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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Jim Murphy 
March 17, 2021 7:34 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

Mayor Borrowman and Town of Canmore Councillors; 

I am writing to you today to express my opposition to the Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV) proposal which 
includes the Three SIsters Village (TSV) ASP and the Smith Creek (SC) ASP. 

I have attached, at the bottom of this email, the arguments against the TSMV development plan that the Bow Valley 
Engage group put together. I totally agree with these points. 

I would like to summarise my personal humble opinions which are against the TSMV plans. These opinions are based on 
my own experience having lived in the Valley since 1974 and in Canmore since 1989. I have also been watching the 
many superb presentations from very qualified people regarding the TSMV development, with most of these 
presentations arguing against the development plans. Along with what I have learned from these presentations and my 
own local experience, I have been reading up on the proposed plans and the pros and cons of such.  

I am against the proposed Smith Creek ASP in its entirety. I am also against the majority of the proposed Three Sisters 
Village ASP. 

Golf Course lands: 

First, the undermining of the abandoned golf course site makes development on these lands too risky. That is why it was 
established in the first place. Also, the cost to the Town may be astronomical once the developerâ€™s and 
Provinceâ€™s insurance/liability coverage runs out 

The golf course lands, officially recognised in 2006, was established for that purpose only. It was to also be a wildlife 
corridor/ habitat during the off-season. Since the abandonment of the completion of the golf course, these lands have 
become an essential year-round part of the wildlife movement corridor, as well as a resident year-round wildlife habitat. 

The golf course also serves as a major, and valuable, wildfire fire break for the present Three Sisters developments as 
well as the ToC and Deadmanâ€™s Flats (refer to Cliff Whiteâ€™s submission). This firebreak is a very valuable 
contribution to the Spring, Summer, Fall safety of residents within this valley. 

All the lands that were identified to be part of the 2006 agreed-upon golf course should be identified as a wildlife 
reserve. No development at all should occur on these lands. There are roughed-out fairways below the old main haul 
road that should be included in the wildlife reserve. 

Three Sisters Village ASP: 

Based on the argument to identify the abandoned golf course lands as a wildlife reserve, the size of the proposed TSV 
ASP would be greatly reduced. 

Since the initial TSMV development included a minimum of commercial support-services for the many thousands of 
people that live within that development. (I am only aware of a liquor store, a bistro, a pharmacy, and one or two other 
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non-essential stores existing within one small strip-mall development), I am of the opinion that proposed TSMV 
developers must be required to initially develop adequate and proper support services for the existing residents (which 
would also support any new residences to be built. These support service structures must be built first, before any 
residential structures are built. Support services should include, but not be limited to: a large grocery store like Safeway; 
professional services such as dentists and doctors; gas station; hardware store; etc. 

Hard fencing, or any fencing, should not be implemented. Initial costs of fencing would be borne by whom? Constant 
maintenance would be required to keep the fencing in good functional shape. Who will pay for this and who will 
monitor the fencing? What happens when wildlife enters the â€˜forbiddenâ€™ area? Trapped wildlife can be more 
dangerous than free-roaming wildlife within a residential area. 

What impact will such a development have on Canmoreâ€™s present infrastructure such as the drinking water system. 
How much more water will be drawn out of our aquifers? We are slowly losing our aquifer replenishment sources 
already (glacial melt, drier Spring, Summer, Falls). There is only so much water within our groundwater aquifers, as well 
as surface-water aquifers (dams). Remember, we already have several major developments underway (Spring Creek, 
Silver Tip, Kananaskis Way monstrosities). How much more water are these developments going to slurp up? 
Cumulative effects. 

How much more stress can our sewage system handle before a major upgrade will be required? Who/what will be the 
cause of such an upgrade? A major development such as TSMV, thatâ€™s who. Who will pay for this? I suspect that the 
proposed TSV and SC developments will not be footing the entire bill. 

What about the stress on infrastructure, and residents, as a result of increased traffic flow into and through the 
downtown core as a result of the TSMV developments. 

Havenâ€™t heard much about air quality impacts resulting from the TSMV development proposal. How many more 
vehicles are estimated to drive within the ToC as a result of this proposal? Talk about cumulative effects. We have the 
TCH which constantly produces an astronomical amount of pollutants (check out Harry Fosterâ€™s research on air 
pollution impacts on human health as a result of heavy highway vehicular traffic). We have the local and visitor 
vehicular traffic. We have the train engine exhaust emissions. We have large industrial plants down-valley which do 
emit air pollutants. These pollutants flow up-valley during up-slope wind conditions and creep up-valley during inversion 
conditions. Such conditions create further air pollution over, and within, the ToC. The cumulative impacts from air 
pollution resulting from the proposed TSMV ASPs is a major data gap. As such no development should occur before such 
a data gap is completed. The health of the ToC residents depends on this.  

How much more support services on the part of the ToC will be required as a result of the TSMV proposal? Who will 
cover these long-term costs such as for road maintenance, snow removal, etc? Will the tax base of the new 
developments be enough to cover the costs of such services, or will the rest of the ToC taxpayers have to anti-up once 
more to cover the inefficiencies in budgeting for these developments? 

On the S.E. end where the TSV residential proposal is identified, the impacts to wildlife movement through the 
proposed wildlife underpass is a major concern. This proposed wildlife underpass is proposed to be â€™theâ€™ critical 
wildlife movement corridor from the east side of the TCH to the west side. The proposed development literally blocks 
ease of movement for wildlife towards and from, the major corridor within the TSMV lands. As such, this section of 
residential development should be eliminated. 

I am not in favour of this TSV ASP. This proposal should not be approved. If any consideration for development is given, 
only approve a support services commercial development adjacent to the present Three Sisters Parkway and in a 
location that does not impact wildlife movement. 

Smith Creek ASP: 
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As far as the Smith Creek ASP is concerned, this proposal should be turned down outright based on major wildlife 
movement and habitat concerns. A large part of the proposed development is located within an identified wildlife 
reserve.  

In addition to the major wildlife concerns, with the additional cumulative impacts, as a result of this proposed 
development, on (fresh water supply: sewage system; air pollution; support services; traffic flow; etc.), this proposal 
should not be approved. 

In summary; 

Take your time to make these decisions. Fill knowledge gaps before considering any development. Invite the First 
Nations People to be involved in any decision-making Eliminate any proposed development on the abandoned golf 
course lands In considering this development, look at requiring the developer to build a support-services complex 
before any residential development is approved (if at all) Eliminate the SE residential area within the Three Sisters 
Village ASP Eliminate the Smith Creek ASP for good! 

Thank you for considering these points. 

Jim Murphy 

Bow Valley Engage wrote: 

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 Town Council was 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.  

Sincerely, 

-- Jim Murphy  
murphycaniwi5@gmail.com 


