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Action items in red.
1) CALL TO ORDER and APPROVAL OF AGENDA

5:04pm
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
2) APPROVAL OF MINUTES
5:05pm
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
3) EIS evaluation – Three Sisters Village Smith Creek Areas Structure Plan EIS
a) Clarifying questions regarding the application
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Have the effects of mountain pine beetle been considered in the EIS?
How far do FireSmarting activities extend from the ASP area and into the wildlife corridor?
Even though Bighorn sheep have not been recognized as VEC, their frequent use of the area
poses a number of questions, including the origin and comprehensiveness of the data.
Were the Stoney Nakoda First Nations engaged during public consultation?
Is the planned wildlife overpass east of Lac des Arcs considered as part of the EIS?
Question regarding identifying individual animals from remote camera data.
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•

Further insight was provided regarding the details of the fence, in particular ties into the Bow
River.
• Question regarding the old growth Douglas fir stand – was there consideration for this to remain?
• How will GHG reduction targets be met?
• Don’t black bears climb fences? How will this be addressed?
• Selection and choice of VECs – why were GHG emissions not included? Why were black bears
not included?
4) Motion to take the meeting in camera
5:37pm
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
a) EIS evaluation
5) Motion to return to public meeting
6) Acceptance of the evaluation as discussed
Minutes and evaluation available within 3 business days.
7) Old business
a) EIS policy amendments

7:40pm
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
7:40pm
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

L. Rissling Wynn discussed EIS policy amendments (i.e. inclusion of climate change mitigation and
adaptation concepts) with L. Miller (Manager Planning and Development). In theory, no concerns
with this, however need to determine who will bring these amendments forward – Sustainability
Coordinator or planning staff.
b) EARC TOR amendments
L. Rissling Wynn noted Senior Admin are discussing potential amendments to the EARC TOR as
it relates to EIS reviews. L. Rissling Wynn to keep committee informed as this discussion evolves.
8) ROUNDTABLE
Committee members provided their thoughts on the EIS review process:
• Does make sense for the Town to look at processes and efficiencies and address duplication.
Review of the TOR should include a discussion of EARC participation in EIS TOR review as
well.
• Committee members feel they bring a perspective to the review which is different from the
Third Party Reviewer’s. This perspective adds value, is not necessarily redundant, and can
complement the Third Party Review.
• Given the complexity and length of the documents, EIS reviews are incredibly time
consuming.
9) Next meeting
a) Monday January 4th, 2021
10) ADJOURNMENT
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7:58pm
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Date:

10 December 2020

To:

Joshua Welsh – Development Planner and file manager for Smith Creek Area Structure
Plan

CC:

Lori Rissling Wynn – EARC liaison
EARC Committee Members – Ralph Walicki, Karena Thieme, Sari Ohsada, Rick Daniels,
Glynis Carling, and Ken Hodges
Vi Sandford – Councilor

Subject:

EARC EIS Review of Smith Creek Area Structure Plan

On Monday December 7th, 2020, the EARC committee completed a review of the EIS for Smith Creek
Area Structure Plan.
The meeting included an opportunity to ask clarifying questions to the representatives of the Applicant
and third party reviewer, evaluation of the EIS and MSES’s third party review, and an opportunity for
the Committee to offer additional comment.
The results of the review are outlined in the attached table. Substantively, EARC found the EIS meets
the requirements for the EIS as set out in the Terms of Reference (2018) with the exception of the
following items which were deemed partially met:


Sec 4.2 Description of the project, specifically temporal development schedule
o



Sec 4.3 Public consultation approach
o





EARC noted the stakeholder engagement cited in the NRCB decision is dated (circa
1992). To this end, EARC raised the concern that residents and elected officials of the
MD of Bighorn and the Stoney Nakoda First Nations have not been included in any of
the more recent efforts of community engagement by the Applicant.

Sec 4.5 Valued Ecosystem Components
o

EARC noted that, while discussed and included in the cumulative effects sections, black
bears and bighorn sheep were not selected as VECs.

o

EARC noted the absence of the cumulative effects of mountain pine beetle.

o

The EIS mentions FireSmart activities, but does not mention collaborating with the
Town/Province on this and habitat enhancement within the wildlife corridor. Habitat
enhancement in the corridor by the Applicant is indicated in the NRCB decision.

Sec 4.6a.x. Historical Resources
o



EARC noted the EIS references three phases of development but does not include a
specific temporal development schedule.

EARC noted that Traditional Ecological Knowledge has not been considered.

Sec 4.7 Legislative Requirements
o

EARC noted that protection of the old growth Douglas Fir grove as per the NRCB
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decision was not included. In the proposed development, the Applicant has indicated
that up to 2.5hectares of the grove may be removed.
•

•

Sec 4.8c. Alternatives or modifications to the Project
o

EARC noted that alternatives were briefly discussed but details were not outlined, with
the exception of the fence proposal. As a result, the EIS only effectively evaluates the
project with a fenced enclosure. No other options were presented in a manner that
allows comparisons.

o

EARC also noted that a smaller scale development or a lower density development was
not considered as an option for analysis.

Sec 4.11b. Specific analyses to be completed related to wildlife
o

EARC noted that given the centrality of the issue of the adequacy of the wildlife
corridor, there should be additional scenario(s) around development alternatives near
corridor ‘pinch point’ immediately east of Stewart Creek across-valley corridor.

o

“Hard Edge” vs “Soft Edge” alternatives were discussed but without mitigation, making
a comparison of these alternatives to the proposed fenced enclosure difficult.

And this item which was deemed not met:
•

Sec 4.8h.iv. Regional and cooperative efforts
o

EARC noted the sections listed in the Concordance Table identified as addressing this
do not reference cooperative efforts with the exception of two mentions of an MOU
with CAMBA to construct trails on TSMV lands. This is a local, not a regional initiative.

Council may note that the EARC arrived at slightly different conclusions than those of MSES regarding
adherence to the TOR. It is important to consider that members of the EARC committee do not have
the same focus as that of MSES, the third party reviewer. We are also members of the community.
Canmore strives to be a “municipal leader in environmental stewardship”. To be a leader on this front,
EARC contributes to the Town’s environmental stewardship practices by playing an important role of
providing advisory feedback that is in addition to what has been provided by the Applicant and the
Town of Canmore’s third party reviewer.
The review also included additional comments detailed in the table attached for Council’s
consideration.
If you have any questions regarding EARC’s assessment, I can be reached at (403) 921-6007.
Sincerely,

Mr. Bob Raina, P.Geo.
Chair, Environmental Advisory Review Committee
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EARC EIS Evaluation for:
TSMV Smith Creek Area Structure Plan
7 December 2020
TOR Requirements

4.1 Proposal Overview
a. Describe the development context for the
Project, including previous approvals and
ASPs.
b. Map the Project in relation to existing
conditions within the Project, Local and
Regional Study Areas.
c. Provide an overview of the Canmore
municipal planning policy context.

EIS
Section(s)
Sec. 1.1

Figs. 1,2,3,
4, 5,
6,11,12,13,
14
Secs. 1.0,1.3

EARC
Assessment
(met/not
met)
Met

Comments related to EARC
Assessment

Advice to Council/TOC

Generally addressed

Met

Met

The municipal planning context
should have included a reference
to the Town’s 2018 Climate Action
Plan, which had been under
development at the time of the
development of the TOR (and the
execution of the EIS). Specifically
the CAP, approved for planning
purposes by Town Council in
December 2018 states:
“Climate mitigation should be
considered in future land use and
development decisions;”
“Strategic plans (e.g. the
Municipal Development Plan,
Land Use Bylaw, Engineering
Design Guidelines) and
neighborhood scale plans should
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consider potential future climate
change mitigation; and”

4.2 Description of the Project
a. Summarize details of the proposed Project
from the ASP. Describe conceptual layout,
development nodes, densities and units and
temporal development schedule so that the
EIS can present a robust and complete
analysis of the direct and indirect effects
from the proposed ASP. Include a detailed
description of the infrastructure associated
with the Project, including road systems and
utilities including municipal water, storm
water, waste water (e.g., sanitary water) and
waste management.

Secs. 3.0,
3.2
Figs.
6,7,8,9,10
Table 7

Partially met
(see
comment)

EARC noted that the EIS does not
include a temporal development
schedule. Reference is made to three
phases of development but without
providing timelines. The inclusion of a
more detailed timeline, even
conceptual, would be beneficial for
planning purposes as well as adaptive
management.
EARC noted the opportunity to include
the impact of the increased emissions
(Air and GHG) from the increased
traffic between the development and
the Town core.

“Decisions related to the design,
maintenance, and upgrading of
long-life infrastructural assets and
facilities should likewise consider
energy consumption, greenhouse
gas emissions and their impacts”
The EIS acknowledges climate
change and energy efficiency
standards contemplated in the
new ASP. While the new ASP is
said to incentivize more energy
efficient buildings, this did not get
reflected in a revision of the TORs
and was therefore not addressed
in the EIS.
EARC recommends to ensure the
commercial development plan
considers the increased pressures
due to the increase in population
e.g. grocery stores, hardware, etc.
This also impacts water,
sanitation, snow plowing and
other infrastructure services
provided by the Town.
EARC recommends to review the
conceptual estimate of green
space for the area, specifically
with regard to their connectivity
and availability within the
proposed plan. Considerations for
greater connectivity of sufficient
size should be considered. This
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b.

Provide a land use map that includes and
accounts for density of people, buildings,
and infrastructure in the Project Area.

Figs.
6,7,9,10

Met

c.

To account for the specific and separate
set of impacts associated with the
construction phase and build-out phases
of the project, estimate the maximum
number of people and traffic for each
phase.

Secs.3.0,3.2
Table 7

Met

Sec. 1.4
Table 1

Partially Met
(see
comment)

4.3 Public Consultation and Approach Used to
Address Concerns Raised
a. Identify the approach used to consult with
the public to identify their concerns about
the Project, how the issues have been
addressed, and where information to
address the concerns is presented in the EIS.

includes residential recreation
sites for younger families.

EARC noted that stakeholder
engagement for the NRCB decision
cited during the EIS Q&A session with
the developer is dated. To this end,
EARC raises the following concerns:
Potential stakeholders who may be
impacted, and were not included in
the stakeholder engagement include
residents and elected officials of the
MD of Bighorn, Deadman’s Flats, and
the Stoney First Nations. The latter
may have historic interests in the
proposed development. It is
recommended that these groups be
included in future stakeholder
engagements.

EARC noted that while historic
features were mentioned in the
EIS, an Archaeological Assessment
would be beneficial to ensure
there are no known or suspected
archaeological features located in
the area; recommended to occur
during the subdivision stage as
noted in the report.

Specifically, EARC noted that the EIS
did not mention the consultation of
First Nations (by Government or
developer) during the process of the
wildlife corridor development and the
application for Smith Creek
development (e.g., Stoney Tribe
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Bearspaw, Chiniki and Wesley, Tsuu
T'ina Nation).

4.4 Spatial and Temporal Boundaries of Study
Areas
a. Three spatial study areas will be addressed in
the EIS:
i. Project Study Area boundary should include
all the residential, resort and supporting
commercial structures, and recreational
uses and infrastructure within the ASP.

Sec. 4.1
Fig. 11

Met

ii. Local Study Area should include the
proposed Smith Creek ASP as well as
approved development lands in the TSMV
(Stewart Creek ASP, Three Sister Village
ASP), and adjacent wildlife movement
corridors.

Sec. 4.1
Fig. 11

Met

iii. Regional Study Area boundary for
Environmental Consequences of residual
effects from the Project, should include
future developments whose impacts
overlap with those of the Project. The
Regional Study Area needs to be
meaningfully sized to properly reflect the
effects of the proposed Project.

Sec. 4.1
Figs. 12, 15
Table 10

Met

iv. The Project, Local and Regional Study
Areas are illustrated on Maps A and B.

Figs. 11, 12

Met

Secs. 4.1,
4.2, 4.5
Table 10

Met

See comment regarding the wildlife
overpass noted above 4.4 (iii).

Sec. 5.1

Partially Met

EARC noted that while discussed and
included in the cumulative effects

b. Temporal Boundaries should extend from the
time of project approval to full build-out of the
facilities, including the construction and build-out
phases (e.g. 5 to 20 years).
4.5 Valued Environmental Components

EARC noted that the proposed wildlife
overpass approved for construction
east of Lac des Arcs, is not mentioned
as a Reasonably Foreseeable
Development. While technically
outside of the study area, this feature
may have impacts on wildlife
movement in the Bow Valley Corridor.
It is recommended that this be studied
for potential knock-on impacts to the
LSA and ASP as part of the adaptive
management plan.

The VECs could have included
climate change mitigation aspects.
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a. Valued Environmental Components (VECs)
are any part of the environment that is
considered important by the proponent,
public, scientists or government involved in
the assessment process. Importance may be
determined based on cultural values or
scientific concern. Several key features of the
environment should be selected as VECs for
this assessment.

b. The level of assessment detail for each VEC
will reflect the potential effects from the
Project. More detailed assessments should
be provided for those VECs for which
potential effects are greater.
4.6 Baseline Conditions
a. A description of existing environmental
conditions within the Local Study Area, and, as

(see
comments)

Secs. 5.7,
5.9

Partially Met

Secs. 6.3,6.4

Met

sections - black bears and bighorn
sheep were not selected as VECs
although they are described as being
impacted to a measurable degree. By
their lack of inclusion as VECs, the EIS
omits any further discussion of
environmental consequences or
possible mitigations as discussed in
Secs 5.7and 5.9 for the selected VECs
(e.g., there is no information on the
potential of black bear dens in the
area, and consequently no assessment
of the impact the development may
have).

While not specifically mentioned
in the TOR, climate change and
GHG emissions have emerged as
important environmental
concerns in the community since
the date of the TOR, as evidenced
by the Climate Action Plan (2018)
and the Town Council’s
declaration of a climate
emergency (2019).

EARC noted the absence of the
cumulative impact of destructive
forest health factors on VEC’s e.g.
Mountain Pine Beetle.
EARC noted that the EIS mentions
FireSmart activities, but does not
include the concept of collaborating
with the Town and Provincial
Government to help address FireSmart
strategies and the potential for wildlife
habitat enhancement within the
wildlife corridor. The two strategies
can potentially support each other.
See comment in 4.5 a)

EARC noted that a temporary air
monitoring station was installed for a
6-month period commencing October
2019. This information may be

Work with CRAZ, to consider
locating a temporary air
monitoring station close to the
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required, within the Regional Study Area,
including:
i. Air Quality and Noise

relevant in the assessment of air
quality as it is more local and upwind
of Exshaw. There is opportunity to
consider these data in the future.

ii. Surface and Bedrock Geology

Sec. 6.1

Met

iii. Groundwater Quantity and Quality

Sec. 6.2

Met

iv. Surface Water Quantity and Quality

Sec. 6.2

Met

v. Soil and Terrain, including hazards and
constraints for development (e.g., slope,
undermining)

Sec. 6.1

Met

Sec. 5.3,
5.12, 5.21

Met

vii. Wildlife including populations, habitat
and movement corridor functionality and
connectivity, and interactions with
people. The wildlife assessment must
include an assessment of human use and
public safety.

Sec. 5.3

Met

viii. Aquatic Ecology including fish
populations and habitats

Sec. 5.12

Met

Please see comment under 4.6a) vii.

ix. Biodiversity including unique and special
status species and communities, and
significant natural and ecological
features

Sec. 5.21

Met

Please see comment under 4.6a) vii.

x. Historical Resources

Sec. 7.2

Partially Met

xi. Visual Resources

Sec. 7.1

Met

vi. Terrestrial and Aquatic Vegetation,
including wetlands

development area in the future if
deemed necessary.

EARC noted that much of the data
relied on for the assessment of wildlife
are old and not necessarily reflective
of existing conditions.
EARC noted the opportunity to assess
in the field for Species at Risk prior to
development at an appropriate time
e.g., during the development of the
adaptive management plan.

EARC noted that Traditional Ecological
Knowledge has not been considered.
EARC noted the opportunity to
clarify/specify expectations
concerning visual resources e.g.
There are two components of
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visual impacts; the look of the
building and visual quality from
key viewing points that are either
passing by or vista points of view.
The EIS addresses the first part
but has not addressed the other
parts of the visual component,
regarding actions to mitigate the
impacts.
xii. Land and Resource Use

Sec. 7.3

Met

xiii. Existing Human Use

Sec. 7.3

Met

b. A literature review of relevant studies,
including background environmental effects
studies, and the most current monitoring data
from remote cameras, telemetry from collared
wildlife, and wildlife-human interactions, and
the effects of wildlife enhancement and fire
reduction sites.

Secs. 5.2,
5.3

Met

c. Conduct field programs where data gaps exist
in baseline conditions. Based on discussion
with the third-party reviewer, the additional
site-specific field surveys should include rare
plant surveys; and wildlife corridor surveys for
constraints and sites for mitigation to improve
functionality.

Sec. 5.2.2,
5.2.4

Partially Met

Sec. 4.2

Met

d. Discuss effects from the existing
developments/footprints, including existing
mitigation.
4.7 Legislative Requirements

EARC noted that human use and
activities are included in the EIS, but
the actual levels of usage by activity,
hiking, biking, x-country skiing, etc. is
unclear.

see comment 4.6a) vii.

Table 8, Fig.
13
Secs. 5.5,

Partially Met

See comment on First Nations (4.3)
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For each VEC, identify Federal or Provincial
requirements or restrictions relevant to the VEC,
and how the proposal will meet the intent of
legislative requirements.

5.6,5.14,
5.23,6.2.4,
6.3.4, 6.4.5

EARC noted that NRCB Decision 9103
is not cited in all relevant sections. For
example, Section 5.14 re Old Growth
Douglas Fir for which cutting was to be
prevented per list of commitments in
the decision report. Section 6.2.4 for
which approval clauses 8, 11 and 12
are relevant and specific commitments
were listed.

Sec. 7.1.4

EARC noted that the EIS states that
“mitigation strategies will follow the
provincial code of practice”. Based on
wording in the document the plan is
furthermore to use best practices.
However, Provincial Acts, regulations,
and standards are minimums and not
best practices. To this end it is unclear
which standards the proponent aims
to apply in addressing this and other
key components of the EIS.
4.8 Project Environmental Impact Assessment

Secs. 1.1,
1.2

Met

b. Evaluate how the Project has been designed
to address environmental sensitivities or
constraints.

Sec. 2.0

Met

c. Outline alternatives and modifications to the
Project to limit or remove environmental
impacts. Where feasible reduce existing
effects from the currently developed TSMV
lands. Discuss how the Project has
addressed concerns of the public.

Sec. 2.0

Partially Met

a. Identify the benefits of the Project.

EARC noted a lack of discussion of
potential mitigation measures of
greenhouse gas emissions from
buildings and transportation.

EARC noted that alternatives were
discussed but details were not
outlined with the exception of the
fence proposal. As a result, the EIS
only effectively evaluates the project
with a fenced enclosure. No other
options were presented in a manner
that allows comparisons.
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Fencing is a main mitigation strategy,
however if it fails there are “high
environmental consequences for
wildlife” (Golder 2020 pg 118). Due to
the significant uncertainty and risk,
additional options should be
considered.
An example may be to build a fence
around the existing development prior
to any future development in the area,
monitor the effects on wildlife, wildlife
and human interaction, efficacy of the
fence, signage, education and
enforcement. By monitoring this
strategy the developer would establish
an information baseline, the town
would gain an understanding of
enforcement costs, access
management strategies etc.
Alternatives could also look at other
local mitigation strategies that already
exist e.g. bear safe garbage bins, trail
management, etc.
EARC noted that a smaller scale or
lower density development was also
not considered as options for analysis.
d. Identify anticipated impacts from activities
of future residents associated with the
Project on VECs.

Sec. 5

Met

e. Identify cumulative impacts from the Project
and the existing conditions, on VECs.

Secs.4, 5, 6,
7

Met

f. Address impacts from both the construction
and build-out phases of the Project.

Secs. 5,6, 7

Met
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g. Define the significance of impacts:
i. Identify the pre-mitigated nature and scale
of environmental risks and the significance
of the residual (or post-mitigated) effects
from the Project, and the Environmental
Consequence of the residual effects
(positive, negligible, low, moderate and
high).
ii. Significance terms to be used in defining the
impacts will include:

Secs. 5.7,
5.16, 5.25,
6.1.6, 6.26,
6.3.6,

Met

6.4.7,
S7.1.6,
7.2.6, 7.3.5
Sec. 4.3

Met

Secs. 5.6,
5.7, 5.16,

Met

1. Context: refers to the current and future
sensitivity and resilience of the VECs to
changes caused by the Project.
Consideration of context draws heavily on
the description of existing conditions of
the VEC, which reflect cumulative effects
of other projects and activities, and of
natural and human caused trends in the
conditions of the VEC;
2. Direction: positive, neutral or negative;
3. Magnitude: size or severity of the effect;
4. Frequency: how often the effect occurs;
5. Duration: length of time the effect
persists;
6. Reversibility: whether the effect on the
VEC can be reversed once the Project or
activity causing disturbance ceases;
7. Geographic Extent: spatial extent of the
effect; and
8. Probability: likelihood of effect
h. Define Mitigation and Environmental
Management Plans:
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i. Provide recommendations on how to avoid,
reduce or mitigate negative effects, and
build on positive effects from the Project.

6.1.5,
6.1.6,6.2.3,
6.3.5, 6.3.6,
6.4.7, 7.1.5

ii. Provide specific recommendations on how to
mitigate long-term human use effects.

Secs. 5.6,
5.7, 5.16,
6.1.5,
6.1.6,6.2.3,
6.3.5, 6.3.6,
6.4.7, 7.1.5

Partially Met

EARC noted it appears fencing has
been selected as the prime mitigation
for the project. Other options were
not discussed in any detail. Fencing
has been used successfully in other
settings but could be considered
experimental. The current alignment
of the fence proposes to include
existing communities as well as the
proposed mountain village. This will
require community buy-in which may
or may not be forthcoming. The
northern fence- end ties into the Bow
River which will not prevent wildlife
from swimming across the river and
ending up in an ecological trap.
It was noted that portions of two areas
(Wetlands and old growth Douglas fir)
would be removed, neither of these
areas should be removed for
development. An option may be to
develop a trail system for educational
purpose.
EARC recommends to include the
option to preserve the Douglas Fir
grove as per the NRCB decision.

iii. Where applicable, provide more detailed
environmental management plans for
effects on wildlife, habitat and the wildlife

Sec. 5.6

Partially Met

Mitigations include people
management in the wildlife corridor
that is outside the scope of the
developer. This places the onus on the
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movement corridors, and to reduce humanwildlife interactions.

TOC, GoA and organizations like
WildSmart to address impacts arising
from the developer’s plans and
actions.
Habitat enhancement initiatives are
indicated to be outside the
developer’s direct influence, but the
Smith Creek Corridor decision states
“Further to this decision TSMVPL has
committed to carrying out the
following … within 24 months of this
decision … The creation of habitat
enhancements within the Smith Creek
wildlife corridor as agreed to by
TSMVPL and AEP.”

iv. Discuss regional and cooperative efforts
that have been initiated, or participated in,
by the Developer to address regional
environmental issues.

i. Identify Uncertainty of Effects:
i. Identify and describe the uncertainty of the
data, models, mitigation and projected
effects, and hence the confidence in the
predictions of residual impacts. Identify
how uncertainty has been managed in the
EIS.
4.9 Cumulative Environmental Assessment
a. Conduct a meaningful cumulative effect
assessment (CEA) within the Regional Study

Not Met

Secs. 5.8,
5.17,5.26,6.
1.7,6.2.7,6.3
.7,

EARC noted that the sections listed in
the Concordance Table that are
identified as addressing this do not
reference cooperative efforts with the
exception of two identical mentions of
an MOU with CAMBA to construct
trails on TSMV lands. This is not a
regional but a local initiative. Nor was
there any mention of cooperative
efforts elsewhere in the EIS.

Met

6.4.8,7.1.7,
7.2.7,7.3.6
Sec. 5.9,
5.18,5.27,6.

Met

EARC noted above that the
construction of a wildlife overpass east
of Lac des Arcs in 2021-2022 is missing
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Area that includes proposed and probable
projects that could occur in the next 5 years
and impact the same environmental
resources (e.g., grizzly bears, elk,
groundwater) as those affected by the
Project.

1.8,
6.2.8,6.3.8,

from the RFDs. The EIS does not
address the potential impact to the
wildlife corridor adjacent to the
proposed development.

b. In the broader CEA, include residual impacts
from the Project with an Environmental
Consequence greater than negligible.

Secs. 5.9,
5.18, 6.1.8,
6.2.8, 6.3.8,
6.4.9, 7.1.8

Met

c. CEAs for projects can be variable depending
on the existing and future developments
near the Project area. Issues that may need
to be addressed in the CEA include:

Secs. 5.2,
5.3, 5.7

Met

ii. Increased human-wildlife interactions,
and

Sec. 5.6.3

Met

iii. Increased traffic on wildlife mortality.

Sec. 5.4.5,
5.7

Met

Secs. 5.6,
5.8, 6.1.5,
6.1.7, 6.2.5,
6.2.7,

Met

6.4.9, 7.1.8

Also missing is the proposed
interchange redevelopment at
Deadman’s Flats.

i. Incremental effects on the wildlife
movement corridors,

4.10 Monitoring Programs and Future Studies
a. Local Monitoring Program & Future Study
Recommendation
i. Monitoring programs are required both to
verify the predicted effects, and to track
uncertain effects of the Project. Identify
potential monitoring programs, for the
Project. The programs need to have linkage
to potential thresholds defined for effects
(e.g., water quality objectives, air quality
objectives).

EARC noted that there is uncertainty
how animals will respond within the
existing parts of town to the newly
developed areas, fencing and
increased population.

EARC noted that the terms of
reference for monitoring programs
need to be developed in collaboration
with the TOC and any Provincial
and/or Federal agencies.
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ii. Identify whether additional
environmental studies are required.

Sec. 5.6,
5.1.5, 6.1.5,
6.2.7,

Met

Unclear at this stage, however EARC
recommends to consider additional
studies, including but not limited to
the following:
•
•
•
•
•

b. Regional Monitoring Program

Fish population surveys,
Species at Risk surveys,
Vegetation surveys,
Bighorn sheep surveys,
Traditional Ecological
Knowledge.

Met

i. Monitoring programs are required to
assess regional cumulative effects.
Identify and participate in comprehensive
valley-wide regional monitoring
programs, involving and funded by all
stakeholders, to monitor the status and
mortality of wildlife populations, and to
determine the effectiveness (i.e.,
functionality, connectivity) of wildlife
movement corridors near the TSMV
lands.
c. Provide all data from monitoring programs
and future studies to the Town of Canmore or
regional bodies assisting in the management
of wildlife in the Bow Valley.

4.11 Specific Analyses To Be Completed
a. Environmental impacts due to undermining,
including effects on ground and surface water.

Sec. 5.8

Met

While there is discussion regarding the
future monitoring program as part of
participation in broader working
groups in the Bow Valley, there is no
explicit commitment to share the data
obtained through adaptive
management monitoring.

Secs. 6.1,
6.2, 6.2.2,
6.2.3, 6.2.6

Met

EARC noted the EIS states “Although
more detailed hydrological data are
available from the Province, this more
detailed scale of mapping is not
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required for effects assessment at the
ASP stage.” This doesn’t seem to align
with the specific analysis per ToR or
MDP 3.3.2 which states “At the area
structure plan … areas with potential
groundwater concerns shall be
identified.”
b. Related to Wildlife:

Sec. 6.1

Partially Met

i. Use meaningful and well justified
Alternative Development Scenarios that
will lead to the selection of development
plans that will have acceptable impacts on
wildlife. Scenario assessments could reflect
a range in development densities and
layouts, and hence different development
footprints, different numbers of people
who could reside in the development, and
different pressures on wildlife from
increased human use of wildlife corridors,
from increased traffic and from indirect
effects of noise and light.
ii. Assess the effects of the Project on existing
wildlife corridor movement patterns
related to change in habitat use and
increased human use. Use validated
habitat selection models (e.g., resource
selection functions developed and
validated using telemetry data collected in
the RSA). Use approaches that recognize
existing movement constraints and
propose mitigations to improve those
constraints. Include the Along Valley,
Tipple Across Valley, and Steward Creek

EARC noted that given the centrality of
the issue of the adequacy of the
wildlife corridor, there should be
additional scenario(s) around
development alternatives near
corridor ‘pinch point’ immediately east
of Stewart Creek across-valley
corridor.

EARC recommends that future EIS
ToR are more explicit (i.e use of
the term“shall include”, rather
than “could include”).

Hard Edge vs Soft edge alternatives
were discussed but without mitigation,
making a comparison of these
alternatives to the proposed fenced
enclosure difficult.

Secs. 5.1,
5.2, 5.3

Met

EARC noted that the reliance on
outdated data creates uncertainty
related to existing and predicted
conditions. The developer may want
to consider committing to the
collection of additional data as the
project is built out over the decadeslong timeline for the proposal as part
of a monitoring and adaptive
management process.
The failure to include bighorn sheep as
a VEC, and the lack of data on the
unique corridor movements of sheep
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Across Valley wildlife corridors in the
analysis.

pose a limitation on analysis of the
impacts of the development and on
mitigation proposals. The developer
may wish to consider committing to a
study of bighorn sheep movement
patterns through the area before
finalizing mitigation measures.
(See also NRCB Decision 9103
summary of commitments made with
respect to bighorn sheep movement
and access to mineral lick site)

iii. Identify impacts from the wildfire
mitigation strategy that will be required for
development, including changes to
vegetation, habitat and effects on wildlife.

Secs. 5.6.2,
5.15

Met

iv. Evaluate the mitigation used to reduce
effects on wildlife, including fencing, if this
is proposed to manage Project effects.

Sec. 5.6,
5.6.4, 5.7

Met

v. Address human-use impacts on wildlife
populations (e.g. corridor functionality,
vehicle collisions), as well as the potential
effects on human safety from wildlife
conflicts.

Secs. 5.6,
5.7

Met

vi. Update the Wildlife Human Interface
Prevention Plan (previously prepared in
2004 for the TSMV) to reflect current
legislation, and potential wildlife – human
effects, and mitigation and monitoring
required for the Project.

Met

EARC noted that while this item was
excluded from this EIS, the proponent
should commit to the completion and
implementation of this update as part
of the ASP approval process.

Process question for ToC: Should
items be removed from scope
without formally amending the
ToR?
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