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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Douglas Macdonald 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 8:23 PM
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 am writing to express my concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development proposals. 
They conflict with several guiding documents for our community, including the Municipal Development Plan, 
conservation wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. Collectively, 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. 
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. 
If the current town council is not prepared to uphold these guiding principles at the very least it should table 
TSMV's proposals and let the fall election be fought on this issue. It would be a misuse of governance to saddle 
a new council with major developments it might not want to happen.  

As for the TSMV proposal, it is a house of cards, built on the developer's own rosy assumptions of what might 
happen, even though all but very minimum influence on how the commercial development happens (or doesn't) 
is outside the developers control. What is TSMV's development track record? Build a fire station that the town 
closes down because there's no use for it. Yet, last year a fire alarm at Crossbow Landing took TWENTY FIVE 
MINUTES TO RESPOND TO. What about the commercial development on Dyrgas? It has struggled because 
there is not a critical mass of permanent residents to support it. Just lots of empty houses. Everyone wants to 
shop downtown and in the big boxes. Even if TSMV are successful in getting some commercial/industrial 
development on their site it won't happen until there's a critical mass of people living there permanently. Yet 
TSMV's Bow River Bridge studies are based on assumptions that commercial development will happen, 
although they have little control of that. Not one single "anchor tenant" I'm aware of. So, for at least the first 25 
years of the 30 the Bow River Bridge, the only way into town without a rail level crossing, will be a traffic 
nightmare. How about 30 years of construction and dump trucks on 3 sisters parkway? For the past two or three 
years, the dump trucks have tracked their mud onto the parkway, leaving a muddy mess all summer. Dust? no 
problem. Just water it until it's mud again. While I pay to wash construction leftovers off of my car and my 
balcony in Crossbow Landing, TSMV continues to make a mess with the tacit permission of the town.  

What about flood mitigation? Residential and commercial construction clearly increases the sharpness and 
magnitude of the effects of heavy rain, and look what happened in 2013 with NO development. Is TSMV ready 
to indemnify all of us below their developments against flood damage caused by their disruption of the natural 
water dispersal? Is the town prepared to do so?  

Can you begin to understand why I want to see this development stopped? I'm not against development, but a 
30 year paper plan to double Canmore's size flies in the face of everything this town stands for. A phased, 
smaller series of developments focused on permanent residents might work. The current plan to allow a single 
developer to double Canmore's size won't work.  

Sincerely, Douglas Macdonald 
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-- Douglas Macdonald  
macdonad@telusplanet.net 


