
1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tim Morris 
March 2, 2021 3:45 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

I am opposed to the proposed 2021 TSMV ASPs. 

 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.  The history of the development of Canmore southwest of the river since the 
1988 Olympics has been frequently involved with the use of the land as collateral for raising financing either to cover 
debt from other business ventures or to justify the acquisition of funds from financial institutions to support other 
business investments, with frequent financial failures along the way.  I have been a residential property owner in the 
Rundleview/Homesteads subdivisions since the 88 games and respect the efforts of past Canmore Administrations, 
working with the personnel of the developers, in controlling this development. 

The documentation submitted by the current development proponents fill many pages, and in attempting to address 
comments received through public presentations and previous development applications, have resulted in a lot of 
platitudes to hopefully respond to the concerns.  Much of this sounds great but is quite ineffective because it is not 
quantified and is open to a wide range of interpretation given the bias of the reader.  Discussion of these issues is likely 
meaningless until more detailed planning documentation is available. 

There are some maps that do quantify what is being proposed that have caused some concern on my part with the 
future of this area and its impact on the currently developed areas and the wildlife.  Following I will discuss the following 
items which are my main concerns: 

1. Wildlife Impact

2. Extension of physical structures into areas with significant undermining risk

3. Impact to existing town infrastructure

Wildlife Impact 

The financial interests of TSMV would maximize developable space.  Given the nature of the valley in this vicinity, this 
can only come with the narrowing of areas currently available for wildlife corridors.  The original reason for Canmore’s 
location was likely the proximity of the coal seams to the railway.  This was before research into our natural 
environment showed this area to be one of the most critical bottlenecks in the Y to Y wildlife corridor.  I read a quote by 
Napoleon Bonaparte today which said: “Forethought we may have, undoubtedly, but not foresight.”  We have 
reasonable certainty that the 2004 ADP will maintain the status quo for wildlife movements, but we will only realize the 
impact of further intrusion into these corridors through hindsight.  At that stage it will be impossible to reverse the 
intrusion to a more realistic level to recover the damage to wildlife throughout the Rocky Mountains.  With competing 
views, opting for wider corridors should be the default.  It all depends on how much we value the wildlife as a 
resource! 

 Other than highway fencing, additional wildlife fencing around the proposed Resort Centre would establish a hard 
divide creating the potential for wildlife to become trapped. This would increase the likelihood of aggressive 
human/wildlife encounters.  Existing residential development through the Rundleview to Three Sisters corridor has 
precluded fencing that would limit movement of wildlife.  Living here fulltime, we frequently see elk, deer and coyotes 
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moving through the residential areas with extremely few encounters that cannot be avoided on the part of the 
humans.  We also see the occasional bear, although the wolves and cougars tend to avoid the humans, as can be seen 
by the frequency maps for the tracking devices installed on the wolves.  What the maps seem to indicate is that the 
wolves tend to like the flatter cleared areas that TSMV are proposing to encroach upon.  We know the wildlife 
eventually suffer the consequence of these encounters.  

Previous development plans included a second golf course in the Three Sisters area adjacent to the wildlife movement 
allowances.  Experience with existing golf courses in the valley would suggest that wildlife move through these spaces as 
well – part of golfing in the mountains.  This plus avoiding the fencing except as required for animal safety around the 
TransCanada Highway affords the best opportunity for humans and wildlife to cohabitate; decreasing the pressure on 
them from human activities and valley sprawl.  

Undermining Risk 

These risks are well known. The proposed Resort Village land parcel is most problematic.  It is 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. The designation of this area as golf course in previous planning documentation would present a 
minimum risk.  As government finances become constrained their willingness to pay for remediation will diminish.  The 
developers are generally long gone! 

  

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 and “Texas Gates” at the highway, 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. The 
proposal suggests a level of commercial development included to mitigate the additional tax burden.  Past history on 
this side of the river has shown that commercial development is risky and has always been cut back substantially from 
original promises.  Businesses often look for concessions and grants from local governments, without a guarantee of 
long-term viability.  

I trust Council, with their collective experience and historical knowledge, will do the right thing and vote against these 
proposed ARPs. The 2004 ARP should be left as the limit to further development.   

Thank you for your consideration of this input. 

 Sincerely, 

Tim Morris 

Retired Chemical Engineer 

Permanent Canmore Resident 
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