TOWN OF CANMORE
AGENDA
Regular Meeting of Council
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, May 20, 2014 at 5:00 p.m.

5:00

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the May 20, 2014 Regular Meeting of Council
B. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD

5:05
5:05 – 5:25

C. DELEGATIONS, PETITIONS and PROCLAMATIONS
1. Proclamation: Seniors’ Week
2. Canmore Community Daycare: Business Plan

5:25

D. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the May 6, 2014 Regular Meeting of Council

5:25 – 5:35

E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
1. Canmore Museum Funding Request
Request:
(1) That council authorize the municipality to lend the Museum Society up to
$90,000 for the purchase of the facility;
(2) That council waive the property taxes associated with the building; and
(3) That council allow the Museum Society to delay their final $20,000 loan
repayment for one year.
F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None
G. BYLAW APPROVAL
None

5:35 – 6:05

H. NEW BUSINESS
1. Decommissioning and Future Interim Use of the Canmore Recreation
Centre Pool and Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium
Recommendations:
(1) That council increases the budget for Capital Project 1201 by $225,000
from $150,000 to a total of $375,000, to be funded from General Capital
Reserves.
(2) That council direct administration to create a new capital project (Pool
Envelope Floor Construction) in the 2014 capital budget with a maximum
amount of $225,000 to be funded from General Capital Reserves to create
a level floor in the pool area and enable the old pool space to be used for
gymnastics and a walking track.
(3) That council authorizes administration to enter into a lease agreement
with the Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club for the pool space for up to
a 5 year period.
Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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6:05 – 6:50

6:50 – 7:00

2. Conference Centre Feasibility Study Funding Request
Recommendation: That council creates a new 2014 capital project with a
maximum budget of $50,000 to be funded from the Economic Development
Reserve, to conduct a market assessment and a financial assessment assessing
the high-level feasibility of a potential conference centre.
BREAK

7:00 – 7:30

3. Canmore Local Transit Service Market Study & Analysis
Recommendation: That council create a 2014 capital project in the amount of
$30,000 for a Market Study & Analysis and development of a complete
Canmore local transit service design report and implementation plan to be
funded from the general capital reserve.

7:30 – 8:00

4. Proposed CCHC New Townhouse Development in Three Sisters Area
Recommendation: That council accept CCHC’s conceptual plans for PAH
development on Lot 39, Block 4, Plan 041 2844 (100 Dyrgas Gate) and
authorize CCHC to proceed with the development of its project.

8:00 – 8:45

5. Sustainability Screening Process Revisions
Recommendation: That council amend the Sustainability Screening Process as
outlined in Attachment #3.

8:45 – 9:00

6. Wastewater Treatment Plant Solids Handling Upgrade – Capital Project
Change in Funding Source
Recommendation: That council approve a change in funding for Capital
Project No. 1443, Wastewater Treatment Plant – Solids Handling Upgrade of
$3,910,000 to 100% debt.
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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2. Society Overview
3. Services
4. Demographics
5. Industry Issues
6. Marketing
7. Overview of Daily Operations
8. Financial Plan
9. Options for Sustainability
10. Action Plan
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BUSINESS PLAN – CANMORE COMMUNITY DAYCARE SOCIETY
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Canmore Community Day Care Society (CCDCS) is a well-regarded and high
functioning organization that has served children, families, staff and the community of
Canmore for almost 40 years. For 34 years of its existence, CCDCS was located in a
converted barn in a residential area of Canmore. In April 2012, the day care moved to
its new site at the Round House on Seventh Avenue.
Daily, CCDCS provides care for 66 preschoolers at the Round House and 84 School
aged children at Elizabeth Rummel School. Demand for CCDCS’s services is high - it
has reached its licensed capacity of 150 and has a wait list of 127 children. As the only
non-profit, accredited daycare in Canmore, CCDCS plays an important role in the
community’s economic and social well-being.
Based on a child-centred philosophy, childcare is delivered by an experienced
dedicated team of educators. Low staff-to-student ratios enable teachers to spend time
with each student and help to create a nurturing, respectful classroom environment.
Programs include physical activity, music, crafts, literacy learning and pro-social play.
As a community-based organization, CCDCS places an emphasis on including and
supporting the needs of all children, and acts as a liaison for helping families to access
available resources, including assistance for children with special needs.
CCDCS is managed by an Executive Director who has been with the organization for
over 7 years and who reports to a volunteer Board of Directors comprised mostly of
parents. It is incorporated under the Societies Act and is licensed under the Alberta
Child Care Licensing Act.
The move to the Round House was financially costly and required funding from the
Town of Canmore, CCDC’S fundraising, corporate donations and successful grant
applications by CCDCS staff. Since the move, CCDCS has incurred unanticipated
associated debt in relation to the function of the facility, and the economic downturn has
also had an impact on revenues. Further, the unexpected withdrawal of a accreditation
funding by the provincial government additionally affected the CCDCS budget in 2013.
The Town of Canmore has provided assistance by deferring capital repayments for two
years, reducing the aggregate debt, and eliminating water and sewer charges. In
response, CCDCS has chosen to develop a new business plan to address the deficit
and provide strategic planning for the organization. Further CCDCS requested a
reprieve from Capital payments to allow the organization the opportunity to develop a
plan to complete the outdoor play yards. This business plan provides an overview of
2
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CCDCS, its values, services and the business environment in which it operates.
Revenues and expenditures are presented and new fundraising strategies and options
for sustainability are explored.
The organization will continue to operate under its current business model which is
structured as a volunteer based program. The Board of Directors and Administration will
commit to reviewing fee increases annually.
The program will remain focused on developing solid fundraising initiatives and will
continue to be resourceful in budget spending. In addition additional sources of revenue
will be further analyzed and reviewed in 2014/2015.
The budget for 2014/2015 is realistic and attainable. CCDCS intends to report to council
annually on any new business plans and provide its annual budget in May.
CCDS recognizes that through the unique relationship with the Town of Canmore and
CRPS we are fortunate to have a viable business structure with services delivered in a
purpose built, high quality facility.
A copy of this business plan will be submitted to the town of Canmore Council on May 20, 2014.

2. SOCIETY OVERVIEW
Background
The Canmore Community Day Care Society (CCDCS) is a non-profit society that has
been providing quality childcare to the Canmore community since 1973. It was
incorporated under the Societies Act of Alberta in 1978 and is the longest operating day
care in Canmore. As the primary provider of quality day care in Canmore, CCDCS has
built a good reputation and enjoys strong support from the community. Generations of
families have benefited from its service.
History
For 34 years CCDCS delivered day care in an 80 year old converted barn in a
residential area in Canmore. While the facility was licensed for a maximum of 58 babies,
toddlers and/or pre-schoolers, legislated space utilization requirements meant that only
52 children could be accommodated. The day care occupied approximately 70% of the
building and the Canmore Pre-School Society occupied the remainder. The barn was
intended as a temporary home for a childcare facility: a pit stop until a more suitable
location became available. After 34 years of substantial repairs, a black mould crisis in
2007 and a growing wait list, it was clear that a new home was needed for CCDCS.
Population growth in Canmore, typical of communities in the Calgary region,
underscored the need for a new facility.
3
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The Present
Today, the CCDCS cares for 66 babies, toddlers and preschoolers from the Bow Valley
at its main location in the Round House School at 606B Seventh Avenue in Canmore. It
also provides care daily for 82 children aged four to 12 at Elizabeth Rummel School
(ERS). At 148 children, CCDCS has reached its licensed capacity and has a wait list of
107 children.
The CCDCS moved to its current premises on April 16, 2012. The Town of Canmore
contributed $1.9 million through Municipal Sustainability Initiative grant funding to cover
construction costs of the new facility. Fundraising efforts by CCDCS, local donors and
grants resulted in a further $90,000 used to develop a new room and equip the building.
Our Values
As an organization our values centre on: partnerships in learning, community
collaboration, volunteerism, accessibility and building strong relationships. We strive to
be an inclusive organization and to welcome all children. Our goal is a progressive,
thriving program that continues to promote the well-being of children and their families
for generations to come.
Our Mission
To provide a safe and caring environment for our greatest future resource…our
children.
Our Philosophy
Canmore Community Day Care is an inclusive support service for Canmore, which
aims to supplement and support the family and home environment in the development
of each child by providing a safe, secure, stimulating and nurturing environment. The
day care centre provides a quality, play-based program which is immersed in
exploration and ensures a creative child-centred philosophy.
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Our Future (Scope of Business Plan)
Our Vision
CCDCS envisions a sustainable learning community for all who pass through our doors.
We will be community oriented and family focused, nurturing and guiding future
community members. We will be accessible and affordable. CCDCS’s envisions a day
care that will have established governance, operational and financial
capabilities that will demonstrate its ability to administer effectively and efficiently
resulting in stability and security. CCDCS will have a vibrant, strong, committed,
energetic, and enthusiastic Board of Directors. CCDCS will forge many partnerships
and linkages with people and organizations to achieve our goals. CCDCS will have
highly motivated, well-trained, and professional staff to support the work of the
organization.
We envision a future of caring for Bow Valley children for another 40 years to come. It is
anticipated that we will continue to operate under our current business model. The
organization will continue to be that of a volunteer based, community driven, not-forprofit, charitable organization.
As a progressive child care organization we will continue to advocate foremost for the
child and family and ensure we continue to stay current in Early Childhood Education
methodology and research. With the opening of the Roundhouse and our Junior
Kindergarten programs we are able to continuously work toward enhancing our
services and creating further opportunities for growth.
It is anticipated that CCDCS will ensure that the organization is debt free and works
toward a consistent facility repayment plan that does not put at risk the operational
budget. Increasing fundraising revenues and applying for matching debt reduction
grants will be an action toward decreasing facility costs more rapidly.
Our long term plan for fundraising and community initiatives is to continue to develop
family friendly, community enhancing events with focused financial outcomes.

5
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Organizational structure
The CCDCS has a highly successful governance structure. It is managed by an
Executive Director who reports to a volunteer Board of Directors. The Executive Director
has an extensive array of duties and also plans, organizes, directs, controls and
coordinates all of the organization’s activities, including physical and human resources.
The Assistant Director manages the day-to-day operations of the day care.
Membership of the Board of Directors provides executive leadership. Specific
responsibilities include the following:


Hire/support/evaluate/discharge the Executive Director



Review and approve annual budget



Review and approve major organizational decisions, commitments, and plans
including expenditures, loans, and leases



Evaluate progress toward program and financial goals



Ensure the continuity of the organization through development and recruitment
of executive staff



In conjunction with executive staff, provide leadership on organizational
transition, structure and planning



Conduct affairs of the board including board development, transition,
effectiveness and succession planning

Each member of the Board brings a strong knowledge of the community and the
dedication to provide exceptionally high-quality childcare. On-going board recruitment
and succession planning within the community is vital to the organization.
Appendix 1 provides a list of current board members.
CCDCS is able to deliver its child-centered philosophy through its qualified staff of 20
full-time and six part-time staff members, whose primary duty is childcare and who are
actively engaged in supervision of children. An Administrative Assistant, a Program
Director, a full time cook and a part-time cleaner are also on staff.
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Incorporation/Corporate Information
CCDCS was incorporated in June, 1978 under the Societies Act of Alberta and is
licensed to operate under the Alberta Child Care Licensing Act (2007). It is a non-profit,
charitable organization and is classified as an essential community service by Alberta
Child and Youth Services.
The organization operates three programs (Daycare, Junior Kindergarten and Before
and After school care) and have been accredited by the Alberta government for the past
six years. It is in compliance with all applicable legislation, regulations and by-laws.
For the past decade the accounting firm of Collin Barrows has been contracted by
CCDCS to provide an annual year-end review. Financial reports are made available at
monthly board meetings. The organization’s financial status is reported annually at its
annual general meeting (AGM) The AGM is also a forum for recognizing individuals for
outstanding volunteer contributions through the Brian Callahan award of distinction.
3. SERVICES
The Roundhouse on Seventh Street provides care for the Daycare’s “Bear Cubs” (infants aged
0 to 18 months), “Chickadees (infants aged 15 to 24 months), “Coyotes” (toddlers aged 24
months to 3 years), “Mountain Lions” (preschoolers aged 3 to 4 ½) and “Grizzlies” (school-aged
children 4 ½ to 6). The hours of operation for the regular day care at the Round House are from
7:00 am to 6:00 pm, Monday to Friday, throughout the year.
The CCDCS’s Bow Valley Before and After School Care programs (BAS) at Elizabeth Rummel
School offer care to “Eagles” (children aged four to twelve years of age. The BAS program
operates from 7:00 am to 8:30 am and from 3:00 pm to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday. During
school holidays the program runs from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday. Summer, winter
and spring camps are also available.
CCDCS’s school aged program at ERS offers junior kindergarten (JK) programs 8:45 to 11:45
am and 12:30 to 3:00 pm. In addition the JK room is used for a before and after school program
for “Marmots” (children attending kindergarten full days). During school holidays the program
runs from 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday. Summer, winter and spring camps are also
available. CCDCS is an inclusive program that supports the needs of all children. As such, the
program acts as a community liaison for accessing resources for families. The organization has
established relationships with various funding sources such as Alberta’s Program Unit Funding,
Supported Care and Family Support for Children with Disabilities, and will work directly with
individual families to help them to access any related resources.
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4. BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT
Demographics
Canmore is a relatively young community with a predominantly service-based economy
and large non-permanent population. According to the 2011 Canmore Census there
were 609 children (permanent residents) under five years of age and 580 children ages
five to nine years old in Canmore in 2011. This represents the total market size for
childcare services, of which CCDCS serves approximately 11%. Based on previous
history and experience, CCDCS believes that a relatively small number of families are
able to access childcare outside the home due to availability and cost.
The Roundhouse has been at capacity since its opening in 2012. Space constraints per
licensing legislation restrict the number of children that can be enrolled so no further
Monday to Friday space can be utilized in its current location. Allotted space was
deliberately reformatted from four classrooms to five to address the evident growing
need for infant care, as a result, an additional 10 infant spaces were created.
The Canmore Community Preschool (CCPS) is situated in the Roundhouse which
represents approximately $4500 annually in cost sharing of utilities. CCPS and CCDCS
have been housed together for decades and both organizations serve families in the
Bow Valley.
It is worth noting that Canmore did not escape the sudden economic recession that
started in 2008 and some parents have struggled financially. A significant amount of the
budget has gone toward contingency funds and bad debt due to unforeseen family
hardships. This issue has diminished in the past year as CCDCS has an Administrator
who is responsible for vigilant billing and collection and the economy has stabilized.
The wait list at CCDCS has grown because some parents who previously cared for their
children at home have had to find paid employment and now seek alternate day care
arrangements in order to keep their work commitments. Given the economic climate it is
anticipated that we will continue to see a growth in both parents working outside the
home.

8
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The Competition – Other Child Care Providers in Canmore
There is one private, for-profit establishment offering comparable programming to
CCDCS. Fees at this daycare centre are higher than CCDCS’s by approximately $100
to $150 per month for full-time enrolments. The private day care is accredited and is
therefore bound by regulations under the Child Care Licensing Act and Provincial
Accreditation . The facility’s hours of operation are similar to CCDCS.
The CCPS operates out of the Roundhouse and compliments the CCDCS programs to
give working parents access to a community preschool program.
Indirect competition for CCDCS comes from establishments that offer childcare in
Canmore in a non-day care setting, including:


Day homes



Pre-school programs (public and private)



Stay-at-home parents



Summer Day Camps



Town of Canmore camps and Elevation Place programs



Afterschool sports clubs (e.g. hockey, soccer)

Social and Economic Benefits
While families of all income levels depend on quality day care, day care centres are the
childcare choice for lower income brackets, possibly due to the fact that lower income
households are eligible for day care centre subsidies. In addition, where both parents
are working or going to school full time, children are likely to be placed in day care
centres. In 2002-2003, children in families at or below the Ministry of Human Services’
low-income cut-off (LICO) had a day care use rate of 42%. Children in households
earning three times LICO income levels had a day care use rate closer to 28%1.
Government funding does not bridge the gap between the cost of doing business and
what each household can afford to pay and day care is not always readily accessible to
lower income households. CCDCS has a number of lower income families and families
where both parents work or attend school full time. Parents who qualify for subsidy are
required to pay the difference between the full daycare rate and the ministry allowance.

1

What We Heard: Alberta’s Consultation on the Creation of Child Care Spaces, Government of Alberta
web site, http://www.child.alberta.ca/home/documents/childcare/Certification_Guide.pdf, accessed March
4, 2011
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When considering revenues and expenditures it is important to note the socio-economic
benefits that CCDCS provides to the community of Canmore. Unlike many other businesses
and service providers, the benefits of the quality of service provided are felt by not just the
parent (i.e. the purchaser), but also the broader community. The parent benefits from be able to
take employment and remain employed, knowing that their child is being cared for in a safe and
caring environment. The community benefits from the positive effects that good quality child
care has on its future adults and also by having parents available in the workforce. After a
child’s home environment and his or her relationship with parents, the quality of early learning
and care services is the single most important factor affecting young children’s development2.
Children who experience high-quality early learning and care develop better social skills, have
fewer behavioural problems and score higher on achievement and language tests than children
who experience low or mediocre-quality care.
A number of economic studies have demonstrated positive returns to society as a result of
investment in child care. One study has shown that, for every $1 invested in high quality early
learning and care, society reaps at least a $2 return3. Children who participate in high quality
early learning and care programs are more likely to succeed in school and in life, and to earn
higher wages. They are less likely to require remedial education, social assistance or
correctional services – all costly publicly funded programs. The potential economic benefit is
even greater for children at risk. In Canada it has been shown that every $1 invested in early
learning and care programs for children who have special learning challenges or who are
economically disadvantaged yields a $4 to $10 return.4 Further economic research funded by
the Canadian government and performed by the Centre of Spatial Economics (on behalf of the
Child Care Human Resources Sector Council) has found that adequate childcare actually drives
the economy. The study found that “child care more than pays for itself. Even in the short term,
more than 90% of the cost of hiring childcare workers goes back to governments as increased
revenue and the federal government gains the most.
Over the long term, every dollar invested in quality child care programs returns $2.54 in benefits
to society.”4 CCDCS offers support to families for early resourcing to seek out supports in the
community. Early prevention provides an environment of supportive, life-long learning in
partnership with families.

2

McCartney K. (2004). “Current Research on Child Care Effects” in R. E. Tremblay, R. G. Barr and R. D. V. Peters (eds.), Encyclopedia on Early
Childhood Development [online]. (Montreal: Centre of Excellence for Early Childhood Development; 2004:1-5).

3

Cleveland, G. & Krashinsky, M. (1998). The benefits and costs of good child care: The economic rationale for public investment in young children
– A policy study. Monograph No. 1 Childcare Resource and Research Unit, Centre for Urban & Community Studies, University of Toronto.

4

The Centre for Spatial Economics, 2009. Understanding and Addressing Workforce Shortages in Early Childhood Education and
Care
(ECEC)
Project,
Child
Care
Human
Resources
Sector
Council
web
site,
http://www.ccsccssge.ca/uploads/WFS%20LitReview%20-%20Socio%20-%20FINAL.pdfaccessed March 7, 2011
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4. INDUSTRY ISSUES
Child Care Spaces
In 2006 the Alberta Government conducted an online survey to explore the views of
child care and business communities on the need for additional child care spaces in
Alberta and on their perceived role in creating new spaces. The survey garnered 578
responses from parents, staff working in child care programs, and representatives of
professional associations and public institutions. Although Canmore was not included in
the survey, many of the concerns and issues expressed in the report What We Heard:
Alberta’s Consultation on the Creation of Child Care Spaces are universal in nature and
the report is a useful source of information for CCDCS for long-term planning.
Participants in the survey noted that creating spaces within a regulated childcare
system is not a complete solution to childcare concerns. They felt that governments
should be providing parents with the funding they need to access childcare programs of
their choice. Some progress since 2008 has been made in relation to creating spaces,
enhancing wages, raising subsidy thresholds, subsidies for out of school children and
creating accreditation opportunities.
Staff Recruitment and Retention
The government report What We Heard: Alberta’s Consultation on the Creation of Child Care
Spaces stated that the primary barrier to creating new childcare spaces is difficulty in recruiting
and retaining qualified staff.5 This is a concern for CCDC as well. Furthermore, “[quality] was a
key concern for consultation participants”6. The consultation results showed widespread
recognition that quality programs are delivered by well-trained staff who deserve to earn a
competitive wage for their work. The challenge is that “the low average salaries of child care
workers make recruitment difficult and serve as a major impediment to the creation and
maintenance of child care spaces.”7 While traditionally low pay rates are the key factor affecting
staff retention, the relatively high cost of living in Canmore and the shortage of affordable
housing exacerbate the problem.
Staff wages at CCDCS have not increased for the past three years, primarily due to additional
costs arising from the new facility. There is significant staff turnover. To encourage staff
retention, CCDCS provides benefits, support for staff development and additional days off. Staff
development funding enables workers to study for additional accreditation thereby making them
eligible for Ministry wage enhancements. CCDCS does boast a relatively good compensation
package for its employees. Qualified staff earn a significantly higher wage than unqualified staff
with wages ranging from $12.00 to $22.62 to start.
5

What We Heard: Alberta’s Consultation on the Creation of Child Care Spaces, Government of Alberta
web site, http://www.child.alberta.ca/home/documents/childcare/Certification_Guide.pdf, accessed March
4, 2011
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5. MARKETING/PROMOTION
Marketing
With a wait list of 127 children, CCDCS does not currently need a highly structured
marketing strategy to enrol more children. CCDCS has an on-going marketing strategy
by ensuring its programs exceed the expectations of parents daily. Through delivering
progressive, quality and diverse programming we encourage continued family
enrolment. Its reputation of offering quality child care in the Bow Valley is well known
and word-of-mouth is generally sufficient. In terms of promotion, the organization
developed a web presence in 2012, regularly holds open houses to invite the
community to view its programs first hand and offers tours of the Round house on an as
needed basis. Additionally, community involvement is an essential component of the
organization’s values and volunteerism at community enrichment events is encouraged.
New program initiatives, however, would require marketing. CCDCS addresses child
care needs for children from infants to age 12 and as a result is able graduate children
from one program to the next. CCDCS polls its current membership, potential clients on
wait lists and staff for their input prior to instituting any major organizational changes.
As a form of promotion the program also actively seeks out community partnerships
such as TOC, Parent Link, Business sponsors, ECD Coalition and local schools.
Canmore Community Day Care’s Advantage
CCDCS’s strongest advantages over its direct competitor are:
1.) The fact that it is community driven, rather than profit driven:
As a community organization all stakeholders have a greater investment in the
sustainability of the organization now and in the future. Parents have a large impact on
the program and provide input into their child’s early education experience. As a nonprofit, charitable organization all proceeds go back into enhancing the program. We are
fortunate to have the support of the community that recognizes the need for our
essential service and regularly volunteer and donate to our Society.
2.) High quality programs are administered in a modern purpose built facility:
The Roundhouse is child centered and exceeds facility requirements for exceptional
delivery of service. Centrally located, our children benefit from being close to Town
amenities and excursions.

12
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3.) Developed history of engaging community partnerships:
CCDCS has a demonstrated history of garnering community support. In recent years
the program has generated $ 293,700. in fundraising with a further $ 308,596.00 in
grants. CCDCS has been able to generate significant funds to contribute to costs
associated with the move to the new facility. In 2013, through CIIF Funding, CCDCS’s
fundraising, the Town of Canmore’s support and CCPS’s contribution a total of
$230,000 was spent to complete high quality, professional playgrounds.
4.) Higher rate of long term employee retention:
Strong attachments with care givers are important to the development of young
children. At CCDCS our staff are qualified, caring educators with strong long term
connections with our families.
5.) Proven fundraising initiatives:
Over the years CCDCS has had some highly successful community events to raise
money for certain aspects of operating costs. CCDCS adapts its events to suit
community engagement and interest. A productive fundraising plan supports keeping
fees reasonable.
6.) Ability to meet the needs of the community:
We ensure that through community collaboration we are able to respond to community
needs such as, space expansion in the Roundhouse and at ERS. CCDCS has a broad
spectrum of services from infants to school aged children offering part-time and fulltime.
6.) Affordable rates:
Reasonable fees are important to families in the valley as evidenced by our
memberships commitment to seek out and implement alternate forms of funding such
as; fundraising, granting and sponsorship. Through these initiatives we continue to work
toward affordable rates relative to the cost of living in Canmore.
7.) Continuity and Reliability:
A further advantage for CCDCS compared to its indirect competition is its reliability:
there are backup measures in place to cover for a staff member who is sick or on
holidays. The few days CCDCS is closed are statutory holidays and parents usually
have those off work. A parent can confidently rely on CCDCS’s availability if they work
a typical work week. As an essential service the program remains open all year round.
CCDCS holds a 25 year lease with the Town of Canmore, maintaining lease security.
These characteristics, plus the versatile parent board at CCDCS, give the day care
stability and enable it to respond well to community needs. During its history community
support and sponsorship have been crucial to its sustainability.
13
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7.0

OVERVIEW OF DAILY OPERATIONS

It is CCDCS’s goal to exceed the guidelines set out in the Alberta Child Care Licensing
Act. A fundamental belief of the organization is that all children need and deserve an
environment that helps them thrive as an individual and as a member of their
community. Accreditation status is a measure of strong, quality program policies and
practices.
Programs
All of our programs are accredited under the Ministry of Alberta Child and Youth
Services. Accreditation is a process that measures outcomes and sets standards for
always improving upon quality in Early Childhood Education.
Each classroom has a program based on students’ age and ability. Daily schedules in
each of the eight classrooms offer a range of age-appropriate activities conducive to
healthy child development. These include physical exercise, music, crafts, literacy
learning and pro-social play. Low staff-to-student ratios enable teachers to spend time
with each student and help to create a nurturing, respectful classroom environment.
Healthy snacks and lunches are prepared on-site and nutrition is an integral part of
each day’s curriculum. The organization is currently collaborating to create a school
garden which will help promote learning about planting, growing and introduce our own
fresh produce in the kitchen.
Learning about connections with our environment is an important aspect of our
emergent curriculum and children engage in gross motor activities either outdoors or in
our multi-purpose room. The new facility is situated in the heart of Canmore, which
allows for ample cultural outings and exploration with the community.
Building social skills is cornerstone to supporting children’s development. Daily
curriculum supports developing the individual’s experience and connections to self,
others and the environment.
Summer, winter and spring camps are available for children age’s four to twelve and
extend learning opportunities throughout the summer. Daily experiences are age
appropriate and embedded in local community activities and adventures beyond the
Bow Valley. School aged programs provide experiences for children to connect,
socialize and explore outside of school hours.

14
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Staffing
In addition to the Executive Director there are two other management positions: a part
time Office Administrator who provides administrative support and functions, and an
Assistant Director who supervises the daily provision of the childcare program.
All Supervisory staff must be qualified with a minimum of a Child Development
Supervisor Certificate with previous management experience. A Child Development
Supervisor (formerly Level 3) Certificate is issued when a person has completed the
following:
1. a two-year Early Learning and Child Care diploma program offered by an
Alberta public college, has completed an equivalent level of training, or has an
Alberta Teaching Certificate;
2. at least one college/university-level English/French course (e.g. communication,
composition)8
Additional positions include the following:
20 full-time and three part-time Primary Staff Members (a staff member of a child care
program whose principal duty is child care and who is actively engaged in the
supervision of children); these employees possess required training as per the Child
Care Certification Guide published by Alberta Children and Youth Services.


One Full-time Cook



Part-time Cleaner. (contract)

CCDCS places emphasis on our mentorship program and employs students who are
enrolled in education programs. We have an established partnership with Bow Valley
College and mentor First Nations students working toward gaining their Early Childhood
Education diploma. In addition, we engage middle, high school, college and university
students.

8

Training standards for certification; Child Care Certification Guide, Government of Alberta Children and
Youth Services website http://www.child.alberta.ca/home/documents/childcare/Certification_Guide.pdf,
accessed March 4, 2011.
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8. FINANCIAL PLAN
Revenues
CCDCS fees are attuned to what the market can support and do not reflect the actual
costs for each child in care. A funding gap exists between fees and operating costs and
the organization has a strategic fundraising and volunteerism plan to address long term
sustainability. Consistent, regular rate increases would help but are not the only solution
to attaining financial security for CCDCS.
A large percentage of CCDCS’s current enrolment is children who are accommodated
on a part time basis, due to the economic climate. Some of these families would
choose full time enrolment if their budgets allowed. Part time care is charged at a
higher rate due to additional administrative & classroom workload, but the premium for
part-time care is not unrealistic.
Our organization relies on volunteerism, fundraising, sponsorship, grants and ministry
wage and infant enhancement funding in its budgeting. Volunteer hours help to
significantly contribute to offsetting costs. Volunteer hours are tracked and accordingly
contribute approximately 1,000 hours to CCDCS, which helps with maintaining
reasonable fees. One consideration is to raise volunteer hours to support the
organization’s goals.
In total, CCDCS budgets for revenues of $609,000 from its day care program, $136,000
from after school programs and $143,000 from junior kindergarten programs. A staff
discount is applied to these fees and so the actual total revenue from all programs
combined, minus the staff discount, is approximately $ 868,000. As an accredited
program the organization is also budgeted to receive $269,000 for wage enhancement
from the Alberta government. In addition to fee revenues and wage enhancement,
CCDCS receives government funding in the form of supported child care, infant
incentive funding and casino revenues. Additionally, registration, grants and donations
generate further income by approximately $67,000 collectively.
Total revenues for 2014-15 are projected to be approximately $1.2 million.
In April of 2013 the program unexpectedly lost $19,500 in Ministry of Human Services
accreditation funding, which was addressed in the budget through decreased spending.
Since few parents default on their fees, the fee structure at CCDCS appears to be
manageable for most families. However, several lower income families withdrew in
response to a 6-8% fee increase imposed in July of 2013.
Subsidies are accessed by 17% of CCDCS’s families who qualify under the Ministry of
Child and Youth Services.
16
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Sustainability
To remain a thriving, self-sufficient organization CCDCS will need to continue to:
1.) Look to ways of streamlining operations: Utility costs have decreased by
approximately 27% due to improved functioning of the building and new gas and
electricity suppliers. Budgeted fee revenue is up by 15% and it is anticipated that
spaces will remain full with a current extensive wait list. Maintaining an effective
volunteer base will further offset operational costs. Canada summer jobs program grant
has been recently accepted and offsets payroll costs.
2.) Ensure strong community partnerships: Though partnerships may not represent
a current reportable monetary gain it is important to continue to develop relationships
with our natural partners such as CCPS and schools as well as businesses.
Opportunities for shared events and building community capacity are key.
3.) Seek out sponsorship opportunities: in keeping with our fundraising initiatives we
are seeking out business sponsorships for our new events. CCDCS has been
successful in gaining business and individual support in the past and anticipates further
future support.
4.) Focused and deliberate fundraising strategy: * see appendix B
Much energy and organizing has gone into creating a new fundraising committee and
organizing purposeful community events. There is a concrete fundraising target for
2014/2015 budget of $22,000 which based on previous history is attainable. In 2013 the
organization began a formal process for tracking volunteer hours to ensure that all
hours were being utilized successfully. The board will consider increasing hours.
5.) Strategically access grants: in combination with a strategic fundraising and donor
plan the organization will apply for matching grants (CIP) in 2014 to be utilized in
programming and facility upkeep. In 2015, CCDC will apply for a grant (CEFP) for debt
reduction to the Town of Canmore.
6.) Re-examine fee structure: Taking into consideration the regional cost of living
statistics the Board of Directors will analyze a fee increase. A six to eight percent fee
increase was applied in July of 2013 and fees will be reviewed by the Board of Directors
in January of 2015.

17
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Expenditures
At $1,035,000 staff payroll expenses comprise the largest component of CCDCS
expenditures, followed by employee benefits at $29,500. Program expenses,
professional fees, supplies, phone and utilities make up the remainder. The nutrition
program comprises another $44,400 and is an essential component. Total projected
expenses for 2014/2015 are approximately $1.2 million.
Utility and other costs at the new facility were higher than expected in 2012/2013.
Effective heating and cooling streamlining has increased efficiencies and it is
anticipated that utility costs will decrease in 2014. CCDCS has worked with the TOC
and the builder to further mitigate costs. The Town agreed to help to defer some of
these costs for two years so that CCDCS could develop an effective strategic plan for
repayment of $75,000 owing for completion of the Round House. In 2013 CCDCS was
successful in gaining CIIF funding which matched the organization’s financial
contribution to develop outdoor play spaces. The total project cost $230,000.00 with
CCDCS contributing $90,000.00. The Town of Canmore contributed $30,000 and the
CCPS contributed $15,000.00 to the project. The balance of the playground funding
came from CIIF funding, which was applied for by CCDCS. The majority of work has
been completed however further shade and green space are being researched and
developed.
It is anticipated that costs associated with the move are now complete and facility
upgrades will be minimal over the next couple of years.
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Fundraising Strategy
As a non-profit, charitable organization the business relies on fundraising, community
support and volunteerism. We will continue to do so with purpose and accountability.
The budget predicts revenues of approximately $20,000.00 to $30,000.00 in fundraising
annually. Over the last couple of years the organization has reformatted and
rejuvenated events and re-envisioned the most suitable events for the community and
stakeholders. We continue to seek out opportunities for partnerships, sponsorship and
increased revenue streams. All fundraising initiatives that qualify for matching lottery
grants will be applied for by CCDCS.
Moving forward the society has a strong, strategic plan for fundraising events. Thorough
attention to fundraising initiatives will support attainable financial objectives.

Outline of fundraising initiatives:
2014/2015 - Spring Raffle – March to May
“NEW” Community Fall Fair – September 20, 2014
“NEW” Community Cooking classes – Spring/Fall, 2014
“NEW” Family Cook book – Fall 2014
Misc. Haunted House, Bottle Drive, Chocolate, Coffee & Pizza sales,
Smile Cookies!
Total Financial targets combined $22,000.00
Preliminary outline of 2015/2016 events:
2015 - Spring Raffle,
Community Cooking classes,
Community Yard Sale,
Community Fall Fair,
Bottle Drive, Chocolate & Coffee sales/
Total Financial targets combined $28,000.00
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9.

OPTIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY

Critical Success Factors
Canmore Community Day Care has been taking care of Canmore’s children for almost
forty years. As iconic as the day care may have become, its status alone does not
guarantee long-term success. Beyond the typical fiduciary requirements for managing a
business successfully, there are other factors unique to CCDCS’s situation and critical
to the day care’s success. Each of the following will ensure that the Day Care:
1. Manages risk effectively
2. Meets community and financial objectives year after year
3. Continues to operate within present and future constraints
4. Recognizes and capitalizes on opportunities effectively.
In order to remain sustainable, the Canmore Community Day Care will continue to do
the following:
1. Achieve/ maintain optimal employee retention
2. Effectively respond to changing child care needs in Canmore
3. Build and maintain solid relationships with local community partners
4. Effectively exploit available grant, incentive and fundraising opportunities
5. Plan for Board succession – Actively seek out recruitment within the community
to secure members with experience.
6. Plan for Executive staff succession
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Revenue considerations that are being researched and considered:
CCDCS’s Board of Directors has collaborated to develop future possible funding
opportunities to be explored. The following options are being considered and/or applied:
To ensure long-term sustainability of CCDCS, revenues will need to increase to a cap.
Budget expenditures will need to be adhered to.
Increasing revenues (e.g. fee increase, fees geared to income, increase in spaces,
grants, endowments, focused fund raising, increasing volunteer commitments additional
fee-based programs)
The fundraising strategic plan is focused and has good momentum from parents to
reach our goals. Purposeful financial targets and expectations are outlined in the
budget.
Based on previous history, as a charitable organization we have the ability to apply for
grants that would match revenues from fundraising and donations. Through provincial
and federal funding CCDCS would be eligible to apply for a CEFP debt reduction grant
in 2015 and again in 2017.
Leasing out space to other service groups is currently being researched and offered to
the community. The facility has been informally used for birthday parties and CCDCS is
working toward a structured rental agreement.
Utilizing mini gym for extended weekend programs for children is being explored.
Opening Saturday and Sundays is also being considered and the community will be
surveyed in 2014 to see if the need exists and if it would be a viable program.
Tracking of volunteer hours has secured better accountability of volunteer commitments
or financial contribution. Increasing volunteer hours slightly would encourage more
volunteer support. Parents will be surveys in 2014 for input.
Our history has also proven that long term donors would commit to an endowment fund
to support legacy funding. We are planning on investing time and working toward
developing a planned giving program to support an endowment fund over the long term.
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Revenue considerations rejected by the Board of Directors:
Although CCDCS’s clients represent a cross section of the community and come from a
range of income brackets, the majority are working families with moderate incomes. A
tiered payment for families in higher income brackets would appear to be unfavourable
to our clients with concerns about privacy of personal information. The Board of
Directors has considered and elected not to pursue this as a fee option. It should be
noted that while families in higher income brackets pay the same fees as others, in
many instances, they tend to generate more revenue through contributing more to
fundraising initiatives and donations.
Expansion of services has been recently, thoroughly researched in consideration of
creating further increased market share and enrol some of the 127 children on the wait
list. Administration and the Board of Directors have concluded that expansion outside of
the Roundhouse is not feasible due to initial start-up costs. In addition, given the high
turnover rate of staff in the Bow Valley and in daycare establishments, any investments
in recruiting, training and retaining new teachers would require thorough consideration
by the Board of Directors and Administration to justify the additional expense.
Continued compliance with licensing requirements and delivery of optimal quality child
care would be key factors in any future decision-making.
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ACTION PLAN 2014 – 2019 “LIVING DOCUMENT”
Activities and Dates

2014
Reaccreditation for School aged and Daycare programs ………………………… April, ‘14
Start community garden project………………………………………………………… April, ‘14
Complete Business plan………………………………………………………………....May 15,’14,
Submit Business plan to TOC ………………………………………………………….May 20, ‘14
Web page launch of fundraising plan………………………………………….......….June 1, ‘14
Annual General Meeting & family gathering………………………………………....May 14, ‘14
Establish Grand opening of playgrounds/CIIF funding …….………………………….May ‘14
Apply for a CIP grant for program expenses……………………………………......Sept 15, ‘14
Facilitate Community Fall event ……………………………………………………….Sept 20, ‘14
Complete upgrades to multi-purpose room……………………………….……..September ‘14
Further research applied to creating Endowment funds ……………….………………Fall ‘14

2015
Advocacy: promote CCDCS staff for awards of excellence……………………....January ‘15
Present updated budget to Town..……………………………………………………….March ‘15
Annual Accreditation report ……………………………………………………………......April ‘15
Annual General Meeting & family gathering………………………………………...........May ‘15
Annual community yard sale ……………………………………………………………….June ‘15
Apply for a CEFP grant for debt reduction to TOC ..…………………………..............June ‘15
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Unapproved
D-1
TOWN OF CANMORE
MINUTES
Regular Meeting of Council
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, May 6, 2014 at 5:00 p.m.

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT
John Borrowman
Mayor
Ed Russell
Deputy Mayor
Vi Sandford
Councillor
Joanna McCallum
Councillor
Rob Seeley
Councillor
Esmé Comfort
Councillor
Sean Krausert
Councillor
COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT
None
ADMINISTRATION PRESENT
Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer
Gary Buxton
General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure
Lorrie O’Brien
General Manager of Municipal Services
Katherine Van Keimpema
Manager of Financial Services
Brenda Caston
Manager of Community Enrichment
Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk (Recorder)
Mayor Borrowman called the May 6, 2014 regular meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

87-2014

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the May 6, 2014 Regular Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve the agenda for the May 6, 2014
regular meeting of council with the following amendments:
 Under In Camera add L-1 Community Grants and L-2 Land Transfer
 Move item H-1 to follow item L-1
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
B. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD
None
C. DELEGATIONS AND PETITIONS
1. Canmore Museum Funding Request
Rick Green, President of the Centennial Museum Society of Canmore, spoke to a
written presentation included in the agenda package for today’s meeting. Mr. Green
asked council to consider three requests related to the museum’s pending purchase of
a permanent storage space:
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1) That council authorize the municipality to lend the Museum Society up to
$90,000 for the purchase of the facility;
2) That council waive the property taxes associated with the building; and
3) That council allow the Museum Society to delay their final $20,000 loan
repayment for one year.

88-2014

D. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the April 29, 2014 Special Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve the minutes of the April 29, 2014
special meeting of council as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
E. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
None
F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None

89-2014

G. BYLAW APPROVAL
1. Property Tax Bylaw and Supplementary Property Tax Bylaw
Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council give first reading to Property Tax Rate
Bylaw 2014-13 as presented in attachment 4 to the staff report.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

90-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council give second reading to Property Tax Rate
Bylaw 2014-13 as presented in attachment 4 to the staff report.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

91-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council go to third reading of Property Tax Rate
Bylaw 2014-13 as presented in attachment 4 to the staff report.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

92-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council give third reading to Property Tax Rate
Bylaw 2014-13 as presented in attachment 4 to the staff report.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

93-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council give first reading to Supplementary Property
Tax Rate Bylaw 2014-12.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

94-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council give second reading to Supplementary
Property Tax Rate Bylaw 2014-12.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

95-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council go to third reading of Supplementary
Property Tax Rate Bylaw 2014-12.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Town of Canmore Regular Council Meeting
May 6, 2014
Page 3 of 5
96-2014

Unapproved

Moved by Mayor Borrowman the council give third reading to Supplementary
Property Tax Rate Bylaw 2014-12.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
J. REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATION
1. Annual Insurance Budget Shortfall
Administration spoke to a written report contained in the agenda package for this
meeting. Council was informed of an unbudgeted insurance premium increase in
2014.

97-2014

98-2014

99-2014

99A-2014

L. IN CAMERA
1. Community Grants
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council go in camera at 6:04 p.m. to protect third
party business information from disclosure. The manager of Community Enrichment
and Community Services Advisory Committee member Josephine Emmett attended
the in camera session to provide council with information.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council return to the public meeting at 6:41 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
H. NEW BUSINESS
1. 2014 Community Grants
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve grants to the following
organizations as recommended by Community Services Advisory Committee:
(1) Alpine Edible School Yard
(2) Banff Canmore Speed Skating Club
(3) Bow Valley Elves
(4) Canmore Folk Music Festival
(5) Centennial Museum
(6) Friends of Kananaskis
(7) Valley Winds Music Association
(8) Canmore Community Daycare
(9) Society des parents pour education francophone
(10) Societies des parents de Notre dame des Mont’s
(11) Association Canadienne francaise de l’Alberta-Regionales Canmore-Banff
Moved by Councillor Russell to amend motion 99-2014 by adding the following:
approval of grant applications from Alpine Edible School Yard and Canmore
Community Daycare will be delayed pending receipt of further financial and
operational information.
WITHDRAWN

100-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that the vote on motion 99A-2014 be tabled until after
an in camera discussion.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

101-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council go in camera at 6:46 p.m. to protect third
party business information from disclosure. The manager of Community Enrichment
and Community Services Advisory Committee member Josephine Emmett attended
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the in camera session to provide council with information.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
102-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman to return to the public meeting at 7:02 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

103-2014

Moved by Councillor Russell that council withdraw amending motion 99A.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

99B-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council amend 99-2014 by removing grant
applications from Alpine Edible School Yard and Canmore Community Daycare from
the primary motion so they can be considered separately.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

99-2014

The vote followed on motion 99-2014 as amended: that council approve grants to the
following organizations as recommended by Community Services Advisory
Committee:
(1) Banff Canmore Speed Skating Club
(2) Bow Valley Elves
(3) Canmore Folk Music Festival
(4) Centennial Museum
(5) Friends of Kananaskis
(6) Valley Winds Music Association
(7) Society des parents pour education francophone
(8) Societies des parents de Notre dame des Mont’s
(9) Association Canadienne francaise de l’Alberta-Regionales Canmore-Banff
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

104-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council that council approve grants to the following
organizations as recommended by Community Services Advisory Committee:
(1) Alpine Edible School Yard
(2) Canmore Community Daycare

104A-2014

Moved by Councillor McCallum to amend motion 104-2014 by delaying approval
of the grant application from Canmore Community Daycare pending receipt of
information from the Daycare about the source of their remaining 75% funding
requirements for the project.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

104B-2014

Moved by Councillor Russell to split motion 104-2014 as follows:
104(1)-2014: that council approve a grant to the following organization as
recommended by Community Services Advisory Committee: Alpine Edible School
Yard.
104(2)-2014 as amended: that council delay approval of the grant application from
Canmore Community Daycare pending receipt of information from the Daycare
about the source of their remaining 75% funding requirements for the project.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

104(2)-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that that council that council delay approval of the
grant application from Canmore Community Daycare pending receipt of information
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from the Daycare about the source of their remaining 75% funding requirements for
the project.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
104(1)-2014

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council approve a grant to the following
organization as recommended by Community Services Advisory Committee: Alpine
Edible School Yard.
CARRIED
Opposed: Russell
I. CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION
None
K. NOTICES OF MOTION
None

105-2014

106-2014
107-2014

L. IN CAMERA continued
2. Land Transfer
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council go in camera at 7:12 p.m. to protect
municipal negotiation information from disclosure.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council return to the public meeting at 7:43 p.m.
M. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that council adjourn the May 6, 2014 regular meeting of
council at 7:43p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
_________________________
John Borrowman, Mayor

__________________________
Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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Canmore Museum and Geoscience Centre
902B 7th Ave., Canmore, AB T1W 3K1
www.cmags.org Email: info@cmags.org
Phone: (403) 678-2462 Fax: (403) 678-2216
OPEN DAILY

April 25, 2014
Cheryl Hyde
Town of Canmore
Canmore, Alberta
SUBJECT: Presentation to Town Council
The Centennial Museum Society of Canmore (Society) that operates the Canmore Museum and
Geoscience Centre would like to make 3 requests to Town Council on May 6, 2014.
1)

Request a loan of up to $90,000 from the Town of Canmore.
The Society applied for a matching Community Facility Enhancement Program (CFEP)
grant ($97,757) by the December 15, 2013 deadline for the purchase of space for an
archive / artefact research and storage area at 107 104 Kananaskis Way. The total
expenditure is $195,514 including GST ($9,300). Notice of an award or decline is
expected anytime in the next 6 – 8 months. A personal donation of $90,000 (for
matching) has been received by the Society, subject to the funds being used by July 31,
2014. If the funds are not used by this date, the donor may not wish to extend the July 31
deadline. Also the currently empty space at 107 104 Kananaskis Way has graciously
been held by the Seller for the Society, awaiting an award/decline of the CFEP grant until
July 31, 2014. The purchase price of the property for the Society is $139,300. The
appraised value is $165,000. Furthermore, there is a short time fuse of 7 days after the
CFEP situation is known to purchase the property. The Society does not want to lose the
$90,000 donation and the good value on the property (i.e. $25,700 or $165,000 –
$139,300) and thus would like to purchase the property whether or not the Society is
successful in receiving the full $97,757 grant from the CFEP. If we get a partial CFEP
grant or no grant, we will need a loan to cover the difference.
The Society requests that the Town of Canmore approve a municipal loan (~2.5%
amortized over 12 years*) for up to $90,000 to cover any short fall in the CFEP award
($0 - $90,000). The start date for the loan would be a few days after the CFEP decision is
received. The amount of the loan would be determined when the amount of the CFEP
grant is known. If the Town of Canmore approves this, the Seller has indicated that he
will work with the Society and waive the short time fuse, conditional upon the financing
condition in the purchase contract being removed, the personal donation being released to
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the Society and the Society lodging the $90,000 donated funds as a deposit to the Seller.
As the space is currently available, the Seller would rent the space to the Society at the

Seller’s monthly cost until July 31, 2014 so that the Society can use the space while
waiting for the CFEP decision.

2) Request Town of Canmore to waive Property Taxes
The Society would like to ask the Town of Canmore to waive Property Taxes for 107 104
Kananaskis Way as soon as the property is rented or purchased for Society use. It is the
understanding of the Society that this is allowed but must be requested annually.
3) Request the Town of Canmore to delay the final $20,000 loan payment one year.
The Society would like to request that the Town of Canmore allow the museum to delay
our final $20,000 loan payment so that we can use those funds to set ourselves up for a
new opening following the damage caused by the burst pipe in the Canmore Civic Centre
on January 31, 2014.

Yours sincerely,

Richard Green
President, Centennial Museum Society of Canmore

*The monthly payment is $723.54 for a $90,000 loan @ 2.5% over 12 years. We pay
approximately this amount to rent our current Warm and Cold Storage which would be
mostly replaced by the purchased property so this arrangement could be reasonably
managed by the Society.
CC Debbie Carrico, Museum Director, Canmore Museum and Geoscience Centre
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

May 20, 2014

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Decommissioning and Future Interim Use of the Canmore Recreation
Centre Pool and Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium

SUBMITTED BY:

Stephen Hanus, Manager of Facilities & Jim Younker, Manager of
Recreation Services

RECOMMENDATION:

Agenda #: H-1

1. That Council increases the budget for Capital Project 1201 by
$225,000 from $150,000 to a total of $375,000, to be funded from
General Capital Reserves.
2. That Council direct administration to create a new capital project
(Pool Envelope Floor Construction) in the 2014 capital budget
with a maximum amount of $225,000 to be funded from General
Capital Reserves to create a level floor in the pool area and enable
the old pool space to be used for gymnastics and a walking track.
3. That Council authorizes administration to enter into a lease
agreement with the Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club for the
pool space for up to a 5 year period.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The pool at the Canmore Recreation Centre (CRC) has been unused since the opening of Elevation Place
pool. Plans for reuse of the space have been underway since 2012. Administration is recommending that the
pool be decommissioned, Building Code deficiencies be addressed and a level concrete floor be created in the
pool space. It has been determined that the existing decommissioning budget of $150,000 is inadequate to
allow this to occur and that $450,000 of additional funding and a scope adjustment is needed in 2014 to
achieve the planned use of the space as outlined below.
Following council’s decision to delay proceeding with the long-term repurposing of the Recreation Centre, it
has been determined that the preferred interim use of the old pool area is for the Canmore Illusions
Gymnastics Club (CIGC) to lease the space for its programs, along with a walking track, thereby opening up
the upstairs Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium as a multi-use space.
This would be considered an interim use of the space for approximately 5 years. In 2015 the Recreation
Master Plan and the evaluation of the interim use would further inform long term plans for the entire
Canmore Recreation Centre as a whole.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
Council approved a budget of $150,000 in 2012 for Project 1201 to initiate redevelopment of the Recreation
Centre, both for public engagement, preliminary concepts and decommissioning. To date, $20,000 has been
spent, leaving a budget of $130,000 to be carried forward as “Work in Progress” (WIP) into the 2014 budget
to decommission the pool.
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On May 15th, 2012 (Resolution 203-2012), Council directed Administration to undertake a community
process to determine how best to repurpose the old pool at the recreation center. The 2012 Council criteria,
given to Administration, to guide the redevelopment of this space were as follows:
“The space should be a flexible, multi-purpose community space that is suitable for families
and people of all ages and provides activities that are complimentary to existing recreation
offerings and amenities.”
Further, on June 18, 2013 Council approved Motion 173-2013: “That Council approve the process as
proposed (create a working group that includes a high school student, if possible, to develop a combined
multi-use gym/gymnastics based multi-use) to develop a series of options and costs for the redevelopment of
the Canmore Recreation Centre Pool.”
During the budget deliberations for 2014, council determined that the long-term repurposing of the
Recreation Centre would need to wait until grant funding became available and provided direction that an
interim use for the facility be considered.
DISCUSSION
Current Status of the CRC Pool
The CRC pool has been out of use to the public for approximately one year following the opening of
Elevation Place. Pool water has been retained in the basin for three reasons:
a) As a back-up in case technical issues arose during the start-up of Elevation Place; and
b) To address concerns with groundwater fracturing the pool basin; and
c) Allow some time to determine any efficiencies around an interim use.
Decommissioning the Pool
Administration commissioned a preliminary Building Code review in addition to a costing exercise to fill in
the pool basin. The main result of the Code review is that the area over the basin needs to be enhanced with a
fire suppression sprinkler system once the basin is filled in with material. This is true even if the space is not
occupied, once the pool is emptied.
The decommissioning component would include:









Addressing hydrostatic pressure issues of the high ground water by coring the basin floor
Filling in the pool basin and hot tub
Vapour barrier and concrete cap the basin and hot tub
Foundation walls in the pool basin to accommodate a foam pit area
Fire suppression sprinkler system over the pool area
New doorway to accommodate large equipment
Removal of pool mechanical equipment
Soft costs, contingency, and general conditions

Note that the scope outlined above would not produce a space that is ideal for either the gymnastics club or a
walking track, since much of the existing pool deck would remain, and is uneven with all of the drains and the
tiles.
The table below summarizes the costs to infill the basin and address Code deficiencies.
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ITEM
EXPENDITURES TO DATE
CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SOFT COSTS

Decommissioning Costs
$ 21,000
$253,000
$101,000

OVERALL TOTAL

$375,000

EXISTING BUDGET
NET NEW FUNDS REQUIRED

$150,000
$(225,000)

Page 3 of 11

The initial proposal to decommission the pool was budgeted at $150,000 in 2012 on a very preliminary
concept. The main reasons for the large increase in the budget are:




The original project scope was to only decommission the pool while the current concept creates a
concrete cap surface to allow for a subsequent use. ($135,000)
There are unanticipated Code requirements (sprinklers) ($45,000)
The new proposed budget includes a healthy design and contingency amount (soft costs) to account
for the preliminary nature of the design at present ($100,000).

These are costs that the Town will incur inevitably as part of any CRC redevelopment (interim or long term).
The current roof and supporting structure do not require any physical alterations. Code-prescribed snow
loads have changed since time of construction, however we are not required to upgrade the roof at this time,
and can wait until the full redevelopment.
It should be noted that the existing mechanical heating, ventilation and air control (HVAC) system has a 25
year lifespan, and has already exceeded its useful life (i.e. 27 years). Once the water is drained from the basin,
the system will be required to operate differently.
From the air comfort perspective, it is unknown how well the system will work since the new use will be very
different than a pool environment. It is possible that the current system will struggle somewhat in extremely
cold weather. There also is no cooling system in the current system, which may result in the space being
uncomfortable to users during warm summer days. Overall Administration predicts that the system will
perform adequately with minor levels of discomfort when it is either very hot or very cold outside.
The risk of unexpected repairs is also an increased possibility. Repairs for any individual component of the
system that fails will cost from $5,000 to $10,000 per repair (e.g. boiler, fan motor, pneumatic controller etc.).
Unexpected breakdowns may result in service disruptions to current users for days/weeks, should they occur
within the next five years.
Although it would be best practice to replace the HVAC system now, without the long term use and possible
expansion of the facility being known, this is not recommended at this time. At the end of the 5-year interim
use period, we will have more long range information available from the planned Recreation Master Plan and
evaluation of interim use that will inform the long term requirements. Until then, the Facilities Department
will attempt to maintain the present HVAC system.
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Interim Use Improvements
Once the decommissioning is complete, then additional capital improvements are required to make the space
useful for an interim use. Interim use costs include:
 Levelling the deck area with a finished concrete floor
 Sump pump installation
 Soft Costs / Contingency / General Conditions.
The table below summarizes the costs for the improvements for interim use.

Division
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL
SOFT COSTS SUBTOTAL

Interim Use
Costs
$ 158,000
$ 67,000

OVERALL TOTAL

$ 225,000

The construction costs above include $115,000 to remove tiles and create a single floor level across the entire
pool area. While the Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club (CIGC) has expressed that they would accept the
pool area in an “as is” condition, Administration would prefer that all work in creating a floor be done at one
time as part of one project and not in a piecemeal fashion. Further, creating a single flat floor allows for more
flexibility of use, is something that is likely necessary in order to create a perimeter walking track or as part of
any future redevelopment plans, and would not represent a “sunk” cost.
The plan below shows a tentative layout for the old pool area. With some modifications and accounting for
the beams that protrude from the north wall of the building (not shown in the drawing), a walking track could
be accommodated around the perimeter of the space.
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Activity Timelines
If work is to be completed in 2014, the following is a possible timeline of decommissioning activities.
May 20:
June 10:
August 11:
September 17:
November 17:

Council decision
RFP for design services issued and consultant selected
Design complete, costing complete, construction tender / RFP issued
Construction contract awarded
Construction completed

At this time the space could be made available to CIGC for its use.
Summary of Public Engagement and Interim Use
Following an extensive public engagement process regarding the ‘old pool’, two predominant uses were
identified; a multi-purpose gymnasium and a gymnastics centre. Administration met with stakeholders to
determine if both of these uses could occur at this location. It has been determined that the old pool space is
suitable for an expanded gymnastics area, which would also be capable of providing a walking track and other
permitted public uses. By having gymnastics relocate and expand into the pool space has the added
advantage of freeing up the Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium on the second floor to act as a multi-purpose gym.
However, no funds have been identified for any improvements or equipment for the vacated space in any of
the budgets to date. There may be grants available to assist with this component. The interim proposal along
with the freeing up of space from the Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium is therefore largely consistent with the
public consultation conducted to date.
Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club (CIGC) and Business Plan
CIGC has a 20 year history of providing high quality gymnastics programming to youth. They have been
operating out of the 4,714 sq. ft. Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium since 1996. The Club provided programming
to 371 participants in 2013, while turning away 110 prospective users they were unable to accommodate, due
to space limitations.
CIGC has provided a summary of their past five years operating income statements, which show that they
have been able to meet their lease obligation to the Town, which has varied between $30,348 and $35,035
over this period of time (Attachment 1). CIGC was also asked to provide a pro forma income statement,
backed up by a business plan, for the next five years to project their ability to meet the financial obligations of
a larger facility (Attachment 2). They project that they will capture 63% of their current waiting list,
converting 69 of the 110 people previously declined, to regular participants. 69 additional students,
contributing an average of $525 each will increase revenues by $36,192. CIGC believes that a larger space will
allow them to train more athletes without a proportionate increase in staffing. Wages represent 64% of their
expenses. They have projected a 5% increase in costs to accommodate a 19% increase in participation.
Administration has reviewed the plan and considers it reasonably robust and realistic. It appears that they
have been reasonable in their projections and that they have the ability to deliver on the programs they
propose.
Comparison of Operating Costs
The charts below summarize the annual operating revenues and expenses if the old pool area is leased to the
CIGC and the Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium is converted to a multipurpose space. The first chart assumes a
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December 2014 completion, allowing CIGC to operate out of the larger venue starting January 1, 2015.
CIGC will pay $62,500 in lease fees and a $10,000 annual contribution to leasehold improvements. The Peaks
of Grassi Gymnasium will generate another $35,000 in program and rental revenue while incurring $28,000 in
operating costs and $30,000 in expenses attributable to programming. The second chart presents the costs if
nothing is done and the pool is left “as is” until long term redevelopment. The net difference is essentially the
same.
In its first full year of operation the lease fees will recover 100% of the operating costs of the old pool area.
Removal of the water will reduce operating expenses $4,500/year. Programs run in the Peaks of Grassi
Gymnasium will break even, but will not recover the operating costs of this space. However, a multipurpose
training center will make a significant contribution to the health and wellness of our population, and allow
our young athletes to maximize their potential.
Analysis of Operating Cost / Revenue under Staff Recommendation
Level floor in old pool area and lease to Canmore Illusions
Gymnastics and provide indoor walking track
Operations
Pool Area
Peaks of Grassi Gym
10,376 sq. ft.
4,714 sq. ft.
Revenue
$72,500
$35,000
Expenses
$62,500
$58,284
Total
Net Operating Impact
$10,000
($23,284)
($13,284)
5 year impact

($66,420)

Total Capital Cost

$225,000

Total Cost over 5 years

$ (291,420)

ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS

Do nothing
Operations
Revenue
Expenses
Net Operating Impact

Pool Area
10,376 sq. ft.
$0
$67,000
($67,000)

5 year impact

Total Capital Cost
Total Cost over 5 years
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Peaks of Grassi Gym
4,714 sq. ft.
$35,000
$28,000
$7,000

Total
($60,000)
($300,000)

$0
$ (300,000)
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Summary of Recommended Interim Use
Administration recommends pool decommissioning, creation of a new level floor over the pool deck and the
subsequent lease to CIGC, as this option provides the highest net benefit to the community. The total cost
over a five year period is virtually the same as the, “do nothing” option and yet it provides full utilization of
15,090 sq. ft. of recreation space for this five year period, as opposed to the 4,714 sq. ft. currently being used.
The positive outcomes from the interim improvements and a lease to CIGC are as follows:
 Makes use of an otherwise idle space (15,090 sq. ft. of the CRC over the next 4 – 5 years).
 Most effective net operating cost of considered options.
 Provides 3-5 years of operation cost/expense data on the proposed uses to support the larger
redevelopment project.
 Supports the continued growth of one of the Town’s largest sports organization.
 More children can be accommodated in programs.
 Aligned with Council’s original direction for a flexible, multi-purpose community space.
 Provides an indoor walking space for the public.
 Additional programming to attract new participants in trampoline and tumbling can occur.
 The Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium is freed up as “new” multiuse space for the community.
 CIGC’s competitive gymnasts remain in Canmore to continue their training.
The one down-side risk of leasing this space to Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club is the inability of this
space to accommodate the other expressed needs presented as part of the public engagement process: namely
an indoor court and playground space.
ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS
A number of other alternatives were analyzed:
1. Spend Only $225,000 in 2014
Increase the budget of the existing decommissioning project by $225,000 in 2014 to decommission the
pool and address Building Code issues only, and do not create a new, single floor in the pool area. Allow
CIGC to move in an as is state, and create their own floor using plywood and shims. While this would
save capital funds, administration has some doubt that the floor could be constructed by a volunteer
board using its own resources, and whether or not such a floor could be constructed safely. An uneven
deck floor would not accommodate a walking track, which has been identified as an important activity for
this space. Also, the long term redevelopment of the CRC will require the finished floor. As a result, this
option is not recommended.
2. Only Design the Decommission and Interim Use Improvements in 2014 and Budget
Construction Costs Accordingly in 2015
Under this option, only the design costs would be incurred for the decommissioning and interim use of
the pool. Existing funds from the 2014 capital project would be used, and the scope of the project would
need to be revised accordingly. In doing so, the project can be appropriately budgeted in the 2015 capital
budget subject to Council approval, and ensure the project is ‘shovel ready’ for construction in 2015. This
has no real benefit other than allowing the budget process to proceed as it normally does, and likely
means the space will sit vacant through much of 2015.
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3. Include Heating/Ventilation/Air Condition (HVAC) Improvements in the Decommissioning
and Interim Use Scope.
HVAC replacement would cost approximately $1.05M, and thus the total cost of the project including
decommissioning and interim use improvements would need to increase by approximately $1.5M. The
full HVAC replacement will require three to four extra months to complete. So this option will cause
delays in the short-term, but would prevent user disruptions later once the space has been fully occupied.
The HVAC replacement would result in substantial energy cost savings, (possibly $26,000-$34,000 per
year), and contribute far fewer greenhouse gas emissions. However, with the facilities lifecycle
replacement plan scheduled for this year and the Recreation Master Plan expected in 2015, there is a
possibility that new corporate maintenance priorities and use ideas for the CRC may emerge. It would
also substantially increase the budget and the draw from reserves. As such, it may not be the ideal timing
to implement the HVAC upgrades prior to both of these plans.
4. Do Nothing / Status Quo
While this option has little or no risk, it leaves the pool (a major recreational facility) idle for an extended
period of time. Some small operational costs would remain, but with no revenue coming from the space,
the financial model that results is virtually the same as the recommendation. Other than saving capital
costs now, this option has no other benefits and is not recommended.
5. Redevelop the Pool Area into a Multi-Purpose Gymnasium
This option basically considers the capital cost of fully redeveloping the pool space into a multi-purpose
gym space as outlined in the public consultation process. CIGC would remain in its current location in
the Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium. The capital cost would be approximately $1.7M. Administration would
not recommend this level of expenditure outside of a full facility redevelopment. This option does not
include the $1.05M required to replace the HVAC system.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The recommendation would result in a ($450,000) draw from the General Capital Reserve and would be in an
investment into maintaining current infrastructure and making the space available to the community. It
should be noted that the current 5-year capital plan includes a $600,000 draw from reserves in 2015 to fund
formal design of the Rec Centre repurposing project. Should council approve the interim use, this draw on
reserves would not be made in 2015 and would be delayed until such time as the Town is prepared to move
forward with the larger project.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Extensive stakeholder engagement for use of the old pool has been completed which involved 1) large public
meeting; 2) public proposal submissions and comments; 3) evaluation of proposals; 4) key leader interviews;
5) several classroom discussions with children and youth; 6) involvement of the Community Services
Advisory Committee (CSAC) throughout the engagement process. In addition, discussions for the hybrid use
of the site have been completed with stakeholders. Along with the CIGC, several sports groups have
contributed and have submitted letters of support. The Community Services Advisory Committee
unanimously recommended the lease of the old pool space to the Illusions Gymnastics Club on an interim
basis.
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STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
1. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural and recreational aspirations of its’
residents and visitors.
2. The Town of Canmore delivers services in an effective, innovative and fiscally responsible manner.
3. We support “people” as the corporation’s and community’s strongest asset.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: Canmore Illusions Financial Capacity
Attachment 2: Canmore Illusions ProForma
Attachment 3: Letters of Support
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Jim Younker
Manager of Recreation Services

Date:

April 24, 2014

Submitted by:

Stephen Hanus
Manager of Facilities

Date:

April 23, 2014

Approved by:

Gary Buxton
General Manager Municipal
Infrastructure

Date:

May 9, 2014

Lorrie O’Brien
General Manager Municipal Services

Date:

May 08, 2014

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

May 12, 2014

Approved by:
Approved by:
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Attachment 1: Canmore Illusions Financial Capacity
Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club has provided a summary of their past five years operating income
statements, which show that they have been able to meet their lease obligation to the Town, which has varied
between $30,348 and $35,035 over this period of time.

Revenue
Training Fees
Rentals
Fundraising
Summit income
Other
Total Revenue
Expenses
Coaching Staff
Insurance
Summit expenses
Equipment purchases
Fundraising
Other
Total Expenses before lease fees
Lease Fees
Net surplus/(deficit)
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2008-2009
$146,929
$7,595
$25,125
$24,709
$22,856
$227,214

2009-2010
$153,351
$5,105
$40,280
$26,823
$1,353
$226,912

Actual
2010-2011
$182,822
$6,605
$61,016
$38,018
$5,557
$294,018

$143,999
$8,741
$9,616
$5,445

$145,993
$10,218
$10,861
$5,602

$180,211
$12,443
$19,968
$6,705

$10,759
$178,560

$12,766
$185,440

$30,348
$18,306

$31,057
$10,415

2011-2012
$192,242
$7,233
$52,453
$33,303
$4,355
$289,586

2012-2013
$205,774
$6,010
$81,870
$39,696
$2,106
$335,456

$20,742
$240,069

$188,527
$13,360
$13,377
$4,784
$44,763
$13,820
$278,631

$203,814
$16,632
$14,606
$7,395
$64,139
$11,969
$318,555

$30,115
$23,834

$31,625
($20,670)

$35,035
($18,134)
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Attachment 2: Canmore Illusions ProForma

Revenue
Training Fees
Rentals
Fundraising
Summit income
Other
Total Revenue
Expenses
Coaching Staff
Insurance
Summit expenses
Equipment purchases
Fundraising
Other
Total Expenses before lease
fees
Lease Fees
Net surplus/(deficit)

2013-2014
$243,774
$8,000
$96,607
$50,000
$2,500
$400,881

2014-2015
$255,963
$8,800
$101,437
$52,500
$2,500
$421,200

Projected
2015-2016
$268,761
$9,680
$106,509
$55,125
$2,500
$442,575

$214,005
$19,703
$4,000
$7,395
$75,684
$14,416

$224,705
$20,689
$4,000
$7,395
$79,468
$14,416

$235,940
$21,723
$4,000
$7,395
$83,442
$14,416

$247,737
$22,809
$4,000
$7,395
$87,614
$14,416

$260,124
$23,950
$4,000
$7,395
$91,994
$14,416

$335,203

$350,673

$366,916

$383,971

$401,879

$62,500
$3,177

$62,500
$8,027

$62,500
$13,159

$62,500
$18,591

$62,500
$24,344

2016-2017
$282,199
$10,648
$111,834
$57,881
$2,500
$465,062

2017-2018
$296,309
$11,713
$117,426
$60,775
$2,500
$488,723

CIGC was also asked to provide a pro forma income statement, backed up by a business plan, for the next
five years to prove their ability to meet the financial obligations of a larger facility. They project that they will
capture 63% of their current waiting list, converting 69 of the 110 people previously declined, to regular
participants. 69 additional students, contributing an average of $525 each will increase revenues $36,192.
CIGC believes that a larger space will allow them to train more athletes without a proportionate increase in
staffing. Wages represent 64% of their expenses. They have projected a 5% increase in costs to
accommodate a 19% increase in participation.
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H-1 Attachment 3
March 17, 2014
Members of Council
Town of Canmore
Subject: Proposed gymnastics centre expansion in Canmore
Dear Members of Council;
I am writing to offer support for the proposed conversion of the old pool area of the
Canmore recreation centre to a gymnastics centre. Gymnastics is one of the best activities
for developing children’s physical literacy from an early age, and physical literacy is
regarded as the foundation for promoting children’s lifelong participation in countless
sports and physical activity.
At a time when we face a growing epidemic of youth inactivity across Canada and
throughout the industrialized nations, we are pressed to find whatever means possible to
engage children and youth in sport and activity. It seems that Canmore has a special
opportunity in this regard. My understanding is that the Canmore gymnastics club enjoys
strong support, and it currently has over 100 kids on a waitlist due to space restrictions in
the existing facility. You have space available that could allow them to expand gymnastics
programming with relative ease and low cost, hence it seems like a golden opportunity to
match supply with demand for a very positive outcome.
In addition to gymnastics, my understanding is that the new space will also be used for
aerial training for winter sport athletes, dry land training for a variety of sports, and sportspecific training for figure skaters. This provides a positive synergistic mix and maximizes
the utilization of your facility space.
I encourage you to consider strongly the gymnastics proposal, as you would be answering
local demand with a very good low-cost option for promoting lifelong activity, sport
development, and public health.
Sincere regards,
Jim Grove
Canadian Sport for Life & Active for Life
Jim Grove has written and edited publications for Canadian Sport for Life and Long
Term Athlete Development since 2006, and he has worked directly with Canadian
National Sport Organizations for soccer, squash, lacrosse, weightlifting, curling,
cycling, and wheelchair basketball in the development of their LTAD guides and
communications materials. He has also consulted to the South African Sports
Confederation and Olympic Committee in the development of the new South African
model for Long-Term Participant Development.
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Jim	
  Younker	
  
Program	
  Director	
  
Canmore	
  Parks	
  and	
  Recreation	
  	
  
Town	
  of	
  Canmore	
  
Email:	
  jyounker@canmore.ca	
  
	
  
March	
  26,	
  2014	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Jim,	
  
	
  
Re:	
  Hockey	
  Canada	
  Programming	
  Opportunities	
  
	
  
Please	
  accept	
  my	
  thanks	
  on	
  behalf	
  of	
  Corey	
  McNabb,	
  Greg	
  Robertson	
  and	
  the	
  Development	
  staff	
  at	
  Hockey	
  Canada	
  
for	
  the	
  wonderful	
  afternoon	
  spent	
  in	
  Canmore	
  early	
  in	
  March	
  –	
  before	
  the	
  snow	
  returned!	
  It	
  was	
  a	
  pleasure	
  to	
  
spend	
  time	
  chatting	
  with	
  you	
  and	
  Andrew	
  Milne	
  of	
  the	
  Canmore	
  Eagles	
  in	
  an	
  effort	
  to	
  explore	
  ways	
  in	
  which	
  
Hockey	
  Canada	
  programming	
  can	
  be	
  delivered	
  by	
  the	
  staff	
  of	
  the	
  Eagles	
  along	
  with	
  the	
  support	
  of	
  staff	
  within	
  your	
  
Sport	
  and	
  Recreation	
  Department.	
  
	
  
In	
  particular,	
  our	
  visit	
  to	
  the	
  Elevation	
  Centre	
  was	
  a	
  wonderful	
  surprise.	
  We	
  had	
  no	
  idea	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  the	
  centre	
  and	
  
the	
  programming	
  opportunities	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  a	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  solid	
  hockey-‐programming	
  framework.	
  Congratulations	
  to	
  all	
  
involved	
  with	
  the	
  Elevation	
  Centre	
  from	
  those	
  who	
  had	
  the	
  vision	
  for	
  the	
  facility	
  to	
  those	
  who	
  are	
  managing	
  day-‐to-‐
day	
  operations.	
  The	
  Town	
  of	
  Canmore	
  must	
  be	
  extremely	
  proud.	
  
	
  
In	
  addition	
  to	
  our	
  discussions	
  regarding	
  joint	
  hockey	
  programming	
  in	
  partnership	
  with	
  Canmore,	
  I	
  also	
  want	
  to	
  
provide	
  support	
  for	
  the	
  efforts	
  of	
  you	
  and	
  your	
  sport	
  and	
  recreation	
  staff	
  around	
  the	
  concepts	
  of	
  physical	
  literacy	
  
and	
  long	
  term	
  player	
  development	
  programming.	
  It	
  was	
  refreshing	
  to	
  see	
  such	
  energy	
  and	
  enthusiasm	
  for	
  these	
  
two	
  key	
  elements	
  of	
  a	
  sound	
  “health	
  and	
  wellness”	
  programming	
  approach	
  being	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  the	
  Canmore	
  
community.	
  Your	
  group	
  has	
  a	
  terrific	
  opportunity	
  to	
  collaborate	
  and	
  champion	
  much	
  need	
  programming	
  elements	
  
within	
  your	
  facilities	
  and	
  after	
  having	
  reviewed	
  your	
  plans	
  for	
  an	
  “LTAD	
  centred	
  Facility”,	
  your	
  leadership	
  in	
  this	
  
area	
  will	
  pay	
  great	
  dividends	
  for	
  the	
  community.	
  
	
  
As	
  you	
  work	
  to	
  bring	
  together	
  Town	
  Council,	
  Canmore	
  Minor	
  Hockey,	
  the	
  Canmore	
  Skating	
  Club	
  and	
  the	
  Canmore	
  
Eagles,	
  please	
  let	
  me	
  know	
  if	
  there	
  is	
  anything	
  I	
  can	
  do	
  to	
  assist	
  with	
  your	
  messaging	
  to	
  the	
  group.	
  I	
  am	
  sure	
  you	
  
will	
  reach	
  out	
  if	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  need,	
  but	
  in	
  the	
  meantime	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  leave	
  you	
  with	
  this	
  thought:	
  “physical	
  literacy	
  is	
  one	
  
of	
  the	
  essential	
  building	
  block	
  in	
  developing	
  active,	
  healthy	
  and	
  successful	
  children	
  and	
  youth.	
  In	
  addition,	
  the	
  
foundation	
  of	
  physical	
  literacy	
  will	
  allow	
  youngsters	
  to	
  enjoy	
  a	
  wide	
  variety	
  of	
  sporting	
  pursuits	
  for	
  many	
  years	
  in	
  to	
  
their	
  future.”	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Paul	
  Carson,	
  Vice	
  President	
  Development	
  
Hockey	
  Canada	
  
pcarson@hockeycanada.ca	
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February 20, 2014

Dear Debbie McKibbon;
I am the Program Director for the Lake Louise Ski Club and want to say that it has been great to have my
athletes training in your gymnastics facility over the past years. My coaching staff and I see real value in
using gymnastics as cross training.
I would like my athletes to use your facility more, but I have been told there are space concerns and
aside from drop in gymnastics there is no other time that could work. In addition, and as you are
probably aware, the facility is very small.
It has come to my attention that the Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club may be able to use the former
aquatic space in the Canmore Recreation Centre. What great news! The increased space will be much
appreciated by your club and many other clubs I am sure.
Please accept this letter as support for this initiative. Hopefully this move to the aquatic space will be
permanent, but even for a short period of time, the positive impact to the athletes cannot be
overstated. The increased space to better train the athletes of the Bow Valley will yield positive results
in the future.
Thanks again for the great cross training of my alpine skiers and best of luck to you and your club.
Best regards,

Grant Richardson
Program Director
Lake Louise Ski Club

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

May 20 2014

Agenda #: H-2

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Conference Centre Feasibility Study Funding Request

SUBMITTED BY:

Gary Buxton, General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council create a new 2014 capital project with a maximum budget of
$50,000 to be funded from the Economic Development Reserve, to
conduct a market and financial feasibility assessment of a potential
conference centre.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Canmore Business and Tourism (CBT) is seeking $50,000 in funding from the economic development
reserve to conduct a feasibility study on a possible conference centre.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
No formal policy direction exists on the issue of a conference centre in our Strategic Plan. There have been
discussions in the recent review of the plan.
The Bow Valley Trail ARP does acknowledge that the development of a conference centre would be
beneficial to the community.
DISCUSSION
A conference centre has been discussed in the town for many years, primarily by members of the business
community, although a specific initiative has yet to make it into the Town’s 2015 Strategic Plan (it is in draft
form). A key consideration of any review of the potential is to ensure the “right” model for a conference
centre so that it fits within the long-term vision of the Town’s broader economic development objectives.
To that end, CBT engaged Deloitte in February 2014 to consult with Town representatives, developers,
hoteliers and market specialists in assessing the potential opportunity to develop a conference centre
(Attachment #2). Part of the report identifies the key next steps and requirements to move the concept of a
conference centre from its current vision state to determine its feasibility.
Based on the stakeholder consultation findings, there was broad agreement on the potential benefits of a
conference centre primarily in boosting hotel occupancies in Town and increasing economic activity in the
downtown core. In addition, there was strong support in exploring the feasibility of the concept further,
including in particular, a market assessment to study the potential opportunity for the town in more detail.
In terms of the next steps identified, CBT is requesting $50,000 from the Economic Development Reserve to
conduct a market assessment focused on identifying the potential type of facility that may be supported given
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the projected conference market environment; and, a financial assessment assessing the high-level feasibility
of a potential facility with respect to expected costs, funding and potential deal structure options.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Council could not fund the proposed project. This would require CBT to find alternate funding sources for
the project, or defer this discussion to the 2015 capital budget deliberations. CBT is willing to proceed with
the project immediately and the results of the feasibility study are necessary for council and the community to
determine next steps in this project.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The request and recommendation represents a $50,000 unfunded and unplanned draw from reserves. The
balance of the Economic Development Reserve is as follows, and can support the proposed draw.
December 31, 2013 Closing Balance:

$105,488

2014 Committed funding:
Mountain Market funding

$14,000

Uncommitted Balance as at December 31, 2014

$91,488

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Deloitte has conducted public engagement with subject matter experts in the development of its report.
Further public engagement will follow, depending on the results of the feasibility study.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
The current Strategic Plan contains no reference to a conference centre. Discussions on the draft business
plan for 2015 have included this item.
ATTACHMENTS
1) Attachment #1:
2) Attachment #2

Request Letter from CBT
Canmore Business & Tourism Conference Centre Stakeholder Consultations Final
Report – April 2014
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AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Gary Buxton
General Manager of Municipal
Infrastructure

Date:

May 13, 2014

Approved by:

Katherine Van Keimpema, CGA
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

May 7, 2014

Approved by:

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

May 12, 2014
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ATTACHMENT #1

Gary Buxton
GM, Infrastructure, Town of Canmore
24 April, 2014
RE: Conference Centre Market Analysis and Feasibility Study
Dear Mr Buxton,
I am writing to ask to meet with Canmore Town Council and formally request access to $50,000 funding
from the Economic Development Reserve for the purpose of proceeding to a new phase of CBT’s
Conference Centre Study.
Enclosed with this request is Deloitte’s final report from a stakeholder engagement conducted in March
2014 assessing the potential opportunity to develop a conference centre in Canmore. As part of the
engagement, Deloitte developed a ‘roadmap’ that identifies the key next steps and requirements to
progress the Project from its current vision state through subsequent planning and development stages
in order to determine the feasibility of the Project.
Based on Deloitte’s findings and recommendations, CBT wishes to proceed with the project and engage
a consulting firm to complete:
1a) a market assessment focused on identifying the potential type of facility that may be supported
in Canmore given the projected conference market environment (pages 46-51); and,
1b) a financial assessment assessing the high-level feasibility of a potential facility with respect to
expected costs, funding and potential deal structure options. (pages 52-56)
CBT’s plan is to conduct section 1a as outlined and proceed to 1b pending a positive analysis from 1a.
Anticipated costs for this project are $35-45,000 plus expenses. CBT would set a maximum fixed cost at
$50,000, and any unused monies would be allocated towards future phases or returned to the Economic
Development Reserve. CBT’s board would approve the decision to move to phase 1b without returning
to council at that stage.
CBT will present a ‘final’ analysis and feasibility study to council in September 2014, with a further
recommendation on how to proceed next.
Please advise if you have any questions. A meeting with Council on May 20 or June 3 is preferred. CBT is
also happy to present at Committee of the Whole on May 13 if seen as beneficial.
Sincerely,

Andrew Nickerson
President & CEO

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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Canmore Business &
Tourism
Conference Centre
Stakeholder
Consultations
Final Report
April 2014
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Executive Summary
•

A conference centre has been discussed in the Town of Canmore (“Canmore” or the “Town”) for many years, primarily
by members of the business community. The Town’s strategic plan has identified a conference centre as being a priority
agenda item for future planning and the vision calls for an integrated, multi-use conference centre (the “Project”) which
could potentially bring significant value to residents, businesses and visitors over the long term. A key consideration is to
ensure the “right” model for the Project such that it fits within the long-term vision of the Town’s broader economic
development objectives.

•

Deloitte was engaged by Canmore Business and Tourism (“CBT”) in February 2014 to consult with Town
representatives, developers, hoteliers and market specialists in assessing the potential opportunity to develop a
conference centre in Canmore. In addition, as part of the engagement, Deloitte developed a roadmap (“Roadmap”) that
identifies the key next steps and requirements to progress the Project from its current vision state through subsequent
planning and development stages in order to determine the feasibility of the Project.

•

Based on the stakeholder consultation findings, there was broad agreement on the potential benefits of a conference
centre in Canmore primarily in boosting hotel occupancies in Town and increasing economic activity in the downtown
core. In addition, there was strong support in exploring the feasibility of the Project further, including in particular, a
market assessment to study the potential opportunity for the Town in more detail.

•

In terms of the next steps identified in the Roadmap, a feasibility study (“Stage 1”) is recommended to progress the
Town’s understanding of the Project to enable future decision making, comprising: (1) a market assessment focused on
identifying the potential type of facility that may be supported in Canmore given the projected conference market
environment; and, (2) a financial assessment assessing the high-level feasibility of a potential facility with respect to
expected costs, funding and potential deal structure options. The potential budget and timeframe for Stage 1 is noted
below.

2

Stage 1(a) – Market assessment

Stage 1(b) – Financial assessment and feasibility

Potential budget

$20,000 - $25,000

$15,000 – $20,000

Expected timeframe

6-8 weeks

4-6 weeks

Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report
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Engagement overview
Purpose and context
Deloitte was engaged by CBT in February 2014 to consult with Town representatives, private sector developers (the
“Developers”) and hoteliers, and conference/convention centre market specialists (collectively known as the “Participants”),
in assessing the potential to develop a conference centre in Canmore. A list of these Participants is provided at the end of
this section. Deloitte was responsible for reporting back all relevant findings to CBT to assist in developing consensus on the
potential opportunity to further develop the Project.
In addition, as part of the engagement, Deloitte was responsible for:
•

Developing a jurisdictional scan of conference centre projects in Canada and the United States (see Appendix B); and

•

Developing a “roadmap” to identify specific activities that would be required to progress the Project from its current vision
state through subsequent planning stages to determine the feasibility of the Project.

Key phases under Deloitte engagement (February – March 2014)
Establish Project
plan

1st week
of
February

4

Identify
comparable
conference
centres

Conduct
background
research

2nd week of
February

3rd week of
February

Conduct stakeholder
consultations and
summarize findings

1st week of
March

Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

2nd week of March

Develop roadmap
and next steps

3rd and 4th week of
March

Develop
Final
Report

End of March
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Final Report
Purpose
The purpose of this Final Report is to provide the results of the stakeholder consultations that were carried out by Deloitte in
March 2014 and a roadmap that identifies the key stages and requirements to progress the Project. The results of the
consultations can be found in the Stakeholder Consultation Findings section of this Final Report and cover the following key
topics:
•

The need and opportunity for a conference centre in the Town of Canmore;

•

A conference market overview and Project size considerations;

•

The potential deal structure and the role of the Town for the Project;

•

The potential sites that should be considered; and

•

The risks, challenges, and constraints in undertaking the Project.

The Roadmap and Next Steps section of this Final Report identifies the key stages and requirements to progress the
Project comprising of the following:
•

Feasibility Study (Stage 1);

•

Post Feasibility Study Work (Stage 2); and

•

Project implementation (Stage 3).

In addition, this Final Report includes preparatory work completed by Deloitte in consultation with CBT in preparation for the
stakeholder consultations, i.e. stakeholder consultation questions (Appendix A), and a jurisdictional scan of comparable
conference centre projects in Canada and the U.S. (Appendix B).

5
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Stakeholder consultation process
Participants
One-on-one meetings were held with the following Participants in the first and second week of March 2014:

Public
sector
perspective

Town of Canmore and CBT
representatives

John Borrowman

Mayor, Town of Canmore

Hans Helder

Former Town Council Member

Gary Buxton

GM Infrastructure, Town of Canmore

Jim Younker

Facilities Manager, Town of Canmore

Pat Griffith

Project Manager for Town (Elevation Place)

Andrew Nickerson

CEO, Tourism Canmore

Larry Gale

VP Sales, Tourism Canmore

Frank Kernick

Local Developer, Spring Creek

Guy Turcotte

Local Developer, Silvertip

Jim Muir

Local Developer, Clique Hotels

Dan DeSantis

GM, Delta Lodge at Kananaskis

Sarah Law

Former GM, Radisson Hotels

Chris Ollenberger

Local Developer, Three Sisters Mountain

Mike Klemm

GES Consulting

Peter Gregus

CEO of Meetings Conventions Calgary

Brian Slot

Travel Alberta

Developers and hoteliers

Private
sector
perspective
Conference/convention
centre market specialists

* Requested a stakeholder consultation with Ron Casey (Provincial government representative) however was unable to connect with him. In addition, requested a consultation with Rod
Cameron at Convention Centres of Canada and Caroline Bagnall, Senior Manager of Conference Services at Tourism Whistler, however both of them were unavailable.
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Project background
Overview of this section
•

In this section the following topics related to the development of the Project will be discussed:
– Town of Canmore’s vision, goals and role on the Project;
– CBT’s vision, goals, and role on the Project;
– Overview of the proposed Project; and
– Opportunity for the Town of Canmore.

8
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Project background
Town of Canmore’s vision, goals and role
Town of Canmore’s vision
Canmore is a resilient and vibrant community socially, economically, and environmentally. Its strength is in its
resourceful and engaged citizens, who thrive together on the strength of the community’s heritage, long-term
commitment to the diversity of its people, and health of the mountain landscape.
•

This Project strategically meets the Town’s goals exemplified by the excerpt from the Town’s Strategic Plan. Two of the
Town’s goals and strategic initiatives that are relevant to this Project are provided below:
Goal #2: A vibrant downtown is essential to the social,
cultural, and economic health of the community

Goal #6: Canmore has a diverse economy that is
resilient to change

• Review event and celebration opportunities in the
downtown core;
• Update and implement the Downtown Enhancement
Concept Plan;
• Develop a plan to encourage aesthetic improvements to
store fronts of vacant properties; and
• Foster a diversity of essential services in the downtown
area.

• Support the growth of a variety of vibrant commercial
districts that provide services and goods to meet the
needs of residents and visitors; and
• Create an environment for economic opportunity by
contracting with CBT in the coordination of the
implementation of the Sustainable Economic
Development and Tourism Strategy.

Source: Town of Canmore Strategic Plan I 2014 Version

Town of Canmore’s role
•

As the Project progresses, recommendations from CBT in terms of the involvement of the Town may become apparent
and ultimately result in a lead role by the Town which may include the Town of Canmore contributing land(s) or taking a
role in obtaining funding from other levels of government, if appropriate.

9
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Project background
CBT’s vision, goals and role
CBT’s vision and mission
Vision: CBT is the lead organization in securing a vibrant economic future for Canmore Kananaskis.
Mission: CBT promotes Canmore Kananaskis as a place to live, work, and play through recognition, development and
delivery of business and tourism opportunities that are in alignment with established community branding.
•

This Project strategically meets CBT’s vision and goals exemplified by the excerpt from the CBT Strategic Plan:
CBT’s Goal #2: Canmore Kananaskis is Canada’s Leading Mountain Destination for Meetings and Group Events
• Strategic initiative: A Conference Centre is a key goal for the future

Source: CBT Strategic Plan 2013-2015

•

Presently, CBT’s role on this Project is to lead the current phase of work (stakeholder consultations) and, if approved by
the Town of Canmore, the feasibility study, given that:
– CBT is responsible for both economic development and tourism in Canmore; and
– CBT is taking a leadership role to ensure that the “right” conference centre is built, i.e. ensures sustainability and
viability in the long-term.

•

CBT will be responsible for raising the profile of the Project, creating awareness and gaining support by:
– Examining the need/demand for, and interest in, the conference centre; and
– Making recommendations and presenting results to Canmore’s Council on potential interested developers/operators,
and potential sites considering the importance of ensuring connections to the downtown core.

10
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Project background
Overview of the proposed Project
•

The concept of a conference centre has been discussed in the Town of Canmore for many years, primarily by members
of the hotel and development communities but also by other related business sectors such as retailers and
restaurateurs.

•

Presently no formal proposals have been presented to the Town’s Council however the Town’s and CBT’s strategic plan
have identified a conference centre as being a priority agenda item for future planning.

•

The Town and CBT’s vision for the Project is the development of an integrated, multi-use conference centre either
located in downtown Canmore or the peripheries of the Town which could potentially become a world-class facility and
an iconic landmark bringing significant value to the community residents, businesses and visitors for many years to
come. A key consideration is to ensure the “right” model for the Project such that it fits within the long-term vision of the
Town’s broader economic development objectives.

•

Other components that CBT are looking for in developing the conference centre are for the Project to:
– Drive expansion and diversification of Canmore’s economy;
– Feed existing hotel rooms and meeting spaces during the shoulder season and early-to-mid-week;
– Feed visitors of the conference centre into the downtown Canmore area;
– Be within an easy walk of the downtown core;
– Be financially sustainable and service its own debt;
– Be a multi-use facility, catering large and small functions; and
– Utilize Canmore’s inspiring views.

11
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Project background
Opportunity for the Town of Canmore
•

Through CBT’s work and consultations with industry partners, they have identified a potential opportunity for both tourism
and economic growth during shoulder seasons that may directly benefit community residents, businesses, and visitors.

•

CBT believes that building a new conference centre in Canmore not only meets the Town’s and CBT’s vision, values,
guiding principles and strategic goals, but also may strengthen the Town’s economic sustainability and viability as well as
diversifying its income sources over the long-term.

Context
• Canmore’s economy is largely based on tourism
and other key sectors such as retail, food and
beverage and activities/attractions, directly linked to
hotel occupancy.

Canmore Hotel Occupancy (in 2012)
100%
80%

•

In 2012, there were 416,000 empty room nights
representing 48% of Canmore’s total room stock
(distribution of occupancy during 2012 was an
average 76% from July to September versus 44%
between September and June).

60%
40%
20%
0%

•

Meetings, Conventions and Incentive Travel
(“MCIT”) trends in North America indicate that
conferences and convention centre business is
primarily between September and November and
January and June, Monday to Wednesday which is
perfectly aligned with Canmore’s off-season months
and mid-week vacancies.

12

Month in 2012
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Project background
Opportunity for the Town of Canmore
•

Thus there is a significant opportunity to fill Canmore’s hotel rooms early-to-mid-week and the shoulder season, ensuring
that business remains in Canmore and not other destinations.

•

Other benefits of developing a conference centre include:
– Creates a more diversified economy, provides for additional jobs, and positively impacts other industries;
– Ensures long-term viability and sustainability of the Town of Canmore;
– Positive impact to retailers, restaurateurs, and food and beverage retailers;
– Further develops existing hoteliers and creates new industry;
– Contributes to the Town’s tourism infrastructure and potential for government funding; and
– Becomes a four seasons destination leveraging Canmore’s inspiring landscape.

13
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Stakeholder
Consultation Findings
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Stakeholder Consultation Findings
Overview of key topics
•

This section presents the findings of the stakeholder consultations. The findings are organized by the following topics:
– Project need and opportunity;
– Conference market overview;
– Project size considerations;
– Standalone versus multi-use facility;
– Deal structure options;
– Site considerations; and
– Risk, challenges and constraints.

•

The findings have been summarized based on input received through the stakeholder consultations such that the
feedback is not attributable to specific individuals, but rather common themes or general statements are made
throughout the Final Report.

15
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Findings:
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Findings
Project need and opportunity
Rationale for the Project
•

Based on consultations with Participants, there was broad agreement on the potential benefits of a conference centre in
Canmore primarily to offset “shoulder season” slowdowns as well as early-to-mid-week vacancies at all hotels in Town,
and to increase economic activity in the downtown core. Participants stated that a new conference centre could:
– Generate foot traffic in the downtown core in order to generate retail sales;
– Provide businesses and residents with more stable income;
– Keep people employed and have them living in Town on a more permanent basis; and
– Build a more diversified and resilient economy and increase tourism to Canmore.

•

Some Participants noted that Canmore may be losing conference business today due to the absence of a sufficiently
large conference centre (Radisson Hotels is currently the largest conference space in Town holding approximately 350400 delegates), thus a new conference centre facility would allow for the Town to accommodate larger conferences that
are otherwise held in other regional locations.

•

Most Participants stated that there is a good potential to attract conference business to Canmore primarily because of
Canmore’s unique and differentiating factors which include the following:
– A great mountain location and destination with great views;
– The proximity to Calgary and the Calgary airport (approximately 30 minutes less travel time versus Banff);
– The number of amenities in and around Town to make a conference work; and
– A unique situation of having a sufficient supply of hotels in the community which could support many types and sizes
of conferences and meetings.
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Findings
Project need and opportunity (cont’d)
Rationale for the Project (continued)
•

In addition, Participants ranging from Town representatives to Developers and hoteliers were open and supportive of this
opportunity and a strong majority were in favour of CBT and the Town exploring the feasibility of the Project further, in
particular, a market assessment and business case to assess the potential opportunity for the Town in more detail.

•

A small minority of Participants, although noting their general agreement with the potential economic opportunity,
expressed doubts about the commercial viability of a conference centre in Canmore due to high degree of existing
competition for conference business in the region, as well as uncertainty about the expected increase in hotel
occupancies particularly in the current economic environment.

Consensus view:
There is general agreement around the potential benefits of a conference centre in Canmore and the need for
further analysis to determine the feasibility of the Project
18
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Findings
Conference market overview
Overview of conference market demand
•

According to the consultations, Participants noted that there exists an active market for conferences in Alberta with the
majority of business drawn from the following locations:
Within Alberta

Rest of Canada

U.S. and international

70-80%

15-20%

5-10%

Source: High level estimates of general Alberta conference market based on input from market specialists

•

Participants also noted that there is a very competitive market for conferences in Albertan mountain towns such as Banff
and Lake Louise, although there is potential for greater conference business in these locations if they were able to
expand their market outside of the local and regional market. It was noted that Alberta-based Associations and
Corporations formed the “bread and butter” business while business from the rest of Canada, the U.S. and international
clients could allow for additional profitability.

•

Several participants noted that from a conference organizer perspective, Canmore’s mountain location places it in a
similar market category as other regional mountain towns and thus a new conference centre would likely compete “head
to head” with similar facilities in the region. Thus to generate its base level of conference business, a facility in Canmore
would need to focus on identifying its key differentiating factors (e.g., better proximity to Calgary, price point, etc.) in
order to attract business away from competitors such as existing facilities in Banff.

•

In addition, a facility in Canmore would need to strive to expand its potential market by looking beyond the local Alberta
market to attract conferences from the rest of Canada and the U.S. given the high degree of competition between
conference centres in the regional market in Alberta.
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Findings
Conference market overview (cont’d)
Canmore’s local and potential regional competitors
Radisson

• Capacity for approximately 350-400 delegates in a banquet style
• Radisson has started to turn business away because they do not have the “right-sized” facility, i.e.
conferences/meetings are now larger

Delta
Kananaskis

• Capacity for 400-500 delegates in a banquet style
• 26,000 square feet of meeting space with approximately 400 hotel rooms
• Delta competes based on price point. Its primary competitors are Canmore, Banff Springs, Banff Centre,
Lake Louise and Jasper

Banff Springs

• Capacity for approximately 700-800 delegates in a banquet style
• To meet its higher-end capacity, Banff Springs must use multiple rooms

Banff Centre

• Capacity for approximately 500-800 delegates
• To meet its higher-end capacity, Banff Centre must use multiple rooms

Lake Louise*

• Capacity for approximately 500-600 delegates in a banquet style

Rim Rock*

• Capacity for approximately 400-500 delegates in a banquet style

Jasper*

• Capacity for approximately 65 to 500 delegates in a banquet style

Local
competitors

Potential
regional
competitors

• Calgary Stampede Park (BMO) has capacity for approximately 5,000-6,000 delegates in a banquet style
Calgary*

• Calgary Telus Convention Centre has capacity for approximately 3,600 delegates in a banquet style
• Commonwealth Hall has capacity for approximately 1,000 delegates in a banquet style
• Metropolitan Conference Centre has capacity for approximately 400-450 delegates in a banquet style

Potential major
city competitors

• Edmonton EXPO Centre has capacity for approximately 3,500 delegates in a banquet style
Edmonton*

• Shaw Conference Centre has capacity for approximately 2,600 delegates in a banquet style
• Hotel options with meeting space have capacity up to 1,000 delegates in a banquet style

Red Deer*

• Capacity for approximately 120 to 2,200 delegates in banquet style*

Lethbridge*

• Exhibition Park has capacity for approximately 120 to 1,450 delegates in banquet style*

* Source: http://www.meetingscalgary.com and www.meetings.travelalberta.com
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Conference market overview (cont’d)
Potential mountain resort competitors (outside Alberta)
In addition to the local and potential regional competitors, a facility in Canmore may also compete with other mountain
resorts for business from other provinces in the rest of Canada, the U.S. and international markets. These secondary
mountain resort competitors include the following:
•

The Whistler Centre (Whistler, B.C.) – capacity is approximately 1,000-1,300 in a banquet style;

•

The Broadmoor (Colorado Springs) – capacity is approximately up to 3,800 delegates in a banquet style;

•

Beaver Creek Resort & Space (Vail, Colorado) – capacity is approximately 600 delegates in a banquet style;

•

Inverness Hotel & Conference Centre (Englewood, Colorado) – capacity is approximately 400 in a banquet style;

•

Keystone Conference Centre (Keystone, Colorado) – capacity is approximately 2,000 delegates in a banquet style; and

•

Conference centres in Lake Tahoe, California; Lake Placid, New York; and Park City, Utah.

Consensus view:
The conference market in the region is very competitive and thus a new facility in Canmore would need to
compete with similar facilities in regional mountain towns to attract core business as well as look beyond the
regional market for long-term growth opportunities
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Findings
Project size considerations
Proposed size for the conference centre
Through the consultations, the majority of Participant views on the potential size of the Project can be summarized into two
general categories as identified in the table below.

Two proposed size ranges identified by Participants
500-800 delegates

1,000-1,500 delegates

Rationale for a conference centre in the 500-800 delegate range
•

Some Participants stated a conference centre in Canmore should be sized to accommodate between 500-800
delegates:
– A facility of this size would be comparable to the capacity of conference centres in regional mountain towns such as
Banff and Lake Louise which will likely be the main competitors for Canmore. This size of facility would be able to
compete to attract mid-to-large conferences and meetings from other mountain towns as well as small
conferences/meetings from Calgary. Some Participants stated this range is likely the “sweet spot” for Canmore’s
target market;
– Several Participants also stated that “right-sizing” the conference centre in the context of the Canmore hotel market is
important – a facility sized between 500-800 people appeared appropriate for Canmore’s size of hotel stock; and
– Some Participants cautioned against “over-building” a facility (e.g., 1,000+ delegates) that may not be able to attract
sufficient conference business over the course of a year and would risk being under-utilized; in particular, it was
noted that there is a limited market for conferences above 1,000 delegates, relative to the number of conferences
and meetings in the 300-800 range.
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Findings
Project size considerations (cont’d)
Rationale for a conference centre in the 1,000+ delegate range
•

Some Participants stated a conference centre in Canmore should be built to host 1,000-1,500 delegates (a small number
of Participants suggested potentially as high as 2,000):
– A facility of this size would be greater than the capacity of conference centres in the region such as Banff Centre,
Banff Springs, Lake Louise and Rim Rock thus potentially attracting new business that is too large for similar
mountain town facilities. It was noted that Canmore should be careful not to directly compete with Banff given they
already have an established conference business with a significant marketing and tourism budget and a national and
international brand, and should thus market itself differently (or team up with Banff on large joint conferences); and
– Attract some larger national and international conferences from Alberta, rest of Canada, and internationally since
building a 1,000+ delegate conference centre will be able to compete with conference business from Calgary and
Edmonton.

•

Some Participants also stated that by building a larger sized conference centre (1,000+ delegates) that can hold
concurrent conferences in Canmore will be taking a long-term view of the market and would ensure that it does not turn
away potential larger business down the road as compared to a smaller facility.

Phasing and future expansion
•

An important point was noted regarding maintaining flexibility for future expansion of the facility:
– Ensuring that there is sufficient land such that the facility could accommodate current needs and allow for future
expansion of the conference centre; and
– Ensuring that any conference centre built for current needs was structurally designed to allow for future expansion
(applicable to sites with little available lands).
Consensus view:
The initial sizing considerations discussed above should be tested through a market analysis to further
understand the range of conference market demand that a new facility in Canmore may be best-suited to attract
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Findings
Standalone versus multi-use facility
Proposed uses for the conference centre
Through the consultations, Participants provided their views of a conference centre on a standalone and multi-use basis, for
example an adjacent/adjoining hotel, or food and beverage retailers, or community related services, and provided their
rationale for and/or against a standalone facility and a multi-use facility.
Standalone facility
•

Several Participants stated that the conference centre should not be a standalone facility in light of the following factors:
– Participants stated that a conference centre on a standalone basis may not be commercially viable (depending on the
deal structure and funding availability) since conference centre revenues alone may be insufficient to cover capital
and operating costs; and
– Participants also stated that a multi-use facility may be more attractive to the Town residents if it incorporates
community use type elements that provide public benefit.

•

Other Participants noted that a standalone facility is preferred in order to limit the overall complexity of the Project
(Whistler Conference Centre was cited as an example of a standalone conference centre).

27

Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

© Deloitte LLP and affiliated entities.

Page 82 of 186

Findings
Standalone versus multi-use facility (cont’d)
Multi-use facility option - conference centre with an adjacent/adjoining hotel
•

Some of the Participants recommended that a conference centre with an adjacent/adjoining hotel be considered, either
developed at the same time as the conference centre or phased-in at a later point in time. The rationale for a hotel is to
improve the commercial feasibility of the Project since it would allow for:
– Greater flexibility and revenue potential through ability to market and bundle hotel and conference centre packages;
and
– Economies of scale can be achieved, i.e. share conference centre and hotel kitchen facilities.

•

However, several Participants noted that adding another hotel to Canmore’s existing stock of hotels would not meet the
Town’s key objective of the Project – which is to feed existing hotel rooms – and that only related retail and parking uses
should be added to the new conference centre.

•

The community and especially hoteliers may not agree with and understand the rationale of adding more hotel rooms to
a community with a sufficient number of hotels, thus the community may not support the Project since it contributes to
the current issue of “shoulder season” and early-to-mid-week slowdowns.
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Findings
Standalone versus multi-use facility (cont’d)
Multi-use facility option - other proposed uses
•

Generally, Participants stated that other uses would be received well such as retail/restaurant uses however Participants
stated that these uses should not be a significant component of the Project such that it would compete with local
businesses and the downtown core.

•

A number of Participants were also positive about a multi-use conference centre providing community use benefits and
would support a conference centre that positively impacted the community. The types of proposed community
benefits/services include a National Mountain Centre, Sports Hall of Fame or sports tourism related uses. These
Participants stated that:
– By providing the Town with community use benefits, Canmore residents would be more likely to support the Project;
and
– The inclusion of these uses may add to the selling features of the conference centre.

•

However some Participants stated that they are ambivalent to a multi-use conference centre and that the conference
centre should not include too many uses since it will require:
– Additional funding;
– May dissuade private sector investors; and
– Will require more entities to buy-in.

•

In addition, some Participants were not in favour of including some form of arts/performing arts component to the
conference centre since this would be in direct competition with Banff which has a very strong performing arts profile.
Consensus view:
At this stage, there are a range of views on whether the Project should be a standalone or a multi-use conference
centre; both options should be considered further depending on the ultimate deal structure and funding
availability for the Project
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Deal structure options
Proposed options
•

The following section presents the findings of the consultations in assessing potential deal structures for a new
conference centre. Deal structure components that may vary based on the role of the Town and the private sector
include the following:
– Land ownership;
– Design/construction and capital funding; and
– Operations and management of the facility.

•

Option 1
Town-led development

Option 2
Town-led land lease

Option 3
Private development

Land ownership

Town owns lands

Town leases land to Developer

Developer owns lands

Capital funding

Town funds the Project

Developer funds the Project

Developer funds the Project

Operations

Town operates the Project

Developer operates the Project

Developer operates the Project

The options are further described on the following slides, followed by a summary of Participant views on each option.
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Deal structure options (cont’d)
Proposed options (cont’d)
Option 1 – Town-led development
•

The Town will lead the Project and secure the lands (i.e. municipal land or land acquired from the Province).

•

The Town will size the Project based on its long-term view of the potential conference market in Canmore (subject to
market studies, funding availability etc.), commission the design for the Project and issue tender documents for the
construction of the facility which will be fully funded by the Town and/or other public sector entities.

•

The Town will either operate the facility itself or contract out the operations and will market the conference centre to
potential clients.

Option 2 – Town-led land lease
•

The Town will lead the Project and secure the lands (i.e. municipal land or land acquired from the Province) which will be
leased to a Developer selected through a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) process.

•

Through the RFP process, the Town will seek bids from Developers to design and construct a new conference centre.
The selected Developer will size the facility based on their view of the market potential, lead the design and construction
of the facility and raise the required funding.

•

The Developer will operate the facility and market the conference centre to clients with potential marketing support from
the Town (e.g., CBT could assist in seeking out Alberta, Canadian and international business).

Option 3 – Private development
•

A private sector entity (Developer) will lead the Project and will utilize its own lands to develop a conference centre.

•

The Developer will size the facility based on their view of the market potential, lead the design and construction of the
facility and raise all required funding.

•

The Developer will operate the facility and market the conference centre to potential clients.
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Deal structure options (cont’d)
Views on Option 1 – Town-led Development
•

Several Participants stated that the Town should take the lead role in the Project, noting that these types of
convention/conference centre projects are typically developed by the public sector in light of the broader economic
benefits they may support. By leading the Project, the Town could ensure that the facility meets the Town’s key
objectives of:
– Ensuring the facility is built with a long-term perspective rather than based on a more limited market view;
– Ensuring that certain design requirements are reflected, e.g. signature and iconic facility; and
– Ensuring that the interests of the community are represented, i.e. providing community services and/or benefits.

•

Some Participants suggested that the Town could support the funding of the Project costs through implementing a new
levy or fee applied to each hotel room in the Town on an annual basis. This new revenue stream would be used to pay
for capital and/or operating costs related to the new facility. The rationale to apply this levy to hotels is reflective of the
benefits that existing hoteliers would gain from increased occupancies resulting from new conference business in Town.

•

Based on the consultations, the Town has indicated limited interest in taking a lead role as envisioned in this Option 1 (at
this stage of the Project’s development) and views the Project opportunity to be best driven by the private sector in light
of the following considerations:
– Town has a limited capability to commit capital funding or tax dollars given its competing priorities;
– Town traditionally has had a limited appetite for taking on project development risks of this nature; and
– Town is uncertain about the availability of suitable land for the Project.
Consensus view:
Although the Town is not pursuing Option 1 at this stage, it is supportive of considering a detailed business case
for the Project that would include an assessment of market potential and economic benefits of a new conference
centre in order to further assess their level of participation and possible role
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Deal structure options (cont’d)
Views on Option 2 – Town-led land lease
•

Through the consultations, the Town indicated that they would be interested in exploring this option further primarily
because it transfers capital funding and project development risk to the private sector. They stated that their interest in
considering potential sites for the Project would depend on the following factors:
1. The business case indicates that the Project is feasible; and
2. There is sufficient private sector market interest in the Project.

•

Some Developers have, in principle, expressed interest in this option, if the Town were able to make available a suitable
site. At a conceptual level, some Developers indicated this option may be feasible (subject to further analysis) on the
basis that the Town consider providing various in-kind inducements (such as waiving/reducing/deferring development
levies or taxes, reducing height restrictions, increasing densities, etc.) to support the Developer in ensuring the Project
economics are viable.

•

Additionally, it was noted that Developer interest would be contingent on having relatively limited restrictions imposed by
the Town on the Project, given that the capital and development risks are to be borne by the Developer. In general, the
Town would have less control on the Project under this option as the Developer will scope the Project based on its view
of the market potential. However, there may be scope for negotiation if the Town is able to bring additional capital or
operational funding support (through a hotel levy as considered in Option 1 for example) to secure some of its objectives.

Consensus view:
The Town and certain Developers have expressed an interest in further exploring this option subject to the results
of further assessment of the Project and the availability of suitable lands for a conference centre
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Deal structure options (cont’d)
Views on Option 3 – Private development
•

Through the consultations, the Town has indicated that they would have no objections, in principle, if a private sector
entity decides to build a conference centre in Canmore on private land. It is understood that there are, in fact, several
plans being considered, such as the proposed developments described below:

Spring Creek
• Plans for a hotel and conference centre for approximately 200
delegates

Silvertip Resort
• Plans for a hotel and conference centre as part of a larger master
plan residential development (size not known)

•

As noted above, the private sector plans appear to be for conference centres in conjunction with hotel developments that
would be on a smaller scale relative to the Town’s vision for a conference centre that is sufficiently large to feed visitors
into existing hotel rooms. Thus, while these plans may progress depending on market feasibility at the risk of the
Developers, they do no appear to serve the Town’s broader objectives.

•

However, the possibility of the Town working in partnership with a Developer to potentially “scale up” the privately
developed facility to better align with the Town’s objectives may be considered. At a conceptual level, a Developer may
agree to building additional capacity, for example, in exchange for in-kind support from the Town. While there may be
some high-level interest from Developers to consider this type of arrangement, the feasibility of such plans are difficult to
assess at this early stage.
Consensus view:
There is limited potential in this option at the current time given the low level of expected benefits to the Town
through a fully private development
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Site considerations
General observations on preferred location of a conference centre
•

Through the consultations, Participants provided their views on the preferred location of a conference centre in
Canmore, including their assessment of the suitability of various municipal and provincial lands that have been identified
based on a preliminary analysis.

•

Participants highlighted that a conference centre’s proximity relative to hotels and downtown are key factors that
conference organizers consider in their decision in selecting destinations. Given Canmore’s layout, whereby the hotels
are largely away from downtown core (off Bow Valley Trail), there does not appear to be any municipal or Provincial site
which is considered to be walking distance to both. Thus, given the alternative of locating a conference centre in
Canmore either close to the downtown core or closer to the hotels, most Participants preferred proximity to hotels:
– From a conference organizer perspective, it was noted that conference delegates generally favour short walking
distance (or alternatively excellent public transportation access) to the conference centre from their hotel, thus
proximity to accommodations is critical; and
– There are more potential sites available outside the downtown core (i.e., closer to the hotels) which would lead to
less issues related to parking and traffic - community support for a conference centre downtown may be limited due
to parking and traffic concerns.

•

Although the majority of Participants stated that they prefer the conference centre to be located closer to the hotels,
some Participants stated that they have a preference for the conference centre to be located downtown in light of the
greater expected benefits that may accrue to local businesses (i.e. generating foot traffic in the downtown core will result
in retail sales).

•

However, it was noted that regardless of where the conference centre is located, a key element is to ensure that there is
suitable transportation between the conference centre, hotels and downtown.
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Site considerations (cont’d)
Preliminary views on the potential sites identified in Canmore
•

Participants commented on potential pre-identified Municipal and Provincial sites as summarized below:
– The Travel Alberta Information Centre site is too far from the downtown core and is not close to any existing hotels
thus would not meet the objective of feeding local businesses in downtown Canmore and existing hotels.
– The Palliser lands have good visibility from the highway however it is not an ideal location because the site is:
•

A far walk to the existing hotels;

•

The area is flood prone and there is a natural gas pipeline running through it (however both can be managed);

•

Adjacent to a highway which brings up some concerns as it acts as a barrier to downtown.

– The Municipal land close to the heliport may be a potential site because of its proximity to some existing hotels,
although it may be considered to be further away from the downtown core (approximately 20 minute walk). If
transportation (shuttle bus) and/or a walkway/bike path to downtown was developed, this may make the site more
viable. However there are concerns, namely:
•

Potential environmental concerns, e.g. wildlife habitat, thus the environmental community may get involved; and

•

Past flooding on this site and challenging construction due to grading.

– With respect to downtown sites, the large parking lot off of 7th Street (between 6th and 7th Avenue) could be either:
•

The location for a parking structure with the conference centre located on the lands that currently house the CBT
offices and the Canmore Arts Community Centre; or

•

The location for an above grade parking structure with a conference centre on top of it.

– Alternatively, the lands that currently house the CBT offices and the Canmore Arts Community Centre could be
cleared and a multi-storey building could be built where the first floor would be primarily retail uses, the second and
third floors would be a parking structure, and the fourth floor would be a conference centre.
Consensus view:
While a number of potential sites have been identified to date, there is no consensus at this stage regarding the
preferred location although there is general agreement that proximity of the conference centre to the majority of
hotels is a key decision criteria
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Risks, challenges, and constraints
The following section presents a summary of views with regard to other factors to consider in assessing whether a
conference centre in the Town of Canmore should be explored further.
Community or business concerns
•

Some Participants stated that there are some members of the community that are not in favor of a conference centre
because: (1) the community is concerned about parking, transit and transportation concerns in downtown Canmore and
adding a conference centre in Town would exacerbate the issue; (2) there are some community members that think the
Town has grown “too much” and they are generally not in favour of additional growth.

•

In order to address these concerns, Participants stated that it is important to keep the community engaged in the Project
and to continually communicate the benefits to the community. In addition, it may be helpful to provide some community
services/benefits and/or public amenities through the Project.

Relationship between the Town and Developers
•

Some Participants stated that the development environment between the Town and Developers is positive and that the
Town is willing to encourage and support developments in and around the Town. Thus, this is an opportunity for the
Town to work with stakeholders and develop a conference centre that is beneficial for the Town.

Consensus view:
In order to move forward, it is important to keep the community engaged through communicating the benefits of
the Project and working with stakeholders to develop a conference centre that is beneficial to the Town
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Roadmap and Next Steps
Overview
•

From the stakeholder consultations there was broad agreement on the benefits of a conference centre and overall
support in exploring the feasibility of the Project further, including in particular, a market and financial assessment and
feasibility to study the potential opportunity for the Town in more detail.

•

The following section presents a roadmap that identifies the key requirements to progress the Project. The roadmap is
presented as follows:
– Feasibility Study (Stage 1)
•

Stage 1(a) – Market assessment; and

•

Stage 1(b) – Financial assessment and feasibility;

– Additional Works and Business Case (Stage 2)
•

Stage 2(a) – Market assessment, site analysis, market expressions of interest, indicative design and costing,
funding strategy, and operations and market strategy; and

•

Stage 2(b) – Business Case;

– Project implementation (Stage 3):
•
•

Key activities – land acquisition, site studies/approvals, and a procurement/transaction phase.

It is important to note that Stage 1(a) – market assessment – is the minimum requirement in order to determine if there is
market demand for a conference centre in Canmore, i.e. identifies the potential number of events and delegates that will
be attending the facility in Canmore per year. However in order to determine if the Project is feasible which would build
on the findings of the market assessment component (Stage 1(a)), a financial assessment and feasibility component
should be examined as well.
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Roadmap to develop Canmore conference centre
Q3 2014/Q4 2015

May/June 2014

2015/2016

Feasibility Study (Stage 1)
1(a) Market assessment
i.

1(b) Financial assessment & feasibility

Market analysis

i.

Based on the results of the Feasibility
Study (Stage 1), Council will decide
whether to proceed to Stage 2

Capital costs

ii. Site analysis

ii. Operational projections

iii. Standalone versus multi-use analysis

iii. Financial analysis
iv. Indicative economic impact analysis

Estimated budget is $20-$25K with a timeline
of ~6-8 weeks

Estimated additional budget is $15-$20K with a
timeline of ~4-6 weeks

Additional Works and Business Case (Stage 2)
2(a) Additional Works
i.

Market assessment

ii. Site analysis
2(b) Business Case

iii. Market expressions of interest
iv. Indicative design and costing
v. Funding strategy
vi. Operations and marketing strategy

Based on the results of Stage 2, Council
will decide whether to proceed to Stage 3

Additional Works’ Activities (i to vi) will feed
into the Business Case – Stage 2(b)

Project implementation (Stage 3)
3.
i.

Key activities
Land acquisition

ii. Site studies/approvals
iii. Procurement/transaction phase
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Feasibility Study
Purpose
•

The purpose of the Feasibility Study is to provide the Town with the necessary tools to assist in making a decision about
the Town’s involvement in the Project based on the following key components:
– Market feasibility – the facility’s ability to attract conferences and delegates and support levels of event activity to
ensure that the new facility is feasible;
– Financial feasibility – the ability of the facility to “break-even” or generate an operating profit focusing only on direct
facility-related operating revenues and expenses and generate new tax revenue for the Town of Canmore;
– Economic benefits – the facility’s ability to generate new spending activity in the local community (i.e., direct spending
that is attributable to out-of-town visitors such as average daily expenditures and hotel room nights that would not
otherwise occur in the local area); and
– Community benefits – the ability of the facility to provide a signature and iconic facility and incorporates community
use type elements that provide a public benefit.

Key outcome: List of key feasibility components that will be used to guide the development of the Feasibility Study
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Stage 1(a) Market assessment
i. Market analysis
Local market conditions
Key components

Description of key components

Location

• Illustrates the location of Canmore and its area and proximity to other markets in Alberta.

Demographics

• Demographic and socioeconomic information can provide an indication of the ability of a market to support a
conference centre and includes population, age, household income and corporate base.

Inventory
components of
facilities in Canmore

A community’s hospitality infrastructure, in terms of hotels, restaurants, entertainment infrastructure and other such
factors, contributes heavily to the potential success of a conference centre. The marketability of a conference centre
increases when there exists a support of amenities and infrastructure within close proximity. An inventory of local hotels
and conference centres will be built for analysis purposes and will include the following:
• Location, facility name, standalone or multi-use hotel and conference centre;
• Maximum capacity and capacity in different settings such as banquet and/or theatre-style;
• Flexibility and sufficient conference space to host larger-scale events and to host smaller concurrent events including
sufficient exhibition halls, break-out rooms, networking space, food and beverage services and sufficient space for
banqueting all attendees; and
• Accessibility or supporting infrastructure, e.g. regional/international airport, road network, public transit, etc.).

Inventory
components of hotels
in Canmore

Analysis of local
market conditions

46

• Number of hotel rooms in Canmore and the quality/brand of hotels available;
• Total available room nights and occupancy/vacancy room nights; and
• Monthly breakdown of occupancy/vacancy room nights.
• Identify the sizes/types of facilities available in the area and whether smaller/larger-sized conferences are being
serviced properly in terms of capacity or determine if there is an opportunity to develop a new conference centre of a
size that is different than the existing facilities in order to capitalize on the under-serviced/sized conferences;
• Identify the flexibility and capability of facilities available in the area of hosting larger-scale events and smaller
concurrent events; and
• Identify the number and quality of hotels in the area and related occupancies and break down these occupancies by
month to determine if current hotel capacity is sufficient to meet expected future demand generated by the
development of a new conference centre.
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Stage 1(a) Market assessment
i. Market analysis (cont’d)
Regional market analysis
Key components

Description of key components

Competitive/regional
event facilities

Identify a list of competitive/regional convention and conference facilities based on the following information:
• Location, facility name, standalone or multi-use;
• Space characteristics such as total space, exhibit space, ballroom space and meeting space in square feet;
• Largest exhibition/banquet floor space;
• Maximum capacity and theatre-style and banquet-style capacity;
• Number of break-out rooms;
• Type of events hosted;
• Proximity to external events; and
• Deficiencies and banqueting requirements, i.e. banquet capabilities is on two floors.

Analysis of
competitive/regional
event facilities

• Analyze the supply of conference centres in the region (Banff, Lake Louise, Jasper, Calgary, Edmonton, Red Deer,
Lethbridge) in terms of space characteristics (exhibit space to ballroom space to meeting space ratios), sizes and types
of conferences being offered, etc.
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Stage 1(a) Market assessment
i. Market analysis (cont’d)
Industry trend and survey research
Key components

Description of key components

Industry trend
analysis

• The market success of a conference centre can be partially attributed to the characteristics of the industry as a whole.
To assess the current and future strength of the conference market with regard to event activity it is important to
evaluate the industry trends such as macro industry demand and supply and particularly how they apply to Alberta and
the mountain areas.

Macro industry
demand and supply
in Alberta

Macro industry demand is determined by looking at conference centre demand growth on a year-over-year basis. Demand
growth factors include:
• Net square feet;
• Exhibiting companies;
• Attendance; and
• Real GDP.
Macro industry supply is determined by looking at total conference centre space in square feet. A comparison of industry
demand and supply will provide trends which can assist in determining the condition of the industry.

Survey research

48

Conduct detailed telephone interviews with convention, tradeshow, conference and meeting planners, representing key
event segments that could use a potential conference centre in Canmore. Questions will focus on:
• Detailed understanding of potential user needs;
• Willingness to use a potential conference centre in Canmore;
• Overall perceptions of Canmore as a potential host community for events;
• Facility space requirements;
• Number of events (single and multi-day) they host/arrange by region and type and average event days; and
• Average number of delegates they host/arrange by region and type.
The result will be an indication of the number, size and type of events that occur in various regions in Alberta
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Stage 1(a) Market assessment
i. Market analysis (cont’d)
Results of market analysis
Key components

Results of market
analysis

Description of key components
Based on the local market conditions, regional event facilities and narrowing down these regional facilities to comparable
facilities, the strength of the industry, and telephone surveys, the results of the market analysis inform the Town of a
proposed conference centre in terms of the following characteristics:
• Potential size and scale of the new facility in square feet; and
• Delegate capacity in terms of total capacity and capacity in various styles such as theatre, banquet, etc.
In addition, based on the results of the survey research, the projected number of annual events, event days, and delegates
will be identified.

Key outcome: Identifies a size and type of conference centre that should be built based on a review of the local and regional
markets, industry trends and market surveys
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Stage 1(a) Market assessment
ii. Site analysis
Key components

Description of key components

Identification of
potential sites

The market analysis will provide an indication of the size and capacity of the new proposed conference centre in Canmore.
This indication will be used to conduct the site analysis which involves the following:
• Identify potential sites and conduct preliminary due diligence to identify site related issues (e.g. site topography and
size of land, land use designation and zoning, title ownership and restrictions, and environmental condition); and
• Assess potential sites with stakeholders to determine the attractiveness and issues/challenges with each site.

Evaluation
criteria/assessment
factors for potential
sites

Once potential sites have been identified and preliminary due diligence has been conducted, an evaluation will be
conducted based on the following:
• Total land costs for each of the sites (private and public sector sites);
• Capacity of land to host a standalone and a multi-use (hotel and/or community type uses) facility;
• Relative proximity to a critical mass of appropriate hotels;
• Pedestrian-friendly and walking distance to hotels;
• Requirements/preferences of private sector;
• Size of the site in relation to the usable floor areas as this may impact the number of levels required;
• Site large enough to provide parking facilities;
• Potential for future expansion;
• Proximity to public transit for those delegates who wish to use it; and
• Site visibility and compatibility with surroundings.

Key outcome: Identifies a short-list of sites and/or a preferred site based on an assessment of potential sites
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Stage 1(a) Market assessment
iii. Standalone versus multi-use facility analysis
Key components

Description of key components
Based on market analysis of the size and capacity of the proposed conference centre and the Town’s hotel capacity to meet
expected future demand generated by the development of the new conference centre, an indication of whether the new
conference centre should be on a standalone or on a multi-use basis (conference centre with an adjoining hotel) will be
identified.

Standalone
options or multiuse facility

In addition, the Town should plan for and conduct consultations with relevant stakeholders to identify the following:
• Potential complementary uses such as a National Mountain Centre, Sports Hall of Fame or sports tourism related uses;
and
• Design requirements such as a signature development or an iconic facility.
Based on these consultations, if it is identified that relevant stakeholders are strongly in favour of complementary uses or
specific design requirements then further analysis will be performed to determine its feasibility and its contribution to the
Town.
If the current hotel capacity in the Town of Canmore is sufficient to meet expected future demand generated by the
development of the new conference centre then the conference centre could stand on its own since no net new hotel rooms
would be required to absorb the hotel demands. However further operating and financial analysis will be required.

Conference centre
with and without
an adjoining hotel

If the current hotel capacity in the Town of Canmore is insufficient to meet expected future demand generated by the
development of the new conference centre then the Town may consider a new conference centre with an adjoining hotel as
an option to pursue. In order to conduct this analysis, the following steps will be taken:
• Determine the total number of hotel rooms in the Town of Canmore;
• Using historical data, determine occupancy levels during the peak season and calculate the number of available hotel
rooms; and
• Assume that a conference of the size identified in the market analysis are all in attendance in Canmore during the peak
season. There should be a sufficient number of hotel rooms available to meet peak demand, if not, there is an preliminary
indication of the number of hotel rooms required.

Key outcome: indicates if an adjoining hotel is required in Town and what type community use component, if any, should be
included as part of the Project
51

Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

© Deloitte LLP and affiliated entities.

Page 106 of 186

Stage 1(b) Financial assessment and feasibility
i. Capital costs
Key components

Capital costs

Description of key components
Develop indicative Capital costs based on the expected conference centre size for the following items:
• Construction costs;
• Fixtures, furniture and equipment;
• Development costs;
• Development fees;
• Professional fees; and
• Contingency.
In addition, indicative costs for a hotel or another type of multi-use facility such as a community use, if applicable, will be
developed. The capital costs for an adjoining hotel and/or community use will be based on market benchmarks.

Key outcome: Indicates the potential capital costs for a conference centre and any multi-use options, if applicable

52

Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

© Deloitte LLP and affiliated entities.

Page 107 of 186

Stage 1(b) Financial assessment and feasibility
ii. Operational projections
Key components

Development of a
cash flow model

Description of key components
Develop projected net operational cash flow (before provisions for replacement of furniture, fixtures and equipment
(“FF&E”)), and net cash flows after FF&E on an annual basis for five years and include the following:
• Projected revenues (developed based on assumptions from the market analysis) based on:
• Conference space rental revenues include conference centre venue charge per day, number of events per year, and
event days (or multi-day events);
• Catering revenues include gross catering revenue per conference cay, number of events per year, and event days (or
multi-day events);
• Labour and general recoveries include additional labour and expense recoveries per day, number of events per year,
and event days (or multi-day events);
• Technical services’ revenues include technical services charges (including technical equipment hire and labour
charges), number of events per year and event days (or multi-day events).
All of these projected revenues could also be broken down by number of attendees and average spend per attendee per
day.
• Projected variable operating costs such as catering costs, i.e. cost of food and beverage, direct labour costs, plus direct
consumables costs are assumed to be a percentage of projected revenues; and
• Fixed overhead expense projections are estimated using a base year and then escalated over the next five years and
include salary and wage costs, staff costs, administration and general expenses, sales and marketing costs, cleaning
costs, insurance costs, energy and other utility costs and property operations and repairs and maintenance expenses.
• Taking projected revenues less projected variable operating costs and fixed overhead expenses results in forecasted net
operational cash flows before replacement FF&E costs. By applying replacement FF&E costs to the net operational cash
flows before replacement FF&E, the net cash flows after FF&E will be forecasted. It is quite possible that there will a
surplus from the net operational cash flows before replacement FF&E however this surplus may be required to fund
capital replacements and improvements or replacement FF&E. Thus a provision for replacement FF&E may be required.

Key outcome: Provides an indication of the feasibility of the Project from an operational perspective based on certain
revenue and operating assumptions
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Stage 1(b) Financial assessment and feasibility
iii. Financial analysis
Key components

Description of key components

Financial analysis
and deal structure
options

The following costs will be factored into the financial analysis to reflect various deal structure options:
• Land costs (which may have multiple scenario inputs associated with it since a preferred site may not have been
identified); and
• Financing costs.
Both of these costs will need to be layered on top of the operational projections in order to derive the financial projections.
Using these financial projections and assumptions such as funding sources (Provincial and/or Federal funding) or multi-use
options (hotel and/or community based uses) the following deal structure scenarios will be tested.

Town-led
development

• The Town will lead the Project and secure the lands (i.e. municipal land or land acquired from the Province);
• The Town will size the Project based on its long-term view of the potential conference market in Canmore (subject to
market studies, funding availability, etc.), commission the design for the Project and issue tender documents for the
construction of the facility which will be fully funded by the Town and/or other public sector entities;
• The Town will pay for the construction of the facility and will fund the capital costs by issuing municipal debt and/or
sourcing Provincial funds; and
• Once the conference centre is operational, the Town will either operate the facility itself or contract out the operations and
will market the conference centre to potential clients. The Town will receive revenues from operations which will pay for
any operating costs as well as financing costs associated with the debt that they issued. If during operations, there is a
‘gap’ between revenues and costs, then the Town will be responsible for funding this ‘gap’ with some other revenue
source. That revenue source could be municipal funds; a hotel or development levy could be set up; or a commercial tax
on businesses could be applied, among other funding sources.

Town-led land
lease development
(standalone
option)

• The Town will lead the Project and secure the lands (i.e. municipal land or land acquired from the Province) which will be
leased to a Developer selected through a Request for Proposals (“RFP”) process;
• Through the RFP process, the Town will seek bids from Developers to design and construct a new conference centre.
The selected Developer will size the facility based on their view of the market potential, lead the design and construction
of the facility and raise the required funding;
• Once the conference centre is operational, the Developer will operate the facility and market the conference centre to
clients with potential marketing support from the Town. The Developer will receive revenues from operations which will
pay for any operating costs, land lease payments as well as financing costs associated with the debt that they raised. If
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Stage 1(b) Financial assessment and feasibility
iii. Financial analysis (cont’d)
Key components

Description of key components

Town-led land
lease development
(standalone
option) (cont’d)

• (Cont’d) during operations there is a ‘gap’ between revenues and operating costs, land lease payments and financing
costs, then the Developer is responsible for funding this ‘gap’ with some other revenue source; and
• If other revenue sources are unavailable to the Developer, the Town may consider providing an incentive to the Developer
such as a lower land lease payment or in-kind contribution of lands, and/or municipal funding.

Town-led land
lease development
(hotel option)

• The Town will lead the Project and secure the lands (i.e. municipal land or land acquired from the Province) which will be
leased to a Developer selected through a RFP process where the Town will place no restrictions on potential hotel uses;
• Through the RFP process, the Town will seek bids from Developers to design and construct a new conference centre and
hotel. The selected Developer will size the facility and hotel based on their view of the market potential, lead the design
and construction of the facility and hotel and raise the required funding;
• Once the conference centre and hotel is operational, the Developer will operate the facility and hotel and market the
conference centre to clients with potential marketing support from the Town. The Developer will receive revenues from
both operations which will pay for operating costs, land lease payments as well as financing costs associated with the
debt that they raised. If during operations there is a ‘gap’ between revenues and operating costs, land lease payments
and financing costs, then the Developer is responsible for funding this ‘gap’ and will not receive any incentives from the
Town such as a lower land lease payment or in-kind contribution of lands, and/or municipal funding.

Private
development
(standalone option
or hotel option)

• A private sector entity (Developer) will lead the Project and will utilize its own lands to develop a conference centre;
• The Developer will size the facility based on their view of the market potential, lead the design and construction of the
facility and raise all required funding at private sector financing rates;
• Once the conference centre is operational, the Developer will operate the facility and market the conference centre to
clients. The Developer will receive revenues from operations which will pay for any operating costs, land costs and
financing costs. If during operations there is a ‘gap’ between revenues and operating costs, land and financing costs, then
the Developer is responsible for funding this ‘gap’ and will not receive any incentives from the Town however there is a
possibility of the Town working in partnership with a Developer to ensure that the facility is built and to ensure that it is
better aligned with the Town’s objectives by the Town providing some in-kind support such as waiving/reducing/deferring
taxes, reducing height restrictions and parking requirements, increasing densities, etc.; and
• Under this option, the Developer may consider adding an adjoining hotel which will pay for any operating costs, land costs
and financing costs associated with the new facility, assuming there is a ‘gap’.

Key outcome: Identifies the financial feasibility of each option from the Town’s perspective based on assumptions around
funding, financing, and ownership of lands
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Stage 1(b) Financial assessment and feasibility
iv. Indicative economic impact analysis
Key components

Indicative
economic impact
analysis

Description of key components
Initial direct expenditure
Estimate initial direct expenditure (excluding applicable taxes) which occurs in Canmore as a result of events held in the new
facility which includes estimating:
• Net new hotel room nights;
• Number of event attendees (single versus multi-day) developed through the market analysis; and
• Average daily expenditure (excluding applicable taxes) by domestic and international visitors to Canmore.
Estimated economic impact: Banff-Jasper-Rocky Mountain House and Calgary economies
Estimating the total economic impact (measured in terms of total ‘value added’) to Banff-Jasper-Rocky Mountain House and
Calgary economies involves calculating:
• Direct Value Added; and
• Indirect/induced value added.

Key outcome: Indicates the level of spending that will occur in Canmore and the surrounding economies as a result of
events being held at the new facility
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Additional Works and
Business Case
(Stage 2)
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Stage 2(a) Additional Works
•

Based on the results of the Feasibility Study and Council’s decision to proceed to Stage 2, the following Additional Works
will need to be completed before proceeding to the implementation of the Project (Stage 3):
Key components

Description of key components

i. Market
assessment

Based on the initial market analysis conducted in Stage 1, this market assessment will update and refine prior work
completed on the local market, regional market, industry trend analysis, macro industry demand and supply, and survey
research in order to capture any changes in the market.

ii. Site analysis

Assuming that a site was not identified in Stage 1, additional site analysis will need to be conducted in order to identify a
preferred site for the Project and may include the following:
• Analyzing the potential site(s) to confirm requirements such as minimum size, location/access to the conference centre, or
environmental standards;
• Researching and conducting preliminary due diligence such as establishing site topography, land use designation and
zoning, title ownership and restrictions, and environmental condition (i.e. historic land uses may indicate contamination or
sensitive environmental features on or approximate to the site); and
• Evaluating and ranking each site and identifying a preferred site(s).

iii. Market
expressions of
interest

Based on the results of the Feasibility Study and the market assessment, a strong understanding of the market potential for a
conference centre in Canmore will be acquired and can be used to effectively discuss the opportunity with potential market
participants depending on the likely deal structure identified. In addition, the financial analysis part of the Feasibility Study will
provide necessary background and analysis in order to test the deal structures with the market.

iv. Indicative
design and costing

Based on all prior work, the Town or the private sector will develop a conceptual design and overview of the specifications of
the new facility, i.e. size of exhibition hall versus meeting rooms, etc., and will develop preliminary costing.
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Stage 2(a) Additional Works (cont’d)
Key components

v. Funding
strategy

vi. Operations and
marketing strategy

Description of key components
Based on the initial results of the Feasibility Study, the amount of municipal and/or other public sector funding required for
construction and capital costs, operational and land costs, and financing costs will be identified, under the Town-led
development and the Town-led land lease. In order for the Town to account for these funding requirements, it must:
• Build a plan to obtain Provincial and/or Federal funding or begin, as early as possible, to set up some form of levy system
or build a strategy around applying a commercial tax to businesses, among other funding strategies; and
• The funding strategy should include a list of Provincial and Federal entities to enquire and begin a dialogue to obtain
funding.
Once the Town has preliminary indications that the Project is feasible, that it has identified real funding sources, and
determined its funding strategy, it should begin to understand the differences and risks between the Town providing in-house
venue management and operational responsibilities versus out-sourcing these roles to the private sector, assuming that the
Project is being led by the Town.
In addition, once the Stage 2 market assessment has been completed, it will be important that the Town understands the
differences and risks between the Town selling and marketing the facility versus appointing a conference market specialist,
assuming that the Project is being led by the Town.
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Stage 2(b) Business Case
Key components

Business Case

Description of key components
The results from the Feasibility Study and the Additional Works (i to vi) will feed into the development of a detailed Business
Case. This Business Case will be used to summarize market analysis; indicative designs and costs; and financial analysis;
and further test the various deal structures in order to identify a preferred option that considers:
• A plan to obtain funding for the Project, assuming a Town-led or Town-led land lease development, where funding is
obtained from the Town, the Provincial and/or Federal governments, or a levy system is set up;
• A decision to develop the Project on a standalone or a multi-use basis, assuming a Town-led land lease or a private
development; and
• An operations and marketing plan, assuming a Town-led development holds.

Key outcome: Based on the results of the Additional Works and Council’s approval of the Business Case, the Town will
make a decision about whether to proceed to the Project Implementation stage (Stage 3)
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Project
implementation
(Stage 3)

Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report
May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 116 of 186

Stage 3 Project implementation
Key activities
•

Following the completion of Stage 2 – Additional Works components, the Town will decide on proceeding with the
Project which would initiate the following activities
Key components

Description of key components

i. Land acquisition

Based on the site analysis and identification of a site(s) under a Town-led development or a Town-led land lease, an
acquisition process for a preferred site(s) should be identified which includes:
• A process for obtaining Provincial lands by (1) determining the land owners; (2) entering into discussions with the
appropriate Provincial ministries and/or representatives; and (3) determining a process with Provincial ministries and/or
representatives to obtain such lands; and
• A offer process for obtaining private site(s) or expropriation by: (1) identifying the private land owners; (2) determining
initial offering and terms; and (3) initiating an offer process and participating in negotiations.

ii. Site studies and
approvals –
preliminary site
plan process

Once a site(s) has been identified and lands have been acquired a number of site studies and approvals are required to
facilitate development which could include:
• Preliminary site plan process;
• Traffic Impact and Parking Study;
• Environmental Assessment (“EA”) Study;
• Geotechnical Study; and
• Functional Servicing.

iii. Procurement
process

Based on the deal structure identified in the Feasibility Study and further updated and refined in the Business Case, the
Town may be involved in the procurement process and develop associated documents (RFQ/RFP versus RFO/Lease
Agreement). Under a Town led development or a Town led land lease deal structure, the Town will lead the following
procurement process responsibilities, including:
• Developing RFQ/RFP or RFO/Lease Agreements for the private sector to bid on;
• Develop timelines and submission dates;
• Develop legal and financial submission requirements;
• Develop evaluation criteria; and
• Implement the process.
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Appendices
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Stakeholder
consultation guide
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Topics for discussion
Need and demand for the Project
1.

Is there sufficient need/demand to build a stand-alone or a multi-use conference centre in the Town of Canmore? What
is your view of the size of the conference business market in the region?

2.

If there is sufficient need/demand for a multi-use conference centre, what types of uses would be appropriate
a.

An adjoining hotel

b.

Complementary uses such as retail stores, restaurants, and food and beverage retailers

c.

Other complementary uses such as a National Mountain Centre or cultural/sports centre/arena

3.

Who are potential competitors of a conference centre in Canmore, for example, Whistler Conference Centre, Banff
Conference Centre, Fairmont Chateau Lake Louise? What could differentiate the Canmore conference centre from
these other locations?

4.

Do you know of any other location(s) and/or town(s) in Canada or the U.S. with similar landscapes that are building
conference centres?

5.

Would you be interested in participating in this Project (either a stand-alone or a multi-use conference centre) and what
are the factors that would influence your decision to participate or not?
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Topics for discussion
Project scope
1.

What type of conference business is available in the marketplace? What type of conference centre would need to be
built? How might this type of conference centre compare to Banff or other conference centres?

2.

What would be your expectation for a conference centre in the Town of Canmore in terms of size (in square feet and
number of attendees)?

3.

If a multi-use facility is being considered, what would be your expectation for the scope of the other uses such as an
adjoining hotel (number of hotel rooms) plus other complementary uses such as retail stores, restaurants, food and
beverage retailers, and public uses such as a National Mountain Centre or a cultural/sports centre/arena

4.

For any of the potential sites and/or locations, how would the proposed development meet the Town’s and/or CBT’s
vision or any of the selected Project objectives such as:

5.

66

a.

Feed existing hotel rooms and meeting spaces during the shoulder season and mid-week

b.

Locating within an easy walk of, and feeding visitors into, the downtown core

c.

Utilizing the Town’s inspiring views

What is your preliminary view on the maximum/optimal density for each of the potential land uses that you have
identified on the Town of Canmore map?
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Topics for discussion
Deal structure
1.

Do you envision that this Project will be a fully private sector development, i.e. privately financed and operated?

2.

Do you anticipate public sector support in terms of funding, e.g. Provincial funding or public sector guarantee?
Alternatively, could you envision some form of public-private-partnership (“P3”)?

3.

Generally do you have a strong preference to develop on fee simple lands? Would you develop on leased lands? If a
long-term land lease structure is workable for municipal or provincial lands, do you foresee any major challenges
making long-term land lease payments for the right to use the lands?

4.

By developing on the municipal or provincial lands, would there be a minimum land lease period that would impact your
decision to participate in the Project?

5.

How can the Town and/or private sector access municipal and/or provincial funding?
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Topics for discussion
Potential sites
1.

Do you have a preferred site for a conference centre or a conference centre with an adjoining hotel? Pros/cons? Would
you prefer to build on public sector lands versus your private lands and why? What is the current zoning for these sites?

2.

Which of your identified sites are preferred to meet the following Town and CBT objectives:
a.

Feed existing hotel rooms and meeting spaces during the shoulder season and mid-week

b.

Locating within an easy walk of, and feeding visitors into, the downtown core

c.

Utilizing the Town’s inspiring views

3.

If a conference centre with adjacent hotel rooms was built, either in downtown Canmore or the peripheries of the Town,
do you envision an increased amount of activity within downtown Canmore, i.e. increased retail sales, higher
occupancies at existing hotels, etc.? If not, how could you increase activity in downtown Canmore?

4.

Are there any concerns with any of the potential sites that you have identified? Are there any other potential sites?

5.

Are there any current plans in place to build a conference centre and other complementary uses and what is the size (in
square feet and number of attendees)?
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Topics for discussion
Role of Town
1.

What do you think the role of the Town should be on this Project? Is there a role for the Town to operate and maintain a
conference centre or should this be left for the private sector?

2.

Do you foresee any major challenges in developing the Project without any financial support from the Town of
Canmore?

3.

Would you consider partnering with the Town, if so, what would you expect from the Town?

4.

How can the Town and/or CBT assist in developing the Project, i.e. market and feasibility studies, environmental
studies, Zoning By-law approvals, building permits, development fees, community consultations, etc.

5.

How can the Town access provincial funding? What potential sources may be considered?
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Topics for discussion
Risks, challenges and constraints
1.

Any risks, challenges and constraints that we should consider?

2.

In your opinion, what is the view of the Project by the local community? Generally, is there interest or opposition to the
Project?

3.

What are the challenges of developing a large capital project in Canmore?
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Appendix B –
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conference centres in
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Canmore Conference Centre – Stakeholder Consultation Final Report
May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 126 of 186

Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres
The purpose of the jurisdictional scan is to identify a range of conference centres in order to gather general “data points”
on the scope and scale of conference centre developments in other jurisdictions (e.g. size, population served, etc.). The
findings from the research will provide useful benchmarks to frame the potential for a conference centre in Canmore. The
criteria used to narrow down a list of potential conference centres in Canada and the U.S.:
• The conference centre is located in a mountainous or resort location;
• The conference centre was recommended by industry experts as a popular destination for conference business; and
• The conference centre was relatively similar in size in terms of total banquet-style capacity to what may be considered
for Canmore.
List of comparable mountain resort conference centres in Canada and the U.S.
•
•
•
•
•

Fairmont Banff Springs
The Banff Centre
Fairmont Chateau Lake Louise Conference Centre
Fairmont Jasper Park Lodge
Whistler Conference Centre

•
•
•
•

The Broadmoor in Colorado Springs, Colorado
Park Hyatt Beaver Creek in Avon, Colorado
The Inverness Hotel and Conference Centre in Denver, Colorado
Keystone Conference Centre in Keystone, Colorado

The following slides will describe select conference centres including information on:
• Location;
• Brief description of the location of the conference centre;
• Population of the location of the conference centre;
• Description of the conference centre;
• Conference centre square footage; and
• Available facilities.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
Fairmont Banff Springs
Location

Banff, Alberta

Brief description

Banff is a town within Banff National Park in Alberta, Canada. It is located in Alberta's Rockies along the Trans-Canada
Highway, approximately 126 kilometres west of Calgary and 58 kilometres east of Lake Louise. Banff is a resort town and
one of Canada's most popular tourist destinations, known for its mountainous surroundings and hot springs. It is a
destination for outdoor sports and features extensive hiking, biking, and skiing within the area. Sunshine Village, Ski
Norquay and Lake Louise Mountain Resort are the three nearby ski resorts located within the National Park.

Population and/or
number of tourists
to the region

Population: 7,584
Attendance: ~3 million annually

Description of the
conference centre

The Fairmont Banff Springs Hotel and Conference Centre is a professional mountain meeting, conference, and event centre
with flexible event spaces. The Hotel has 768 guestrooms.

Conference centre
square footage

Over 76,000 square feet of versatile meeting, event and exhibit space which can accommodate anywhere between 20 and
900 delegates.

Facilities

• The Conference Centre Wing includes the Van Horne Ballroom (~15,000 square feet), the President’s Hall
Ballroom(~5,330 square feet), and the N.R. Crump Room which is a 248 seat Theatre with break-out rooms;
• The Alberta and New Brunswick Ballrooms with Riverview Lounge is ~8,520 square feet;
• The Alhambra Ballroom is ~5,700 square feet of event space;
• The Cascade Ballroom and Conservatory is ~5,600 square feet;
• The Mount Stephen Hall is ~2,304 square feet;
• The Ivor Petrak Room is ~2,025 square feet;
• The Oak and Norquay rooms are ~1,446 square feet; and
• The Angus Room is set up for 22 guests and the Strathcona Room can accommodate up to 12 guests.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
The Banff Centre
Location

Banff, Alberta

Brief description

Banff is a town within Banff National Park in Alberta, Canada. It is located in Alberta's Rockies along the Trans-Canada
Highway, approximately 126 kilometres west of Calgary and 58 kilometres east of Lake Louise. Banff is a resort town and
one of Canada's most popular tourist destinations, known for its mountainous surroundings and hot springs. It is a
destination for outdoor sports and features extensive hiking, biking, and skiing within the area. Sunshine Village, Ski
Norquay and Lake Louise Mountain Resort are the three nearby ski resorts located within the National Park.

Population and/or
number of tourists
to the region

Population: 7,584
Attendance: ~3 million annually

Description of the
conference centre

The Banff Centre is located on 43 acres and can host full-service meetings, conferences and events. The Banff Centre
specializes in providing meeting facilities and services for many different sectors including corporate, association,
government, and post-secondary institutions.

Conference centre
square footage

Over 111,000 square feet of meeting facilities, lecture theatres and auditorium space which can accommodate anywhere
between five and 1,000 delegates.

Facilities

• Over 60 meeting facilities, lecture theatres, and auditoriums and can be broken down as follows:
• Kinnear Centre is over 42,000 square feet;
• Professional Development Centre is over 6,500 square feet;
• Max Bell Building is over 16,500 square feet;
• Eric Harvie Theatre is over 18,000 square feet;
• Margaret Greenham Theatre is ~3,500 square feet;
• Laszlo Funtek Teaching Wing is over 18,000 square feet; and
• TransCanada Pipelines Pavilion is over 4,200 square feet.
• Over 400 guest bedrooms (171 superior bedrooms and suites with full hotel amenities); and
• Lloyd Hall offers over 150 standard bedrooms and suites, all of which have been fully renovated.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
Fairmont Chateau Lake Louise Resort and Conference Centre
Location

Lake Louise, Alberta

Brief description

Lake Louise is located on the Bow River in Banff National Park, Alberta, immediately northeast of the icy, blue-green lake of
the same name, which is renowned for its scenic beauty. The lake, at an elevation of 5,680 feet springs from Victoria
Glacier on Mount Victoria, which rises above the western end of the lake. It extends northeastward from there for about 2.4
kilometres and is about 1.2 kilometres wide at its broadest point. There are a variety of activities to do in Lake Louise
including: skiing at nearby Lake Louise Mountain Resort, guided mountain tours, and scenic hiking and canoe activities.

Population and/or
number of tourists
to the region

Population: 1,041
Attendance: ~3 million annually

Description of the
conference centre

Fairmont Chateau Lake Louise Hotel is surrounded by the Canadian Rockies, and the glacial emerald lake. Originally built
as a base for outdoor enthusiasts and alpinists over 100 years ago, Fairmont Chateau Lake Louise is a year-round
mountain resort and provides flexible meeting and event space.

Conference centre
square footage

Over 36,000 square feet of flexible meeting space which can accommodate a 610 delegate conference in a banquet-style
setting

Facilities

• 23 meeting rooms and theatres and can be broken down as follows:
• The Mount Temple Ballroom measures 8,856 square feet and can welcome groups of up to 750 delegates;
• The Victoria Ballroom can host meetings and special banquets for up to 400 guests; and
• The Trail Rooms is four rooms to host meetings.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
Fairmont Jasper Park Lodge
Location

Jasper, Alberta

Brief description

The Town of Jasper is located approximately 362 kilometres west of Edmonton and 290 kilometres north of Banff, Alberta,
in the heart of Jasper National Park. The Town of Jasper is the commercial centre of the Park and is surrounded by the
highest peaks of the Canadian Rockies and clear lakes. The Park also includes the glaciers of the Columbia Icefield, hot
springs, waterfalls and mountains. There is an abundance of all season activities to enjoy in and around the Town of Jasper
including hiking, biking, fishing, canoeing, white-water rafting, wildlife viewing, snowshoeing, and skiing.

Population

Population: 4,051

Description of the
conference centre

Fairmont Jasper Park Lodge is a 700 acre mountain resort site which wraps around the shores of Lac Beauvert. The
resort’s village consists of cedar chalets and Luxury Signature Cabins, all connected by paths which offer visitors access to
the surrounding environment.

Conference centre
square footage

The facility is approximately 26,500 square feet of meeting space and 5 functional rooms and can host meetings from 15 to
600 people. The largest single meeting capacity in Jasper is 500 delegates in a banquet-style event.

Facilities

Other characteristics of the Fairmont Jasper Park Lodge Conference Centre:
• The Beauvert Room is the largest meeting room on the property;
• The Mary Schaffer Ballroom is located in the Main Lodge and can divide into three smaller rooms; and
• The Thompson Room is well suited for meetings and accommodates up to 20 people.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
Whistler Conference Centre
Location

Whistler, British Columbia

Brief description

Whistler is a Canadian resort town in the southern Pacific Ranges of the Coast Mountains in the province of British
Columbia, Canada, which is approximately 125 kilometres north of Vancouver and 36 kilometres south of the town of
Pemberton. Incorporated as the Resort Municipality of Whistler (“RMOW”), it has a permanent population of approximately
9,965, plus a larger but rotating "transient" population of workers, typically younger people from beyond British Columbia,
notably from Australia and Europe.
Over two million people visit Whistler annually, primarily for alpine skiing and snowboarding and, in the summer, mountain
biking at Whistler-Blackcomb. Its pedestrian village has won numerous design awards and Whistler has been voted among
the top destinations in North America by major ski magazines since the mid-1990s. During the 2010 Winter Olympics,
Whistler hosted most of the alpine, Nordic, luge, skeleton, and bobsled events.

Population and/or
number of tourists
to RMOW

Population: 9,965
Attendance: ~2 million annually

Description of the
conference centre

The conference centre is a mountain lodge style facility in the heart of the alpine village and has 25 meetings rooms that
accommodate numbers ranging from 20 to 1,600 delegates in a theatre-style facility.

Conference centre
square footage

The facility is approximately 65,000 square feet with about 40,000 square feet of rentable meeting space.

Facilities

Other characteristics of the Whistler Conference Centre:
• Sea-to-sky ballroom can accommodate up to 1,320 delegates for a plated banquet; and
• Easily accessible by walking from any accommodation within Whistler Village.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
The Broadmoor
Location

Colorado Springs, Colorado

Brief description

Colorado Springs is the most populous city of El Paso County, Colorado, United States. Colorado Springs is located in the
east central portion of the state. It is situated on Fountain Creek and is located 97 kilometres south of the Colorado State
Capitol in Denver. At 6,035 feet the city stands over 1.6 kilometres above sea level, though some areas of the city are
significantly higher and lower. Colorado Springs is situated near the base of one of the most famous American mountains,
Pikes Peak, rising over 8,000 feet above the city on the eastern edge of the Southern Rocky Mountains.

Population

Population: 431,834

Description of the
conference centre

The Broadmoor is situated on 3,000 acres of parkland on the southern edge of the Rocky Mountains. On its site is a historic
hotel which is close to both Colorado Springs Airport and Denver International Airport, and offers a variety of outdoor
activities such as fly fishing and hiking to white water rafting and horseback riding.

Conference centre
square footage

The facility is approximately 185,000 square feet of meeting space with the largest meeting room being 60,000 square feet.

Facilities

Other characteristics of The Broadmoor:
• The Broadmoor Hall can accommodate up to 3,800 delegates for a plated banquet;
• 62 meeting venues and outdoor venues; and
• 619 guest rooms and 112 suites, 2 brownstones, 44 cottage bedrooms and 10 Ranch at Emerald Valley cabins.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
Park Hyatt Beaver Creek Resort and Spa
Location

Avon, Colorado

Brief description

Avon is a town of Eagle County, Colorado, United States. The population was 6,447 at the 2010 census. Avon is the
gateway to the Beaver Creek Resort which lies about three kilometres south of the town. It was the previous site of Vail
Resorts before the company moved its physical headquarters in 2006.

Population

Population: 6,447 (Avon)

Description of the
conference centre

Beaver Creek Resort is a major ski resort in the western United States, near Avon, Colorado. The resort comprises three
villages, the main Beaver Creek Village, Bachelor Gulch, and Arrowhead to the west. The resort is owned and operated by
Vail Resorts which also operates three other resorts in the state (Vail, Breckenridge, and Keystone), three in the Lake
Tahoe region (Heavenly Ski Resort, Kirkwood Mountain Resort and Northstar at Tahoe), and their newest addition,
Canyons Resort located near Park City, Utah. Beaver Creek is a regular host of World Cup events, usually in early
December. The Park Hyatt Beaver Creek Resort and Spa Conference Centre is adjacent to the ski resort in a mountainside
setting with ski in-ski out access in the village.

Conference centre
square footage

Approximately 20,000 square feet of flexible indoor and outdoor meeting space.

Facilities

Other characteristics of the Park Hyatt Beaver Creek Resort:
• Sawatch Hall can accommodate up to 600 delegates for a plated banquet; and
• There are 190 guestrooms.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
The Inverness Hotel and Conference Centre
Location

Denver, Colorado

Brief description

The City and County of Denver is the largest city and the capital of the U.S. state of Colorado. Denver is located in the
center of the Front Range Urban Corridor, between the Rocky Mountains to the west and the High Plains to the east.
Denver's topography consists of plains in the city center with hilly areas to the north, west and south.

Population

Population: 634,265

Description of the
conference centre

The Inverness Hotel and Conference Center is set against the backdrop of the Rocky Mountains.

Conference centre
square footage

Approximately 60,000 square feet of flexible indoor and outdoor meeting space:
• 43 meeting rooms that accommodate 4 to 400 attendees;
• Conference rooms range in size from 216 square feet to 5,002 square feet;
• Banquet rooms range from 460 square feet to 5,400 square feet and accommodate up to 660 in theatre style; and
• Outdoor spaces range between 900 square feet and 6,144 square feet.

Facilities

Other characteristics of the Inverness Hotel and Conference Centre:
• The Inverness Hotel and Conference Center is 20 minutes from Downtown Denver and 35-40 minutes from Denver
International Airport;
• There are 302 newly renovated guestrooms and suites; and
• There is easy access to Denver's many attractions.
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Appendix B
Jurisdictional scan of conference centres (cont’d)
Keystone Conference Centre
Location

Keystone, Colorado

Brief description

Keystone has three mountains, a number of outdoor activities, lodging and dining in two unique villages. Keystone is set in
the Rocky Mountains and it is the fourth most visited ski and snowboard resort in the U.S and offers the largest conference
capabilities in Colorado.

Population

Population: 1,079

Description of the
conference centre

Surrounded by the Rocky Mountains the Keystone Conference Center offers more than 100,000 square feet of exhibit,
function and meeting space and is considered one of the largest conference sites in the Colorado Rockies. With three
ballrooms and 50 flexible meeting rooms, Keystone can accommodate groups from 10 to 2,000 and it provides unique
mountaintop venues and dining experiences.

Conference centre
square footage

Over 40,000 square feet of meeting space:
• Colorado Rockies Ballroom ~ 16,000 square feet
• Columbine Ballroom ~ 19,800 square feet
• Castle Peak ~ 3,950 square feet

Facilities

81

Other characteristics of the Keystone Conference Centre:
• 153 hotel rooms, with dining options;
• Two ballrooms located on the ground level for easy scheduling of general sessions and breakouts;
• Large lobby and foyers enable efficient registration, smooth traffic flow and easy networking;
• Additional 4,000 square feet of free standing meeting space on the second level;
• Meeting rooms that accommodate numbers ranging from 60 to 2,250 theatre style;
• Largest room will accommodate 1,848 people for a seated meal;
• Two ground level loading areas provide easy access for exhibits and large displays; and
• A banquet kitchen dedicated to the culinary needs of meetings and conferences located on the same level as the
ballrooms
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

May 20, 2014

Agenda #: H-3

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Canmore Local Transit Service Market Study & Analysis

SUBMITTED BY:

Jacob Johnson Acting Manager Engineering Services

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council create a 2014 capital project in the amount of $30,000 for a
Market Study & Analysis and development of a complete Canmore local
transit service design report and implementation plan to be funded from
the general capital reserve.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Bow Valley Regional Transit Services Commission (BVRTSC) Business Plan identifies the pursuit of
both planning for a Canmore local transit service and Canmore local fixed infrastructure requirements. These
items do not appear in the BVRTSC schedule, operating budget or capital plan as they are contingent on
funding from the Town of Canmore. To determine the feasibility of operating local transit in Canmore,
$30,000 is needed to allow the BVRTSC to conduct a market study and analysis, and develop a complete
design report and implementation plan.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
Since 1999 Transportation Master Planning has recommended pursuit of a Canmore local transit service.
Included in the 2001 Transportation Master Plan was a transit feasibility study identifying routes and costs.
Further planning and studies have continued to build on these early efforts.
January 2006, Town of Canmore Transit Feasibility Study was completed by D.A. Watt Consulting
concluding that:
“conditions exist within Canmore to make a ‘starter’ transit system feasible.”

In February 2008, Council authorized the Town to participate in a Provincial Regional Partnership Initiative
Exploration Grant with the Town of Banff and Improvement District #9. In June 2008, the Banff, Lake
Louise & Canmore Regional Transportation Authority Feasibility Study was completed, outlining routes and
costs for a potential Canmore local transit service and for the year 2013 proposed:
“Introduce Canmore Local Services.”

In January, 2009 Town of Canmore Transit Ridership Analysis was completed concluding that:
“Estimated ridership potential for Canmore as part of an integrated regional system is expected to range from
129,000 to 235,000 per year after ramp up.”
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In January, 2009 Council ratified a Memorandum of Understanding between the Towns of Banff and
Canmore and ID#9 to work together, along with private sector stakeholders, to develop a governance model,
business plan and application for a Regional Services Commission for transit in the Bow Valley. A draft
Business Plan for a Regional Services Commission for Transit was completed on April 19, 2010.
In early 2011 Council approved the BVRTSC Five Year Business Plan which identified establishment of a
Canmore Local Service. The current BVRTSC Approved Business Plan states:
“Conduct Feasibility Study for Canmore local service”, and “Develop a concept plan and budget for expansion
of downtown Canmore local/regional transit stops.”

The Town of Canmore 2014 Budget and Business Plan states:
“Working with the Bow Valley Regional Transit Commission, create regional and local transit systems.”

DISCUSSION
Numerous reports and studies have been performed over the past 15 years indicating that Canmore could
implement a local transit service. Conditions are continually changing, and the most recent thorough study is
from 2006. Therefore to plan for start-up of a successful local transit service through the BVRTSC, $30,000
funding from general capital reserves is needed for a market study and analysis, and the development of a
complete design report and implementation plan. These documents will provide the requisite information for
Council to make an informed decision on whether or not to implement a local transit service in 2015 or
beyond.
These monies would be allocated directly to the BVRTSC to pursue the necessary works including:
1) Performing a Market Study and Analysis that will provide insights such as:
a) Passenger volume prediction
b) Passenger movement considerations
c) Passenger demographics
d) Proposed frequency prediction
e) Fare tolerance levels
f) Revenue predictions
g) Desired service times
h) Desired service seasons
i) Passenger origin / destination prediction
2) Results from the market study will inform the design report and implementation plan which will
consider:
a) Determining the annual operating costs and suggesting sources of funding for these costs
b) Estimating initial and annual capital costs for starting and sustaining a public transit service
c) Preparing a service design including:
i) route(s)
ii) bus stops
iii) service frequency
iv) hours and days of service
v) fare prices, costs of each product and where to purchase
vi) developing regional service transferability and alignment needs for the overall Roam Transit
Service
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vii) establishing fundamental transit related business policies and processes
viii) planning Nextbus infrastructure, electronic fare box and smart card functionality, and any
other relevant technology
d) Recommend the type of buses to be used in the service fleet
e) Explore scenarios for maintenance and support logistic requirements including:
i) bus storage/staging
ii) bus maintenance
f) Explore scenarios for drivers and support staff including;
i) direct service model
ii) contracted services
iii) collaborative partnerships
It is anticipated that the BVRTSC will use a portion of the funding to retain a third party consultant for the
market study and analysis. The service design report and implementation plan would be developed by the
BVRTSC with additional support and expertise from the Calgary Regional Partnership.
If funding is approved, the BVRTSC Board will still need to approve these works as well as the necessary
budget adjustments even though all funding would be coming from Canmore.
It should also be understood that as the process proceeds the BVRTSC Board would ultimately vote on
details and implementation of the Canmore local service, not Canmore Council. However through future
Canmore operating and capital budget approval processes, Canmore would decide whether to fund the
service (i.e. both Council and BVRTSC approvals are required for local service to commence).
The expectation is that the market study and analysis could be completed in June with the results informing
development of a recommended conceptual service design that would be presented in an open house for
further feedback in August 2014. A draft of the complete Canmore local transit service design report and
implementation plan would be made available to the BVRTSC Board and at a Canmore Committee of the
Whole meeting in September 2014 for comment. A final version of the document may be adopted by the
BVRTSC Board in October and the necessary operating and capital requisitions for 2015 or 2016 could be
approved by Council as part of the regular budget process. Any delays in the production of the study and
reports will however, make it difficult to include in the 2015 budget process.
If Council does not believe that implementation of local transit service is desirable in 2015 due to financial or
other considerations, it would not be prudent to pursue a market study or service design at this time. The
information created will be valid for a year or so, and so would need to be repeated if the implementation
decision was deferred after the documents are researched and created.
Budgetary order of magnitude placeholders Council could consider when reviewing this issue are:
1) 2014 Costs
a) $30,000 – market study & analysis and design report & implementation plan

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 140 of 186

Canmore Local Transit Service

Page 4 of 5

2) Potential Year 1 Costs
a) $650,000
capital budget bus purchases
b) $150,000
capital budget initial pilot phase for transit stops
c) $600,000
operating budget additions (assume revenues and ~ 30% cost recovery)
d) $50,000
operating budget fleet storage /staging
$1,450,000
3) Potential Year 2 Costs
a) $300,000
capital budget second phase formalization of transit stops
b) $600,000
operating budget (assume revenue and ~ 30% cost recovery)
c) $50,000
operating budget fleet storage / staging
$950,000
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
1) Pursue a market study & analysis and design report & implementation plan in a future year and
present appropriate projects and budgets in Canmore’s 5 year capital and operating plans for
approval. It would not be prudent to do more study and planning in 2014 if it is not expected
that local transit service can be implemented by 2015 / 2016. This is a viable option.
2) Pursue the service design report & implementation plan without insights from a market study.
While this would save a small amount of costs in the planning phase, it would likely result in
greater costs incurred through trial and error modifying routes, schedules, and stop locations
during the operational phases. It is not recommended as a result.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
$30,000 funding is needed from general capital reserves to be allocated to the BVRTSC for the market study
& analysis and development of a design report and implementation plan. This amount will be needed now or
in the future to obtain the necessary information to make an informed decision on a local transit service.
The larger financial impacts will be incurred in future years with significant operating and capital costs.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Town of Canmore Council representatives and administration will continue to collaborate and work closely
with the BVRTSC.
The market study will engage a sample size of approximately 400 residents to gain important insights to be
used in the service design.
An open house will be held in August 2014 to present a recommended conceptual service design and gain
further feedback.
The draft Canmore local transit service design report and implementation plan would be made available to
the BVRTSC Board and at a Committee of the Whole meeting in September 2014 for comment.
The final Canmore local transit service design report and implementation plan will be presented to the
BVRTSC for approval in October 2014.
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STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
The current BVRTSC Approved Business Plan states:
“Conduct Feasibility Study for Canmore local service”, and “Develop a concept plan and budget for expansion
of downtown Canmore local/regional transit stops.”

The Town of Canmore 2014 Budget and Business Plan states:
“Working with the Bow Valley Regional Transit Commission, create regional and local transit systems.”

ATTACHMENTS
None
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Jacob Johnson
Acting Manager Engineering Services

Approved by:

Katherine Van Keimpema, CGA
Manager of Financial Services

Approved by:

Approved by:

Gary Buxton
General Manager Municipal
Infrastructure
Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

May 20, 2014

Agenda #: H-4

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Proposed CCHC new townhouse development in Three Sisters
area

SUBMITTED BY:

Gary Buxton, General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council accept CCHC’s conceptual plans for PAH
development on Lot 39, Block 4, Plan 041 2844 (100 Dyrgas Gate)
and authorize CCHC to proceed with the development of its
project.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CCHC is wanting to pursue development of its next Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH)
development. Council approval of the concept is required for CCHC to proceed.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
The Town’s PAH Policy (145-2011) “Purpose” section contains the following:
The basic principle of this policy is that the Town, CCHC, the residents of Canmore, the
development industry and the business community all have a vested interest in finding
solutions that will address the affordable housing issue and keep Canmore socially
sustainable into the future. The development of PAH equity and rental units are
intended to address the affordable housing demand of those Canmore residents unable
to purchase or rent accommodation on the open market.
The “Guiding Principles” of the same Policy state:


PAH will provide housing with price and resale or rental rate restrictions.

DISCUSSION
When the land on Dyrgas Lane (on which CCHC wishes to develop) was transferred to CCHC from
the Town, a restrictive covenant was registered on the land which requires that Council approve any
PAH project.
CCHC has continued to identify a need for affordable housing in the community. CCHC has
conducted an affordability gap analysis, a needs assessment, and through CCHC inquiries and
applications, and has the following conclusions:
 Strongest need and demand for affordable one-bedroom rental units for single person and
couple households
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Strong need and demand for affordable two-bedroom rental units for unrelated singles living
together, moderate income couple households, and lone parent households
Lesser need and demand for affordable three-bedroom rental units for lone parent families
and couple families with children.

As a result, CCHC is proposing that its next development be a 32 unit townhouse development
located in the Three Sisters area on land that CCHC already owns on Dyrgas Gate.
The project intent is to develop the site in two phases. Phase One would cover approximately 2/3 of
the site at the lower end of Dyrgas Lane and would be rental. The development of Phase Two would
depend on response to Phase One and access to funding.
Phase One Overview:
A total of 32 units in two, 2-level stacked townhomes, each with 16 apartment style units all to be
Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH) rental units owned by CCHC. All units are to be selfcontained with private laundry, storage, decks, entry, and dedicated parking spots. Common use area
will be limited to green space and visitor parking. The proposed unit mix is:
16 x 1 bedroom | 690 sf
12 x 2 bedroom | 875 sf
4 x 3 bedroom | 1055sf
The rental units would be subject to approved PAH Rental Criteria and be made available to eligible
residents and/or employers, and at a rent that is no more than 90% of market rents for equivalent
units. Monthly affordable rents are expected to range from $850 to $1,350.
Phase Two Overview:
As noted above, the development of Phase Two would depend on response to Phase One,
demonstrated demand, and access to funding. There is potentially space for 8-16 additional units.
The concept from Phase One can be extended to Phase Two. Alternatively, a different concept can
be developed. Should ownership units be built in Phase Two, it should have no less than 75% of
units as ownership and units no smaller than two-bedrooms for marketability and finance reasons.
Row townhomes are also preferred over stacked townhouses.
A more complete business plan overview is included in Attachment #1.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Council could not accept the concept as provided by CCHC, which would require CCHC to
reconsider its plans or seek another project. This is not recommended as the concept is consistent
with the requirements of the restrictive covenant. Additionally, CCHC has conducted substantial
research into both the need and the feasibility of the concept as presented, and it would represent a
substantial loss of time and resources.
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FINANCIAL IMPACTS
There are no direct financial impacts associated with the decision to approve the conceptual plans.
CCHC has the funds to proceed with the design of the project.
CCHC’s preferred option for financing the project is to obtain its own interim construction and
long-term financing independent of the Town. Should CCHC be unable to secure adequate
financing, the alternative would be for the Town to act as a guarantor to CCHC or provide a longterm loan to CCHC. CCHC would benefit from reduced debt costs, but the Town would be
required to include this debt in its debt limit calculations reducing its ability to assume debt for other
municipal projects.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
CCHC has conducted a significant amount of research to support its development proposal. The
land is zoned to allow for the development proposed, and will be subject to the typical notification
associated with the development permit process. CCHC has not undertaken formal consultations
with the neighbouring properties, but have communicated their intent to initiate development with
Mountain Haven Cooperative Housing and Coyote Ridge through their representation on the
neighbourhood association and have invited them to advise CCHC of any concerns.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Strategic Initiative 7.
Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse socio-economic population.
Implement components of the Comprehensive Housing Action Plan. Specifically:
Create PAH units through the development of partnerships
ATTACHMENTS
1) Attachment #1:

CCHC Business Plan

2) Attachment #2:

Site Plans and Drawings.

AUTHORIZATION
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Date:
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Attachment 1

STARTING OUR NEXT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING
PROJECT
100 Dyrgas Lane, Canmore, Alberta

PROJECT BUSINESS PLAN | MAY 2014
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) is proposing a new affordable housing development at 100
Dyrgas Lane in Three Sisters Mountain Village, Canmore.
Our ambition is to develop housing that makes residents proud and adds to the beauty of the community. We aim for
quality architecture and compact homes that are designed for flexibility. Our projects integrate nicely in the
surroundings and have good connections with Canmore’s amenities and natural qualities. Our projects are typically
small and scalable, and offer a range of sizes, types and locations across Town. Where appropriate, we mix market
with non-market housing.
The intent is to develop the site in two phases. These phases may take place consecutively or concurrently
dependent on available resources and demand. CCHC has identified an immediate and strong demand for
affordable rental housing and a moderate demand for affordable ownership housing.
Phase One is the focus of this project business plan. In this phase, 32 units will be constructed in two buildings. Each
building will be a two-level stacked townhouse with 8 apartment style units on each floor. The property would be
owned by CCHC and all units managed as part of its rental housing program. There would be a mix of spacious one-,
two- and three-bedroom units with monthly rents ranging from $850 to $1,350. All units are to be self-contained with
private laundry, storage, decks, entry, and dedicated parking spots.
The site can accommodate 8-16 additional units in a second phase. There is the option to extend and adapt the first
phase concept. Alternatively, an ownership project with a different unit mix and building structure could be developed
to meet the more moderate demand for affordable ownership housing.
CCHC will lead each stage of development, engaging an Owner’s Representative to provide comprehensive services
in the organization, coordination, management and administration required for all aspects of the development of the
project. The delivery method will be a conventional Design- Bid - Build, with an Architect and engineering subconsultants retained by the CCHC. The construction work will be publically tendered with the successful contractor
working directly for CCHC. The preliminary schedule anticipates construction beginning in September 2014 with
substantial completion in August 2015.
Total construction costs are estimated to be about $6.4 million. Preliminary financial modelling estimates annual cash
flow from rents before financing costs for the first five years to be approximately $275,000. CCHC will determine the
amount of debt finance that can be accessed based on the project’s cash flow and seek grant funding and no-interest
loans for the balance from municipal and CCHC reserve funds and any other sources as appropriate.
Development of this site and this project is realistic and feasible. CCHC owns the site, it is zoned and has been
communicated as a site for affordable housing, and there are no known development constraints. There is an
immediate and strong demand for affordable rental housing that the market is not able to meet. In addition, timing is
good with development moving forward in Three Sisters. We recognize that not all of our ambitions can be realized
due to limited site size and location, but see it as a good opportunity for the addition of quality affordable housing
before the end of 2015.
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INTRODUCTION
OUR OBJECTIVE
The Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) is proposing a new affordable housing development at 100
Dyrgas Lane in Three Sisters Mountain Village, Canmore. The project is intended to meet the housing demand of
moderate income Canmore residents and workers in need of affordable and appropriate housing options. Our
objective is to bridge the affordability gap and create housing options to enable people to stay and develop their
professional and social lives in our community.

THE CONTEXT
Prior to 2008, Canmore was one of the fastest growing communities in Alberta due to its emergence as an upscale
recreational based community. The 2008 global financial crisis significantly curtailed growth, but the housing market
and economy began to show signs of recovery in 2011. Today, housing prices and sales volumes are approaching
pre-2008 levels, rental vacancy rates are close to 0% and construction activity is increasing. We are positive about
economic growth and employment opportunities in our region, particularly related to the tourism industry, and
assume modest growth of the permanent population in the future.
A downside to this growth is that for many residents and workers, Canmore has become unaffordable with limited
housing choice. We have some of the highest shelter and living costs in Alberta and new residential construction is
primarily targeted to the second-home and higher priced housing markets. There is a housing affordability gap for
low and moderate income households. Housing prices are expected to grow at a similar or greater rate than real
incomes, meaning that the gap will not lessen without intervention.
The CCHC was established in 2000 as a non-profit municipal corporation to provide a range of housing options that
are appropriate and affordable for the community’s needs. Although the community has multiple housing needs, not
all fall within our mandate. CCHC primarily serves the needs of moderate income workers and residents. Social and
low-income housing is not part of this mandate.
Our projects and programs contribute to the municipal vision of a resilient and vibrant community and a viable home
for a diverse population. The Town’s target number of affordable housing units is 1,000 units. Currently, CCHC
administers the sale and rental of 104 affordable housing units and leases land to a 44 unit housing cooperative.
CCHC holds land for future development and has plans to add to the affordable housing inventory.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Our ambition is to develop housing that makes residents proud and adds to the beauty of the community. We aim for
quality architecture and compact homes that are designed for flexibility. Our projects integrate nicely in the
surroundings and have good connections with Canmore’s amenities and natural qualities. Our projects are typically
small and scalable, and offer a range of sizes, types and locations across Town. Where appropriate, we mix market
with non-market housing.
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THE PROJECT
THE SITE
The site of the new housing project is 1.04 hectares (2.57 acres) of bare land located on Dyrgas Lane (off Dyrgas
Gate) in Three Sisters Mountain Village, Canmore. The land is owned by CCHC and has been communicated as a
site for future affordable housing development.
The site transitions from higher density affordable housing to lower density market housing. It is located across from
and shares private road access with two existing affordable housing developments: Coyote Ridge, a 12-unit
townhouse condominium developed by CCHC, and Mountain Haven Co-operative, a 44 unit housing cooperative. It
abuts public district land and four residential properties on Krizan Bay. Current zoning allows for a density of 31 to 70
townhouse and apartment units.
This project supports our long-term strategy to ensure affordable housing in residential neighbourhoods throughout
Canmore. Three Sisters is a desirable residential area poised for significant new development. The site is
approximately 6km from town centre by road or bike/walking trail, limiting access to the housing to residents with
private transportation. The effects of increased parking and traffic will require attention. This project, as would other
residential and commercial development in the neighbourhood, would benefit from the provision of local transit.
Feasible development of the location is realistic. CCHC owns the land, it is zoned and has been communicated as a
site for affordable housing, and there are no known development constraints. The timing is also good as development
has started to move forward in Three Sisters. While not all of our ambitions can be realized due to limited size and
location, the site is appropriate for a mid-range medium to high density affordable housing development.
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMAND
CCHC builds projects that are small and scalable and built to meet the affordable housing demand of moderate
income Canmore workers and residents. Demand means that our target group has both the need for affordable
housing and the ability and willingness to rent and buy homes. Demand is influenced by program design and housing
inventory, as well as external factors such as availability of finance and confidence in the housing market. CCHC
analyzes demographic, income and housing data to assess need. We assess demand by analyzing our inquiries,
applications, rental and resale activity within the context of the broader housing market and economy.
Our assessment indicates that the greatest and immediate housing need and demand is for rental housing for single
income families, particularly moderate income single person and lone parent households. We also see strong
demand for rental accommodation by unrelated adults, couple households without children, individuals and families
new to Canmore, and households with pets. With respect to affordable ownership housing, we see a moderate need
and demand by single person and couple families without children.
Couple households with children have demonstrated limited demand for our affordable housing programs despite
there being a significant affordability gap with respect to home ownership. We are cautious, however, to conclude
that there is no demand. We recognize that our existing inventory and program terms and conditions may need to be
adjusted to better align demand and need.
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THE DEVELOPMENT
The intent is to develop the site in two phases. These phases may take place consecutively or concurrently,
depending on market response and access to finance. Phasing will reduce risk, enable CCHC to allocate its scarce
resources to housing that meets the strongest demonstrated need and demand, while allowing some flexibility to
introduce a diverse tenure and product mix. These benefits offset the potentially higher construction costs associated
with phasing.
Phase One
>
>
>
>

>

>
>

A total of 32 units in 2 x two-level stacked townhouse buildings of 16 apartment style units.
All units are to be self-contained with private laundry, storage, decks, entry, and dedicated parking spots.
Common area will be limited to green space and visitor parking.
Unit mix:
16 x 1 bedroom | 690 sf
12 x 2 bedroom | 875 sf
4 x 3 bedroom | 1,055sf
The unit mix is based on the following demand assumptions:
• one-bedroom rental units for single person and couple households
• two-bedroom rental units for unrelated singles, moderate income couple households, and lone parent
households
• three-bedroom rental units for lone parent families and couple families with children
The property would be owned and managed by CCHC as part of an affordable rental housing program and
made available to eligible residents and/or employers.
In accordance with affordable housing policy, rent will be no more than 90% of market rent for equivalent units.
Monthly affordable rents are expected to range from $850 to $1,350.

Phase Two
>
>

The site can accommodate 8-16 additional units.
Option to extend Phase One with the same building type under the same tenure. Alternatively, it could be a
separate ownership development with a different product mix and building structure.

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
CCHC will lead each phase of development. An Owner’s Representative will be engaged to provide comprehensive
services in the organization, coordination, management and administration required for all aspects of the
development of the Project.
The Project Committee, as appointed by the CCHC Board, will oversee the work of the Owner’s Representative. The
Project Committee consists of CCHC Board members, CCHC and Town Administration, and other external members
as required to ensure the representation of appropriate expertise. The authority of the Project Committee is
delegated by the CCHC Board. The CCHC Board retains final decision making authority on design, planning and
financial matters.
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PROJECT DELIVERY
The delivery method for the project is a conventional Design/Bid/Build, with an Architect and engineering subconsultants being retained by the CCHC. The construction work will be publically tendered with the successful
contractor working directly for CCHC.
PROJECT SCHEDULE
The CCHC anticipates a schedule similar to the following:
RFP issued to selected architectural firms
Closing date for RFPs
Town of Canmore project concept approval
Award of architectural contract
Completion of contract documents
Call for construction tenders
Closing date for construction tenders
Construction award
Construction start
Substantial completion

Tuesday, April 22, 2014
Monday, May 12, 2014
Tuesday, May 20, 2014
Friday, May 23, 2014
Monday, July 8, 2014
Thursday, July 17, 2014
Thursday, August 7, 2014
Thursday, August 14, 2014
Tuesday, September 2, 2014
Monday, August 31, 2015

PROPERTY AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
Property and program management of new housing will be consistent with CCHC’s current practices and programs
where CCHC owns the homes and either: 1) rents to tenants at rates at least 10% below market rents; or 2) sells a
condominium leasehold interest to homebuyers giving them the right for exclusive use and occupancy for a period of
up to 100 years. CCHC has seven years’ experience administering the ownership program and five years’
administering the rental program. Critical to this success of our rental housing program has been professional
property management to ensure sound tenant selection, tenant management and property maintenance practices.
Pets are permitted in CCHC rental units.
FINANCE & FUNDING
Construction costs for the 32 units are estimated to be about $6.4 million. Preliminary financial modelling estimates
annual cash flow before financing costs for the first five years to be approximately $275,000. To determine the initial
amount of equity to be invested, CCHC will determine the amount of debt that can be obtained based on the project’s
cash flow and seek grant funding or no-interest loans for the balance.
Funding
The Town of Canmore PAH Reserve Fund and CCHC Capital Reserve Fund are two sources of capital funding
totalling close to $2.45 million. The PAH Reserve Fund is under the authority of Town Council and is used solely for
the creation of PAH equity and rental units. Council has the discretion to provide these funds as a grant or loan. The
balance of the PAH Reserve Fund at present is approximate $1.8 million. The CCHC Capital Reserve Fund is under
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the authority of the CCHC Board and is to be accessed solely for the creation, retention and maintenance of
community housing units administered by CCHC. CCHC has the discretion to provide these funds as a grant or loan.
The balance of the fund is currently $649,882.
Finance
CCHC has two options for interim construction and long-term takeout financing:
1) CCHC to obtain a loan directly from a lender at commercial rates
2) CCHC to obtain a loan from the Town at municipal rates
The second option would enable CCHC to access lower municipal interest rates, extend the amortization period, and
achieve a higher loan to value ratio, but it would require Town approval as it impacts municipal debt limit calculations
and the Town’s ability to assume debt for other municipal projects. Therefore, if feasible, the first option is preferred.
The table below shows estimations of the maximum debt that may be serviced with a cash flow of $275,000 and the
initial equity investment required for each option.

Amortization
Interest Rate
Debt (est)
Initial Equity

Option 1:
Commercial rates
20 years
4.35%
$3.6 million
$2.8 million

Option 2
Alberta Capital Finance Authority (ACFA) rates
20 years
25 years
30 years
3.395%
3.579%
3.685%
$3.9 million
$4.5 million
$4.9 million
$2.5 million
$1.9 million
$1.5 million

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
CCHC will actively engage neighbouring residents throughout the development period, keeping them informed of our
intentions and discussing any concerns with respect to construction impacts and increased traffic and population in
the area. CCHC is an engaged member of the Lamphouse Neighbourhood Association, the society that manages the
community lands subdivision and private road on behalf of the owners.
SUMMARY
Development of Phase One of the site and project is realistic and feasible. There is an immediate and strong demand
for affordable rental housing that the market is not able to meet. CCHC owns the site, it is zoned and has been
communicated as a site for affordable housing, and there are no known development constraints. In addition, timing
is good with development moving forward in Three Sisters. We recognize that not all of our ambitions can be realized
due to limited site size and location, but see it as a good opportunity for the addition of quality affordable housing
before the end of 2015.
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OPPORTUNITY SUMMARY
Location
Address:

Lot 39, Block 4 Plan 0412844 (100 Dyrgas Lane)

Owner:

CCHC

Neighbourhood:

Three Sisters

Current Use:

Empty lot

Size:

1.04 hectare

ASP:

Three Sisters Resort ASP

LUD:

Direct Control Bylaw 1-98 Three Sisters Resorts (Site 2A)
Townhouse, stacked townhouse and apartment residential are discretionary
uses. General Regulations, Section 4 of Land Use Bylaw and General
Regulations under the R-3 Comprehensive Multiple Unit District apply to these
uses.

Fit with Municipal Vision
Adding Affordable Housing :

Can accommodate 31-70 townhouse, stacked townhouse and/or apartment units

Creating Diversity:

Smaller site allows for a limited diversity of housing and tenure types within the
project. In the long-term, as Three Sisters develops, there is a need to ensure
affordable housing in all neighbourhoods.

Increasing Density:

Good opportunity to add appropriate density to neighbourhood

Sense of Place:

Access to walking/bike trail network but limited opportunities for bike/walkability
due to distance from amenities and town centre.

Fit with Demand
Location Preference/Amenities:

Location is one of the least preferred by those looking to buy or rent an
affordable home due in to the distance from amenities which are important to
buyers and renters (shopping, recreation, businesses), and the lack of public
transportation options. This project would benefit from the provision of local
transit.

Housing Types:

Location is fitting for high to medium density housing in the mid-price range for
affordable housing.

Fit with Neighbourhood
Current Zoning:

Zoned and communicated as site for affordable housing development

Character:

Our housing concept for a high quality, compact and mixed development fits well
within the neighbouring developments on Dyrgas Lane and lower end of Dyrgas
Gate. The site transitions from higher density to lower density areas.
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Possible Barriers:

Residents already know that the location is zoned for affordable housing and no
significant negative sentiment is expected. The effects of increased parking and
traffic require attention.

Feasibility
Financial:

Feasible development is realistic, due to low land acquisition costs and no known
prohibitive factors. Undermining reports identify no constraints to development
although more geotechnical research is required.

Timing:

The timing is good as the Three Sisters project is out of receivership and few
known barriers would allow reasonably quick development.

Conclusion
Summary

This site allows for the addition of quality affordable housing. Not all of our
ambitions can be realized due to limited site size. The location is among the least
favoured by prospective affordable housing buyers and renters due to
accessibility, but is appropriate for mid-range affordable housing development. It
is zoned and has been communicated as a site for affordable housing. Feasible
development of the location is realistic and the timing good with development
moving forward in Three Sisters.
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

May 20, 2014

Agenda #: H-5

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Sustainability Screening Process Revisions

SUBMITTED BY:

Alaric Fish, Manager of Planning and Development

RECOMMENDATION:

That council amend the Sustainability Screening Process as outlined in
Attachment #3.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Sustainability Screening Process has been in place since 2007 and requires planning and development
proposals to outline their benefits to the community. The current process requires a Sustainability Screening
Report (SSR) to be accepted before a statutory plan application can be considered; this adds time to the
application process and has led to some confusion about the level of information expected in advance of the
formal application. The proposed revisions to the process for statutory plan applications makes consideration
of the SSR concurrent with first reading, and for development permits gives administration authority to
review and approve SSRs for up to five units of residential development. Administration is recommending
these revisions to immediately improve the process.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
The Sustainability Screening Process was last updated January 22, 2013. Around that time a number of
council decisions on SSRs left the development industry unsatisfied and on May 7, 2013 BOWDA appeared
before council to request that the process be reviewed further. On May 21, 2013, council directed
administration to review the request made by BOWDA and report back to the committee of the whole on
their review. (Motion 135-2013)
DISCUSSION
As Canmore grows and evolves, there continues to be benefit to having an engaged community discussion
about the costs and benefits of development. The Sustainability Screening Process (SSP) creates a formal
evaluation process to ensure development is consistent with community goals. In addition, various projects
have been strengthened with a number of initiatives that have demonstrated real benefits in the community;
some of these include:







provision of additional affordable housing units
provision of funds for affordable housing and employee housing
increased employment for local workers
support for the community day care in a time of acute need
improved “green” construction practices
creation of a community co-op
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improved recreation facilities, and
enhanced public consultation on applications.

In spite of these benefits, the development industry feels there has been a negative impact in terms of
uncertainty, delays, and some projects not being undertaken. It is difficult to evaluate what has not happened
in terms of development, particularly given the broad downturn in the economy and significant decrease in
investment in North American resort communities. Administration understands the benefits of a healthy
development industry and wants to balance that with ensuring that the best possible quality of development
occurs in Canmore.
BOWDA concerns
In their letter presented to council at the May 7, 2013 meeting, (Attachment #1) BOWDA outlined their
concerns as:
1. The process is confusing.
2. The results are subjective and there is a high degree of uncertainty.
3. Having the SSR in advance of the formal application creates confusion for the public and increases
costs for the developer.
4. The distance weighting is punitive for outlying developments.
5. Brownfield development is not being appropriately recognized.
6. The weightings for various criteria are too subjective.
In the last year, administration has met with representatives of BOWDA a number of times and tried to
respond to their concerns. However, evaluating the impacts of development is difficult. Decisions on such
matters are not simple as many factors, impacts, and benefits are difficult to measure and evaluate. There is
no simple solution, but in the absence of an alternative, administration believes that the current policy is
better than nothing where decisions are made with less focussed deliberation.
With respect to the “certainty” issue, it is not possible to achieve certainty with respect to planning or
statutory plan applications, as this would constrain council’s decision making authority. This is not possible
under the Municipal Government Act.
As noted above, the issues are complex and council’s concerns may be value based or subjective depending
on the nature of the application. Concern over human impacts on wildlife, effects of large format retail stores,
and expansion of development beyond the established growth boundary into environmentally sensitive lands
are complex issues. The Sustainability Screening Process does not make these issues more complex. Instead,
administration has seen some benefit to having more focussed discussions about what the relevant issues are
for most applications.
Distance and location are important factors in evaluating sustainability. Administration stands behind the
calculations that development in outlying areas is less sustainable than development closer to the downtown.
Brownfield development typically refers to contaminated sites that have been remedied such that they are
available for development. Physical disturbance (mining) is not usually considered a form of contamination,
but administration is willing to revisit this issue on lands subject to undermining or contamination; however,
not on lands that were not subject to mining activities.
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The weightings are subjective and there is no way to avoid this. So far, no specific concerns have been raised
with the weightings being applied.
The specific response to BOWDA’s concerns is that administration is proposing to move review of the SSR
into the normal process for statutory plans (see Attachment #3, proposed changes). The SSR would then be
reviewed in the same manner as any other supporting documents or reports, and would not exist as a separate
process prior to the bylaw readings. This addresses concerns of timing and will enable a more complete
review of the entire application. It would also reduce some of the confusion that has arisen at some SSR
meetings, where public comments addressed the planning issues of the application rather than the
sustainability issues. Under the proposed process, these could all be addressed at the same public meeting or
hearing.
On April 28, 2014 BOWDA submitted another letter identifying the proposed changes as “a positive interim
step”, but reiterating their concerns with the Sustainability Screening Process in its entirety (Attachment #2).
The letter suggests policies may be included in the MDP that could achieve similar community objectives as
the SSP, but this would remove flexibility and may be difficult to implement. Although open to these
discussions, the planning department is currently at capacity for major projects in 2014, and cannot undertake
a substantive review of the SSR process and matrix with its current project load and resources.
Development Authority
In response to concerns about timing, another proposed change is to change the development authority for
SSR review for 3-5 unit townhouses. Currently the Canmore Planning Commission (CPC) is the development
authority for such applications, but this adds approximately 3-5 weeks to schedule and prepare for the CPC.
Although having CPC review these SSRs adds a level of public transparency and scrutiny, the additional time
required is noticeable.
Other concerns
At the last Canmore Planning Commission meeting, April 16, 2014, commission members raised a concern
that the environmental and economic criteria were often the only significant benefits being put forward in
support of community benefit, while offsets in the social realm were rarely provided. Administration has
considered minimum percentages, but in the past was reluctant to propose a minimum score for each of the
components of sustainability. Although future consideration may be warranted, administration is not
recommending making changes at this time given the potential scope of change. BOWDA is also not in
support of minimum scores at this time.
Administration has also revised the policy to be consistent with our current template and this has resulted in
many numerical and formatting changes. None of these are consequential.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Council could leave the existing Sustainability Screening Process in place and not make changes. This is not
recommended as the proposed changes will result in more efficient processing of statutory plan applications
and enable additional information to be available at the time the SSR is being considered. This would also
leave the Canmore Planning Commission the development authority for medium sized residential
developments (3-5 units).
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Council could direct administration to engage in a larger review of policy alternatives with BOWDA, but at
current workloads, this will be difficult to manage and could significantly delay other initiatives such as the
Municipal Development Plan re-write.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
There are no financial implications unless significant work is directed to replace the Sustainability Screening
Process. Additional resources will be required to maintain current project priorities.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
There have been no specific engagement activities other than meeting with representatives of the
development industry. Given the scope of changes proposed at this time, administration feels this is
appropriate.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Continuation of the Sustainability Screening Process is consistent with almost all of Canmore’s goals to have
a unique sense of place, a strong downtown, services and programs for a diversity of residents, fiscally
responsible services, to demonstrate leadership in environmental stewardship, and make decisions in an open
and transparent fashion.
ATTACHMENTS
Provide a notation of which documents, maps, plans, etc. are attached to the decision report; and what
documents (if too large to photocopy into the agenda) have been provided under separate cover. Should
simply be numbered as follows:
1) BOWDA letter dated May 7, 2013
2) BOWDA letter dated April 28, 2014 (received April 30, 2014)
3) Proposed revisions to the Sustainability Screening Process Policy
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Alaric Fish
Manager of Planning and
Development

Date:

May 13, 2014

Approved by:

Katherine Van Keimpema
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

n/a

Approved by:

Gary Buxton
General Manager of Municipal
Infrastructure

Date:

May 6, 2014

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

May 12, 2014

Approved by:
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Attachment #1 - May 7, 2013 letter to Council
Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
P.O. Box 8139
Canmore, AB T1W 2T9
T. 403.675.2288
bowda@shaw.ca; www.bowda.ca

Mayor and Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Ave
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
May 7, 2013
Re: SSR Process
Thank you for Council’s continuing interest allowing BOWDA as a representative
of the building and development industry to share our concerns about the SSR
process. Now that we have had a number of SSR applications in early 2013, we
are seeing some significant issues that need to be addressed. BOWDA’s
members have narrowed down their concerns to two broad areas of discussion.
1. SSR Process
2. SSR Principles
Background:
BOWDA has been supportive of the SSR process as a means of highlighting the
merits of specific developments. In 2010 and prior years BOWDA was opposed
to the subjective nature of the process, leading to uncertainty for developers; and
the lack of an appeals process which took away legal landowner rights.
As a result of our appeal to the Minister of Municipal Affairs, the Municipal
Government Act, Subdivision and Development Regulation was amended in Nov
2010 to state:
o A development authority may not require, as a condition of a
completed development permit application, the submission to and
approval by Council of a report regarding that development.
It was noted that the reason for this amendment is that
o The Government was made aware of a situation where a municipality
required that an applicant, for certain types of development permits,
submit and receive approval of a report from council prior to submitting
the development permit application. This process is not consistent with
the separation of administrative and council processes outlined in Part
17 of the Municipal Government Act.
As a result of this ruling, Town of Canmore Council approved an SSR Task Force
in 2011 to review and revise the SSR process. The new SSR Process was
approved Nov 16, 2011. The process hinges on the “Impact-Offset Matrix”:
o

3.2.4 The Impact – Offset Matrix forms the critical element of the decision
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making process. It will not be the only criterion, but achieving the required
positive Net Score number is considered to be extremely important for the
proposal being assessed.

Recent review of the SSR Process by Administration provided some minor
tweaks to the process. We were pleased that Administration agreed that there
should be the opportunity for the applicant to discuss the application with
Administration. The previous process of no consultation was flawed.
Since there had not been a significant amount of SSR applications in 2012,
BOWDA agreed to monitor SSR applications throughout 2013 to determine if
there are issues that need to be addressed.
Based on what we have seen in the recent SSR applications we believe that the
SSR process continues to be flawed and needs to be re-addressed in order to
not again become an unnecessary hurdle to development applications.
SSR Process:
BOWDA has concerns about the SRR process as it is neither clear nor
understandable to the public, the developers applying the matrix or to the
approving authority accepting the matrix results. As an organization, we felt that
after the implementation of the Impact-Offset Matrix in 2011, there needed to be
sufficient applications run through before we could comment constructively.
BOWDA strongly feels that all impacted parties are confused about the process.
This confusion slows investment, increases costs, and creates public fear and
anxiety because of the lack of clarity.
The intention of the SSR Task Force review, and subsequent implementation of
the Impact-Offset Matrix in 2011 was to make the process more objective.
However recent SSR applications indicate that the decision-making process is
again becoming very subjective. This subjectivity means that developers again
do not know what the expectations are. This uncertainty can drive development
away from our community.
The recent TSMV SSR illustrated the confusion that is created by the need for a
separate SSR application, when the required information would be presented
during the subsequent Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) presentation and
Area Structure Plan application. The public consultation at the TSMV SSR was
extremely confusing and frustrating for the public who attended. Significant time
was spent listening to comments that were valid however were irrelevant to the
SSR application. Adding this additional layer of approvals created confusion and
subsequent anger with the public. It also increases costs for the developer.
It appears that some SSR applications are being treated as a way to identify
gaps that need to be addressed at subsequent approval stages, whereas other
SSR applications the approving authority is questioning land use and zoning
issues, such as the location, size and look of houses. It was our understanding
that the SSR process was not intended for detailed discussion of land use,
subdivision and architectural issues. Rather it was intended to be an overseeing
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document providing a summary of the sustainability of the project. The unclear
application of the SSR process is delaying and discouraging development.
The SSR is not being used as an overseeing document but rather as the only
tool in the tool box to measure a moving target (“sustainability”) based on
subjective views of what “sustainability” is. The SSR was not intended to be a
technical report, and detailed environmental, social and economic reports are not
required at this point. Yet the approving authority appears to be asking for the
detailed information, even though this information is not yet required. The SSR
was intended to be a complimentary tool that shares project vision and how the
project is intended to be sustainable.
BOWDA questions whether the SSR process is necessary to achieve sustainable
development in Canmore.
SSR Principles:
There are some specific issues that BOWDA has identified within the ImpactOffset Matrix which are causing concern, and need to be re-evaluated.
1. Distance to Infrastructure.
Currently the Matrix punishes developments in outlying areas, since the SSR
matrix considers the distance from the development to the downtown core
and to the Wastewater Treatment Plant. BOWDA feels that the matrix should
consider the distance to built infrastructure…where the development will tie
into existing transportation and sewage/water lines. We should be
encouraging development in the outlying areas that are already approved for
development, and not discouraging development. It is not achievable to have
the entire population living in the downtown core.
For instance, a home in an outlying area such as Three Sisters or Silvertip is
being forced to obtain additional offset credits, through, for example, building
to a higher “Built Green” standard in order in order to achieve a positive SSR
score. BOWDA feels that if a house is adequate to be built in downtown
Canmore then it should be able to be approved in an outlying area as well.
2. Brownfield Development.
In many towns and cities redevelopment of brownfield sites is championed, in
Canmore development in a brownfield area is penalized. The accepted
definition of a brownfield site is an underused site that once was used as a
commercial or industrial site, which is available for redevelopment, which may
be complicated by contaminations (proven or perceived). The experience in
Canmore is that once remediation has occurred it is no longer considered by
Administration as a brownfield site - this goes against all accepted planning
and environmental practices.
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3. Weightings.
The weightings are very subjective and indicate that the Matrix is a work in
progress. For instance, a recent SSR application for a Seniors’ Residence
achieved a very high SSR score. While we do not argue the need for the
project or the merits of the development, this indicates the very subjective
nature of the assumptions built into the Matrix, which is intended to be
objective.
Conclusion
The revised SSR Process was intended to be more objective and less subjective.
Recent applications are showing that the process remains far too subjective,
which means that developers are again uncertain regarding the rules and
expectations. This uncertainty creates an unnecessary hurdle to development
and will reduce development opportunities within Canmore.
BOWDA is requesting that Council review the SSR process to ensure that it is
achieving the objectives for which it was established and either eliminate or
change the process to be less confusing for the public, Council and development
community. Council should consider whether the SSR process is necessary in
order to achieve sustainable development.
Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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Attachment #2
Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
P.O. Box 8139
Canmore, AB T1W 2T9
T. 403.675.2288
bowda@shaw.ca; www.bowda.ca

Town of Canmore
902 7th Ave
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
Attention: Alaric Fish, Manager of Planning
April 28, 2014
Re: Proposed SSR Process Changes
Thank you for allowing BOWDA to comment on the proposed changes to the
Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) Process.
BOWDA has worked with Town Administration and Council over the past 6 years
to try to improve the process and make it more objective. However we see no
benefit to the process, and it is very confusing to the developer, the decision
making body, and to the public.
BOWDA questions the value of the SSR Process. We have asked Town
Administration to show what benefit has been achieved through the SSR Process
over the past 6 years of its use. You have indicated that as part of your
submission to Council you will demonstrate the value of the SSR process and
what it has achieved over the past 6 years. We are eagerly awaiting this
response to help us get an understanding of where the Town sees the value of
the SSR process.
We understand that Canmore Planning Commission is now suggesting changes
to the weightings within the Impact-Offset matrix. This will only add to the
confusion and increase the uncertainty surrounding the SSR Process.
BOWDA’s position is that the proposed changes to the SSR requirements for
statutory plans (MDP, ASP, LUB) are a positive interim step towards making the
process more efficient and effective. However BOWDA believes that we need to
go much further by establishing clear policies during the Municipal Development
Plan review that can completely replace the SSR Process.
BOWDA has offered to meet with Administration during the MDP Review process
to identify and develop specific policies that can replace the SSR Process, and
still meet the goals of what the SSR Process was intended to fulfill.
We look forward to continuing to work with the Town of Canmore to create clear
policies instead of an unclear process.
Regards,

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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Attachment #3 – Proposed Revisions

Sustainability Screening
Process
DATE APPROVED:
COUNCIL RESOLUTION:

1. POLICY STATEMENT
The primary purpose of the Sustainability Screening Process is to provide an opportunity to describe how
a planning or development proposal will enhance sustainability initiatives, provide a net benefit to the
community, and at the same time provide Council and the public an opportunity to assess those benefits.
2. PURPOSE
The goal of the Sustainability Screening Process is to assist in moving towards the Vision and Goals of
the Town of Canmore and the Town’s statutory planning documents, such as the Municipal
Development Plan. These documents and their objectives should be considered by applicants in
designing their proposals, and be at the forefront for the Town’s decision-making bodies when proposals
are being reviewed.
The process seeks to address a “triple bottom line” for Canmore’s economic, environmental and
community objectives. The applicant should be familiar with Canmore’s community vision and planning
documents, but a brief summary of the triple bottom line considerations are:
Economy
Decisions and practices that create the conditions for balanced and stable economic growth and facilitate
economic diversification, with a short term horizon (2 to 5 years).
Key reference documents:
 Sustainable Economic Development and Tourism Strategy
Environment
Decisions and practices that respect the environment, defined development boundaries, limiting water
usage and greenhouse gas emissions, minimizing waste creation, limiting the extraction from or
introduction of substances to the earth, protecting wildlife and riparian habitats and natural spaces, with a
very long term horizon (up to 50 years).
Key reference documents:
 Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
 Land Use Bylaw Green Building requirements
 Environmental Sustainability Action Plan
Community
Decisions and practices directed at preserving and enhancing an inclusive, diverse, engaged, connected,
self-sufficient community, with a long term horizon (up to 20 years).
Key reference documents:
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Mining the Future Vision
Comprehensive Housing Action Plan
Signposts to Sustainability

3. SCOPE AND THRESHOLDS
3.01 Statutory Plans and Amendments
Any statutory plan (including the Land Use Bylaw) or amendment thereto shall be subject to this
Sustainability Screening Process.
3.02 Notwithstanding the above, when a statutory plan amendment has no material effect on the plan
itself, is a technical or administrative amendment, or there will be no new physical development resulting
directly from the amendment, then an SSR is not required. However, if prior to third reading being given
to a bylaw amending a statutory plan (that has not been subject to this Sustainability Screening Process),
it becomes evident to Council that the amendment has a material effect, Council may require that the
application follow the Sustainability Screening Process.
Development Permits
3.03 Any Development Permit application that includes a gross floor area of 500 square metres (5,382
square feet) or more, for any development (residential, commercial, industrial, institutional), including all
forms of residential development (single family homes and duplexes included) shall be subject to this
Sustainability Screening Process.
3.04 Development Permit applications for development within land use districts that were previously
subject to the Sustainability Screening Process and for which a Sustainability Screening Report was
approved by Council, shall be subject to the “Multiple SSR’s” section below.
3.1 Municipal Applications:
3.1.1 Statutory plan preparation and amendments, and Development Permit applications made by the
Town shall not be subject to this Process unless specifically directed by resolution of Council. Council
may consider requiring the preparation of a Sustainability Screening Report when a statutory plan
amendment has a material effect on the plan itself or new physical development will result directly from
the amendment.
4. PROCESS
4.01 All applications that meet the above thresholds shall be required to undergo the Sustainability
Screening Process, unless exempted by resolution of Council. Applicants are encouraged to engage the
Process at an early, conceptual stage of their project planning to facilitate the subsequent application
process.
4.1 Sustainability Screening Report Required Contents:
4.1.1 All applications subject to this Process shall submit a Sustainability Screening Report. A complete
Sustainability Screening Report shall consist of the following:
a) Application Form
b) Impact – Offset Matrix
c) Narrative (description of the proposal)

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 170 of 186

Sustainability Screening Process

Page 3 of 10

4.2 Impact – Offset Matrix:
4.2.1 Each Sustainability Screening Report shall complete the Impact – Offset Matrix, which is a
spreadsheet in which the applicant inputs details of the proposed project. The spreadsheet will then
create a resulting numerical “Impact,” based on extrapolating current community conditions to the new
project. For some criteria, Administration will provide the necessary information to the applicant (such as
distance to existing municipal infrastructure). The applicant will then be required to select from a wide
range of “Offset” criteria that produce a corresponding numerical result. The aim is that the resulting
difference between the Impact and the Offset is at least zero, or that the Offsets exceed the Impacts.
Administration can provide clarification to the applicant regarding matters of interpretation of offsets
and may identify areas where further details in support of proposed offsets may be useful. Administration
will not provide direction to applicants of what offsets are preferred or what is needed to gain approval.
4.2.2 Both the Impact indicators and the Offset categories for community, environmental and economic
impacts have importance ratings for each category. These ratings shall be subject to scheduled Council
review and revision to allow for responses to changes in community, environmental or economic
conditions. In order to ensure a stable decision framework for proponents, neither the scoring or ratings
elements of the assessment shall be subject to negotiation.
4.2.3 Specific opportunities in the Offsets section of the Matrix allow for creativity and innovation, where
importance ratings are proposed by the applicant, reviewed by Administration, and finally determined by
the decision making body. Discussions around ratings and points afforded for creativity and innovation
shall be undertaken in a public forum by the decision making body.
4.2.4 The Impact – Offset Matrix forms the critical element of the decision making process. It will not be
the only criterion, but achieving the required positive Net Score number is considered to be extremely
important for the proposal being assessed.
4.2.5 Where submitted applications “Fail” to achieve a positive Net Score, the applicant must provide an
explanation in the accompanying Narrative, and should rationalize why the application cannot achieve a
“Pass.” If an applicant proposes to substitute actual numbers into the Impact – Offset Matrix to replace
calculated impacts, then the numbers must be verified by an independent third party. “Variances” may be
permitted by the decision making authority, but must be explained in writing as part of the decision.
4.2.6 Where a submitted application achieves a positive Net Score in the Impact – Offset Matrix, but
Administration believes that the application should not be approved, then Administration must clearly
identify (in writing to the applicant and the decision making authority) where in the Impact – Offset
Matrix that impacts are not fully represented or measured, where independently verified actual numbers
can replace projected numbers, or that Offsets are over-represented.
4.2.7 Where a submitted application achieves a zero or negative Net Score in the Impact – Offset Matrix,
but Administration believes that the application should be approved, then Administration must clearly
identify (in writing to the applicant and the decision making authority) where in the Impact – Offset
Matrix that offsets are not fully represented or measured, where independently verified actual numbers
can replace projected numbers, or that impacts are over-represented.
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4.2.8 Where a development permit for a change of use is subject to the Sustainability Screening Process,
the applicant may not complete the Impact – Offset Matrix, but shall demonstrate the differential
impacts of the proposed new use in relation to the existing use, particularly with respect to employment,
housing affordability and environmental impact. The applicant shall further demonstrate how these
identified impacts are proposed to be offset as part of the application.
4.3 Narrative:
4.3.1 Each Sustainability Screening Report shall include a “Narrative,” that describes the basic outline and
intent of the proposed project, the net community benefit and any sustainability initiatives that are
included. The intent of the Narrative is to demonstrate how the application will move the community
towards the Town’s objectives. Applicants are encouraged to familiarize themselves with the objectives
contained in the Town’s relevant documents, such as Mining the Future, A Vision for Canmore; the
Municipal Development Plan; and the principles of The Natural Step.
4.3.2 An applicant should first complete the Impact – Offset Matrix; then provide explanations or details
supporting their scoring of the Offsets in the Matrix in their Narrative. The format of the written
Narrative should follow the order and structure of the Matrix. The series of questions contained in the
Offsets portion of the Matrix is intended to provide guidance to the contents of Narratives. These
questions suggest examples of relevant questions which should be considered by an applicant and will be
considered by the Town during its review. The list is not considered exhaustive, and applicants should
consider other relevant questions. Demonstrating net community benefit and innovation and creativity in
responding to these questions is encouraged.
4.3.3 The Narrative should address the “triple bottom line” for the community, and be divided into
economic, environmental and community components, and provide details and initiatives of the project
in each of the categories.
4.3.4 Although every Narrative should address each of the three areas described, the detailed contents of
Narratives will vary depending on the type of application (e.g. area structure plan, Land Use Bylaw
amendment, Development Permit, etc.). The scope and detail of the Narrative may also depend on
whether or not a previous SSR has been approved for the project.
Statutory Plans and Amendments
4.3.5 The level of detail for Narratives for statutory plans (Municipal Development Plan (MDP), Area
Structure Plans (ASP’s), Land Use Bylaw (LUB) amendments, etc.) should reflect the level of detail
present in the rest of the application. For example, if an ASP contains detailed urban design elements and
descriptions of land uses, it would be expected to provide similar levels of detail for all three components
of the net community benefit. On the other hand, an amendment to the MDP or a more conceptual ASP
would require only broader descriptions of net community benefit, which would be described in more
detail in subsequent steps in the development process or additional Sustainability Screening Reports (i.e.
during the Land Use Bylaw and Development Permit processes).
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Development Permits
4.3.6 The same objectives above are applicable at the Development Permit stage. The variety in scale and
types of applications will be reflected in the nature of the specific Narrative, but there is an expectation
that clear, specific details of initiatives are to be provided.
4.4 Review Body:
Statutory Plans and Amendments
4.4.1 Sustainability Screening Reports submitted with statutory plan and amendment applications shall be
reviewed by Council.
Development Permits
4.4.2 Sustainability Screening Reports submitted as part of a Development Permit application shall be
reviewed by:
a) Council where the application is in a DC Direct Control District and Council is the Development
Authority in that district; or
b) Planning Commission where the application is in a DC Direct Control District and Planning
Commission is the Development Authority in that district; or
c) Planning Commission where the Development Permit application is referred to the Planning
Commission by the Development Officer; or
d) The Development Officer.
4.5 Review Process:
Statutory Plans and Amendments
34.5.1 Sustainability Screening Reports as part of statutory plans or amendments are required as part of a
complete application to the Planning and Development Departmentshall be submitted to the Municipal
Clerk The Sustainability Screening Report will be considered as part of the overall statutory plan
application.
4.5.2 Completed Sustainability Screening Reports, upon their submission, are a public document and will
be publicly available for review by interested parties. Sustainability Screening Reports will be posted on
the Town’s web site.
4.5.3 Upon receipt of an applicant’s completed Sustainability Screening Report, the Town will schedule
and advertise a date for the public review of the Report during a regularly scheduled Council meeting.
The Sustainability Screening Report will then be provided to the Planning and Development Department
for preparation of Administrative comments for the Council meeting. Administration will not contact the
applicant with respect to the Sustainability Screening Report, but will provide its comments to Council
based on the submission “as is.” Administration may provide information regarding matters of
interpretation or clarity around aspects of the Sustainability Screening Process, but are not intended to
“negotiate” aspects of the application required to achieve approval. Administration may provide
comments to the applicant on the submitted Sustainability Screening Report in advance of the Council
meeting where the application will be considered.
4.5.4 Prior to the Council meeting, Council and the applicant will receive Administration’s comments on
the Sustainability Screening Report.
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4.5.45 At the Council meeting, the applicant shall may present the Sustainability Screening Report, and
Council may ask questions of the applicant. Council may ask questions of Administration. Council shall
also allow for questions or comments from the public. Such questions or comments shall should be
limited to 5 minutes.
3.5.6 First reading for an eligible Bylaw will not be considered until a Sustainability Screening Report has
been approved by Council.
Development Permits
4.5.75 Sustainability Screening Reports as part of a Development Permit application shall be submitted as
supplementary information to the application. An application may be deemed incomplete if a required
Sustainability Screening Report is not provided. Administration will then proceed to process the
Development Permit application in accordance with the Act, the Land Use Bylaw and the Municipal
Development Plan.
4.5.86 Completed Sustainability Screening Reports, upon their submission, are public documents and will
be publicly available for review by interested parties. Sustainability Screening Reports will be posted on
the Town’s web site.
4.5.97 Development Permit applications that include a Sustainability Screening Report will be referred to
the Canmore Planning Commission. The Town will schedule and advertise a date for the public review of
the Report during a scheduled Planning Commission meeting.
4.5.810 Prior to the Planning Commission meeting, Planning Commission and the applicant will receive
Administration’s comments on the Sustainability Screening Report. Administration will not contact the
applicant with respect to the Sustainability Screening Report, but will provide its comments to Planning
Commission based on the submission “as is.”
4.5.911 At the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant shall may present the Sustainability Screening
Report, and Commission may ask questions of the applicant. Commission may ask questions of
Administration. Commission may, at its discretion, also allow for questions from the public. All questions
from the public shall be directed to the Chair of the Commission.
4.5.102 Notwithstanding sub-sections 34.5.1-34.5.11 above, the Development Officer may make a
decision on a Sustainability Screening Report submitted as part of a Development Permit application,
when the application is minor in nature (e.g. residential developments up to 5 unitssingle family homes,
single family homes with suites and duplex applications, or non-residential projects that are not referred
to Canmore Planning Commission), or when a Sustainability Screening Report has been approved by
Council that includes the development site. In the latter instances the Development Officer shall ensure
that the application is consistent with the approved Sustainability Screening Report.
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4.6 Decisions:
Statutory Plans and Amendments
4.6.1 Consideration of the Sustainability Report will occur as part of Council deliberations on the entire
application. No separate decision will be required or issued. Council may table the application at any stage
for any reason, including to require clarification in order to demonstrate a net benefit to the community.
3.6.1 Following the public portion of a meeting, Council will advise the applicant whether the
Sustainability Screening Report is:
a) Approved as submitted (it demonstrates a net community benefit); or
b) Refused as submitted (it fails to demonstrates a net community benefit); or
c) Tabled, subject to the Sustainability Screening Report requiring clarification in order to demonstrate
a net benefit to the community.
3.6.2 If clarification or amendment is required to a tabled Sustainability Screening Report, it shall be
returned to Council at a future date for review and a decision. An application for a statutory plan or
amendment shall be deemed incomplete until the Sustainability Screening Report has been approved by
Council.
3.6.3 Council may advise applicants where the Sustainability Screening Report has been tabled that
insufficient attention has been paid to particular economic, environmental or community areas.
Applicants may be given one or more opportunities to adjust their Sustainability Screening Report and
resubmit them to Council for approval.
3.6.4 No appeal is allowed of any decision of Council with respect to a Sustainability Screening Report.
Development Permits
4.6.35 A decision on a Sustainability Screening Report shall be provided as a reason for a decision on the
Development Permit by the Development Authority.
4.6.46 A Development Permit may be refused by the Development Authority, despite the Sustainability
Screening Report receiving a “Pass,” for other planning reasons deemed appropriate.
4.6.57 When the Development Authority approves a Sustainability Screening Report, reasons for that
decision shall be provided, whether the application is approved or refused.
4.6.68 If the Sustainability Screening Report constitutes a reason or a part of the reason or reasons that
the Development Authority refuses the Development Permit application, then the Development
Authority in its reasons shall clearly identify the failure or failings of the Sustainability Screening Report
in its reasons for its decision.
4.6.79 If the Development Authority refuses a Development Permit, in part or in whole relating to the
Sustainability Screening Report submitted with the application, then the applicant may appeal that
decision to the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board in accordance with the Act.
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4.7 Multiple SSR’s:
4.7.1 If a previous Sustainability Screening Report has been accepted by Council for an application,
subsequent Sustainability Screening Reports shall be consistent with the prior Report, and provide
additional details which might reasonably be expected to be available at the relevant level of planning.
(For example, if a Sustainability Screening Report for an area structure plan had identified a green
building commitment, then a subsequent Sustainability Screening Report for the subsequent Land Use
Bylaw amendment and Development Permit application shall reflect that commitment, and additionally
could include the particular green building program and level of expected certification.)
Statutory Plans and Amendments
4.7.2 Notwithstanding section 34.4.1 above, if Council has approved a Sustainability Screening Report for
the property as part of a prior statutory planning application, then the new Sustainability Screening
Report may be reviewed and approved by Administration. The review shall confirm that the latter
Sustainability Screening Report is consistent with the earlier one. Administration shall report on this
review when the statutory planning application is provided for first reading by Council, and shall confirm
that the two reports are consistent.
4.7.3 If during a review conducted pursuant to section 34.7.2, Administration is unable to confirm that
the latter Sustainability Screening Report is consistent with the earlier one, then Administration shall not
approve the Sustainability Screening Report and shall refer it to Council in accordance with section 43.5.
Development Permits
34.7.4 If a Sustainability Screening Report has been approved by Council as part of a statutory plan
application that includes the development site then the new Sustainability Screening Report may be
reviewed and approved by Administration and does not need to be referred to the Planning Commission.
The review shall confirm that the latter Sustainability Screening Report is consistent with the earlier one.
43.7.35 If during a review conducted pursuant to section 43.7.4, Administration is unable to confirm that
the latter Sustainability Screening Report is consistent with the earlier one, then Administration shall not
approve the Sustainability Screening Report and shall refer it to the Planning Commission in accordance
with section 43.5.
43.8 Changes to SSR’s:
Statutory Plans and Amendments
43.8.1 If prior to Council providing a decision on reviewing a Sustainability Screening Report, an
applicant wishes to make an amendment to the Report originally submitted, the amendment shall be in
writing, clearly outlining the changes. Council, may, at its discretion, upon reviewing the amendment(s),
postpone the decision pending further Council review or to request additional Administrative comments.
43.8.2 If an applicant wishes to amend a Sustainability Screening Report after it has been approved by
Council, such amendments are subject to review and approval by Council.
Development Permits
43.8.3 If prior to the Development Authority providing a decision on a Sustainability Screening Report,
an applicant wishes to make an amendment to the Report, the amendment shall be in writing, clearly
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outlining the changes. The Development Authority, may, at its discretion, upon reviewing the
amendment(s), postpone the decision pending further review.
43.8.4 If the Development Authority postpones a decision on a Sustainability Screening Report, it may, at
its discretion and deemed necessary, seek an extension to the time period allowed to render a decision
specified in the Act.
43.8.5 If an applicant wishes to amend a Sustainability Screening Report after it has been approved by the
Development Authority, such amendments are subject to review and approval by the Development
Authority. Substantial amendments to an approved Sustainability Screening Report may require the
submission of a new Development Permit application.
43.9 Timelines:
Statutory Plans and Amendments
43.9.1 Where a Sustainability Screening Report is provided in support of a Statutory Plan application or
amendment, the normal Council scheduling process will be followed. The Town will endeavour to
schedule public Council meetings to consider a Sustainability Screening Report within 45 days of the
Sustainability Screening Report being submitted to the Municipal Clerk. This timeline may be extended
by the applicant, and if after 45 days a decision has not been provided, the applicant may request to
appear as a delegation before Council to present their Sustainability Screening Report.
Development Permits
43.9.2 A decision on a Sustainability Screening Reports submitted as part of a Development Permit
application shall be rendered within 40 days of a complete application being submitted to the Town, in
accordance with the Act.
43.9.3 Notwithstanding section 3.9.2, the Development Authority may request an extension to the time
limit to render a decision in accordance with the Act.
5. DEFINITIONS
1) “Act” means the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A. 2000, Ch. M-26.
2) “Gross Floor Area” shall have the same meaning as contained in the Land Use Bylaw.
3) “Statutory Plan” means a Municipal Development Plan, Area Structure Plan, Area Redevelopment
Plan or a Land Use Bylaw.
6. PROCESS REVIEW
6.0.1 This process shall be subject to periodic review and reconsideration by Council.The CAO shall be
responsible to ensure that the Manager of Planning & Development, Development Officers and
Municipal Clerk meet their accountabilities under this Process.
6.0.2 Council will initially approve the importance ratings for each measure, and a review of the ratings
shall be conducted by Council 1 year after original approval of the Process and subsequently every 2 years
thereafter. Council may conduct a review with greater frequency at their discretion.The Municipal Clerk
shall be responsible to ensure that the timelines for scheduling required Council meetings are met.

May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 177 of 186

Sustainability Screening Process

Page 10 of 10

6.03. This Process will cease to be effective 5 years after the date of original approval, unless it is
explicitly extended by resolution of Council. In considering an extension of the lifespan of this Process,
Council will conduct a detailed review not only the importance ratings, but also of its overall effectiveness
in achieving objectives to determine if it will be continued.The Manager of Planning & Development
shall be responsible to ensure that:
Council receives Administrative comments within the required timelines; and
The timelines and process for Development Permits is met; and
Reasons for decisions are provided by the Development Authority; and
Process reviews are conducted as required.
6.0.4 Development Officers shall be responsible to follow the requirements of this Process.
7. RESPONSIBILITIES
1) The CAO shall be responsible to ensure that the Manager of Planning & Development,
Development Officers and Municipal Clerk meet their accountabilities under this Process.
2) The Municipal Clerk shall be responsible to ensure that the timelines for scheduling required Council
meetings are met.
3)2) The Manager of Planning & Development shall be responsible to ensure that:
a) Council or the Planning Commission receives Administrative comments within the required
timelines; and
b) The timelines and process for Development Permits is met; and
c) Reasons for decisions are provided by the Development Authority; and
d) Process reviews are conducted as required.
4)3) Development Officers shall be responsible to follow the requirements of this Process.
8. VISION ALIGNMENT
The Sustainability Screening Process is based upon the foundational values of the community and
provides a mechanism to evaluate the consistency of new development applications for alignment with
those values.
9. RELATED DOCUMENTS
1) Municipal Development Plan.
1)2) Land Use Bylaw.
10. ATTACHMENTS
1) Application Form
2) Impact – Offset Matrix
REPEALS POLICY:
AUTHORIZATION:

John Borrowman
Mayor
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

May 20, 2014

Agenda #: H-6

SUBJECT:

Wastewater Treatment Plant – Solids Handling Upgrade – Capital Project
Change in Funding Source

SUBMITTED BY:

Andreas Comeau, Manager of Public Works

PURPOSE:

That Council approve a change in funding for Capital Project No. 1443,
Wastewater Treatment Plant – Solids Handling Upgrade of $3,910,000 to
100% debt.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
As part of the 2014 capital budget process, Council approved Project 1443 - Waste Water Treatment Plant
(WWTP) – Solids Handling Upgrade in the amount of $3,910,000, funded by debentures of $2,619,700 and
$1,290,300 by an Alberta Municipal Water/Waste Water Partnership (AMWWP) grant. Administration has
received confirmation that the project did not receive grant approval for 2014 and is unlikely to receive it in
2015, either.
The solids handling upgrade remains a critical project as key parameters such as Total Nitrogen and
Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD5) continue to grow and/or exceed design parameters.
In anticipation of not receiving AMWWP grant approval, Council already approved the Debenture
Borrowing Bylaw 2014-05 for the full amount or $3,910,000. Approving the funding change will allow the
project to proceed in the fall of 2014.
PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
1. Council approved the 2014 capital budget on December 10, 2013 through motion 326-2013.
2. Council gave first reading (January 21, 2014) and second and third reading (March 18, 2014) to the
Debenture Borrowing Bylaw 2014-05 – Waste Water Treatment Plant – Solids Handling Upgrade. The
bylaw became effective April 18, 2014.
DISCUSSION
Project 1443 - Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) – Solids Handling Upgrade was approved by Council
as part of the 2014 Capital Budget in the amount of $3,910,000, as was the funding formula of debentures in
the amount of $2,619,700 and of an AMWWP grant in the amount of $1,290,300. It has been confirmed that
there are no grant funds available for 2014 and likely 2015 from the AMWWP program. In anticipation of
this, Council approved the debenture borrowing bylaw for the project to be funded 100% from debt. The
intent of this report is to formally request a change in the funding source to 100% debt so the project can
commence in 2014.
Stantec Consulting evaluated the WWTPs effluent characteristics and found that while the average effluent
concentrations met the Province’s effluent regulations and design objectives, the maximum effluent
concentrations for each parameter exceeded both on multiple occasions
May 20, 2014 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.
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Specifically the total effluent Ammonia Nitrogen concentrations exceeded the provincial effluent
requirements on 20 occasions in 2011 and 13 occasions in 2012. As well the effluent Biological Oxygen
Demand (BOD5) concentrations exceeded the design guidelines 119 times in 2012 and 24 times in 2013, and
already 29 times in 2014 (as of March). The effluent Total Suspended Solids (TSS) also exceeded the design
guidelines 25 times in 2011, 37 times in 2012, 33 times in 2013 and already 25 times in 2014 (see Attachment
1 – WWTP Effluent Quality Summary: Table 1, Figures 1-6). The tables clearly illustrate that each parameter
is not decreasing but in many cases continuing to increase in 2014.
Epcor, the Town’s operator of the plant is indicating that the timing of this project is critical and should
commence in 2014 so the benefits of the upgrade are in place for 2015.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
Council could choose not to approve the funding source. While this is an option, Administration is not
recommending this alternative as it would result in the project not proceeding. Delays in the project will
continue to put the Town at risk of contravening its provincial Approval to Operate and may be more
expensive to complete in future years.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Estimated maximum annual payments of $303,928 and a total interest of $3,688,204 over the 25 year life of
the debenture would result, using a 6% borrowing rate. The Waste Water Treatment Plant – Solids Handling
Upgrade project is 100% offsite levy funded as it is wholly required to support growth. The revised funding
source has been built into the Utilities Rate Model which will not require utility rates to change for 2014. The
impact to the utility is a reduction in the Utility Reserve balance from $5.3M to $4.7M in year 2018 or 5 years
out.
Annual payments including interest would be funded by utility fees and not from property tax dollars.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
1. 2014 Budget Process
2. ACFA debenture bylaw approval process
3. Bylaw and information on how to comment and/or petition and the deadlines for doing so were
advertised in the Rocky Mountain Outlook on January 30 and February 6, 2014.
4. The bylaws were posted on the Town’s website.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Strategic Goals:
The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible services while ensuring decisions are based
on informed and accurate information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion.
The Town of Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship.
Strategic Initiatives:
Implement financial controls, processes and systems to ensure transparency and accountability in municipal
service delivery.
ATTACHMENTS
1. Wastewater Treatment Plant – Effluent Quality Summary
2. Debenture Borrowing Bylaw 2014-05
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AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:

Andreas Comeau
Manager of Public Works

Date:

May 5, 2014

Approved by:

Katherine Van Keimpema
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

May 7, 2014

Approved by:

Gary Buxton
GM of Municipal Infrastructure

Date

May 5, 2014

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

May 12, 2014

Approved by:
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Attachment 1
Wastewater Treatment Plant
Effluent Quality Summary
Figure 1. Monthly Average Total Suspended Solids (TSS) for 2007 to March 2014

AENV Limit

Figure 2. Monthly Average CBOD5 for 2007 to March 2014

AENV Limit
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Figure 3. Monthly Average Ammonia Nitrogen (NH3-N) for 2007 to March 2014

AENV & Design
Winter Limit

AENV & Design
Summer Limit

Figure 4. Monthly Maximum Reading for Total Suspended Solids for 2007 to March 2014

Design Limit
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Figure 5. Monthly Maximum Reading for CBOD5 for 2007 to March 2014

Design Limit

Figure 6. Monthly Maximum Reading for Total Ammonia Nitrogen (TAN) for 2007 to March 2014

Design
Winter Limit

Design
Summer Limit
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BYL
LAW 2014-055
A BYLA
AW OF TH
HE TOWN OF
O CANMO
ORE, IN TH
HE PROVIINCE OF A
ALBERTA, TO
INC
CUR INDE
EBTEDNES
SS BY THE
E ISSUANCE
E OF DEBE
ENTURE(S) IN THE
E
AMOUN
NT OF $3,9910,000 FOR
R THE PUR
RPOSE OF FINANCIN
NG THE W
WASTE WAT
TER
TRE
EATMENT PLANT – SOLIDS
S
HA
ANDLING UPGRADE
E.
WHEREAS the Coun
ncil of the Muunicipality hass decided to iissue a bylaw pursuant to Section 258 o
of the
Municipal Governmentt Act to auth
horize the fin
nancing, undeertaking and ccompletion of the Waste Water
Treatmentt Plant – Solid
ds Handling Upgrade
U
and
WHEREAS plans and specificationss have been prrepared and thhe total cost oof the project iis estimated to
o be
$3,910,0000; and
WHEREAS in order to
o complete th
he project, it will
w be necessarry for the Munnicipality to b
borrow the sum
m of
$3,910,0000 for a period not to exceed
d twenty-five years,
y
from thhe Alberta Cappital Finance A
Authority or
another auuthorized financial institutio
on, by the issuuance of debenntures and onn the terms andd conditions
referred to
o in this bylaw
w; and
WHEREAS the estimaated lifetime of
o the project financed
f
undeer this by-law is equal to, orr in excess of
twenty-fivve years; and
WHEREAS the princip
pal amount off the outstand
ding debt of thhe Municipalitty at Decembeer 31, 2013 is
$30,426,3777 and no parrt of the princiipal or interest is in arrears; and
WHEREAS all requireed approvals fo
or the project have been obbtained and thhe project is in
n compliance w
with
all Acts an
nd Regulationss of the Provin
nce of Albertaa,
NOW TH
HEREFORE
E the Council of the Town of
o Canmore, dduly assembleed, enacts as fo
ollows:
CITATIO
ON
1. This
T bylaw mayy be cited as “Borrowing
“
Byylaw – Waste W
ment Plant – Solids Handlin
ng
Water Treatm
Upgrade.”
U
PROVISIIONS
2. That
T for the puurpose of com
mpleting the Waste
W
Water Trreatment Plannt – Solids Han
ndling Upgradde,
th
he sum of THREE MILLIO
ON NINE HU
UNDRED AN
ND TEN TH
HOUSAND D
DOLLARS
($$3,910,000) bee borrowed fro
om the Albertta Capital Finaance Authoritty or another aauthorized fin
nancial
in
nstitution by way
w of debentuure on the creedit and securiity of the Munnicipality at larrge, of which
am
mount the fulll sum of $3,9110,000 is to bee paid by the M
Municipality aat large.
3. The
T proper offficers of the Municipality
M
aree hereby auth orized to issue debenture(s)) on behalf off the
Municipality
M
fo
or the amount and purpose as authorized by this bylaw
w, namely the W
Waste Water
Treatment
T
Plan
nt – Solids Haandling Upgrad
de.

Bylaw approved by: ____
____ _______
_
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