maintained and the developers either compensated or afforded
comparable lands to develop, successive councils and administration have lacked the inclination—much

less the imagination and mediation skills—to come up with a compromise. This has been particularly
disappointing to us. We acknowledge that the Town needs affordable housing, but why wasn’t there a
serious discussion with these and other developers to provide this kind of housing in the central core of
town? Taxpayers should be outraged that the town has spent so much of their money supporting
developers’ court proceedings. And they should be angry that successive town councils have let
developers off the hook, by not forcing them to adhere to their commitments to build ecologically
sensitive neighbourhoods and provide the stated number of affordable housing units.
And finally, given that our house is opposite the rock outcrop, we are concerned about the structural
damage that will potentially occur to our property as a consequence of construction techniques that
remove rock. We believe, first and foremost, that that section of land was set aside by previous
developers for sound reasons: it was not suitable for development, it provided a wildlife corridor and
the green space was used by developers to enhance their sales pitch to surrounding home owners.

Sincerely,
Kathy Brodeur-Robb
Michael Robb
985 Lawrence Grassi Ridge

By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment - Peaks Landing - Opposition
As a former resident of Canmore for almost 20 years, including nearly 15 years in the Peaks of
Grassi, I feel compelled to write. I think that Canmore is a special and unique place in the Bow
Valley, in Alberta and in Canada. Sadly, I moved away from Canmore last year, in large part,
because I could no longer support the actions of Town Council and Staff. I am troubled by the
direction of the Town with its heavy emphasis on the unbridled growth of tourism. I am also
bothered by its relationship with developers. I do not believe either respects the local tax paying
residents, nor does it protect the precious natural environment of the area.
The latest drive to once again push through the re-development of the Peaks of Grassi (the third
application in four years by the same developers) is unconscionable. How many times must this
neighbourhood be put through the hardship of a public hearing? It is appalling that even after a
Judicial Review that ruled in favour of the neighbourhood and in which the Judge called the
Town “heavy handed”, and the Town was ordered to pay $55,000 of taxpayer’s money to the
applicant for legal fees, in addition to the Town’s own legal fees, estimated to be another
$150,000 in taxpayer’s money, the Town has the audacity to contemplate this application again.
When the neighbourhood opposed to the re-development of the Peaks of Grassi spoke, they did
so having very carefully researched, written and given numerous presentations outlining fully the
reasons why the re-development could not proceed. A few of the 40 plus reasons are as follows:
1. Honouring of the 1998 Settlement Agreement 2. Impact on Quarry Lake and wildlife in an
area that already has the highest wildlife/human encounter rate in Canmore
3. Adding 14 townhomes next to the habitat patch plus 8 duplexes with mandated suites, and 5
single homes with potentially 5 suites to an area with known flood risk in an already dense
community. Only 7 of the townhomes will be “affordable” PAH units.
Remember, initially this re-development proposal was unanimously turned down by Town
Council. And then, what happened? It turned into this ugly saga that continues… What is wrong?
Who really stands to gain from this? What is really going on here? To couch this as necessary to
provide “affordable” housing is a sham. What is “affordable” housing exactly? “Affordable” for
whom? There is no longer affordable housing in Canmore and any attempt to provide it should
have been the responsibility of the larger developments such as Spring Creek Mountain Village
which literally forced out people already in affordable housing. There is a lot of other land to be
developed before looking seriously at adding new housing to existing built out communities, and
then having the gall to characterize it as “infill”.
Wake up folks and do the right thing! Stop this madness. Stop this re-development once and for
all. Let the residents enjoy what brought them to Canmore in the first place, the natural beauty,
mountain recreation and wildlife.
Lynn Rock
Former 20-year resident of Canmore
January 18, 2019

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Art McMullen
Sunday, January 27, 2019 4:20 PM
jborowman@canmore.ca; Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra; Robert
Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Cheryl Hyde
Peaks of Grassi By-Law 2018 - 14 Land Use Amendment opposition

Dear Mayor Borrowman, Councilors Seeley, Hilstad, Comfort, Marra and McCallum,
Thank you for your work on behalf of our community.
We live in a condo in The Village development above Carey. We strongly oppose the reapplication for development of
Peaks of Grassi Lands (By‐Law 2018 ‐ 14‐Land Use Amendment ‐ Peaks Landing).
We are proud to be supporting the heart of Yellowstone to Yukon wildlife corridor. We walk the power line and see that
every summer the yellow tapes go up to warn us of the “Bear in area” from the Peaks of Grassi entrance road, past the
proposed development sites, and Quarry Lake and beyond. We respect this effort to protect wildlife. But, where is the
consistency of wildlife corridor protection if we add development pressure to this highest wildlife conflict zone in
Canmore (Peaks of Grassi)?
The Town of Canmore and provincial taxpayers have already paid dearly for previous decisions to allow housing to be
built on flood risk properties like Cougar Creek, etc. Our Canmore taxes were raised this year again. Are Canmore
taxpayers expected to pay for another flood zone mitigation? Who will pay to maintain this mitigation into the
future? Who will pay when homes are flooded in the flood risk zone?
Please do not support this reapplication that would create a burden for us and for future generations. Please think
carefully about the decisions you will be remembered for.
Sincerely,
Doreen Ronaghan
Canmore
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Peaks Landing – AGAIN?
How did we get back to where we are?
This bylaw, when first presented to Council was defeated by a 7-0 vote. When last presented to Council,
it was approved by a 5-2 split vote. After not one, but two court actions the bylaw was overturned by
the Alberta Court of Queen’s Bench based on the judge ruling on one single issue of the appeal. The five
remaining issues were not addressed by the judge at that time. This adventure cost Canmore taxpayers
a lot of money, as the court ruled that in addition to the bylaw being invalid, the Town of Canmore would
be responsible for the court costs of the appellants. Besides the direct monetary costs (court costs), there
are countless other less tangible costs such as staff time, council time, and the negative impacts on the
general well being of Canmore residents. The drawn-out battle left a lot of anger and angst throughout
the community.
Now, here we are with the same battle lines drawn, going down what appears to be the same journey.
But. we have an amended land use bylaw now. The proposed building units with compulsory suites sound
good, except that owners cannot be compelled to rent them. Oops. We may see some PAH homes (7
seems to be the magic number) so apparently that makes it completely fine to disrupt the existing
neighborhood. A bunch of new residents will potentially have a home and some folks will likely get a
break in the form of a PAH home. And this does what for the peace and well-being of the existing
neighborhood? A small group of businessmen trying to make a profit should never be allowed to do so at
the expense of the well-being of a community. Overcrowding is not an answer.
The term procedural fairness emerged in the court decision. At the First Reading of this bylaw there was
a full council present, including five councillors who have previously ruled on this issue, twice, and wound
up with their decision overturned by the courts. That these council members are going to ‘hear’ this
application is baffling to say the least. Procedural Fairness? How can there be any hope (pretense?) of
an unbiased hearing when the majority of council have ruled previously. Is this the right body to hear this
bylaw? Besides the vote being 6 to 1 in favor of First Reading, two members of the previous council, and
one new councillor did not state a word in question or comment on the issue, yet voted for first reading
of this bylaw? Is this a done deal? Canmore Community Housing Corporation has started advertising
housing at Peaks Landing, prior to the public hearing process and the full three? This situation completely
brings the approval process into disrepute.
I believe more people than I are shocked/stunned/completely taken aback by this unbelievable process
unfolding. There is no winning in this situation and the Canmore taxpayer may well find themselves on
the hook, again, for a substantial legal bill.
Please stop this process at second Reading.

Good evening. My name is Deb Sellers and I am opposed to the Peaks Landing
building proposal and the changes to land zoning associated with it.
I am a resident of the Peaks of Grassi and those who know me, know that I am
passionate about and take pride in living in the best neighborhood in Canmore
and strive to bring people together for annual events from the east connector to
Quarry Pines. Although I do not live at the west end of the development I truly
seek what is best for our community and I feel responsible as a neighbor to speak
against the proposal which would affect the entire neighborhood and in fact all
residents of Canmore , along with visitors to the town.
When you look at the footprint of the Peaks of Grassi within the wildlife corridor,
it is obvious that it already is a pinch point for wildlife. Living along the
powerline, I can testify that elk regularly travel along it. This area is annually a
destination for several bears, both black bears and grizzly. We hear the coyotes
and fortunately don’t see the cougars that frequent the area, relying on this less
steep land to travel. We also are home to more than one family of deer who
spend time inside and outside of the neighborhood itself.
When you look at the proposed development, it is set to be developed along and
within some of that travel land.
In this photo taken by my daughter we can see the neighborhood and I was trying
to get an idea of the impact in the area
if the trees are removed……
And buildings set in the three proposed zones…. This is an area once deemed to
be built out and now the Peaks landing is proposing a 10 percent increase in
neighborhood homes, putting pressure on electrical services, traffic flow, and
recreational areas.
The rezoning and development proposed is In an area not only adjacent to and in
the travel corridor for wildlife, but also infringing on the trails and land used by
residents and visitors. This photo shows how close the edge of the proposed

development (which is to but up to the powerline) is to Quarry Park and Quarry
Lake.
I had the belief that you weren’t supposed to be able to see development from
the park. This is the current view from half way around the lake. With the
current Urban Reserve land there is a buffer between the park and development.
That buffer and the experience of those enjoying the park would change
significantly with the development, for those in the park or any nearby trails.
One of my greatest concerns is for safety in the neighborhood. When you come
up Peaks drive and turn toward the west end, this is what you encounter. A
narrow street already crowded with cars. I believe this to be a safety concern
with the traffic from 40 more dwellings, not to mention the traffic of heavy
machinery that would need to travel the street for building the project. During
development if there was need to take the heavy machinery down the powerline
that would infringe all the greater on the natural habitat of the corridor and the
experience of the dozens of people who walk the powerline pathways daily.
The greatest safety risk occurs at the outcrop itself which is a plot of land that is
proposed to have its zoning changed and have building occur. Having run,
walked, biked, and driven all around the neighborhood many times, I can testify
that this sharp hill coming up from the west end of Quarry Pines and proposed
building area has poor sight lines which could result in collisions and if the traffic
to this area increases, both during and after the building phase, it will compound
the problem.
Because the land for this proposal is zoned Urban Reserve, residents never in a
thousand years would have thought that there would be a proposal for
development on this site not once, or twice, but now three times! Each time
developers are bringing in a new angle, the latest seeming to the be the carrot of
Perpetually Affordable Housing with their 7 of 40 dwellings listed in this manner.
The developers seem to be continually pushing and we as residents are beginning
to feel bullied. A concern for all residents of Canmore is that if the proposed
rezoning of lands occur, it sets a precedent for this to occur in other lands within
the town of Canmore as well. I ask that you would Protect our Urban reserve

lands, Protect our corridors and parks and the experiences of all who live and
travel in these areas.

As an active community member, I beseech you to NOT Approve the proposal of
Peaks Landing and the rezoning of lands associated with it.
Sincerely,
Deb Sellers
An engaged resident of the Peaks ofGrassi

1/30/2019

The picture can't be display ed.

"I care about the
future of
Canmore and I
want to be
engaged. “

Anna Sellers

Anna Sellers
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1/30/2019
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Anna Sellers
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kevin Simpson
Monday, January 28, 2019 8:26 PM
hilstad@canmore.ca; Joanna McCallum; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; John Borrowman; Cheryl Hyde
Wendy Simpson
opposition to Peaks Development By-law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks
Landing

Ladies and Gentlemen, I am writing to express my opposition and that of my wife - Wendy Simpson
to the Peaks Development By-law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment
We are of 1089 Wilson Way.
I have been a resident of Canmore since 2000, and for the past 18 years at 1089 Wilson Way. I am
familiar with this area, the traffic flow, and the current issues surrounding this application.
For those of you who know Wendy and I you might remember between the two of us we own Tapas
Restaurant, owned Rebound Cycle for almost 12 years, have served as head of the Downtown BRZ,
and served on the Bow Valley Chamber of Commerce. We have employed hundreds of staff in these
years, have worked with other local business to solve staffing issues, and understand the need to
create affordable housing here in Canmore.
Unfortunately, the Peaks of Grassi area proposed in these Amendment is not appropriate for this
initiative.
I will articulate why in this email.
I know the easiest thing to say this is NIMBYism at is finest, but given the factors at play in this
neighbourhood I will disagree.
Firstly I would like to address the lack of leadership with your council in addressing your own
administrations failings in the previous application, as stated by Justice Gates.
I submit that if a judge rules and indicts your administration with the following statement: the manner
the EIS [environmental impact statement] requirement was dealt with was so 'devoid of the
appearance of fairness that the administration of justice is brought into disrepute.' then orders
you to pay legal costs totalling almost $200,000 including that of the residents opposing the
application, there would have been a public statement made, assurances that your administration
team had been reprimanded and an investigation taken place to insure these actions would never be
repeated. Leadership on this was lacking and the optics appear clear.
Get this built no matter what it takes - even it it means bending the rules, bullying your citizens and
ignoring your own priories to support the wildlife corridors many here seem to want to make Canmore
known for.
Unfortunately you chose to ignore the matter and apparently just waited for the land owners to
resubmit after your team changed the EIS rules.
I would hope and expect more transparency from all in this application.
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Our second are of opposition is based around the town and province of Alberta's designation of human
forbidden zones in the area.
20 Meters outside my backdoor there are signs forbidding human use. Human's are not allowed, as declared by
dozens of signs in the area.
Nowhere outside of Chernobyl can one find signs prohibiting them from exiting their property onto public land,
except Canmore. More than this, the applicants proposal aims to bring dozens more people right on the edge of
this forbidden territory, If this area is so sensitive, surely we should be looking at limiting development, not
supporting it. My picture below shows the area in red that is our so called Chernobyl area. It represents only a
small portion of the actual area.
This application must fail in order to limit the amount of people who undoubtably would expect to have a casual
stroll into the areas around their homes.

Finally, the last indictment of this proposal is based on the road and traffic flow in this area.
When the town of Canmore first designed the Peaks area they for some reason thought to limit road
width so as to make it impossible for two cars to safely pass when cars are parked on the road. This
problem is compounded by the fact that the planners did not even design sidewalks on all sides of
Lawrence Grassi, Kamenka, or Wilson Way
As a result it is common to regularly see people walking on the roads because simply - There is NO
sidewalk for them to use.
No the proposed amendment aims to bring cars and people associated with 14 more affordable
units.
An estimation of an additional 120 people and 40 cars added to this area is not unrealistic.
This application must fail on these accounts.
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Prior ToC councillors worked hard to limit the development in the PoG to what is currently in place. I
hope that you choose to honour and support your predecessors and vote against this land use bylaw.
I appreciate your true diligence in this matter
Kevin Simpson

--

Kevin Simpson
Partner & Award Winning Business Coach
ActionCOACH
The World's #1 Business Coaching Firm
1835 20 Ave NW Calgary AB

403-306-0272

WINNER 2018 Global Best Group Coaching Program
WINNER Top 100 Globally Ranked Coach
WINNER 2017 Global Best New Coach
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January 27, 2019
To: chyde@canmore.ca
Re: Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment
As an owner of a home in the Peaks of Grassi community, I am strongly opposed to the proposed land
use amendment to re-designate Area B Plan 9412236 in order to develop 27 single family detached and
duplex dwellings and suites and townhouse dwellings.
When we purchased our home, the developer, Lawrence Hill, reinforced the fact that there would be NO
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT in this community because it bordered a designated wildlife area. The real
estate agent also confirmed that the development plans would never permit any further development in
this community. It is amazing that this same developer is now in favor of further development because
it will be financially beneficial for him and his company. It is unacceptable to consider personal financial
gains as being more important than the environmental destruction which results from an overburgeoning population in this small community.
The community currently has a majority of single family homes with have two family dwellings since
they have basement suites. In addition, there are smaller, single family homes as well as three
condominium units. Clearly we already have a very high density community. The road system is far too
small to handle the current traffic, particularly when most of the vehicles are parked on the road rather
than stored in the garage. This amendment would definitely increase these parking and traffic
problems.
Due to the proximity to Quarry Lake, there are a number of animals, birds and vegetation which live in
the wildlife corridors surrounding this community so increasing the population would have a negative
impact on the wildlife and environment. It would appear that our current elected officials are more
interested in receiving increased tax revenue rather than protecting the fragile environment and wildlife
in the Canmore area.
Thank you for this opportunity to clarify our protest to this additional housing.

Dr. Donna Smith
954 Lawrence Grassi Ridge

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

CC Sojonky
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 2:43 PM
Cheryl Hyde
'CC Sojonky'
Peaks of Grassi Public Hearing 29 January 2019: Submission for inclusion in public
record: Opposed

Importance:

High

Dear Ms Hyde,
Would you please be so kind as to forward this to the mayor and all Council members, and to include it in the record of
this evening’s public hearing.
Thank you.
To: The Mayor and Councillors of Canmore Council:
I am writing in opposition to the application before you today for rezoning in the Peaks of Grassi neighborhood. I do not
live in or near the Peaks.
My reasons are many, including: flood mitigation and its cost to Canmore taxpayers; human‐wildlife interaction;
preservation of the lands surrounding Quarry Lake (soon to no longer be a “natural park”); and the cost to Alberta
taxpayers when‐‐‐not if‐‐‐those homes are subject to flooding.
I will leave detailed technical and scientific criticism of those topics to others more knowledgeable than I‐‐‐Canmore is
lucky to have such an educated, professional, and experienced citizenry. Instead, I will focus my comments on three
other areas of concern:
1. The 1998 Settlement Agreement. It is incumbent upon all governments to maintain the highest level of honesty,
transparency, and integrity with their citizens. Part and parcel of that commitment is honoring and adhering to
contracts, agreements, and promises made by the government to its people. When a citizenry learns that it can
no longer have faith in the written commitments of its leaders, it learns that it cannot trust those leaders; and a
huge part of the social contract is destroyed. Reneging on the 1998 SA will send a shocking message not just to
those homeowners in Peaks of Grassi, but also to everyone else in Canmore. From here on in, that betrayal will
remain in everyone’s minds and raise doubts about every other agreement and promise made by the Town in
the future. This current Council will be remembered by many as the Council that Breaks Agreements. Surely,
that is not what you want.
Another facet of breaking the 1998 SA is that it opens the door for all other provisions made in that agreement.
Will the Three Sisters developers now be able to claim that the rest of the SA is null and void and thus be able to
change the basis of development in that vast area? This could be a Pandora’s box of unimaginable
consequences.
2. PAH and so‐called Affordable Housing. There is enormous confusion and misunderstanding regarding affordable
housing in Canmore: the definitions of various types of such housing, the qualifications for the various types,
the target audience/beneficiaries of each type, etc. Before any more public money is spent and before any
additional commitments are made, there should be a straightforward, clear, easily understood chart explaining
the details of these entities. In this particular instance, who are the target beneficiaries of the PAH planned for
this Peaks development: hourly wage‐earners in the grocery stores, restaurants, and offices? Salaried nurses,
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teachers, and first responders? Other professionals? Retirees? Who exactly will benefit from this taxpayer‐
funded CCHC development?
And it is not only the general public who are unclear regarding PAH. It is shocking that as recently as last week,
one councilor said the s/he thinks that the upper limit for CCHC eligibility is an individual earning roughly
$100,000 per year, when the actual number is $136,404.
As someone whose Canada Pension Survivor’s Pension is $576 per month (x 12 = $6,912 annually), I do not feel
that I am in a position to be subsidizing someone earning almost 20 times more than I, nor are, I am sure, many
hundreds of other Canmore retirees.
3. The Developer’s and CCHC’s Marketing and Optics. I am not alone in my complete and utter surprise at the
recent developer/CCHC marketing campaign (newspaper ads, open house, information session, email
invitations) specifically naming this proposed development‐‐‐all of it prior to not only the approval by Council,
but also prior to this public hearing. The optics are appalling and suggest that the passage of this
redevelopment application is a foregone conclusion; that this public hearing is just window‐dressing and, in fact,
is a waste of time; that the developers have this “in the bag”; and that there is no reason for members of the
public to attend this hearing and/or share their opinions with Council. It could be perceived by many that the
developers have possibly colluded with Council and/or with the CCHC, as appalling as that sounds. I am not
saying that is the case; I am saying that the optics are dreadful and raise serious questions about the entire
process.
For these and other reasons, I request that you vote against this application for rezoning and leave the Peaks of Grassi
neighborhood as it is, an already built‐out, populous area.
Yours truly,
C.C. Sojonky
Canmore
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ken Symington
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 2:19 PM
Jeffrey Hilstad; Karen Marra; Vi Sandford; John Borrowman; mccallum@canmore.ca;
Robert Seeley; Esme Comfort
Cheryl Hyde; Katherine Symington
Proposed Peaks Landing and rezoning

Dear Mayor John Borrowman and Councillors,
I am writing to you in opposition to the proposed rezoning of the three parcels of green space in the Peaks of
Grassi (PoG) neighborhood. There are many reasons for my opposition but the ones I'll list here are:
- rezoning of urban reserve could set a precedent for more housing development around the beautiful Quarry
Lake park (unique park in close vicinity of downtown)
- building on a known flood risk plain
- increased parking and traffic congestion
- disregard for the original plans of maximum number of housing units for this neighborhood (Peaks of Grassi)
- further disruption to wildlife movement in the area
- does not really address the main issue of PAH if only 7-10 of the projected 40 units going in are "affordable"
I am fully aware of the need for "affordable housing" in Canmore but to squeeze them into an area that has been
proven to be at its maximum capacity is not honoring past planning and development. I am sure the Town will
find other areas that are in future development that can accommodate a larger number of PAH as there is still
lots of land in and around Canmore owned by developers.
So please take into careful consideration the evidence that outlines protecting our urban reserves in and around
Peaks of Grassi and Quarry Lake at the Public Hearing on Tues. Jan. 29, 2019.
Thank you for time.
Ken and Katherine Symington
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Talbot
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 1:02 PM Cheryl
Hyde
Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing

To whom it may concern:
In regard to the Peaks Landing Public Hearing January 29, 2019 it is my opinion that the submission more than
addresses the requirements and objectives set by the Town of Canmore. The frivolous legal hoops that the
applicant has had to go through in regard to this application is not fair. The application has strong community
benefit and should be supported by council.
In short, I support this application.
Brian D. Talbot
This electronic mail message is intended only for the person or entity named in the addressee field. This message contains information
that is privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete this message and all materials associated with it.
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Robert W. Taylor
1004A Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore AB T1W 3C2

January 28, 2019

Mayor & Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore AB T1W 3K1
RE: Bylaw 2018-14 Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment – OPPOSED
It is with some sadness that I write this letter. Sadness that Mayor and Council are again considering
this ill-advised re-zoning proposal. Sad that Mayor and Council seem to have learned little from the
Judge’s decision regarding the previous proposed re-zoning. Sad that Mayor and Council seem to
remain committed to be again turning their backs on the previously hard-fought Settlement Agreement.
Sad that, even before the proposed land-use comes before a public hearing that the Town-owned CCHC
is advertising for the proposed Peaks Landing development --- as if the rezoning was a fait accomplis.
Sad that the economic interests of developers and a seeming single-minded view of Mayor and some
councillors to densify the already most densely developed neighbourhood in Canmore outway the
interests of those who purchased homes in this neighbourhood either with the explicit or implicit
assurance by the then-developer (one member of whom is now part of the developer proponent group)
that the lands zoned UR would NOT be developed in the future both because of the settlement
agreement and the unsuitability for the remaining parcels for development.
But moving forward as you must reach a decision regarding the proposed re-zoning:
I recently have had the opportunity join a Rotary club and, in so doing, become a Rotarian. In that role, I
have committed to following the Rotary “Four Way Test”. I’ve listed my concerns with your upcoming
decision under each of the four questions (the words in full caps come from the original).
Those questions are:
1) Is it the TRUTH?
2) Is it FAIR to all concerned?
3) Will it build GOODWILL and BETTER FRIENDSHIPS?
4) Will it be BENEFICIAL to all concerned?
But before I begin my comments, I reflect on the Rotary motto: Service Above Self.
I want to commend each of you who decided to forgo personal time, family time and, in some cases,
time away from your businesses in order to serve as Mayor and members of Council for the town of
Canmore. Thank you on behalf of all residents for taking on this challenging task.
Moving on to the topic question of the proposed rezoning of lands in the Peaks of Grassi and considering
the issues being addressed under the four questions listed above, I ask you to consider:

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
rwbobtaylor@shaw.ca • 403-614-3154

1) Is it the TRUTH?
As has been documented by others, assurances were provided to lot / home purchasers that future
development on the vacant lands would not occur. Clearly that was NOT the truth.
Further:


Mr. Esarte has assured Mayor & Council on numerous occasions that Lawrence Grassi Drive
meets the guidelines for “mountain roads”, yet an e-mail exchange obtained via FOIP
indicates that one of his staff stated that this is NOT the case. Again, a failure for the TRUTH
to be provided to Council as part of their considerations.



The previously submitted SSR gave the proposed Peaks of Grassi development a
“walkability” score of “high”. However Realtor.ca gives the Peaks area a “walkability score
of Zero – due the lack of any nearby (walkable) services such as groceries or other shopping
and not even close access to public transportation. Again, Council was not provided with
the Truth.



In the previous proposal, Town staff lauded that most of the “steep slope” areas of the
“outcrop lands” at the top of Lawrence Grass Ridge would be “protected” on the lands not
proposed for development. A rather huge omission was the high percentage of the
“outcrop” lands proposed for development that exceed 25% (and 35%) in slope. See Figures
1 and 2 - “Slope Analysis” diagrams attached, with slopes interpolated from the underlying
topographic survey indicate that the. It will be up to Mayor and Council to determine
whether withholding of material facts represents “telling the Truth” -- or not!



Parking: The previous parking analysis undertaken by the (then) planning officer was, by his
own verbal admission, undertaken via Google Maps – with NO onsite visit either of the
impacted area or to evaluate other parking issues in the Peaks. If he had made 10-minute
drive he would have immediately notices that several sections of the street he showed
“available for parking” were, in fact, already zoned “No Parking” for either town utility
purposes or for road safety. A visit on an evening or weekend would have revealed that the
Peaks neighbourhood is already parking constrained [ref: Wilson Way and Kamenka Green
where residents park “company vehicles” in addition to personal vehicles. Additionally, the
calculations that suggest the on-site parking of either the PAH units of the Duplex dwellings
will no necessitate on-street parking is fallacious. And really, who owns either 0.75 or 0.50
of a vehicle? Again, Council is not being provided with accurate facts on which to base their
decision.

2) Is it FAIR to all concerned?
 So as to not be redundant, see Number 1 above: while you might convince yourselves about
the “truth” of not being obligated to follow the Settlement Agreement, this clearly fails the
“fairness” test. As is sometimes said, “Just because you can doesn’t mean you should”.


Some residences will be more adversely affected than others. Those whose views will be
severely affected are some. The home at 1000 LGR could have a home build “higher and
deeper” than that dwelling, possibly leaving them looking at a concrete retaining wall from
all of their side windows and effectively putting them in a permanent shadow, absent from
daylight. Clearly not fair.



In a more general sense, adding of higher traffic volumes to a road that is already safetyconstrained [Mr. Esarte’s staff indicate that a maximum speed of 30 km/h would be
2

required to bring Lawrence Grassi Ridge into safety compliance], along with the placement
of up to five new blind driveways is not only not FAIR, but will introduce an unacceptable
safety risk. At a minimum, Mr. Esarte’s staff should be required to re-calculate the “safe
speed” analysis with the inclusion of the blind driveways, report to council and concurrently
propose appropriate measures to meet those safety standards. Failure to do so could be a
breach of his obligations to the Town and the profession.
3) Will it build GOODWILL and BETTER FRIENDSHIPS?


Given that this is the third attempt by the developer group to push through this
densification, it might seem that this question barely bears asking. BUT…. Looking back to
the original proposal, details of the proposal have eliminated some of the “positives”.
Examples:
 In the first proposal, only four homes were proposed for the “outcrop” at the top of
LGR, with an open space left between the nearest lot and the home at 1000 LGR. In the
second iteration, five lots have been squeezed into this space with one placed
immediately against 1000 LGR. BUT a small slice was left adjacent to the property
owned by one of the development group with the proposal to “accrete” that land to the
developer’s own lot. Should a similar proposal be included in a subdivision request, an
approval by Mayor and Council for such a request would seem to favor greed and selfserving by the developer group vs. seeking Goodwill and Better Friendships.
 In the first proposal the developer group was, as part of its offering, committing itself to
the development of an upgraded trail network in the lands proposed to be preserved as
“undeveloped”. This attractive element of the original proposal has gone missing.
 The developer group has undertaken “FireSmart” cutting and pruning on the developer
lands behind the homes from 1004 to 1084 Lawrence Grassi Ridge. As of last week, all
of the debris from the pruning of both larger trees and brush remain in the woods. As a
result the fire risk to the adjacent homes appears to have been increased rather than
decreased. I do not know whether this increased liability lies with the Town of Canmore
or the developer group but, whichever the case, does not contribute to “goodwill”.
 These are but a few examples, but on many levels it appears that those people – and we
are talking real people – who invested much of their life savings into a mountain retreat
have been cast by some media correspondents, some members of town leadership and
others as being “spoiled” in their desires to have prior agreements honoured. Issues
raised regarding both wildlife and potential steep creek flooding appear to have been
not taken seriously by…. In all, friendships and goodwill that previously flourished along
Lawrence Grassi Ridge have been severely eroded.

4) Will it be BENEFICIAL to all concerned?


This is perhaps the most beguiling of questions, because it hinges on two important
questions: (1) what is construed by the meaning of “BENEFICIAL” (again the caps come from
the source document) and (2) who is included when considering “all”. For example:
 Clearly approval of this re-zoning is beneficial to the developers as they get to convert
an original investment of a few hundred thousand dollars into (potentially) a multimillion dollar profit.
3

 It is beneficial to those who believe that densifying all vacant land in Canmore to
provide affordable housing is a benefit to “all”.
 It is less certain that it is of benefit to those who purchase PAH housing. A more detailed
analysis indicates that, while it provides affordable entry it also has the unintended
consequence of capturing them in an on-going “poverty trap” and makes moving upmarket as family needs require much more difficult.
 Council mandating that “duplex units” have fully fitted, rentable basement suites [so
called “mortgage helpers”] – as was done in the previous consideration of re-zoning –
might be considered both heavy handed and not beneficial to all concerned. What of
the empty-nester wanting to re-locate to Canmore and to have extra bedrooms in the
lower level for visiting children and grandchildren? Forcing on them the high costs of
fitting a full kitchen is NOT beneficial. QUESTION: If the TOWN were, in the fullness of
this process, again make such suites mandatory, will the town be providing some
assistance by way of interest-free loans or property tax reductions for the
purchasers/builders of such properties?


It might be argued that approving this re-zoning is for the overall “greater good” of all
Canmorites. That is both a dubious and poorly founded argument for two reasons:
 It ignores who is “all”, and subjugates the identified negative impacts on a group of 40+
homeowners in the Peaks of Grassi most significantly impacted should this development
proceed (many more if broader traffic impacts and parking are considered). It assumes
that their individual rights be suppressed in favor of the “big picture” – a “picture” that
really isn’t that big in the.
 For those who were wooed to the Quarry Pines portion of the Peaks on the promise by
the developer [which I was] that “this end of the development” would be developed
with somewhat larger and less densely developed homes, this turns into



In summary, from the standpoint of the residents, of the Peaks of Grassi:

As presented, the proposed re-zoning and the anticipated subsequent developments fail
to identify a SINGLE BENEFIT for those who already live in the Peaks of Grassi!
In closing, thanks to each of you for taking the time to read this and the other submissions. I know that
this is a difficult task and ask you to take my input into consideration in making your decision. All the
residents of Canmore will be looking to your decision on this proposal as guidance as to what they
might expect in their own neighbourhoods regarding what is considered “underdeveloped lands” that
might afford densification opportunities – whether those lands be currently occupied or whether they
be urban parks that might be “up for grabs”.
Regards,
Original signed by

R.W. (Bob) Taylor

4

AFTERTHOUGHT:
IF, after consideration of all input received, Council elects to approve the re-zoning and considers a subdivision application, some of the following might be proposed to the Developer group:
1. That the “buffer” next to the home at 1000 Lawrence Grassi Ridge be “reinstated” either similar
to the original proposal (with only 4 lots being developed) or, at a minimum, the narrow strip
that Mr. Hill proposes to accrete to his lot be, instead, offered to the owners of 1000 LGR.
2. That a strip of the Developer’s land behind the lots from 1000 to 1084 LGR be offered up to the
owners of those lots to make them consistent with the depth of the lots proposed for the
“outcrop” lands, for the nominal sum or $1. The benefit might be small for the current owners
but would be a tiny show of good faith.
3. That the Developers re-institute their original proposal for an improved trail system within the
lands proposed to be “protected”
4. That the Town ensure that adequate storage be provided to the units to be built / owned by
CCHC so that the typical assortment of Canmore “toys” (bicycles, canoes, etc. are both sheltered
and out-of-view from both the neighbours and users of Quarry Lake.
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Figure 1: Angle of Slope for Proposed Peaks “Outcrop” Lots
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Figure 2: Areas with Slopes > 35 % - Proposed Peaks “Outcrop” Lots
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Mark D Taylor
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 5:40 PM
John Borrowman; Jeffrey Hilstad; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; Joanna McCallum
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition
Council Submission on TPR of EIS Peaks Landing.docx

Mayor Barrowman and Canmore Councillors;
Please find attached an analysis of the Environmental Impact Statement and Third Party Review related to the
subject land rezoning. Based on this analysis, I strongly request Council to reject the proposed land rezoning.
The EIS and the TPR documents identify serious concerns with uncertainties and risks associated with this
development. Also key mitigation measures have been flagged as “ineffective” by these experts. Please see my
analysis to better understand these technical reports.
The SSR score is actually negative for this project in the absence of the minor PAH contribution - which the
developers can easily get out of. If they do so then there is NO benefit at all but we have to take on all the risks
associated with higher density, wildlife damage, traffic safety, flood risks etc.
I strongly urge Council to remain protectors of the Canmore wildlife and deny this rezoning application.
Mark Taylor

_______________________________________
Try?….There is no try. There is only do or not do
Mark D Taylor P.Eng
mdtaylorcdn@shaw.ca
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Analysis of Third Party Review by Associated Environmental
Consultants Inc. of Corvidae Environmental Consulting Inc.’s
Environmental Impact Statement for Peaks Landing
Development (Mark D. Taylor, Jan2019)
By-Law 2018-14, Land Use Amendment, Peaks Landing Opposition.
Executive Summary
The Third Party Review (TPR) completed by Associated is generally supportive
of the process followed by Corvidae in completing the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Peaks Landing project. But reading past the “checking
the boxes” that ensured the general process was adhered to, we see both
reports identify serious concerns in the EIS which are highlighted in the sections
that follow. In summary, there are two very clear and compelling messages in
the EIS and supported in the TPR. These points paint the picture of a high risk,
totally irreversible project, that excluding the minimal and tenuous PAH
commitment has a negative overall SSR benefit, and poses significant exposure
to long term wildlife problems. These key messages are:
1. The proposed development area is an important sensitive wildlife area.
This forested area is integrally entwined with the adjacent Quarry Lake Local
Habitat Patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor (TSAVC).
Though in the greater Canmore context, this area may be relatively small, it is
critically connected to the greater Bow Valley wildlife movement corridors.
Destruction of this habitat presents a material risk to the overall wildlife
movement and viability in the Bow Valley.
“Quarry Lake Park has been identified as a high conflict area for black bears and
humans…. Current research and management initiatives indicate human-wildlife
interactions are an important consideration for the proposed project.”
2. There are significant uncertainties in both the magnitude of the impacts
from the development and in the potential success of the proposed
mitigation actions.
Both the EIS and the TPR identify key risks and uncertainties in the assessed
impacts from the development.
“Negative effects are predicted to occur during both the construction and buildout phases of the project”

“Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in the potential impacts of the
project and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in
human-wildlife interactions because of the project.”
Given that this development action is completely irreversible, if worse than
expected impacts result, we all will have little option but to accept these
undesirable impacts.
The TPR specifically highlights that there are also uncertainties in the proposed
mitigations. The predicted effects, pre-mitigation, on VECs during the
operational phase of the proposed project (after dwellings are occupied) were
highlighted by Cordivae as negative, long term and irreversible for black
bear, grizzly, cougar and elk – so the risks are high. At the same time, some
mitigations have been clearly identified as ineffective.
“Associated notes that there are uncertainties with respect to the long-term
success of some of the mitigation measures proposed. Neither the two-railing
fence or “hard edge” associated with the construction of the new homes provide
a contiguous or restrictive barrier that will exclude humans from adjacent habitat
patches and wildlife corridors, or prevent wildlife entry into the Peaks…. These
features are permeable barriers that are unlikely to be effective”
With such exposure to these risks, reliance on questionable mitigation measures
is perilous and irresponsible.
Along with the uncertainty that these mitigations will be effective, there is the
question of who is ultimately responsible for implementing, and paying, for these
ongoing efforts. Will the Applicant continue to support and subsidize the costs of
these necessary actions or is this a burden that will be shifted on to the local
Canmore taxpayers?
“The EIS does not specify the extent to which the Applicant, the Town of
Canmore or AEP will be responsible for on-going public education. … It is also
unclear if any monitoring will be completed after construction, and if completed
who will be responsible”
Finally, Associated identifies several weaknesses or shortfalls in the EIS.
As stated in their TPR:
1. No impact assessment of proposed flood control berm.
“The berm that will be constructed to mitigate flood risk is described in the
EIS, although existing vegetation and habitat conditions within the proposed
berm location are not explicitly provided in the baseline section
2. No consideration of the impact of the increased population in Peaks from
additional development.
“… the EIS does not explicitly identify the potential for increased human-

wildlife interactions because of more people living in the neighbourhood and
moving into the adjacent QLLHP and TSAVC.”
3. Suboptimal vegetation survey work.
“Associated notes that timing of field surveys was completed outside of the
best months for vegetation growth”
4. Inadequate Construction Management Plan presented.
“Minimal details regarding the Construction Management Plan are provided in
the EIS. Associated notes that this plan should be finalized and reviewed by
the Town of Canmore well in advance of any vegetation clearing or
construction.”
In closing, the Peaks Landing EIS and TPR each identify considerable risk and
uncertainty in both the project impacts and the proposed mitigations associated
with this project. Given its irreversible nature, it would be irresponsible to allow
this project to proceed, and in doing so, accepting the significant risk of very
undesirable outcomes.

“…an increase in human use may result in more wildlife interactions
resulting in negative conflicts where people could be injured/killed and
wildlife relocated/destroyed as a consequence of these interactions.”
I sincerely request Council to deny this rezoning and to remain protectors of
Canmore’s wildlife.
Mark D. Taylor P.Eng
1168 Wilson Way
Canmore, AB

Analysis
Overview
The TPR by Associated endorsed the mechanical completion of the Corvidae
EIS in the sense that it fairly assessed the proposed development area, it
represented the impacts of the development and was complete in its required
coverage of the EIS Terms of Reference agreed to with the Town.
“Associated Environmental’ s (Associated) review of the EIS indicates that
requirements identified in the Terms of Reference (ToR) have been provided in
the EIS. The use of existing information and data as well as field survey data
collected within the project area are deemed appropriate to describe existing
conditions. Based on the baseline information, public engagement and project
description provided in the EIS, Associated is satisfied that the Valued
Ecosystem Components (VECs) and Local Study Area (LSA) selected for the
EIS are appropriate. Associated is also satisfied that the potential effects from
the project and potential impacts to the VECs identified in the EIS are appropriate
for the proposed project.” (pg i)

Project risks definitely exist
The EIS describes the risks and then outlines potential mitigations for those risks.
It is clear that the area being considered for development is a sensitive area and
that there are significant risks to adding additional development here. The
Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along Valley
Corridor (TSAVC) are identified as important wildlife habitat and movement areas
in the EIS. Additionally, this area is one of the highest human-wildlife conflict
zones in Canmore. Increasing the human presence so significantly (up to 68
persons or more) will make this problem even worse.
“Quarry Lake Park has been identified as a high conflict area for black bears and
humans and the Human-Wildlife Coexistence report (GoA 2018) suggests that
human-black bear conflicts account for the largest proportion of relocations and
destruction of animals in the Bow Valley. Indeed, an increase in traffic may result
in an increased probability that individual animals from the VECs may be killed
through collisions; however, potential impacts from outdoor recreation (i.e.,
potentially more residents using the Altalink ROW, Quarry Lake Park or entering
the QLLHP and TSAVC) may have a greater impact to the VECs. Current
research (e.g., Hojnowski 2017), and management initiatives (e.g., 2018 HumanWildlife Coexistence Report [GoA 2018]) indicate human-wildlife interactions are
an important consideration for the proposed project.” (pg 8)
As the area is seen as being so important to wildlife, development in this area
poses potential material risks to wildlife.

“Negative effects are predicted to occur during both the construction and buildout phases of the project, including potential negative effects resulting in change
to habitat, change to wildlife movement and change in mortality risk for the
selected VECs.” (Valued Ecosystem Components) (pg 7)
While mitigations have been largely identified in the EIS, there is uncertainty in
their comprehensiveness and effectiveness, as well as who has the ultimate
responsibility to implement them. This uncertainty leaves an increased exposure
to the unmitigated risks identified by Cordivae. During the construction phase,
clearing, grubbing and removal of vegetation and soil, construction noise and
light pollution, trenching, traffic and increased human presence will all put a high
level of stress on the local wildlife. The following factors were deemed as
irreversible, post-mitigation, by Cordivae (Table 8): Loss of habitat; Change in
plant community; Wildlife habitat avoidance or abandonment; Direct and
indirect wildlife mortality; Increased human occurrence.
“Impacts of construction on the individual VECs remain uncertain as it is difficult
to quantify how a species or individuals in a species will respond to these
activities. Recent research in the Bow Valley (e.g., Hojnowski 2017) suggests
that some of the VECs identified in the EIS will change behaviours” (pg 9)
Even after construction has been completed, the predicted effects, pre-mitigation,
on VECs during the operational phase of the proposed project (after dwellings
are occupied) were highlighted by Cordivae as negative, long term and
irreversible for black bear, grizzly, cougar and elk – so the risks are high.
(Cordivae EIS Tables 5 & 7).
With such an exposure to these risks, reliance on tenuous mitigation measures is
perilous and irresponsible. Significant uncertainty remains as to their
effectiveness. Along with the uncertainty that these mitigations will be effective,
there is the question of who is ultimately responsible for implementing, and
paying for these ongoing efforts. Will the Applicant continue to support and
subsidize the costs of these necessary actions or is this a burden that will be
shifted on to the local Canmore taxpayers?
“Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in the potential impacts of the
project and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in
human-wildlife interactions because of the project. Success of the proposed
mitigation measures will require long-term commitments (e.g., education,
monitoring or follow-up) by the Applicant and/or the Town of Canmore as well as
enforcement by Alberta Environment and Parks.” (pg 13)
“The EIS does not specify the extent to which the Applicant, the Town of
Canmore or AEP will be responsible for on-going public education. AEP is
responsible for enforcing the area closures and it remains unclear the extent to
which enforcement will be completed. It is also unclear if any monitoring will be
completed after construction, and if completed who will be responsible, to ensure

fencing and signage installed along the QLLHP-neighbourhood boundary are
effective.” (pg 12)

Uncertainty exists in the assessed impacts and mitigations
While the EIS clearly identifies the risks associated with the development (see
above), there is considerable uncertainty as to the number and magnitude of
impact from these risks – as well as the ultimate effectiveness of the mitigations
proposed.

“Uncertainty regarding potential project impacts is noted in the EIS,
including uncertainty in identifying potential impacts on different species as
well as uncertainty regarding the mitigation measures proposed and their
future adoption by residents. Associated agrees that these uncertainties
are relevant to the project area. With respect to the proposed project,
Associated notes that there is uncertainty in the magnitude and duration of
effects predicted for wildlife movement and mortality because the nature
and location of future human-wildlife interactions are also uncertain.” (pg 9)
“…negative human interactions with bears could increase, in particular
since Quarry Lake Park area is recognized as an area of high human-black
bear conflict…an increase in human use may result in more wildlife
interactions resulting in negative conflicts where people could be
injured/killed and wildlife relocated/destroyed as a consequence of these
interactions” (pg 10 / pg 8)
“Associated agrees that it is uncertain how mitigation measures intended
to reduce human-wildlife interactions will function in the long-term in the
context of the final build-out of the project…mitigation of these impacts (is)
largely contingent on reducing current and future human entry into the
QLLHP as well as the TSAVC. Commitments by the Applicant, the Town of
Canmore and enforcement by AEP will be required to ensure the
effectiveness of mitigations proposed in the EIS for the build-out of the
proposed project” (pg 10)

Of the mitigations recommended by Cordivae, several have questionable
effectiveness and/or sustainability.
“The fence and berm, combined with signage prohibiting entrance into the
adjacent QLLHP and TSAVC are hypothesized to provide a barrier
discouraging people from entering these areas. Similarly, construction of

new homes within the three parcels of land is hypothesized to provide a
“hard edge” barrier to discourage wildlife movement into the Peaks of
Grassi neighbourhood from the Altalink ROW. Neither the fence or the new
homes will provide a contiguous barrier and will dissuade rather than
prevent people from entering the QLLHP and TSAVC, and their function to
prevent wildlife from entering the community are uncertain.” (pg 9)
“Associated notes that there are uncertainties with respect to the long-term
success of some of the mitigation measures proposed. Neither the tworailing fence or “hard edge” associated with the construction of the new
homes provide a contiguous or restrictive barrier that will exclude humans
from adjacent habitat patches and wildlife corridors, or prevent wildlife
entry into the Peaks…. These features are permeable barriers that are
unlikely to be effective” (pg 11)
Also, the operational mitigations outlined in the EIS are soft / suggestive
and are difficult to enforce with limited ability of the developer or the Town
to control. Many “encourage” compliance: appropriate trail use, off-leash
dog walking, WildSmart application etc. There are few actionable items
(though some, e.g. remove buffalo berry crop, plant non-palatable
vegetation in landscaping) (Cordivae Sec 8.1)
If we are uncertain as to the effectiveness of these mitigations, then we are
left with: “an increase in human use may result in more wildlife interactions
resulting in negative conflicts where people could be injured/killed and
wildlife relocated/destroyed as a consequence of these interactions.” (pg 8)

Of interest, when the 1992 NRCB assessment was done, a full
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was completed, vs. the current
simplified Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for this development.
Therefore decisions made in the NRCB time should carry significant weight.
“As part of the NRCB process, a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
was submitted and approved, and the EIA included the Peak Landing site.” (pg 3)

Shortfalls in the EIS identified by Associated
The TPR identified several shortfalls in the Cordivae EIS.
1. A significant one is that there was no impact assessment done on the location
of the proposed berm construction.
“it is not clear that surveys were completed in the location of berm
construction…the berm that will be constructed to mitigate flood risk is described
in the EIS, although existing vegetation and habitat conditions within the
proposed berm location are not explicitly provided in the baseline section.” (pg 6)
2. The EIS did not take into account the impact of the increased stress due to
more residents living in Peaks Landing.
“Associated observes that the EIS identifies relevant potential negative effects to
the VECs including effects from additional traffic, parking and amenities as well
as potential increased use of adjacent lands by people. Section 7.4 of the EIS
does not explicitly identify the potential for increased human-wildlife
interactions because of more people living in the neighbourhood and
moving into the adjacent QLLHP and TSAVC.” (pg 8)
3. The vegetation survey was not optimal.
“Associated notes that timing of field surveys was completed outside of the best
months for vegetation growth” (pg 5)
4. The Construction Management Plan needs to be enhanced.
“Minimal details regarding the Construction Management Plan are provided in the
EIS. Associated notes that this plan should be finalized and reviewed by the
Town of Canmore well in advance of any vegetation clearing or construction.” (pg
12)

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

MicheleTaylor
Sunday, January 27, 2019 4:28 PM
John Borrowman; Esme Comfort; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; kmarra@camore.ca;
Jeffrey Hilstad; mccallum@canmore.ca
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors,
I’m writing to express my strong opposition to the Peaks Landing Land Use Amendment. I’ve been a resident
in Peaks of Grassi for 14 years. It’s a very busy and quite congested area at times - particularly at my end of the
development nearest Quarry Lake. Weekends and summers find the road filled with parked cars and people and
it has always been necessary to drive much slower than normal speed limits because there is so much to watch
out for - oncoming traffic over blind hills, parked cars on both sides, people riding bikes and walking, lake users
crossing with picnic and swimming gear. Winters mean that the road is often down to a single lane with plowed
snow and parked cars using up much of the roadway. Nonetheless, it is a delightful place to live as we are
surrounded by nature on many sides. The project being proposed will rob us of a large piece of our green space,
greatly increase congestion on the road, add many cars to the already filled sides of the road (as many of the
new units being proposed do not have garages) and will only add a paltry 7 units of PAH to the town’s
inventory. I question whether the developers will actually build these PAH units or simply walk away from that
obligation, and if they do, the remaining part of the development, while probably lucrative for the developers,
has a net negative SSR score for our community - for all of us who enjoy the Peaks of Grassi now. Most
importantly, this proposed development has caused, and continues, to cause, so much dissension and anger and
divisiveness within our little community - completely out of proportion to the small benefit realized if this
project is forced upon us here in the Peaks of Grassi. The majority of people who have spoken up about this
project are vehemently opposed and yet Town Council continues to force it through. It was rejected once,
overturned a second time and now you are willing to consider a third shot at it, despite what you surely have
heard from the majority voice. I feel that the taxpaying residents in the Peaks are being bullied and our
concerns are dismissed as frivolous. This is our neighborhood - we love it and want to preserve it the way it
was promised in the Settlement Agreement.
There is no doubt that affordable housing, particularly rental property, is needed in the Town of Canmore. But
this housing would be far better built on existing land (perhaps already owned by the Town?) much closer to the
commercial and retail areas where so many people work. In a location such as that, buildings housing many
more units could be built and made available to people looking for affordable housing.
I am fed up with politicians, in all levels of our society, who forget that they are working for us - the taxpayers
and residents who have lived and contributed to our communities and neighborhoods for many years and have a
wealth of knowledge and experience concerning what is good for our community, and what will cause
permanent harm. Listen to what we are saying - please. Do the right thing - honour the Settlement Agreement
put in place years ago which has given us a delightful neighborhood for the past 20 years. The very small and
somewhat dubious benefit which could come from this development is vastly outweighed by the great damage it
will do to our neighborhood, our wildlife, our sense of home and certainly our faith in our town leaders. I urge
you to deny the application by the developers to rezone this land, to say “No” to their request to toss aside
promises once made regarding the great green spaces in our community and to refuse the advancement of their
self-serving project.
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Thank you,
Michele Taylor
1168 Wilson Way
Canmore, AB
Michele Taylor
Calgary, Canada
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nick Taylor
Sunday, January 27, 2019 11:25 PM
Jeffrey Hilstad; Joanna McCallum; Karen Marra; Robert Seeley; Vi Sandford; Esme
Comfort; John Borrowman
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 - Land Use Amendment - Peaks Landing - Opposition

Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors,
I am writing you with the sincere hopes 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 beloved neighbourhood.
This issue has been debated extensively, at great cost both in time and money to Council and
Canmore residents. All of the concern areas that were illuminated at the last two public hearings 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. I have read the application, the EIS (Corvidae)
and the Third Party Review (TPR) of the EIS (Associated). Two very important points come clear from
this.
First, in reviewing the Applicant’s Sustainability Screening Report (SSR), it is clear that the only value
this project brings to Canmore is the perpetually affordable housing (PAH) component. In fact in
absence of the PAH component, this project actually has negative value; i.e. of the Town’s assessed
64 SSR points, 72 points come from PAH, leaving the rest of the project providing a detrimental
negative 8 points. The question of PAH support is pertinent but the Peaks is not an efficient place to
make this investment for the Town. There are several cleared and serviced locations, closer to work
opportunities downtown and with the ability to make a more meaningful contribution to the PAH
issue. The PAH dilemma is about providing affordable housing, not providing affordable / subsidized
ownership. A single multi-story development closer to town centre could provide a much more
efficient and material improvement to the situation without having to destroy additional green space
and further increase the density and wildlife conflict issues that come with Peaks development.
Secondly, it is clear in reviewing the EIS and the TPR that there is considerable uncertainty in both
the impacts from this development as well as uncertainty in the effectiveness of the proposed
mitigation actions. With the Quarry Lake Local Habitat Patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along
Valley Corridor (TSAVC) integrally entwined in this area, significant risks have been identified by
Corvidae and Associated, and the outcomes and mitigations are a tenuous proposition. The TPR
states: “Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in the potential impacts of the project and the
measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential increase in human-wildlife interactions because of
the project. Success of the proposed mitigation measures will require long-term commitments (e.g.,
education, monitoring or follow-up) by the Applicant and/or the Town of Canmore as well as
enforcement by Alberta Environment and Parks.”
“The EIS does not specify the extent to which the Applicant, the Town of Canmore or AEP will be
responsible for on-going public education. AEP is responsible for enforcing the area closures and it
remains unclear the extent to which enforcement will be completed. It is also unclear if any monitoring
will be completed after construction, and if completed who will be responsible…”
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It is clear that the rezoning of this land and the Peaks Landing development is not a valuable addition
to the Peaks of Grassi neighborhood or to the Quarry Lake area. Neither is it an effective or efficient
solution to the PAH issue for Canmore, and without that, as indicated by the SSR scoring, it is solely
a commercial endeavor by a few, at the expense and risk of many. Given this risk and the
irreversibility of this decision (once clear cut and developed, there is no going back no matter what
problems arise), the prudent decision is to deny this rezoning and development proposal.
Finally, 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 reputation and
integrity. 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 risks and uncertainties. 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 Peaks residents (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; the schools they expected
to put their children in won’t have funding cuts and be shut down; and that agreements and
commitments (e.g. Settlement Agreement, NRCB decision) mean something. This reputation of
trustworthiness and integrity 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 understanding of what they are investing in, what their
neighbourhood 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 a great mountain town is requested. Therefore I sincerely request that you reject
this high risk development proposal.
Thank you,
Nicholas Taylor, MSc
1168 Wilson Way, Canmore
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Sent by email 27-Jan-2019
Subject: By-Law 2018-14 – Land Use Amendment – Peaks Landing – Opposition
To: John Borrowman jborrowman@canmore.ca; Jeff Hilstad jhilstad@canmore.ca; Joanna
McCallum jmccallum@canmore.ca; Karen Marra kmarra@canmore.ca; Rob Seeley
rseeley@canmore.ca; Vi Sandford vsandford@canmore.ca; Esme Comfort ecomfort@canmore.ca
CC: Municipal Clerk Cheryl Hyde chyde@canmore.ca

Dear Mayor Borrowman 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 so important to our community,
environment, and the overall character of our neighbourhood.
As a resident of the Peaks of Grassi community and as a geological EIT (engineer-in-training)
currently pursuing her Professional Engineering designation in the field of geotechnical consulting
engineering, I see this issue through both technical and personal lenses. As a result, this letter
specifically focuses on two differing but equally important issues:
•

•

concerns associated with the BGC Engineering report titled Hillcroft Developments Ltd.
Stones Canyon Creek Development – Level 2 Debris Flow Risk Assessment (Final), dated
October 28, 2015; and,
concerns associated with the neighbourhood character and community.

From a geological perspective, there are a number of concerns that should not be brushed off in
evaluating risk for this development. Firstly, the return period for debris floods and flows assessed
by BGC Engineering is relatively short, at 100-300 years. For comparison, incremental consequence
assessments for dams (of any size and type, from small rock-filled wooden timber cribs to
multibillion dollar megaprojects) consider loss of life, financial risk, and socio-environmental
damage due to flood and earthquake hazards on return period scales up to 1,000 or even 10,000
years for the most critical dams. Geological processes – such as sedimentation, slope movement,
foundation settlement, etc. – can happen on a much greater timescale than most people are used
to or can even fully comprehend. To view the risk of a geological hazard on a scale of something as
short as 100 years, particularly in an area of industry (landslide assessment) that is not as clearly
regulated with guidelines (i.e. for dams, the consequence assessment described above is provided
in official guidelines from the Canadian Dam Association; geohazard assessments for debris
floods/flows have no similar guidelines of equivalent authority and specificity), is to present a
limited view of that risk. Something that is deemed to be an acceptable risk in the short term may
not be acceptable in the long term; BGC’s report highlights this only in stating that “at higher return

periods (those exceeding 300 years), debris flows may affect the westernmost portion of the
development.”
In addition to the short return period and developing guidance on risk assessment, the report
clearly states that the number of housing units proposed by the developer calls for a Class 3 risk
assessment. Despite this standard/recommendation, it was deemed prudent to pursue only a Class
2 assessment. This represents a departure from the conservatism that is typically (and for good
reason, considering the number and importance of unknowns when dealing with geology)
associated with earth sciences modeling and assessment.
Finally, there is always a prominent element of uncertainty in geological sciences and engineering.
The geotechnical report abounds with this uncertainty. Delineation of hazard zones are, as stated in
BGC’s report, “judgement based”, and desktop studies can easily miss important data (i.e. evidence
of debris flow may not always be visible on available air photos). The fan boundary as drawn in the
report is “approximate and delineates the interpreted landform. [It] does not show the maximum
spatial extent of potential flooding.” The frequency-magnitude analysis relies on empirical work
that is “speculative to some degree as debris-flow volumes have not been reconstituted for the
entire fan.” Only two test pits were excavated in the test pitting investigation, which is too low to
provide significant assurance against geological variation and uncertainty; in fact, the report itself
concedes that “conclusions on debris flow frequency based on only two test pits are associated with
significant uncertainty.”
Additionally, the calibration and use of numerical modeling has a number of significant limitations
in this assessment, as noted by the commentary that modeling results are “incomplete” and
“precursory”. Calibration relies only on a single event with redistributed fan material and appears
tenuous at best; even BGC states that, in the case of further developments, the analysis “should be
replaced by well-calibrated model runs”. Although this is noted for future developments, it does not
inspire a high degree of confidence in the existing analysis, in what is a very complex field. Modeling
events such as these is inherently uncertain and eliminating that uncertainty is near impossible;
however, it does mean that there is a much greater importance that rests on the use of multiple
calibrating events, more data collection, greater model detail and ground-truthing, and overall
increased conservatism to reduce uncertainty and build an increased “factor of safety” into results
that are often blindly relied-upon. With the area at risk from both debris flows and debris floods
that are predicted to reach the development (see Section 6.5), the “quasi-unlimited” amount of
sediment stored in the upper watershed (meaning large debris flows can occur), and the likelihood
of increased frequency of these events in the future due to climate change, the life safety, financial,
and environmental risk that is being accepted here is frankly too high given the level of uncertainty
associated with the analysis.
In addition to the measurable environmental, geotechnical, civil, visual, and social costs and losses
that will arise as a result of this project, there is something more intangible here that deserves

honest consideration. To the members of this community, the beautiful natural spaces adjacent to
existing developments are like the family home. They are special to all, hold memories and stories
of growth, and can always be counted on to be there, heart-warming and important as ever. I
recognize the shape of the very roots on that path to Quarry Lake because I have walked and biked
over them countless times; I know I can always grab a beach towel and walk that way to the water
on a hot summer’s day; and I know that I am never far from the calming presence of those trees.
Because my family has moved around extensively, this neighbourhood has been the closest thing I
have had to a home growing up. The community spirit, the secluded quiet, and the peaceful
coexistence with nature are what makes Peaks of Grassi so special. It has taken decades and
decades to build up that community character, and while it is strong, it will be irrevocably damaged
by the further development of the proposed land parcels. The thought of construction activities
taking place on the ground that has become entwined with the community’s heart is enough to
make families consider, or actually go forward with, selling their homes and leaving. The damage to
this community and its social fabric will be enormous.
I trust that this letter adequately and accurately conveys to you some of the geotechnical concerns
that this project raises, as well as the more personal side of what could mistakenly be viewed as an
objective, black-and-white, financially driven decision. I also trust that due consideration will be
given to the plethora of other concerns that have been and will continue to be brought forth to the
Council regarding environmental concerns, political/trust concerns, etc.
Your dedication to learning from and hearing all concerns related to this application is appreciated
by residents of the town of Canmore. We rely on your identification and acknowledgement of the
critical drawbacks to this application, and your prudent action to reject it, to maintain the
community that we know and love here in Canmore. In closing, I sincerely request that you reject
this high-risk development proposal.
Kind regards,

Samantha Taylor, Engineer-in-Training
1168 Wilson Way
Canmore, Alberta

January 29, 2019

To:

Mayor John Borrowman
Councillor Esme Comfort
Councillor Jeff Hilstad
Councillor Karen Marra
Councillor Joanna McCallum
Councillor Vi Sandford
Councillor Rob Seeley

Subject: Bylaw 2018-14: Peaks Landing Land Use Bylaw Amendment
I am writing this letter to express my opposition to this proposed Land Use Bylaw Amendment.
I moved to Canmore in 1993 for a part-time job at Canmore Pain Clinic. I now work for myself
and for over ten years have had the privilege of introducing many in this community to
Mindfulness Meditation. These programs are run at the Canmore hospital and are supported by
the Canmore and Area Healthcare Foundation.
In 2001 I purchased a small affordable duplex on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. I did my due diligence
when purchasing my home. I spoke with those I knew in the planning department about what I
was doing and came to understand the time and effort that had been undertaken by the Town
to establish the 1998 Settlement Agreement. I learned the Peaks of Grassi was capped at 404
units and that nothing would be built in the green space across from my duplex. I also received
assurances from my builder, Bob Kocian. I was very surprised when the first application came
forth because one of the applicants built a lot of homes on my street.
After enduring 5 years of construction my choice in moving to the Peaks was affirmed, I have
many fantastic helpful neighbours; not so many now - 6 units across from sites one and two
have been sold since the first application and all of those neighbours have left this town. There
are other units farther along my street that have also sold. I am sound sensitive and a living in a
quiet area is important to me. I still find the lack of sunlight in the winter hard to cope with and
rarely make the long walk or difficult bicycle ride into town. It takes me 12 minutes to walk to
the closest bus stop; and I have no mobility issues and do not need to push a stroller.
I have learned a few things since the first application in 2014:


Learned you are not bound by the 1998 Settlement Agreement – that also surprised me.



Learned that the Settlement Agreement mandated that all remaining undeveloped land
in the Peaks be used only for affordable housing.
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Learned the town is very interested in increasing the numbers of affordable housing
units and congratulate you all on the number of affordable units as well as rental units
that have come on board in the last few years.



Learned that this process is not very friendly and can be unkind. Having only three
weeks to prepare for the public hearing did not seem to be in keeping with the town’s
vision on their website which states our “strength is in its resourceful and engaged
citizens”.

Rather than talk how this process has been heart breaking for me and my neighbours I have
chosen to wonder what I would do if I was a councillor and this application was before me.
There are three Sites in this application - each with different units
Site 3 is the Rock Outcrop and the proposal is for 5 large executive homes
o The entrances to these homes is on a steep hill with a curve and one cannot see
vehicles approaching coming in the opposite direction; you need to be alert and
careful when driving in this area.
o Blasting will be required to remove the bedrock and there are existing homes in
the immediate area.
o Does not seem like a suitable place to build.
Site 2 – I am directly across from this Site which is the most suitable site for development.
o Large three story duplexes are proposed for this site.
While the plan is that these duplexes and the executive homes have basement suites – I
learned that while you may be able to mandate that suites are part of the structure there is no
way to insure these suites will be are rented by people who live and work in Canmore or will be
rented at all.
Neither site 2 or site 3 are units in keeping the Town’s interest in affordable housing and none
of the units in either of these sites are keeping with the Settlement Agreement wherein all
remaining land only be used for affordable housing
Site 1 - 7 Market Affordable Townhouses and 7 Perpetually Affordable Housing units or PAH
units
o This site is in a flood zone with a high likelihood of water damage.
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o Costly berm must be constructed to try to protect this site from flooding.
o Any mitigation requires approval from the province which has not yet been
achieved.
o I asked myself why the least expensive units were placed in a flood zone; this
doesn’t seem very nice and it also doesn’t seem like a good idea.
o Learned that these 7 PAH units are critical for this application to receive a
positive SSR (Sustainability Screening Report) score and I also learned that there
is a high likelihood that the Town will become responsible for developing this
Site not the proponents of this application.
I wonder if any of you would be considering this application without these 7 PAH units as the
first application was voted down as that application only contained one PAH unit.
I have come to the conclusion that 7 PAH units is not enough to destroy this precious green
space that abuts the wonderful Quarry Lake Park. If I was a councillor I would vote against this
application because the proposed PAH units are in a flood zone and because the applicants
have a way of getting out of being responsible for building site one which contains the PAH
units. The Settlement Agreement mandates that all remaining land be used for affordable
housing.
I invite you to wait for a proposal to come forward that only has affordable housing. Demand
that this land only be used for the type of units this town needs. Duplexes like mine that are
small would be welcome in this town. A couple or a single person would be able to afford a
small duplex like mine; living on one level and renting out the other level. The renting of one
level would be more likely as the owner would need the money to pay their mortgage.
There has been no collaboration between the town administration, the applicants and my
neighbours with these last three applications. This could change with a fourth application. I
would be willing to be part of a collaborative solution for suitable land in the Peaks to be set
aside for affordable housing when the time comes in the future.
I understand that you are able to turn down an application at the Land Use Bylaw Stage. I invite
you to honor spirit of the 1998 Settlement Agreement and the Town of Canmore’s affordable
housing values and vote against this application.
Wait until a proposal is presented in which any suitable land for development in the Peaks is
only used for affordable housing. The proposal before you isn’t good enough.
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In closing I want to thank you for everything you do for Canmore.

Warmly,

Deanna Thompson
1081 Lawrence Grassi Ridge, Canmore AB
Cc:

Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk: chyde@canmore.ca
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January 21, 2019

Reference: Opposition of Peaks Landing Bylaw 2018-14, Peaks of Grassi.

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Canmore Town Council,

This is a letter stating my opposition towards the development of the Peaks of Grassi Urban Reserve. I
believe this development will have negative impacts on community safety and wildlife, as well as
environmental unknowns as a result of the development. The following is an overview of these
concerns.

Community safety will be compromised with this development because of the traffic congestion that
already exists on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. The proposed 27 dwelling units along with 13 accessory units
would increase this traffic substantially. Along with this, proposed site 3 sits on a blind hill. Anyone
passing this point could be put in danger whether it be a child, vehicle, biker, or pedestrian.

The second main factor is wildlife impact. Elk, deer, coyote, and bear all frequent this Urban Reserve.
The South Canmore Wildlife corridor is at a 35% slope which is not functional. The claim is that the
development would create a hard edge that would reduce wildlife in the neighbourhood. I have
witnessed on many occasions these animals using the Urban Reserve as an in and out of the wilderness
and escape to the habitat patch. In developing the area, when wildlife does enter the neighbourhood
there will be no safe exit. This will lead to increased human wildlife encounters/interaction, which puts
the safety of both humans and wildlife at risk. There was a bear relocated this past summer because of
this very issue as well as Bear 148 the summer previous. More development will only increase the
human wildlife conflict in the area.

The third factor is environmental unknowns. What will be the potential for catastrophic flooding. Site 1
sits in a flood risk zone. Will these risks be totally mitigated with a berm. How will fire risk and safety be
managed with the development.

In conclusion an Urban Reserve is used “to protect land that is potentially suited for urban uses from
premature subdivision and development.” I strongly oppose the development of the Peaks of Grassi
Urban Reserve.
Thank you for your time,
Jon Vloet
1097 Lawrence Grassi Ridge
Canmore, AB, T1W 3C3

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wanda M Wenman
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 10:56 AM
Cheryl Hyde
By-Law 2018-14 - Land Use Agreement - Peaks Landing January 29, 2019 - OPPOSED

I am opposed to this application. The principal reason is that it would be further intrusion into wildlife corridors. Peaks
of Grassi already does this … there is no reason to increase the chances of more human‐wildlife interaction. I support
additional housing, including PAH, in parts of Canmore that do not abut wildlife corridors and refuge. As to PAH itself, I
hope Council would favour additional rental housing construction.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.
Wanda Wenman
16 ‐ 100 Prospect Hts.
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Mavis Wheatcroft
1505 Stone Lake Drive
Nanoose Bay, BC
V9P 9M6
January 28, 2019
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors,
I AM OPPOSED TO THE 2018-14 PEAKS LANDING LAND USE BYLAW
AMENDMENT.
The 1998 Settlement agreement should continue to be respected to prevent
further development in the Peaks neighbourhood. 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.
The Settlement Agreement also states 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.”
Given this statement, it’s important to recognize that this application to rezone for
residential development exceeds both the 1992 NRCB approval and the 1998
Settlement Agreement. It’s important to note that none of the lands in question
are being donated for the purpose of community housing. It’s also important to
recognize that the developers purchased the three parcels of land for the
astoundingly low price of $325,000. Rather than donating the land as per this
clause in the Settlement Agreement, the developers would profit from selling the
land proposed for residential development and only add 7 PAH units and no
community housing.
Therefore, unless all the development is for social/community housing as
contemplated by the 1998 Settlement agreement, I urge Council to reject this
bylaw amendment
In addition, the proposed amendment fails to address the fact that this area is a
pinch point for human wildlife conflict and is directly adjacent to the Quarry Lake
Habitat Patch. There have been well-documented incidents in the last years,
including the sad case of Bear #148, and telemetry data shows that this area
already has the highest occurrence of human wildlife conflict in Canmore. Nearly
doubling the density would have a significant effect on increasing human wildlife
conflict.

As a former resident of Peaks of Grassi, before the events of the past four years,
my husband and I believed that Canmore would be our “forever home’. During
our more than 15 years in Canmore, we had many visitors and were active
volunteers in the community. We would love to believe that Canmore might
remain a jewel in the Bow Valley and a place to continue to visit with family and
friends. A large influence in our decision to move from Canmore was because
we became extremely disenchanted during the past four years while previous
iterations of this development proposal were attempted. We found it validating to
read Justice Gates’ criticisms of the actions of the Town Administration in his
July, 2018 Judicial Review decision against the town, including his description of
the Town’s “heavy handed” approach and that he found he had to invalidate the
Grassi Bylaw Amendment because “the manner the EIS requirement was dealt
with was so ‘devoid of the appearance of fairness that the administration of
justice is brought into disrepute.’
It would be difficult for me to try to paint a clear picture of how this issue impacted
our lives and the lives of our neighbours in the Peaks of Grassi. Suffice it to say
that the continued applications have taken a significant toll on community
members’ enjoyment of life. In addition, all Canmore residents, through these
repeated and contentious applications, have spent significant tax dollars.
The current proposal seeks further tax dollars to be spent to pay for flood
mitigation via the building and maintenance of a berm or wall. This suggested
mitigation strategy is proposed because the development area for the PAH
housing is in a flood risk area, where 1 ½ feet of flooding may occur. Is it not
questionable to be considering approving the building of PAH housing in a flood
risk area? Do we not have an example from the 2013 flood, wherein the berm at
Stones Canyon Creek built in 2012, failed in 2013, causing damage to Bow
Valley Trail, the hospital and some properties in Silvertip. Would better planning
for tax dollars suggest that the best mitigation practice would be not to build in
flood-risk areas?
I feel compelled to urge you to listen to your constituents and to consider how the
negative impacts of this land use bylaw amendment far outweigh any suggested
benefits. Once doing so, I urge you to vote against the 2018-14 Peaks Land Use
Bylaw Amendment.
Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Mavis Wheatcroft
Former resident and frequent visitor of Canmore
Sent via email from mdwheatcroft@gmail.com
Cc: Cheryl Hyde

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Geoff Williams
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 9:15 AM
Cheryl Hyde
By-law 2018-14 Peaks of Grassi UR rezoning - Some Reasons I must OPPOSE the
application

Dear Mayor and Council,
I wish to summarise some personal observations and conclusions that oblige me to oppose By-law 2018-14
Peaks of Grassi UR rezoning.
I am saddened to see this proposal resurrected essentially un-changed. Dotting a few"i"s and crossing a few "t"s
does not address the real problems of the basic concept.
This land may look like a single unit but functionally it consists of sub-areas each with its own character - the
rock outcrop at the East end, the screening forest buffer adjacent to the powerline, and a roadside area at the
West end. Only the third could be remotely considered as a viable lower impact infill.
So far the promoters have tinkered with details but not reduced their total ambitions from the initial application
in 2015. At the very least the rock outcrop should have been completely removed from the application for
traffic safety and wildlife reasons.
TRAFFIC SAFETY
In 2009 I was lucky enough to find a quiet, affordable, forest-facing, retirement suite in the 1000 block of
Lawrence Grassi Ridge (LGR).
The development enabled by this by-law will almost double the population of this single block and therefore the
traffic generated at the far end of a road system which often shows signs of being inadequate.
The simplest vehicle access uses the 900 block of LGR west of Peaks Drive and a blind curving crest between
the 900 and 1000 blocks adjacent to the rock outcrop. It is clear that the road design is a simple link that did not
anticipate any residences at this location.
I quickly learned that access was also woefully inadequate due to on-street parking, which often includes widerthan-average commercial and recreational vehicles. The original engineering parameters seem to have
overlooked that Canmore has many larger vehicles and under-estimated the choking effect of on-street parking.
As a result they failed to predict the problems now routinely experienced by drivers traversing the 900 block.
At the crest, road geometry combined with limited vertical and horizontal sight-lines create multiple head-on
vehicle situations every day. Attempts to reduce that danger with a “no-parking” zone on the North side have
had mixed results.
This situation is further complicated by delivery vehicles for whom signage means nothing, by residents on the
south side parking on the road or reversing out of driveways, snow-plows not following the road edges, and by
wildlife needing an escape route from the roadway.
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Existing residents seem to accept these irritations and hazards as the price of living on the only block in the
Peaks that doesn’t look and feel like a big-city suburb. The original designer seems to have understood this
trade-off.
An obvious way to make this crest safe is a major vertical re-alignment of the roadway, which apart from
exorbitant cost to tax-payers would probably leave existing south side residents with no vehicle access.
Now, for the third time a small group of individuals is promoting a scheme that will inevitably increase known
traffic problems for the many, not just through the blind-crest danger point and LGR but probably also through
Wilson Way, Kamenka and other perceived alternatives.
So far, detailed concerns based on resident experience have been met with vague assurances that ways to
“mitigate” effects would be explored.
Mitigate is defined as: “Make less severe, serious, or painful; lessen the gravity of an offense or mistake”.
Note mitigate does NOT include a reduction target, a timeline, or what happens if it fails. Nor is it a synonym of
"eliminate".
WILDLIFE
In 1981 I spent some days assessing and photographing the area of old mine site between Hwy 742 and Mount
Lawrence Grassi as a potential Winter Olympic Games nordic site.
We encountered plenty of animals and signs that indicated this corridor was much favoured by wildlife as an
easier route than the mountainside gullies. No surprise given the lower energy expended.
I was surprised when later approval was given for the Peaks of Grassi development as it blocked part of this
easier wildlife corridor.
When I moved into a walk-out suite backing onto the powerline forest edge it quickly became obvious that
many animals, including Bear, Elk, Mule deer, Coyote, Cougar routinely used the powerline to by-pass the
houses without being forced onto the more difficult terrain above. The strip of land between my suite and the
powerline is lightly wooded and much used by deer for browsing, as an overnight refuge, and a place to hide
fawns. Birds and smaller mammals also utilise the area either as migrants or permanent residents.
However, many animals simply ignore the humans and wander their traditional routes along the lower
roadways. Sometimes they get spooked by vehicles or people, and exit the area through the few still wooded
narrow corridors. They also jump high fences, suggesting that the "Hard Edge" theory is more of a platitude
than useful concept. There will always be ways for animals to get in via human and vehicle accesses, and once
inside animals tend to escape by the most natural looking route.
The development proposal will block the wildlife escape route over the rock outcrop. To make matters worse,
sight-lines from the East easily conceal animals on the road West of the crest. If this escape route is blocked by
houses I fear that there will be animal/vehicle collisions.
I cannot understand why normal pre-design research and analysis didn’t recognise such obvious problems and
disqualify the rock outcrop immediately from inclusion in this proposal.
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Please reject this over-reaching re-zoning proposal.
Sincerely,

G.R.Williams
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January 26, 2019
Shirley and Kelly Woolsey
Canmore,AB
Mayor Borrowman and Councillors:

RE: Peaks of Grassi
We are opposed to the current application for rezoning of the Peaks of Gassi Urban reserve.
We ask council to seriously consider the traffic bottleneck at the entrance of the Peaks of Grassi
subdivision before any additional vehicles are put on the roadway with the addition of 40 more
dwellings on Lawrence Grassi Ridge. The exit is not handling the current traffic in a safe manner. As
residents , our experience shows that the intersection was underbuilt for the current vehicle traffic and
will be a death trap with additional housing.
Friday to Sunday every week throughout the year sees an increase of cars to a completely overloaded
roadway.
Can you just imagine the brouhaha that will ensue with the Town insurance policies should there be a
future law suit due to the negligence of this council to cap the number of housing units/vehicles on this
already dangerous road system in the event of an emergency situation.
We would hope that this council will vote against this land use bylaw amendment.

Shirley and Kelly Woolsey
1033 Lawrence Grassi Ridge

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Adrianne Woywitka
Monday, January 28, 2019 7:32 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Town of Canmore

Greetings to Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors

I oppose the 2018-14 Peaks Land Use Bylaw Amendment

My God is this development going to be close and seen from Quarry Lake, a
quiet, serene, mountain lake that has been enjoyed by Canmorites and visitors
(myself) for decades. Why is the protection of this jewel being compromised
now? The development is much too close and will impact the views and beauty
of this wonderful spot that has attracted people from all over the world. I recently
was there with a friend in September from Buenos Aires and she couldn’t say
enough about its striking natural beauty.
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Respectfully,
Adrienne Woywitka
Sent from my iPad
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January 25, 2019
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Canmore Town Councillors;
Opposed to Peaks Landing Bylaw 2018-14
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

Hilary Young
112 – 200 Three Sisters Drive
Canmore, AB
T1W 2M1

Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk
Canmore Civic Centre
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
January 28, 2019
Dear Ms. Hyde,
The organization for which I work, the Yellowstone to Yukon Conservation Initiative, is focused on large
landscape connectivity over a 3,200-km long area, and as such, the proposed development in the Peaks
of Grassi neighbourhood in Canmore is outside of its scope. However, I would like to weigh in personally
about the uncertainty noted in both the proponent’s EIS and the Town’s third-party review with respect
to human-wildlife conflict and coexistence.
My main concern is one that was echoed in both the primary EIS and the third-party review: namely,
that more residents in this area may translate into more human use in the Altalink right-of-way (power
line), Quarry Lake local habitat patch (QLLHP) and the Three Sisters Along-Valley Corridor (TSAVC). As
noted in the third-party review:
“The potential for increased human-wildlife conflicts is identified as a potential effect of the
project given its proximity to the QLLHP and TSAVC and mitigation measures are proposed in the
EIS to address human-wildlife conflicts. […] Associated also agrees that there is uncertainty in
the potential impacts of the project and the measures proposed to avoid or mitigate a potential
increase in human-wildlife interactions because of the project. Success of the proposed
mitigation measures will require long-term commitments (e.g., education, monitoring or followup) by the Applicant and/or the Town of Canmore as well as enforcement by Alberta
Environment and Parks.” (pg. i)
The extent to which enforcement or education will occur, as well as monitoring to ensure the
effectiveness of each, is key. The EIS and third-party review note that the project has the potential to
have minimal impacts on the habitat, movement and mortality of the VECs (valued ecosystem
components) if properly mitigated. However, at this stage, it is unclear which mitigations will be put in
place. Again, as per the third-party review:
“Monitoring the success of the signage and ongoing education regarding use of undesignated
trails entering the QLLHP and TSAVC will be required. The EIS does not specify the extent to
which the Applicant, the Town of Canmore or AEP will be responsible for on-going public
education. AEP is responsible for enforcing the area closures and it remains unclear the extent
to which enforcement will be completed. It is also unclear if any monitoring will be completed
after construction, and if completed who will be responsible, to ensure fencing and signage
installed along the QLLHP-neighbourhood boundary are effective.” (pg. 12)

The Peaks of Grassi neighbourhood and the Quarry Lake local habitat patch have historically
experienced high levels of human-wildlife conflict, especially involving grizzly and black bears. As a
result, I am uncomfortable with a proposal that relies on the Town, Alberta Environment and Parks and
the developer to go above and beyond business-as-usual to mitigate potential negative effects,
especially when these mitigations equate to additional funding and responsibility. Alberta Environment
and Parks, in particular, has shown no clear indication of being willing to fund the recommendations
listed in the Human-Wildlife Coexistence Report (2018).

Sincerely,

Hilary Young, PhD
Canmore, AB

