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SEP 2 8 2010 -.1k«1 :It n 

To: Kara Van Myall 

RE: TSBP Community Improvement Plan 

I appreciate all the hard work that went into community improvement plan (CIP). 
cannot comment on whether it is a good plan for Wiarton, Allenford, and Hepworth. 
submit that it is not a good plan for Sauble Beach. 

My biggest concern is that the plan is developed for the development industry and the 
tourism industry, with an almost complete lack of consideration of the residents, and an 
almost complete disregard for the public interest. 

It is also of concern that most of the conclusions'and recommendations in the report are 
drawn from false premises, and are therefore unsupportable. 

A final concern is the unwarranted reliance on planning guidance and policies developed 
elsewhere for different situations. 

False premises 

False premise #1 - The residents' prosperity depends on tourism; we need to subsidize 
tourism; tourism is the lifeblood ofthe Sauble economy; Tourism is the community 

"Downtowns are our main contact with tourism dollars. Tourism is the 
second largest industry. However lately our communities are struggling 
with retail leakage to bigger centres and a lack of investment from the 
local municipality" (Page 1) 

"The intent is to create an atmosphere that attracts more visitors" (page 
10) 

" ... basis for positive community action focused on downtown revitalization, 
tourism development, ... " (page 4) 

"Objectives ... .. .4. To increase tourism ..... " (page 3) 

Sauble (a community) is not struggling with retail leakage. Some business may be 
struggling with retail leakage, but the businesses are not the community, and the tourism 
industry is not the community. So it is wrong to say that the community is struggling 
with retail leakage or even that the community is struggling. 

There are several measures of industry size, including number of employees, GDP, sales 
dollars, etc. Without specifying one of these, the statement that "tourism is the second 
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largest industry" is meaningless. But even if one of the measures above is specified, 
regardless of the measure, the 2nd largest statement would be irrelevant, as 
residents' prosperity and residents' well-being are what counts, not industry size, and the 
Sauble tourism industry contributes only a small part of the residents' prosperity at best, 
and more likely is in fact a detriment. Tourism is a small fraction of the village's 
prosperity. The prosperity and well-being of the residents does not depend on tourism. 
So the notion that tourism dollars are critical to the residents' prosperity andlor well
being is false. 

The waterfront is for the residents, not the tourists, not the tourism industry. We need a 
strategy that will not make the residents less prosperous and will not be a detriment to the 
residents' enjoyment of home and community. So instead of making the waterfront part 
of the tourism industry we need to implement controls so that the waterfront remains for 
the residents and remains natural and never gets developed, ever. We need to ensure that 
the waterfront continues to be for the residents, not the tourism industry. 

The false premise should not be used to argue a need to develop the waterfront (for 
tourists). 

We need to keep the atmosphere comfortable to the residents (or get it back where it has 
been lost.) 

False premise #2 - community success is measured by number of visitors 

"make the local community successfol and realize the economic and social 
benefits available to ... ., (page 8) 

Make the community successful? Successful in whose terms? Residents want enjoyment 
of home and community and want taxes to stay low so they can keep their homes. These 
are better measures of success than number of tourist visits. It would be wrong to 
measure "success" in terms oflevel of tourism activity. 

The community already works, (or it used to). Please don't break it (or make it worse). 

False premise #3 - that social economic environmental issues are served by developing 
the downtown and waterfront 

"to improve facilities and infrastructure ... .that contribute to the social. 
environmental and economic priorities and needs of the Community" (page 
3) 

This assumes that it is in the best interest of residents to pay for improvements. But this 
is a false premise. An analysis focused on residents, and the best interests of residents, 
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and on the public interest, wi!! indicate that the interests of residents are best served not 
by serving the needs of the development industry and the tourism industry, but rather by 
actually considering the residents. And the residents' interests are enjoyment of home 
and community and low taxes, not subsidizing the downtown. 

False premise # 4- . Need to attract tourists in order for the community to be self -
sustaining 

H goal [ofC/P}. .. Create an atmosphere that creates a vibrant, self
sustaining community" (page 1 0) 

The suggestion seems to be that the community is not now self -sustaining and cannot be 
self-sustaining without subsidizing the tourism industry. This is just plain wrong. 

The community has always been self-sustaining as a result of residential taxes and would 
have been just as self-sustaining without any tourism industry at all. And the community 
could quite easily continue to be self-sustaining with the current tourism industry or even 
without any tourist industry at all. In fact it could be even more self-sustaining without 
any tourism industry. If we decided to swipe less residential taxpayers money to use for 
attracting visitors and converted some tourism commercial property into residential, then 
Sauble would be even more self -sustaining, because residents would then pay fewer 
taxes. 

The money used to provide services in Sauble and sustain the community comes mostly 
from residential property taxes. Only a small portion comes from tourism establishment 
property taxes. Most of the money to pay residential taxes does not come from the 
tourism industry. It comes into the municipality accounts through residential property 
taxes paid by money from pension funds, investment income, and salaries and wages 
earned outside Sauble. These are the monies that largely sustain the community. Money 
from the tourism industry paid through commercial property taxes does enter the TSBP 
accounts but it goes into providing services to the tourism industry. It does not and could 
not by itself sustain the community. And if we attracted more visitors it might result in 
more enterprises and more commercial property taxes, but these would be balanced by 
more services, so there would be no net benefit and no help for sustainability. The 
residents sustain the community quite well. The tourism industry does not really help. 

If you want an illustration of just how little the community "depends" on the tourism 
industry, run a budget for sauble considering what would happen to service costs and 
residential property taxes if all of the tourism industry establishments were replaced by 
residences. Tax rates would go down! So where's the dependency on the tourism 
industry? 
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False premise #5 - Downtown core is the heart of the community/ 

"[Rural municipality downtown areas J are the main economic generators 
(2131 of countywide commercial assessments is from downtowns)." (page 1) 

It wouldn't matter if 100% of the commercial assessments in Sauble were downtown - it 
still wouldn't make the Sauble downtown the heart of anything. The downtown of Sauble 
has very little to do with the prosperity or social activities of the residents. And as long 
as residential taxes continue to be swiped to subsidize the downtown commercial 
operations, the downtown is actually a detriment to the prosperity of the residents. The 
heart of the community is the beach, the residents, the beautiful view of sunsets, and 
more. But it is not the downtown. So we need to focus on what makes sense for the 
residents, not the downtown. 

False premise #6 - need to create a "brand" 

"Each toolkit defines a "brand" or common identity that will draw 
visitors ..... In order to achieve a "brand" .... " (page 4) 

Establishing a brand is a marketing strategy for businesses, not communities, at least not 
residential commtmities like Sauble. Residents want to enjoy their homes and their 
community. There is no benefit to the residents to "market" or "brand" the community. 
Why would they care about a "brand"? They can enjoy their homes and community best 
by not marketing or branding their community. 

Branding of the community is of benefit to the tourism industry, but not the residents. It 
is not the residents' objective to market the beach and attract "customers". 

False premise # 7 - the common vision 

"Ensure that all stakeholders are working towards a common vision. 
Provides guidelines to ensure that all stakeholders are working toward a 
common vision" Page 4 

No guideline can do this. The residents' vision is clearly different than other 
stakeholders. But the community is the residents. It is the residents' vision that must 
prevail. 

False premise #8 - Economic growth is good! economic growth is the objective 

"By supporting and maintaining the health of our downtowns and 
waterfronts, we are supporting strong, liveable communities and healthy 
communities that facilitate economic growth. " (page 1) 
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In some situations economic growth could make the residents better off. But the plan on 
the table would foster economic growth while making residents in general worse off. 
Economic growth then should not automatically be assumed to be a good thing. 

Economic growth should not be the objective. A better objective would be making 
residents better off, or at least not doing things to make the residents worse off (i.e. the 
do-no-harm principle). The best way to do this is to not encourage or subsidize growth 
just for the sake of growth. 

False premise #9 - development is good 

"encourage development in the downtown areas and waterfi'ont areas" 
(page 3) 

Residents want to retain the relaxed small community ambience. Development is 
anathema to that ambience. It is not in the public interest to encourage development. It is 
especially not in the public interest to encourage unwanted development using residents' 
taxes. 

The plan should be to encourage the retention of the small community ambience that 
brought the residents to Sauble in the first place. 

False premise #10 - If some of the improvement money comes from the province, then it 
costs the residential taxpayers nothing 

"improvement projects are undertaken at a steady and sustainable pace and 
that fonds be leveraged through grants and public/private partnerships 
wherever possible as to not put added pressure on the taxpayer". (page 2) 

Public money that goes into "improvement" through the other part of the leveraging or 
the public part of the public Iprivate partnerships is still money from taxpayers. And 
even grants from the province come from any residential property taxpayers if they 
happen to be, as many are, also income tax payers. There is no free lunch here. Just 
because money appears to be free doesn't mean it is free and doesn't justify spending it 
foolishly. 

False premise #1 I - Ifmoney can be found it makes sense to spend it 

"intent that community improvement projects be undertaken in identified 
areas as needed whenever fonds are available provided council is satisfied 
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that the municipality can reasonably finance and afford the cost or its share 
of the cost. " (page 7) 

Whatever happened to consideIing whether a project proposal make sense, whether it is 
in the interest of the residents, whether it is in the public interest? "Reasonably finance 
and afford" is a poor decision criterion. Anytime a project is decided, money budgeted, 
mill rates calculated, and taxes collected, the project will always appear to be 
"affordable". But that doesn't make it sensible. If a project makes sense, it can be 
approved and mill rates can be adjusted to suit. If it doesn't make sense, if it's not in the 
public interest, then it should go no further. "Affordable" is useless in decision making. 

For example, if an initiative was to cause some residents' loss in prosperity and provide 
no gain to the community, then it should not be considered further, regardless of how 
much unallocated money happens to be in the treasury. 

False premise #12 - development of the waterfront is environmentally protective 

"Protection of waterfront resources is paramount to any revitalization 
proposals of. .. and waterfront areas. " (page 2) 

The proposed strategy is all about waterfront development and attracting tourists. But the 
proposed strategy is just about the worst way to protect the waterfront resources. The 
very notion of developing and revitalizing the Sauble waterfront is unprotective. So 
protection is not as you imply held paramount. If environmental protection were really 
held "paramount", waterfront development would be reversed. 

The best way to protect the resources is to: 
• Stop using public funds to draw more people 
• Stop development of the waterfront 
• Reverse development of the waterfront 
• Leave the waterfront natural 
• Forever prevent commercialization of the waterfront. 

False premise #13 - We need full services to support development pressures 

"any revitalization efforts should consider the provision offoll services to 
support the increased development pressures" (page 2) 

The EA in 2007 looked at several alternatives, including full community wide services 
and also sewer services for only the DCA. The EA process was required to consider both 
the environment and the interests of residents. The EA considered that to force residents 
to pay up to $45,000 plus $700 per year (sewers only) for a service that they did not need 
and did not want, with no environmental gain, would not be in the public interest and 
made absolutely no sense. The EA process chose not full services, but rather a small 
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communal system for the DCA and septic systems upgrading for the rest. No phantom 
"development pressure" had any bearing on the process then as development pressure 
was not a legitimate consideration. And the phantom development pressure should not 
bear now. The phantom development pressure should certainly not be used to try to 
justifY a push for "full services". 

So what development pressures have we got now? And if fu11 servces are not in the 
residents best interests, then why shou1d phantom "development pressures" even enter 
into the discussion? And who is applying this phantom pressure? Certainly not the 
residents. So if not the residents, then who? And if not the residents, what could possibly 
be legitimate about this pressure? 

Any plan should be developed for the residents and in the public interest. Full services 
are not in the public interest. That should be the end of it. Planners and politicians need 
to respond to the residents, not "development pressures". 

False premise #14 - Lack of sewers is bad. 

It doesn't matter how often this false premise is repeated - it is still false. The EA 
process, which looked at all alternatives, chose continuation of private services for the 
non-core area over full municipal services. It did so because it was the best choice. The 
EA found that private systems at least in the non-DCA are doing fine. 

Comments on section 2.3 (Objectives) 

I. To improve the physical appearance and economic health of the downtown 
commercial areas / waterfronts of the Town. 

Economic health of downtown sauble should not be a municipal goal. Running 
businesses is the job of the business owners. 

Physical appearance of sauble beach already best in world. Don't wreck it with 
"improvement" 

2. To encourage development and redevelopment by the private andlor public sectors to 
improve the appearance and functionality of the downtown commercial areas, 
wateliront areas and recreational areas/facilities of the Town. 
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Don't want the municipality to encourage development. Development is not in the public 
interest. Not in public interest to improve to attract tourists. Even for residents best thing 
can do is leave the beautiful beach beautiful (to residents). And it certainly is less costly. 

3. To improve and enhance the existing downtown commercial areas by encouraging 
improvements to street beautification, facade improvements, store front signage and 
community signage. 

Fine but not with public ftmds. They're not our businesses. 

4. To increase tourism and to elevate the Town's status as a destination by 
coordinating stakeholders to promote each of the communities unique identity. 

Why would this be an objective. Not an objective ofthe residents. Definitely not in 
public interest to increase tourism. 

4. To improve and enhance the recreational facilities/opportunities within the Town by 
creating communities that are attractive, pedestrian-friendly, and distinctive. 

Don't try to "improve" the already perfect beach. 

5. To encourage improvements to existing waterfront facilities and the creation of 
sustainable waterfront environments. 

We have a sustainable waterfront environment. Threats to that sustainable waterfront 
environment are development and tourism. Plan should not be to increase development 
and tourism. 

6. To increase both physical and economic connections between the waterfront and the 
downtown commercial areas. 

Not in public interest. Do not want or need connection. I am one who has not been in the 
downtown area near the waterfront for over 40 years. Why connect them. For the 
tourists? For the tourism businesses? This is not an objective set with the residents in 
mind. 

7. To involve the public in identifying areas in need of improvement and encourage 
their participation in the process of improvement and rehabilitation projects. 

Better would be to develop a plan with the residents in mind (not the tourism industry or 
the development industry). Could start by asking residents who are neither developers nor 
tourism operators what they treasure in their community. You might be surprised. 
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interest. Not in public interest to improve to attract tourists. Even for residents best thing 
can do is leave the beautiful beach beautiful (to residents). And it certainly is less costly. 

3. To improve and enhance the existing downtown commercial areas by encouraging 
improvements to street beautification, facade improvements, store front signage and 
community signage. 

Fine but not with public ftmds. They're not our businesses. 

4. To increase tourism and to elevate the Town's status as a destination by 
coordinating stakeholders to promote each of the communities unique identity. 

Why would this be an objective. Not an objective ofthe residents. Definitely not in 
public interest to increase tourism. 

4. To improve and enhance the recreational facilities/opportunities within the Town by 
creating communities that are attractive, pedestrian-friendly, and distinctive. 

Don't try to "improve" the already perfect beach. 

5. To encourage improvements to existing waterfront facilities and the creation of 
sustainable waterfront environments. 

We have a sustainable waterfront environment. Threats to that sustainable waterfront 
environment are development and tourism. Plan should not be to increase development 
and tourism. 

6. To increase both physical and economic connections between the waterfront and the 
downtown commercial areas. 

Not in public interest. Do not want or need connection. I am one who has not been in the 
downtown area near the waterfront for over 40 years. Why connect them. For the 
tourists? For the tourism businesses? This is not an objective set with the residents in 
mind. 

7. To involve the public in identifying areas in need of improvement and encourage 
their participation in the process of improvement and rehabilitation projects. 

Better would be to develop a plan with the residents in mind (not the tourism industry or 
the development industry). Could start by asking residents who are neither developers nor 
tourism operators what they treasure in their community. You might be surprised. 



Items #1-17(I.E.)  
-Request by any Council member for clarification of any of the 
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Other Comments 

The blue flag designation is not an enviromnental initiative - banning personal watercraft 
within 2 km of shore would be an environmental initiative 

Page 4 First impressions by OMAFRA?? 

Who cares? Wouldn't it make more sense to ask the residents (not provincial govermnent 
officials from elsewhere) what they cherish in their community and then make a plan to 
get it (what they cherish), or keep it (if we already have it), or get it back (if we had it but 
lost it)? 

Same with downtown revitalization study and Community design kit. 

5.2 Incentives store front improvement 

Store front improvement should be paid for by store owners, not taxpayers, even at 50%. 

The report needs to be redone as follows: 

Recommendations should be developed that are in the public interest, with a complete 
focus on the residents. 

If the provincial policy statement makes sense for Sauble, use it, otherwise use common 
sense. 

Get rid of the false premises. 

Regards, 

Craig Gammie 

cc: TSBP Mayor and COlmcil 
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