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

The timing of this proposal is unfortunate.  Citizens are concerned about this development. Covid restrictions prevent 
meaningful community consultation and engagement. These ARPs have significant long-term community impact.  A 
Zoom Public Hearing seems an unreasonable and difficult way to have community discussion.  Many people will be 
hesitant to participate and not everyone has access to the technology.  Sitting in front of a computer screen for hours 
will hinder participation and information exchange.   And it is unfair to Council and citizens. 

I am opposed to the 2021 TSMV ASPs for these major reasons: 

1) Undermining Risk:  These risks are well known. The Resort Village land parcel is most problematic.  It is ethically
wrong to develop this density on this parcel. Collapses will occur with liability for loss of life or property damage 
flowing to municipal and provincial taxpayers.  Several past mine collapses remain fenced off or inappropriately 
remediated. Remediation is complex and costly. As government finances become constrained their willingness to 
pay will diminish.  

2)  Impacts to existing Town infrastructure and financial implications: Developments this size will require expansion of
municipal infrastructure such as water/wastewater treatment, fire service, recreation facilities, wildlife fencing, 
pathways and road networks.  Construction will accelerate wear on existing roadways during construction.  The 
added population will constrain movement around town and lead to even greater congestion. 

The Town currently struggles to adequately fund, build and maintain existing and future infrastructure. By doubling 
the residential units, TSMV will increase the net finance burden of municipal servicing, which will lead to higher 
property taxes. 

Tax rates are already high.  Each year Council approves property tax increases more than twice the Alberta Cost of 
Living Index.  When wages and pension increases are far below this threshold, this level of taxation is unsustainable. 
Commercial development is risky too.  Businesses often look for concessions and grants from local governments 
without a guarantee of long-term viability.  

3) Wildlife impact: There are conflicting scientific views on the appropriate size of wildlife corridors.  It is in the
financial interests of TSMV to maximize developable space and thus narrower corridors.  With competing views, 



2

opting for wider corridors should be the default. This affords the best opportunity for humans and wildlife to 
cohabitate; decreasing the pressure on them from human activities and valley sprawl.  

Other than highway fencing, additional wildlife fencing around the Resort Centre establishes a hard divide creating 
the potential for wildlife to become trapped. This increases the likelihood of human/wildlife encounters.  We know 
the wildlife eventually suffer the consequence of these encounters. 

4)  Conflict with Town’s Climate Emergency Declaration.
Changing the development configuration to increase the suburban sprawl and doubling the residential units seems 
counterintuitive to supporting climate change initiatives.  Tourism is vital to our local economy but it has 
environmental consequences. Vehicle impacts alone contribute to traffic congestion, which in turn increases CO2 
omissions.  

There are many more reasons to oppose these proposed ARPs.  In my view, the existing 2004 ARP provides sufficient 
opportunity to develop the TSMV lands.  I trust Council, with their collective experience and historical knowledge, will 
do the right thing and vote against these proposed ARPs.  

Thank you for your consideration of this input. 

Sincerely – Deb Mayberry; BSc., MBA 
Retired Municipal Government Manager 
Fulltime Canmore Resident 


