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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Marlene Jones 
February 17, 2021 5:30 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, 

I am writing to express my concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development proposals. As I hope 
youâ€™re aware, they conflict with several guiding documents for our community, including the Municipal 
Development Plan, conservation wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. Collectively, these were put into place to protect 
the character of our community, the quality of life of its residents, and to meet our goal of coexisting with wildlife. They 
include:  

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).

I believe you were elected to uphold foundational plans and bylaws like this, not to change them when a global health 
pandemic prevents meaningful community consultation and discussion. Please stay the course; this is not the time to 
rush through legacy-making decisions for an entire community in order to appease the interests of a single land 
speculator.  

In addition to all the above concerns, I want to know why other parts of Canmore are not required to meet the density 
requirements of downtown? For example, Silvertip homes are allowed to sit on large lots, decreasing the travel of 
wildlife through the area. TSMV is planning an enormous footprint, as well as a huge number of people. Why doesn't it 
have to meet the same density requirements as downtown, reducing its footprint. A smaller footprint could be designed 
to infringe on the wildlife corridors less. 

I am very concerned about the planned number of people. We do not have adequate parking downtown. Have you ever 
tried to park at Elevation Place on a weekend or holiday? TSMV's plan re transportation is a joke. Bike paths.... No one is 
going to be using those in the winter. Families with same children are not going to bike or walk into town via those 
paths. If a family is coming into downtown, they will drive regardless of bus schedules -- it is simply easier. Is TSMV 
going to build a parking arcade downtown?  

We already have a traffic problem on every day the Nordic Centre hosts an event. We have traffic problems on Fridays 
when weekenders arrive. Downtown should not have to deal with increased pollution due to increased traffic. We live 
in a very special place. Our priority should be keeping it special, especially for the wildlife that call this valley home or 
pass through it. 
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Let's not make a serious mistake that we can't undo down the road. 

Thank you for reading this letter. 

Sincerely, Marlene Jones, Ph.D. downtown resident 

-- Marlene Jones  
marlene.jones@shaw.ca 


