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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bev Hughes-Rowley 
 March 2, 2021 8:53 AM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Fwd: TSMV and SMITH CREEK ASPS.

Begin forwarded message: 

From:  Date: March 2, 2021 at 10:40:07 EST 
To: Bev Hughes-Rowley 
Subject: Re: TSMV and SMITH CREEK ASPS. 

Council Members town of Canmore, 

I am seriously concerned by  the development proposed by TSMV Properties Ltd. “for” 
the Town of Canmore, specifically the ASPs for Three Sisters Mountain Village and Smith 
Creek. 

OVERVIEW: 
This  development proposes to  double the population of our  current 
Canmore community. This is a giant step in the development of a new community 
rather than one proposed “for”/benefitting the Town of Canmore. David Taylor, 
President of TSMV, recently suggested that this plan would compliment the existing 
town. Given that the existing town service centre is currently stretched to 
accommodate local residents and provide adequate parking for its current population 
and numerous visitors, I cannot understand how the proposed doubling of our 
town's population is going to do anything but further stress and exacerbate our current 
limitations. It appears to me that the proponents’ development of 
yet another version  of a “New Canmore” holds “Original Canmore” hostage for any 
infrastructure required to facilitate such “town progress”. To be more specific, financial 
backup for infrastructure expansion and degradation could well become “Original 
Canmore’s” responsibility. ( I would refer you,as a  responsible and representative 
body, to earlier bankruptcies experienced by the current or earlier proponents. The 
potential financial outcomes for the town, the province of Alberta and, of lesser 
concern to me, the current proponents of development .....in such a geologically fraught 
area.....are MASSIVE and should NOT be approved by a council supposedly acting ON 
BEHALF OF its current taxpaying electorate. 

ISSUES OF CONCERN: 

All of the presenters at the “Engage” meeting of February 23, 2021 available to the 
Canmore populace clearly voiced concerns that I share. I certainly hope that you, as 
concerned representative councillors, chose to inform yourselves by participating. My 
concerns are  summarized below: 
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1) I am concerned about the lack of support and respect for permanence of
established WILDLIFE CORRIDORS already representing severe reduction/rerouting of
migration/genetic diversity maintaining lanes. We have already seriously impacted  the
“original wildlife occupants”  of the Bow Valley portion of the Yosemite to Yukon asset.

2) I feel that TSMV Properties Ltd. has given insufficient consideration to the ultimate
impact of building atop UNDERMINED GEOLOGY. The financial responsibility for
subsequent infrastructure issues associated with such unthinking/ill-considered
“develop-and-run” financial goal setting will burden the (original) Town of Canmore
council and population for resolution...well after TSMV Properties Ltd. are developing
elsewhere. I can assume that council is aware of areas closed now due to undermining
and the financial liabilities for such earlier decision making.

3) I am concerned about  inadequate  consideration focussing on  WATER management
and sewage service provision to the existing town, let alone one twice it’s current size.

4) There seems to be  a lack of provision for supportive development of
INFRASTRUCTURE for the new areas, but rather a reliance on the existing one in
Canmore.

5) And finally, the ENVIRONMENTAL FACTOR.....with our current global, let alone local, 
awareness of the need for rethinking strategies, it is high time we put  environmental 
solutions FIRST and phase out the “Greed” factor of overdeveloping  these VERY 
FRAGILE AND SENSITIVE AREAS. 

POSSIBLE CONSIDERATION: 

The original boundaries of Banff National Park included some of the proposed 
development areas. Why could these boundaries not be re-established through 
purchase or expropriation of said lands by the Town of Canmore or 
by Parks Canada? The regulations that currently protect the Town of Banff from 
overdevelopment could,in that case, also protect the Hamlet of Harvie Heights, 
the Town of Canmore and other subject lands of this proposal east of Canmore. 

FINAL COMMENTS: 

In closing, although I am not adverse to growth, I feel that the proponents have not 
chosen to adequately provide plans potentially benefitial to this existing 
community. This cataclysmic plan is excessive and by approving/accepting/even 
referring it for further amendment .....this council seriously runs the 
risk of overwhelming and failing to protect the very NATURE (in all contexts) of what 
they were elected to represent——namely the taxpayers and residents of the Town 
of Canmore.. 

If the intent of development is to maintain occupants’ “SENSE OF PLACE AND 
CONNECTION TO THE LANDSCAPE”, then this can best occur with a final REJECTION of 
this proposal. Such action would result in effective and binding FINAL decisions, once 
and for all ending this decades-long flirtation with unbridled aspiration to “develop” this 
fragile area. Council members could then surface from the constant onslaught of such 
exhaustive wrangling to focus on consolidation and nurturing care of this community. 

With thanks for your consideration, most sincerely, 
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Beverley Hughes-Rowley 

(Seasonal resident of Canmore) 


