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Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06 - Opposition to current version of TSMV ASPs

 <> Sat 2021-03-06 7:24 PM

To:  Shared.MunicipalClerk <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Council Members,

I first want to acknowledge and thank you for the role you are playing in this very important decision.  I very much
appreciate that you approved 1st reading of these ASPs because you want to hear from the public.  I think you got
what you asked for!

You have clearly stated that you expect the public to educate themselves and read the informing
documents/reports that are relevant to these ASPs.  I have tried my best to do that without making it a full-�me
job: I watched the en�re Feb 9 Council mee�ng, have read both ASPs, informed myself about the Town’s relevant
guiding documents and policies, read the FAQ and other informa�on on the Town’s website, a�ended the virtual
Feb 23 Town Hall hosted by Bow Valley Engage, read the informa�on on TSMV’s website, and kept up to date with
the informa�on being put out by Bow Valley Engage and TSMV via email and Facebook.

Please consider my following comments and sugges�ons:

My understanding is that the Town has 2 years from TSMV’s submission of the ASPs to make a final decision on
whether or not to approve them.  If that is true, given the scope of these proposals and the many ques�ons being
raised about issues fundamental to the future of the Town, I urge you to be very deliberate and take as much of
the �me allowed to ensure the best decision is made on behalf of us, the Town’s residents.

MUNICIPAL FISCAL IMPACT
As an accountant, one of my main concerns is the municipal fiscal impact of each of these ASPs.  The stability and
sustainability of the Town’s finances is of paramount importance to the Town being able to achieve any of its
significant priori�es.  Given this importance, I am very surprised that the Town has not done its own independent
detailed analysis of the municipal fiscal impact of the proposed development (if you have, I haven’t seen it) to
calculate financial impacts for various outcomes for your considera�on (the “what ifs”); I suggest TSMV’s
Municipal Fiscal Impact Assessment (MFIA) is likely a bit biased to support approval of their development. For an
unbiased and credible financial analysis, I have reviewed Rod de Leeuw’s presenta�ons which have easily
convinced me that these 2 ASPs as presented by TSMV do not align with the Town’s Municipal Development Plan
(MDP) and they come with too great a financial risk for the Town. 

     Not Aligned With MDP Fiscal Objec�ves:
MDP calls for Town-wide tax assessment split: 66% residen�al/33% non-residen�al; projected tax
assessment split per TSMV’s combined MFIA: 78% residen�al/22% non-residen�al.

Given that these ASPs cover most of the remaining developable land in Canmore, I don’t see any way that
the MDP stated split can be achieved for the Town if either of these ASPs are approved.  Has the Town
done an analysis of how the MDP split can be achieved with the remaining developable land in Town if
these ASPs are approved?  What about a sensi�vity analysis if the ASP projec�ons are not realized?  If I
were on Council and considering approval of these ASPs, I would be requiring this type of analysis before
making my decision.

MDP calls for 20% affordable housing to be developed concurrently with market residen�al growth; per
Administra�on’s Feb 9 report to Council, TSMV’s ASPs will result in 4%-12% (Village) and 8% -37% (Smith
Creek) affordable housing of all types (note bonusing is not included in these ASP %s, but bonusing units
are discre�onary for the developer/builder and so are appropriately not included in this analysis).

You may lean toward approval of these ASPs because affordable housing is one of the Town’s highest
priori�es and the ASPs do include some affordable housing op�ons, but the ASPs would have to be
significantly changed to ensure alignment with the affordable housing direc�ves of the MDP.
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Too Great a Financial Risk:
I now understand that Residen�al municipal taxes do not cover the cost of Residen�al services whereas
Commercial municipal taxes more than cover the cost of Commercial. 

You may lean toward approval of these ASPs because they include a plan for Commercial development;
Rod de Leeuw’s analysis of these plans has convinced me that each of the ASPs as presented is more than
likely to have a net nega�ve municipal fiscal impact, despite the promise of Commercial. At the very least,
I think the ASPs phasing would have to be amended to ensure that sufficient Commercial is built first,
before Residen�al, to guarantee the MDP goals are being met on an ongoing basis throughout the
project.  TSMV has stated that they need a certain level of Residen�al approval BEFORE Commercial is
built; I note they chose to build almost exclusively Residen�al in their developments to date, so now the
current ASPs need to include phasing that ensures the TSMV development catches up with the
Commercial that is required if the Town is to achieve its MDP goals.

The ASPs strategy for affordable housing depends on use of the Town’s Vital Homes program under
Canmore Community Housing Corpora�on (CCHC) as well as a significant Town investment in housing on
2.32 ha of land in Smith Creek.  It is clear to me that CCHC func�ons only with significant financial
investment by the Town, including bearing the risks of ownership of rental units and units offered for sale. 
So both ASPs’ and the Town’s affordable housing strategy depend on the Town’s finances being stable and
sustainable well into the future; I think the current ASPs come with significant risk of compromising that
status.
I feel so privileged to have done one of Gerry Stephenson’s mining tours a few years ago; I have great
respect for him and recognize the depth of his specialized knowledge. How lucky we are to hear his own
words now in the film in which he shares his knowledge and opinions about Coal Mining and Undermining
in Canmore.  The word “mi�ga�on” means, of course, offse�ng but not elimina�ng risk. The Limita�ons
sec�on of the Undermining report commissioned by TSMV contains lots of caveats that tell me even they
think their recommenda�ons for mi�ga�on come with risk.  I understand the new Undermining regula�ons
require developers and builders to carry insurance, but the �me and coverage limits make it likely to me
that Canmore and Alberta taxpayers will have to pay significant costs due to undermining issues and the
failure of proposed mi�ga�on measures.  Based on this financial risk, regardless of proposed mi�ga�on, I
do not support any building on the significantly undermined areas, specifically on the unfinished golf
course.
I understand that the first step of the Town’s development review process requires developers to present
long-range ASPs; however, I recognize that the longer the term a plan covers, the less certain is the
outcome.  Given the significant financial risks I see with the proposed developments, I think it’s important
that any approvals for development are done only on an incremental basis so that the expected financial
and other outcomes can be assessed by the Town and so that the Town can ensure commitments have
been met, before the next increment of development is approved.  I think the Town should require that the
ASPs include clear wording ensuring the Town has control over such an incremental approach.

WILDLIFE, NATURE AND ENVIRONMENT
I expect you will receive many eloquent messages, some hear�elt and some scien�fic, about wildlife, nature and
the environment.  I add the following comments:

I live in the Peaks of Grassi and, like many of my neighbours, I only realized a�er I moved here that our
neighbourhood is located exactly where wildlife want to move and so it should not have been built.  I hope
our Town has learned from this mistake and won’t repeat it. 
To me, these ASPs have a tone of people first and then adjust nature to the wants of people. I am glad to
live in a community that tries its best to coexist with nature, appreciates and nurtures nature, trees and
wildlife.  I support maintaining or expanding nature, not reducing it.  I was devastated to see the clear-
cu�ng of trees in Stewart Creek to make way for the homes being built there now.  I see the approved
wildlife corridor as the minimum land to be set aside for wildlife.  Nature and wildlife used to have access
to 100% of the valley; we have already taken a significant por�on of the valley for human use and now we
are talking about how to “give” nature and wildlife a small share of the remainder. I would suggest that
means we should be approving plans that require LESS development and not “as much as possible”.  So: I
do not support any building on the unfinished golf course.  I do not support any proposal that includes
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expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary.  I do not support any proposal that includes rezoning of the
Wildlands

Conserva�on district.
From Administra�on’s reports to council: “Both the proposed residen�al units and the subsequent
popula�on increase…are greater than what was reflected in the original NRCB decision.” I do not support
approval of any development which will result in units or popula�on exceeding those in the NRCB decision
or in Canmore’s Land Use Bylaw DC1-98. These ASPs are focused on the upper limits that have been placed
on development of the property and on how to maximize, even exceed, those numbers. I understand that’s
the mindset of a developer, but I do not think those of us considering the ASPs should do so from that
mindset. My understanding is that the developer has no guaranteed minimum for development (in law or
ethically), except that which is already approved for the Resort Centre.  I think we should be considering
these ASPs with a zero-based approach and I would ask you to put yourselves not in the developer’s
mindset of star�ng with the maximums, but rather in the zero-based mindset of how much development
should be added from zero. 
I do not support a fence.  I think a fence is an acknowledgement that we humans are trying to take up as
much of the wildlife’s space as we possibly can….and I think that is the wrong approach….a fence is about
separa�on and is not consistent with the “Human Wildlife Coexistence” approach that many of us in the
Town value.
Both TSMV and Administra�ons’s reports confirm that the development proposed in the ASPs will increase
the Town’s greenhouse gas emissions. This obviously does not align with the Town’s Climate Ac�on Plan. 
This cannot be le� to chance.  The ASPs must be changed to align with the Town’s Climate Ac�on Plan
which might require significant reduc�on in the scale of the development proposals.

WIN-WIN-WIN SOLUTION TO CONSIDER
         In 2016, I had discussions and correspondence with both Town of Canmore staff (Andreas Comeau, the

cemetery manager and the planner) and Quantum Place (Jessica Karpat) with respect to including a
conserva�on/natural burial park in the TSMV development plans. It was obvious that there were too many
moving parts to the development planning at that stage and so it was not the right �me to consider adding
another element. In June 2020, I sent you a follow-up email regarding this idea.  In Alberta, a burial site must be
owned and managed by a church or a municipality. I think that a conserva�on/natural burial site would be a “win
(community) -win (developer) -win (wildlife)” element to the development plan.  As you may remember, a
conserva�on/natural burial park is a land use which conserves the natural state of land while s�ll providing a
commercial return for that parcel.  As such, it could be a land use tool to bridge compe�ng priori�es which may
arise for certain “conten�ous” parcels.  It also could be a land use tool which would require and clearly
demonstrate a collabora�ve approach to the development planning. I included in my earlier email to you a
document which presents the ra�onale for this concept being a good fit for Canmore as well as concise answers
to many of the obvious ques�ons that would arise.  If you are interested in considering this idea, I would be happy
to assist in any way.

For the ASPs to be approved, I think we have to be convinced that there is a likely net benefit to the community
(human and non-human) from the proposals.  For the reasons iden�fied above (and more), I think it is clear that
neither of these ASPs meet this threshold. Again, I urge you to ensure that we, as a community, take the �me we
are allowed so we can get this right.

Thank you again for your �me and considera�on.

Regards,
Sue Omstead


