
To:  Mayor Borrowman & Canmore Councillors   March 4, 2021 
From:  Jill Kirker  
 
Re:  TSMV ASP & Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06. 
  
I am writing to inform you of my concerns over the TSMV ASP for both 
Three Sisters Village and Smith Creek.    
When first proposed I reviewed the maps of the developments and was 
shocked at the extent of building and the number of housing units in the 
plan.  Now after doing more research I am even more against the 
proposals for many reasons.  
 

1) My biggest concern is the size of the expansion.  This is almost 
ludicrous.  Already there is a traffic issue crossing the river into 
downtown.  The people of TS do not have enough commercial 
development (that had been promised) in their community so they 
have to travel the 5km into town to shop.  The road infrastructure 
cannot handle another 4-6000+ units.   

2) Wildlife.  Where to begin?   We have learned a lot in the last 40 or 
so years since the quiet little mining town became a prime living 
and travel destination.  Had we known then that this narrow valley 
is critical for wildlife habitat and for wildlife corridors, we would 
likely not have allowed the development of Cougar creek on the 
east side of the valley or Peaks of Grassi, Rundle Point and 
certainly Three Sisters on the west side.  But now we have a 
chance to keep the remainder of the prime habitat intact.  No, I do 
not agree with building on the unfinished golf course lands.  No, I 
do not agree with building on the northernmost Smith Creek lands 
which would require rerouting the current wildlife underpass.  I 
would suggest to the developer that they should eliminate this 
northernmost pod of Smith Creek development.  This area is 
isolated from the remainder of the Smith Creek development yet 
would have to be connected by a major new roadway from 
Stewart Creek to Smith Creek.  This seems to be a key area for 
wildlife to move from the west to east side of the TransCanada 
highway via the underpass.  I don’t agree with the proposal to 
move the current underpass to the south to accommodate this 
pod of development. 

3) Urban growth boundary.  I find it offensive that the proponent is 
asking council to expand the urban growth boundary.   No, I do 



not agree to changing the designation of the Conservation 
Wildlands around the Wind Creek Valley to Urban Development.  I 
believe the current growth boundary is already way too far down 
the valley.  I don’t understand why our culture continues to put 
development and financial profit before conservation.  Can we not 
learn to live more humbly and live in harmony with nature?  As 
most urban centers are working to increase density, this proposal 
goes in entirely the wrong direction.  I trust that council sees this 
as being a huge step backward.  

4) Under mining;  I had the pleasure of taking part in one of Gerry 
Stephensen’s tours and was amazed at the degree of 
undermining in these lands.  I also have seen the impacts of this 
undermining with the sinkhole in Drygas.  Albeit a small example, 
this exemplifies the risk of developing these lands.  I am against 
the idea of developing even with the modern mitigation 
techniques.  I understand that the developer is only liable for 2 
years and ultimately the homeowners will be liable for any 
subsidence on their property.  In addition, the town will be 
responsible for any issues related to infrastructure.  To me this is 
unacceptable and the risks are just too high.  

5) Liveable community.  I am very concerned about the type of 
development presented.  The current Three Sisters area is 
primarily high priced (often vacant) homes with very little 
affordable housing.  In their initial plans they proposed a higher 
proportion of middle to low income housing but the current 
proposal falls short of making a more appropriate balance.  Also, 
their initial commitment to build commercial space in the current 
area is very delayed.  This makes me wonder if their current work 
on the Gateway project is a bit of optics.   

 
I urge all councillors to reject these 2 proposals.  If council directs the 
developer to come back to the table with other proposals, I would 
hope that council asks for substantial changes. Including 

o reducing the number of units considerably; maybe back to 3447 units 
as per the bylaw  

o including more middle, low income, and Vital housing as per the 
objectives of council 

o more commercial development to allow the area to be indeed more 
walkable 



o  council holds the developer accountable and has some 
benchmarking in place to require the developer to complete a certain 
degree of low income housing and commercial development before 
embarking on more mountain mansions. 

o To eliminate some of the westernmost part of the unfinished golf 
course from their plans to allow for a buffer to the wildlife corridor 

o  To eliminate the proposal to expand the Urban Growth Boundary 
 
Sincerely,   
Jill Kirker 
 
 
 


