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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

J Lamoureux/Lamont 
March 5, 2021 4:22 AM
John Borrowman; Robert Seeley; Jeffrey Hilstad; Esme Comfort; Karen Marra; Joanna 
McCallum; Vi Sandford; Council; bowvalleyengage@gmail.com; Shared.MunicipalClerk 
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

Dear Municipal Clerk, 

I concerned about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development proposals. 

My main concern is their disregard for an adequate wildlife corridor. In the Rocky Mountain Outlook their 
advertisement mentions several times that their wildlife corridor is provincially approved. This approval by the Alberta 
government reeks of corruption. It is well-known that the current Alberta government has little regard for the 
environment--our own Town Council, I believe, stood up to the Alberta Government about their coal policy. A wildlife 
corridor, approved by such a government provides little moral basis for such a corridor. Having the town voting in favor 
of such a massive proposal based on the highly questionable ethics of such a government, is similarly immoral. 

I understand the TOC hired an independent environmental consultant. Was this individual a wildlife specialist? Does 
"independent" necessarily mean "unbiased?" Are all individuals that conduct such "independent reviews" equally good 
at their job? The province and TSMV are definitely biased, and their reworking of the corridor is clearly pro development 
and anti-wildlife. Would the TOC be acting in an ethical manner to be making such a massive development decision 
based on the strongly biased science of a for-profit developer, a questionably moral provincial government, and a 
SINGLE "independent" consultant (regardless of the quality)? 

Would consulting with "biased," "pro-wildlife" specialists like Karsten Heuer, Sarah Elmiligi and Yellowstone to Yukon be 
a bad thing? As we enter into a time of climate change would it be a bad thing to give our large Apex predators like 
cougars, wolves and grizzlies a better chance of survival by ensuring their (already limited) ability to move between two 
important habitats? 

Town council fairly recently declared a state of Climate Change Emergency. Numerous scientists the world over have 
come out for and against the reality of climate change. These scientists are experts--with PhDs and a wide variety of 
experience. How did the TOC decide which climate change experts to listen to when declaring that Climate Change 
might be a problem in the valley? It's clear to me that, like any sane person, they listened to a wide range of opinions, 
and then examined that from what they could see and feel with their own senses--that our weather patterns have 
shifted over the last 30 or so years--and, perhaps, that we should be erring on the side of caution. I am pleased that the 
TOC was proactive and acted appropriately in the face of climate change.  

Similarly, on the matter of the TSMV proposal as it pertains to the Wildlife Corridor, the TOC should be dialoging with a 
broad range of experts, all of whom will have their own bias, independent or not. Already, over half of what the TOC has 
listened to is pro-development biased experts from TSMV and the UCP government. Bringing to the table "pro-wildlife" 
experts and listening to what they have to say would be doing their due diligence, and also acting in a moral manner. 
Acting on the advice of a single "independent" on such a large issue is madness. 

The TOC may think that their actions, in regards to this wildlife corridor will have little overall effect on wildlife 
populations. When looked at on it's own, that might be true. If the TSMV project gets rubber-stamped without 
opposition, it might not affect wildlife populations of Iconic Canadian Species like Cougars, Wolves and Grizzlies. 
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However, what happens if down the road from us another small town decides to similarly put (potential) profit before 
wildlife and they decide to double the size of THEIR town because a lot of people want to live there? What if we have a 
provincial government who decides that building more roads to accommodate coal mines, water-bottling trucks, or ATV 
tourism,, all makes good economic sense and approves THOSE decisions? What if a developer with rights to land further 
into Banff decides to enhance their resort by radically increasing its size?  

These are not pie-in-the-sky "what-ifs." These are all realities that either are happening, have happened, or WILL be 
happening, especially as access to high-speed internet in remote locations becomes the norm (see SpaceX Starlink 
internet--it is happening).  

One may choose to be of the opinion that individual actions don't matter, that what one town does in regards to wildlife 
and the environment will not matter in the grand scheme of things--but the reality, for any sane person, is that our 
individual actions DO matter. What the TOC decides to do WILL have massive and irreversible implications on the ability 
of our iconic wildlife to survive--especially the climate crisis that is coming.  

When reading TSMV's very large, biased and expensive ad in the paper, I was disgusted to read that while they had 
"diligently dialogued with the town about the development" "changes to the provincially-approved wildlife corridor 
were NOT up for discussion." (paraphrase). What this means is that the wildlife corridor is their lowest priority--it is the 
ONE topic that they are not willing to discuss. Their advertisements laud their own efforts to protect wildlife and the 
environment, including a fence they will build (but not maintain), which will ostensibly solve the problem of humans IN 
their (degraded) wildlife corridor. If any of this is true, why are "pro-wildlife" experts impressed? Why would the TOCj, 
who has been proactive on other environmental issues (and definitely benefits from the mass tourism that HAVING 
sensitive species brings to the region) approve something that is so biased and so reeks of a corruption?  

That the TSMV proposal sneaked in their surprise attack of their newly-approved wildlife corridor with no notice is 
indicative of their real priorities. That they have continued to try to press it through during the crises of a global 
pandemic, while people continue to be distracted by fear for their physical, mental and financial security, is totally 
unethical.  

The current iteration of TSMVs proposal needs to be halted so that meaningful community dialogue can happen, 
something that has been impossible this last year. The members of town council may have the legal right to decide on 
whether this massive development, with huge environmental impacts occurs, but they do not have the moral authority. 
More people need a seat at this table, not just to inform the direction that our town takes, but to inform the direction 
that our corner of the world is taking, with respect to the survival of species and the integrity of our natural 
environment.  

Unrestricted growth that does not respect the natural world is not sustainable. The TSMV development, when 
multiplied by similar projects across our remaining areas of pristine nature, is not sustainable. To say "this will be the 
last big development for Canmore and THEN we'll be big enough," is like the empty promise of anyone trying to break a 
bad habit--tomorrow. So many aspects of TSMVs proposal are comically bad--or would be, had council not unanimously 
approved first-reading.  

There are other ways for Canmore to change its course into sprawl, lack of affordability and resulting community 
stagnation. Please respect the vast majority of Canmore residents, (including the wildlife who has no voice), and say no 
to this iteration of TSMVs unethical proposal.  

Many people, like myself, want to be a part of a solution for a better Canmore. Please do the right thing by exercising 
your right to pause this process for 2 years, rebuild community trust, and involve your citizens.  

(Please read to bottom for Signature)... I am writing to express my concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s 
latest development proposals. As I hope youâ€™re aware, they conflict with several guiding documents for our 
community, including the Municipal Development Plan, conservation wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. Collectively, 
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these were put into place to protect the character of our community, the quality of life of its residents, and to meet our 
goal of coexisting with wildlife. They include:  

1. TSMVâ€™s request to expand our Urban Growth Boundary which is meant to limit our footprint and to ensure a 
balance between nature & development, especially in a sensitive area like the mouth of the Wind Valley (1998 
Municipal Development Plan); 

2. TSMVâ€™s request to rezone ~33 ha of Conservation Wildlands to urban development, also in the sensitive 
mouth of the Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw);duption 

3. TSMVâ€™s misrepresentation of the bylaw for a 300-450m-wide open space setback adjacent to an otherwise 
too narrow wildlife corridor above the unfinished golf course (Sections 14.16.4.1(b) & (c) Canmore Land Use 
Bylaw)). This came about due to the 2002 Golder Report, which was a jointly commissioned study by the Town 
of Canmore and TSMV; 

4. Doubling of the number of remaining residential units allowed to be built on TSMV lands as per Bylaw 1-98, 
Section 14.9.2.4. The bylaw states up to 3447 more units can be built however TSMVâ€™s plans call for 6750 
more units (and this doesnâ€™t even include a possible 3100 additional secondary suites and 420 PAH units). 

I believe Town Council was elected to uphold foundational plans and bylaws like this, not to change them when a global 
health pandemic prevents meaningful community consultation and discussion. Please stay the course; this is not the 
time to rush through legacy-making decisions for an entire community in order to appease the interests of a single land 
speculator.  

Sincerely, 

Sincerely, 

Julie Lamoureux and Jason Lamont 9 Woodside Lane 

-- J Lamoureux/Lamont  
julielmx@hotmail.com 


