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I am writing today in opposition to By-Law 2021-05 and 2021-06.

I cite the following reasons and/ or concerns with the proposals put forward .. based on my
understandings:

1/ Wildlife Corridor

A) Width proposed may meet UCP approved standards but prior scientific study suggests it to
be inadequate.

B) corridor slope ... the developer has proposed to use steep sloped lands as part of the
corridor. Trap Camera evidence shows very limited usage by wildlife and there's limited
reason to believe that steep slope corridor will be an effective corridor strategy

C) underpasses and the proposed relocation has limited to no evidence to suggest that such
movement will be conducive to wildlife travel.

2/ Undermining and the potential liability for negative events related to undermining

In the simplest of terms it is foolish to believe that there are accurate records of the extent,
depth and breadth of the undermining of the lands. AND it is widely acknowledged that the
current abandoned golf course lands represent the lands where the heaviest undermining took
place. 

The requirements for insurance against events related to undermining (ie: the developer
carrying coverage for a 2 year period) is a joke; the province's promise of coverage against
events a litigators nightmare and the town's ability / willingness to carry appropriate insurance
is questionable. 

If one were to approve this project the only sane and reasonable conclusion in my opinion is
that if there are negative events it will ultimately fall upon the town to financially compensate
and remedy disasters. 

 With that in mind, it's my opinion that the risk is far too great for a reward that is at best
questionable. 

3/ Firesmart / emergency access / egress

I can't pretend to be as well read on this but I'm sure other far more knowledgeable people will
address the issues. 

From my understanding we are already aware; thanks in a large part to the 2013 floods, of
inadequacies in the abilities to move our populations in the event of disasters. This issue also
was widely discussed with two consecutive summers of nearby forest fires.  
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Building out the community and doubling of the population will add additional stressors to the
potential for wildfires/ forest fires and the challenges of emergency access / egress.

4/ Adherence to the MDP and/or any sort of community vision 

Every document I've read, and primarily the MDP and Mining the Future, since arriving in
Canmore alludes to the vision of a charming and relatively small mountain town. 

I contend quite simply that the ASP's put forward in NO WAY adhere to either the MDP or
the visioning document Mining the Future; AND in the absence of an exercise which
establishes any new direction ...that the MDP and Mining the Future are the operative road
maps going forward. 

5/ Need 

One of the selling features of any plan of development should involve / include a
demonstration of Need ... that is to say why the Town of Canmore needs this project to go
forward. 

I have seen nothing which in any way convinces me that the Town of Canmore in any way
needs these projects.

6/ Affordable Housing 

I could discuss this at great length BUT ultimately it comes down to this 

The standard two person household who live and work in Canmore make about $ 75,000 per
annum.

Based on the nationally accepted guideline of "affordable" which is 30% of net income spent
on housing; and combined with current mortgage rates; AFFORDABLE in Canmore is about a
$ 300,000 mortgage. 

Anything priced above that constitutes catering to the growth of a bedroom community; which
contribute very little to local businesses and for which the Town of Canmore arguably has no
need. 

With all that in mind UNLESS THE DEVELOPER is building all the affordable units in the
first phase of development and UNLESS those units are priced to service the needs of those
who both live and work in Canmore, the claims of affordable are something of a joke.

7/ Commercial development

We all know that commercial development is a key factor in moving forward. There is little
point for The Town of Canmore to allow the building of a bedroom community meeting the
needs of Calgary. 

To this point a significant part of the proposed commercial development is not of the nature
needed to justify going ahead. Simply, a very large part of the proposed commercial
development will be retail and low level service industry businesses with low level



employment opportunities and limited chances of upward mobility. 

Until / Unless the developer is brininging in an adequate level of business to occupy the new
residents, Canmore will deteriorate further in terms of its financial sustainability/ viability.

8/ Financial 

Its pretty simple. Unless TSMV suddenly brings along a corporate partner which is also a
significant employer, what's on the table is a huge money lover for the Town of Canmore.

Based on what we have seen to date, and past history with this same development team, there
is no reason to ever believe the Town of Canmore will be better off financially as a result of
the current proposed development. 

9/ The Will of the People 

Based on all the discussion I have had on this issue I don't believe you have the support of
well over 75% of the constituents to move forward and/or approve these plans. 

The reasons vary and can be as simple as no doubling of the population to much more
complex considerations.

Ultimately, the decision probably shouldn't be made by a Council facing an election in 7
months and should probably be subject to much greater review and scrutiny; perhaps even a
separate Referendum. 

CONCLUSION 

Frankly, I can't think of a single reasonable reason to say yes AND lots of very good reasons
to say NO.

With that in mind I strongly urge Council to reject the applications/ by-laws 2021-05 and
2021-06  put before them; to turn down the TSMV proposed ASP's.

SIncerely

Jeff Laidlaw




