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Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06

Attention: Municipal Clerk: 

I am writing to express my opposition to Three Sisters Mountain Village’s latest development proposals (Bylaw 2021-05 
and 2021-06). These proposals conflict with several of Canmore's guiding documents, including the Climate Action Plan 
(CAP), the Municipal Development Plan, conservation wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. Collectively, these 
documents aim to protect the character of our community, the quality of life of its residents, and to meet our goal of 
ensuring our wildlife neighbours can thrive. 

More specifically: 

1. Climate Action Plan (CAP) - The CAP represents a commitment to achieve reductions in Canmore's GHG emissions
below 2015 levels, consistent with the concerns raised in the town's 2019 Declaration of a Climate Emergency. The 
proposed ASPs for Three Sisters Village and  Smith Creek do not at present align with Canmore's Climate Action Plan 
(CAP).  Council should review and amend its Land Use Bylaw to ensure that all development in the town, including that 
proposed by TSMV, align with the goals in the CAP. 

By way of this letter, I also wish to express my strong disapproval of the following proposals: 

2. TSMV's request to expand Canmore's Urban Growth Boundary which is meant to limit the Canmore's footprint and
ensure a balance between nature and development, especially in a sensitive area like the mouth of the Wind Valley 
(1998 Municipal Development Plan); 

3. TSMV's request to rezone approximately 33 ha of Conservation Wildlands to urban development, also in the sensitive
mouth of the Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw); 

4. TSMV’s misrepresentation of the bylaw for a 300-450m-wide open space setback adjacent to an otherwise too
narrow wildlife corridor above the unfinished golf course (Sections 14.16.4.1(b) & (c) Canmore Land Use Bylaw)). This 
came about due to the 2002 Golder Report, which was a jointly commissioned study by the Town of Canmore and 
TSMV; 

5. Doubling of the number of remaining residential units allowed to be built on TSMV lands as per Bylaw 1-98, Section
14.9.2.4. The bylaw states up to 3447 more units can be built, however TSMV’s plans call for 6750 more units (and this 
doesn’t even include a possible 3100 additional secondary suites and 420 PAH units). 

I urge Council to reject TSMV's ASPs at second reading, and to deliver a strong message to the developer that 
its development plans must respect our town's rules. 

Thank you. 

Heather Gibb 
Canmore 


