TOWN OF CANMORE
AGENDA
Regular Meeting of Council
Council Chambers at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, April 2, 2013 at 5:00 p.m.

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the April 2, 2013 Regular Meeting of Council
B. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD
C. DELEGATIONS AND PETITIONS
None
D. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the March 14, 2013 Special Meeting of Council
2. Minutes of the March 19, 2013 Regular Meeting of Council
E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
None
F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
1. Three Sisters Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Purpose: To brief council on the major conclusions and potential implications
and options resulting from the environmental impact statemtn and the third
party independent review.
G. BYLAW APPROVAL
None
H. NEW BUSINESS
1. 2013 Community Grants
Recommendation: That council approve grants to the following organizations:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

CAUSE Canada
Canmore Art Guild
Bow Valley Learning Council
Canmore Folk Music Festival
Rundle Mountain Cycling Club
Water Matters Society of Alberta
Canmore Highland Games

$1522
$3208
$1500
$4155
$500
$2500
$600

2. Canmore Community Arts Centre Agreement
Recommendation: that council approve the Services Agreement with Canadian
Mountain Arts Foundation to deliver the business of the Canmore
Community Arts Centre.

Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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3. South Canmore Road Rehabilitation
Recommendation: that council approves an increase to road width on 4th
Street and the addition of approximately 500 meters of new sidewalk as part of
the rehabilitation efforts of South Canmore.
I. CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION
None
J. REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATION
1. Elevation Place Focus Group Update (verbal)
K. NOTICES OF MOTION
None
L. IN CAMERA
None
M. ADJOURNMENT

Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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TOWN OF CANMORE
MINUTES
Special Meeting of Council – Sustainability Report Hearing
Council Chambers at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Thursday, March 14, 2013 at 5:00 p.m.

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT
John Borrowman
Mayor
Vi Sandford
Deputy Mayor
Sean Krausert
Councillor
Joanna McCallum
Councillor
Gordie Miskow
Councillor
Hans Helder
Councillor
Jim Ridley
Councillor
COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT
None
ADMINISTRATION PRESENT
Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer
Gary Buxton
Acting General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure
Alaric Fish
Manager of Planning and Development
Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk (Recorder)
Mayor Borrowman called the March 14, 2013 special meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.
The mayor made the following comments prior to approval of the meeting agenda:
It is important to note that the proposed land use plan that is within the SSR is
conceptual only and that an acceptance of the SSR does not imply any further
approvals or certainty of location or density of development.

52-2013

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the March 14, 2013 Special Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman to approve the agenda for the March 14, 2013 special
meeting of council as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
B. SSR2013-003 – Three Sisters Mountain Village
1. Presentation from Applicant
The representatives presenting on behalf of the applicant spoke to a written
submission included in the agenda package for this meeting. Presenters were as
follows:
 Introduction: Earl Williams, PricewaterhouseCoopers
 Economic and social benefits of the application: Steve Shaw, Director, IBI
Group.
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Minutes approved by: _______ _______
Page 3 of 127

Town of Canmore Special Council Meeting
March 14, 2013
Page 2 of 6



Unapproved

Environmental benefits of the application: Martin Jalkotzy, Principal, Golder
Associates
Conclusion: Paul Darby, Partner responsible for the project,
PricewaterhousCoopers

2. Questions from Council
The following information was supplied in answer to questions from council:
 The infracycle analysis referred to in the appendix C of the sustainability
screening report should be ready early next week. The document will be
posted on the Town’s website when it is submitted.
 “Experiential tourism” is aimed at allowing people to enjoy the outdoors
while reducing dispersed human use of the wildlife corridor.
 PAH housing will be provided in accordance with the area structure plan and
the Land Use Bylaw.
 The economic vision is that a number of commercial services will be
provided, from convenience and specialty retail to health and wellness and
personal service.
 The proposed density is 33.1 units per hectare, including visitor
accommodation units; this is higher than current town density of 25.88 units
per hectare.
 The plan is structured to provide for lower density closer to wildlife corridors
and higher density further away.
 The proposed reduction in commercial services is based on conservative
estimates of what could be supported by the population.
 Designated trails would be integrated with fencing system much like what
occurs now in areas with fences.
 Economic impact estimates refer to full build out. Construction phasing will
be addressed in the area structure plan. The applicant can provide a more
detailed economic impact estimate in the area structure plan.
 There are many creditors besides HSBC, including local businesses. The
priority for re-payment of creditors is set out by legislation.
 The housing mix will be detailed in the area structure plan. The applicant
confirmed that entry level housing is not the same as PAH.
 The municipal fiscal assessment is being prepared by another consultant for
inclusion in the area structure plan.
 The commercial analysis is not complete.
 There is no plan to prohibit dogs from the development; rather the applicant
proposes providing a number of off-leash parks.
 Waterscaping and rain gardens are devices used to manage storm water. They
can be decorative features, but that isn’t their primary function.
 Water licenses will be addressed in the area structure plan.
 The proposed fence is meant to exclude wildlife from the development.
Human use on designated trails will be permitted in the wildlife corridor. The
goal is to have no wildlife in human areas, and predictable human use in
wildlife corridors. The applicant is looking at improving corridors and patches
to mitigate loss of open space.
 The Lamphouse is located on lands covered by conservation easement
between landowner and provincial government. The applicant is looking into
Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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recognizing this as a historic area.
The costs associated with maintenance of green spaces and fencing will be
addressed in the area structure plan.
Recreation and cultural amenities are anticipated, and will be addressed in the
area structure plan.
Wildlife-human conflicts are rated by Alberta Fish and Wildlife. The bigger
message is that bears cannot survive around Canmore because of human
conflict. The fence and designated trail system are meant to encourage
thoughtful use of the area.
The fence would keep deer and elk out of people’s yards. This is preferable as
it would reduce predator attraction.
A site for a potential fire EMS facility is allocated adjacent to the Stewart
Creek area.
Golder Associates have been actively involved in analysis and monitoring of
the undermined lands since 2000. The development is proposed on land
approved by Golder.
A letter of understanding that addresses outstanding the development
agreement will be part of the permitting process and agreed between receiver
and the Town.
The applicant is working with administration to determine a minimum
“green” level for the area structure plan.

Moved by Mayor Borrowman to allow the balance of the meeting to be filmed by
CBC television. (Note: this motion must be approved by unanimous decision.)
DEFEATED
Opposed: Ridley Krausert and Helder
In favour: Sandford, Miskow, Borrowman, McCallum
3. Questions from the Public
The following Canmore residents provided comments or asked questions.
Luke Carbert – asked what happens to the land if the SSR is defeated. The mayor
responded that nothing will change. The owner could choose to sell and a new owner
may start the process again.
Lisa Downing – asked about the proposed width of the wildlife corridor, and how it
would be affected by an additional 10,000 people living in the area. The applicant
responded that the environmental impact statement will include details of wildlife
corridor viability. There will be human use permitted on designated trails that connect
to the regional trail network.
Jacob Herrero – expressed concern about the proposed scale of the project; he
believes a development of this size in this ecological setting has not been tried before
and asked how carrying capacity of the valley has been determined. The applicant
responded that the scale is the same as was approved by the NRCB in 1992.
John Kende – Requested that council provide the public with more time to respond
and with resources to carry out their own studies. The mayor responded that there will
be many more opportunities for public input as the process progresses, and that the
Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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Town is carrying independent studies on behalf of Canmore residents.
Tom Omstead – asked the net cost of of adding 10,000 people to the community as
he is worried the development may affect the market for people who already own.
The applicant responded that the economic impact analysis is expected to provide
further information.
Jim Pissot – believes that the SSR should address wildlife corridor design,
undermining, the build-out time frame, a market analysis, traffic, and sewage
treatment, and requested that council not approve the SSR until it has been revised.
The applicant responded that these items will be addressed in the area structure plan.
Kay Anderson – is generally in support of development as long as the environment is
preserved and protected, no development is permitted on the unfinished golf course,
and the developers actively involve the community in their decisions, use Canmore
trades, mitigate and avoid undermining risks, and preserve the integrity of adjacent
lands.
Tracy Henderson – believes the public has not been given enough information to
determine if there will be a net benefit to the town, and that a wildlife fence and offleash areas will not improve the wildlife corridor. The applicant responded that the
goal is to concentrate people in designated places. The applicant believes that,
particularly in Canmore, people will alter their behavior in the long run through
education and enforcement.
Doug Campbell –on behalf of the National Trail Association of Canada, encouraged
the applicant to preserve the existing trail that crosses the property.
Ed Russell – believes the applicant has provided insufficient information about
potential economic benefits.
Steve Balin – does not believe permitting development on the unfinished golf course
and adding a wildlife fence is an environmentally sustainable solution. The applicant
responded that details around corridor efficacy and proposed mitigations will be
covered in the environmental impact statement.
Frank Kernick – believes not enough information is provided in the SSR and that to
move forward there needs to be a terms of reference that addresses all concerns
brought forward today, plus several open houses to make sure all concerns are
addressed. He recommends that the entire process be reviewed and revised.
Administration provided the following list of documents that will be provided by the
applicant:
 Municipal fiscal impact analysis
 Environmental impact statement
 Transportation impact assessment
 Water network analysis
 Sanitary network analyis
 Master drainage plan
Leslie Kelinik – asked if the applicant has met with local developers, and if they have
Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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considered the economic impact on local businesses. The applicant responded that
they have met with several large-scale developers, and that an economic analysis was
not required as part of the SSR application.
Philip Wilson – asked what would be the outcome if “resort centre 2” was not
developed. The applicant responded that this situation would need to be addressed by
the creditors, but it’s likely they would not proceed.
Lisa Downing – asked that the applicant provide assurance that the Town would not
be subjected to legal action if the SSR is approved but the area structure plan is not.
The applicant responded that the receiver cannot bind the creditors or the Court of
Queens Bench to such an assurance.
John Kende – believes the province does not appreciate the liability involved in
covering the possibility of undermining with more development allowed the area. Also
is concerned there will be too much traffic and the jobs provided in commercial areas
will be low paying.
Denise Ratzke – asked if a wildlife fence would give people a false sense of security
and cause them to be less cautious of wildlife. The applicant responded that they will
be working to increase public awareness about living with wildlife.
Jacob Herrero – believes that 90% of the mitigations listed in the NRCB ruling have
not been carried out, and fears promises made in this proposal will meet the same fate.
Once there is a new council and the property is sold, key recommendations may be
lost.
Paul Edge – asked if anyone has ever offered to buy and complete the golf course.
The applicant responded that there was one proposal, but it was not accepted.
Gerry Stevenson – provided information based on his background in coal mining and
his analysis of the proposed development. He believes SSR is not valid because
undermining has not been accurately evaluated, and he is concerned with the safety of
development and potential liability of the town. He requested that the applicant
voluntarily withdraw the SSR and address undermining and other concerns brought
forward today. The applicant responded that they are committed to providing
sufficient analysis of undermining in the area structure plan.
Eileen Patterson – concerned about undermining.
Mr. Kende – concerned about undermining.
Tracy Henderson – asked if the applicant would consider slowing the process down?
The applicant responded that the step where all the documentation is provided comes
next – people should want to move forward.
Gary Anderson – concerned that the proposed plan is disconnected with the core
values of Canmore. He believes the current residents of Three Sisters were promised
there would be no more development, and he is concerned about undermining.
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Renee Krysko – is concerned that the wildlife corridor will not be wide enough, and
asked for information about the general characteristics of a viable wildlife corridor.
The applicant responded that the viability of the wildlife corridor will be addressed in
the area redevelopment plan and the environmental impact assessment. The applicant
firmly believes there is problem with the wildlife corridor now and that the conceptual
mitigations will land us in a better place.
Paul Yesmen – concerned about undermining.
Ron Remple, BOWDA – stated that his organization is normally neutral on
development applications, however in this case they are asking that council approve
the SSR so the process can continue. Passing of the SSR is necessary to go to the next
step in the development process, where more detailed information will be available.
BOWDA wishes to continue with the Town to make the process more objective.
Doug Regan – asked if there are any conditions under which the SSR would not be
approved? The mayor responded that each individual councillor will vote based on
their own personal comfort with the report presented.
54-2013

55-2013

Moved by Mayor Borrowman to approve Sustainability Screening Report 2013-003 as
submitted.
CARRIED
In Favour: Borrowman, Ridley, Miskow, Helder, Krausert, McCallum
Opposed: Sandford
C. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Mayor Borrowman to adjourn the March 14, 2013 special meeting of
council at 10:18 p.m.
_________________________
John Borrowman, Mayor

__________________________
Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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TOWN OF CANMORE
MINUTES
Regular Meeting of Council
Council Chambers at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, March 19, 2013 at 5:00 p.m.

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT
John Borrowman
Mayor
Vi Sandford
Deputy Mayor
Sean Krausert
Councillor
Jim Ridley
Councillor
Joanna McCallum
Councillor
Gordie Miskow
Councillor
Hans Helder
Councillor
COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT
None
ADMINISTRATION PRESENT
Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer
Gary Buxton
General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure
Lorrie O’Brien
General Manager of Municipal Services
Greg Burt
Manager of Protective Services
Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk (Recorder)
Mayor Borrowman called the March 19, 2013 regular meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

56-2013

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the March 19, 2013 Regular Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve the agenda for the March 19, 2013
regular meeting of council as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
B. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD
None
C. DELEGATIONS AND PETITIONS
1. PricewaterhouseCoopers – Introduction to the TSMV Environmental
Impact Statement
Martin Jalkotzy and Kyle Knopff, Golder Associates, provided a verbal presentation
to introduce the Three Sisters Mountain Village environmental impact statement
(EIS). They provided a history of approvals and agreements regarding wildlife
corridors and conservation easements related to the proposed Three Sisters
development and discussed the purpose of the EIS. The presentation slides are
attached to these minutes for information.

April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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Councillor Ridley left the meeting at 6:31 p.m.

57-2013

D. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the March 5, 2013 Regular Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve the minutes of the March 5, 2013
regular meeting of council as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Ridley absent
Councillor Ridley returned to the meeting at 6:32 p.m.
E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
None
F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
1. Canmore Business and Tourism Sustainable Funding
Andrew Nickerson, president and CAO of Canmore Business and Tourism, was
present in the gallery to answer questions from council.

58-2013

58A-2013

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council direct administration to actively petition the
Province of Alberta as part of the ongoing review of the Municipal Government Act
to include new provisions that allow tourism based municipalities to charge mandatory
hotel levies.
Moved by Councillor Ridley to amend motion 56-2013 by removing “hotel” from
the last line, add “tourism” before levies and add “including, for example, hotel
levies.”
CARRIED UNAMIMOUSLY

56-2013

The vote followed on motion 56-2013 as amended: that council direct administration
to actively petition the Province of Alberta as part of the ongoing review of the
Municipal Government Act to include new provisions that allow tourism based
municipalities to charge mandatory tourism levies including, for example hotel levies.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

59-2013

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council direct administration to amend the
Business Registry Bylaw to increase fees to accommodation providers who are subject
to the Alberta hotel levy to $100 per room.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

60-2013

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council direct administration to bring council
recommendations regarding the possible contracting of business licence issuance,
monitoring, enforcement and collection to a third party, before the end of the year.
CARRIED
Opposed: Helder
G. BYLAW APPROVAL
None
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H. NEW BUSINESS
1. Policing Priorities and Strategies
John Reeves, Police Committee chair, and Staff Sergeant Brad Freer spoke to a written
report included in the agenda package for this meeting.
61-2013

62-2013

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve the Canmore policing priorities
and strategies as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
2. Waste Transfer Station – Setting Tipping Rates
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council accept the Bow Valley Waste Management
Commission’s request that the Town be responsible for setting the tipping fee rates at
the new waste transfer station.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
I. CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION
None
J. REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATION
None
K. NOTICES OF MOTION
None
L. IN CAMERA
None

63-2013

M. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council adjourn the March 19, 2013 regular
meeting of council at 8:38 p.m.
CARRIED UANIMOUSLY
_________________________
John Borrowman, Mayor

__________________________
Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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Three Sisters Mountain Village Environmental
Impact Statement:
Evaluation Methods, Key Issues, and Potential Mitigations

March 19, 2013

Background - 1992

In 1992, Alberta’s Natural Resources Conservation
Board (NRCB) granted approval to the Three
Sisters Resort to develop lands immediately to the
east of the town of Canmore (NRCB#9103-1992
Approval No.3) for the development of a residential,
commercial and resort/recreation project in the Bow
Valley.

March 20, 2013
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Background - Conditions

Clause 14 of Appendix C in the 1992 NRCB Decision
states:
“Three Sisters shall incorporate into its detailed
design, provision for wildlife movement corridors
in as undeveloped a state as possible, and prepare
a wildlife aversive conditioning plan, both
satisfactory to Alberta Forestry, Lands and Wildlife.”

March 20, 2013

3

Background - 1998
On February 10, 1998 the Government of Alberta
approves alignment of primary and secondary corridors
on Three Sisters property. The corridors coincide with the
land uses on the Three Sisters lands agreed upon by Three
Sisters and the Town of Canmore in the Master Zoning
Bylaw 1-98(DC).

March 20, 2013
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Background 2001-2003



Re-alignment of the 1998 secondary corridors on Three
Sisters property to create one “Across Valley Corridor”
adjacent to the future Resort Centre and re-affirms the
location of the 1998 Primary “Along Valley Corridor”.



Three Sisters agrees to provide land between the proposed
resort golf course and the Along Valley Corridor to protect
an additional area of land for wildlife movement.

March 20, 2013
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Background – Golder 2002
Golder 2002 Recommendations:
The preferred sequence of uses adjacent to the corridor
utilizes a buffering approach include:
 Conservation easements which can be thinned for
FireSmart outcomes
 Golf course
 Human use trail
 Large acreage lots, etc.
Long-term aversive conditioning of ungulates and large
carnivores will be important to reduce opportunities for
habituation
March 20, 2013
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Background- Corridors and Conservation
Easements


Map that shows the easements

March 20, 2013
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Background - 2005

March 20, 2013
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Background - Completing the Corridor

March 20, 2013
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Environmental Impact Statement


Purpose of EIS is to:
 Describe existing environmental
conditions
 Evaluate potential effects of the
Project
 Identify appropriate mitigation
 Describe residual effects



EIS covers a wide range of topics.



Tonight, our presentation focuses on
potential effects of the Project,
appropriate mitigations, and residual
effects with respect to wildlife corridors.

March 20, 2013
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Environmental Impact Statement and Wildlife
Corridors


Purpose of EIS is not to identify or delineate wildlife corridors



Instead, the goal is to evaluate the potential effects of the Project on
wildlife corridors that are designated by the Province and which the
Town has identified as environmentally sensitive areas as part of its
municipal development plan

March 20, 2013
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Cumulative Effects

March 20, 2013
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Do Existing Wildlife Corridors Near TSMV
Work?

?
?
March 20, 2013
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Completing the Corridor Network

March 20, 2013
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What Are Wildlife Corridors For?



In the context of the Bow Valley a habitat patch is an area of land that
meets all or most of the requirements of wildlife such as feeding, resting,
security, and reproduction.



A wildlife corridor is:
“an area of land designed to provide connectivity among habitat
patches” (BCEAG 1999a pp. 5); as such, “wildlife corridors are
generally not designed to fulfill any of the requirements of habitat
patches other than some elements of security without which animals
would not use them” (BCEAG 1999a pp. 5).

March 20, 2013
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How do we determine whether wildlife
corridors are effective?
Weight of Evidence Approach:


Literature review



Local telemetry data for grizzly bears, wolves, elk and cougars.



Local remote camera data collected during 2009-2012 (20,997 camera days
from 930 locations in and around the Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor).



Local winter backtracking data collected during 2009-2012 (over 94km of wolf
and cougar movement routes in and around the Three Sisters Along Valley
Corridor).



Local habitat model for grizzly bears, wolves, elk and cougars

March 20, 2013
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Why do animals move?

March 20, 2013
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Can wildlife move over steep slopes?
>25o
<25o

March 20, 2013
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Can wildlife move over steep slopes?

19

March 20, 2013

Can wildlife move over steep slopes?

March 20, 2013
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Can wildlife move over steep slopes?

Norquay/Cascade Corridor
March 20, 2013
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Can wildlife move over steep slopes?

Norquay/Cascade Corridor
March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Grizzly
Bear

March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Grizzly
Bear

March 20, 2013

April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

24

Page 23 of 127

Attachment 1
March 19, 2013 Council Minutes

Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Cougar

March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Cougar
March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Wolf

March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Black Bear

March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Elk

March 20, 2013
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Do wildlife use the Along Valley Corridor?

Deer

March 20, 2013
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IS THERE ANYTHING TO WORRY ABOUT?

March 20, 2013
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Human Use in Corridors (Off-Leash Dogs)

Off leash dog use is
illegal in the corridors
March 20, 2013
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Human Use in Corridors (Pedestrian)

Use supposed to be
confined to designated
trails
March 20, 2013
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Human Use in Corridors (Cyclist)

Use supposed to be
confined to designated
trails
March 20, 2013
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Non-functioning Corridors for Wolves
Corridor
Habitat Patch

March 20, 2013
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Wildlife don’t respect the lines we draw on
maps

March 20, 2013
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Wildlife don’t respect the lines we draw on
maps
Human-Caused Bear Mortality 1997-2011
(WMU 410)


127 bears dead or translocated


53% due to management action
against problem bears
 35% road mortalities
 12% rail mortalities


4 more grizzly bears translocated in
2012 alone
 Local populations of black and grizzly
bears likely declining as a result

March 20, 2013
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Anticipated Effects of The Project Without
Mitigation

March 20, 2013
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Mitigation


Prevent dispersed human use of corridors
 Education
 Enforcement
 Fencing


Psychological fence
 Substantial physical barrier


Keep large mammals out of development
 Aversive conditioning
 Attractant management
 Habitat enhancement within wildlife corridors
 Fencing


Wildlife enclosure fence

March 20, 2013

39

Mitigation



Location options and exact specification of the fence are currently being
finalized



The EIS is currently being reviewed by Town of Canmore administration
and the independent consultant hired by the Town



Fencing options will be finalized upon those reviews

March 20, 2013
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Residual Effects








Fence will result in habitat loss for large mammals, especially elk
Movement will no longer be possible through land within the Area
Structure Plan boundary
Human wildlife conflict within the Area Structure Plan boundary will
be reduced relative to current conditions
Potential net gain for large carnivores within existing corridor if
fencing in combination with other mitigations such as enforcement
and education can change existing patterns of human use in the
corridor
With mitigation, corridor function is expected to change little
compared to current conditions
Current level of connectivity predicted to be maintained

March 20, 2013
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Summary

March 20, 2013

April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.



Local data show wildlife can use places
with slopes exceeding 25o for movement



Human use is more important than
vegetation or topography for wildlife
corridor efficacy in the Bow Valley



Wildlife conflict occurs when people use
corridors and habitat patches and when
wildlife leaves these places and enters
the developed landscape



Improving the current and future situation
is possible by completing the Along
Valley Corridor, changing human use
patterns and fencing new development
42
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Thank you!

March 20, 2013
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Briefing
DATE OF MEETING:

April 2, 2013

Agenda #: F-1

SUBJECT:

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and the independent third
party review for the Three Sisters area structure plan, Land Use Bylaw
amendment, and block subdivision applications.

SUBMITTED BY:

Steven de Keijzer, Planner.

PURPOSE:

To brief Council on the major conclusions and potential implications and
options resulting from the EIS and the third party independent review.
An EIS is required as part of PwC’s applications for an area structure plan
as supporting documents for those applications and no formal
“acceptance” or “approval” is required.

BACKGROUND/HISTORY
The framework agreement entered into between the Town and PwC on November 20, 2012 states “there will
be no future requirement for an EIS in respect of the Three Sisters lands for any development consistent with the approved New
ASP and Land Use Bylaw Amendments and Subdivision.” This one-step process, rather than staged environmental
reviews at more detailed steps in the planning process, was accepted by the Town in an effort to meet the
timelines PwC requested for the project. A consequence of the “one EIS” approach, however, is that enough
detail must be provided in the EIS to address not only the conceptual proposals at an area structure plan level
but also the more detailed requirements of Land Use Bylaw amendments.
As stated in the introduction of the review (attached), MSES and Golder worked collaboratively starting in
early January of this year.
The terms of reference for the EIS (attached), were amended and approved by Council on November 20,
2012. Among other “Reporting” steps (Section 5.0) is the requirement to “present options to the proposed
development pattern(s) to mitigate any identified impacts”.
Section 6.0 of the terms of reference describes the normal third party review process and ensures that while
appropriate collaboration would take place during the earlier stages of drafting the EIS, the review by MSES
would be (and is) fully independent. The EIS will be also reviewed by the Town’s Environmental Advisory
Review Committee (EARC) on April 8 to determine whether or not the EIS has met the requirements of the
terms of reference. In addition, the EIS has been submitted to Alberta Environment and Sustainable
Resource Development (ESRD) for their review and comments.
DISCUSSION
The MSES executive summary provides a brief overview of the questions raised in the third party review of
the EIS. Three issues – corridor functionality, mitigation, and cumulative impacts - are briefly described
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below because of their potential impact on the Town’s review and approval of the comprehensive area
structure plan and subsequent Land Use Bylaw amendments.
Functionality of designated wildlife corridors. Because the EIS evaluation of functionality was not based
primarily on the movement of wildlife around and through the area there is a significant degree of uncertainty
regarding the current and future functionality of the wildlife corridor system. To address this question, MSES
recommend that a minimum of two years of monitoring be conducted prior to any construction in the area.
Mitigation. The EIS suggests that the only feasible mitigation for the proposed pods of low-density
housing is “exclusion” fencing to keep wildlife out and manage human use within the corridors. Although
the terms of reference for the EIS require Golder to “present options to the proposed development pattern”, no
options to the low-density development have been included.
MSES states that the results of the mitigation proposed – primarily fencing - are uncertain. While fencing
may provide the projected benefits, fences could have a net negative effect and the impacts have not been
evaluated. Administration also noted that a significant portion of the proposed fencing would be on lands
not owned by TSMV (Golder EIS, Figure 55) so the feasibility of implementing any of the fencing options is
unknown.
Cumulative Impacts. Because the current functionality of the corridors is uncertain, MSES conclude there
is insufficient information to evaluate the potential impacts – including cumulative impacts – of the proposed
development. The review states that the potential impact of a large number of new residents and visitors in
the area and “zones of influence” adjacent to development have not been evaluated in the EIS.
In order to evaluate cumulative impacts MSES recommends monitoring prior to any construction and the
phasing of construction from north (away from the corridors) to south, as well as west to east, to allow
adequate time for adaptive management in response to monitoring.
A highly-abbreviated description of the MSES recommendations most directly related to the ASP review and
approval process would be:
o
o
o
o
o

Design a follow-up monitoring program as part of ASP approval
2 years of monitoring prior to any construction
Effectiveness of mitigation, including evaluation of fencing options, to be understood prior to ASP approval
FireSmart vegetation management impacts on settlement pattern required prior to ASP
Cumulative impacts (fencing, etc) to be assessed as part of ASP approval process

MOVING FORWARD
MSES has recommended that a number of time-consuming and potentially costly actions be completed as
part of the ASP approval process. Administration believes that the implementation of the recommendations
listed above is required if the Town and the community are to achieve a reasonable level of certainty in the
functionality of the wildlife corridor system during the next 20-30 years of development.
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Administration also believes that adequately addressing these issues and including them as policies in the ASP
would require intensive discussion between MSES and Golder to clarify the requirements and subsequent
planning time to translate these requirements into acceptable ASP policies.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The EIS is one of the required documents for the applications for the area structure plan, Land Use Bylaw
amendments and block subdivision. The fees for the Town’s consultant are covered by the fee schedule for
these applications.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
While the writing of an EIS and third party review are not public processes, PwC and Golder invited
members of the Bow Valley conservation community as well as area residents to meetings to discuss the
development proposal and to hear their ideas regarding the EIS – particularly in regard to wildlife corridors.
In addition, PwC conducted two public open houses, one for the SSR and one for the area structure plan,
where environmental issues, including wildlife corridors, were raised.
Administration posted the Golder EIS, Golder 2012 background study for the EIS, and the MSES review of
the EIS on the Town’s website on March 26 to make these documents available for public review in
accordance with the ASP terms of reference.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
The EIS is an important background document for the area structure plan and land use amendments being
considered by Council. No formal decision is required.
ATTACHMENTS
Note: for the electronic version of this agenda, all attachments are available at
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Planning-for-Three-Sisters-Lands.html
1) Golder 2013 EIS
2) Golder 2012 background study for EIS
3) MSES March 2013 review of Golder EIS (attached)
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Steven de Keijzer
Planner

Date:

27 March 2013

Approved by:

Gary Buxton
General Manager of Municipal
Infrastructure

Date:

27 March 2013

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Administrative Officer
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Executive Summary
Management and Solutions in Environmental Science (MSES) was hired by the Town of Canmore to
provide an independent 3 rd party review of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as part of the
Area Structure Plan (ASP), Land Use Zoning and Block Subdivision processes for the Three Sisters
Mountain Village (TSMV) lands. The EIS focussed on the potential impacts of the project on habitat
availability, wildlife movement and human-wildlife conflict. The primary comments MSES derived from an
analysis of the EIS relate to the analytical methods, data interpretation and recommendations on how
project management ought to progress in a sustainable manner. Overall, MSES views that the
information provided in the EIS could be enhanced in a manner that reduces uncertainty. With greater
details on adaptive management, the risk associated with this uncertainty can be alleviated, provided that
baseline data and mitigation options would be refined prior to the approval of the ASP. Specific
comments include:
 The EIS is based on the best compilation of available data regarding corridor functionality
around the TSMV lands produced to date.
 The three most critical issues identified in the EIS are habitat loss, impediments to wildlife
movement and increasing wildlife-human conflict.
 Baseline data on movement is inferred from habitat selection models which are based on
occurrence as opposed to movement; movement has not been measured.
 Data from telemetry, snowtracking and camera trap records have limited detections of several
species.
 Predictions of multi-species functionality within and upslope of the Along Valley Corridor are
unconvincing because:
o Data for upslope areas south of the TSMV are missing for most species.
o The argument that other studies had demonstrated animal movement on steep slopes is
not credible. This is because a wide body of scientific research indicates that animal
movements are driven by energetic decisions rather than the physical ability required to
travel through an area.
o Wolves, grizzly bears, and an unknown number of unmeasured species were not
detected in sufficient numbers to test for the effectiveness of mitigation in the future.
 Predictions of the primary mitigation measure, fencing, including its potential knock-on effect
to other residential areas, are uncertain and difficult to verify with existing data.
 More detailed monitoring programs are required to address the uncertainties of these
assumptions and predictions.
Uncertainty in the baseline data means that the predicted outcome of the project may be true, but
confidence in that assessment is low. Uncertainty also increases the risk that the effects of the project
will lead to undesirable outcomes. The EIS leaves substantial room to reduce the unknown and manage
the risk of uncertainty. To the extent possible, our analysis focuses on how existing data can be used to
address uncertainty, and how future monitoring and follow-up programs can minimize risk.

ii
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1.0

Introduction

Management and Solutions in Environmental Science (MSES) was hired by the Town of Canmore to
provide an independent 3 rd party review of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) as part of the
Area Structure Plan (ASP), Land Use Zoning and Block Subdivision processes for the Three Sisters
Mountain Village (TSMV) lands. The EIS was written by Golder Associates Ltd. (Golder), on behalf of
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), the receiver for the TSMV property. The TSMV lands include 600 ha
of undeveloped land holdings south of the Trans-Canada Highway between Canmore and Dead Man’s
Flats. The TSMV properties are surrounded by, or contain, environmentally sensitive areas, principally
critical wildlife corridors, but also important wetland habitats. The EIS examines a wide range of
environmental issues and concerns resulting from the development of the TSMV, with a focus on the
potential impacts on habitat availability, wildlife movement and human-wildlife conflict in the corridors
connecting the Wind Valley, Bow Flats and Quarry Lake Habitat Patches.
The Town of Canmore issued a request for proposals (RFP), which described a number of issues that
this review must cover. In this review, we extracted a series of questions that addressed the description
of issues in the RFP. MSES answered each question in three steps: 1) we summarized the conclusions
presented in the EIS; 2) we provided a scientific analysis on the evidence used to support Golder’s
conclusion; and 3) we provided recommendations that, if implemented, would help to ameliorate
information gaps in the EIS. Some of our analyses and recommendations derive from a technical
investigation of the EIS method. Details of these more technical aspects of our review are provided in a
series of appendices.
The EIS prepared by Golder incorporates, and ties together, a long history of field research, previous
development plans, and the involvement of different landowners and several public agencies. MSES
acknowledges the socio-political environment and complexity within which this EIS was prepared.
However, our role is to analyse and translate the scientific basis of the EIS with the overarching
objective being to assist our client, the Town of Canmore, to ensure they have the necessary tools and
approaches available to manage and mitigate future risks and potential impacts of the proposed
development. Our role is also to communicate our findings and recommendations to a diverse range of
audiences and stakeholders.

2.0

EIS Review Synopsis

2.1

EIS process

The TSMV EIS was the product of a unique process whereby MSES was directed by the Terms of
Reference (ToR) and the Town of Canmore to collaborate with Golder in the preparation of the EIS
and then to serve as the independent 3rd party reviewer for the final draft. MSES balanced the seemingly
opposing roles of collaborator and independent reviewer by expanding our review process, which
normally occurs after a complete EIS has been submitted to regulators, to provide questions and
comments on parts of the EIS made available over the last 2.5 months (records of our questions and
comments throughout this period are available from the Town of Canmore). All parties agreed that it
was left to Golder’s professional discretion to address our comments and suggestions as they saw fit.

1
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2.2

Primary Comments

The primary comments MSES derived from an analysis of the EIS relate to the methods and
interpretation of available data and how project management ought to progress in a sustainable manner.
Baseline data provided in the EIS need to be used as a foundation to develop testable questions in
monitoring and adaptive management programs. With greater details on adaptive management, the risk
associated with this uncertainty can be alleviated, provided that baseline data and mitigation options
would be refined prior to the approval of the ASP. We estimate that the time frame required for this
refinement is about two seasons of data collection and analysis.
The overarching findings of the review are that:
 Data on movement, as opposed to the current data on habitat preferences, need to be
collected and analyzed.
 Assumptions about movement on steep slopes need to be supported by empirical data from
the TSMV lands.
 Predictions of multi-species functionality within and upslope of the Along Valley Corridor need
to be supported by data for species additional to the four Key Indicators, including birds, in the
study area.
 Predictions of mitigation success and knock-on effects to other areas are uncertain and difficult
to verify with existing data.
 More detailed monitoring programs are required to address the uncertainties of these
assumptions and predictions.
Overall, uncertainty in the baseline data means that the predicted impacts of the project may be
accurate, but confidence in the impact assessment is low. Uncertainty also increases the risk that the
effects of the project will lead to undesirable outcomes. There remain numerous options, many of which
are not addressed in the EIS, to reduce the uncertainty and manage risks. To the extent possible, our
analyses have focused on how the existing data can be used to address uncertainty, and how future
monitoring and follow-up programs could minimize risk.

2.3

Adaptive Management Planning
‘If the consultant believes that the proposed design of the development and/or proposed
mitigation measures do not adequately address the short term, long term, and cumulative
impacts of the proposed development, recommend any appropriate additional mitigation
options, of whatever form, or changes to the design of the project, that would adequately
mitigate all of the identified anticipated impacts.’ (Town of Canmore RFP, Phase 2, bullet
2)

Uncertainty in the baseline data creates the risk that the project will have unintended impacts on the
environment. In the absence of better baseline data, the risk could be reduced by incorporating a
detailed adaptive management plan with a rigorous monitoring study and the identification of mitigation
thresholds and targets. The rigorous monitoring study would employ a sampling effort with sufficient
statistical power to distinguish between random changes and real changes associated with the project.
The identification of mitigation thresholds would result in the existence of predetermined amounts of
2
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change that would initiate management responses (e.g., a 10% change in corridor use for a given
species). Mitigation targets would provide guidance on the time and persistence of change (e.g., a 10%
restoration of corridor use within 5 years).
Monitoring programs should be implemented immediately to build on the information contained in the
EIS, and should be linked to a phased development plan. Phasing is a powerful approach to reducing the
inherent risk in the EIS, but receives scant attention in the proposed mitigation plans. There is discussion
in the EIS that development will proceed from west to east through the TSMV properties, but MSES
suggests phasing should also move north to south within each property. Development phasing, both
within and between, sites (i.e. Resort Centre, Site 7/8) is a possible means by which the Town of
Canmore could manage both the development of infrastructure at TSMV sites and potential impacts on
the wildlife corridors. Two to three management scenarios (i.e., final location of low density housing
near corridors and the final location of the fence) could be determined jointly among stakeholders and
the receiver as part of the ASP. The monitoring data collected during the initial phases of development
could then be used to inform final decisions on the location of low density housing or fencing in
subsequent phases of development. The goal would be to reduce uncertainty, and therefore risk, for
both wildlife use of the corridors, and developers. Furthermore, this approach will enable a scientific
assessment of the predicted mitigation success and allow for adaptive management as development
progresses.
While Golder recognizes the opportunity for ‘…an adaptive management approach to mitigation and
monitoring’ (p.161), MSES suggests that much greater detail is required because of the uncertainty
surrounding the current and future functionality of multi-species movement corridors and the projected
20 to 30 year timeframe to reach full build out. Moreover, the unproven efficacy and potential negative
impacts of the proposed wildlife exclusion fencing requires a precautionary approach to avoid negative
or unintended impacts on the environment. By outlining a pre-construction adaptive management plan
before the ASP is approved, building on the empirical analysis provided in the EIS, the level of risk
regarding corridor design and functionality should be reduced, and mitigation effectiveness should be
testable before full build out is reached.
We concur with Golder that a multi-stakeholder committee should guide the development and
implementation of the adaptive management program. Monitoring targets, mitigation thresholds, and
adaptive management approaches should be established as part of the ASP, and adjusted as required at
each subsequent phase of development by the committee.

3.0

EIS Review Questions

3.1

Q1. Are the wildlife corridors in and around the TSMV lands
currently functional and how will the development impact
their functionality into the distant future?

3.1.1

Current functionality

Golder concludes: With the exception of wolves, corridors are effective for all species (see Table 1).
No designated corridors were concluded to be effective for wolves. Current levels of human use in the
corridors and adjacent developments probably have an aversive effect on wildlife use and pose a threat
3
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to both humans and wildlife. The use of several different types of data (e.g., snowtracking, camera traps,
Global Positioning System (GPS) based telemetry) permits a ‘weight of evidence’ approach to reach
these conclusions with greater certainty than a single method.
Table 1. MSES interpretation of current functionality of wildlife corridors as described in the EIS
Site

Species

Potential
use(1)

Actual
use (2)

Golder conclusion (quote)

Page

MSES interpretation of
wording in EIS (not an
MSES Conclusion)

Along
Valley
Corridor

Grizzly
Bears

Low

Low

73

Effective

Wolves

Low

Low

82

Ineffective

Cougars

High

IC

The existing Along Valley
Corridor and slopes above the
corridor can support grizzly
bear movement
…conditions the Along Valley
Corridor fails to meet all of the
desired corridor functions for
wolves…
…can effectively support cougar
movement during all seasons

90

Effective

Elk

High

IC

… can effectively support elk
movement during all seasons.

98

Effective

Grizzly
Bears

Low

IC

…
support
movement.

grizzly

bear

73

Effective

Wolves

Low

Low

…nominally effective
existing conditions…

under

82

Ineffective

Cougars

High

High

…can effectively support cougar
movement during all seasons

90

Effective

Elk

High

IC

… can effectively support elk
movement during all seasons.

98

Effective

Grizzly
Bears

High

Low

73

Inconclusive

Wolves

Low

Low

82

Ineffective

Cougars

Low

IC

90

Effective

Elk

High

High

…grizzly bears use the Tipple
Across Valley Corridor and
habitat within it has a high
probability of selection during
summer
.. Tipple Across Valley Corridor
contains habitat values similar to
those used by wolves in the
Along Valley Corridor…
…can effectively support cougar
movement during all seasons
… can effectively support elk
movement during all seasons.

98

Effective

Stewart
Creek
Across
Valley
Corridor

Tipple
Across
valley
Corridor

(1)
(2)

MSES interpretation based on configuration and relative probability of habitat selection.
Refers to occurrence of camera trap, telemetry and snow tracking where applicable and
does not necessarily represent movement between patches. IC refers to ‘inconsistent’ or
lack of agreement among the snowtracking, camera trap, or telemetry data presented in
the EIS.

MSES analysis: We agree with Golder that most areas of the corridors are likely functional for
cougars and elk, and non-functional for wolves. We identify greater levels of uncertainty over
functionality for grizzly bears, which is explained below. The ‘weight of evidence’ approach as presented
in the EIS, increased uncertainty over Golder’s predictions because different lines of evidence were
4
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either poorly replicated or were inconsistent among all the empirical data sources presented in the EIS
(Appendix A & B). In other words, the ‘weight’ given to each data source in decision making was unclear
in the EIS.
We concur with Golder that an assessment of corridor functionality is best achieved through the use of
empirical data (i.e., information of where animals are and how they got there). The information obtained
by Golder for this EIS provides a powerful, and perhaps the best opportunity so far, to understand
wildlife habitat needs in the area because it can be used to track the actual movement (i.e., GPS
telemetry, snow tracking) or presence (i.e., camera traps) of an animal. We concur that Golder has
access to the best available raw data to address the question of corridor functionality and that their
analysis is a scientific advancement compared to those based on untested guidelines (see Appendix C &
D).
The primary function of the corridors is to facilitate movement between habitat patches; however, the
EIS has neither measured nor predicted the location or amount of movement through the project area
in a manner that enables evaluation of project impacts to occur in the future. MSES supports the use of
empirical data to assess corridor function; however, the manner in which Golder analyzed and
interpreted their raw data casts uncertainty over the current and projected impacts of this project
because:
 Movement patterns of wildlife, or models predicting these patterns, through the corridors
were not quantified and presented (see Appendix E & F).
 Patterns of corridor use were inconsistent between predicted (e.g., habitat model) and
observed use, including disagreement in patterns of observed use among different field data
(e.g., camera traps vs. telemetry).
 Poorly replicated observations of some species means that the power to detect a scientificallydefensible change in movement patterns is limited.
 Non-functional corridors for at least one of the four focal species (i.e., wolves), each of which
was chosen to represent broader but unstated ecological conditions, means that the corridors
for both that particular focal species and its ‘represented biodiversity’ are non-functional.
Given that the link between the focal species and biodiversity was not presented, this finding
suggests that the ‘multi-species’ criteria of the Along Valley Corridor and the two across valley
corridors are not being met.
 Habitat selection models developed for the focal species tested for the effects of
anthropogenic structures (e.g., roads, trails, and buildings) but these models did not
incorporate spatial or temporal patterns of human activity. Human activity was identified as
one of the greatest impacts of this project on wildlife, but no explicit analysis of how much or
where human activity influences wildlife movement was included in the analysis. For this, and
the reasons stated above, there is uncertainty over the accuracy of these habitat models to
describe current conditions (see Appendix F).
In order to measure the impacts of this project in the future, baseline data must be well replicated, must
measure relevant responses and must quantify the amount of uncertainty in predictions (see Appendix
A). For example, the use of a wildlife exclosure fence adjacent to the corridor is predicted to shift, but
not deter, the movement of wildlife through the study area - principally to the slopes into and above
(i.e., south of) the Along Valley Corridor. Such a prediction is valid, but so too is a prediction that
wildlife will avoid the area altogether (see Appendix E). In this example, the potential for the aversion of
5
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wildlife to the proposed mitigation increases the risk that the project will have unintended effects on the
environment. The EIS does not present data in a manner that permits testing of the predicted changes
to wildlife movement arising from the project.
MSES recommendation: Overcoming uncertainty in the predictions made by Golder is possible
through a more detailed analysis of movement patterns and greater sampling effort of existing
conditions. Analyses of movement patterns differ from the analyses in the EIS, which used habitat
selection models, camera trap detections and telemetry data. The methods used by Golder do not
provide information on how individuals arrived at their location or what factors affect the location of
preferred travel routes. This information is needed in order to understand where wildlife currently
travel, and to predict how changes to the landscape will shift movement patterns (see Appendix D).
Some of the telemetry data used in the EIS could potentially be incorporated into a movement analysis
(e.g., Step Selection Functions [Fortin et al. 2005]) and greater volumes of higher resolution tracking
data would improve the analysis further. Snowtracking, a method to document continuous movement
patterns, was only collected in sufficient detail for one of the four focal species (i.e., cougars).
Greater sampling effort is needed to reduce uncertainty in several predictions. This effort would expand
monitoring (see Question 10 & 11) of both wildlife and human activity to provide a testable baseline of
current conditions. For example, wolves and grizzly bears are present in the LSA but the EIS shows
little observed use in some areas. There were 3 snowtrack records for wolves, and use of the Along
Valley Corridor for grizzly bears is represented by 6 of 274 cameras (2%). In this example, the addition
of just one more snowtrack record increases the amount of observed wolf use by 33%, while one less
snowtrack record decreases the amount of observed use by 66%. Clearly, basing conclusions on such
sparse data speaks to the need to determine whether the area is either undersampled or simply not
being used by wildlife. Likewise, in the case of grizzly bear use of the Along Valley Corridor, it is unclear
if the low (i.e., 2%) use occurs because this species is difficult to detect on cameras, because there are
very few bears in the area, or because they are simply not using the area that often. Without greater
sampling effort it will be nearly impossible to determine whether the project mitigations lead to
increased use of the corridors by wildlife, as predicted by Golder.

3.1.2

Functionality in the future

Golder concludes: The EIS presented a list of mitigation measures, the most crucial one is a fence that
is predicted to manage and reduce human use of the wildlife corridor, and reduce human-wildlife conflict
within residential areas related to this project (Figure 55, p.127). With this mitigation in place, Golder
predicts that the impact from the proposed development on the wildlife corridor in combination with
existing and future developments will be lower than current impacts from human activity. The mitigation
is predicted to improve current functionality: “Along Valley movements within designated corridors, however,
may improve as a result of the fence” (p.147) and “changes to wildlife-human conflict for large carnivores and
elk may be neutral or positive relative to their current state” (p.150).
MSES analysis: We concur with Golder that human-wildlife interactions in the wildlife corridor are
presently an impediment to the functionality of the wildlife corridor. Given the proposed TSMV
footprint and the increase in the human population in the area, human-wildlife conflicts in the remaining
wildlife corridors will likely intensify. Therefore, managing human use in the wildlife corridor is an
important factor in maintaining and improving wildlife corridor functionality. MSES agrees that the
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fencing could indeed reduce wildlife-human interactions in the corridor. This is not only because of the
physical separation of humans and wildlife, but also because the heightened awareness of people who
enter the wildlife corridor through designated gates. There are other possibilities as well, including
decreased use of the corridor because of the fence, displacement of wildlife into adjacent unfenced
developments, and greater use of the corridor by people if the fence does not influence human use as
predicted.
The EIS provided limited insight into where people are currently accessing the corridors, though it has
been speculated by Golder. Unless those unidentified access points are closed and no more access
points are added, it is difficult to imagine that approximately 9000 new residents less than 1km away
from the corridor will not increase the amount and dispersion of human activity inside the corridor.
Moreover, the EIS proposes at least two additional access points, which in the absence of closing other
areas, at least doubles the potential dispersion of human activity. A critical information gap in the EIS is
an understanding of human use patterns, such as where people are travelling from (e.g., Canmore,
Calgary), and from which locations are they are accessing the corridor network. If human activity in the
corridor results from access points outside the spatial scope of this EIS, fencing may have little effect on
how the area is used by people in the future. Another challenge lies in the implementation of rules
governing how people should use the corridor, particularly when they do not reside within the TSMV
development.
While Golder proposed four options of the fencing design and location (Figure 55, p. 127), they did not
present impact assessments and details of mitigation design for each of the alternatives. Therefore, the
question arises whether each of the options represents an equally effective mitigation. If yes, then the
least expensive option would likely be chosen. If not, then costs would likely be balanced against
mitigation effectiveness.
MSES recommendation:
 Conduct site-specific research on human-use patterns, such as trailhead surveys, to determine
how to best manage access into the corridors.
 Suggest areas where the new trailheads and additional designated trails will occur in a manner
that facilitates the predicted increased use of the corridors by wildlife. Such designs must
address human recreational patterns and wildlife habitat requirements.
 The effectiveness of alternative fencing options should be evaluated prior to approval of the
ASP.
 Examples of the effectiveness of fencing to manage human use in the wildlife corridor should
be presented.
 The effectiveness of fencing needs to be evaluated in light of: 1) the possibility that people
would be able to enter the corridor from areas other than the development; 2) people who
do not reside in Canmore entering the wildlife corridor without the knowledge of the rules
that may apply within the corridor.
 Details of how the effectiveness of mitigation will work in the future are required. This topic is
discussed in our comments below.
 In light of the marginal functionality of the along and across valley corridors, both now and into
the future, the possibility that the exclusion fence may act to funnel wildlife into unfenced, but
populated areas of Canmore needs to be addressed. Human-wildlife conflict may increase in
other areas due to displacement from their preferred travel routes through the TSMV lands.
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 Details of how the effectiveness of mitigation will work in the future are required. This topic is
discussed in our comments below.

3.2

Q2. Is there enough detail in EIS to evaluate proposed land use
zoning and subdivision, as well as the ASP?

Golder concludes: There is sufficient detail in the EIS.
MSES Analysis: MSES understands this EIS is part of a ‘comprehensive’ planning process for the TSMV
lands, whereby a single impact assessment is to be detailed enough to accommodate multiple levels of
community planning (i.e. ASP, Land Use Rezoning and Subdivision). Normally, each community planning
level requires increasingly more detail about potential impacts and possible mitigations in order to
adequately understand the environmental impacts of a project from construction through to operation.
For example, in the 2004 Resort Centre ASP, details about development phasing are expressly put off
until the subdivision permitting stage.
PwC is using the current EIS to satisfy environmental assessment requirements at all three planning
levels with more stringent details required at more focused levels. Consequently, MSES has asked
Golder to provide considerably more detail than is normally provided for an ASP EIS, with development
phasing being tied to monitoring and adaptive management responses at each level being the best
example.
MSES recommendation:
 Monitoring targets and mitigation effectiveness should be outlined at the approval of the ASP,
and assessed and adapted at each new project phase (i.e., construction within a site, then as
construction moves from north to south within each site).
 EIS should propose and evaluate multiple options for the location of development pods and
corridor widths (i.e., fence location along south property boundary).
 Also see Questions 1, 3, 10, 11 for further considerations.

3.3

Q3. Is there enough detail in the EIS to ensure long term
monitoring and adaptive management will occur?

Golder concludes: The EIS presents a useful, albeit conceptual, framework for monitoring the
effectiveness of the wildlife corridor and for developing adaptive measures if monitoring indicates that
the mitigation does not perform as predicted in the EIS. The overarching objective of the monitoring
would be to assess the functionality of the wildlife corridor. Approaches to the proposed monitoring
would include deployment of remote cameras and snow tracking transects. Having learned from past
and current data collection approaches, Golder proposes a number of refinements to monitoring
methodology, including an expansion of the monitoring upslope of the designated Along Valley Corridor.
Golder proposes that the monitoring program be “directed by a stakeholder committee comprised of a
Government of Alberta representative (e.g., an ESRD biologist, Parks biologist), a representative of the Town of
8
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Canmore and a representative of the TSMV.” (p. 151). Golder believes that with adequate training and
supervision, components of the monitoring program would be suitable for the use of volunteers and
examples for where this was previously done are provided in the EIS. Data storage and analysis should
be led by Alberta Environment and Sustainable Develpment (ESRD). Funding for the program should be
provided jointly by the owner of the development and the Government of Alberta, given that the
monitoring would occur on both the TSMV lands and crown land. The owner’s portion of the funding
would be ensured by a homeowners association fee which would also fund the maintenance of the
fence.
MSES Analysis: The framework for follow-up programs proposed by Golder is meaningful. It
establishes a platform on which the details of the program can be built. The idea of the stakeholder
committee is important as this would amount to a permanent body that is responsible for the adequacy
of the data collection and analysis. In addition, through annual reports and possibly other
communications, the stakeholder committee would make the findings of the monitoring program public.
Although the currently proposed framework lacks detail in how data would be collected and analyzed, it
provides sufficient direction for the expeditious development of the final details. Expediency in
developing the program is crucial to ensure that the effectiveness of mitigation is understood prior to
the approval of the ASP. This is because the baseline information on the functionality of the corridor is
weak and not suitable for use in the testing of predictions claiming that corridor functionality will
improve in the future (see Question 1). For monitoring programs to test predictions about mitigation
effectiveness, it is essential that baseline data be of sufficient rigor and adequate statistical power, so that
future monitoring results could be compared against baseline conditions. Given the weakness of current
baseline data, the monitoring program needs to start at least two years prior to construction so as to
ensure that baseline data quality will be sufficient. As it stands, the most disconcerting weakness of the
proposed framework is the lack of concrete detail in the adaptive management approach. While some
ideas presented by Golder are meaningful, MSES concludes that triggers, thresholds and timeframes
must be established as part of the goals and objectives of the monitoring program.
MSES recommendation:
 Establish a stakeholder committee as proposed by Golder without delay. The committee must
be guided by Terms of Reference that set out the roles and responsibilities of participants, the
goals and objectives of the program, and the public reporting venues and schedules.
 The collection of baseline data must commence without delay.
 Data collection must be designed with sufficient statistical power. Such a design would a priori
analyze data on probability of detection to assess how many and how long cameras should be
deployed. Most likely the duration of camera deployment at a single site should be doubled
from current efforts.
 Data collection should expand from the spatial grid presented in Figure 57 (p.154) to include
Bow Flats, Quarry Lake and Wind Valley Habitat patches. This information is needed to
compare the relative use of habitat patches with that observed in the corridors. Moreover,
detail on seasonal/daily(diel) use and demographic information on wildlife (e.g., group sizes,
mother/offspring groups) must be addressed.
 An explicit, scientifically-defensible association between point data (camera traps) and
movement data must be made if camera trapping is going to be the preferred monitoring
method.
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 Given the prediction that the functionality of the corridor will improve after mitigation, a
reasonable trigger for adaptive management action would be the finding that the functionality
does not improve or is lessened. Data collection and analysis needs to be developed so as to
test for this finding.
 Milestones need to be developed to indicate the duration of monitoring required to detect this
trigger. For example, will adaptive management be triggered as soon as underperformance is
detected or only after two or three seasons of underperformance?
 Definitions need to be developed for when any given adaptive measure should be deemed
successful.
 Biologically meaningful triggers, thresholds and timeframes must be established as part of the
goals and objectives of the monitoring program.

3.4

Q4. What criteria, themes and linkages should be used for
evaluating impacts?

Golder concludes: Project impacts, specifically those relating to wildlife, should focus on habitat loss,
movement and wildlife-human conflict. Most of this effort was directed at a selected group of Key
Indicators (KIs) to evaluate the functionality of the corridors. These KIS include grizzly bear, wolf,
cougar, and elk. Golder believes that if the existing and future impacts on the movement of these four
species are understood, then other species are protected under the “umbrella” of these four.
MSES Analysis: MSES concurs with Golder that issues of habitat loss, movement and wildlife-human
conflict are the most important issues to assess in this EIS. MSES did not find a robust assessment of
how the project will impact wildlife movement nor a clear link between proposed mitigation, the
distribution of human activity and its effect on habitat use by wildlife.
The use of umbrella species is common practice in wildlife management. Particularly, a suite of species
with differing ecological requirements are often adopted as indicators for the performance of ecosystem
processes. However, the use of any species as an umbrella for other species needs to be supported by
evidence to show that indeed other species are protected under the umbrella approach. For example,
the movement of birds or meso-carnivores is not addressed in the EIS. These species are part of the
biodiversity for which the corridor is expected to be a conduit. Future management and protection of
biodiversity in this area would benefit from more information regarding the existing impediments to the
movement of a wider-variety of taxa.
MSES recommendation: More detail on the movement of animals in the study area is required to
establish an appropriate description of baseline conditions (see Appendix E). This description must: 1)
address the effects of terrain, disturbance (e.g., buildings, roads) and human activity on the travel routes
of wildlife in such a manner that permits testing of EIS predictions in the future; 2) draws clear linkages
between the KIs, other forms of biodiversity, including the movement, habitat needs and wildlife-human
conflict of other species; 3) demonstrate how human uses affects the movement and habitat use of
wildlife.

10
April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 51 of 127

TSMV EIS Review – Town of Canmore

Attachment #3

March 2013

3.5

Q5. Are the site-specific data gathered for the EIS adequate?

Golder concludes: That appropriate and relevant data were gathered to assess project impacts. These
data are empirical (collected in the field), and are an improvement over previous guidelines for
evaluating corridor efficacy.
MSES Analysis: We concur that Golder’s use of empirical data is a substantial improvement to
evaluating corridor function compared to past assessments. However, there are important gaps in the
data relating to the identification of focal species and predicted impacts of the project on movement and
human-wildlife conflict (see Question 1).
The analysis of raw data in the EIS, as in all science, is based on a subjective approach to include or
disregard particular methods, each of which give rise to a particular interpretation of how nature
functions. MSES disagrees with the manner in which the raw data were analyzed in the EIS, not because
of differences in preference for a particular statistical approach or because MSES holds an
unpragmatic/academic motivation towards research, but because the analysis in the EIS creates
substantial uncertainty over the description of existing conditions. This information gap increases the
uncertainty of this assessment and heightens the risk that the project will have unintended impacts on
the environment.
MSES recommendation: Uncertainty can be reduced through a more detailed and rigorous
description of current conditions and/or risk aversive adaptive management.

3.6

Q6. Is the Site Analysis and Issue Identification appropriate?

Golder concludes: Impacts to habitat loss, movement and wildlife-human conflict in the development
lands and corridors adjacent to the development (i.e., the Along Valley Corridor, and the Tipple and
Steward Creek Across Valley Corridors) are key issues and sites to asses.
MSES Analysis: MSES concurs with this identification of sites and issues; however, more detail is
required in the assessment of current conditions.
MSES recommendation: Uncertainty can be reduced through a more detailed description of current
conditions and/or risk aversive adaptive management.

3.7

Q7. Does the EIS consider all relevant environmental and
monitoring studies?

Golder concludes: All relevant environmental and monitoring studies were considered

11
April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 52 of 127

TSMV EIS Review – Town of Canmore

Attachment #3

March 2013

MSES Analysis: MSES concurs that, to our knowledge, the most relevant data sets were used in the
EIS.

3.8

Q8. Are the criteria used for evaluating short term, long term
and cumulative impacts of the development adequate?

Golder concludes: Golder provides quantitative information on population growth in Canmore since
the 1950s which indicates that there has been nearly a ten-fold increase in population over the past 60
years. For the RSA, Golder also shows the disturbance footprint (loss of natural vegetation) in hectares
being 2,560 ha in 2013, with an additional 206 ha expected to be taken up by future approved or
proposed projects. The increasing number of human-wildlife interactions is also presented by Golder
(Figure 26, p. 62). According to Golder’s analysis, “The Project will add 131 ha of physical disturbance, which
represents <1% of additional disturbed habitat within the RSA” (p.174). Moreover, there would be “361 ha
of habitat inside the wildlife exclosure fence, total habitat loss in the RSA will be 1.6% of the RSA for large
mammals” (p.170)
MSES analysis: The information on cumulative effects in the EIS helps to understand intuitively that the
impacts on wildlife in the RSA are increasing, in some cases exponentially, indicating that there is
increasing urgency in finding mitigation measures that successfully alleviate existing impacts in the region.
However, the information presented by Golder is not helpful in understanding quantitatively and
objectively the nature of the impacts in the future, for at least four reasons:
1) While Golder’s numbers of habitat removed show <1% and 1.6% of the RSA for the Project
footprint and exclosure fence, respectively, the percentages are much larger when compared
to the existing disturbances. At 2,560 ha disturbed in 2013, the project footprint alone
represents an increase of 5% and the exclosure fence an increase of 14% of anthropogenic
disturbance in the RSA over current conditions.
2) Further to the future increase of the potential for impacts on the wildlife corridor, it is useful
to consider the increase in the human population. The current population of Canmore is
estimated to be 12,969. At full build-out the TSMV development may add, conservatively,
approximately 9,000 people. This is nearly a 75% increase compared to current conditions.
Given that human-wildlife interactions appear to be increasing exponentially (Figure 26, p. 62),
this increase in the human population may result in a several fold increase in human-wildlife
interactions compared to current conditions.
3) The additional problem with Golder’s presentation of cumulative effects is that their
calculations of past current and future disturbance do not include zones of influence (ZOI)
(see Appendix D). Even if the zone of influence was assumed to be only as little as 200m
around anthropogenic footprint, the disturbance would be considerably more than those
presented in the EIS. A zone of influence should be added to the anthropogenic footprint of all
disturbances including trails and exploration lines, past, current, and future.
4) There is no information on how the project in combination with other past, current, and
future projects may affect wildlife movement. The most fundamental question to be addressed
in this EIS is the functionality of the wildlife corridors. However, the cumulative impact
assessment, while presenting the effects on habitat availability in the RSA overall, does not
present any quantitative information on the impacts of the project on movement in the
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corridor. (see Appendix E) As it stands, the information presented on the cumulative effects
on corridor use is poor, if not understated. However, the information is sufficient to highlight
the urgency with which any future wildlife protection plan must be carefully designed and
implemented prior to ASP approval.
MSES recommendation:
 Baseline data collection and analysis of movements in the corridor (not just presence and
absence of animals) must commence without delay. High fix-rate GPS collars (e.g., every
30mins) to measure movement of at least the two most critically affected focal species, the
wolf and grizzly bear, should be deployed without delay.
 The data collection and analysis of movements must be conducted throughout the monitoring
program that is overseen by the stakeholder committee.
 Fencing of the property must be considered carefully in terms of its design. For that reason,
the fencing options (presented in Figure 55, p.127) need to be assessed for their potential
success in mitigating and reducing human-wildlife interactions as part of the ASP approval
process.
 Educational programs need to be developed to ensure that people remain on designated trails
and keep their dogs on leash when entering the wildlife corridor.

3.9

Q9. Does the EIS properly consider the impact of FireSmart
forest thinning?

Golder concludes: Golder states that Town of Canmore FireSmart forest thinning practices,
specifically clearing deadfall and limbing trees within 2m of the ground, will ‘occur along the southern
border of the project within 100 m of the property line.’ (p.171). They predict that FireSmart may facilitate
wildlife movement within the corridor, but likely won’t increase sensory disturbance within the
corridors.
MSES analysis: It is unclear if the EIS proposes that FireSmart principles be applied within TSMV
property boundaries, inside the wildlife corridors, or both. For example:
‘The application of FireSmart thinning and the development of enhancement sites both within and above
the corridor…’ (p. 137)
‘Lots along the wildlife corridor interface will retain as much native vegetation as possible, within the
constraints of FireSmart regulations…’ (p. 140)
‘FireSmart, such as tree limbing and understorey vegetation clearing, may facilitate movement of wildlife
by reducing physical barriers to movement (e.g., deadfall).’ (p. 145)
It is the understanding of MSES that FireSmart is the Town of Canmore’s formal responsibility but in
practice is carried out by developers as a condition placed by the Town at the block subdivision planning
stage. It is unclear if ESRD has granted permission for FireSmart to occur within the wildlife corridors.
These details should be addressed before the construction of subdivisions begins near wildlife corridors
on TSMV properties.
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Just as Golder suggests that FireSmart may improve movement for wildlife in the corridor, they also
note that ‘clearing also has the potential to increase sensory disturbance in corridors within 100 m of a property
line by reducing the barrier effect of thick vegetation.’ (p. 145) These are both qualitative statements, and so
it is unclear if or how much movement will be expected to improve, or how much of an increase in
sensory disturbance is tolerable.
MSES recommendation:
 Confirm that FireSmart forest thinning will occur on TSMV lands and not within the wildlife
corridor; or,
 Demonstrate that ESRD approves forest manipulation by the developer(s) within the
established wildlife corridors.
 In conjunction with the development plan (Figure 2, p. 6), please provide more details
regarding exactly where forest manipulation will take place so jurisdictional issues and potential
wildlife impacts can be properly assessed.
 Collect quantitative data on potential positive and negative impacts of FireSmart activity in and
around the corridor in terms of sensory disturbance and effective corridor width. These
baseline data are critical in order for future follow-up and monitoring programs to accurately
assess potential project-related impacts.

3.10

Q10. Is there a need for further environmental work to
substantiate impact predictions or follow-up programs prior to
construction?

Golder concludes: Golder proposes mitigation measures based on the best available information. A
framework for monitoring and follow-up programs is at a conceptual level. The details for design and
implementation of follow-up programs are proposed to be designed and implemented by a stakeholder
committee.
MSES Analysis: The follow-up programs require a great deal more detail. A particular weakness is the
lack of quantifiable baseline data that is needed to compare to quantifiable monitoring results in the
future (see Question 3, 4, and 8 above). This comparison is required to manage the risk of uncertainty
in current predictions and assumptions regarding the effectiveness of mitigation.
MSES Recommendation: The uncertainty in current predictions can be managed by collecting
additional baseline data before construction begins, and by considering monitoring options additional to
those proposed in the EIS, as follows:
 Conduct trailhead surveys to understand who uses the trails and how.
 Study the impact of FireSmart on wildlife movement.
 Account for differences in species detection rates in camera trap study design. Data from
Alberta Innovates indicates that cameras should be left in place for at least 6 weeks to reduce
the likelihood of missing an elusive species even when it is present in a location.
 Camera location grid should include adjacent habitat patches.
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3.11

Q11. Is there a need for mitigation options additional or
alternative to those proposed in the EIS?

Golder concludes: Golder presented information on the impacts and mitigation for one development
scenario. The development footprint is presented in Figure 2 (p. 6), but there is no direct indication that
the project will progress in a phased manner or how phasing will progress. This is particularly noted
where Golder states that “If problems with mitigations for the project are uncovered as a result of monitoring,
these learnings and solutions can be applied to subsequent phases of the project.” (p.161) The only specific
mention of how phasing may progress in the EIS is that development will occur from west to east (i.e.
Resort Centre first, then Site 7/8). (p. 161) The EIS concludes that a crossing structure is needed at the
Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor, but does not recommend one for the Tipple Across Valley
Corridor.
MSES Analysis: Twenty to 30 years to complete all phases of the proposed development provides
considerable opportunity to identify and manipulate phasing and scheduling options within each site.
However, the EIS presented and assessed a single project design. Mitigation measures have been
proposed for this design but there is no consideration of alternative or additional designs for the
development. The project footprint and layout, and the proposed phasing of the project, offer numerous
opportunities for additional evidence-based mitigations to be implemented. Golder’s brief mention on
p.161 of the potential to learn from initial project phases suggests that mitigation measures will be
applied, including the exclosure fence, during the first phase of the project. Subsequently, the
effectiveness of mitigation measures could be assessed by comparing monitoring results with baseline
data and, as Golder suggests on p.161, the results from the monitoring of the first phase could be
applied in the design of mitigation for subsequent phases in an iterative manner.
In addition to changes in the development plan, fencing and other described mitigations in the EIS, MSES
proposes that all parties (provincial government agencies, Canmore and other municipalities) develop
funding and plans to construct a wildlife overpass at the Trans-Canada Highway west of Dead Man’s
Flats near the northern end of Site 9. Improving across valley connectivity here would serve a number of
purposes including: 1) reducing the requirement for connectivity between Wind Valley and Bow Flats to
occur within the proposed development lands; 2) mitigate against the cumulative effects of development
within the Bow Valley, as especially those proposed to occur in the future, such as in Dead Man’s Flats.
By improving connectivity between Wind Valley and Bow flats habitat patches in this manner, the
potential risk of the development on the reduction of across and along valley corridor movement could
be reduced. Though future research is needed to confirm this, wildlife appear more likely to use this
area as a travel route because it is much shorter and flatter than across valley travel through the Tipple,
and Stewart Creek Corridors. This area is also very close to known and preferred movement routes
along the powerline corridor transecting the Wind Valley, and so likely provides for one of the more
natural wildlife corridors in the area. Finally, if ecologically-relevant wildlife movements can occur via this
secured route, without travel through the TSMV area, it reduces the potential for human-wildlife conflict
in the Tipple, Along and Stewart Creek Corridors. While there exists two wildlife underpasses in the
area (e.g., the Stewart Creek underpass and the G8 Legacy Underpass), data presented in the EIS
suggests that these structures appear comprised or ill-suited for wildlife movement of all focal species.
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Compared to underpasses, overpasses have additional efficacy (as proven in nearby Banff National Park),
which is risk-aversive for a project with high levels of uncertainty.
Finally, MSES notes that the EIS indicates there will be substantial increases in vehicle traffic along the
Three-Sister Parkway through the Tipple Site and through the now traffic-less Stewart Creek Across
Valley Corridors. The EIS identified the need to address this effect on wildlife movement through the
two Across Valley Corridors; however, there is a substantial gap in what types of mitigation are
proposed and which are feasible. Improving safe-crossings for wildlife includes everything from road
signs, which have negligible effect on wildlife safety but are fairly inexpensive, to wildlife crossing
structures that are highly effective and cost millions of dollars (Beckman et al. 2010).
A much greater emphasis is needed in the EIS to describe the design, implementation and feasibility of
various options for crossing structures at Tipple and Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridors. Wildlife
crossing structures in Banff National Park cost about $75/m 2, such that recent overpasses built near
Lake Louise cost about $6.5 million each. Even as proposed, with one crossing structure at the Stewart
Creek Across Valley Corridor, this mitigation measure may more than double the cost of the fencing.
Moreover, following the same logic Golder identified for an additional Stewart Creek crossing structure,
there will be a need to improve wildlife connectivity at the Tipple Across Valley Corridor in light of
projected traffic volume increases. An analysis of the feasibility, costs and proposed designs of these
structures is missing from the EIS.
MSES recommendation:
 Use a phased approach to development within and between sites. Build west to east among
sites, and north to south within sites. Provide clearly defined schedules and milestones for each
phase before the ASP is approved.
 Identify alternative development layouts that would allow for the adaptive management of the
corridor and fence efficacy as the project develops. The final location of low- density housing
and the fence along the southern boundary of the Resort Centre and Site 7/8 could be
established based on results from the monitoring program.
 Identify safe and additional across valley movement options at Tipple, Stewart Creek and Dead
Mans flats in light of predicted changes in traffic volume.
 Evaluate and compare the relative impacts (after mitigation) of each alternative
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Appendix A. Uncertainty
To understand the short-term, long-term and cumulative impacts of this project requires the
measurement of a baseline (e.g., current) condition with which to compare future conditions. An
essential component of an objective or scientific comparison between baseline and future conditions is a
confident measure of relevant and quantifiable indicators of change.
Indicators are confident when enough observations have been made to identify if observed levels of
change are due to inherent and unmeasured variability in the data (i.e., random effects) or because of
project impacts. As fewer observations are made, the level of uncertainty in the data increases. For
example, there is much greater confidence in the estimate of average height if 1000 people are
measured instead of 5, even if the average of the two groups is the same. Similarly, in the EIS, few
observations of wolves and grizzly bears, and no data on movement rates through the corridors,
increases the uncertainty over the assessment of functional corridors.
Indicators of change are relevant when they can directly measure the impacts of the project compared
to baseline conditions. As these indicators become ever more approximations of actual conditions, their
measurement provides less information about project impacts. For example, in general, there is a
relationship between height and weight in people, but exceptions are obvious. If measurements of
weight are used to estimate the height of people, this measurement would be correct some of the time,
but would also be inaccurate other times. Similarly, in the EIS, habitat selection is being inferred as
functional movement through the corridors. There is probably some relationship between habitat
selection and animal travel routes, but this relationship is not presented in the EIS.
Indicators of change are quantifiable when objective values are used to interpret the measurement.
Objective values are those that everyone can agree to are true, but as indicators become more
subjective, the level of uncertainty increases because there is no standard for which one person’s
version of reality is more accurate than another person’s. For example, one person may say someone is
tall and another person could say the person is short, but both could agree that the person is 5’10”.
Similarly, in the EIS, functionality is suggested because the focal species ‘can’ use the corridors and will
continue to do so after the project is complete; MSES agrees that this is true, but “can” use means
nothing more than a probability >0. Anecdotally, the chances that a valid lottery ticket is a winner and
that the sun will rise tomorrow, both have a probability >0. A more useful representation of corridor
functionality, both current and future, is based on probabilities of movement between habitat patches.
Finally, uncertainty means that the predicted outcome of the project may be true, yet confidence in that
assessment is low. Uncertainty also increases the risk that the effects of the project will lead to
undesirable outcomes. There are three ways this uncertainty can be addressed:
1) Status quo: risks are inherent but not managed;
2) Reduce the unknown: improve the understanding of baseline conditions by increasing some
combination of confidence, relevance, and objectivity.
3) Manage the risk: mitigation can be applied to reduce the degree of risk inherent in predictions
made with low confidence.
The EIS leaves room to reduce the unknown and manage the risk of uncertainty.
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Appendix B. Analysis of current and future predicted movement of focal species in the
designated corridors and development area.
The use of habitat selection models (e.g., Resource Selection Functions [RSFs]) provides some
information about factors associated with the relative probability of use of an area by an animal. The
probability of use is relative to other areas on the landscape and is based in the amount of observed use,
as measured in time (e.g., telemetry locations), relative to the amount of available habitat, as measured
in space. For example, animals are considered to avoid a habitat type occupying 25% of the landscape if
<25% of the telemetry locations occur in that habitat type.
There are essentially 3 types of habitat that derive from RSF studies: selected, avoided, and neither.
Selected habitats are used in greater proportion than their availability, avoided habitats are used less
than available, and the third category means that use is proportionate to availability. The RSF data in the
EIS presents about 5 categories of selection for each focal species, but usually only “High” or
“Moderate-High” are used to their availability or greater, the rest are avoided. As such, the colours
displayed in the RSF maps should be interpreted as gradations in the relatively probability of use, keeping
in mind that 1-2 categories are not avoided and that some categories displayed as green are avoided.
The EIS relies upon the use of habitat selection to infer corridor functionality and movement routes;
however, there are a series of untested assumptions linking different levels of habitat selection (as
measured using RSFs) with the preferred movement routes of wildlife (see Appendix E). To the limited
extent that movement patterns can be inferred from habitat selection probabilities, an analysis of how
these various probabilities are arranged in space may offer some insight on the location of preferred
travel routes through the project area. Such information is missing from the EIS, which broadly assumes
that the amount of habitat selection in a given area (e.g., Tables 10, p. 70; 11, p. 84; 12, p. 85; 13, p. 92
in the EIS) confers functionality, rather than the spatial arrangement of predicted habitat selection. For
example, an area with a ‘high’ probability of selection surrounded by an area of avoided habitat is
unlikely to be used by an animal. To help demonstrate this information gap on movement in the EIS, we
consider the spatial configuration of habitat selection values and make inferences about preferred travel
routes for each species, both currently and after the project is completed.
Grizzly bears
EIS Reference: Fig. 28, p. 65. Areas of habitat suitability ranked Moderate-High and below are avoided to
varying degrees. Moderate-high habitats are almost used to their availability but still avoided (Fig 10,
Golder 2012).
Description
Tipple Across Valley Corridor [TAVC]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Along Valley Corridor[AVC]: Western area adjacent to the TAVC is selected, but avoided habitats
comprise the western terminus, most of the area adjacent to Resort Center through to the eastern
end. A few small (ca. 100’s of meters) patches of selected habitat occur adjacent to the Stewart Creek
Golf Course.
Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor/ Stewart Creek Road Connector [SCAVC]: Strongly avoided habitats
comprise most of the area between this site and the Along Valley Corridor.
Resort Center [RC]: Strongly avoided areas in the built-up sections on the SW portion, selected habitats
occur on the ca. 50% of this parcel N,NE of the Three Sisters Parkway.
Stewart Creek [SC]: Dominated by selected habitats.
Site 7/8: Majority is avoided habitats. Sections of selected habitat adjacent to Stewart Creek Road
Connector, Stewart Creek, and the SE portion adjacent to Site 9.
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Site 9: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Conclusion[note: lowercase roman numerals in the statements reflect the location in the map, Fig. B1]
Movement through the AVC and SCAVC is currently compromised by a large proportion of avoided
habitat at the Stewart Creek Golf Course (i), with similarly avoided habitats upslope of the AVC (ii).
Access into the selected habitats adjacent to the Tipple Site (iii) requires movement through avoided
habitats at the western terminus (iv), central portion (i) and eastern end (v) of the AVC. Movement into
the TAV will be further compromised by increasing road traffic on the Three-Sister Parkway which
bisects this corridor. Movement into the eastern end of the AVC via less-avoided habitats must occur
through Site 7/8 (vi), which would be compromised by development. Site 9 provides marginal habitat
value for this species, except for the powerline corridor which appears to be heavily used as animals
move from the Wind Valley towards the Trans-Canada Highway (Fig. 29). It is unclear from the model
structure why the uncompleted golf course at the RC (vii) has much greater avoidance than the adjacent
Stewart Creek Golf Course.
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Figure B1. Summer Grizzly Bear Resource Selection Function
Wolves
EIS Reference: Fig. 35, p. 78. Areas of habitat suitability ranked Moderate and below are avoided to
varying degrees (Fig. 13, Golder 2012).
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Description
Tipple Across Valley Corridor [TAVC]: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Along Valley Corridor[AVC]: Small patches of selected habitat occur at the termini, and a ca. 2km section
between Three-Sisters and Stewart Creek Valleys.
Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor/ Stewart Creek Road Connector [SCAVC]: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Resort Center [RC]: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Stewart Creek [SC]: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Site 7/8: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Site 9: Small (ca. 500m wide) and discontinuous patches of selected habitat occur at the borders of Site
9.
Conclusion[note: lowercase roman numerals in the statements reflect the location in the map, Fig. B2]
Movement through the TAVC, AVC and SCAVC is currently compromised for wolves, as avoided
habitat comprises the majority of these sites. Isolated patches of selected habitats are present up slope
in the Three Sisters and Stewart Creek Valleys (i). It is unlikely these sites offer benefits for connectivity
in this system because of their distance from probable movement routes.

i

i

Figure B2. Winter Wolf Resource Selection Function
Cougars
EIS Reference: Fig. 40, p. 87. Areas of habitat suitability ranked High are selected, Moderate-High are
used to their availability and ranks of Moderate and below are avoided to varying degrees (Fig. 17,
Golder 2012). In this case, non-avoided habitat refers to High and Moderate-High relative probabilities
of selection.
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Description
Tipple Across Valley Corridor [TAVC]: Avoided habitats occur adjacent to the river.
Along Valley Corridor [AVC]: The majority of the north-western portion is selected habitat. Avoided
habitats occur in the vicinity of the current Stewart Creek Golf Course and in a ca. 1km area on the
southeastern terminus of the AVC.
Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor/ Stewart Creek Road Connector [SCAVC]: The entrance to this
underpass is dominated by avoided habitat, but the area immediately adjacent to the underpass is
selected.
Resort Center [RC]: Dominated by avoided habitat, except for the portion north of the Three-Sisters
Parkway.
Stewart Creek [SC]: Dominated by avoided habitat.
Site 7/8: Dominated by non-avoided habitat.
Site 9: Dominated by non-avoided habitat.
Conclusion [note: lowercase roman numerals in the statements reflect the location in the map, Fig. B3]:
The TAVC and the SCAVC are compromised for cougars due to avoided habitats near their termini. It
is unlikely that movement will occur from the AVC into the underpass due to highly avoided habitats at
the southwestern end of the existing Stewart Creek Golf Course (i). Movement from the AVC through
the TAVC is also unlikely due to the avoided habitat adjacent to the Bow River (ii). Avoided habitats
may reduce movement within the AVC near SCAVC (iii), but adjacent selected habitats upslope of the
AVC likely provide secure and proximate alternative movement routes along the valley. The
southeastern terminus of the AVC is dominated by avoided habitat (iv), so the most likely access from
the Wind Valley into the AVC occurs through Site 7/8 (v).
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Figure B3. Winter Cougar Resource Selection Function
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Elk
EIS Reference: Fig 45, p. 93. Areas of habitat suitability ranked High are selected, Moderate-High are used
to their availability and ranks of Moderate and below are avoided to varying degrees (Fig 15, Golder
2012).
Description
Tipple Across Valley Corridor [TAVC]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Along Valley Corridor [AVC]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor/ Stewart Creek Road Connector [SCAVC]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Resort Center [RC]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Stewart Creek [SC]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Site 7/8 [S7/8]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Site 9 [S9]: Dominated by selected habitat.
Conclusion[note: lowercase roman numerals in the statements reflect the location in the map, Fig. B4]:
Movement: All corridors are comprised of selected or non-avoided habitats, and so appear to function
for this species.

Figure B4. Winter Elk Resource Selection Function
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Appendix C. Analysis of methodology to evaluate corridor function
There appears to be substantial support for Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group (BCEAG)
guidelines among the public, so an understanding of the relationship between these guidelines, the EIS
and animal movement is worth considering. Management guidelines are useful in so much as they
provide a common starting point to formulate planning options, but they ultimately need to be tested by
science if they are to provide reliable management outcomes. When disagreement over the utility of
guidelines occurs, as per the EIS and BCEAG prescriptions of corridor function around the TSMV
property, it is worth revisiting available evidence to create new standards. BCEAG guidelines were
designed to address land use planning throughout the Canmore area, though there actually appears to
be little room left for future development that may affect corridors once the TSMV ASP has been
resolved. In addition, BCEAG guidelines explicitly do not apply to TSMV, nor is the EIS adhering to its
principles to evaluate corridor functionality. MSES believes because guidelines will have limited
applicability in this project, that the development of new guidelines is less useful than understanding how
animals are most likely to move through the landscape in the project area.
Of the more salient discords between BCEAG guidelines and conclusions of the EIS is the interaction
between slope and width, particularly along the southern edge of the Along Valley Corridor (AVC)
which abuts or is overlapped by steep (>25°) slopes. Under BCEAG guidelines, these slopes reduce the
effective width of the corridor but the EIS demonstrates use of such areas be several species. Here we
briefly review evidence presented in the EIS for the adoption or abandonment of the slope and width
guidelines.
Slope
There is compelling evidence presented in the EIS that slopes >25° are not barriers to movement,
though there appears to be greater use of flatter areas for all focal species. This information is most
clearly shown in the results of the GPS telemetry study. Among the collared animals from the four focal
species, the use of slopes >25° is 43% (of the time) for grizzly bears, <5% for wolves, 28% for cougars,
and 0% for elk. These values reflect estimates from the EIS, but it is unclear how season may increase
or decrease the use of steep slopes. For example, grizzly bears may use steeper slopes in the non-berry
season (e.g., EIS Figure 31, p. 69), indicating that use of flatter areas on the valley bottom may be greater
than 57% for some seasons.
The often stated argument that areas with >25° slope are used by animals on ‘Wind Ridge’ and
elsewhere (e.g. EIS p. 67), and so ought to be used on the >25° slopes above the AVC, discounts a
number of factors that may interact to affect an animal’s use of slope. In the case of Wind Ridge, use of
steep slopes may be explained by a number of factors, including: trail use by humans, proximity to other
high use areas, and aspect (i.e., what direction the slope faces). A multivariate approach, similar to that
used by Golder in the development the RSF, is one way to model all of these factors at once. However,
an ideal multi-variate approach will measure variables most likely to affect movement. Where such data
are unavailable, the use of corroborative evidence can be helpful if taken in context.
Wolves, the most sensitive of the four focal species to human activity, were shown to use steep slopes
to avoid a fenced golf course in Jasper National Park (Shepard and Whittington 2006) and this example
was used to support the idea that these animal’s can use steep slopes. However, the response observed
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in the Jasper study was of a demographically functioning wolf pack adjacent to a golf course with 2
buildings on it, along the valley bottom and over a distance of about 2km. This example is being applied
to the TSMV development, where wolves are expected to use the Along Valley Corridor at the same
ore greater levels after project completion. However, compared to the Jasper example, wolves in the
AVC will move along a corridor 4x longer, adjacent to 9000 more people and almost 4000 more
buildings.
Just as Golder 2012 and the EIS argue that the singular prescription for avoidance of slopes over 25° is
overstated, so too is the evidence that use of slopes in one area, ipso facto, means that all slopes over or
less than 25° will be used to similar amounts. Whether or not they intend to, both BCEAG and the EIS
cast the use of slopes over 25° as a binary response: BCEAG suggests that areas >25° are non-functional
for wildlife; while the EIS suggests that because the probability that such areas will be used is >0, it
means that corridors are functional even if they are comprised of areas >25°. A more useful portrayal of
corridor functionality considers how often features on the landscape are used, and specifically, how
often features in the LSA are used.
In general, all focal species are found at slopes <25° more than 50% of the time, and on average among
the four focal species the use of slopes >25° is about 20%. In other words, the chance that these
animals are found in the flatter areas (i.e., <25° slope) is 4x greater than the chance they will be found
in steep areas (areas > 25° slope), irrespective of how they arrived in those areas. There is no summary
information presented on use of slopes within the LSA itself, but visual examination of the GPS
telemetry vectors in Figures 31 (p. 69) & 46 (p. 94) indicate very little along valley movement for grizzly
bears and elk in areas within and above the AVC, while Figure 41 (p. 87) and 43 (p. 89) shows a much
greater propensity for movement in these areas by cougars. Most movement along the valley occurs
within the Resort Center, Site 7/8 and Stewart Creek rather than the AVC. Development at these sites
with fencing will either displace along valley wildlife movement into the AVC and areas above, or wildlife
will simply stop moving along the valley in this area (see Appendix E). Unless species’ preferences
change, and based on the information presented in the EIS regarding observed use of this landscape,
wildlife movement could be reduced by 60% on average (6% for bears, 90% for wolves, 44% for cougars,
and 100% for elk) if wildlife are required to use >25° slopes. Clearly all focal wildlife species can use
slopes >25°, the more relevant question is whether the areas left available for the movement of wildlife
should have inherently low probability of use.
Width
Theoretically, a wildlife corridor needs only to be slightly wider than an animal to permit movement. For
example, large carnivores use narrow (3.0m x 2.4m) wildlife underpasses along the Trans-Canada
Highway (Clevenger and Waltho 2005). In the context of corridors in the project area, width is more
intuitively and meaningfully considered as having some effect on the probability of both encounter and
passage by wildlife. All else being equal, a wider corridor will be encountered more often than a
narrower one (Beier 1995); less clear is the role of corridor width in facilitating or impeding movement
once an animal has entered it.
No prescriptions on the effect of corridor width on probability of use were offered in the EIS, though
evidence from a study on root voles in a manipulated lawn experiment were presented to suggest that
moderate corridor widths optimize probability of movement (e.g., Andreassen et al. 1996). While this

April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 71 of 127

Attachment #3
study presents compelling evidence that a 1m corridor is optimal for the movement of a 50g vole, a
linear, allometric scaling (e.g., the relationship between body size and behaviour) of this relationship to
the focal species in the EIS, suggests that the optimal corridor width for a 250kg grizzly bear is 5000m.
Following such a prescription is highly impractical for the sustainable development of this project and
stresses the need to understand how wildlife actually travel through the study area.
There is evidence that biologically effective corridors are present in the LSA and examination of these
may offer some guidance for understanding project impacts. For example, Figure 31 (p. 69) shows an
area north/northeast of Site 9 that is heavily used by grizzly bears. Here, directed movement along the
same axis occurs within an area ca.100m wide, likely along the powerline corridor. At the Resort
Center, there also appears to be a heavily used travel route (i.e., movement pathways are oriented along
the same axis) for grizzly bears, but movements here occur over a width of slightly more than 1km.
Taken together, this information suggests that wildlife will naturally follow very constrained movement
patterns if local habitat structure facilitates this response, and will likewise expand the width of linear
movement in other areas. The constraints on movement are probably driven by interactions between
topography and vegetation. Thus, in addition to understanding the myriad factors that drive movement
patterns (e.g., species, age, sex, body condition of individuals), empirically-based prescriptions on
corridor width need to address site specific conditions. An analysis of factors driving the movement
response of animals in the project area are absent from the EIS.
Another important consideration is that as corridor width increases there is typically a lower chance of
a wildlife-human encounter because there is more space within which people and wildlife can avoid one
another. The prediction that wider corridors may prove safer than narrower ones assumes, among
other things, that habitat within the corridor is equally likely to be used by an animal. As the probability
of habitat selection decreases within a corridor, the less ‘effective’ width there is, leaving fewer areas for
humans and wildlife to avoid encounters with each other.
Predicted encounters between humans and wildlife arising because of the project may take the form of
people moving within the development or on adjacent trails in the corridor. The focal species in the EIS
have documented aversive response to people at distances >400m (i.e., Flight Initiation Distance [FID],
see Appendix C) leading to relocation up to 2km after encountering people for some species. Reducing
the chances of an encounter requires effective corridor width that is greater than the FID, and includes
opportunities for wildlife to safely relocate themselves once an encounter has occurred. Safe relocation
requires proximity (e.g., <2km) to areas off limits to people, containing high quality habitat.
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Appendix D. Zones of influence: spatial adjustments by wildlife as a function of distance to
human activity
The corridor concept implies that habitat contained therein is suitable for animal use and is surrounded
by a hostile or impermeable matrix (Hilty et al. 2006). As suggested in the EIS and BCEAG guidelines,
there may be some interacting features that combine to affect the suitability of the corridor for
movement. For example, as habitat quality decreases or as length of the corridor increases, width
should be increased to improve the likelihood of use (Beier 1995). Wildlife crossing structures along the
Trans-Canada Highway vary in size from 4m to 60m and all are used to vary degrees by the focal species
(Clevenger and Waltho 2005); however, their short length (ca. 50-100m) and location along known
animal travel routes probably offsets the negative effect of their narrow width on animal use. As
mentioned in the EIS, it is difficult to predict how animals will perceive and use corridors based on these
structural attributes alone.
A more informative approach would be to first locate corridors along preferred movement routes,
which would maximize probability of an animal encountering one of the corridor termini (Beier 1995).
If the corridor is located along a preferred travel route, and habitat within the corridor is suitable for
use, then the remaining uncertainty over its use by animals can be explained by the contrast of habitat
suitability between the matrix and corridor (Fahrig 2007). Because animals can perceive and avoid the
environment at a distance, the probability of use may decrease when aversive stimulus occur in the
adjacent matrix, i.e., sensory disturbance. The distance at which the aversive response occurs can be
used to inform the minimum dimensions of a biologically effective corridor (Figure D1-D2; Table D1).
Previous studies have measured the distance at which animals exhibit an aversive spatial response to
human activity. The Flight Initiation Distance (FID) is one metric that can inform aversion to human
activity. Typically, a researcher approaches an animal and documents the distance at which the animal
flees. In other cases, changes in the distance from a marked animal to a specific feature were measured
during periods of high and low human activity. Some studies also documented the time taken or
distance travelled until pre-disturbance activity levels returned. Habitat type, wind direction, sex, age and
health of the animal, as well as baseline levels of interaction with people all combine to affect the FID in
some cases. Note that there are other forms of aversive responses to human activity that may affect
survival, such as changes in feeding or probability of a physical attack, but these are not considered here
to affect movement through a corridor. Further note that FID is a liberal measure for the effect of
human activity on density; i.e., it represents the distance over which an immediate response to people is
observed. Long term aversive responses may extend over much greater distances (Malo et al. 2011).
Here we provide a brief review of FID or similar metrics of aversion to human development or human
activity focusing on three focal species in the EIS. This analysis assumes that disturbances within the
matrix will occur 100% of the time; however, daily (i.e., diel) activity shifts in animal behaviour may offset
the probability of an aversive response occurring due to proximity to development alone.
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Figure D1. Conceptual illustration of how flight initiation distance may affect the corridor width. Matrix
1 contains stimuli that elicit an aversive response in animals, whereas Matrix 2 is an area that is avoided
or inaccessible but does not contain an aversive stimulus.
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Figure D2. Conceptual illustration of how flight initiation distance (FID) and corridor width
influence corridor function. Relative to (A), the FID is 2x as big in (B) but the corridors have the
same available (e.g., designated) width. Relative to (A), the available corridor width in (C) is 2x larger.,
but the FID are the same. The areal extent of an aversive response is (A) 50%; (B) 75%, (C) 30% of the
available corridor width. These values quantify the loss in corridor effectiveness due to disturbance in
the adjacent matrix for different combinations of FID and corridor widths.
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Table D1. Examples of how FID can model changes in corridor effectiveness.
FID (m)
200
200
200
200
200
200
200
200
200

Total width of corridor (m)
200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900
1000

Reduction in effective width
100%
67%
50%
40%
33%
29%
25%
22%
20%

400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400

200
300
400
500
600
700
800
900
1000

100%
100%
100%
80%
67%
57%
50%
44%
40%

Grizzly bears:
1) Distance to nearest trail increased from 500 to 550m, and 860 to 901m for females and males,
respectively during the period of increased human activity. Distance to nearest human use
feature (campground, picnic area, etc) increased from 604-994m and from 1204-1259m for
females and males, respectively during the period of increased human activity (Gibeau et al.
2002).
2) FID to an approaching human on foot was 58-172m (95%CI for mean of 115m) for active
bears, and the distance increased with decreasing cover. Dispersal distance following flight
response was 0.95-1.4km (95%CI for mean of 1.2km) (Moen et al. 2012).
3) Aversive behaviour to people on foot was noted at distances >150m for 88% of occurrences.
When accounting for baseline levels of human activity, aversive responses occurrences occur
63% of the time in high human use areas and 100% in low human use areas (McLellan and
Shackleton 1989).
Wolves:
1) Human activity greater than >2 people/hr on trails led to avoidance of areas <400m from trails
(Rogala et al. 2011).
2) Mean flight response distance was 106m, leading to displacement up to1.2km within an hour
(Karlsson et al. 2007).
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Elk:

1) Human activity greater than >2 people/hr on trails led to avoidance of areas <800m from trails
(Rogala et al. 2011).
2) Wisdom et al. (2004) found the probability of an elk flight response declined rapidly when
hikers were beyond 500 m.
3) Cassirer et al. (1992) flight at 400m from skiers in low use area and displaced 1.7km from
disturbance.

Summary
To function as a multi-species corridor, the minimum corridor width should be large enough to facilitate
movement for the species with greatest FID. While values vary among studies, conservative estimates of
the FID for the focal species are roughly: 200m, 400m, 800m for bears, wolves and elk, respectively.
Comparable data on cougars was unavailable, but the FID is likely closer than wolves given the tolerance
of cougars to human-modified habitats. Given that elk appear to readily habituate to people (EIS Figures
49, p. 97; 50, p. 98), FID values of 400m should be used to determine the effect of adjacent development
on corridor effectiveness. Conversely, because wolves already infrequently use the LSA, a more
pragmatic FID could be based on grizzly bears. At a 200m FID, the minimum width for the corridor
comprising selected habitat or habitat used in proportion to its availability should be at least 400m wide
to maintain 50% effectiveness (Table D1). As the proportion of avoided habitat increases in the corridor,
its designated width should increase in order to maintain acceptable levels of effectiveness.
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APPENDIX E – Movement Vector Analysis
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Appendix E. Measurement of spatially-explicit movement patterns.
The intention of the Bow Valley corridor network is to facilitate the safe movement of several species of
wildlife between habitat patches. In this way, functionally is ideally measured by:
1) The rates and locations of movement from one habitat patch to another, which can be used to
evaluate if corridors are used by wildlife for their intended purpose.
2) The relative amount of movement through corridors versus movement through other areas on
the landscape to understand the importance of corridors for movement within the broader
landscape.
3) Tracking a sample of individuals (e.g., >10 for large carnivores, >30 for small mammals) from
several species representing different habitat requirements to understand if corridor use
reflects population-level movement.
These measurements are absent from the EIS, though some of the data used therein could help to fill
these information gaps. Indeed, the closer that the baseline data in the EIS becomes to actually
measuring the movement of animals from one patch to another, the more accurately it will describe
corridor function, thereby lessening the risk and uncertainty in the EIS as a whole.
Data on animal locations (e.g., GPS telemetry points, camera trap records) differ from data on animal
movements (e.g., snow tracking, GPS telemetry vectors) because point data typically do not provide
information on preferred travel routes (but see EIS, Figure 54, p.103). For example, Figure E1 shows
GPS telemetry points in the vicinity of the Resort Center (EIS, Figure 30 p. 68). The purple points show
the location of grizzly bears during the non-summer season, with clusters of points well upslope of the
Along Valley Corridor (AVC). These points clearly illustrate the use of the area above the AVC,
presumably in areas with steep (>25°) slopes; however, a qualitative examination of the vectors
connecting these points indicates that movement upslope of the AVC typically occurs perpendicular to
the AVC. In other words, typical movement in the area upslope of the AVC is perpendicular rather than
parallel to the AVC. Given that the AVC is designed to facilitate movement between the Wind Valley
and Quarry Lake Habitat Patches, this example suggests that the area upslope of the AVC is not a
suitable extension of the AVC in this area because typical movement patterns during this season do not
reflect connectivity between habitat patches at the valley bottom.
We consider below an example from the grizzly bear telemetry data presented in the EIS to highlight
how the lack of detail on movement patterns creates uncertainty over the interpretation of corridor
function and the predicted impacts of the project. We present this analysis using language based in a
scientific, hypothesis-driven approach to evaluating the impacts of this project.
A key mitigation measure is the use of wildlife exclosure fencing to redirect animal movements away
from buildings (EIS Figure 55, p. 127). There are three apparent and non-mutually-exclusive hypotheses
to explain how the fence will affect wildlife movement. The ‘Reflective Hypothesis’ argues that the fence
will channel movements through the corridors. The Reflective Hypothesis has been implicitly adopted in
the EIS, which predicts that movement rates in the corridor will increase following the development of
this project. Alternatively, the ‘Repellent Hypothesis’ argues that wildlife already use preferred travel
routes and that the inaccessibility of the preferred travel routes will impede movement. The Repellent
Hypothesis predicts that a reduction in movement through the landscape will be proportionate to the
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loss of areas currently utilized for movement. Finally, the ‘Adaptive Hypothesis’ argues that wildlife will
be both repelled and channeled to varying degrees as different individuals adapt to new areas available
for movement; the Adaptive Hypothesis predicts that overall rates of movement through the project
area will decrease at first, but there will be greater use of the corridor with time. A version of the
adaptive hypothesis may have also been implicitly adopted in the EIS.
These predictions are illustrated below using Grizzly Bear telemetry data presented in the EIS. The
purpose of this analysis is to emphasize the need to collect suitable baseline data for evaluating the
predicted success of mitigation measures. Three important caveats are required to understand this
simple illustration, including:
1) GPS vectors represent a coarse approximation of actual movement pathways, though in this
case of grizzly bears, recorded fixes are either 1/hr or 0.5/hr (Golder 2012), which is fairly high
resolution data for this species (EIS, Figure 30, p. 68);
2) We focus on one species in one part of the study area to represent these hypotheses, but
suggest that the study area be divided into areas where testing these predictions offers the
greatest return on sampling effort. For example, at the termini and mid points of the corridors
and areas where effective corridor width may be compromised;
3) The actual measurements used in this illustration were counted from a visual examination of
Figure 30 in the EIS (p. 68). The actual measurement of these values is possible through the
data used in the EIS.
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Figure E1. Focal area for this assessment. Green arrow indicates axis of observed movement.

Note in Figure 1 that the orientation of most movement vectors through the Resort Center and Along
Valley Corridor [AVC] during the summer season is parallel with the AVC. Also note the orientation of
movement vectors in areas south and west of the AVC. Generally speaking, use of high elevation areas
upslope of the AVC do not suggest these areas facilitate along valley movement between the Wind
Valley and Quarry Lake Habitat Patches, rather it is suggestive of access to an attractant (e.g., den site,
food patch, carcass), likely via movement up the Stewart Creek and Three-Sisters Creek valleys,
perpendicular to the axis of the AVC.
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Figure E2. Illustration of the Reflective Hypothesis.

Figure E2 shows the predicted effect of mitigation (e.g., fencing) at the Resort Center for the Reflective
Hypothesis. Here, animals will be displaced or ‘reflected’ away from their observed travel routes into
the AVC and slopes above. Under this hypothesis, use of the AVC and areas upslope should increase
following mitigation because movement between habitat patches is still occurring at the same or greater
frequency. The location of observed travels routes simply shifts upslope from the Resort Center into
the AVC and above. Moreover, use of the AVC may increase further if mitigation has the predicted
effect of structuring human activity in a way that facilitates wildlife movement.
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Figure E3. Illustration of Repellent Hypothesis.

Figure E3 shows the predicted effects of mitigation at the Report Center for the Repellent Hypothesis.
Here, known travel routes are made unavailable through fencing and development, which deters
movement between habitat patches or displaces animals into adjacent and unmitigated developments
(e.g., Peaks of Grassi, Cairns on the Bow). Travel will continue to occur within the AVC at levels similar
to pre-development conditions. Conservatively, if wildlife such as grizzly gears avoid buildings or human
activity at a distance, as indicated by the EIS and elsewhere (see Appendix C), the footprint of the area
made unavailable for travel may be larger than the mitigated area itself. Consequently, we also examined
the potential change in movement under a predicted Zone of Influence of 200m adjacent to the Resort
Center boundary.
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Figure E4. Illustration of the Adaptive Hypothesis.

Figure E4 illustrates the Adaptive Hypothesis; here, mitigation at the Resort Center will repel some
movements, particularly in the early stages of project operations, but some movements will be reflected
upslope into the AVC . Over time, the proportion of movements occurring in the AVC and upslope will
increase relative to those repelled at lower elevations. In other words, movements between the Quarry
Lake Habitat Patch and the Wind Valley Habitat Patch will decrease at first, less so than what is
predicted in the Repellent Hypothesis, and increase over time to match pre-development levels as
predicted by the Reflective Hypothesis.
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Figure E5. Quantifying the distribution and amount of movement

Figure E5 shows an arbitrary ‘transect’ (red line) perpendicular to the AVC, leading from the Bow River
upslope and ending at an area providing a conservative doubling of the AVC width. Movement rates
were quantified by estimating the number of intersecting movement vectors along the transect. The
transect was subdivided by areas encompassing the predictions of these hypotheses: River (Blue), Resort
Center (Red), AVC (Orange), above AVC (Brown). The approximate extension of a 200m Zone of
Influence into the corridor is show in the gray box. The River and Resort Center areas will be
unavailable to use by wildlife under proposed mitigation plans.
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Table 1. Summary of predicted changes in movement
Predicted proportion of movements per hypothesis [count]
Reflective
Transect
subdivision

Approximate
length of
transect
subdivison
(m)

Approximate
observed
movements
(count)

Approximate
observed
density
(count/m)

Proportion of
total
movements

River

500

4

0.008

0.14

Resort
Center

1000

14

0.014

Along Valley
Corridor

750

7

Above the
Along Valley
Corridor

1500

3

Repellent

Adaptive

Without
ZoI

With a
200m ZoI

Early

Late (3)

0

0

0

0

0

0.50

0

0

0

0

0

0.009

0.25

0.54 [15] (1)

0.25 [7]

0.07 [2]

0.40 [11] (2)

0.54 [15] (1)

0.002

0.11

0.46 [13] (1)

0.11 [3]

0.11 [3]

0.29 [8] (2)

0.46 [13] (1)

>0.00

-0.64

-0.82

-0.32

0.00

Net change in movement (proportion of movements)

(1) Proportion of River and Resort Center movements redistributed by length of upslope transect.
(2) The mean value of predictions made for Reflective and Repellent (no ZoI) Hypotheses.
(3) Time to adapt is likely species-specific and depends on the buildout schedule of the project. For grizzly bears this may take several generations, as was
observed with use of crossing structures for on the Trans-Canada Highway (Clevenger and Ford, 2010), or in as little as one year, as was observed with
wolves in Jasper National Park (Shepard and Whittington, 2006).
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Summary
This analysis was designed to highlight the need to collect data and test predictions relevant to the
proposed hypotheses regarding operational project impacts. Table 1 shows that predicted decreases in
movement may range from positive (>0%) to a reduction of 85%. The absence of data to test these
hypotheses demonstrates the need to improve the description of baseline conditions along with a
scientifically defensible mitigation and monitoring program; or, to design the project with greater
emphasis on risk management to address this uncertainty. At this point there are equally viable
hypotheses predicting how the project may impact wildlife use of the corridors, some of these
predictions lead to dramatically different outcomes.
While an ideal baseline data collection study would include high resolution tracking of animals from
several species (e.g., using GPS telemetry), the use of surrogate point data may be applicable if a
statistically significant association with between movement is made. Such an association is absent from
the EIS. Moreover, point data must be sampled with enough effort to detect meaningful levels of change;
the capacity for data to detect a real change in parameter (e.g. amount of use in the AVC) given that one
actually occurred is known as statistical power. Power is low when there is high sampling variance in the
estimated parameter because sampling error confounds estimates of change; low power due to high
variance can be decreased through additional observations (i.e., greater sampling effort). For example,
there is probably enough power to detect change of AVC use by cougars and elk with the data
presented in the EIS, though no power analysis has been provided. Furthermore, there are no point data
recorded for the area above AVC for any species, a key shortcoming highlighted by Golder. At current
levels of monitoring, there is unlikely to be enough statistical power to detect changes in use of the AVC
and other corridors for wolves and grizzly bears.
The EIS relied upon an analysis of habitat selection to evaluate corridor functionality. In general, this
analysis concluded that most corridors were functional for all species but wolves. Indeed, habitat
selection models offer little guidance to test the hypothesis described above because they do not assess
the observed or probable travel routes of the focal species. For this and other reasons, there are high
levels of uncertainty that wildlife will behave as predicted in the EIS. For example, if the area above the
AVC is to function as an effective widening of the designated AVC, that is, to facilitate movement
between the Wind Valley and Quarry Lake Habitat patches, it will require animals to traverse highly
complex terrain, including ascending and descending through about 11 drainages with steep slopes.
Conversely, wildlife moving through the valley bottom, as illustrated in EIS Figure 30 (p. 68), have to
traverse about 3 shallow drainages over the same distance. The expectation that wildlife prefer to use
areas of highly complex terrain for interpatch (e.g., non-feeding) movement is counter to the vast body
of literature suggesting that energy limitation is a driving force in the movement and abundance of most
organisms (Stephens et al. 2007). Understanding how terrain and human activity combine to affect
movement is a critical and missing information gap in the EIS.
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APPENDIX F – Habitat Selection Models
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Appendix F. Technical comments regarding habitat selection models

Delineation of availability in creating habitat selection models
Relevance to project: To the extent that RSFs will be relied upon in this EIS to evaluate corridor
functionality, it is important that the biological meaning of RSF model outputs is clear. The extent of
availability will always be arbitrary in a use-availability analysis, but that does not preclude a stronger
biological interpretation of what areas are considered available. A more appropriate definition of
availability is likely to change the inclusion or exclusion of explanatory variables in the best-fitting
RSF models and it will certainly change the magnitude and direction of predictors (Beyer et al.
2010).
Rationale: Inferring habitat selection in a use-availability design (Golder 2012) assumes that all
available habitat types are equally accessible to the animal (Garshelis 2000). Consider, for example,
two locations equidistant in space from an animal, but one location occurs on the opposite side of a
physical barrier to movement. Without considering accessible habitat, only one location is actually
available to use by the animal. Moreover, a coefficient for habitat selection in this case would
indicate positive selection for the accessible location, even though the inaccessible location may be
preferred if the animal could access it. This hypothetical example illustrates an important point in
the delineation of accessible habitat because distance to the animal per se is not a valid measure of
availability when inferring movement from RSFs.
The extent of availabilities described in the EIS do not appear to conform to actual habitat
availabilities for any of the focal species. Such a biologically inappropriate extent of availability biases
the model selection coefficient. Beyer et al. (2010) demonstrate that without changing the number
or distribution of 'used' locations, increasing the extent of availability will change the sign of the RSF
coefficient. In other words, by simply increasing the extent of availability, the model prediction
shifts from selection for, to avoidance of, a given habitat type. Therefore, the extent of availability
used in analyses must clearly represent the biological availability of space to an animal.
The biological justification for the extent of availability used in Golder (2012: Figures 5,6,7,8) is
unclear. The extent of availability used in Golder (2012) appears in some areas to track a minimum
convex polygon of used locations, then shift to a height of land, then track political boundaries. This
confusion is furthered when Golder (2012) state that they are purposely selecting animal locations
during periods when high-elevation habitats are avoided. In so doing, vast areas of high elevation
habitat are included as available where few if any observed locations are found (e.g., Golder
2012:Fig 5 includes as available: the summit and far west side of Mount Rundle, and summits of
Mount Inglismaldie and Mt. Peechee and about ¼ of Lake Minnewanka). It is not surprising then
that model selection procedures showed strong avoidance of elevation. A more biologically
relevant delineation of availability could provide confidence that the relative probability of habitat
selection is driven by differential space use, not a statistical artifact.
Recommendation: Please select a more biologically relevant area of availability and provide a
figure showing both the distribution of available points and used points. In this case, a biologicallyrelevant area may be bounded by treeline (ca. 2300m), a 95% isopleth of the utilization distribution
from observed locations (e.g., Horne et al. 2007) or the boundaries of the modelling extent.
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Model selection procedures to create a RSF surface
Relevance to project: The identification of current conditions within the TSMV lands should
relate important landscape features associated with use by wildlife. The subjective definition of
'important features' means that habitat selection models can be formulated from arbitrary
information and predictor variables that vary in relevance to project impacts. A more meaningful
approach to model selection and presentation of results would test hypothesis relating to factors
unlikely to be affected by the project (e.g., topography), factors affected by the project (e.g., human
use, settlement), factors associated with linear disturbance (e.g., trail use, road traffic) and factors
associated with foraging, migratory movements and other behavioural states of the species. These
structured hypotheses would lead to the development of models that assess a variety of impacts
that can be mitigated and better illustrate how the project will create residual impacts for wildlife.
Rationale: Model selection procedures using information-theoretic approaches are commonly
applied to habitat selection studies, such as Golder (2012), and have a strong foundation of
empirical and theoretical testing (Manly et al. 2002). The premise of this procedure is to utilize a
metric of model fit (e.g., the log-likelihood) and penalize models for each predictor variable using an
index score, such as the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC; sometimes seen as AICc when
corrected for sample size). The AIC score thus provides a quantitative means to optimize bias and
variance of the candidate models (Anderson 2008).
Model selection using the approach of Golder (2012) weights the relative change in AIC scores
among candidate models and the model with the lowest AIC score is chosen because it is seen as
the most parsimonious and best-fitting option. There are at least three issues with this approach
that require further clarification. First, because model selection using the information-theoretic
approach is based on the relative fit of candidate models, predictor variables that explain more
variance in the data will be ranked higher. However, this procedure discounts information from
other predictor variables if they have 'relatively' less explanatory power. Golder (2012) rightly
excludes highly-collinear variables from occurring within the same model, such as slope and
elevation. These two variables are typically correlated in mountainous areas and inclusion in the
same model would bias coefficient estimates (Anderson 2008). Elevation is an omnibus variable,
associated with a wide host of biologically important information in mountainous landscapes,
including: slope, temperature, wind exposure, humidity, precipitation, vegetation communities,
substrate, distance from human development, and water availability (Körner 2007; Golder 2012).
Under the design of Golder (2012) the inclusion of an omnibus variable in a model selection
framework means that, for example, the effect of slope per se will be ignored because it is not
adding new information to the model that elevation has not already. Critically, this does not mean
that slope is unimportant to animal movement in the study area. Moreover, elevation is unlikely to
be the mechanism by which animals select or avoid habitats. Elevation per se confers little
information that is relevant to the movement of animals, rather it is a proxy for variables that
impede or facilitate animal movement, provide them with food, shelter and other resources. This
comment does not dismiss the role of elevation as a parsimonious, explanatory variable in wildlife
habitat selection, rather, it calls into question the biological meaning of elevation to wildlife and the
manner in which unstated, if not unstructured, hypotheses were used to formulate model selection.
Second, identifying appropriate composition of candidate models is critical. Burnham and Anderson
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(2002) and Anderson (2008) stress the importance of structured hypothesis testing, rather than
arbitrary (e.g., automated, all combinations) procedures to identify the best fitting model among all
available predictors. Arbitrary approaches to model selection are likely to produce spurious results
when the number of predictors is high (e.g. >17 variables, Golder 2012), (Anderson 2008). The
principle of parsimony inherent in the Golder (2012) approach to RSF model selection is deeply
rooted in the foundations of science; so too is the idea that data will be confronted by hypotheses
(Hilborn and Mangel 1997). As such, the composition of models should not be based on fit, but on
the testing of structured, a priori hypotheses.
Third, attempts should be made to distinguish and model the habitat factors associated with
multiple behavioural states. Under this analytical framework, there is not a single habitat selection
map, because animals move through and select habitats for different purposes (Beyer et al. 2010).
For example, foraging habitat may look quite different than habitat used for long distance travel. In
this way, multiple habitat selection maps are produced and presented based on a set of structured
hypotheses related to animal behaviour and project impacts.
Recommendation: Please structure the candidate RSF models from Golder (2012) into testable
hypotheses relating to key areas of impact and mechanisms for habitat selection. Moreover, provide
coefficient estimates and standard errors for all candidate models, with the aim to focus the EIS on
the suite of environmental factors relevant to corridor effectiveness. Present the information
described above for the best-fitting model from each hypotheses.
Lack of independence in telemetry data
Relevance to project: Autocorrelation may strongly affect the variance estimates used in the
calculation of AIC, which may affect variable selection in model selection, and therefore the
distribution of habitat qualities and interpretation of corridor effectiveness in the Project Area.
Rationale: Telemetry data, particularly high fix rate GPS data, are often autocorrelated (Fieberg et
al 2010), thus violating a major assumption of generalized linear models, as described in Golder
(2012). Autocorrelation in this case, implies that data collected closer together in time or space are
more similar than data collected over longer time intervals or spatial extents. When such a
correlation structure is apparent in data, it is no longer independent. Violation of this assumption
can lead to bias error estimates, particularly for organisms with patchy space patterns (Fieberg et al.
2010), such as a large carnivore consuming a cached kill over several days (Pasitschniak-Arts 1993;
Knopff et al. 2009). Efforts to partition telemetry data into behavioural modes and model individual
habitat selection may alleviate some of the issues with autocorrelation (Fortin et al. 2005)
Recommendation: Please describe the extent of pseudoreplication in the data (Boyce et al.
2010) and provide a rationale as to why it should be ignored in this study or address it explicitly
through analytical techniques described elsewhere (Fieberg et al. 2010).
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

April 2, 2013

Agenda #: H-1

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

2013 Community Grants

SUBMITTED BY:

Brenda Caston – Manager of Community Enrichment

RECOMMENDATION:

That council approve grants to the following organizations:
1. CAUSE Canada
$1522
2. Canmore Art Guild
$3208
3. Bow Valley Learning Council
$1500
4. Canmore Folk Music Festival
$4155
5. Rundle Mountain Cycling Club
$500
6. Water Matters Society of Alberta
$2500
7. Canmore Highland Games
$600

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Administration received, and the Community Services Advisory Committee (CSAC) reviewed, nine (9) grant
applications. The revised Community Grant Policy 348-2012 was used as a guide to the recommendations
included in this report.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
Town of Canmore Community Grants Policy 515-2007 was repealed and replaced by Community Grant
Policy 348 - 2012.
DISCUSSION
Advertising for applications started in January 2013 in the Rocky Mountain Outlook on the Town Page as
well as standalone advertisements, and on the Town website. Also information was sent out through the
Community Enrichment not-for-profit, interagency and partnership distribution lists via email.
Administration received, and responded to, more than 10 telephone inquiries about the grants. There were
several walk-ins to the Community Enrichment office with inquiries. Inquiries varied from questions like “Do
I need to be a registered society to apply?” to “Are these grants based on the project budget?”
Nine requests were received, ranging from $1200 to $7000, for a total of $30,696. The total Town budget for
the 2013 Community Grant allocation is $30,000.
CSAC used the following criteria based on the community Grant Policy to evaluate the grant applications:
1. Registered Not for Profit Organization
2. Town Strategic Plan – alignment
3. Benefits to Canmore Residents
4. Project 12 months or less
5. No duplication of other Town funding source
6. Innovation
7. Volunteer contribution rate at $9.75 (minimum wage)
8. Not a federal or provincial government responsibility
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9.
10.
11.
12.

Page 2 of 3

Request – is less than 25% of total expense
Project budget
Past Recipient
Organization Balance sheet.

Community Services Advisory Committee (CSAC) passed the following resolution at their March 5, 2013
meeting:
“That Council consider approving grants to the following organizations for the recommended amounts:
1. CAUSE Canada
$1522
2. Canmore Art Guild
$3208
3. Bow Valley Learning Council
$1500
4. Canmore Folk Music Festival
$4155
5. Rundle Mountain Cycling Club
$500
6. Water Matters Society of Alberta
$2500
7. Canmore Highland Games
$600”
Total 2013 Grants Recommended:

$13,985

The resolution is based on the following recommendations from CSAC:
 That the full amount requested be awarded to three applicants who met the criteria: CAUSE Canada,
Canmore Art Guild, and Water Matters Society of Alberta.
 That a partial grant be awarded to four applicants who did not meet all the criteria:
o Bow Valley Learning Council (is a past recipient, requested more than 25% of total expense)
o Canmore Folk Music Festival (part of request did not meet criteria)
o Rundle Mountain Cycling Club (is an ongoing project rather than an innovation, is a past
recipient, project budget submitted was incomplete)
o Canmore Highland Games (part of request was ineligible for funding).
 That two applications be denied because of ineligibility:
o Canmore Fight Club (presented as a for profit business)
o Rocky Mountain Victory Church One (application was for ongoing operations of the
organization)
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
That Council direct administration to allocate the Town of Canmore Community Grant funds as amended.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The CSAC recommendation of $13,985 is within the $30,000 budget for Town of Canmore Community
grants allocation.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Administration received grant applications from individual organizations and each organization was contacted
as necessary to clarify their application. Once council has made their decision on allocation of the 2013
Community Grants each organization will be contacted via email and or telephone to confirm the grant and
finalizing of the grant contract.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Goal:3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural and recreational aspirations of its
residents.
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2013 Community Grants

Page 3 of 3

Grant recipients demonstrate the innovation of Canmore residents and their persistence in celebrating the
unique characteristics of Canmore.
ATTACHMENTS
1.
CSAC recommendation summary.
2.
Community Grant Policy #348-2012
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Brenda Caston RSW BSW
Manager of Community Enrichment

Date:

Approved by:

Terry Holt
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

March 26, 2013

Approved by:

Lorrie O’Brien
General Manager of Municipal
Services

Date:

March 19, 2013

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

March 28, 2013

Approved by:
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ATTACHMENT 1
2012 COMMUNITY GRANT APPLICATIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS
THE APPLICANT

PROJECT NAME

1

CAUSE Canada

Bow Valley Justice Film Festival

2

Canmore Art Guild

Moveable Wall

DESCRIPTION
Bow Valley Justice Film festival shoed
documentary films with a social or
environmental justice focus; facilitated
discussion lead by locals; hosted a Non
governmental Organizations village with
interactive exhibits.

AMOUNT
REQUESTED

GRANT
RECOMMEND

$

1,521.50

$

1,522.00

The new CAG gallery requires 2 moveable
walls to increase the hanging capacity for
art work.

$

3,208.00

$

3,208.00

$

2,450.00

$

1,500.00

3

Bow Valley Learning Council

Celebrating Forty Years of Vibrant
Learning communities

2 Open house road show events - open to
the public, free that serve to honour the
Council's history and achievements; and
raise awareness of the wide variety of adult
learning opportunities and supports in the
Bow Valley

4

Canmore Folk Music Festival

Toward Zero Waste

to refresh and re-launch sustainability
efforts within folk festival event and the
organization, with a goal to reduce both
waste and usage.

$

7,000.00

$

4,155.00

5

Rundle Mountain Cycling Club

Take a Kid Mountain Biking Day

To introduce the joy of Mountain biking to
kids who haven't an opportunity to try the
sport.

$

1,625.00

$

500.00

6

Canmore Fight Club

CFC After School Youth
Development Program

low cost, year round, sport option for youth
(13-17) in the community - possibility for
youth to train for Alberta Winter Games.

$

6,167.00

$

-

7

Water Matters Society of Alberta

Go With The Flow: Building
Community Knowledge and
Connections For Improved Water
Management In The Upper Bow
River Basin

Speaker Series in both Canmore and Banff
fostering shared learning about necessary
headwaters and urban water stewardship
and coordinated learning opportunities,
resource material development, new
partnership development, educate public
about municipal water management
initiatives.

$

2,500.00

$

2,500.00

8

Canmore Highland Games

Equipment Rental /Fundraiser

Create a safer viewing area for heavy
sports event with bleachers and temporary
hire of a person to assist with researching
and approaching potential new funders.

$

1,225.00

$

600.00

Rocky Mountain Victory Church

Backpack and Jacket Frost
Programs

back to school - back pack program
provides approximately 100 packs/year;
and Operation Jacket Frost - provides
about 65 winter jackets, boots, mitts to
children

$

5,000.00

$

-

$

30,696.50

$

13,985.00

2013 Budget

$

30,000.00

Net Remaining

$

16,015.00

9

Prepared by Town of Canmore 28/03/2013
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Council. Unused funds may be allocated at the discretion of Council. The Town of Canmore
Community Grant Policy will be reviewed every 5 years or as needed.
Town of Canmore - Council may appoint a committee to review grant applications and make
recommendations to Council for approval.

VISION ALIGNMENT:
Sustainability — Municipal tax revenue is used to support the sustainability and vitality of not-for-profit
community programs and services.
Diversity — Our constantly evolving community requires new and innovative projects to address
developing needs or aspirations.
Connectedness — Town of Canmore Community Grants connect community organizations to
municipal visions and goals. Individual projects connect volunteers to our community culture and
social scene.

REPEALS POLICY: #515 — 2007 — Community Grant Policy

Chief Administrative Officer
TOWN OF CANMORE
WHERE THERE IS ANY CONFLICT BETWEEN THE POLICIES ADOPTED BY THE TOWN OF CANMORE AND THE POLICIES SET FORTH IN A
COLLECTIVE AGREEMENT ADOPTED BY CUPE LOCAL #37, IAFF LOCAL #4705, OR POLICIES SET FORTH IN A STATUTE OF THE
PROVINCIAL OR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, THE COLLECTIVE AGREEMENT OR THE PROVINCIAL OR FEDERAL STATUTE SHALL
T.M. Registered Trade Mark
SUPERCEDE SUCH OTHER POLICIES.

April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

April 2, 2013

Agenda #: H-2

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Canmore Community Arts Centre Agreement

SUBMITTED BY:

Brenda Caston, Manager of Community Enrichment

RECOMMENDATION:

That council approve the Services Agreement with Canadian Mountain Arts
Foundation to deliver the business of the Canmore Community Arts
Centre.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The community and the Town of Canmore have invested more than two (2) years of planning into the work
of establishing an arts centre in Canmore. The 2011 Community Arts Development Centre Task Force and
the 2012 Community Arts Centre Advisory Committee submitted reports to Council. This work has
culminated in the recommendation that the Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation (CMAF) oversee the
provision of an arts centre operation in Canmore. Further, Council has approved $70,000 for start-up costs in
2013 for the centre.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
Resolution 387-2012: Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council accept the Community Arts Centre
Advisory Report for planning purposes.
Resolution 389-2012: Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council direct administration to work with members
of the community who have been involved with the Community Arts Centre Advisory Committee to
negotiate a management and governance agreement with the Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation to be the
governing and operating body of the Canmore Community Arts Centre and that the term of the agreement
be brought back to council for approval.
Resolution 392-2012: Moved by Mayor Borrowman That council direct administration to include start-up
operational funding in the 2013 draft budget for the Canmore Community Arts Centre of $70,000 to provide
resources to apply for grants, philanthropic donations and funding partners for the facility, and commence
planning for the construction and programming of the facility.
DISCUSSION
Members of the Community Arts Centre Advisory Committee, Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation (CMAF)
and Town administration formed a committee to draft an agreement between the Town of Canmore and
CMAF for the provision of the “business” of delivering a community arts centre in Canmore. The agreement
is the enabling document that will permit the independent, not for profit arts centre board to provide
strategic and management direction to the business of operating arts centre. Following execution of the
agreement, the Town will distribute the $70,000 in startup funding budgeted for in 2013.

April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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Canmore Community Arts Centre Agreement

Page 2 of 2

This draft agreement has been reviewed by the CMAF Board, Town administration, including several
departments affected by the agreement, and Senior Administration and Town legal advisors.
The services agreement is one part of a set of agreements with CMAF which enable delivery of an arts centre
in Canmore. The other agreements include: A Memorandum of Understating for the use of the vacated town
building at 950 – 8 Avenue, until February 28 2014; A “Build To Suit Lease” Agreement which will include a
capital construction process agreement section for the design and construction of the new facility; and a
Lease Agreement for the new facility when it is built.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Several types of agreements and templates where reviewed in the process of creation of this service
agreement including the City of St. Albert, Town of Hinton agreements with their art centres. As well, the
committee reviewed other Town of Canmore Affiliate agreements for example the Canmore Library and
Museum. It was decided to create a set of agreements for the relationship, rather than one all-encompassing
agreement, between the Town and CMAF as each agreement has a different purpose and timeline. As well
the MOU for use of the vacated building involved three (3) users.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The Town has allocated $70,000 for start–up funding in the 2013 approved Town budget. Municipal support
of the operating budget for subsequent years will be deliberated annually by council based on CMAF’s annual
Business Plan requests and previous year reporting and CMAF’s audited financial report.
In-kind contributions from various Town departments will be negotiated over time with CMAF.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Volunteers from the former Community Arts Centre Advisory Committee and the Canadian Mountain Arts
Foundation Board participated in the drafting of this agreement.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Goal 3: Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural and recreational aspirations of its
residents
Strategic Initiative: Redevelop the old Library as an Arts Development
ATTACHMENTS:

1) Town of Canmore/CMAF: Services Agreement

AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Brenda Caston BSW RSW
Manager of Community Enrichment

Date:

Approved by:

Terry Holt
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

Approved by:

Lorrie O’Brien
GM – Municipal Services

Date:

March 19, 2013

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

March 28, 2013

Approved by:
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SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013

ATTACHMENT #1
Canmore Arts Centre – Services Agreement
THIS AGREEMENT made the

day of

, 2013

BETWEEN:
1. Town of Canmore (“Town”) and
2. Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation (“CMAF”)
WHEREAS:
A. The Canmore Arts Centre is a vibrant hub of artistic activity, education, and growth that brings
residents together to participate in, enjoy, and advance the arts through creativity, collaboration,
and community engagement;
B. The Canmore Arts Centre and its governing body:
B.1. provide an open environment where people create, learn, and develop through artistic
expression, interaction, collaboration and exchange;
B.2. foster artistic capacity through instructional classes and activities that appeal to a broad
spectrum of ages, backgrounds, and abilities;
B.3. facilitate the relationship between artists and the community through artistic programming and
events, and through continued communication, education and advocacy;
B.4. offer a versatile, multi-disciplined, well-equipped facility for artistic disciplines and purposes;
and
B.5. represent Canmore’s arts community to federal, provincial and municipal government, and
other relevant agencies to advance the arts in Canmore, and provide Town Council and
community stakeholders with advice on issues that affect the;
C. The Town wishes to retain the services of CMAF to create, operate and manage a community arts
centre in Canmore (“Canmore Arts Centre”) as set out in the Canmore Arts Centre Advisory
Committee Report (“Report”); and
D. The Town and CMAF (collectively “Parties” and singularly “Party”) recognize that, as independent
arm’s-length entities, their relationship is one of mutual benefit and ongoing support based on the
shared desire to establish and maintain a positive working relationship that promotes development
of the arts in Canmore;
NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSES THAT in consideration of the mutual covenants and
agreements herein and subject to the terms and conditions in this Agreement, the Parties agree as
follows:
SCHEDULES:
A. Town of Canmore Council Resolutions
B. Certificates of Insurance
C. Report of the Canmore Arts Centre Advisory Committee

C0157244.v1Services Agreement CMAF/Town
April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 1

Page 101 of 127

SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013

1. TERM
1.1. Subject to termination as provided in Clause 10, the Term of this Agreement shall be five (5)
years commencing May 1, 2013, and ending April 30, 2018 (“Term”).
1.2. The Parties may, at the end of the Term, agree to review and extend the initial five (5) year
Term of the Agreement for a further five (5) years (“Renewal Term”) commencing on May 1,
2018, and ending April 30, 2023, subject to the following:
1.2.1.such option shall be exercised by either CMAF or the Town, neither less than six (6)
months nor more than twelve (12) months prior to the expiry of the initial five (5) year
Term, by giving notice in writing to the other Party of its desire to extend the Term;
1.2.2.the receiving Party shall confirm to the notifying Party in writing within three (3) months of
receipt of the notice in Clause 1.2.1 above whether or not it agrees to extend the Term of
this Agreement; and
1.2.3.the Renewal Term shall be upon the same terms and subject to all the provisions of this
Agreement as may be amended by consent of the Parties from time to time.
1.3. On termination or completion of the Term of this Agreement without renewal, CMAF shall
return to the Town all assets owned by the Town, whether real property, buildings or fixtures
thereon, and chattels which remain in existence and within the ownership of the Town at the
date of termination. CMAF shall be responsible for and shall safeguard the same until
possession is taken by the Town.
2. ROLE OF CMAF
GENERAL
2.1. CMAF shall:
2.1.1.create, own, operate and manage the Canmore Arts Centre business in the Town-owned
facility located at 950 8 Avenue, Canmore, AB T1W 2T1 or such other Town-owned facility
as the Parties shall agree from time to time (“Facility”);
2.1.2.operate and manage the Canmore Arts Centre in accordance with the terms and
conditions set out in this Agreement and at all times in a manner that accords with the
values, vision and mission formulated by the Canmore Arts Centre Advisory Committee
and contained in the Report at Schedule C, including but not limited to an exhibit space, a
workshop, and a gathering place and central information hub for the purpose of promoting
the arts in the community;
2.1.3.provide public programs through the Canmore Arts Centre that are approved by the CMAF
Board and that accord with the values, vision and mission in the Report contained at
Schedule C, which programs shall include, but shall not be limited to youth, adult and
family educational programs, workshops, exhibits, events, tours and publications;
2.1.4.work collaboratively with the Town in planning arts programs for the community;
2.1.5.act as an advocate of the arts and advocate for the development of the arts in Canmore;
and
2.1.6.seek donations, grants, funding, and other sources of revenue to support and promote the
development of the arts in Canmore.

C0157244.v1Services Agreement CMAF/Town
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SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013
2.2. CMAF will develop and manage on an ongoing basis a marketing and communications program
to raise awareness among Canmore and area residents regarding the various programs and
services offered by the Canmore Arts Centre and arts hub related information.
2.3. The Town acknowledges that CMAF may, in furtherance of its mandate, own property and
operate or oversee programs and services other than the Canmore Arts Centre. The Town
acknowledges the terms of this Agreement shall not apply to any such other property,
programs or services owned or operated by CMAF.
2.4. CMAF may request access to and use of other Town-owned facilities through the Town’s
normal booking policies and procedures. If requested, CMAF shall at the Town’s option pay
user fees according to the Town’s schedule of facility rental fees in place from time to time for
rental of such other facilities. CMAF shall be given no preference or priority for use of any
facility other than the Facility and shall be treated in the same manner as other arts
stakeholders. However the Town shall endeavor to give CMAF as much notice as possible of
available dates and times.
STEWARDSHIP
2.5. In its role as steward of the Canmore Arts Centre Facility, CMAF shall:
2.5.1. fulfill its obligations as tenant of the Facility in accordance with the Facility lease made
between the Town and CMAF (the “Lease”);
2.5.2. exercise due diligence and an appropriate degree of stewardship for the safety of the
public and for the preservation and integrity of Town property;
2.5.3. conduct its operations in an effective, efficient and professional manner;
2.5.4. comply with all applicable federal, provincial, municipal and professional association
rules and standards related to the services and stewardship provided by CMAF to the
Town, and
2.5.5. not do or permit to be done anything which constitutes a breach of any insurance
placed by it or by the Town.
FINANCIAL RECORDS
2.6. CMAF agrees to retain an auditor to undertake an annual audit of CMAF’s financial records in
compliance with Provincial Reporting Regulations and timelines.
2.7. CMAF agrees that during the Term it shall not operate without written financial policies and
procedures related to financial operations such as accounting, reporting and cash handling.
CMAF shall provide upon request copies of its written financial policies and procedures to the
Town and the Town’s auditor, and in general the policies should align with the financial policies
of the Town of Canmore.
2.8. To assist the Town in satisfying its obligations of public accountability, CMAF will provide the
Town’s appointed auditors with the necessary support and all supporting materials as may be
required by the Town’s auditors to complete the audit of the Town’s financial records.
REPORTING
2.9. CMAF shall annually prepare, and submit to the Town for Council’s consideration and approval,
a business plan and budget proposal (“Proposal”) that details an estimate of funds required
from the Town and the way in which those dollars from the Town would be expended. The
Proposal shall:
C0157244.v1Services Agreement CMAF/Town
April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013
2.9.1.be developed in reference to the programs and services set out hereunder, and prepared
in accordance with a framework provided to CMAF by the Town;
2.9.2.identify and break down the costs associated with specific services, with cost estimate
details for each expense item, including for estimated corporate overhead and
administrative expenses;
2.9.3.identify alternative sources of funding available to CMAF by each major expense category
in the associated draft budget.
2.9.4..CMAF shall provide to the Town CAO any other information as may be required to clarify
or review the Proposal.
2.10. Annual operational funding from the Town to CMAF shall be paid in quarterly instalments in
advance in January, April, July and October in the budget year addressed in the Proposal.
2.11. Town operational funding may only be used by CMAF in accordance with the Proposal as
approved by Town Council. Should CMAF wish or need to deviate from the Proposal, CMAF
shall advise the Town and the Town CAO shall determine in his or her sole discretion
whether the deviation is substantial and whether or not specific approval from Town
Council must be obtained prior to the occurrence of the expenditure. Any funds provided
by the Town under an approved Proposal that are not spent by CMAF may, at the Town's
option, be applied against CMAF's next Proposal, be allocated to an operational reserve
pursuant to Section 5 of this agreement, or revert to the Town.
2.12. Any reserves held by CMAF for events or operations outside of the Arts Centre operations
shall not be governed by this Agreement, or be considered by the Town in determining Arts
Centre funding.
2.13. Where possible and in consultation with the Town, CMAF shall utilize joint purchasing
opportunities to allow CMAF to benefit from the Town’s purchasing rates.
ANNUAL REPORTING
2.14.

As a measure of performance under the terms of this Agreement, and in support of CMAF’s
Proposal, CMAF shall provide an annual report and program evaluation to the Town which
shall include:

2.14.1. an analysis of budgetary performance;
2.14.2. details of innovations in the arts programs and services at the Canmore Arts Centre;
2.14.3. the recognition of CMAF and its programs in the community as measured by marketing
and community awareness initiatives;
2.14.4. feedback from the citizens of Canmore as measured by a review of evaluation forms of
programs and program leaders or instructors completed by program registrants; and
2.14.5. utilization of CMAF’s programs by citizens of Canmore evidenced by program enrollment
numbers and the percentage of utilization of program enrollment capacity.
2.15. The first annual report shall pertain to the period from the commencement of the term up
to and including December 31, 2013, and shall be furnished to the Town by March 31, 2014.
Subsequent annual reports shall be furnished to the Town no later than March 31 of the
year following that to which the annual report pertains.
2.16. CMAF will identify the Town of Canmore as a contributor to CMAF and the Canmore Arts
Centre on all of its corporate documents.
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SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013

3. ROLE OF THE TOWN
3.1. The Town shall:
3.1.1.fulfill its obligations as landlord of the Facility in accordance with the Lease;
3.1.2.fulfill its obligations under the Council Resolutions listed in Schedule A;
3.1.3.manage the capital construction project for the Canmore Arts Centre in consultation with
CMAF in respect of the detailed design, fixtures, fittings and all equipment in accordance
with the terms of the Lease;
3.1.4. oversee the time line, implementation schedule and move-in dates for the Facility in
accordance with the terms of the Lease;
3.1.5.not develop any arts programs or arts events that conflict with those offered by CMAF at
the Canmore Arts Centre, and shall endeavour at all times to complement the Centre’s
programming;
3.1.6.be permitted to use the Facility based on availability and established booking rates;
3.1.7.design and plan any arts programs to be delivered by the Town in cooperation with CMAF;
and
3.1.8.negotiate annually and in good faith the in-kind services to be provided by the Town to
CMAF in relation to the operation of the Canmore Arts Centre..
4. COMMUNICATIONS
4.1. The Parties agree that throughout the Term, each Party shall act openly, fairly, and in a manner
of utmost good faith.
4.2. The primary lines of communication shall be:
4.2.1.Canmore Arts Centre senior executive or designate to the Town’s designated
representative;
4.3. The secondary lines of communication shall be:
4.3.1.CMAF President to the Town Mayor; and
4.3.2.Mayor, or designate from Council on the CMAF Board to Council
5. RESERVES
5.1. The Town recognizes that CMAF, as an independent financial entity, may establish its own
reserve funds.
6. BYLAWS, POLICIES, AND BOARD MEETINGS
6.1. CMAF shall provide the Town with a copy of all bylaws and policies in effect, as may be
amended from time to time.
6.2. CMAF Board meeting agendas will be posted on CMAF’s website at least three (3) days prior to
each meeting, and the meeting minutes will be circulated to the Town within fourteen (14)
days of the CMAF Board meeting.
6.3. The Mayor, or designate, shall be appointed as a voting Director on the CMAF Board.

C0157244.v1Services Agreement CMAF/Town
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SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013

7. INSURANCE
7.1. The Town shall throughout the Term maintain comprehensive general liability coverage in an
amount of not less than FIVE MILLION ($5,000,000) DOLLARS.
7.2. The Town shall maintain property insurance on fixed assets, on boiler and machinery, and on
the parking lot.
7.3. CMAF shall, throughout the Term, provide and keep in force, in the name of CMAF and in the
name of the Town as an additional insured:
7.3.1.Fine Arts coverage for any and all exhibits in care of the Canmore Arts Centre in such
amounts, on terms and with such endorsements as CMAF and the exhibit provider, acting
reasonably, shall determine from time to time;
7.3.2.comprehensive general liability insurance in an amount not less than TWO MILLION
($2,000,000) DOLLARS per occurrence with respect to CMAF’s property, leasehold
improvements, operations and business carried on in the Canmore Arts Centre space, and
CMAF’s use and occupancy thereof for personal injury and death, and damage to property,
and damage to property of others;
7.3.3.Property insurance on Canmore Arts Centre chattels owned by CMAF;
7.3.4.non-owned automobile liability policy indemnifying CMAF against liability imposed by law
upon CMAF for at least TWO MILLION ($2,000,000) DOLLARS per occurrence for loss or
damage arising from the use or operation of any vehicle not owned in sole or in part or
licensed in the name of CMAF, including automobiles operated under contract and rented
automobiles, and resulting from bodily injury to or the death of any person of damage to
the property of others not in the care, custody or control of CMAF;
7.3.5.If applicable, Standard Automobile Policy providing coverage of at least TWO MILLION
($2,000,000) DOLLARS per occurrence, for bodily injury, death and damage to property, for
all vehicles owned, leased or operated by CMAF, its employees, servants, members and
agents, players, guests, contractors, invitees, concessionaires, and licensees or any of them
which are used in conjunction with the work of CMAF;
7.3.6.Host Liquor Liability coverage of at least TWO MILLION ($2,000,000) DOLLARS; and
7.3.7.Directors and Officers Liability Insurance.
7.4. CMAF shall provide the Town with proof of insurance coverage at the time of execution of this
agreement, or at such later time as may be mutually agreed, in the form of a Certificate of
Insurance, naming the Town as an additional insured, and showing coverage as stipulated
above. Thereafter proof of insurance shall be provided annually to the Town by CMAF until
such time as this agreement is terminated.
7.5. The Town shall provide CMAF with a certificate of insurance for the policies referred to in
section 7.1 and 7.2 and such policy terms as are necessary for CMAF to comply with section
2.5.5 above.
7.6. If CMAF fails to insure, or pay premiums, or file satisfactory proof of insurance as required, the
Town may place such insurance and recover from CMAF premiums paid thereon.
7.7. CMAF shall be solely responsible for determining that it has sufficient and effective insurance
coverage.
8. INDEMNITY
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SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013
8.1. The Town agrees to indemnify and hold harmless CMAF and its Board, members, insurers,
agents, employees, servants and assigns from and against any and all liabilities, claims, actions,
suits, costs, fines, levies (including legal costs on a solicitor and own client full indemnity basis),
damages and other proceedings made, sustained, brought or prosecuted in any manner based
upon, occasioned by or attributable to any negligence, wilful misconduct or breach of this
Agreement by the Town in the performance of this Agreement.
8.2. CMAF agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the Town and its Council, members, insurers,
agents, employees, servants and assigns from and against any and all liabilities, claims, actions,
suits, costs, fines, levies (including legal costs on a solicitor and own client full indemnity basis),
damages and other proceedings made, sustained, brought or prosecuted in any manner based
upon, occasioned by or attributable to any negligence, wilful misconduct or breach of this
Agreement by CMAF in the performance of this Agreement.
9. DISPUTE RESOLUTION
9.1. In the event that there is an operational dispute between the Town and CMAF, the following
procedure shall be used by the Parties:
9.1.1.The Town CAO, or designate, and the Canmore Arts Centre senior executive, or designate,
shall meet and attempt to resolve the disputed matter;
9.1.2.If the Town CAO and Canmore Arts Centre senior executive cannot resolve the issue, the
matter shall be brought to the Mayor and the CMAF President for review;
9.1.3.If the Mayor and the CMAF President cannot resolve the issue, the Mayor or the CMAF
President may elect to refer the matter to a private mediator who meets or exceeds the
criteria for mediators named in the list of mediators for the purposes of Rule 24.1 of the
Rules of Civil Procedure (Alberta) (as may be amended). Once a Party elects to refer the
matter to mediation, the Party making the election shall notify the other Party of their
decision. Neither Party, its employees, nor its agents, shall discuss matters that are being
sent to mediation with reporters, in letters to the editor in the newspapers, or in any other
media;
9.1.4.If one Party elects to refer the dispute to mediation, the CMAF President, or designate, and
the Mayor, or designate, shall meet with the appointed mediator to develop the
parameters of the mediation process, and each shall provide such information as may be
required by the mediator throughout the mediation process.
9.2. If the mediation process is utilized, the Parties agree as follows:
9.2.1.All costs of the mediation shall be borne by the Parties in equal shares;
9.2.2.The Parties shall participate in the mediation process with the utmost good faith to
amicably resolve the dispute;
9.2.3.The mediator may make recommendations for settlement; and
9.2.4.Where settlement is reached, the Parties and their counsel will carry out the terms of the
settlement in a timely manner.
9.2.5.If settlement is not reached under this Section either Party may terminate this Agreement
pursuant to Section 10.
10. DEFAULT/TERMINATION
10.1.

This Agreement may be terminated:
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10.1.1. by CMAF immediately if the Town breaches or defaults with respect to any of its
material obligations under the terms of this Agreement, notice of the breach was served
upon the Town, and the breach was not rectified to CMAF’s satisfaction within thirty
(30) days of service of notice to the Town;
10.1.2. by the Town immediately if CMAF:

10.1.2.1.

10.2.
10.3.

10.4.

breaches or defaults with respect to any of its material obligations under the
terms of this Agreement , notice of the breach was served upon CMAF and the
breach was not rectified to the Town’s satisfaction within thirty (30) days of
service of the notice to CMAF;
10.1.2.2.
purports to assign this Agreement to a third party in violation of the terms of
this Agreement;
10.1.2.3.
declares bankruptcy, is placed into receivership, takes advantage of any law for
the protection of insolvent debtors, allows any judgments to the entered
against it, or allows any of its assets to become the subject of a seizure of
distress; or
10.1.2.4.
is fraudulent or dishonest in the performance of this Agreement or is found
guilty of a criminal offence involving fraud or dishonesty.
by either Party by way of resolution of the governing body of that Party, to be effective six
(6) months following delivery of the copy of the resolution to the other Party.
Notwithstanding these default/termination provisions, the notifying Party may rectify a
breach and the defaulting Party shall indemnify and hold harmless the notifying Party for
any costs and expenses incurred in rectifying the breach on behalf of the defaulting Party.
By taking such action, the notifying Party shall not forgo the application of any other legal
remedy at its disposal.
If this Agreement is terminated by either Party pursuant to Section 10, the other Party may,
in its sole discretion, waive the period of notice given by the terminating Party, in whole or
in part.

11. GENERAL PROVISIONS
11.1.

11.2.
11.3.

CMAF is and shall remain throughout the term a valid and subsisting non-profit society in
good standing, incorporated pursuant to the laws of the Province of Alberta, and shall not
change its corporate structure, objects, bylaws or status without providing prior written
notice to the Town of any such proposed change.
CMAF shall comply with all applicable laws and shall obtain such permits and approvals as
are required for its operations.
The Town and CMAF acknowledge their respective operations hereunder may be subject to
both the Alberta Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act (“FOIP”) or the
Alberta Personal Information Protection Act (“PIPA”) as amended from time to time. In this
regard, the Town and CMAF shall ensure that all exchanged personal and privileged
information or other information protected from disclosure by FOIP and PIPA is treated as
confidential.

C0157244.v1Services Agreement CMAF/Town
April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 8

Page 108 of 127

SERVICES AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE CANMORE ARTS CENTRE PROGRAMS AND SERVICES
January 17, 2013
11.4.

If any provision of this Agreement is invalid or unenforceable for any reason it shall be
severed from the Agreement and the balance of the Agreement shall remain in full force
and effect.
11.5. Whenever the Town or CMAF is entitled to exercise discretion under the terms of this
Agreement such discretion is unfettered discretion and shall be exercised solely by the
party.
11.6.
CMAF may not assign this Agreement in whole or part without the prior written approval of
the Town, which approval may be granted or refused in the Town’s discretion.
11.7. The Town may not assign this Agreement in whole or part without the prior written
approval of CMAF, which approval may be granted or refused in CMAF’s discretion
11.8. Nothing herein precludes CMAF from employing consultants or independent contractors so
long as CMAF remains responsible to the Town for its obligations hereunder.
11.9. Any necessary changes to this Agreement, including to the scope of either Party’s
responsibilities hereunder, shall be effected through written amendment as agreed to by
both Parties.
11.10. This agreement is governed by the laws of the Province of Alberta.
11.11. Subject to the other terms herein, this Agreement shall enure to the benefit of and be
binding upon the Parties and their respective successors and permitted assigns.
11.12. This Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the Parties with respect to the
subject matter hereof and supersedes all prior agreements, understandings, warranties,
representations, negotiations and discussions, whether oral or written, of the Parties except
as specifically set forth herein.
12. NOTICE
12.1.

12.2.

Notice when and if required to be given to either Party shall be deemed effectively given
and received if given in writing to the other Party by registered mail or delivered in person
to:
The Town at:

Canmore Civic Centre
902 7 Avenue
Canmore, Alberta T1W 3K1
Attention: Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)

CMAF at:

PO Box 8521
Canmore, Alberta T1W 2V2
Attention: CMAF President

In the event of registered mailing, notice shall be deemed received two (2) business days
following the dates of mailing unless a mail slowdown or strike arises in the interim, in
which case notice shall be deemed received two (2) business days following the resumption
of normal mail service.
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The parties hereby execute this Agreement under seal and by the hand of their respective, duly
authorized signing officers, effective the day and year first written above.
Town of Canmore:
PER: ----------------------------------------DATE: ---------------------------------------Mayor
Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation:
PER: -------------------------------------DATE: -----------------------------------President
PER: -------------------------------------DATE: -----------------------------------Director
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SCHEDULE A:
380-2012

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council accept the Community Arts Centre
Advisory Report for planning purposes.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

381-2012

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve the use of the vacated
Canmore Public Library Building for the purpose of a Community Arts Centre.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

389-2012

The vote followed on motion 389-2012 as amended: that council direct
administration to work with members of the community who have been
involved with the Community Arts Centre Advisory Committee to negotiate a
management and governance agreement with the Canadian Mountain Arts
Foundation to be the governing and operating body of the Canmore Community
Arts Centre and that the terms of the agreement be brought back to council for
approval.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

382-2012

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that the operations of the Canmore Community
Arts Centre be funded by a combination of grant funding, revenue generation
including fund raising, cost recovery and an annual contribution by the Town of
Canmore.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

392-2012

The vote followed on motion 392-2012 as amended: that council direct
administration to include start-up operational funding in the 2013 draft budget
for the Canmore Community Arts Centre of $70,000 to provide resources to
apply for grants, philanthropic donations and funding partners for the facility,
and commence planning for the construction and programming of the facility.

Consolidated

Consolidated

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

April 2nd, 2013

Agenda #: H-3

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

South Canmore Road Rehabilitation

SUBMITTED BY:

Andy Esarte, Manager of Engineering

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approves an increase to road width on 4th Street and the
addition of approximately 500 meters of new sidewalk as part of the
rehabilitation efforts of South Canmore.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
4th Street is identified in the 2006 Transportation Master Plan, as an important pedestrian and cycle link
between South Canmore and Spring Creek. This is based on connectivity of key destinations such as the
Lawrence Grassi School and Elevation Place and the connection of communities and destinations beyond.
The community has demonstrated a desire for the connection, having recently constructed a bridge crossing
over Spring Creek at 4th Street, which, due to a lack of permits and planning, was later removed.
The current Integrated Transportation Master planning has again highlighted the importance of this route.
We anticipate that this connection will form part of both a Commuter Trail Network, and be designated as a
“Safe Route to School.” This will also be a vital link for after school activities conducted at Elevation Place.
As a first step in formalizing this important link, Engineering recommends construction sidewalk along 4th
Street, and widening the road to six meters to accommodate shared use between cyclists and automobiles.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
On November 17, 2009, Council approved a rehabilitation plan for South Canmore. Direction was given to
repair existing sidewalks and to fill in missing sections. Roadway widths for 4th Street were approved at 5.0m
with no additional sidewalks being proposed.
DISCUSSION
Administration is proposing a series of improvements to be added to the South Canmore Road Rehabilitation
project for 2013 to accommodate improved pedestrian connectivity in and around South Canmore. This
connectivity was identified in the 2006 Transportation Master Plan and has been reaffirmed as important
during preliminary work on the 2013 Integrated Transportation Plan.
The scope of work includes:



Addition of 600m of sidewalk along 4th Street between 3rd Avenue and 6th Avenue, and on 6th
Avenue between 3rd Street and 4th Street.
Increase in the pavement width from the planned 5.0m to 6.0m between 3rd Avenue and 5th Avenue.
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New roadway markings along 4th Street between 3rd Avenue and 8th Avenue to encourage shared
road use between cyclists and automobiles.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
The alternate option would be to keep the two blocks of 4th Avenue at 5.0m as originally proposed and not to
add the new sections of sidewalk. Pedestrians, including school children, would then be forced to walk on
the road and cyclists would receive no prominence. The addition of the 4th Street pedestrian bridge would be
problematic as pedestrians and cyclists would not be accommodated as they traveled into South Canmore.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The additional scope as proposed in the discussion above is estimated to be $120,000. This additional cost
can be included in the existing $2,500,000 budget for this capital project.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
A mail-out to all residents of South Canmore has been completed. We have asked residents that feel they will
be negatively impacted by the project to contact administration. We will be arranging for face-to-face
meetings at the property of any directly impacted resident to determine how the impacts from proposed
pedestrian improvements can be mitigated. We expect:





A number of existing driveways may be impacted by the new sidewalk. We will work with
homeowners to determine how the new sidewalk will be tied in to their properties.
A number of homeowners will likely be concerned about litter. We will work with Public Works to
identify locations for new garbage collection facilities.
A number of homeowners will likely be pleased with the new connectivity and may or may not
express their preference for the new sidewalk and proposed bridge crossing.
A number of homeowners will likely be concerned with increased traffic, noise, and the possibility of
crime and will be opposed to improving community pedestrian connectivity. Though the concerns
of these homeowners are common where new infrastructure is proposed, the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration has concluded that “more pedestrian activity usually
reduces street crime by providing more eyes on the street” (safety.fhwa.dot.gov). Our community
has embraced pedestrian connectivity and there are many examples of pedestrian “poke-throughs” at
the end of cul-de-sacs and dead-end roads. Roadways are public spaces, accessible to all residents,
except in the case of private gated communities such as Cairns on the Bow. Traffic volumes are
projected to be between 200-300 residents per day, with peak use of around 500 residents. This is
less traffic then we currently count along the Spur-line Trail, another popular pathway that connects
communities and destinations near the Town Centre.
For these types of concerns we will meet directly with homeowners to inform and educate.
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STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
These initiatives in this recommendation adhere to the following goals and strategic initiatives of the Town of
Canmore Strategic Plan:
Goal
1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
4. Canmore is a safe community

Initiative
 Improve Town wide bicycle and pedestrian route
system and decrease the reliance on car use
 Implement infrastructure upgrades to improve
bicycle and pedestrian safety

ATTACHMENTS
1) Attachment 1 – Copy of letter to residents dated March 20, 2013.
2) Attachment 2 - Staff report from November 17, 2009 which includes a figure showing approved
road widths.
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Andy Esarte
Manager of Engineering

Date:

Terry Holt
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

Approved by:

Gary Buxton
GM of Municipal Infrastructure

Date:

March 22, 2013

Approved by:

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

March 28, 2013

Approved by:
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Town of Canmore
Engineering Services

907 – 7th Ave
Canmore, AB T1W 3K1
(403) 678-1545

March 20, 2013
Dear Sir of Madam,
RE: South Canmore Street and Drainage Rehabilitation
This spring and summer several streets in South Canmore will be repaved, some sidewalk will be
repaired and in-filled, and drainage rehabilitation will occur. Construction is expected to begin in April
and be complete in early August.
We will aim to minimize the impacts of construction, though we do anticipate there will be periods of
time where residents of a particular street or avenue will be inconvinienced. If your home will be
directly impacted by construction you will receive regular updates on construction activities. Please feel
free to call at any time and we will try to respond to issues as best we can.
The map below outlines the extent of rehabilitation on each street.

The construction plan follows a 2009 council approved Street Rehabilitation Plan, which was based on
resident feedback. The original plan can be viewed on our website at www.canmore.ca/southcanmore.
Our 5-year road rehabilitation plan, which includes the remaining work to be completed in South
Canmore, is also available.
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The goal of this year’s project is to rehabilitate aging infrastructure and to improve pedestrian and
cyclist connectivity. At the April 2nd Council meeting we will be proposing modifications from the 2009
council approved rehabilitation plan including:





6.0m pavement width on 4th Street – increased from 5.0m
A sidewalk added on the north side of 4th Street between 3rd Ave and 6th Ave
A sidewalk added on the west side of 6th Ave between 3rd Street and 4th Street
Pavement markings added along 4th Street to emphasize the road is to be shared with cyclists

These proposed changes will create improved travel corridors for pedestrians and cyclists to
destinations in and around South Canmore, including Elevation Place, by way of a future pedestrian
bridge at the end of 4th Street. This bridge will complement an upgraded pedestrian bridge at the end of
5th Street. Together these changes will provide the backbone for creating key travel links including “Safe
Routes to School” for children at Lawrence Grassi Middle school. Visit saferoutestoschool.ca for more
information on this initiative. The following map illustrates several key pedestrian links.

Currently there are approximately 300 crossings per day on the 5th Street bridge. With a new bridge on
4th Street, we anticipate that 200-300 residents and students will use each of these crossings on a typical
day.
If you feel you will be impacted, either positively or negatively, by the proposed rehabilitation and
pedestrian improvements please contact me at aesarte@canmore.ca or 403.678.1545. Our team is
available to meet with you at your property to review concerns and seek ways to address them through
the design. By working with you directly to review your unique situation we can best determine how we
can minimize impacts while meeting the goals of the project.
Sincerely,

Andy Esarte
Manager of Engineering
April 2, 2013 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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