
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs
Valerie Thompson  Mon 2021-03-08 9:34 PM

To:  John Borrowman <John.Borrowman@canmore.ca>; Robert Seeley <rob.seeley@canmore.ca>; Jeffrey Hilstad 
<Jeff.Hilstad@canmore.ca>; Esme Comfort <Esme.Comfort@canmore.ca>; Karen Marra 
<karen.marra@canmore.ca>; Joanna McCallum <joanna.mccallum@canmore.ca>; Vi Sandford 
<vi.sandford@canmore.ca>; Council <council@canmore.ca>; bowvalleyengage@gmail.com 
<bowvalleyengage@gmail.com>; Shared.MunicipalClerk <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>

Dear Canmore Town Council:

I have been a resident of the Bow Valley since 1984, moving to Canmore from Banff in 1992. 
I attended the NRCB hearings back in the early 90's, and like many attendees, came away 
feeling discouraged but satisfied that the decision was fair and that the Three Sisters 
Development could proceed while still addressing wildlife, undermining, financial and 
density issues. 

Almost 30 years later I am once again expressing my concerns about Three Sisters Mountain 
Villageâ€™s latest development proposals. 

Many experts have weighed in on the development proposal, expressing concerns about 
many different aspects of the proposal. The panel of speakers assembled by Bow Valley 
Engage for their February 23 zoom presentation was varied and extremely informative. I 
especially appreciated the fact that many of the speakers offered viable options to the 
current TSMV proposal, which would mitigate some of the major concerns shared by many 
about this proposal:

1. Further residential development and density which will result in narrow wildlife
corridor and pinch points for wildlife traversing the valley and using wildlife
underpasses, resulting in wildlife stresses and encounters with residents of these
developments. From what I gather, Karsten Heuer has already made some very
reasonable suggestions to TSMV that allows them to adhere to suggested wildlife
corridor dimensions and eliminate pinch points while at the same time being able to
move ahead with their development proposal.

2. Development at the mouth of the highly sensitive Wind Valley. The preservation of
the Wind Valley for wildlife was seen as a major victory from the 1992 NRCB hearings.
The density of grizzly bears in this small valley is staggering. Yet, TSMV now proposes
to extend their development right to the base of the ecologically sensitive area.

3. Undermining - specifically who pays for damage to residences, roads, paths and
infrastructure when sink holes start to appear in an area that is KNOWN for its
undermining (2nd golf course - currently undeveloped) and has been previously
determined by the very same developer to be unsuitable for development. I
understand that after a short period of time, the developer is off the hook. The
Province of Alberta will compensate homeowners for damages and the Town of
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Canmore will pay for damages to infrastructure. Either way, it is the taxpayer paying 
for the Developers negligence. 

4. Residential vs Commercial Tax Base. In his Bow Valley Engage presentation, Roderick
de Leeuw explained the balance between commercial and residential development
and how it effects our tax rate. Canmore taxpayers have already been taken for a ride
by TSMV when their first development fell short of the commercial development
promised in the first stages of their development. From what I understand., Mr. de
Leeuw has made recommendations to Council regarding the financial aspects of the
proposal â€“ all of which I fully endorse.

As I drove up the three Sisters Parkway the other day and noted the very high density and 
number of residential units already in Three Sisters, I had a thought: What if every single 
person who owns a home in Canmore came to town one weekend. What would the gridlock 
be like? How would our emergency services manage? How would the sewage treatment 
plant cope? (we live near the lift station at 5th and 5th, and believe me, we know it when 
there are a higher number of folks in town than normal)? How many conflicts would arise 
between trail users? How many wildlife conflicts would occur? What would the line-ups at 
the grocery stores and Elevation Place be like? It often feels we are already at maximum 
capacity. How can we possibly think that we can manage an increase the residential units 
and population of our town to the extent that TSMV has proposed?

In closing, I wonder if this town council wants to be known for â€œkilling the goose that 
laid the golden eggâ€ . No more wildlife? Why visit Canmore. Residential taxes through the 
roof? Why try to own a home or rent in Canmore. Traffic jams and gridlock on roads and 
bridges. Why come to this town for a holiday or day outing? The potential for Canmore to 
be an UNDESIRABLE location is on the horizon. Please take the time and make the hard 
decisions required to keep this from happening. 

Sincerely,

Val Thompson 

-- Valerie Thompson
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