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I will start by recognizing First Nations, Métis, and Inuit peoples of Canada as traditional stewards of the 
land. Canmore is located within Treaty 7 territory, traditional territories and home of the Stoney 
Nakoda, Blackfoot and Tsuut’ina Nations, as well as Zone 3 Metis. 

My name is Amy Taylor. I have lived in Canmore for over 20 years. I am an environmental economist 
with a Masters in Resource Environmental Management. I am an owner and employee of a small 
consulting firm that focuses on identifying solutions to challenges that intersect the environment and 
the economy. I have worked with government’s across the country and internationally to craft solutions 
that balance these, sometimes, competing interests. I am here to implore you to find a balanced 
solution to the challenge presented by TSMV.  

As an environmental economist, I am frequently engaged to help municipalities value their natural 
assets and the services that those assets provide. I am also frequently engaged to conduct cost-benefit 
analyses of alternative management decisions related to natural assets. These are the lenses through 
which I am viewing the TSMV development proposals. I have been asking myself, what are the benefits 
and costs of the proposed developments and how do they compare?  

The natural assets within the lands slated for development, provide a number of beneficial services to 
the citizens of Canmore. They help manage water flows and supply, sequester and store carbon, provide 
recreational opportunities, filter pollutants from the air, provide wildlife habitat, and deliver aesthetic 
appreciation. In my work, I endeavor to estimate the monetary value of these types of services to help 
municipalities appreciate the value of their natural assets and ensure they are considered on a level 
playing field with built alternatives. While no such assessment has been done for the natural assets that 
will be lost should the TSMV development as proposed proceed, we know the value is not zero and I can 
say with a relatively high degree of confidence, based on experience in other jurisdictions, that indeed 
the value is significant.  

Taking the benefit cost analysis view, the loss of these benefits (or in other words, the cost of the 
proposed development) need to be considered in light of the benefits that will be derived should the 
development proceed. So I ask myself, what are the benefits of the proposed development? An obvious 
benefit is increased income and employment, particularly during the construction phase of the project. 
TSMV has also identified increases in economic diversity and affordable housing as benefits of the 
development. There is also the potential for the town to increase tax revenues. But there are issues and 
uncertainties associated with these potential benefits. If increased economic diversity is a strategic 
objective for the Town of Canmore, I would ask the question, what is the best way to achieve this 
outcome? How else could the town increase its economic diversity and what approach provides 
maximum benefits to the community. I understand that affordable housing is a priority for the Town of 
Canmore. I would ask the same question in this context. Is the TSMV development the best way to 
achieve this outcome? What alternatives exist to increase affordable housing and which approach 
maximizes the benefits to the citizens of Canmore.  There are significant questions around the likelihood 
that the Town will realize increased tax revenues as a result of the TSMV development. Deriving this 
benefit hinges upon commercial development taking place at a sufficient level – a condition that 
historically has not been achieved by TSMV developments. When the potential liability associated with 
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developing previously undermined lands is taken into consideration, the financial benefits associated 
with this development, particularly in the long-run, are called into serious question.  

Within this context, when I consider the costs and potential benefits of the TSMV development as 
proposed, it is not at all obvious to me that the benefits outweigh the costs. When the uncertainty 
related to the benefits of the development, for example, municipal tax revenue increases that are 
conditional upon sufficient commercial developments coming to fruition, my skepticism around the 
value of this development increases significantly. There are also degrees of uncertainty which are 
beyond the control of the municipal government that should be taken into consideration. This includes, 
for example, risks related to extreme weather events due to climate change, risks resulting from the 
global pandemic, and risks to the Alberta’s economy, which is still tied to the global price of oil and the 
North American price of natural gas. Price signals which are beyond the control of local governments but 
can significantly impact provincial and local economic conditions in Alberta.  

Your task is not easy and I know you are not taking it lightly. I heard from all of you, your desire to 
consult with the community and to hear our views on this pivotal development. It is the current and 
future citizens of Canmore who stands to gain or loose the most. It is also imperative that you hear from 
experts with knowledge of what is at stake, what the risks are, what the liabilities are and what the 
uncertainties are. You need to hear objective, informed, scientifically based perspectives on the impacts 
of the development. Proponents of TSMV can not provide this information in an unbiased manner. Their 
financial stacks are simply too high; they are, by definition in a conflict of interest when it comes to 
assessing the true costs and benefits of the proposed development. Numerous experts have stepped 
forward arguing against the development, as proposed, due to concerns related to wildlife impacts, 
financial implications and liabilities associated with undermining. I would suggest that the views and the 
solutions proposed by these experts deserve significant attention.  

Considering the costs and benefits and their associated uncertainties, as well as the information 
provided by external experts with knowledge of the wildlife implications, financial risks and undermining 
liabilities, it is my view that the development as proposed should not be approved. I believe that a 
precautionary approach is required to ensure any development that takes place maximizes benefits for 
Canmore residents today and into the future. Taking this approach, the Council and Mayor would not 
commit the Town of Canmore to 20-30 years of development. It would consider the full range of options 
for achieving objectives related to affordable housing and economic diversity. It would avoid 
development in undermined lands that were previously deemed inappropriate for built infrastructure. It 
would focus on quality, not quantity. A number of alternatives to the current proposal have been 
articulated by community groups and local experts. These alternatives take a more balanced and 
cautionary approach to the proposed development. In particular I would point to the proposed 
development footprint articulated by Karsten Huer as a balanced and cautionary approach to managing 
concerns related to wildlife impacts. Other recommendations that are in keeping with this approach and 
that I support include not expanding the Town’s urban growth boundary, not changing the conservation 
of wildlands designation and not changing the recreation and golf district zoning for the unfinished golf 
course.   

I will close by expressing my sincere appreciation for your efforts and energy on this very important 
decision. We are all here for the same reason. We are all here for the love of Canmore.  


