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Lisa Jackson 
February 24, 2021 10:42 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 Municipal Clerk, 

Thanks for taking the time to read my letter. I decided to go old school and write this instead of just speak out on social 
media or talk to my friends. Why? Because this time it is different. It is more important, more heightened, more time-
sensitive. We're reaching a point of no return in this, the Bow Valley and it is the time for courage and bold decision 
making. Decision making that may not be pleasing in a capitalistic sense, but it will be pleasing to the wildlife, to the 
eco-system, to the children who want to stay here and live their whole lives here. 

This letter is a means to express my sincere concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development 
proposals. These proposals seem to conflict with our stated values, they conflict with the science in many cases and 
they conflict with public engagement and other inputs that were meant to guide our community into the future (bylaws, 
conservation wildlands zoning and the MDP).  

Some key parts of the proposal that show these conflicts: 

1. TSMVâ€™s request to expand our Urban Growth Boundary which is meant to limit our footprint and to ensure a
balance between nature & development, especially in a sensitive area like the mouth of the Wind Valley (1998
Municipal Development Plan);

2. TSMVâ€™s request to rezone ~33 ha of Conservation Wildlands to urban development, also in the sensitive
mouth of the Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw);

3. TSMVâ€™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;

4. 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 TSMVâ€™s plans call for 6750
more units (and this doesnâ€™t even include a possible 3100 additional secondary suites and 420 PAH units).

There is a very clear need for a different type of public engagement with, and education about this proposal. Town 
Council needs to slow this process down and focus on other issues of greater importance at the moment. This is a once 
in a lifetime decision to make, not just another development. To put profit over environment and people in this case is 
simply not good decision making. And while there are many claims for how this will improve quality of life in a variety of 
ways, none of these can be substaniated in any meaninful way. QUite the opposite we know this development would 
decrease quality of life for many, including the wildlife, the natural surroundings, and the future children of this 
community. I'm not being dramatic - it is just that simple.  

I elected you in to support the needs of not just the current generation/population but the future ones too. Please do 
not rush something that benefits only a very very few in the here and now, and will negatively effect the future of this 
Valley that we all love. Land speculators will come and go, but you want your core population base to want to stay. 

Sincerely, 
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Lisa Jackson 

-- Lisa Jackson  
lisaellenjackson70@gmail.com 


