
March 4, 2021 

 

To:  municipalclerk@canmore.ca 

From:  Cheryl Sanford, chsanf@telus.net 

 

Re:  Bylaws 2021-05  and 2021-06  

 

The following are among the reasons that I am opposed to the passage of these bylaws in 

the form submitted by Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV):  

 

Too great an increase in population 

 

TSMV’s proposal that they be allowed to increase the number of dwellings if those 

dwellings are more energy efficient ignores the fact that the resulting population increase 

would have a detrimental effect on the environment and on Canmore’s existing 

population.   

 

There would be more vehicular traffic (and pollution) in the existing town core.  At 

present, residents already avoid going downtown or to popular spots such as the Nordic 

Centre on the weekend due to congestion – more people in outlying areas will increase 

the congestion.  The availability of bus service is not going to cause people to stop 

driving - lugging a week’s worth of groceries on a bus is not feasible for most families.  

Nor are most people willing to wait for up to an hour for a bus particularly after dark.   

 

The resulting proposed maximum population is also greater than NRCB decision 9103 

contemplated 

 

Town would sprawl over too lengthy an area  

 

Canmore would then stretch for about 10 km. from the existing town centre.  While those 

of us who live within a half hour to fourty-five minute walk from the town centre 

frequently walk (or bicycle) rather go by automobile during daylight hours, walking will  

not be a feasible option for those living in the Smith Creek area.  

 

Increase in infrastructure costs for existing residents 

 

Ever increasing utility costs.  Over the ten years from 2000 to 2009, the average annual 

cost of water/sewage/garbage service for our family of two was $680.18.  Over the next 

ten years from 2010 to 2019, the average annual cost of these services for our family of 2 

was $1102.45, over a 62% increase.  I wonder to what extent this increase was related to 

the cost of providing these services to the Three Sisters areas which have already been 

developed.   I also wonder to what extent providing such services to the areas projected to 

be developed will further increase these costs for existing residents.  

 

For comparative purposes, it should be noted that our average annual electricity costs 

from 2000 to 2009 was $1,075.31  and from 2010 to 2019 was $1,335.94 which 
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represents a 24.24% increase.  Our average annual natural gas cost (including any 

government rebates and the carbon tax for the periods when these programs were in 

effect) from 2000 to 2009 was $1244.67 and from 2010 to 2019 was $1,249.76, 

representing an inconsequential increase.  Why has the cost of water/sewage/garbage 

increased so markedly?  

 

I do not know who pays for the initial construction of roads, bringing utility services to 

each property line, etc.  However, I expect that the cost of maintaining this infrastructure 

will be shared with existing residents.   

 

Residential / Commercial Tax Split 

  

While I believe that Canmore’s existing Municipal Development Plan calls for a 66/33 

split between residential and commercial assessment for tax purposes, the proposed ASPs 

only provide for a 78/22 split.  

 

Furthermore, the area in Smith Creek which is proposed for commercial/industrial 

purposes appears to be the area now being used as a quarry.  If so, how many years into 

the future will it be before the projected commercial/industrial use will occur?  

 

It also appears that TSMVs prior developments include very little commercial/industrial 

development.  However, it is acknowledged that a commercial area in an area not covered 

by the subject ASPs is presently in the initial phase of being developed   

 

Undermining.  Apart from the environmental impact of TSMVs proposed solution to the 

undermining, what information has TSMV provided re the effectiveness and reliability of 

this solution?    

 

Wildlife Fence.  If town council does approve TSMVs proposal, the cost of maintaining 

this fence should be borne by those residing in the areas it serves.  This could take the 

form of a special levy similar to levies cities such as Edmonton impose on affected 

homeowners when a back alley is paved.   

 

 

Cheryl Sanford  

145 Carey 

Canmore 

 

 


