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Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

Elliott Bingham  Wed 2021-03-17 2:59 PM

To:  John Borrowman <John.Borrowman@canmore.ca>; Robert Seeley <rob.seeley@canmore.ca>; Jeffrey Hilstad <Jeff.Hilstad@canmore.ca>; Esme Comfort
<Esme.Comfort@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra <karen.marra@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum <joanna.mccallum@canmore.ca>; Vi Sandford <vi.sandford@canmore.ca>;
Council <council@canmore.ca>; bowvalleyengage@gmail.com <bowvalleyengage@gmail.com>; Shared.MunicipalClerk <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>

Dear Municipal Clerk,

I am writing to express my concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development proposals and provide some general
observations.

I have watched a number of the presentations during the current council hearings and am impressed with the depth of knowledge of the
presenters and the passion with which they express their concerns for the future of the community and its place in the Bow Valley. I don't
wish to repeat all of the issues that have been brought up, but I do have some higher level observations I would like to share with you and
Council:

1. The approval process currently under way seems unduly hasty. This is a development planned to happen over a 20-30 year period.
Who can say what Canmore's environment will be in 10 years never mind 20-30 years. I mean this in the sense that why would we tie
the hands of future councils and and citizens of Canmore by locking in a huge expansion in the population and size of the town. If
this project can only be approved in one final, non-reversible bite then perhaps we (council and citizens) should be taking a lot
longer and harder look at the impacts of this major project. Would council have the strength to poll Canmore's citizens through a
referendum?

2. I have not seen or read very much about the impact of an additional 5-10,000 full and part-time residents on Canmore's
transportation infrastructure. You will be aware of the current impact on Canmore's downtown of visitors and part-time residents in
the summer (and winter holiday periods). I realize public transportation will have a role to play, but most residents of the proposed
development will be better off people who would almost certainly choose their own personal transportation. It's hard to imagine
what today's downtown will look like with several thousand more vehicles driving back and forth. Of course there will probably be
new commercial and retail space included in the development, but I very much doubt it would ever substitute for the current
downtown experience. How will transportation be handled in the development corridor? New roads or perhaps a twinning of Three
Sisters Parkway?

3. Development progress - the major developments from past decades seem to provide some sense of the pitfalls of these grand
projects. In their time, both Silvertip and TSMV were predicated on a comprehensive plan to develop a whole community with so
many artists' rendering of how self contained they would be with lots of community facilities. In reality of course commercial
development and facilities for residents quickly disappeared in favour of focussing on upscale residential development where the
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real money to be made was. While the TSMV proposal promises concurrent commercial development, it may well be that the
developer will reduce and defer such facilities as has happened in the past. Even if there were a commitment for commercial
development, if and when the developer runs into financial difficulties (our history shows there will undoubtedly be several difficult
economic times over the development period) requests to defer commercial will be forthcoming.

4. Low cost housing is something that Canmore desperately needs a lot more of. The TSMV development incorporates a large amount
of remaining developable land and it should be a key priority for there to be a substantial increase in the stock of such housing. It
should be a non-negotiable commitment in the development of these lands. And such housing should be in the mainstream of the
development and not shuffled off into the least desirable parts of the property. It's unfortunate that almost all contain resort
developments quickly and inevitably become very high cost to live in for the less wealthy. Surely we can do better for our less well
off citizens.

5. My last observation is with respect to consideration of wild life. While the proposal asserts that by and large wildlife corridors will be
unaffected, it just seems unreasonable to think that several thousand more residents spread along the land to Dead Mans Flats will
not have an impact. However much fencing is installed, individuals will find the wildlife corridors attractive places to hike, bike and
walk dogs despite admonitions not to do so. It seems to happen already in current corridors. Less density (more in line with previous
TSMV proposals) and expansion of currently proposed wildlife corridors (even not mandated) might go someway to showing some
consideration for the wildlife that is also part of our community.

There are many other concerns I could raise, but you will have heard all of them already I'm sure.

In summary, this development proposal to double the size of Canmore needs much more discussion and input from its citizens. If it is
approved as is and goes ahead as planned, it will no doubt be a hugely profitable endeavour for the developer but at what cost to the
current and future citizens of Canmore?

Kind regards,

Elliott Bingham

-- Elliott Bingham  


