TOWN OF CANMORE
AGENDA
Special Meeting of Council
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Monday, September 29, 2014 at 3:30 p.m.

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the September 29, 2014 Special Meeting of Council
B. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD
C. DELEGATIONS AND PETITIONS
None
D. MINUTES
None
E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
None
F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None
G. BYLAW APPROVAL
1. Bylaw 2014-014 Land Use Amendment for Stewart Creek Residential.
Recommendation: That council amend as proposed by administration and give
second and third reading to Bylaw 2014-014.
H. NEW BUSINESS
None
I. CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION
None
J. REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATION
None
K. NOTICES OF MOTION
None
L. IN CAMERA
None
M. ADJOURNMENT

Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

September 29, 2014

Agenda #: G-1

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Bylaw 2014-14 Land Use Amendment for Stewart Creek Residential.

SUBMITTED BY:

Kate van Fraassen, Development Planner
Alaric Fish, Manager of Planning and Development

RECOMMENDATION:

That council amend the bylaw as proposed by administration and give
second and third reading to Bylaw 2014-14.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In accordance with the Stewart Creek Area Structure Plan (ASP) a land use amendment has been proposed to
allow for approximately 201 residential units on 34.1 acres within Three Sisters Mountain Village.
Administration has worked extensively with the applicant in refining the proposed land use districts and
crafting a series of amendments. Generally the proposed districts are consistent with the intent of the Stewart
Creek ASP.
The final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was submitted July 16, 2014, and a third party review was
completed July 25, 2014 by Management and Solutions in Environmental Science MSES. A public hearing
was held September 4, 2014, and in response to a notification error an additional public hearing will be held
September 29, 2014. Administration recommends that council amend the bylaw as proposed by
administration and give second and third reading to Bylaw 2014-014.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
The land is currently zoned Three Sisters Resorts DC District 1-98DC Site 2B. The Stewart Creek ASP was
adopted in 2004 and the proposed land use districts would set requirements for new development.
Section 4.2 of the Stewart Creek ASP and Map 4 of the ASP outline the residential development cells within
the plan area [Attachment 1]. The application aligns with the intent of the ASP land use concept.
Council gave first reading to Bylaw 2014-014 on July 19, 2014.
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DISCUSSION
EIS and Third Party Review
As required by 8.5 of the MDP an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared by Corvidae
Consulting Ltd. A draft EIS was submitted June 27, 2014 and a final version was submitted July 16, 2014
[Attachment 2]. In accordance with Section 8.5b) of the MDP a review of the draft EIS was completed by
Management and Solutions in Environmental Science [Attachment 3]. The review addressed four key
objectives:
1. Does the EIS meet the requirements of Section 8.5a of the MDP?
2. Is the EIS in alignment with the Stewart Creek Area Structure Plan Section 8.0 and Section 5.4?
3. Are there any substantial errors or omissions in the submitted EIS?
4. Does MSES agree with the summary and mitigation recommendations outlined in the EIS?
The review agrees that a further environmental impact assessment is not warranted, however recommended a
number of revisions and points of clarification to the EIS. Some of the information gaps have been filled
with the final EIS submitted July 16, 2014. In response to the recommendations and the requests for
information outlined in the review an addendum to the EIS was submitted by Corvidae Consulting Ltd.
August 8, 2014 [Attachment 4].
Additionally, as mandated by section 8.5b) of the MDP the Environmental Advisory Review Committee met
August 12, 2014. The committee made a few comments for consideration but concluded that the EIS meets
the Terms of Reference requirements stated in section 8.5 of the MDP [Attachment 5].
Through the environmental review the three key issues raised were a lack of clarity around the building
envelop for lots adjacent to the Across Valley Wildlife Corridor (particularly in regards to accessory building
and garden suites), site specific human use mitigations; and details regarding the fence described in section
5.4.2 l) of the ASP. Proposed amendments to the land use districts and actions in response to the
environmental review are summarized in the table below.
Land use district section
R1B-SC 2.41.5.5

Issue
Lack of clarity around building
envelope adjacent to wildlife
corridor

R1B-SC 2.41.8.3

Site specific human use
mitigations

Response/Amendment
Rear yard setback for accessory
buildings and garden suites on lots
adjacent to wildlife corridor
increased from 1.0m to 6.0m
Requirement for post and rail
fencing at the rear of lots adjacent
to wildlife corridor added
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Letter from Corvidae outlying
rationale for not using a 2.4m high
fence to manage human use
submitted by applicant
[Attachment 6]
Communication from Province
that their preference would be for
a post and rail fence or something
similar [Attachment 7]

Three administrative changes are proposed for Bylaw 2014-014 and the R2A-SC land use district:
1) Correction of the legal address within section 3 Provisions of Bylaw 2014-014
2) Reducing the minimum lot area in R2A-SC section 2.42.4.1 to 215.0m2 to avoid issues with the
development of the proposed building forms (duplexes, townhouses, stacked townhouses)
3) Clarity was provided regarding additional building height being possible for developments that
incorporate live-work studio space.
The applicant has made some changes to the land use concept plan since 1st reading [Attachment 8]. The
most significant change is an expansion of the number of single family homes and area covered by the
proposed R1B-SC land use district. The overall density is still expected to be within the requirements of
section 5.4.2 c) of the ASP (10 – 20 units per acre for the entire ASP area).
Issues Raised Through Review and Public Hearing
Through the environmental review, discussions with the Province, and the public hearing two main issues
have been raised regarding the application 1) protection of the 70m buffer area created with the re-alignment
of the Across Valley Wildlife corridor, 2) provision of entry level housing.
Protection of 70m Buffer
Re-alignment of the Across Valley Wildlife Corridor was approved by the Province July 9, 2014. The realignment effectively creates a 70m buffer between the application boundary and the wildlife corridor, far
above the 35m required by section 5.4.2 k) of the ASP [Attachment 9]. The land within the buffer is currently
zoned Wildlands Conservation (WC) District – which only has two permitted uses; wildlife corridors and
wildlife habitat.
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Approximate application area
Wildlands Conservation (WC)
District

Land currently zoned Wildlands Conservation (WC) District

Comments submitted at the Public Hearing request that a conservation easement be established for the 70m
buffer as suggested in section 5.4.2 k) of the ASP. The applicant has clearly explained their hesitancy with
creating a conservation easement under policies recently created through the provincial Alberta Land
Stewardship Act. The Province also has concerns with a conservation easement and is willing to work with
the applicant and the Town on other mechanisms available to protect the 70 m buffer [Attachment 7].
Options will be further explored and could include transfer of ownership of the land to the Town or the
Province. It should also be noted that a municipality and a landowner can mutually agree to register a
conservation easement (as the Town and Three Sisters have in the past), but a municipality cannot compel
the registration of a conservation easement on private lands.
Provision of Entry Level Housing
Administration and the applicant have worked extensively to come to an agreement regarding the provision
of entry level housing within the application area. The outcome of this effort is two fold: a potential
agreement between the applicant and the Town for the provision of Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH)
units in place of entry-level units, and amendments to the entry level regulations within the proposed land use
districts as a safety net. If the agreement for the development of PAH units by the applicant does not come
to fruition the proposed land use district still require provision of entry-level units. The proposed
amendments to the land use districts are summarized in the table below.
Land use district section
R1B-SC 2.41.7.4

Issue
Enabling of PAH units to be built
in place of entry-level units

Response/Amendment
Added regulation that PAH units
may be accepted in place of entrylevel units at a lower ratio
acceptable to the developer and
the Town. Ratio shall be no less
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than 5% of the total units
R2A-SC 2.42.2, 2.42.3

Limit the number of duplexes
(which have no entry level
provision)

R2A-SC 2.42.6.1

Greater provision of entry-level
units

R2A-SC 2.42.6.4

Clarification and enabling of PAH
units to be built in place of entrylevel units

Duplexes are only permitted
adjacent to Three Sisters Parkway
Duplexes removed as a
discretionary use
Minimum number of entry-level
units within townhouses and
stacked townhouses increased to
35%
Clarification that only PAH units
developed and constructed by the
Town do not count towards the
required provision of entry-level
units

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
1. Council could support second reading but make amendments to address their concerns. This is not
recommended as administration has worked extensively with the applicant to draft a bylaw that
provides further review of the issues that seem to most concern the community. If significant
revisions are proposed, these could be made at second reading, and third reading then be postponed
until they can be reviewed by administration and the applicant.
2. Council could defeat the bylaw by not supporting second or third reading. This is not recommended
as the application received support at the public hearing from the community and the concerns
around protection of the 70m buffer and the provision of entry-level housing have been addressed,
and the application is consistent with the ASP.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
A fiscal impact analysis was completed for the 2004 Stewart Creek ASP. The analysis concluded that short
term financial gains are to be expected. As outlined in the submitted SSR matrix it is anticipated that the
development would see $44,412,225 in construction expenditures, and tax revenue for the new 201 residential
properties. A more detailed fiscal analysis was completed July 2, 2014 [Attachment 10]. The analysis
confirmed the short term financial gains and outlined small negative financial impacts over the long term due
to municipal infrastructure maintenance and replacement.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
A public hearing was held September 4, 2014, and in response to a notification error an additional public
hearing will be held September 29, 2014.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
The proposed land use amendment most closely aligns with the following Goals and Strategic Initiatives:
Goal 9: Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while providing opportunity for human
enjoyment.
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Goal 10: Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate information and deliberated in an
open and transparent fashion.
ATTACHMENTS
1)
Area Structure Plan Map 4 – land use concept
2)
Final Environmental Impact Statement
3)
Third Party Review of the EIS
4)
Addendum to the EIS
5)
Environmental Advisory Review Committee EIS evaluation
6)
Corvidae letter with details on fence
7)
Communication from Province (09/04/2014)
8)
Updated land use concept submitted by applicant
9)
Map of wildlife corridor re-alignment
10)
2014 Fiscal Analysis
11)
Bylaw 2014-014 Stewart Creek Residential and Schedule A
12)
Land use districts with proposed amendments
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1.0 The Project
On behalf of Three Sisters Mountain Village Properties Ltd, QuantumPlace has developed a
Conceptual Plan for Stewart Creek Development Project, Phase 3; hereinafter the Phase 3
Conceptual Plan will be referred to as the project. QuantumPlace has requested Corvidae
Environmental Consulting Inc. (Corvidae) to provide an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the project. This EIS recognizes the work previously completed in the EIS for Three Sisters
Mountain Village Properties Ltd that included the project (Golder Associates 2013). This
document follows the requirements of the Town of Canmore’s Municipal Development Plan
(MDP). This EIS reviews the Stewart Creek Phase 3 proposed land use and concept plan and
assesses whether it meets National Resources Conservation Board terms and conditions (1992) and
other applicable guidelines and regulations.

1.1.

EIS Scope

Corvidae had a short timeframe (three weeks) for completing this EIS, and has provided this
document to the best of our ability within the timeframe and with the information provided. In that
time Corvidae reviewed available documentation and tracking data. However, the current tracking
data had not been provided (by the Province) at the time of this EIS submittal. In the meantime, the
Golder 2013 EIS previously provided to the Town of Canmore was used as a resource for this
document, as well as tracking data from Chinook Environmental and a portion of the data from
Alberta Sustainable Resource Development. See figures 4 to 8 for tracking data and associated
dates.
For the purposes of this EIS, the project study area (PSA) encompasses 34 acres in the Stewart
Creek area (Figure 1). The local Study Area (LSA) is the project study area plus a 100 m buffer
around the PSA to encompass potential effects of this project on wildlife resources.
The regional study area (RSA) is the valley bottom terrain in the montane and lower subalpine
ecoregions below 1800 m within the Bow Valley from the east Banff park gate to Exshaw (Figure
2). The RSA encompasses high quality habitat and constitutes most of the functional habitat for
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wildlife in the Bow Valley. Cumulative effects to Valued Components (VCs) will be assessed at
the scale of the RSA.
The assessment of environmental effects related to the project involved the following phases:


Defining the scope of the assessment and Valued Components (VCs);



Collection of data by reviewing existing reports, existing field data and other data sources;



Data analysis;



Determination of potential impacts and

mitigation measures, following applicable

guidelines and standards and drawing on previous project experience;


Determination of potential residual impacts after mitigation measures have been applied;



Cumulative impact assessment considering the effect of the project in relation to all other
past, present and future projects in the region; and



Recommendations for monitoring programs as appropriate.

Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of this EIS contain the project description and regulatory context for the
project. In Sections 3.0 to 5.0 the existing baseline site conditions and any associated impacts are
described for wildlife and vegetation. The soils, terrain and historical resources have been
previously assessed in the 2013 EIS (Golder 2013) and are not assessed in this document. There
are no aquatic features in the project area; therefore they were not part of the scope of this EIS.
Section 6.0 outlines the cumulative effects of the project considering all past, present and future
projects in the RSA. Sections 7.0 and 8.0 outlines the mitigation measures and residual impacts to
the VCs resulting from the project, respectively. Section 9.0 describes the monitoring requirements
and section 10.0 provides the references for the project.
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Project Area

The project area is composed of 28 acres of proposed lots, with an additional 6 acres for access,
totaling 34 acres. The project area is primarily forested with no aquatic features or surface
hydrology. The south boundary of the project is the Stewart Creek golf course near Hole 10, the
west boundary is bordering a previous phase of Stewart Creek under development, the east
boundary is the current Stewart Creek Across Valley Wildlife Corridor and the north boundary is
the AltaLink utility right-of-way (ROW) just south of the Trans-Canada Highway.
The east edge of the project is approximately 70 m west of the newly aligned Stewart Creek
Across Valley Wildlife Corridor (SCAVC). In addition, a portion of the south boundary is near the
Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor (TSAVC). There is the buffer of the existing golf course and
berms (forested berms) between the TSAVC and the southern edge of the project area. For that
reason QuantumPlace has designed deep lots (a minimum of 30 m in length) within the R1B-SC
zoning (see Figure 3), with house placement at the front of the lots, furthest from the corridors and
closest to the road access, as contemplated by the Stewart Creek ASP. Figure 2 represents the
Concept Plan, supplied by QuantumPlace. The yellow and green areas (Sections 1-4 and PD) are
single family homes that are pushed to the front of the lot; the orange areas (Sections 5-12) allow
for mixed residential duplexes, town homes and stacked town homes; the red area (Section 13) is
proposed community lands for Perpetually Affordable Housing units.
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Proposed Start Date

The proposed construction timeline, pending approval, is to begin in the spring of 2015.
Mitigations are provided in Section 7 to minimize impacts on wildlife during key wildlife activity
periods.

2.0 Regulations and Guidelines
2.1.

Stewart Creek Design Guidelines1

As per the Stewart Creek Design Guidelines, and updates of the guidelines, a number of
restrictions are registered on title by the developer. This includes, but is not limited to, the
following:


The complete Construction Envelope will not be developed within the R1B-SC zoned
areas. The buildings will be sized to allow for outdoor spaces and retention of significant
vegetation.



The single family homes will be built at the northern end of the lots within the R1B-SC
zoned areas to preserve the existing vegetation to the south as a natural space to allow for
wildlife movement. This does not just include the four VC’s, but includes small mammals,
birds and invertebrates.



For lot development there is a Construction Envelope and a Natural Area. The Natural Area
can be thinned, following FireSmart guidelines, but natural vegetation must be left in place.
Any removal of trees must have written permission from the Architectural Review
Consultant and Three Sisters Mountain Village. Unauthorized removal of a tree will result
in a $5000 fine.



No more than 25% of the property is permitted to be manicured lawn. Natural vegetation is
required in the front yard. Landscape design is to resemble the natural surroundings,
planting in clusters and irregular intervals. This will facilitate small mammal and bird use
in the area.

1

Haworth Design Associates Ltd., Stewart Creek Design Guidelines for Multiple Family Dwellings, Version 1.3.
September 25, 2006; and Stonefield Development Consultants, Three Sisters Mountain Village Residential Design
Guidelines for Single Family and Two Family Homes, Version 1.3. November 1, 2004.
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Stewart Creek Area Structure Plan2

The Stewart Creek Areas Structure Plan (ASP) identifies the following environmental parameters
that will be followed:


The project design will be integrated with the Town of Canmore and Bow Valley open
space networks. The project area will be linked to the open space network through trails.



Natural vegetation will be retained where appropriate. Natural vegetation in the rear yards
will be retained as much as possible (small patios are permitted).



Only minimized lighting is permitted in the back yard. (This is also addressed in the
Stewart Creek Design Guidelines and TSMV Construction Management Guidelines.)



The impact of construction activities on wildlife corridors will be minimized.

2.3.

Town of Canmore Municipal Development Plan3

Part of the approval process includes completing and submitting an EIS to the Town of Canmore
(Town) whose Municipal Development Plan (MDP) states, “Development proposals within or
adjacent to Environmentally Sensitive Areas shall include an Environmental Impact Statement
pursuant to Section 8.5(a) which shall identify the boundaries of the natural area and evaluate the
impact of the proposed development.” Section 8.4(c)
And
“As part of the environmental screening, the EIS will address the environmental objectives and
policies of the Town’s statutory documents that are applicable to the site.” Section 8.5(a)
The Town MDP provides the following requirements with respect to the environment in and
around the project:


The ESAs, such as wildlife corridors, should have no amenities such as benches or lighting.
Trails crossing ESAs should be perpendicular; four-season trails should be located in less
sensitive locations.

2
3

Three Sisters Mountain Village DC Sites 2B, 5&6. Stewart Creek Area Structure Plan, September 21, 2004
Town of Canmore, Municipal Development Plan, March 2011.
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The project planning meets the MDP goals “to preserve and protect a system of
environmentally sensitive areas which include viable wildlife corridors and habitat areas
for carnivores, ungulates, birds and other wildlife”.

In preparing this EIS Corvidae also looked at the Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Guidelines
for the Bow Valley Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group (BCEAG), 2011; recognizing that
the National Resources and Conservation Board approved the residential land use for the project
area and therefore the project is exempted from BCEAG guidelines. The proposed development
does not infringe on the wildlife corridor and meets acceptable land used for a property
neighbouring the corridor.
The land use applicable to the area is generally residential as per the National Resources
Conservation Board approval and Town of Canmore Bylaw PC1-98.
2.4.

Provincial Guidelines and Regulations

The following provincial guidelines and regulations have been reviewed and applied to the project
design and EIS:

4



Wildlife Protection Act4;



Proposed Stewart Creek Golf Course Conservation Easement Agreement;



Wildlife/Human Interaction Prevention Plan5;



FireSmart – Solutions and Mitigations6; and



Alberta Conservation Information Management System7.

Queen’s Printer. Wildlife Protection Act 02008. Bill M223-2008
Jacques Whitford Environment Ltd. Revised Wildlife/Human Interaction Prevention Plan Three Sisters Mountain
Village Development. Canmore, Alberta. Submitted to Alberta Sustainable Resource Development. 2004
6
FireSmart Canada. FireSmart Chapter 3 – Solutions and Mitigations.
https://www.firesmartcanada.ca/images/uploads/resources/chapter3.pdf
7
Alberta Conservation Information Management System. List of all Elements in Alberta. Alberta Tourism, Parks and
Recreation, Parks Division. Edmonton, AB. 2012
5
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Federal Regulations

The key federal regulations that apply are from the Species at Risk Act8 and the Committee on the
Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC)9. Species at risk were assessed for this EIS
with a desktop review; findings are documented in Section 3.0.

3.0 Vegetation
3.1.

Vegetation Community

The project area is within the Rocky Mountain natural Region and the montane subregion of
Alberta. The project footprint is currently forested. The community type is a closed lodgepole pine
forest pine forest with some anthropogenic disturbances. The project area has been identified as
having no wetland or riparian areas that would support rare vascular species found within the
Three Sisters Mountain Village area. There are no environmentally significant areas in the project
area. As per Tables 6 and 7 in the Golder EIS (2013) there are no rare plants or rare plant
communities in the project area.

3.2.

Vegetation Species

Lodgepole pine is the dominant species in the project area. Lodgepole pine typically occurs in well
drained areas, which is indicative of the site. No whitebark pine have been identified in the project
area, which concurs with the Golder EIS (2013). From review of the project area and available
data, the following vegetation species occur in the project area:

8



lodgepole pine (Picea engelmanii)



Richardson’s needlegrass (Stipa richardsonii)



bearberry (Arctostaphylos uv-ursi)



silverberry (Elaeagnus commutata)



buffaloberry (Shepherdia canadensis)



wild strawberry (Fragaria virginiana)



northern bedstraw (Galium boreale)

Government of Canada. Species at Risk Act SC. 2002, c.29. 2002 (http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/S15.3/FullText.html)
9
COSEWIC. Canadian Wildlife Species at Risk. Environment Canada. 2010
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wild rose (Rosa acicularis)



fringed aster (Aster ciliolatus)



common juniper (Juniperus communis)



hairy wild rye (Elymus innovatus)

3.3.

Impacts to Vegetation

The impacts to vegetation will be the following:


removal of vegetation species



loss of native vegetation



forest structure change due to thinning and removal for buildings and access roads

For mitigations refer to Section 7.

4.0 Wildlife
4.1.

Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

The baseline assessment outlines wildlife and wildlife habitat occurring within the LSA and, as
relevant, in the RSA. The wildlife and wildlife habitat assessment is solely based on a desktop
study; a comprehensive field study was not completed, nor warranted given previous, recent,
assessments of the project area. A background literature review was conducted to compile all
existing pertinent data from the following sources:
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Environmental Impact Statement: Three Sisters Mountain Village Development Properties
– Resort Centre, Stewart Creek and Sites 7/8 and 9 (Golder Associates 2013);
Three Sisters Mountain Village: 2011 and 2012 Wildlife Monitoring Reports (Chinook Co.
2011 and 2012);
Provincial species database (Fish and Wildlife Management Information System
(FWMIS));
Federal species database (Species at Risk Act (SARA) Public Registry; COSEWIC);
Alberta Conservation Information Management System (ACIMS; 2011);
Telemetry data and observational data for grizzly bears (2001-2012; Herrero 2005)), GPS
collar data for five individual cougars (2000-2003), and GPS collar data for 17 individual
elk (2008-2010) that was available for the RSA (Ministry of Alberta Tourism, Parks and
Recreation (2013));
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Raw backtracking data for wolves (1996-2008) and cougars (1999-2008) within the RSA
(Ministry of Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation (2013));
Remote camera data for the area east of the Stewart Creek wildlife underpass (Ministry of
Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation (2013)); and
Discussions with the property owner with regards to wildlife occurring in the LSA.

A detailed list of potential and observed species in the RSA, along with their provincial and federal
sensitivity ranking, can be found in Appendix 2. Important habitat features for mammals identified
in or near the LSA include (Golder 2013):


Artificial and natural mineral licks for bighorn sheep along Stewart Creek within and near
the Stewart Creek Golf Course, within the Stewart Creek ASP boundary and in close
proximity to the Stewart Creek wildlife underpass at the Trans-Canada Highway (TCH)
(Golder 2013);



Surrounding areas are used as elk calving grounds in spring (Wildlife and Company
1998a,b; Delta 1991; Golder 2013);



The Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor (TSAVC) exists near the LSA and may function
as a secure travel corridor for wildlife to potentially access high quality habitat patches;



The Stewart Creek Wildlife Underpass (SCWU) and the Stewart Creek Across Valley
Corridor (SCAVC) are near the east of the LSA; these habitat features may allow wildlife
to securely pass under the TCH to potentially access high quality habitat patches; and



Spring and summer bird nesting habitat in the LSA, primarily suitable for upland species
nesting in forested habitat.

The following baseline assessment focuses on prominent species in the RSA, LSA and PSA and
includes current conservation status, local and regional information on habitat requirements,
species abundance, as well as available wildlife movement and inventory data. Emphasis is placed
on key indicator (KI) species occurring within the LSA and PSA and most likely affected by the
project; these include elk, wolves, cougars and grizzly bears. KI species were selected due to
availability of data and stakeholder interest in these particular species. KI species are animals that
act as indicators for a variety of wildlife due to similar biological processes or habitat
requirements. Additional detail on KI species is provided in the wildlife impact section (Section
4.2).
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Elk

Elk are forest and forest-edge dwelling animals that feed on grasses, tree saplings, forbs and the
bark of deciduous trees, depending on availability (Pond and Bell 2005). Elk typically graze and
browse during the mornings and evenings, seeking sheltered areas between feedings and seem to
prefer gentle slopes (Johnson et al. 2000). Elk are not listed as “at-risk” federally or provincially.
Elk are relatively tolerant of disturbance, depending on past experience with it (Jalkotzy et al.
1997). They have been found to react to disturbance associated to active oil wells and construction;
however this did not result in the abandonment of their home range (Van Dyke and Klein 1996).
Elk in Banff and Canmore are somewhat habituated to human development and disturbance and
may prefer to travel through developed landscapes and golf courses under existing conditions.
This is likely the result of high food availability in cleared areas and low risk of encountering
predators; therefore elk may remain close to human development to reduce predation risk
(Kloppers et al. 2005).
Golder (2012) developed a Resource Selection Function (RSF) for elk during winter (November
15 to April 15) which is the period when elk spend most of their time at lower elevations. The
model indicates that the PSA and areas surrounding the PSA are composed primarily of high
quality habitat (refer to Golder 2013, Figure 45, Table 13). Habitat in the valley bottom is most
strongly selected and elk showed the strongest overall selection for habitats near existing
residential developments in the RSA (Golder 2012). The RSF is supported by remote camera data
where there were a high number of individuals photographed per day within the LSA (refer to
Figure 47, Golder 2013). GPS collar data collected from 2008-2010 indicates that elk used the
PSA and areas surrounding the PSA (including the golf course) extensively (Figure 4).
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Wolves

Wolves utilize a variety of habitats, including mixedwood, coniferous and deciduous forests as
well as grasslands. Wolves have large home ranges and habitat selection is based more on prey
availability than cover requirements (Hatler et al. 2008, Jalkotzy et al. 1997). Areas closer to edges
between forest and clear-cuts or natural meadows and areas with higher ungulate forage biomass
may be preferred by wolves where sufficient cover is also available to facilitate predation on
ungulates (Hebblewhite and Merrill 2008, Houle et al. 2010). Den sites are often selected near a
water source and can be under tree roots, in hollow logs, excavated in loose soil and under rock
outcrops (Fuller 1989). Wolves have limited distribution in southwestern Alberta; however in the
past 30 to 40 years their numbers have increased in BNP (Alberta Fish and Wildlife Division
(AFWD) 1991, Hurd 1999). Wolves appear to be sensitive to human disturbance; human
development may be one of the primary determinants of wolf travel routes (Duke 2001).
Within the Bow Valley wolves have been associated with lower stand complexity, or less coarse
woody debris and areas characterized by relatively flat topography (Alexander and Gailus 2005).
Wolves have been documented denning in the Bow Valley bottom within BNP. Wolves are not
listed as “at-risk” federally or provincially; due to their high public profile and the goals of wolf
management in Alberta (AFWD 1991), potential impacts to wolves were assessed for this EIS.
Golder (2012) developed a RSF for wolves during winter (November 15 to April 15) which is the
period when wolves spend most of their time at lower elevations. The model indicates that the PSA
and areas immediately surrounding the PSA are composed primarily of moderate to moderate-low
quality habitat (refer to Golder 2013, Figure 35, Table 11); moderate habitats are somewhat
avoided by wolves (Golder 2013). Wolf use of developed areas adjacent to the existing wildlife
corridors, including the proposed project area is expected to be low based on the RSF.
Highest wolf use at remote camera locations during 2009-2012 was recorded at the mid-to-east
east end of the TSAVC and between TSAVC and Wind Valley Habitat Patch; individuals were not
photographed within the LSA (refer to Golder 2013, Figure 37). Wolves have been documented
using the Stewart Creek Underpass infrequently (Clevenger et al. 2002, 2007). Historical snow
tracking data (i.e. 1996-2003) shows that wolves travelled across the SCAVC (Golder 2013),
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through the TSAVC and utilized the PSA (Figure 5). Although, the most recent data available (i.e.
2004-2008) does not indicate wolf use of the PSA and surrounding areas (Figure 5). It is unclear
whether this is due to a lack of snow tracking effort in recent years or if wolves are actually not
using the area potentially as a result of high human use in the area. Due to the lack of more recent
data available for this EIS, it is not possible to ascertain whether wolves are in fact still using the
surrounding corridors and habitat.
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Cougars

In the Rocky Mountains, cougars are typically found in forested habitats, mountainous terrain,
edge habitats and riparian areas because prey may be more abundant and these habitats facilitate
effective stalking of prey (Logan and Irwin 1985). Cougars often prefer steep slopes and high
elevation habitat; however, where snow accumulation is substantial, cougars reduce use of high
elevation habitat and converge of flat valley bottoms (Alexander et al. 2006).
Cougars can occur in habitat around the edges of cities and towns and in habitats that are
fragmented into smaller patches by development, provided suitable corridors are present (Beier
1993, 1995). Similarly to grizzly bears in the Bow Valley, one of the greatest threats of increasing
development for cougars is the increased potential for human-cougar conflict and the resulting
mortality or translocation of offending individuals.
Golder (2012) developed a RSF for cougars during winter (November 15 to April 15) which is the
period when cougars spend most of their time at lower elevations. The model indicates that the
northern section of the PSA is composed primarily of high to moderate-high quality habitat; the
southern half of the PSA (extending into the golf course) is composed of moderate-low quality
habitat (refer to Golder 2013, Figure 40, Table 12). Cougar use of developed areas adjacent to the
existing wildlife corridors, including the project area, as well as the across valley corridors is
expected to be low based on the RSF. However, based on historical GPS collar data, remote
camera data and movement data from snow tracking, cougars are utilizing TSAVC, SCAVC,
TAVC, and the PSA during all seasons (Figures 6 and 7). Data indicates relatively lower use of
Stewart Creek by cougars and relatively higher use of areas to the east of the PSA (sites 7/8, 9 and
Wind Ridge).
It is important to note that the GPS collar data was collected prior to development in the Stewart
Creek area (i.e. 2000-2003) and is only based on five individuals; therefore, conclusions based on
this data would be biased. In addition, the backtracking data that occurs within the PSA and
surrounding area has no date associated with it; therefore it is unknown whether cougars were
recorded in the area prior to or after development in the Stewart Creek area.
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Grizzly Bears

Grizzly bears have specific habitat requirements, often avoiding areas of human development
and/or activity and moving to undisturbed areas containing concentrated seasonal food sources
such as sedges, blueberries and various roots (Herrero 2005). Bears rely on wetland sedges and
grasses when they first emerge from hibernation, then transition to berries, other plant material and
carrion during the summer and fall. Bears also rely on upland mature and old growth forests for
denning in the fall, usually excavating dens under large trees on the sides of hills. Due to their
varied habitat requirements, grizzly bears will travel great distances and can migrate over an area
of 200 to 2100 km2 (Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee (IGBC) 1987; Carr 1989).
Activities by humans and bears along linear disturbances have led to increases in bear-human
interactions. This becomes a problem when bears become habituated to humans and are attracted
to human refuse (Dalle-Molle and Van Horn 1989). If habituation is an existing problem, new
development can increase the risk of these interactions.
Grizzly bears in western Canada are limited by habitat availability and low population numbers.
Federally, grizzly bears are not listed under SARA, but are listed as Special Concern by
COSEWIC (2002). Within Alberta, grizzly bears are listed as At Risk (AESRD 2011) and
designated as Threatened under the Alberta Wildlife Act (2000). Due to their sensitivity to
disturbance, limited populations, provincial management goals and known presence in the LSA,
grizzlies are considered a key species.
Grizzly bears regularly occur near the PSA and a number of studies have recorded their presence
in and around TSMV land (UMA 1991, JWA 2005, Leeson and Kamenka 2008). The RSF for
grizzly bears is during summer (June 16 to August 10) which is the period when grizzly bears
spend most of their time at lower elevations (Chetkiewicz and Boyce 2009). The model indicates
that the PSA and areas immediately surrounding the PSA are composed primarily of high quality
habitat; with the exception of the Stewart Creek Golf Course immediately south of the PSA which
represents low and moderate-low quality habitat (refer to Golder 2013, Figure 28).
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Other data collected in the area includes remote cameras deployed during 2009-2012, telemetry
and observational data collected from 2001-2004 and 2010-2012, and most recently, GPS collar
data from 2014. The telemetry and observational data indicate that grizzly bears use the area
within and surrounding the PSA (Figure 8); however it is important to note that the observational
data can be biased (i.e. potentially collected by inexperienced people/researchers, inaccurate
locations, etc). Caution should be taken in drawing conclusions about this data. The 2014 GPS
collar data indicates bear use of the golf course just south of the PSA; however, the data is based
on one individual and therefore there are also limitations in using this data. Grizzly bears and
black bears are frequently observed on and surrounding the Stewart Creek Golf Course which is
adjacent to the proposed development (Jorgenson, pers. comm. 2014).

They are observed

throughout the spring and mid-to-late summer each year and they are most active on the golf
course in the early morning hours. Grizzly bears are primarily attracted to the golf course in the
spring for the fertilized grass and in the summer for ripening buffaloberries (Jorgenson, pers.
comm. 2014).
Based on available historical data, it appears that the STAVC including the Stewart Creek
Underpass can support grizzly bear movement between the TSAVC and the Bow Flats Regional
Habitat Patch. Grizzly bears were detected using the underpass in 2009 and 2012 (AESRD,
unpublished data).
The LSA does not provide suitable denning habitat for grizzly bears due to the fact that this species
is much more likely to den at higher elevations that those available in the LSA. A study by Vroom
et al. (1980) revealed that grizzly bears near Banff and Canmore prefer to den in upper subalpine
habitat, selecting slopes between 30 and 38 degrees, in areas of heavy snowfall. Bear dens have
not been located within the LSA or on TSMV property (Golder 2013).
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Impacts to Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

Valued Components (VCs) are resources or environmental features (either plant, animal or abiotic)
that are considered valuable by various sectors of the public. Table 1 below links the wildlife VCs
that may be affected with potential project impacts.
Table 1.

Summary of potential impacts for wildlife VCs.

VC

Potential Impact

Habitat availability

Direct or indirect (sensory disturbance) loss of available habitat

Habitat diversity

Reduced habitat diversity

Wildlife movement

Obstruction to wildlife movement (reduced landscape scale connectivity)

Wildlife survival

Direct or indirect mortality (increase habituation and/or conflict with humans)

Potential impacts of the proposed project on wildlife were assessed on the basis of professional
judgment, experience with previous projects and existing literature. The following discussion
summarizes project effects to the identified VCs. Impact levels identified below are pre-mitigation
implementation.
Habitat Availability
Construction Related Impacts
Potential impacts to wildlife include indirect habitat loss as a result of construction related sensory
disturbances such as machinery operation and higher human use of the area during work activities.
During clearing of vegetation and construction, habitats become less attractive to wildlife because
of increased disturbance and/or mortality risk. Wildlife reaction to disturbance may vary from
elevated heart rates to abandonment of the area. Reaction to stimuli will vary between species (e.g.
elk are relatively tolerant while grizzly bear and wolf are very sensitive), seasons, habitat,
topography and previous exposures to similar stimuli.
As the PSA is already in a highly disturbed area with adjacent golf course, roads and numerous
recreational trails, it is likely that wildlife utilizing the area are already accustomed to somewhat
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elevated levels of sensory disturbance (refer to Golder 2013, Figure 5). Wildlife currently use the
area primarily between dusk and dawn when human activity is lowest. Construction activities will
result in temporary (e.g. seasonal) and localized reductions of habitat availability during the
project. Impacts to habitat availability from sensory disturbance resulting from construction
activities are expected to be negative in direction and low in magnitude, primarily due to the short
duration and localized extent of the work.
Operational Related Impacts
In total, 34 acres of potential wildlife habitat will be lost due to the development of the project.
Due to the proximity of the LSA to the SCAVC and TSAVC wildlife corridors, certain wildlife
species have been documented utilizing the LSA (see Section 3.1, baseline assessment). KI
species that will most likely be affected by the loss in potential habitat are grizzly bears and
ungulates (i.e. elk and deer) based on available inventory data and RSF models. Due to the fact
that elk are attracted to developed areas which typically lack predators or contain a low density of
predators, the proposed project may not negatively impact available habitat for elk. Other species
such as black bears, song birds and marten (which select for coarse woody debris) have the
potential to be affected.

Although wolves show strong avoidance of human development and

probability of selection would decline after development, habitat value for wolves is not high
within TSMV land where the development is proposed (Golder 2013) so predicted impacts are
expected to be low for this species.
Impacts to habitat availability during operational activities are expected to be negative in direction,
long-term and low in magnitude. The impacts will be localized – i.e. wildlife will still have
available habitat in close proximity to the LSA (travel corridors leading to higher quality habitat
patches) which will be protected from future development.
Sensory disturbance resulting from the increase in human use is also anticipated to cause impacts
to habitat availability; refer to Section 4.2“Construction Related Impacts” above. Impacts to
habitat availability from sensory disturbance resulting from operational activities are expected to
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be negative in direction and low-moderate in magnitude primarily due to the existing level of
sensory disturbance in the area.
Habitat Diversity
Impacts to wildlife are associated with the following three measures of habitat diversity:


community diversity;



structural diversity (i.e. number of layers and age of forest); and



unique feature diversity such as water features (e.g. wetlands, creeks).

Changes in habitat diversity can impact wildlife abundance and diversity; individual species have
evolved around specific habitat types and have seasonal habitat requirements. Seasonal habitat
requirements may include foraging (e.g. berry producing shrub areas for grizzly bear during fall),
breeding (e.g. nesting features), or thermal/security needs (e.g. low elevation coniferous forest for
ungulates).
Impacts to community diversity are expected to be neutral in direction and magnitude because
none of the vegetation communities within the LSA will be completely lost as a result of the
project. Surrounding vegetation communities to the east (SCAVC) and to the south (TSAVC) will
be maintained; in addition, the vegetation within the Natural Area of each lot will be maintained.
There are no recorded unique habitat features within the LSA that are expected to be impacted by
the project.
FireSmart thinning within the Natural Areas of each lot is expected to increase the availability of
open shrub, grassy and tree sapling habitats throughout the PSA which is dominated by pine forest.
These structural changes will directly benefit ungulates and grizzly bears through improved forage,
provide small mammals with increased cover and forage opportunities and indirectly improve wolf
habitat through increased prey availability. Therefore the project is expected to result in low
positive impacts to structural diversity at the LSA level.

26

July 2014

Stewart Creek Phase 3 Conceptual Plan EIS Draft

Wildlife Movement
Construction Related Impacts
Vegetation clearing and construction activities, including personnel and equipment working in the
PSA, may temporarily block seasonal or daily movements of a variety of wildlife species,
especially those that are sensitive to noise disturbance. Due to the relatively close proximity of the
Stewart Creek wildlife underpass, wary individuals may elect to remain on the north side of the
TCH and may temporarily avoid using the underpass and/or SCAVC due to the heightened noise
disturbance during construction. Wildlife may also prefer to use the south side of the TSAVC
when travelling along the valley to avoid close proximity to construction activities. As
construction activities are expected to be short-term in duration (i.e. up to three seasons: spring to
fall) and localized to the PSA, impacts to general wildlife movement and migration from
construction are anticipated to be negative in direction, low in magnitude and short term in
duration.
Operational Related Impacts
It is anticipated that after the vegetation has been cleared and the lots developed, wildlife
movement will change. As wary wildlife species such as wolves move across the valley and along
the valley, they will likely avoid the developed area and select areas that provide more adequate
cover. Conversely, a relatively high probability of habitat use would most likely be maintained
after development for species like elk as they have strong selection for developed areas. There is
potential for individuals to use the thinned buffer between the wildlife corridors and the developed
lots, depending on the level of human use and sensitivity of species to human presence.
The additional human use in the areas adjacent to the PSA as a result of the development may
significantly affect the use of the existing travel corridors for some species. Human use of the
Stewart Creek underpass is already very high in relation to wildlife use (Golder 2013). Humans
and their dogs were captured on remote cameras in the TSAVC, SCAVC and TAVC more than
twice as frequently as all wildlife species combined during 2009-2012 (Golder 2013). Many
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maintained trails encourage access into many parts of the Along Valley and Across Valley
Corridors. Human use of wildlife corridors is expected to reduce probability of wildlife use,
especially for large carnivores. For wary species, the expected impacts of higher human use
adjacent to and within surrounding wildlife corridors are anticipated to be negative in direction,
moderate in magnitude, moderate in extent and long-term in duration.
It is anticipated that the decrease in cover resulting from vegetation removal within the LSA and
the development of the lots will negatively impact small mammal movement for a long term
duration. Marten movement will likely be hindered by an increased tree-free area, as they prefer
overhead cover and significant course woody debris for protection. Several studies have also
shown that birds will travel extensive distances through forest cover to avoid crossing canopy gaps
of greater than 50 m (St. Clair et al. 1998, Bélisle and Desrochers 2002).
Wildlife Survival
Construction and operational activities related to this project can result in direct or indirect wildlife
mortality. Impacts to wildlife survival result directly from: nest or den destruction and collisions
with vehicles/machinery; and indirectly from: habituation due to increased public access (hiking,
mountain biking, cross country skiing), increased predation and increased human/wildlife conflict
resulting in animal destruction or removal.
Construction Related Impacts
Direct mortality can result from the destruction of bird nests and/or dens, as well as the
abandonment of nests/dens during vegetation removal and access. A survey should be completed
before construction begins to identify any active bird cavities or stick-nests. Mortality of mammals
is not expected to occur as a result of collision with construction vehicles and/or machinery.
During construction, the presence of construction workers in the area may increase the risk of
human-wildlife interactions. This most likely occurs as a result of wildlife being attracted to the
construction site due to improper management of garbage and food. Wildlife that become
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habituated to obtaining food from humans can become a threat to human safety and are often
destroyed or re-located. The Three Sister Mountain Village Construction Management Guidelines
provides parameters to deal with food and wildlife safety (TSMV 2004). See details in Section 6.0.
Wide, open areas lacking shrub cover and extensive edge habitat also make many small mammals
and birds more susceptible to predation.
Operational Related Impacts
During operational activities, bear dens have potential to be directly impacted during the
operational activities of the development due to higher human use of surrounding areas; however
grizzlies in Banff and Canmore tend to den above 2000 m elevation (Vroom et al. 1980), which is
well above the LSA so there are no anticipated impacts.
The increase in human use surrounding and within the LSA (i.e. (hiking, mountain biking, dog
walking) can lead to increased habituation and/or human-wildlife conflict; wildlife are often
destroyed or relocated when they become habituated. According to data by Golder Associates
(2013), conflict has been increasing over time in conflict zones overlapping the LSA and adjacent
TSAVC, most likely relating to increased development and human use in the area. Conflicts are
reportedly high within the southern portion of the PSA which occurs adjacent to the Stewart Creek
Golf Course (refer to Figure 27, Golder 2013).

Conflicts can range from low (i.e. bears not

leaving an area due to natural attractants such as buffaloberries) to high (i.e. physical contact
between the bear and a person) (Jorgenson, pers. Comm. 2014).
The provincial biologist reported that conflicts between grizzly bears and people on the golf course
and surrounding areas occur primarily in the spring and mid-to-late summer (Jorgenson, pers.
Comm. 2014). The conflicts are primarily categorized as low level conflicts where bears are not
moving out of the area and are attracted to natural (e.g. buffaloberries) and artificial food sources
(e.g. fertilized grass). It is clear from reports and provincial data that human-wildlife conflict is
currently high in the LSA and surrounding areas; the development of Stewart Creek Phase 3 will
likely result in increased conflicts due to increased human use.
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With the buffer of Natural Area (i.e. thinned forest) bordering the south and east boundaries of the
LSA and overlapping with the wildlife corridors, it is possible that wildlife will utilize the cover
for travel, especially considering the fact that the golf course is immediately south of the LSA and
does not provide cover for wildlife passage. In an already high conflict zone, there is potential for
increased human-wildlife conflict within the LSA and surrounding wildlife corridors.
Mortality, either direct or indirect, is a concern for species such as grizzly bears that have low
reproductive rates and limited ability to rebound from populations losses. Species that have large
litter sizes and reproduce often, such as small mammals and coyotes, are less affected by mortality
on a population scale as they better are able to compensate for losses.

5.0 Other
The valued components (VCs) for soils, terrain, bedrock, historical use and visual impacts were
assessed previously and submitted to the Town of Canmore; and are not repeated here as a part of
the scope of this EIS. There are no aquatic features within the project area therefore aquatics and
hydrology were not part of the scope of this EIS.

6.0 Construction and Operation Mitigations
6.1.


Erosion and Sediment Control
The Construction Management Guidelines (TSMV 2004), and updates, will be followed for
all construction activities. The guidelines include detailed methods on erosion and sediment
control for all components of construction (roads, houses, stockpiles, etc.).



Prior to stripping soils for development, sediment fences should be installed on the
downslope side the area to be stripped to stop sediment from migrating off-site during
rainfall events.



Soil stripping should be minimized to the construction envelope only. Native vegetation
left in place wherever possible.
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Topsoil should be stripped and stored for reapplication in areas to be landscaped.



Topsoil reapplication should be contoured to match the surrounding natural topography and
seeded and/or planted prior to or during the first growing season to minimize soil loss and
weed invasion.

6.2.

Natural Vegetation and Weed Control
The Design Guidelines favour native vegetation. Only 25% of property can be manicured



lawns. See Section 2.1 for more details on landscape design.
It is recommended that newly disturbed areas be monitored for weeds. Weeds will be hand



pulled or mowed to prevent weed seeds and allow for native species to become established.
It is recommended that the Town of Canmore list of noxious weed species be provided to



the new home owners as part of the new Homeowners Guide that Three Sisters Mountain
Village provides to all of its new residents.
The most effective weed control is to minimize cleared areas. Only the construction



envelope will be cleared.
Corvidae recommends that any cleared areas be seeded or planted with native, non-



invasive, species prior to or during the first growing season after clearing.


The forested buffer between the project and the golf course will remain in place and
thinned to meet FireSmart guidelines.

6.3.

Wildlife

Mitigation measures are outlined here for all wildlife potentially utilizing the PSA, LSA and RSA:


QuantumPlace is participating as Three Sisters Mountain Village Properties Ltd.
representatives on the Town of Canmore’s Human Use Management Review Committee to
discuss broad questions of human use in corridors through the Bow Valley and ideas for
human use management.



If work activities occur within the sensitive wildlife timing periods identified below,
conduct wildlife surveys of the areas of interest and associated buffers immediately prior to
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initiating work activities. If nests or other sensitive features are located, buffers will be
established in which no or limited work activity can occur. These buffers will remain in
place until the event has passed (e.g. until the birds in a nest have fledged) and should be
expected to result in work delays. It is recommended that QuantumPlace conduct
vegetation clearing outside of the following sensitive wildlife periods:
o Elk calving activity from May 1 to June 30;
o Bear hypophagia (low food intake) from May 1 to June 30 (weather dependent);
o Wolf denning from April 1 to July 30;
o Bird breeding from April 1 to August 31.


All trees will be inspected for nests before being limbed or removed.



Conduct vegetation clearing and construction operations in daylight hours only. This will
minimize sensory disturbance, allowing wildlife that are more active at sunrise, sunset or at
night to resume activity and movement through surrounding corridors.



Clearly mark the project area boundary to reduce potential for construction workers from
disturbing areas outside of the development footprint.



Ensure that encountered wildlife be allowed to passively disperse from the PSA/LSA. This
will limit the effects of sensory disturbance on wildlife movement during the clearing and
construction process. If large carnivores, bears, or aggressive elk are observed within the
work area, work will pause until the wildlife event has passed as per Construction
Management Guidelines.



Contractors must report any observations of large carnivores or aggressive wildlife to the
TSMV developer.



Maintain a vegetated buffer along the east and south boundaries of the PSA – clearly
identify the Natural Area on each lot prior to vegetation removal for individual home
construction.



During all operations workers should remove litter from the site and store food, garbage
and other wildlife attractants in vehicles. No wildlife attractants should be left on site. This
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will help ensure that the probability of negative wildlife/human/vehicle interactions does
not increase.

6.4.

Re-Alignment of the Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor (SCAVC)

Three Sisters Mountain Village has worked with the Province of Alberta (the Province) to increase
the functionality of the SCAVC. Currently, wildlife moves through the corridor to access a wildlife
underpass beneath the Trans-Canada Highway. This underpass is located at the eastern edge of the
SCAVC. The moving of the corridor (proposed by the developer) has been approved by ESRD to
increase the functionality of the corridor. The Province is the sole authority responsible for the
biological and other aspects related to the change in location of the wildlife corridor. Refer to
Appendix B for the ESRD approval document and map.
While development within the Project will go to the edge of the site area identified in Figure 1, the
new location of the wildlife corridor will leave a buffer of land measuring approximately 70 m that
will generally be left undeveloped (with the exception of wildfire thinning) between the eastern
edge of the PSA and the western edge of the SCAVC. As such, wildlife will be provided with a
greater setback from development.
In addition, buildings along the edge of the corridor within the R1B-SC area (see Figure 3), will be
constructed closer to the road which willcreate a larger buffer within the developed area between
the infrastructure and the SCAVC (refer to section 2.1).

6.5.

FireSmart Thinning

FireSmart thinning is a requirement throughout the project area. This includes limbing trees,
thinning out dense stands and clearing areas where there is woody debris build-up. The FireSmart
thinning does not negatively impact wildlife habitat in the area. The forest cover and native
vegetation are maintained.
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Fencing

The fencing around the project area is proposed to be a two beam wooden fence which will not
impede wildlife movement. The fence will be for aesthetics and to identify approximate property
boundaries. With the deep lots and trees left in the area, wildlife will still be able to move through
the area.
Through mechanisms such as the Homeowners Guide that QuantumPlace provides to all new
residents, people are made aware of the wildlife/human interface, the neighbouring wildlife
corridor, and wildlife activity in the Bow Valley.

7.0 Residual impacts
Residual impacts are impacts that cannot be avoided regardless of mitigation measures. Residual
impacts of the proposed project on wildlife VCs are anticipated to be low in magnitude. The main
reasons for this determination include:


A thinned vegetated buffer will separate the development from the existing wildlife
corridors, maintaining a level of security for wildlife using the corridor.

The buffer

consists of the Natural Area within each lot as well as the area gained from moving the
location of the SCAVC).


Increased human use in an area adjacent to wildlife corridors and in an area of already high
human-wildlife conflict, has the potential to result in changes in wildlife movement,
wildlife mortality from habituation and/or increased human-wildlife conflict. This
increased human wildlife conflicts is an on-going issue that is being discussed in Town of
Canmore’s Human Use Management Review Committee. As mentioned, QuantumPlace is
involved in the group and contributing to the discussion to come up with solutions. Part of
the discussion is potentially a wildlife exclosure fence which could eliminate the ability of
large mammals to enter the development while also reducing dispersed human use in the
adjacent wildlife corridors. The fence could potentially reduce human-wildlife conflict,
wildlife mortality, and corridor avoidance by wildlife, however has a number of logistical
and operational issues involved as well.

34

July 2014


Stewart Creek Phase 3 Conceptual Plan EIS Draft

Although habitat will be lost as a result of the project, the surrounding areas within the
wildlife corridors provide alternate habitat availability that will be protected from future
development.



Erosion of disturbed soils and establishment of non-native vegetation species in the
disturbed soils. The impacts will be reduced with minimal disturbance practices and
reseeding with native species within one growing season.

8.0 Recommendations for Further Assessment
From our review of the information, assessment of the site and discussions with the Town and
QuantumPlace, enough information has been collected and provided in this document to meet the
MDP requirements and the Town of Canmore’s statutory requirements. Therefore, from our
understanding, an additional Environmental Impact Assessment is not required for the
development or construction stages of the project.
During the assessment no bird nests were found in the project area, however nests could be built
during the spring of 2015. Prior to clearing a bird nest survey is required to ensure no nests are
destroyed and the appropriate buffers are in place. It is recommended that further monitoring is
undertaken to document impacts (if any) to mesocarnivores (i.e. marten), birds (i.e. song birds,
raptors and owls and game birds), amphibians and reptiles and small mammals during
construction. The scope of this EIS was limited to large carnivores (i.e. cougars, bears, wolves)
and ungulates (i.e. elk, deer).

9.0 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative effects are changes to the environment that are caused by an action in combination
with other past, present and future human actions (Hegmann et al. 1999).10 Characterized as
impacts on the natural and social environments, cumulative effects occur so frequently in time or
10

Numerous definitions of cumulative effects exist in the literature. Many of these are quite complicated and refer to technical
aspects of cumulative effect's interactions. This definition is intended specifically for single-project assessments as opposed to
regional planning (in which case there is not necessarily a single project that serves as the starting point and focus of the
assessment) and borrows the broad definition of "environment" as used in the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. In this
definition, "actions" include projects and activities. A CEA is an assessment of those effects. (Hegmann et al. 1999)

35

July 2014

Stewart Creek Phase 3 Conceptual Plan EIS Draft

so densely in space that they cannot be “assimilated” and/or combine with effects of other
activities in a synergistic and compounding manner. Cumulative impacts can have positive and
negative results. Project-level environmental assessments do not necessarily consider broad
environmental degradation over many years; namely, the result of cumulative effects.
The cumulative effects throughout the RSA have been quantified in the 2013 EIS. The same
factors have been reviewed in this EIS, including the Trans-Canada Highway, the railway,
designated and undesignated trails for human use and existing developments. In the LSA, which is
the Three Sisters Mountain Village area, there are residential developments, utility corridors, road
ways and designated and undesignated trails for human use. The Town of Canmore has approved
development of the areas lying east of the project for residential development. Development
anticipated in this area, under the approved land use, will typically be apartments, stacked
townhomes and/or townhomes. Existing developments to the west include Versant (stacked
townhomes, 30 plus units), Venzie (townhomes), Timberline Village (four storey apartments),
Renaissance (four storey stacked townhomes and apartments), Sanctuary (four story apartment
condo) and the Chalets (large townhomes).
To the west of the project area new development anticipated is The Ledges – 38 townhomes. This
development is currently underway, construction likely completed in 2014. This development is
off of Stewart Creek Rise (on the north side) directly adjacent to the project site. There are no
definitive plans for sites 7, 8 and 9 at Three Sisters Mountain Village at this time. The land use
applicable to the area is generally residential as per the National Resources Conservation Board
approval and Town of Canmore Bylaw DC1-98.
North of the project area there is a utility corridor. At the time of the site assessment there was a
new dirt road running north-south, to the east of the project area, to access the utility corridor.
Bremner was working in the utility right-of-way on a waterline to Deadman’s Flats and a sanitary
line from Deadman’s Flats between Canmore and Deadman’s Flats. This work is for the Town of
Canmore and MD of Bighorn.
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Refer to the Golder 2013 EIS for the detailed cumulative effects of the project and surrounding
area. That EIS had a larger scope and longer timeline to be developed, therefore there is a high
level of detailed provided. The Golder 2013 EIS information is to be referenced for the cumulative
effects assessment for this EIS. Refer to page 168, Section 7.0, Golder 2013.

10.0

Surveillance and Monitoring

During construction, a designated environmental monitor (EM) should be on-site at the start-up of
this project and as the project proceeds, as required. The EM should conduct any pre-construction
wildlife surveys that are required (i.e. nest surveys), depending on the season of construction.
Note that a pre-construction survey must be conducted if work is planning during sensitive wildlife
timing windows (provided in section 6.3).
Monitoring is on-going in the RSA and LSA by the province in addition to, and outside of, the
scope of the Town of Canmore EIS process. Wildlife cameras and other data is continually
documented to assess the effects of development on wildlife in the Bow Valley. The wildlife
information from the project area and RSA as a whole can be used to understand how the
development effects wildlife movement and behaviour and could assist in planning for future
developments. Note: The on-going monitoring.

11.0
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Appendix 1 – Wildlife Species that May Occur in the Project Area.
Common Name

Scientific Name

Provincial Status

Federal Status

American crow

Corvus brachyrhynchos

Secure

Not Listed

American dipper

Cinclus mexicanus

Secure

Not Listed

American robin

Turdus migratorius

Secure

Not Listed

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Sensitive

COSEWIC: Not At Risk

Bucephala islandica

Secure

Not Listed

Belted kingfisher

Ceryle alcyon

Secure

Not Listed

Black-billed magpie

Pica hudsonia

Secure

Not Listed

Black-capped chickadee

poecile atricapillus

Secure

Not Listed

Blue jay

Cyanocitta cristata

Secure

Not Listed

Bohemian waxwing

Bombycilla garrulus

Secure

Not Listed

Boreal chickadee

Poecile hudsonica

Secure

Not Listed

Brown creeper

Certhia americana

Secure

Not Listed

Molothrus ater

Secure

Not Listed

Bufflehead

Bucephala albeola

Secure

Not Listed

Canada goose

Branta canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

Bombycilla cedrorum

Secure

Not Listed

Chipping sparrow

Spizella passerina

Secure

Not Listed

Clark's nutcracker

Nucifraga columbiana

Secure

Not Listed

Geothlypis trichas

Secure

Not Listed

Common goldeneye

Bucephala clangula

Secure

Not Listed

Common merganser

Mergus merganser

Secure

Not Listed

Corvus corax

Secure

Not Listed

Carduelis flammea

Secure

Not Listed

Gavia immer

Secure

Not Listed

Junco hyemalis

Secure

Not Listed

Picoides pubescens

Secure

Not Listed

Eurasian wigeon

Anas penelope

Secure

Not Listed

European starling

Sturnus vulgaris

Secure

Not Listed

Evening grosbeak

Coccothraustes vespertinus

Secure

Not Listed

Regulus satrapa

Secure

Not Listed

Aquila chrysaetos

Sensitive

COSEWIC: Not At Risk

Gray jay

Perisoreus canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

Gray-crowned rosy-finch

Leucosticte tephrocotis

Secure

Not Listed

Birds

Bald eagle
Barrow's goldeneye

Brown-headed cowbird

Cedar waxwing

Common yellowthroat

Common raven
Common redpoll
Common loon
Dark-eyed junco
Downy woodpecker

Golden-crowned kinglet
Golden Eagle
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Scientific Name

Provincial Status

Federal Status

Great blue heron

Ardea herodias

Secure

Special Concern

Hairy woodpecker

Picoides villosus

Secure

Not Listed

Histrionicus histrionicus

Sensitive

Not Listed

Lophodytes cucullatus

Secure

Not Listed

House sparrow

Passer domesticus

Secure

Not Listed

Lincoln's sparrow

Melospiza lincolnii

Secure

Not Listed

Mallard

anas platyrhynchos

Secure

Not Listed

Poecile gambeli

Secure

Not Listed

Mourning dove

Zenaida macroura

Secure

Not Listed

Northern flicker

Colaptes auratus

Secure

Not Listed

Northern shrike

Lanius excubitor

Secure

Not Listed

Orange-crowned warbler

Vermivora celata

Secure

Not Listed

Osprey

Pandion haliaetus

Sensitive

Not At Risk

Podilymbus podiceps

Secure

Not Listed

Pileated woodpecker

Dryocopus pileatus

Secure

Not Listed

Pine grosbeak

Pinicola enucleator

Secure

Not Listed

Pine siskin

Carduelis pinus

Secure

Not Listed

Red-breasted nuthatch

Sitta canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

Red-winged blackbird

Agelaius phoeniceus

Secure

Not Listed

Ring-billed gull

Larus delawarensis

Secure

Not Listed

Columba livia

Secure

Not Listed

Regulus calendula

Secure

Not Listed

Euphagus carolinus

Secure

Special Concern

Passerculus sandwichensis

Secure

Not Listed

Song sparrow

Melospiza melodia

Secure

Not Listed

Sora

Porzana carolina

Secure

Not Listed

Steller's jay

Cyanocitta stelleri

Secure

Not Listed

Ixoreus naevius

Secure

Not Listed

Western tanager

Piranga ludoviciana

Secure

Not Listed

Western wood-pewee

Contopus sordidulus

Secure

Not Listed

White-breasted nuthatch

Sitta carolinensis

Secure

Not Listed

White-crowned sparrow

Zonotrichia leucophrys

Secure

Not Listed

White-throated sparrow

Zonotrichia albicollis

Secure

Not Listed

White-winged crossbill

Loxia leucoptera

Secure

Not Listed

Wilson's warbler

Wilsonia pusilla

Secure

Not Listed

Harlequin Duck
Hooded merganser

Mountain chickadee

Pie-billed grebe

Rock pigeon
Ruby-crowned kinglet
Rusty blackbird
Savannah sparrow

Varied thrush
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Yellow warbler

Dendroica petechia

Secure

Not Listed

Yellow-rumped warbler

Dendroica coronata

Secure

Not Listed

Coyote

Canis latrans

Secure

Not Listed

Cougar

Puma concolor

Secure

Not Listed

Canis lupus

Secure

Not Listed

Least Weasel

Mustela nivalis

Secure

Not Listed

Long-tailed Weasel

Mustela frenata

May Be At Risk

Not Listed

Ursus americanus

Secure

Not Listed

Ursus arctos

At Risk

COSEWIC: Special Concern

Lynx canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

Martes americana

Secure

Not Listed

Mustela vison

Secure

Not Listed

Fisher

Martes pennanti

Sensitive

Not Listed

Northern River Otter

Lutra Canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

Vulpes vulpes

Secure

Not Listed

Mephitis mephitis

Secure

Not Listed

Gulo gulo

May Be At Risk

COSEWIC: Special Concern

Odocoileus virginianus

Secure

Not Listed

Alces alces

Secure

Not Listed

Bighorn Sheep

Ovis canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

Mountain Goat

Oreamnos americanus

Secure

Not Listed

Mule Deer

Odocoileus hemionus

Secure

Not Listed

Cervus elaphus

Secure

Not Listed

Long-tailed vole

Microtus longicaudus

Secure

Not Listed

Least chipmunk

Eutamias minimus

Secure

Not Listed

Meadow vole

Microtus pennsylvanicus

Secure

Not Listed

Red squirrel

Tamiasciurus hudsonicus

Secure

Not Listed

Snowshoe hare

Lepus americanus

Secure

Not Listed

American Beaver

Castor canadensis

Secure

Not Listed

American Pika

Ochotona princeps

Secure

Not Listed

Spermophilus columbianus

Secure

Not Listed

Ondatra zibethicus

Secure

Not Listed

Carnivores

Gray Wolf

Black bear
Grizzly bear
Lynx
American Marten
American Mink

Red Fox
Striped Skunk
Wolverine
Ungulates
White-tailed Deer
Moose

Elk
Hares and Rodents

Columbian ground squirrel
Common Muskrat
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Erethizon dorsatum

Secure

Not Listed

Deer Mouse

Peromyscus maniculatus

Secure

Not Listed

House mouse

Mus musculus

Exotic

Not Listed

Long-toed salamander

Ambystoma macrodactylum

Species At Risk

Wandering garter snake

Thamnophis elegans vagrans

Sensitive

Columbia spotted frog

Rana luteiventris

Western toad

Anaxyrus boreas

Common Porcupine

Amphibians and Reptiles

Wood frog
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Lithobates sylvatica

Not Listed
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Appendix 2 – Approval of the realignment of the Stewart Creek Across Valley
Corridor.
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IR 1 (2.1.1.1): If a field visit was conducted to survey the vegetation or wildlife
community, the methods and findings should be presented. Conversely, if a field
visit was no conducted, please identify which data concur with Golder (2013)
and how nests were determined not be in the Project area.
To clarify from the report, a cursory field visit was completed prior to draft report submission
but not a detailed wildlife and wildlife habitat assessment. There were no bird nests detected at
that time.
A second field visit was completed on August 7th, 2014. Transect surveys were walked north to
south, separated by 50 m across the entire study area and including a 50 m buffer around the
study area. Vegetation species, wildlife signs and wildlife habitat were identified and recorded.
In addition, wildlife features (i.e. sheep mineral licks) that were identified in other studies were
located and surveyed. Trees were surveyed for the presence of bird nests and/or nesting
cavities.
Bird nests and/or nesting cavities were not observed during the field assessments. Various
wildlife sign and wildlife observations were recorded during the second field assessment. These
included:











Fresh black bear tracks 50 m east of study area;
Black bear, grizzly bear, sheep, elk, and deer scat/pellets throughout the study area;
Sheep and deer tracks at a traditional mineral lick 170 m south of the study area;
Moderate-density wildlife game trails;
One white-tailed buck in the southern section of the PSA;
Elk beds in the southern section of the PSA;
Evidence of bears feeding on cambian throughout the PSA but especially in the northern
section;
Elk scarring on trees and saplings throughout the PSA;
50+ herd of elk 295 m northwest of the PSA near a mineral lick; and
Sheep and elk tracks at a mineral lick.

Various piles of coarse woody debris were observed throughout the study area, which provide
important cover for small mammals such as marten.
The upper canopy within the PSA can be characterized as a mixed open forest of lodgepole
pine, spruce and trembling aspen trees. Whitebark pine was not identified in the project area,
which is to be expected as this species grows at higher elevations. Buffaloberry (Shepherdia
canadensis) was the dominant shrub species recorded within the PSA. The following vegetation
species were also recorded:
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Richardson’s needlegrass (Stipa richardsonii)



bearberry (Arctostaphylos uv-ursi)



silverberry (Elaeagnus commutata)



wild strawberry (Fragaria virginiana)



northern bedstraw (Galium boreale)



wild rose (Rosa acicularis)



fringed aster (Aster ciliolatus)



common juniper (Juniperus communis)



kinnikinnick (Arctostaphylos uva-ursi)



Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense)



Wild raspberry (Rubus strigosus)



Yarrow (Achillea millefolium)



spruce saplings



vicia sp.



grass sp.

The southern boundary of the PSA (which borders the Stewart Creek Golf Course) is buffered by
aspen trees. These are considered unique habitat features, potentially providing nesting
cavities for certain bird species. However, no nesting cavities were observed during field
assessments.
It is required by the SRD for a bird nest survey to be completed immediately prior to
disturbance. This survey will be detailed, following pre-disturbance assessment protocol (see
response to IR 14.iii). Depending on species found, specific setback distances are to be
determined on a species by species basis, in discussion with the local Fish and Wildlife biologist,
Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development (SRD).
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Photos of the study area:
Photo 1: Northern Boundary of the PSA, bordered by the Altalink access road.

Photo 2: Sheep mineral lick NE of study area (new one that sheep are currently using)
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Photo 3: Southern boundary of the PSA which borders the golf course.

Photo 4: Buffaloberries near the southern edge of the PSA
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IR 2 (2.1.1.2): Please provide information showing the spatial distribution of the
wildlife within the LSA.
Figures 4 to 8 in the Corvidae EIS provide spatial data for grizzly bears, elk, wolves, and cougars.
The GPS elk collar data, provided in Figure 4, is based on 17 individuals collected during all
seasons from 2008-2010; GPS points were recorded every hour. This data is a thorough
representation of elk spatial distribution within and surrounding the PSA. A closer look at the
data shows that elk used the PSA primarily in July, August, and October of 2009.
There was limited spatial information available for wolves. The winter backtracking map (Figure
5) shows that wolves travelled through the PSA from 1996-2003; no tracks were recorded from
2004-2008 within the PSA. It is uncertain whether this was because there was less tracking
effort applied to the area after 2003 or whether wolves used the area to a lesser extent.
The GPS collar data for cougars was based on five collared individuals from 2000-2003, which is
the most recent GPS spatial information available (Figure 6). The map shows the general travel
paths taken by cougars, indicating distance travelled between GPS points which were recorded
with varying intensity (i.e. some locations were recorded every 2 hours and some locations
were recorded every 4 hours). It shows use of the area surrounding the PSA primarily during
the fall/spring/summer months and it only shows one cougar travel path directly within the
PSA. Considering the small sample size and the fact that the data was collected prior to the
majority of the development in the area, this data does not conclusively show whether cougars
currently utilize the area surrounding and within the PSA.
The winter backtracking data for cougars shows more recent use of the PSA and areas
surrounding the PSA, although the dates for these tracks were unknown at the time the EIS was
prepared (Figure 7). On July 30th 2014, Chinook Environmental Services provided the missing
information. The cougar backtracking data was collected between 2009 and 2013 so it is the
most recent spatial distribution available. It shows cougar use of the PSA during the winter.
The grizzly bear data is represented spatially in Figure 8. Figure 8 provides grizzly bear telemetry
locations collected from 2001-2004 with associated travel paths. The data does not indicate
how much time passed between data points and therefore one cannot assess how much time
the bear was spending in any one area. A closer look at the data shows grizzly bear use directly
within the PSA during May, July and October of 2000 and 2001. Figure 8 also shows grizzly bear
observational data from 2010-2012 and GPS collar data from 2014 based on one individual; this
data indicates general use of the area surrounding the PSA. Although the 2014 data is a small
sample size, it indicates recent grizzly bear use of the area despite human use in the area.
Based on information from provincial biologists, grizzly bears (and black bears) frequent the
golf course which is bordered on the south boundary of the PSA.
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IR 3 (2.1.1.3): Please provide information describing the abundance and
distribution of forage plants for KIs
As previously described in IR1, the dominant shrub species is buffaloberries which is a primary
food source for grizzly bears. This shrub species occurs in high density throughout the entire
study area. Other bear forage species include wild strawberry and wild raspberry. Ungulate
forage species include grasses, aspen, rose, and saplings.

IR 4 (2.1.1.4): Please provide information describing the abundance and
distribution of mineral licks for KIs.
There are artificial and natural mineral licks for bighorn sheep along Stewart Creek within and
near the Stewart Creek Golf Course, within the Stewart Creek ASP boundary and in close
proximity to the Stewart Creek wildlife underpass at the Trans-Canada Highway (TCH). This is
referenced in the Golder EIS document (2013) as Garrow and Leeson (2008 personal
communication). Figure 54 in Golder (2013) shows a clearly defined travel path for sheep
which passes through the PSA. Sheep were not assessed in this EIS as it is beyond the scope,
see response to IR 6a for details.
On July 30th 2014, Chinook Environmental Services responded to Corvidae’s requests for more
information regarding locations for sheep mineral licks as follows:
“There is no quantitative data showing abandonment of the traditional lick site (UTM
NAD 83 618451 5656206) or use of the potential new site (UTM NAD 83 618435
5657009), however we speculate from observations over 12 years (2001 to 2013)
conducting field work on the TSMV property that the bighorn sheep population has
abandoned the old site and is accessing the new site”
On August 7th 2014, Corvidae field verified these locations and confirmed that aged sheep and
deer tracks were present at the traditional mineral lick and fresh elk and sheep tracks were
present at the new mineral lick. See figure below for locations of the mineral licks.
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IR 5: 2.1.1.5. Please quantify abundance of wildlife in PSA, LSA, RSA along with
measures of confidence in those estimates.
The data presented in Figures 4 to 8 demonstrate the abundance of four KI species in the area
from the time and duration the data was collected. The timing of data collection and methods
are identified in the EIS and in response to IR 2. The validity of data is related to the accuracy of
the GPS collars and human error when conducting VHF telemetry readings, wildlife
observations, and backtracking. GPS collars have <10 m error. Winter backtracking and transect
surveys were conducted by trained wildlife biologists, provincial government personnel,
university students and junior biologists. Chinook Environmental has been monitoring the area
from 2009 to 2012 as part of the TSMV ongoing monitoring commitments. This includes remote
camera monitoring, ungulate pellet transects, winter tracking on transects and carnivore winter
backtracking. It is assumed there is also potential for human error in the tracking data.

IR 6a (2.1.1.6): Please indicate which other species or biological processes are
represented by the data shown for elk, wolves, cougars and grizzly bears.
First and foremost, the four species assessed during this EIS were selected because we were
specifically asked by the client (QuantumPlace) to restrict the assessment to these four species.
This was following the protocol set in the Golder 2013 EIS, with the KIs being “selected based on
applicability to the Terms of Reference, stakeholder concerns and robustness of available data
to permit rigorous assessment. Grizzly bears, wolves, elk and cougars were selected to
determine current and future wildlife movement and potential project impacts.” (Executive
Summary, pp. iii, Golder 2013). Corvidae asked whether the assessment should be expanded to
include songbirds, amphibians, meso-carnivores, sheep and other relevant species; the
response was to assess grizzly bears, elk, cougars and wolves only. The following provides
justification for selecting each KI species from each species group.
Ungulates
There are five ungulate species residing in the RSA and occurring in the LSA and PSA. These are:
white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), elk (Cervus
canadensis), sheep, and moose (Alces alces). Deer, elk and moose are considered not to be
overly vulnerable to development as their populations and habitats are considered relatively
secure and well distributed in Alberta (AESRD 2009 and 2011). In the Bow Valley there are no
specific management strategies for deer or moose. There is, however, a management strategy
for elk. Elk have a high public profile in the neighboring park and Canmore as they are present
in high numbers, highly visible and are habituated to human use and traffic in the Bow Valley.
For these reasons elk are included in the impact assessment as a key indicator species. Moose
have not been recorded in high numbers in the vicinity of the PSA/LSA, therefore it would not
be appropriate to select this species as a KI.
8
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Although not documented in high numbers in Canmore and surrounding areas, images of sheep
were captured on remote cameras surrounding and within the study area. As previously
discussed, mineral licks bring them down from higher elevations around Wind Ridge to the
SCAVC. For this reason sheep would naturally be considered a KI; however, the scope of the
assessment confined Corvidae to exclude this species from assessment.
Although deer are not overly prolific in the Bow Valley, they were not chosen as a key species,
due in large part to their ubiquitous presence in the rest of Alberta (AESRD 2009 and 2011).
Large Carnivores
Black bear (Ursus americanus), grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis), cougar (Puma concolor) and
wolf (Canis lupus) are all present in the RSA. Black bear are common throughout the province
and therefore was not assessed here. Although black bears represent some of the humanwildlife conflict data that was reviewed for this project, Corvidae was instructed to focus the
assessment on grizzly bears rather than black bears.
Grizzly and wolf are considered key species and the potential project effects on these species
were reviewed.
Mesocarnivores
Mesocarnivores are intermediate body-size mammalian carnivores. In the Canmore area these
include the coyote (Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes vulpes), Canadian lynx (Lynx canadensis),
wolverine (Gulo gulo), marten (Martes americana) and fisher (Martes pennanti). A
mesocarnivore species was not selected from this group because the scope of the EIS was
confined to four species only as previously explained.
The key species that would naturally be selected from this group would be marten as it is more
common in the area and more likely to occur within the LSA than fisher (Holroyd and Van
Tighem 1983). Lynx and wolverine are elusive animals, making them difficult to monitor,
whereas red fox and coyote are somewhat tolerant of disturbance (and coyotes are abundant
in Alberta) and therefore these species were not assessed.
Small Mammals
This group was not assessed during this EIS as it was beyond the scope.
Birds
This group was not assessed during this EIS as it was beyond the scope.
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Birds include the following species groups: raptors and owls, game birds, waterfowl, shorebirds
and songbirds.

IR 6b (2.1.1.6): If the answer to Information Request 7a does not include
songbirds, bighorn sheep, black bears and deer, please provide a description of
baseline conditions for these five taxa, noting that ‘songbirds’ are a diverse
community.
(Assuming MSES meant IR 6a, not 7a.)

Correct, see response to IR 6a. The KI species that we have assessed provide a baseline that
would indicate overall habitat health, habitat types and anthropogenic disturbance. Including
all local wildlife species is an option for an Environmental Impact Assessment, but was not in
the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement.
In addition to the information provided in Corvidae’s EIS and previous EIS documents, there is
on-going monitoring in the area as part of the TSMV Area Structure Plan – Wildlife Monitoring
Program (Golder, April 2013). The wildlife monitoring program is managed by the Monitoring
Program Committee composed of representatives from Alberta Environment and Sustainable
Resource Development, Alberta Parks, Tourism and Recreation, the Town of Canmore Council
and Administration, and the environmental non-government organization community in
Canmore and TSMV. The goal of the program is to “Collect information on wildlife distribution
and movement using a scientifically based systematic approach that will allow regulatory
authorities to make future land use decisions to ensure a viable network of wildlife corridors is
provided at Three Sisters Mountain Village”. The funding for the monitoring program is borne
by the developers, the province and the Town of Canmore.

IR 7a (2.1.1.7): Please confirm whether or not the data used to describe baseline
conditions reflects the current conditions at the time the EIS was written.
The wildlife data that was used to assess the baseline conditions is described throughout the
document. In addition, Figures 4 to 8 include dates for when the data was collected for each KI
species. The response to IR2 provides further clarification on this subject.
In summary, data collection dates are as follows:
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Elk GPS Collar data (2008-2010);
Wolf Backtracking data (1996-2008);
Cougar backtracking data (1999-2013);
Cougar GPS Collar data (2000-2003);
Grizzly Bear Telemetry (2001-2004) and Observational Data (2010-2012); and
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Grizzly Bear GPS Collar data (2014).

Considering the fact that a lot of development occurred in Three Sisters from 2000 to 2014,
wildlife use of the area has most likely changed substantially during that time. As previously
stated in the EIS, the Cougar GPS Collar data and the Grizzly Bear Telemetry data is likely not a
true representation of how these species are currently using the PSA as it was collected prior to
2004. This data was included in the EIS with stated caveats on using the data to draw
conclusions. Fortunately, more recent data was available for these species (i.e. Cougar
Backtracking, Grizzly Bear (GB) Observational, and GB GPS collar data) which was more relevant
in understanding how these species utilize the landscape. The backtracking data for wolves was
limited and is not a true representation of how this species uses the landscape within and
surrounding the PSA.

IR 7b: If baseline conditions described in the EIS do not reflect current
conditions at the time the EIS was written, please identify where and how much
change has occurred for the data shown for each KI, and justify why the data
used are still relevant.
TSMV was approved for development in 1992. Following the approval, small pockets of
development occurred continuously from 2000-2014. Construction occurred mostly in the
spring, summer, fall, with mostly indoor construction in the winter. A broad summary of what
has been developed from 2000-2014 is as follows:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)
10)
11)
12)
13)
14)

Stewart Creek Golf Course was built in 2000-2001.
All of the Stewart Creek subdivisions, Phases 1 and 2;
Parkway extension including traffic circle;
All of the buildings east of the 4 way stop from the highway;
The entire school site and school buildings;
Stewart Creel Golf Course Clubhouse and maintenance compound;
Hubman Landing and Hubman Landing 2
Paintbrush Ridge / RavenRock
All of the development and buildings east of Three Sisters Blvd
All of the second golf course
4 km of powerline burial
Commercial developments near 4 way stop
Affordable housing near parkway
Three Sister Creek subdivision, Cairns on the Bow, Crossbow Landing (see Photo B
below) were built between 1998 and 2003 (generally), with most of it being post2000.

See photos below with red outline of areas and years of development:
11
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Photo A: Built between 1998-2003

Photo B: Built between 2000 and 2014
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IR 8 (2.1.1.8): Please clarify which, if any, criteria were used to determine that
there are no Environmentally Significant Areas with the Project area.
In the Golder 2013 EIS, ESAs are Environmentally Sensitive Areas “such as wetlands, wildlife
corridors, and habitat patches”. The NRCB (1992) directive considers ESAs to be any unique or
sensitive features including old growth stands of Douglas fir and subalpine fir, wetlands,
riparian areas and groundwater discharge. As identified in the Golder 2013 EIS, Figure 11, there
are no ESAs in the Phase 3 location (the PSA). In the Golder EIS, the PSA area features are
identified as open space and medium residential density areas (Golder, EIS 2013, Figure 11:
Vegetation Environmentally Sensitive Areas). This classification is in relation to the existing
vegetation communities. No old growth, riparian areas or wetlands are present in the PSA, as
documented in existing background information. The field visit verified no riparian areas or
wetlands.
The Environmentally Significant Areas (ESA) was also further assessed by referencing the
Environmentally Significant Areas – Provincial Update 20091. ESA site #20 includes the following
in the Canmore area:





Canmore Area hoodoos
Canmore Area kames, kame terraces
Canmore Area rock-shelters
Canmore Area speleothems

The PSA is located in open mixed forest with no hoodoos, kames, rock-shelters or speleothems
(as identified from the existing data, general knowledge of the area, the cursory assessment,
and the field assessment on August 7th).
The effect of the Project on a potentially Environmentally Significant Area was not assessed
within the RSA; it was only assessed within the PSA.
1

Fiera Biological Consulting, 2009. Environmentally Significant Areas - Provincial Update 2009
(an update of the 1997-98 Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAs) of Alberta data and map).
Submitted
to
Alberta
Tourism,
Parks,
and
Recreation.
http://www.albertaparks.ca/albertaparksca/library/environmentally-significant-areasreport.aspx

IR 9 (2.1.1.9): Please quantify how much, where and what forms of vegetation
removal will occur.
Native vegetation in the Natural Areas of each lot will be maintained, they will be thinned to
meet FireSmart guidelines.
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Lot grading, clearing, construction, vehicle parking and circulation, walkways and manicured
lawns are restricted to the Construction Envelope. The size of the Construction Envelopes are
determined by topography, natural features, existing vegetation and setback requirements
(TSMV Design Guidelines Version 1.3, 2006). The actual percent of each lot that will be within
the Construction Envelope will be determined during the Development Permit stage. Within the
Construction Envelope 25% of the property can be manicured lawn.
Currently there are no plans to remove buffaloberries or other vegetation that are food sources
for bears.

IR 10 (2.1.1.10): Please identify the size and location of where garden suites will
be located with respect to the SCAVC and AVC.
Garden suites are a discretionary use on all R1B-SC lands. Construction of the gardens suites
will be determined at Development Permit and are permitted in the Construction Envelope
area of the lot only.

IR 11 (2.1.1.11): Please clarify how the boundaries of the RSA were delineated
and operational definitions of the terms ‘high quality habitat’ and ‘functional
habitat’.
The regional study area (RSA) is the valley bottom terrain in the montane and lower subalpine
ecoregions below 1800 m within the Bow Valley from the east Banff park gate to Exshaw (see
figure below). Although the RSA also encompasses roads and infrastructure, the valley bottom
terrain in the montane and lower subalpine ecoregions provides valuable habitat for wildlife
species. It supports varying life stages and multi-seasonal habitat requirements for a multitude
of species that occur in the Bow Valley including KI species. For example, the higher elevation
areas within the RSA have the potential to support grizzly bear dens - grizzly bears near Banff
and Canmore prefer to den in upper subalpine habitat, selecting slopes between 30 and 38
degrees (Vroom et al. 1980).
As indicated in the figure below, the RSA is composed of designated habitat patches and
wildlife corridors which are theoretically protected from future large scale developments. The
RSA also includes riparian areas surrounding wetlands and creeks which provide valuable cover
habitat, food resources, and movement corridors for many wildlife species including KI species.
For these reasons, the RSA encompasses high quality habitat and constitutes functional habitat
for wildlife in the Bow Valley.
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IR 12a (2.1.1.12): Please provide an estimate for the number of residents that
will live in the LSA during the operational phase of the Project.
There are 205 units proposed and an estimate of 2.3 people per home that would be equivalent
to 471 people. However, 37% of homeowners in Canmore are non-Canmore residents (Town of
Canmore Non-Permanent Resident Survey, March 2012, Glorioso, Moss and Associates).
Therefore it is estimated 297 people will be permanent residents living in the PSA.

IR 12b (2.1.1.12): Please provide an estimate for existing types, locations and
amount of human use (i.e. recreation) in the LSA.
In the LSA recreational land uses permitted are golfing (on the golf course), hiking and biking.
Human use has been captured with wildlife cameras. Figures 19 to 27 in the Golder 2013 EIS
show human use levels in the LSA. Specifically, Figure 22 shows hiker use in the LSA and RSA;
Figure 23 shows biker use in the area; Figure 23 shows biker use in the area; and Figure 24
shows the off-leash dog use documented from remote cameras. This high percent of off-leash
dogs reflects people’s lack of knowledge of wildlife corridors and the important function these
areas have for wildlife. From the wildlife cameras there is evidence of 70% human use along the
existing wildlife corridors, versus 27% ungulate use and 3% carnivore use. This high level of
human use in the wildlife corridors is being addressed with the Town of Canmore’s Human Use
Management Review Committee, which TSMV is a part of (as mentioned in Section 6.3 of the
EIS).

IR 13 (2.1.2.1): Please clarify if habitat suitable for the safe movement and
survival of KIs and other wildlife species is available in areas adjacent to the LSA.
Such a clarification should include the amount of habitat lost in the LSA
proportionate to the amount available in adjacent areas for each of the KIs and
other wildlife identified by stakeholders.
The scope of this EIS does not, by any means, include an assessment of the existing habitat
corridors. The existing corridors offer relatively ‘safe travel’ for wildlife in the sense that no
further development will occur in these areas. Therefore, in an area which is highly fragmented
by roads, highways, infrastructure, and continual development, the corridors provide security
from these types of future disturbances.
The additional human use as a result of the project may slightly reduce the security of the
corridors and may result in habitat avoidance during construction and operation of phase 3.
However, as shown by the data, high human use already exists in the area, therefore
species/individuals that are using the area may be somewhat accustomed to human presence.
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IR 14 (2.1.2.2): Please provide additional details regarding the following:
i) During which months of the year will construction occur and over how many
years?
Construction will occur during spring/summer/fall. Construction to service the subdivision
would occur the first year. This would include the construction of roads and servicing.
Construction on the remaining portion is dependent on lot absorption and the construction
timelines of the builders that purchase the parcels. Estimated build out is approximately 4 to 5
years.

ii) What is the time between the inspection of every tree and the time that trees
will be limbed or removed.
Winter clearing is planned, therefore the clearing will occur after the bird survey, before the
spring (prior to migratory birds returning to the area). If any clearing is done in the
spring/summer (e.g. hazard trees or Firesmart thinning), clearing will start within the two
weeks following the bird survey.

iii) Please provide survey methods to inspect all trees.
Transect surveys will be conducted across the entire PSA that is to be cleared with an additional
100 m buffer to identify sensitive wildlife features including any active nest sites, burrows or
dens. The transects will be walked from east to west and will be separated by 50 m. The
dimensions of the PSA are approximately 460 m x 290 m, so ten transects would be walked
including the buffer areas. The wildlife biologist will document auditory and visual signs of birds
and nests in the area. Other visual and auditory signs of mammals will also be documented.
Deviations from the transects will occur if/when species are detected. Each sighting will be
documented by GPS and entered into the Fish and Wildlife Management Information System
(FWMIS) database, as well as provided to the client. If site clearing occurs within a critical time
period and an active migratory bird nest is found, construction will be delayed until the birds
have fledged and left the area.

(iv) Will trees be inspected for active nests (or burrow) of all species of bird or
mammal?
All visually and auditory signs of birds will be assessed during the pre-clearing wildlife survey.
Any visual and auditory signs of mammals will be documented as well. The survey will be
completed by a qualified wildlife biologist.
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v) If a nest is located during tree inspection, how large of a buffer will be
established, what human activities will be permitted within the buffer, and for
what duration will that buffer be in operation?
The buffer is dependent on the species type. The local provincial wildlife biologist, Jon
Jorgensen, will be contacted if a nest is found in the area to be cleared and an applicable
setback distance will be determined at that time. No clearing will occur until the bird species
has left the area (i.e. migratory bird has left the nest). There are no specific residential
development guidelines for the Rocky Mountains, and no specific setback buffers for wildlife in
that ecoregion, therefore the Recommended Land Use Guidelines for Protection of Selected
Wildlife Species and Habitat within Grassland and Parkland Natural Regions of Alberta will be
used as a rough guideline (Environmental Sustainable Resource Development, April 2011).
Actual setback to be discussed with Jon Jorgensen. Other available guidelines and standards are
designed for industrial development only, not residential development.

vi) How relevant are assessments of construction related impacts (which does
not occur in the winter) of the Project when the description of existing
conditions for elk, cougars and wolves is based on data recorded during the
winter?
Tree and shrub clearing will occur in the winter, with the exception of danger tree clearing or
additional Firesmart thinning which may occur outside of the winter season. Construction will
be during the regular construction window in Canmore (spring/summer/fall) for approximately
4 to 5 years.
The RSF’s developed by Golder were developed for each species during a period when they
most commonly occurred in lower elevations. For wolves, cougars and elk, RSF models were
developed for the winter season (November 15-April 15); for grizzly bears it was developed for
the summer months (i.e. June 16-August 10).
RSF models were limited by season to assess habitat quality in the study area and therefore
additional data was used to assess baseline conditions. Winter data was only available for
wolves and therefore it is not known how wolves utilize the landscape during other seasons. As
explained previously, data for elk, cougars, and grizzly bears was provided for all seasons as
follows:
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Elk GPS collar data was collected between January and December from 2008 to 2010;
Grizzly Bear observation data was collected between March and November from 2010
to 2012;
Grizzly Bear telemetry data was collected between April and November from 2001 to
2004;
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Grizzly Bear GPS collar data was collected between June and July in 2014;
Cougar GPS collar data was collected between between January and August from 2000
to 2003.
Cougars backtracking data was collected during winter seasons from 1999 to 2013.

For these reasons, MSES comments are erroneous – the data covers all seasons for cougars,
grizzly bears and elk.
Furthermore, it is not certain when construction will actually be completed. In reality,
construction is at times delayed or processes may take a little longer than anticipated. The
winter data presented in the EIS (i.e. the backtracking data for wolves and cougars) refers to
the period from November to April. Construction may extend into November and therefore
winter data may be relevant for construction impacts and certainly for operational impacts.

IR 15 (2.1.2.3): Please clarify whether vegetation modification will serve to
attract wildlife towards people, thereby increasing the risk of human-wildlife
conflict. Please clarify which KIs or other species are ‘wary’ and which are not.
Wolves and cougars are frequently referred to in the literature as wary species, avoiding high
human use areas. Conversely, elk in the Bow Valley are frequently attracted to developments
and areas with high human presence such as the towns of Canmore and Banff; the presence of
humans serves as a refuge from predation. For this reason, elk are not wary species. Grizzly
bears are also not considered wary as they are frequently observed feeding on artificial and
natural attractants in close proximity to people.
Buffaloberries are abundant within the PSA, and serve as an important food resource for bears.
Buffaloberries would be removed in areas where construction will occur and would remain
undisturbed in the Natural Areas of each lot. With the planned FireSmart thinning throughout
the Natural Areas, buffaloberry is expected to flourish with the open canopy, thereby
continuing to serve as an attractant for bears. In order to reduce the potential for humanwildlife conflicts, less-palatable species could be planted and buffaloberries could be removed
from the Natural Areas. The loss of this valuable food resource for bears could then be
mitigated by re-planting buffaloberries in areas of lower or no human use or in designated
wildlife corridors. The feasibility of such plans require discussions with the provincial biologists
and the Town of Canmore.
Depending on the total area designated for the Natural Areas of each lot, the cover provided by
the remaining vegetation may also be used by certain species such as birds, small mammals,
ungulates and bears when travelling across the landscape and through adjacent corridors.
Wildlife such as grizzly bears and ungulates may approach the vegetated buffer between dawn
and dusk when human use is lowest. More ungulates in the area may in turn attract cougars to
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the higher prey density. Wolves likely will not be attracted to the area despite potentially
higher ungulate use due to the fact that they are an extremely cautious/wary species.

IR 16 (2.1.2.4): Please provide additional data on existing conditions, mitigation
and residual impacts aimed at conflicts associated with black bears in the LSA.
This is not part of the scope of the EIS as black bears are not one of the KIs. More data is being
collected in on-going studies (wildlife monitoring programs) and being addressed by the Town
of Canmore’s Human Use Management Review Committee, of which QuantumPlace is a
member (representing TSMV).

IR 17 (2.1.4.1): Please identify the VCs and quantify the residual impacts of the
Project.
Valued Components (VCs) are resources or environmental features (either plant, animal or
abiotic) that are considered valuable by various sectors of the public. Table 1 below links the
wildlife VCs that may be affected with potential project impacts.
Table 1. Summary of potential impacts for wildlife VCs.
VC

Potential Impact

Habitat availability

Direct or indirect (sensory disturbance) loss of available habitat

Habitat diversity

Reduced habitat diversity

Wildlife movement

Obstruction to wildlife movement (reduced landscape scale connectivity)

Wildlife survival

Direct or indirect mortality (increase habituation and/or conflict with
humans)

Residual impacts can be defined as impacts associated with the project that cannot be fully
addressed despite the implementation of mitigation measures.
Some of the potential impacts to wildlife are predicted to be residual. Human-wildlife conflicts
are still possible even if the mitigation strategies presented in the EIS document are adhered to.
Human-wildlife conflict data and personal communication from AESRD indicate that currently
conflicts with large carnivores are high in the area, especially in the southern section of the PSA
which borders the Stewart Creek Golf Course. With increased residential activity in the area, it
is highly likely that human-wildlife conflicts will remain high and potentially increase. There are

20

August 2014

Stewart Creek Phase 3 Conceptual Plan EIS Addendum

many problems associated with implementing the wildlife exclosure fence and it appears
unlikely that this mitigation measure will be implemented.
Wildlife loss of habitat is also considered a residual impact. The PSA contains a high density of
buffaloberry which is an important food resource for bears. The PSA also contains unique
habitat features such as potential nesting cavities for birds in the aspen trees that are found
throughout the study area. The project will result in a direct loss of habitat for many species
that use the area. The Natural area in each lot will be preserved which will reduce the impact
but important wildlife habitat, currently providing cover and food resources to a host of
species, will still be lost as a result of the Project. The feasibility of planting wildlife forage
species (that will be lost as a result of the Project) in areas of low or no human use could be
explored.
Wildlife sensory disturbance and habitat avoidance impacts during operation of Phase 3 are
also considered to be residual as a result of the Project. These impacts directly affect wildlife
movement. Impacts related to wildlife movement can be somewhat mitigated through the use
of properly managed wildlife corridors (across valley and along valley corridors). However
there is some uncertainty regarding how effective the corridors are in maintaining secure
movement for certain wildlife species. For example, Golder (2013) found that, currently, there
is high human use of the Stewart Creek Across Valley Corridor. Human use in designated
wildlife corridors may prevent certain species from using them. For these reasons, with higher
human use of the area as a result of the Project, negative impacts to wildlife movement are
expected to increase and persist. Educating the public about wildlife corridors will help to
mitigate this impact; however, without a strong enforcement presence, education alone is not
expected to eliminate this impact.
The following table highlights residual impacts as a result of Phase 3 (during construction and
operations).
Table 2. Summary of residual impacts for wildlife VCs.

Potential Impact

Direct
or
Indirect
(sensory
disturbance)
loss of available habitat

Obstruction to wildlife
movement
(reduced
connectivity)
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Mitigation Measure

Residual
Impact
Anticipated
-Construct outside of sensitive wildlife periods if Yes
possible
-Work in daylight hours only
- Conduct bird nest surveys prior to construction
- Explore planting forage species (that will be lost as a
result of the project) in areas away from human
activity.
-Educate public on function and importance of Yes
wildlife corridors
-Do not permit access to wildlife corridors during
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construction activities
-Explore options to increase enforcement of wildlife
corridors (i.e. apply fines to people who utilize the
corridors).
Direct
or
Indirect -Explore wildlife exclosure fencing
Yes
Mortality
(increase -Explore buffaloberry removal techniques and
habituation and conflicts planting less palatable species.
with humans)
Disturbance
of -Implementation of Best Management Practices. Yes
Vegetation
Preserve Natural Areas, except for FireSmart thinning.
-Minimize vegetation disturbance to reduce invasive
species from proliferating.
-For yard landscaping, use native, non-palatable
vegetation. Work with the Province and Town to
control palatable species and their locations (outside
of the PSA, with potential planting in the corridor
areas, etc.).

IR 18 (2.1.5.1): Please clarify when the EM will be required, what surveillance
the EM will perform and how, who will fund the EM and how the EM will
implement recommendations of the EIS.
The MDP states that the EIS is to identify monitoring requirements (Section 8.5.a, third bullet).
Corvidae recommends an EM (Environmental Monitor) complete site visits during clearing and
construction start up to ensure all the Construction Management Plan requirements are
implemented. This is at the discretion of the Town of Canmore and the client. The EM will take
on the role of assessing the proper installation of sediment fences and other erosion control
measures, and ensure clearing is within identified boundaries. If the construction company is
reputable, then minimal to no environmental monitoring is required. The funding will be by the
developer, only if required.

IR 19 (2.1.5.2): Please provide details of the required monitoring program that
will be conducted as a result of the project.
See response to IR 18. Monitoring will also continue, as directed by the Town of Canmore’s
Human Use Management Review Committee. This is separate from the scope of the Project.
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IR 20 (2.1.5.3): Please identify how policies and recommendations in the EIS will
be implemented and enforced.
The architectural rules in the TSMV such as the $5000 for cutting trees will be enforced, and
fines collected, by TSMV. The architectural requirements for natural areas and 25% manicured
lawns, etc, will also be enforced by TSMV. The environmental commitments that are listed in
the EIS and this Addendum will be maintained by the developer and be followed on good faith
and reputation. There is the potential for checks by the Town, or associated EM, to ensure they
are being followed (see response to IR18).

Page 19 (no IR # identified), paragraph starting with “However, the current
concept plan (EIS pp 5)........ description of the corridor).”
An assessment of the functionality of the existing wildlife corridors is beyond the scope of the
EIS. The PSA is a minimum of 70 m from the closest wildlife corridor. The Town of Canmore’s
Human Use Management Review Committee is assessing the wildlife corridors at a broader
scale and issues/functionality associated with them.
The habitat area to the north of the PSA will still have continuance from east-to-west, avoiding
the cul-de-sac effect.

Page 19 (2.1.7.5) Construction Management Plan request
A Construction Management Plan is outside the scope of the EIS. The current project is
conceptual only. A Construction Management Plan can be provided at a later date.

Page 20 (2.2.1.2) [ASP 2004] Section 5.4.2 (i) Low-density residential
development should be located adjacent to the Stewart Wildlife Corridor. Lot
depths adjacent to the Stewart Wildlife Corridor should incorporate a minimum
effective lot depth of 48 metres.
The southern boundary of the PSA is 70 m from the Three Sisters Along Valley Corridor at the
closest location. Due to the curvature of the PSA, the minimum distance from Stewart Creek
Across Valley Corridor to the east boundary of the PSA is 54 m. The additional buffer of up to
30 m is in addition to the 70 m and 54 m buffers.
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Page 24, 2.3.1.: MSES recommends that a plan to reduce human-wildlife conflict
in the LSA be incorporated with the IES that addresses the relative costs and
benefits of, at least, the following measures:
1) Wildlife exclusion fencing along the eastern and northern boundary of
the Project, on the housing side of any buffers proposed after
realignment of the SCAVC.
The wildlife fencing has been addressed in several forums and is a controversial topic. This
matter is being dealt with directly by the Town of Canmore’s Human Use Management Review
Committee.

2) Funding human-wildlife conflict resources in the community (e.g.
WildSmart), with the specific goal of increasing public awareness as well
as the presence of professionals (i.e., trained to deter wildlife-use of the
Project area) within the LSA.
This comment coincides with the existing bear program in Canmore. TSMV contributes
extensive funding for on-going wildlife monitoring by Chinook. Public awareness is also being
addressed by the Human Use Management Review Committee.

3) Remove any key forage resources for conflict species, such as
buffaloberry and hedysarum and elk calves.
Remove elk calves from the area? The removal of palatable species such as buffaloberry and
hedysarum is possible, but contradicts leaving native vegetation in natural areas. There is a
potential to remove patches of buffaloberry that are abundant in the PSA. The province
currently removes natural wildlife attractants such as buffaloberries from the Stewart Creek
Golf Course. This method is successfully used to deter wildlife such as grizzly bears from
utilizing areas of high human use. This method should be considered around the PSA to reduce
the likelihood of human-wildlife conflict and should be reviewed in collaboration with
stakeholders as an item to address with the Human Use Management Review Committee.

4) Develop and enforce an on-leash policy for pets in the Project area.
It is a bylaw in Canmore to have no off-leash dogs. Policy that are bylaws (and recommended by
MSES) such as enforcing no off-leash dogs are enforced by the Town of Canmore, fine collected
by the Town of Canmore bylaw officer(s). Additional resources could be applied to increasing
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enforcement efforts in the area at the discretion of the Town; this will likely reduce humanwildlife conflicts.

5) Develop and enforce a policy to prevent use of birdfeeders, compost and
unattended garbage.
Canmore bylaws prevent people from using birdfeeders, compost, and unattended garbage.
These type of attractants are relatively well controlled in the area.
The conclusion made in the EIS was that increased human-wildlife conflict was probable as a
result of the Project and it is considered a residual impact– an impact that cannot be fully
addressed by mitigation measures. Some of the recommendations to reduce human-wildlife
conflicts made by MSES have already been addressed in the EIS such (1) wildlife exclusion fence
and (2) educating the public about wildlife-human conflicts.
Additional mitigation measures are provided in Golder (2013), page 150.

Page 26, 2.3.2.: MSES recommends that the EIS includes a mitigation plan to
facilitate a cost effective design for the construction of road-mitigation
measures along the section of the Three-Sisters Parkway that transects the
SCAVC. In other words, the physical design of the Project should facilitate future
efforts to mitigate the effects the Three-Sisters Parkway on human safety and
the functionality of the SCAVC.
MSES recommends that the EIS quantify the predicted zone of influence from
the Project into the SCAVC under different scenarios of thinning a forest
succession patterns in areas within and adjacent to the LSA.
Traffic on the Three Sisters Parkway is not predicted to increase by 7000 vehicles per day as a
result of this Project. The reference in the Golder document refers to the entire development,
not just Phase 3. It is unclear how many more vehicles are expected to use the parkway per day
as a result of the Project. The only section of the parkway that will likely have higher traffic use
as a result of this project is the east end (totalling 1 km in distance). It is anticipated that most
people will use the Trans-Canada Highway (TCH) to get from the Project location to Canmore,
and therefore will only need to drive 1 km on the parkway to reach the TCH. Wildlife-vehicle
collisions may increase on this 1 km section of the parkway as a result of the additional traffic
during operation and construction of the project.
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MSES provides useful information regarding the distance at which wildlife are affected by
human activities (zone of influence), varying by species and habitat. Refer to page 26 of the
MSES report. These details contribute to the finding that the Project may result in wildlife
habitat avoidance caused by increased human use of the PSA and the surrounding corridors.

Page 27, 2.3.3: MSES recommends that the EIS include a quantitative evaluation
of how current conditions in the LSA have changed since data used to describe
‘existing conditions’ were collected.
See response to IR 7B and IR 14.

Page 27, 2.3.4: MSES recommends that the EIS provide a figure showing both
ASP and the proposed Land Use Concept of the Project beside one another,
along with a description quantifying the net change in land use.
The land use submission already describes the change in land use from the ASP concept. This is
seen as a planning matter; the EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of the Project with the
project footprint provided in the current land use submission.

Page 28, 2.4.
This has been addressed in the IR’s of this addendum.
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Attachment 5 - Bylaw 2014-014 Stewart Creek Residential
EARC EIS Evaluation for:
Stewart Creek Land use bylaw amendment

TOR Requirements
A description of existing environmental conditions, proposed
development, and the significance of potential short and long
term environmental impacts, including impacts of construction
and operating activities.
Identification of appropriate and feasible mitigative measures
including land planning, project design, construction techniques,
and operational practices to reduce or eliminate potentially
adverse effects on the environment, including for example:
a) Fish and wildlife and associated habitat
b) Vegetation
c) Surface and bedrock geology
d) Soils and terrain
e) Surface and groundwater quantity and quality
f) Air quality
g) Visual resources
h) Land and resource use
i) Cultural and heritage resources
j) Cumulative impacts of the above.
Identify residual impacts, monitoring requirements, and
whether more extensive environmental impact assessment work
is required.
Other MDP Requirements
As part of the environmental screening, the EIS will address the
environmental objectives and policies of the Town’s statutory
documents that are applicable to the site:
Relevant policies from Section 5.4 (Provide A Range Of
Residential Housing Options) and 8.0 (Environmental Policies)
of the Stewart Creek Area Structure Plan:
5.4.2 h) Medium and high density housing forms shall not be
located adjacent to the Stewart Wildlife Corridor.

EARC Assessment of EIS

Comments

Met

Met

Site specific human / wildlife conflict description, mitigation
and monitoring is lacking. To be raised by Administration with
Applicant.
The Committee had some comments regarding the repeated
references to the Human Use Management Review (HUMR),
particularly in the EIS addendum (Corvidae). HUMR is only one
process tasked with considering human use in wildlife
corridors, and it is not clear yet what the outcome of this
process will be. It is inappropriate to suggest HUMR will
resolve all the issues related to human use impacts identified in
this application and EIS. The Committee had been expecting
more specific recommendations for managing human use in the
proposed residential development that is immediately adjacent
to the wildlife corridor.

Met with concerns

Met with concerns

Detailed monitoring plans are required – roles, methodology,
reporting, etc.

EARC is concerned about the implementation of plans that are
described and committed to in the EIS prior to actual
development of such plans – methods to track commitments
through the land use planning and permitting process are
needed.
Need for and design of the fence was not sufficiently addressed
– but Committee understands this issue will be addressed at

subdivision.
i) Low-density residential development should be located
adjacent to the Stewart Wildlife Corridor. Lot depths adjacent to
the Stewart Wildlife Corridor should incorporate a minimum
effective lot depth of 48 metres.
j) Dwellings located on lots adjacent to the Stewart Wildlife
Corridor should be located as far away from the west edge of
the corridor as possible, with primary orientation to the street.
Rear yards should retain as much native vegetation as possible,
however small patios may be located immediately adjacent to
the house, and rear yard lighting should be minimized.
k) The establishment of a corridor buffer adjacent to the Stewart
Wildlife Corridor for purposes of wildlife thinning should be
reviewed at the subdivision application stage for development
areas other than the existing golf course, as shown conceptually
on Map 4. A buffer should be 35 meters in width, and created
through a conservation easement between the appropriate
parties. Establishment of a corridor buffer should be reviewed
at, or prior to, the subdivision application for the first
subdivision phase adjacent to the Stewart Wildlife Corridor.
Human use trails should not run parallel to the Stewart Wildlife
Corridor within a corridor buffer.
l) Utilization of a 2.4 metre high fence to manage human use
should be reviewed at the subdivision application stage in
conjunction with the first subdivision phase adjacent to the
Stewart Wildlife Corridor. The effectiveness, potential wildlife
management issues, cost design and length of a fence, among
other variables, should be evaluated at the subdivision stage in
order to determine the feasibility of a potential fence.
8.1 Promote environmental sustainability
a) Landscape preservation through appropriate siting and design
of buildings, infrastructure and landscaping shall be encouraged
within the Plan Area.
b) Protection and appropriate treatment of significant natural

The Committee recommends assignment of Conservation
Easement(s) as recommended in the Stewart Creek Area
Structure Plan.
Details regarding the location of the garden suites were lacking.
The Committee recommends the Construction envelope, when
defined, adequately addresses the location of the garden suites
and minimizes their impact on wildlife.
With respect to environmental sustainability, would like to see
stronger wording than “shall be encouraged”.

features shall be encouraged within the Plan Area.
e) Where possible, representative and viable natural habitat
types will be protected and maintained as an integral
component of the parks and open space system.
Generally, natural areas may be protected through:
• dedication as Environmental Reserve;
• dedication as Municipal Reserve;
• acquisition by the Town and subsequent dedication as
Municipal Reserve; and
• placement of a Conservation Easement(s).
8.2 Protect wildlife corridors
a) In accordance with the Canmore Municipal Development Plan
• any development adjacent to established wildlife
corridors, including increased intensity of existing uses will
be evaluated for its potential impact on wildlife habitat and
movement within and adjacent to the proposed
development;
• as part of the development permit application and review
process the Development Authority will circulate
applications as appropriate to relevant committees and
agencies such as Community Services, Environmental
Advisory Review Committee and Alberta Sustainable
Resource Development for information and comments.
b) The requirements and responsibilities for long term
management of the integrated along-valley and cross-valley
wildlife corridors adjacent to the plan area shall be governed by
the relevant provisions and definitions of the Wildlife Act, or
other relevant regulatory documents, and relevant regulations,
terms and conditions of applicable Conservation Easement
Agreement(s) and an approved Wildlife / Human Interaction
Prevention Plan. TSMV shall administer its obligations as
outlined by the approved WHIPP plan, for the time period as
required by the Province.
8.5 Promote wildfire management
a) New subdivision and significant development applications
deemed to be located in the wildland / urban interface shall

submit a Wildfire Risk Assessment Plan in accordance with the
requirements of the Town of Canmore Municipal Development
Plan.
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Town Council
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1

Date: August 28, 2014

From: Corvidae Environmental Consulting Inc. – Julie Budgen, P.Biol.
Re:
Permeable Wildlife Fence
Dear Canmore Town Council,
This letter is regarding the discussion, and need for clarity, on fencing in the Stewart Creek area that
relates specifically to the Phase III Conceptual Plan (the project). Corvidae Environmental Consulting
Inc. completed the EIS for the project.
The policy in the ASP states that an impermeable 2.4 m fence should be used. This type of fence is very
effective for keeping elk, cougar, grizzly bears and wolves in specific areas. However, with an
impermeable fence at the edge of the project area there is potential for wildlife to get trapped in certain
areas outside of the wildlife corridors. There is also the risk of humans being caught on the wrong side of
the fence and unable to escape if pursued by predatory wildlife. Black bears can easily climb the 2.4 m
fences and could pose as a risk if they felt trapped in the wrong area. This item was discussed further with
the Province and the Town on August 21, 2014, and it was agreed a simple post and rail fence would be
the safest. The Province is adamant that a 2.4 m high fence is a potential danger as it could trap wildlife
away from the corridor, and they would be prevented from being chased back into corridor.
From an aesthetic perspective, an 2.4 impermeable fence would take away the open nature design of the
area, which includes native vegetation, trails and Canmore’s focus on celebrating the outdoors.
As a professional biologist, I recommend a post and rail fence that will allow for wildlife movement
through the area. With the elimination of attractants, such as garbage, palatable vegetation and bird
feeders, etc, the wildlife should not be specifically attracted to people’s back yards. (With the exception
of cougars being attracted to dogs, as per other areas throughout Canmore.) The post and rail fence will
allow for small mammal movement as well. The native landscape in the proposed residential area will
naturally flow into the conservation easement areas and wildlife corridors, creating a more natural, open
environment.
Please contact me with any questions or comments.
Best regards,

Julie Budgen, P.Biol., BSc., PDC
Corvidae Environmental Consulting Inc.
403-679-8553
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Hi Chris, Kate and Alaric:
Thanks again for the three party meeting between the Province, the Town and QuantumPlace to discuss
the Stewart Creek, Phase 3 application. As a follow-up to our July 25, 2014 letter, we would like to
clarify the following based on our discussions of August 21:
1.
Chris Ollenberger was going to send the Town and the Province a CAD file of the realigned
corridor, and I believe he has done so already - thanks.
2.
Our letter of July 25 indicated that no fire thinning would be permitted on the 70 m buffer area,
however, after discussion with the Town of Canmore and understanding how it would be done, and
noting that the 35 m buffer by the unfinished golf course also allowed for fire thinning within its
registered conservation easement, the Province is now in agreement that FireSmart wildfire prevention
thinning can be undertaken. We would like to be involved in the execution of the fire thinning, and
Chris Ollenberger agreed to contact Jon Jorgenson at the appropriate time with the thinning contractor
to ensure it was done appropriately.
3.
Our letter of July 25 recommended that a conservation easement be placed on the 70 m
buffer. Given the difficulty both the Province and QuantumPlace have had dealing with certain aspects
of the Province’s relatively recent Alberta Land Stewardship Act with respect to conservation easements
on the Stewart Creek Golf Course, we understand that there are other mechanisms available to protect
the 70 m buffer and we are willing to work with the Town and QuantumPlace to implement suitable
protection of the 70 m buffer.
4.
Thank you for clarifying that there was indeed just a mapping error on Maps 4 and 5.
5.
In our letter of July 25, we discussed fencing along the back of the property lines adjacent to the
buffer area. As discussed on August 21, the Province is not in support of a 2.4 m high fence suggested in
the Stewart Creek ASP (Section 5.4.1(l)) in this area, but we are supportive of QuantumPlace’s intention
to use a post and rail fence similar to those that exist now on Stewart Creek Golf Course that allow
wildlife movement through them.
6.
We understand that both the Town and QuantumPlace are supportive of removing vegetation
attractants as discussed, thank you for your support on this.
Please let me know if I’ve missed anything, or if further clarification or discussion is
required. Thanks… Martin

Martin Foy
Executive Director
South Saskatchewan Region,
Environment and Sustainable Resource Development
Tel (403)297-7950
Martin.Foy@gov.ab.ca
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InfraCycle Fiscal Solutions
Three Sisters Mountain Village - Quantom Place
Fiscal Impact Analysis
Executive Summary
The fiscal impact analysis was undertaken by InfraCycle Fiscal Solutions for the Town of
Canmore and completed on July 1, 2014.
Table 1 shows the residential land uses by type, land area associated with each type and the
units per hectare UPHA and units per acre UPA. The majority of units are RIB and R2A.
Table 1
Unit Type
Total R1B
Total R2A
Total R3-SC
Total units

Quantity of Residential Uses
Area
# Units Area Ha
UPHA UPA
Ac
35
8.47
20.93
4.13 1.67
164
14.4
35.58 11.39 4.61
8
0.45
1.11 17.78 7.19
207
23.32
57.62

Table 2 contains a description of residential type R1B, R2A, R3-SC, the number of units
associated with each type and the estimated assessment value for each unit type. Of the 207
housing units 199 units have assessed values of $900,000 or more.

Table 2
Assessment Value for Unit Types
Description of Residential Units
# of Units Assessment
R1-B-SC (29944 m2) single family with
potential suites
35 $ 1,375,000
R2A-SC (59993m2) may be duplexes or
row/stacked towns/medium density.
164 $ 900,000
R3-SC (1826m2) is likely higher density
than R2A-SC but most likely row or
stacked towns. Units will be a
perpetually affordable housing
development and more likely medium
8 $ 400,000
to med-high density.

141 Abbotsford Rd, Ottawa, ON K2L 1C6 Tel (613) 836-7541 Fax (613) 435-0311
www.infracycle.com E-mail ray@infracycle.com
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Table 3 shows the infrastructure this is needed to support the proposed land uses. Lifecycle
costing was applied to these assets, which contribute to part of the cost to support the
development.

Table 3
Quantity of Infrastructure
Roads
Meters or unit Feet
Arterial TS Parkway
476
1,561
Local - no name
403
1,322
Collector Stewart Creek Rise
533
1,748
Water
Local - no name
Stewart Creek Rise
Total Water

403
533

1,322
1,748
3,070

Sanitary
local collector sewers
local street
Stewart Creek Rise
Total Sewers

476
403
533

1,561
1,322
1,748
4,631

476
403
1066

1,561
1,322
3,496

Pathways / sidewalks
TS Parkway path 2.5 m wide
sidewalk local street 1 side
Stewart Creek Rise 2 sides
Street lighting
Parkway 1/100 m
local street 1/50m
Stewart Creek Rise 1/50m
Total Street Lights

3
8
11
22

Other items to note:
 There is a lift station required for this development that is estimated to cost $250k that
may need to be factored in to the model. The cost of the lift station is not included in the
analysis until it is confirmed that the total cost of the lift station should be assigned to this
development.
 No storm pond has been identified yet and there may not be one.
 Unlikely that there will be piped stormwater. Typically stormwater is handled in situ or via
road side swales.
 There are off site services for the development but none that need to happen before the
development – i.e. the WW treatment plant upgrade was necessary for this development
but the cost is factored into the offsite levy model.

141 Abbotsford Rd, Kanata, ON K2L 1C6 Tel (613) 836-7541 Fax (613) 836-3713
Web www.infracycle.com E-mail ray@infracycle.com
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Table 4 shows that lifecycle cost of municipal assets, the operating and maintenance cost for
each category of expenditure one year after build-out is approximately $902,000.
Table 4

141 Abbotsford Rd, Kanata, ON K2L 1C6 Tel (613) 836-7541 Fax (613) 836-3713
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Table 5 shows the categies of revenue and funds generated from the proposed land uses 1
year after build-out. Revenues total approximately $1,883,000. It should be noted that off-site
levy produces approximately $1,120,000 in one-time revenues while recurring property taxes
produce approximately $410,000 annually.
Table 5

The proposed land uses will produce a net gain ($1,883,000 - 902,000) of $981,000 which is
due to the one-time revenue produced by the off-site levies.
The analysis was also completed at 5, 10 and 15 years after build-out. Table 6 shows the
results of the multi-year analysis. The results are also depicted in Figure 1.
Table 6
Analysis - Multi-year
TSMV SC Quantom Place yr 1

Lifecycle Cost
Revenues
Net Gain

902,451
1,883,000
981,000

TSMV SC Quantom Place yr 5
4,511,000

Lifecycle Cost
Revenues
Net Gain

4,933,000

422,000

TSMV SC Quantom Place yr 10
9,020,000

Lifecycle Cost
Revenues
Net Loss

8,745,000

-275,000

TSMV SC Quantom Place yr 15

Lifecycle Cost
Revenues
Net Loss

13,527,000
12,558,000

-969,000

141 Abbotsford Rd, Kanata, ON K2L 1C6 Tel (613) 836-7541 Fax (613) 836-3713
Web www.infracycle.com E-mail ray@infracycle.com

5
Observations
1. The benefits of the one-time off-site levy of $1,120,000 decline over time.
2. The proposed residential uses will produce a net loss overtime.
3. The net loss is attributed to the operational costs driven by the demand for community
services generated by the expected population of 453.
4. Eventually assets will need to be replaced and the accummulating liability of the assets
is included in the lifecycle costs which contributes to the net loss over time.

Prepared by:
Ray Essiambre, President
InfraCycle Fiscal Solutions

141 Abbotsford Rd, Kanata, ON K2L 1C6 Tel (613) 836-7541 Fax (613) 836-3713
Web www.infracycle.com E-mail ray@infracycle.com

Attachment 11

BYLAW 2014-14
A BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF CANMORE, IN THE PROVINCE OF ALBERTA, TO
AMEND LAND USE BYLAW 22-2010 WITH RESPECT TO THE STEWART CREEK
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT
The Council of the Town of Canmore, in the Province of Alberta, duly assembled, enacts as follows:
1: TITLE
1.1. This bylaw shall be known as “Land Use Bylaw Amendment 2014-14– Stewart Creek Residential.”
2: INTERPRETATION
2.1. Where a bylaw references a Town staff position, department or committee, the reference is deemed
to be to the current name that the staff position, department or committee is known by.
3: PROVISIONS
3.1. Redesignating
 a portion of Block “T” Plan 941 0213;
 a portion of Area ‘R’, Plan 9410213;
 and Meridian 5 Range 10 Township 24, that Portion of the Road Allowance Lying Between
the North West Quarter of Section 14 and the North East Quarter of Section 15 which lies
South of the Production Northwesterly of the North West limit of Parcel R on Plan
9410213
to “R1B-SC Residential Single Family‐Detached Plus District – Stewart Creek”, “R2A-SC
Residential Family Low Density District – Stewart Creek”, “R3-SC Residential Comprehensive
Multiple-unit Stewart Creek District”, and “PD Public Use District”as shown in Schedule A; and
3.2. Section 2 of Land Use Bylaw No. 22-2010 be amended by adding land use districts “2.41 R1B-SC
Residential Single Family‐Detached Plus District – Stewart Creek” and “2.42 R2A-SC Residential
Family Low Density District – Stewart Creek” as attached in Schedule A.
3.3. Section 15 of the Land Use Bylaw No. 22-2010 be amended to reflect the changes from 3.1.
4: ENACTMENT/TRANSITION
4.1. If any clause in this bylaw is found to be invalid, it shall be severed from the remainder of the bylaw
and shall not invalidate the whole bylaw.
4.2. Schedule A forms part of this bylaw.
4.3. This bylaw comes into force on the date it is passed.

FIRST READING: July 2, 2014
PUBLIC HEARING: September 29, 2014
SECOND READING:
THIRD READING:

Bylaw approved by: _______ _______

Town of Canmore Bylaw 2014-014

Approved on behalf of the Town of Canmore:
John Borrowman
Mayor

Date

Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk

Date

Bylaw approved by: _______

_______
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Schedule A – Land Use Districts

2.41

R1B-SC Residential Single Family‐Detached Plus District – Stewart Creek

2.41.1 Purpose
To provide for single family detached plus dwelling units where the appearance of the homes
from the street are similar to single family‐detached dwellings. Non single family residential uses
or developments may be allowed in accordance with the listed Discretionary Uses when such
uses are compatible with the single family residential purpose of the District.
2.41.2 Permitted Uses
Garden Suites
Home Occupations ‐ Class 1
Parks and Playgrounds
Public Utilities
Single Family‐Detached Dwellings
Single Family‐Detached Plus Dwellings
Secondary Suites associated with Single Family‐Detached Dwellings
2.41.3 Discretionary Uses
Accessory Development
Bed and Breakfasts
Cultural Establishments
Day Care Facilities
Long‐Term Care Facilities
Home Occupations ‐ Class 2
Manufactured Homes
Public and Quasi‐Public Buildings
Seniors Housing/Supportive Living Facility
Signs
2.41.4 Regulations
2.41.4.1
The minimum lot area shall be 230.0 m2
2.41.4.2
The minimum lot width shall be 10.5 m.
2.41.4.3
The minimum front yard depth shall be 3.0 m.
2.41.4.4
The minimum side yard depth shall be 1.5 m for each side yard, except on the street
side of a corner site where it shall be 3.0 m.
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2.41.4.5
2.41.4.6

2.41.4.7
2.41.4.8
2.41.4.9

The minimum rear yard depth shall be 6.0 m.
The maximum building height shall be as indicated on a development grading plan
approved as part of a subdivision plan. In the absence of an approved development
grading plan, the maximum building height shall be 9.5 m for Single Family – Detached
Dwellings and 10.5 m for units incorporating a secondary suite or “plus” unit as
determined in accordance with Section 4, General Regulations.
The minimum roof pitch shall be 6:12 for a minimum of 65% of the roof area.
The maximum site coverage for all buildings shall be 40%.
The maximum gross floor area shall not exceed 200 m2, except where commitment is
made to meet or exceed the Enhanced Green Construction provisions of Section 7 of
this bylaw.

2.41.5 Accessory Buildings, Garden Suites
Notwithstanding Sections 4.6 and 4.11 the following regulations shall apply to garden suites and
accessory buildings within this district:
2.41.5.1
No accessory buildings or garden suites are permitted in the front or side yards
2.41.5.2
Up to 3 accessory buildings shall be permitted on a lot.
2.41.5.3
The total maximum site coverage of all accessory buildings shall be the lesser of 10% of
the total lot area or 93 m².
2.41.5.4
Accessory Buildings and Garden Suites shall be a minimum of 4 m from the principle
dwelling.
2.41.5.5
The minimum rear yard setback shall be 1.0m, except for lots along the eastern and
southern boundary of Stewart Creek Phase 3 when not directly adjacent to a Public Use
(PD) district where it will be 6.0m.
2.41.5.6
The minimum side yard setback shall be 1.5 m for each side yard, except on the street
side of a corner site where it shall be 3.0 m.
2.41.5.7
The maximum gross floor area of a garden suite shall be 93m2.
2.41.5.8
The maximum height of an accessory building shall be 5.0m at the peak of the roof and
3.0m at the eave line as measured from grade.
2.41.5.9
Notwithstanding 30.4.10.8, where the accessory building includes a garden suite
maximum height shall be calculated as follows:
a) Where the slope of all portions of the roof of a garden suite are 6:12 or
steeper the maximum height shall be 7.5 m with a maximum 5.5 m eave
line.
b) Where the slope of any portion of the roof is less than 6:12, the maximum
height shall be 6.5m with a maximum 4.0 m eave line.
2.41.5.10
Notwithstanding 2.41.5.9 above, the maximum height of a garden suite shall not exceed
the height of the principal dwelling.
2.41.5.11
Eavelines shall be functional and connected to the peak of the roof.
2.41.5.12
Garden suites require a minimum of 1 dedicated onsite parking stall. This parking stall
shall not be in tandem with any stalls allocated to the principle dwelling.
2.41.5.13
A maximum of one garden suite or secondary suite shall be permitted on a lot.
2.41.5.14
Eaves associated with accessory buildings or garden suites may encroach into a required
yard setback a maximum of 0.6m.
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2.41.6 Secondary suites
Notwithstanding Section 4.5, the following regulations shall apply to all secondary suites and
suites that are part of a single family detached plus dwelling. For the purposes of this section
any reference to a suite shall mean a secondary suite or a suite within a single family detached
plus dwelling.
2.41.6.1
The maximum gross floor area of a suite shall be 93 m².
2.41.6.2
All suites require a minimum of 1 dedicated onsite parking stall. This parking stall shall
not be in tandem with any stalls allocated to the principle dwelling.
2.41.6.3
Suites shall have an entrance separate from the entrance to the primary dwelling unit
either from a common indoor landing or directly from the exterior of the structure. An
exterior entrance for a suite shall be subordinate in appearance to the entrance for the
primary dwelling unit.
2.41.6.4
A maximum of one garden suite or secondary suite shall be permitted on a lot.

2.41.7 Entry Level Units
2.41.7.1
A secondary suite, a plus suite, or a garden suite shall be considered an entry-level unit
in this district.
2.41.7.2
A minimum of 10% of the lots within this district must build a secondary suite, a plus
suite, or a garden suite.
2.41.7.3
The secondary suite shall be developed at the time of initial construction of the primary
unit.
2.41.7.4
The Town of Canmore may accept Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH) units in the
place of entry-level units at a lower ratio acceptable to the developer and the Town. The
ratio shall be not less than 5% of the units developed. PAH units developed and
constructed by the Town of Canmore on Community Lands do not count towards the
required provision of entry-level units.

2.41.8 Additional Requirements
2.41.8.1
All developments shall conform to Section 4, General Regulations.
2.41.8.2
A Sustainability Screening Report is required by the Town as part of the Development
Permit application process for developments with a GFA of 500m2 or more in
accordance with Section1, Administration, and the Town of Canmore Sustainability
Screening Process.
2.41.8.3
Post and rail fencing shall be required within private property at the rear of lots along
the eastern and southern boundary of Stewart Creek Phase 3 when not directly adjacent
to a Public Use (PD) district. Maintenance of the post and rail fencing is the
responsibility of the property owner.
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2.42 R2A-SC Residential Family Low Density District – Stewart Creek
2.42.1 Purpose
To provide for family residential development within duplex dwellings with the option of
townhouse development. Non-residential uses or developments may be allowed in accordance
with the listed Discretionary Uses when such uses are compatible with the residential purpose of
the District.
2.42.2 Permitted Uses
Duplex Dwellings (adjacent to Three Sisters Parkway)
Home Occupations ‐ Class 1
Parks and Playgrounds
Public Utilities
Stacked Townhouses
Townhouses
2.42.3 Discretionary Uses
Accessory Developments
Bed and Breakfasts
Cultural Establishments
Day Care Facilities
Duplex Dwellings
Long‐Term Care Facilities
Home Occupations ‐ Class 2
Manufactured Homes
Live Work Studios
Public and Quasi‐Public Buildings
Seniors Housing/Supportive Living Facility
Signs

2.42.4 Regulations
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2.42.4.1
2.42.4.2
2.42.4.3

2.42.4.4
2.42.4.5

2.42.4.6

2.42.4.7
2.42.4.8

2.42.4.9
2.42.4.10

The minimum lot area for each dwelling unit shall be 215.0 m2.
The minimum front yard depth shall be 3.0 m.
The minimum side yard depth shall be:
1.5 m for each side yard, zero in the case of a common property line; or
a corner site where it shall be 3.0 m along the street.
The minimum rear yard depth shall be 6.0 m.
The maximum building height shall be as indicated on a development grading plan
approved as part of a subdivision plan. In the absence of an approved development
grading plan, the maximum building height shall be 11.0 m for stacked townhome
developments, or for duplexes or townhomes 10.5 m as determined in accordance with
Section 4, General Regulations.
For buildings designed to accommodate potential live-work space, an additional 0.6 m
of building height may be allowed to create a higher at-grade floor to ceiling height in
order to accommodate commercial building infrastructure.
The maximum site coverage for all buildings shall be 45%.
The maximum gross floor area shall not exceed 200 m2, except where commitment is
made to meet or exceed the Enhanced Green Construction provisions of Section 7 of
this bylaw.
An increased landscape standard for lands abutting the Three Sisters Parkway is
required.
Fencing along Three Sisters Parkway shall be post and rail or similar.

2.42.5 Additional Requirements
2.42.5.1
All developments shall conform to Section 4, General Regulations.
2.42.5.2
Sustainability Screening Report is required by the Town as part of the Development
Permit application process for developments with a GFA of 500 m2 or more in
accordance with Section 1, Administration, and the Town of Canmore Sustainability
Screening Process.
2.42.6 Entry Level Units
2.42.6.1
The number of entry-level units shall be 35% of all townhome and stacked townhome
units.
2.42.6.2
Multi‐family residential entry level units shall be defined as units which provide a total
gross floor area in the range of 28 to 84 m2.
2.42.6.3
All entry‐level multi‐family housing units shall be offered for sale for a selling period of
at least 45 days to local residents of Canmore.
2.42.6.4
The Town of Canmore may accept Perpetually Affordable Housing units in the place of
entry-level units at a lower ratio acceptable to the developer and the Town. The ratio
shall be not less than 5% of the units being developed. PAH units developed and
constructed by the Town of Canmore on Community Lands do not count towards the
required provision of entry-level units.
2.42.7 Live Work Studios
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2.42.7.1

2.42.7.2
2.42.7.3
2.42.7.4

A Live/Work studio is a residential unit, which also permits the street front ground floor
portion of the unit to be used by the resident of the unit for a commercial purpose.
These uses may include business activities such as work or craft studios with direct sales
to the general public, personal services, professional services, home office or other
businesses where residents can work from their home and have public street frontage.
Live work studios shall only be approved within buildings that front Three Sisters
Parkway and where adequate customer parking is provided.
Public street parking on Three Sisters Parkway will be considered adequate customer
parking.
Live/work studios shall be restricted to at-grade locations.

2.42.8 Design Requirements
2.42.8.1
A minimum roof pitch of 6:12 for 65% of all roof areas is required.
2.42.8.2
The use of building materials, colours and landscaping for duplex, townhouses, and
stacked townhouses shall meet the intent of the Section 9 Community Architectural and
Urban Design Standards in this Bylaw.

