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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Vanessa Nelson 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 11:30 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'm writing as a concerned citizen regarding the proposed development that would encroach on the wildlife 
corridor in Canmore. As an Albertan and one who voted for the current party, Iâ€™m motivated to write this 
letter as I feel a need to make amends for the poor decisions this provincial government has made regarding 
land use, specifically with regard to the approval of this development. I do not believe, as a taxpayer, that this is 
a worthy investment long-term. I believe it is a worthy project for the developers who will make money off of 
the residential taxes. The short-term gains should be evaluated in the context of a long-term possibilities. People 
travel from all over the world to visit Banff and the surrounding areas to see wildlife. By keeping more areas 
wild and away from human development we, as Albertans, support both tourism and critical species. People 
much smarter than I know that less wildlands area is bad for wild animals. Humans can be rerouted easily to a 
plus-15 but I donâ€™t believe large carnivores can be so easily convinced. Large carnivores need a lot of space. 
This project is not in the best interests of large carnivores that are critical species, such as grizzly bears. Less 
habitat can stress them out and reduce reproduction. People much smarter than I have explained the risks of loss 
of habitat, which is why initiatives such as Y2K exist. The project is detrimental to the surrounding parks and 
the wildlife in them and changes the nature of Canmore. My family loves to visit Canmore, Fernie, and 
Waterton because of their small mountain town character. We would not be so compelled to do so if it expanded 
like Airdrie, Cochrane, and Okotoks. Lastly, I am not in favour of this being approved during a pandemic. Most 
people are so overwhelmed with the pandemic that being able to engage and participate in this conversation is 
beyond them. People are stretched and even if they would object to this development, they are too overwhelmed 
to respond. This is a short-sighted plan and expansions like this would be best left to areas outside of large cities 
and not sensitive areas next to Banff National Park. I have read the form letter below and it clarifies some of the 
particular objections. I support it and thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. Iâ€™m writing this 
late after a shift working in an outbreak. I believe others would do the same. Pardon the lack of editing. Kindly, 
Vanessa 

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;
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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, Vanessa 

-- Vanessa Nelson  
vleenelson@gmail.com 


