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Lyle Schumacher 
March 1, 2021 10:41 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 Mayor and Members of Town Council: 

I am writing to you today to express my opposition to the two ASPâ€™s recently presented and approved on First 
Reading by Council. I have watched the Council Meeting, attended the Bow Valley Engage information session, watched 
the â€œUndermining information Sessionâ€  by TSMV, and reviewed the Three Sisters Village ASP and the Smith Creek 
ASP in detail. I wouldnâ€™t normally do this much investigation but I must say I have serious concerns that this made it 
past first reading and I can only hope Council was counting on opposition from the community to support them 
demanding major changes to the ASPâ€™s as presented. Though there are many issues I will focus my attention on a 
few. 

1. How is it that we would even entertain the notion of converting the abandoned golf course lands into a major
commercial/residential/industrial area. The original ASP included this second golf course as it was part of
making sure there was an appropriate wildlife corridor to go along with the allowed residential/commercial
development. Chris Ollenberger even stated during the TSMV â€œUndermining information Sessionâ€  that the
abandoned golf course land was REQUIRED due to wildlife concerns. Why would Council allow any more
residential development in this area than was in the original ASP. Just because the Provincial government made
a ruling on the wildlife corridor doesnâ€™t mean Canmore Town Council canâ€™t make it right with appropriate 
zoning.

2. The idea of placing a fence as a Hard Edge versus a Soft Edge wildlife barrier might make sense but not in this
context. Does Council really believe there is anyone with wildlife conservation knowledge that would support
development of the abandoned lands with a Hard edge fence versus leaving the abandoned golf course lands as
is or developed into a golf course as planned without a fence. What if the fence doesnâ€™t work and creates
real issues â€“ it will be too late once development is completed.

3. The fact that golf courses arenâ€™t viable in the current market is not an excuse for TSMV to be allowed to reap
a windfall of development of these lands. NO WAY. They need to come up with a much better option for re-
development that is serious about conserving the wildlife corridor.

4. Why did Council approve first reading for two ASPâ€™s that donâ€™t fit the Municipal Development Plan. Why
would you even tolerate this and not demand the ASPâ€™s get modified and presented to Council in a format
that fits the MDP.

5. My understanding is that the Thunderstone Quarry was to be returned to conservation at end of life but now it
sounds like TSMV has eyes for development. NO WAY. Is this even in our urban growth boundary?

6. Regarding undermining, I understand that the Town will only have liability for Town Property (roads, parks, etc.
). Regardless of this, I think TSMV seems a little too sure of what they know about the mined lands. Other
information I have read says we may not have complete records. What is the real information? We will likely
never know so shouldnâ€™t we lean more to the safe side?

This development, as presented, will forever compromise the character of Canmore. Council has the opportunity to 
preserve the quality of life for our residents and our wildlife neighbors and you must have the courage to put a stop to 
the exploitation of these lands and demand a much more reasonable development proposal. Please listen to our 
concerns and reject these proposals. Let's have Canmore set an example of appropriate development in a sensitive 
environment. 
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Best Regards, 

Lyle Schumacher 

-- Lyle Schumacher  
lyleshoe@gmail.com 


