TOWN OF CANMORE
AGENDA
Committee of the Whole
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, September 8, 2015 at 1:00 p.m.

1:00

A. CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole Meeting

1:00 – 1:05

B. DELEGATIONS
1. Larry Gale, CBT – ATB Alberta Cup (verbal)

1:05 – 2:05

2. Michel Haener, Haener Consulting Services: Living Wage

2:05 – 3:05

3. Bruce Gleig, Biosphere Institute – Community Monitoring Report

3:05 – 3:15
3:15 – 4:15

BREAK
4. Bow Valley Regional Transit – Consideration of Local Transit

4:15

C. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the June 9, 2015 Committee of the Whole Meeting

4:15 – 4:20

D. STAFF REPORTS
1. Wayfinding Signage Update (verbal)

4:20 – 5:20

5:20 – 5:30
5:30 – 5:40

2. Options for Taxing Tourist Homes
Purpose: To share options for taxing Tourist Home-classified properties in
preparation for the development of a draft Tax Policy for council
consideration.
E. COUNCILLOR UPDATES
1. September 2015 Councillor Updates
F. SERVICE AREA REPORTS
1. September 2015 Service Area Reports
2. Capital Updates as of July 31, 2015

5:40

G. COUNCIL RESOLUTION ACTION LIST
1. Council Resolution Action List as of September 3, 2015

5:40

H. BOARD AND COMMITTEE UPDATES
1. Bow Valley Regional Housing Bulletin – August and September 2015

5:40

I. ADJOURNMENT

Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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OVERVIEW
Living Wage is
The amount of income an individual or family requires to meet their basic needs, to maintain a
safe, decent standard of living in their communities and to save for future needs and goals
(Vibrant Communities Calgary, 2012).

The potential role of Living Wage initiatives in poverty reduction is recognized in recent
poverty publications including Poverty Policy, From Words to Action, Poverty Costs and
Poverty Costs 2.0 reports.
Local Living Wage rates have been estimated for several Alberta communities in recent
years. For these communities, the calculation of Living Wage has improved
understanding of local living costs and the impact of government programs which target
low income households. Although, two municipalities in British Columbia have passed
bylaws which commit local government to pay a Living Wage to all municipal and
contracted service staff, to date, similar initiatives have not been pursued in Alberta.
Calgary has developed a voluntary Living Wage employer program and the Central
Alberta Poverty Reduction Alliance (Red Deer and area) has worked with community
stakeholders to consider the possibility of developing a similar employer program.
This report provides Living Wage estimates for Canmore using the most recent data
available. As has been found to be the case in other Alberta communities, the Canmore
Living Wage is highest for the lone parent family followed by the couple family.

$23.40

$24.25

2015
Canmore
Living Wage

$20.03

Couple, 2
Children
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Single Adult
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One of the most interesting findings was that although the family expenses are based
on conservative spending assumptions, the wage rate and associated income levels
needed to cover expenses are sufficiently high that the households do not qualify for
several subsidies and credits meant to target the working poor. This suggests that there
are households in Canmore struggling to get by, in part, because they are not eligible to
access government assistance intended to help the working poor.
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CANMORE’S LIVING WAGE
CALCULATION
In May 2013, Vibrant Communities Canada (VCC) formally released the Canadian Living
Wage Framework (CLWF) which provides a consistent Living Wage definition, principles,
and calculation methodology. The CLWF is used as a guide for Canmore’s 2015 Living
Wage calculation. The approach is summarized below.
Calculation Method - Living Wage is the hourly wage rate that allows this formula to balance:
Annual Family
Expenses

=

Employment
Income

+

Income from
Government Transfers

-

Taxes

Reference Households
Couple, 2 Children

•
•

Female parent age 34 & male parent age 36, both working fulltime 1
1 female child age 4 & 1 male child age 9

Lone Parent, 1 child

•
•

Single Mom age 31 works fulltime
1 male child age 3

•

Male age 25 works fulltime

Single Adult
Annual Family Expenses
Budget Inclusions
 Food
 Shelter (rental housing)
 Clothing & footwear
 Transportation
 Other household costs

- Bank Fees
- Personal Care Items
- Household operation, maintenance, furnishings,&
equipment

 Child care
 Health care
 Social inclusion

- Basic Cell Phone, TV & Internet
- Recreation, Entertainment, & Gifts
- Vacation

 Contingency funds

Budget Exclusions
 Special dietary needs
 Owning a home
 Credit card, loan or other debt/interest
payments
 Savings for retirement
 RRSP, RESP, or RDSP contributions
 Costs of caring for a disabled, seriously ill, or
elderly family member
 Hobbies
 Pet ownership
 Parking
 Alcohol or tobacco costs
 Personal life or disability insurance
 Remittances to family members living abroad

The CLWF recommends that the number of hours used to reflect a full-time work week in a Living Wage calculation is determined
based on what typically reflects full-time hours in the province/territory. Statistics Canada data indicates that 40 hours or more per
week is typical of Albertans employed fulltime; therefore a 40 hour work week is used in the calculation.
1
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Although the CLWF recommends that the reference household(s) include a couple with
two children, the framework also indicates that it is good practice to keep track of the
variation in expenses faced by different family types.
The formula above is a simplified representation of the Living Wage calculation. In
reality, many government transfers are dependent on income levels. Therefore, there is
interdependence between variables. For this reason, the calculation of the Living Wage
rate, net income levels, taxes, and government transfers are linked.
The Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA) has developed a Living Wage
Calculation Spreadsheet (Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, 2014) to accompany
its estimation of Living Wage rates for BC communities. The spreadsheet has been used
by the Consultant to create a similar spreadsheet for estimation of Living Wage rates in
Alberta. All tax, benefit, subsidy, and benefit formulas are updated annually to reflect
the most recent information available from government websites. For a specific
community, the spreadsheet is customized to reflect the local context.
The Living Wage calculation is based on the defined household composition and specific
assumptions respecting budget expenditures. In reality, there is considerable variation
in household compositions as well as their budget choices and corresponding
expenditures. It is not possible to account for this variation in the calculation. The
assumptions made are intended to reflect a reasonable set of conservative spending
choices for the specified household composition 2.

2 It is important to keep in mind the implications that conservative spending assumptions and budget exclusions might have on
some households. These include, but are not limited to:

•
•
•
•
•

Hampering the ability to care for elderly or disabled family members at home
Difficulty accommodating special dietary needs
Decreased quality of life due to a restricted ability to partake in hobbies, athletic programs, social and culture programs
Inability to retire early or retire without support
Settling for living arrangements that are not preferred (i.e. single adults sharing accommodation despite a desire to live alone,
lack of safe outdoor play space for children, limited private space for older children)
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What is the Living Wage in Canmore?
Applying the above approach results in the following 2015 Living Wage estimates.

Couple, 2
children

Lone Parent,
1 child

Single Adult

Living
Wage

Annual
Family
Expenses*

Employment
=
+
Income

Income from
Government
Transfers

$23.40

$82,012

$97,344

$3,836

$19,166

$24.25

$56,436

$50,440

$13,863

$7,866

$20.03

$33,161

$41,662

$69

$8,568

-

Taxes

(each parent)

*Due to rounding up to the nearest cent when determining LW, each equation may not balance exactly.

Living Wage is significantly higher for both family households compared to the single
adult. This suggests that it is considerably more challenging for families than single
persons in Canmore to remain above the poverty line.
Government transfers are much higher for the lone parent family mainly because the
estimated employment income allows the lone parent to qualify for the Alberta Child
Care Subsidy (ACCS). For the couple family, on the other hand, the employment income
needed to cover expenses is too high to allow the family to access the ACCS.
Further details on the elements of the 2015 Living Wage calculation are provided below.
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Family Expenses
Estimation of each reference household’s annual expenses requires collecting
appropriate data and researching local costs. For some budget items, specific
assumptions need to be made respecting household spending choices.

SUMMARY
Single Adult

Lone Parent, 1 Child

$4,590
$5,430

FOOD

$13,404
$941
$1,331
$1,882

CLOTHING &
FOOTWEAR

$15,642

SHELTER

$21,034
$24,425
$3,120

TRANSPORTATION

$8,914
$9,434
$1,377
$1,889
$3,399

OTHER
HOUSEHOLD COSTS
CHILD CARE

Couple, 2 children

$-

HEALTH CARE
SOCIAL INCLUSION

CONTINGENCY

$9,075
$15,135
$1,262
$1,549
$3,627
$4,626
$5,274
$6,962
$1,602
$1,940
$3,744

Note that shelter is the largest component of annual expenses for each household. For
the couple family, childcare and food also represent large components of the budget,
each costing more than $1,000/month.
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The estimates for each budget component and the specific estimation methods and
data sources used are detailed below.

Monthly

$1,117

$13,404

Lone Parent, 1 child

$452

$5,430

Single Adult

$382

$4,590

Couple, 2 children

FOOD

Annually

The food cost estimate was determined from the June 2014 Alberta Nutritious Food
Basket Costs (ANFB) for Canmore 3 . The ANFB provides an estimate of the cost of
healthy eating based on current nutrition recommendations and typical Alberta food
consumption patterns. Food prices are collected biannually in communities throughout
Alberta through a partnership between Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development
(Economics & Competitiveness Division, Statistics & Data Development Branch) and
Alberta Health Services, Nutrition Services, with the support of local full-service grocery
stores. 4

3

The food costing data for Canmore is clustered with the food costing data for Banff for the following reasons: 1) there must be a
minimum of three, full-service grocery stores to determine a statistically relevant food cost for a specific region; 2) to maintain a
certain level of anonymity for grocery stores; and 3) since Banff and Canmore are in fairly close proximity, it is possible that
residents of these two communities may choose to shop at any of the three stores where food costing was completed.
4
Like other “basket” measures, the ANFB determines the cost of just one hypothetical combination of healthy foods. The selected
basket does not account for the impact of ethno-cultural, religious or personal diet preferences, food allergies or sensitivities,
increased metabolic demands due to physical activity or illness, or therapeutic nutrition regimens to manage chronic health
conditions. The food basket assumes the following about consumers:
• Choose healthy foods according to the lowest price rather than need, preference or availability
• Has the time, energy, cooking skills and functional equipment required to prepare healthy meals almost exclusively from scratch
all of the time
• Understand the local food system and follows a typical Canadian food consumption pattern
• Can easily access full-service grocery stores where they purchase all of their groceries
• Possess the requisite level of math, health and language literacy to identify nutritious foods at the lowest price per volume
• Shop for groceries every one to two weeks and spends no money in restaurants or other food establishments
• Do not buy infant formula, baby food, processed or prepared convenience foods, snack foods or foods that have little nutritional
value
• Prevent any food spoilage and food waste
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Monthly

Couple, 2 children

CLOTHING AND
FOOTWEAR

Lone Parent, 1 child
Single Adult

Annually

$157

$1,882

$111

$1,331

$78

$941

Statistics Canada provides estimated costs for Market Basket Measure (MBM)
commodity groupings. The 2011 Alberta MBM estimates for Clothing and Footwear in
communities with populations under 30,000 persons ($1,882, $1,331, & $941) are
adjusted for inflation (using Alberta Consumer Price Index (CPI) values, clothing and
footwear commodity group) 5.

Monthly

SHELTER

Annually

$2,035

$24,425

Lone Parent, 1 child

$1,753

$21,034

Single Adult

$1,304

$15,642

Couple, 2 children

The Canmore Community Housing Corporation provided information on average market
rents for the first seven months of 2015 for available unfurnished accommodation in
Canmore. In order to provide a conservative estimate of the overall cost of shelter
including utilities, the average monthly rental for all units is used (3 bdrm- $2,015; 2
bdrm- $1,735; 1 bdrm- $1,288). AMA quoted annual costs for tenant insurance ($245,
$214, and $186, respectively) for $1 million in legal liability and $50,000, $40,000 and
$30,000 in contents, respectively.

5

Note that inflation between 2011 and 2014 was zero for this commodity group.
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Monthly

Annually

$830

$9,954

Lone Parent, 1 child

$743

$8,914

Single Adult

$260

$3,120

Couple, 2 children

TRANSPORTATION

It is assumed that the couple and lone parent family own and operate a compact sedan
($8,914 for driving 20,000 km annually in Alberta based on the Canadian Automobile
Association’s online driving costs calculator (Canadian Automobile Association, 2015)).
Also, one adult within the couple family uses taxis occasionally when vehicle use cannot
be coordinated (2 round-trips/month at $20/each). Public transit is not yet available for
travel within the town.
It is assumed that the single adult, who does not need to coordinate transportation for
children, is able to rely on a combination of walking, biking, friends with private
vehicles, and taxi services. It is assumed that taxi services are used three times per
week on average ($20 each round trip) across the year.

Monthly

OTHER
HOUSEHOLD
COSTS

Annually

Couple, 2 children

$283

$3,399

Lone Parent, 1 child

$151

$1,808

Single Adult

$110

$1,320

Other household costs include: school fees and allowance for children over 6; bank
fees; household operation, maintenance, furnishings, and equipment; personal care
items; and reading materials. The assumptions, methods, and sources used to estimate
each of these expenses are detailed below.
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School Fees and Allowance – The local public middle school estimated that typical
school fees that would apply to the nine-year old child in Grade 4 would be $248 to
$350 for the school year. The mid-point ($299) is used.
An article in Canadian Living (Godfrey, 2013) suggests that a rule of thumb for the
amount of allowance paid per week is the child’s age in dollars. For the purpose of this
study we have assumed a $40 monthly allowance for a child of age nine.
Bank Fees - Service fees apply to most chequing accounts. Mayo (2011) surveyed
major banks websites and determined the average service fees to be $11/month or
$132/year. Based on a review of the major banks’ websites, this estimate remains valid.
Household Operation, Maintenance, Furnishings, and Equipment - Following
the approach taken in City of Hamilton (2011), results from Statistic Canada’s 2011
Survey of Household Spending (SHS) are used to determine the typical proportion of
spending allocated to these type of expenditures 6 for households in the second income
quintile (4.43%) 7. This proportion is then applied to the MBM applicable to Canmore
and adjusted for inflation. The resulting estimates are: $1,751, $1,238, and $875 for
the couple family, lone parent family and single person, respectively.
Personal Care Items - As above, results from Statistic Canada’s 2011 SHS are used
to determine the typical proportion of spending allocated to personal care item
expenditures for households in the second income quintile (1.87%). This proportion is
then applied to the MBM applicable to Canmore and adjusted for inflation. The resulting
estimates are: $717, $507, and $358 for the couple family, lone parent family and
single person, respectively.
Reading Materials - It is assumed that each household relies on the internet and the
Canmore Public Library to access reading materials. Membership fees are: $20 for a
family, $12 per adult and free for highschool students and children (Canmore Public
Library, 2015).

6

Excluding spending on pets, gardening, and communications.

7

The second income quintile was chosen because the average household expenditures this quintile ($59,600 in 2011) best
corresponds to the annual family expenses for the family of four in this study.
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Monthly

CHILD CARE

Couple, 2 children

Annually

$1,261 $15,135

Lone Parent, 1 child

$756

$9,075

-

-

Single Adult

With parents working full-time, it is assumed that child care is needed for all children
during the school year. The couple pays for after school care for the older child and a
spot in preschool for the younger child. The lone parent’s child attends daycare fulltime.
Below are the costs of local childcare agencies.
Agency
Mountain Munchkins Daycare

Monthly Rates
Day Care
$950

Canmore Community Daycare
Society (CCDS)

$765 for ages 3-4
$55/day

Bow Valley Family Day Homes

$855-900

http://www.mountainmunchkin.com/

www.canmoredaycare.com

www.davarchildcare.org/bowvalley.html

Preschool
$950
$745 for ages 4-6
$55/day

Out of School
$495 for AM&PM
$425 PM only
+$35 day for full days
$170/wk summer

Since it is the least cost provider, CCDS’s rates are used. For the summer, it is assumed
that all children remain in CCDS program, except the 9 year old. The Town offers fullday (9 am to 5 pm) summer camps for ages 7-11 for a similar cost ($172-178/week) as
summer out-of school care ($170/week) at CCDS.
Below, cost information is combined with program assumptions to determine child care
budget estimates.
Lone Parent, 1 Child
CCDS Daycare: $7,650

Summer

Couple, 2 Children
CCDS Preschool Program (10 mths):
$7,450
Out of School Program: $4,250
+ 28 Days (holidays +PD days): $980
Assumptions

CCDS Daycare (1 mth): $765
CCDS Daycare (12 days): $660

Total

CCDS Preschool (1 mth): $745
CCDS Preschool (12 days): $660
Town summer camps (6 wks): $1,050
$15,135

School Year

No care required for 2 week vacation so
drop-in paid that month.
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Monthly

Annually

$302

$3,627

Lone Parent, 1 child

$129

$1,549

Single Adult

$105

$1,262

HEALTH CARE

Couple, 2 children

The health care budget estimates includes the cost of health insurance premiums and
assumed out-of-pocket expenses.
Health Insurance Premiums - The cost of health and dental insurance premiums is
based on rates provided by Alberta Blue Cross in March 2015 for their “C” plan.

Plan Type
C

Alberta Blue Cross Rate Chart: Personal Choice Plans
(Monthly rates for each family member as of June 2014)

Age 4 & under

Age 5 - 20

Age 21 - 34

Age 35 - 44

Age 45 - 54

Age 55 - 64

$16

$48

$86

$98

$123

$145

Source: (Alberta Blue Cross, 2015)

Out-of-Pocket Health and Dental Expenses – Coverage limitations are such that
an individual or family is likely to incur additional out-of-pocket expenses. Assumptions
respecting out-of-pocket expenses are outlined below.
Out-of-Pocket Expenditures
Couple, 2
Children

Lone Parent,
1 Child

Single
Person

80% up to a max
of $10K/participant
$50/visit

$160

$80

$40

$150

$75

$75

$35/visit

$120

$60

$60

80% to a max of
$600/participant

$221

$110

$55

$651

$325

$230

Expense

Assumptions

Coverage

Vision Care /
Eye Glasses

1 exam /person/yr
$85/exam
0.5 pair /person/yr at
$50/pair*
$200/person

$250 in vision
expenses /plan
participant/2 years

Prescriptions
Physiotherapy
Chiropractor
Dental

3 visits /adult at $75
each
4 visits/adult at $50
each
2 check-ups/ yr/person
at $138/visit

Budget Estimate

$0

$0

$0

*Standard cost of complete pair of glasses from Zenni Optical.
*Dental costs were obtained from Sunlife Financial’s Alberta Dental Fee Finder and represent minimum for the Canmore area.
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Monthly

SOCIAL
INCLUSION

Annually

$580

$6,962

Lone Parent, 1 child

$427

$5,121

Single Adult

$373

$4,473

Couple, 2 children

Social inclusion expenses relate to spending on goods and services that allow for fuller
participation in society. Expenditures for cell phones for each adult, basic TV and
internet service, adult education, recreation, entertainment, a modest vacation, and
conservative spending on gifts are included.
Cell Phone(s), Cable and Internet - In April 2015, FIDO advertised the most flexible
of low cost voice and data plans at $42/month (including GST). Regular monthly fees
(to the nearest dollar) for basic TV and internet bundles advertised online in June were:
Telus- $50 and Eastlink- $79. The lower cost (with GST) of $52.5/month is used.
Adult Education - The CLWF suggests assuming that one adult household member
enrolls in evening classes at a local college or distance learning. In this case, it is
assumed that an adult in each household takes two courses per year. Using information
provided on the Bow Valley Regional College website, costs for part-time students
taking two courses in business administration in 2014/15 are estimated at $1,351
($475/course for tuition, $10/semester for materials, $150/course for books, and
$53/semester for part-time fees 8. If distance learning is selected, the costs are similar.
The estimated cost of taking two courses through Mount Royal University is $1,288 plus
books expenses and $1300 plus book expenses for University of Calgary 9 . For the
purposes of the Living Wage calculation, $1350 is used.
Recreation and Entertainment - The Town coordinates several free family-friendly
activities throughout the year that each household is assumed to participate in. It is
also assumed that annual memberships (monthly installment plan) for Elevation Place
(Town of Canmore, 2015) are obtained and each adult participates on one sports team.
Six movie theatre and twelve restaurant outings are also assumed during the year.

8

9

See http://www.bowvalleycollege.ca/prospective-learners/fees.html
See www.mtroyal.ca/Admission/MoneyMatters/CostsofEducation/ and http://www.ucalgary.ca/pubs/calendar/current/p.html
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Each household is assumed to have one computer which is used to access the internet
for academic research, homework, reading materials, news, online games, etc.
Computer costs are based on the 2011 SHS value for the second income quintile
(CANSIM Table 203-0022). An estimate of the cost of children’s toys is taken from the
same source and split in half for the Lone Parent family with 1 child.
Elevation Place
Membership
Adult Sports League
Children’s Toys
Computer
Movie theater outings (6)*
Restaurant Meals (12)

(Assume cost/meal is $25 for an
adult & $15 for a child)

Budget Estimate

Couple, 2 children
Family: $1,428

Single Adult
Adult: $660

$300
$61
$240
$240
$960

Lone Parent, 1 Child
Adult: $660
Child: $276
$150
$31
$240
$120
$480

$3,229

$1,927

$1,419

$150
$240
$69
$300

*Admission only based on Lux Cinema pricing – 3 evening movies for $11/Adult; $8/child; 3 matinees - $9/Adult; $6/child; 3 3D
movies at an extra $3 each

Vacation - A two week (10 night) camping vacation is assumed. For the Lone Parent
family and Single Adult, the cost of the campground site is shared evenly with another
family or friend. Nightly site fees were obtained from the Albertaparks.ca website.
Vacation details & costs
Budget Estimate

Couple, 2 children

Lone Parent, 1 Child
Single Adult
Bow Valley Provincial Park:
Bow River/Willow Rock/Three Sisters - 5 nights at $23/night
Bow Valley/Lac Des Arc – 5 nights at $26/night
$245
$123
$123

Gifts – Conservative spending on gifts is assumed. Costs are assumed to be $25 per
child gift and $40 per adult gift. For birthday parties, $15 per gift is assumed.
Couple, 2 children
$130

Lone Parent, 1 Child
$25

Birthday Gifts

$130

$25

Birthday Party Gifts

$120

$60

Other Gifts (3)
Budget Estimate

$120
$500

$120
$230

Christmas Gifts

(1 for each child, spouse to
spouse gifts)
(1 for each child, spouse to
spouse gifts)
(each child attends 4 parties)

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Single Adult

$120
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Monthly

$312

$3,744

Lone Parent, 1 child

$162

$1,940

Single Adult

$134

$1,602

Couple, 2 children

CONTINGENCY

Annually

In order to be prepared for emergencies and unforeseen expenses, each household
puts aside a small amount of their income each month. The total annual amount is
based on two weeks of employment income (before-tax).

Employment Income
The chart below compares employment income and after-tax income for the reference
households included in the Living Wage calculation.
$120,000

$100,000

$80,000

$97,344

Employment
Income

$78,178

$60,000

After Tax Income

$50,440
$42,574

$40,000

$41,662
$33,095

$20,000

$Couple, 2 children
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Income from Government Transfers
The family expense estimates above do not reflect subsidies and payments that each
household receives to help offset expenses. Below are the subsidies, benefits, and
transfers that potentially apply to low income households in Canmore.
Subsidy, Benefit, and Transfer Programs10
Federal:

Provincial:

Municipal:

Canada Child Tax Benefit
(CCTB)
Goods and Services Tax (GST)
Credit
Universal Child Care Benefit
(UCCB)

Alberta Adult Health Benefit (AAHB)
Alberta Child Health Benefit (ACHB)
Alberta Child Care Subsidy (ACCS)
Alberta Direct to Tenant Rent Subsidy
Alberta Family Employment Tax Credit
(AFETC)

Recreation Fee
Assistance Program

None of the reference households are eligible for the Recreation Fee Assistance
Program, AAHB, ACHB, or the Alberta Direct to Tenant Rent Subsidy program because
their income levels are too high. The estimated benefit levels received by each
household through the other programs are compared below.

Total

Child Support

AB Child Care Subsidy

GST Credit

UCCB

AFETC

CCTB

$69

$13,863

$3,836
$-

$3,768

$$-

$6,552

$$69
$$-

Single Adult
Lone Parent, 1 Child

$-

$1,920
$2,640

Couple, 2 children

$$256
$$-

$1,367
$1,196

10

Descriptions and relevant eligibility requirements for these programs are available online at http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/bnfts/menueng.html, http://www.health.alberta.ca/services/benefits-supplementary.html, and http://elevationplace.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2014/09/Recreation-Fee-Assistance-Application-rtf.pdf
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The couple family does not qualify for the Alberta Child Care Subsidy (ACCS) because
the family employment income needed to provide enough disposable income to pay for
estimated family expenses is too high. If the income eligibility for the ACCS was higher
and the couple family qualified their employment income would not need to be as high
and, subsequently the Living Wage rate for the couple family would also be lower.
Note that only the single adult is eligible for the GST credit. The income levels of the
couple and lone parent families are too high for them to be eligible.

Taxes
Taxes are also a component of the LW calculation equation. Published tax formulas and
indexing values were used to determine the tax contributions and credits applicable to
each reference household (Alberta Treasury Board and Finance, 2015); (Canada
Revenue Agency, 2015).
$8,568
$7,866

Net tax

$19,166
$1,984
$964
$4,455

Prov. Income Tax

Single Adult
Fed. Refundable TC

$$$-

Lone Parent, 1 Child
Couple, 2 children
$3,911
$3,681

Fed. Income Tax

$8,409
CPP Premiums

EI Premiums

$1,889
$2,324
$4,472
$783
$898
$1,830
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2015

$23.40

Canmore’s Living Wage estimates have been
calculated using the Canadian Living Wage
Framework which was released by Vibrant
Communities Canada in 2014.
Living Wage tells us:
The hourly wage at which a household can meet its
basic needs, once government transfers have been
added to income. It is based on the actual costs of
living in a specific community.

per adult per hour

is Canmore’s 2015 Living Wage for a family with 2 working parents
and 2 children without employer health or dental benefits.

Living Wage benefits:
Individuals & Families
Fewer Living in Poverty ● Fairer Compensation ●
Better Health ● Better Quality of Life
Community
Better Understanding of Local Living Costs ● More
Civic Participation ● More Spending in the Local
Economy
Employers/Business
Better Labour Productivity ● Less Employee
Turnover ● Less Absenteeism ● Better Corporate
Image & Customer Loyalty
September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

LIVING
WAGE

The Living Wage for
other household
compositions in
Canmore could be
higher or lower
depending on the
expenses, government
transfers and taxes
that apply.

$23.40

$24.25
$20.03

Couple, 2 Children Lone Parent, 1
Child

Prepared by: M. Haener Consulting Services, mhaener@telus.net

Single Adult
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How was
Canmore’s
Living Wage
calculated?
The Canadian Living Wage
Framework (CLWF) developed by
Vibrant Communities Canada
guided the calculation.

Annual
Expenses
This chart shows the annual
expenses used in the Living
Wage calculations.
Shelter is the largest
component of annual expenses
for each of the three
households compared.
Child care is the second largest
expense for both the couple
family and lone parent family.

Calculation Method - Living Wage is the hourly wage rate that allows this formula to balance:
Annual Family
Expenses

=

Employment
Income

Income from
Government Transfers

+

Taxes

-

Annual Family Expenses
Budget Exclusions

Special dietary needs ● Owning a home ● Credit card, loan or other debt/interest payments ● Savings
for retirement ● Parking ● RRSP, RESP, or RDSP contributions ● Costs of caring disabled, seriously ill,
or elderly family members ● Hobbies ● Pet ownership ● Alcohol or tobacco costs ● Personal life or
disability insurance ● Remittances to family members living abroad

$4,590
$5,430

FOOD

$13,404

$941
$1,331
$1,882

CLOTHING &
FOOTWEAR

$15,642

SHELTER
$3,120

TRANSPORTATION

HEALTH CARE
SOCIAL INCLUSION
September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 CONTINGENCY
p.m.

$24,425

$8,914
$9,434

$1,377
$1,889
$3,399

OTHER
HOUSEHOLD COSTS
CHILD CARE

$21,034

$-

$9,075
$1,262
$1,549
$3,627
$4,626
$5,274
$6,962
$1,602
$1,940
$3,744

$15,135

Single Adult
Lone Parent, 1 Child
Couple, 2 children
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2014 Executive Summary
Place

Canmore continues to grow and evolve into one of Canada’s premier mountain
communities. Long known for trails and stunning mountain views, the community has
made a significant commitment to recreational and cultural facilities.
The newly
constructed Elevation Place is a hub for recreation, arts & culture, and community. The
facility has proven very popular with both residents and visitors. The old swimming pool
at the Recreation Centre was redeveloped as a much expanded gymnastics facility, while
the old public library is currently being renovated into artsPlace, a community arts centre.
This new facility is nearing completion and is expected to open in the fall of 2015.
The 2013 flood caused a great deal of damage in Canmore. Flood recovery and planning
mitigations for future flood events have been a key focus for the Town of Canmore and
the whole community. After the prior update of the Land Use Bylaw (LUB), the Town is
now updating the 1998 Municipal Development Plan (MDB). This is the core planning
document for the municipality and sets the broad overall plan for the community.
Two recent proposals to rezone and develop municipal reserve lands in the Peaks of
Grassi and the Old Daycare Lands have resulted in considerable community debate on
how to best balance community green space, development, and the need for affordable
housing. The Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment was defeated at Council. The Old
Daycare Lands redevelopment planning process is still underway.
Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV), the last major tract of undeveloped land in
Canmore was placed in receivership in 2009. In 2013 the property was purchased, and
TSMV is now managed by a new ownership group. A different approach to collaborative
community consultation and planning is underway: the Smith Creek Planning Process
will be ongoing through 2016, with the goal of developing a new Area Structure Plan
(ASP) for TSMV.
Generally, the community views Canmore in a very positive light, with 80% of the
residents agreeing that there is a strong sense of community, and 96% indicating that they
like living in Canmore.

Service

The volunteer and charitable sector in Canmore remains strong.
Community
organizations and programs cover a wide spectrum of cultural, social, environmental,
youth, senior, and other community needs.
Canmore’s social, cultural, and recreational programs remain popular with high levels of
participation. The library continues to be very popular with high levels of membership
and circulation. The newly opened Elevation Place provides a wealth of recreational
opportunities and new library space and gallery for the Canmore Artist’s Guild.
______________________________________________________________________________________
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Overall, Canmore remains a safe community, crime rates remain low and the crime
severity index has trended lower over the past 5 years. The Sense of Community survey
reveals that most residents tend to feel safe in Canmore. However, it is important to
remember that there are still issues and vulnerable populations, as Bow Valley Victims
Services continues to report an upward trend in the number of reported domestic abuse
cases. For a relatively small community, Canmore enjoys enviable access to a large
number of physicians and a local hospital with relatively short wait times. Food bank use
is in decline after seeing an increased demand for hampers after the 2008 economic crisis.

Economy

With tourism, development and real estate as major economic drivers, Canmore was hit
especially hard by the global economic crisis of 2008. Unemployment rates rose, and the
number of residents employed in construction dropped by more than 30%. Average
individual incomes dropped by $5,000 and the number of people receiving social
assistance payments and employment insurance (EI) increased. By 2011/12 average
incomes had risen slightly, and EI recipients were decreasing, indicating that a recovery
in the economy and labour markets might be underway. The Job Resource Centre reports
a significant increase in employers looking for workers, and regional tourism increased in
2013/14.
After an unprecedented peak of high prices and high volumes in 2006 and 2007, the
development and real estate industries were hit hard by the financial crisis in 2008.
Building permits and housing starts plummeted and the real estate market slowed
considerably. After some difficult years the local economy started to gain in strength,
with increased building permits and housing starts in 2013 & 2014. Realtors report that
the price of residential properties began to recover in 2013, and that 2014 was the most
active market since 2007.
A long standing issue, the availability and affordability of housing has emerged as one of
the key community issues. With an effective vacancy rate close to 0%, and upward price
pressures, finding rental housing has become a challenge for many residents and a
limiting factor for the labour market, with many workers having trouble finding housing
and some employers having trouble finding workers. Residential house prices remain
very high, and home ownership remains beyond the financial means of many low to
average income people (particularly single individuals and lone parent families).
In 2015 the Town of Canmore explored the issue of the ‘Living Wage’ in the community.
The living wage is the hourly rate at which a household can meet its basic needs. The
estimated living wage is $23.40 (each) for a couple with 2 children, $24.25 for a lone
parent with 1 child, and $20.03 for a single adult.

Environment

The mountain environment is central to Canmore as a community and a tourist
destination. As such, sustainability and conservation of wildlife are important issues in
the community. Late in 2012, a permanent air quality monitoring station was installed.
______________________________________________________________________________________
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The results have indicated levels of air pollutants well within the standard for Alberta.
Ridership on the new ROAM bus service between Banff and Canmore increased by more
than 50% from 2013 to 2014.
Green House Gas (GHG) emissions from natural gas consumption and electricity
generation trended upwards. Residential water consumption continued to decline, while
Industrial, Commercial and Institutional (ICI) water consumption and total water
production continued to climb. Drinking water quality remains high, and well within
required parameters.
Residential waste diversion rates increased by 10%, with less waste being sent to the
landfill. The damage from the 2013 floods and increasing building permits and housing
starts led to an increase in the quantity of construction and demolition debris and an
increase in the overall quantity of waste sent to landfill.
Wildlife/human conflict continues to be a concern in the community with a recent rise in
reported cougar conflict incidents. Fortunately, the majority of the occurrences are rated
of low or moderate concern, and there have been no conflict incidents in recent years
resulting in human injury or death. Canmore continues to be a leader in reducing wildlife
conflict, from the installation of bear proof bins in 1998, to the development of the
WildSmart community education program.

People

The financial crisis of 2008 stalled a period of rapid growth and development in
Canmore, particularly the increasing number of semi-permanent residents who were
buying recreational properties in the community. From 2011 to 2014 the number of
permanent residents in Canmore grew slightly, reversing a no/low growth trend in the
permanent population. Of particular note, the number of children in the community and
enrolled in local schools increased slightly, counter to past trends of a declining
population of youth. Overall, Canmore’s population continues to shift to older age
brackets, with an increasing proportion of residents age 55 and over. Due to changes in
the municipal census there are significant differences in the population counts for semipermanent residents. Therefore it is not possible to comment on trends in that population
with confidence.
The Town of Canmore continues to engage with the community on a wide variety of
issues, including public consultations for the Canmore Art Centre, Peaks of Grassi
Redevelopment, Old Daycare Lands, Open Trails and Space Plan, and the new Smith
Creek Planning Process for TSMV.
The cost of living and affordability of housing are longstanding issues in Canmore, but
have grown more acute in recent years. Housing cost issues were at the top of residents
minds in the 2014 Citizen Satisfaction Survey. The need for appropriate and affordable
housing remains a key community issue.
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Preface
The Program
“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.”
-Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
The Canmore Community Monitoring Program (CCMP) was established to monitor and
evaluate trends developing in the community. This was a recommendation in the 1995
Growth Management Strategy Report. The Canmore Community Monitoring Program is
designed to assist with municipal and community decision-making; serve as part of an
early detection system that assists in identifying risk areas that threaten the health of the
community; and present a snapshot of the community’s progress towards its current
vision. For this report that vision is the 2006 Mining the Future: A Vision for Canmore
(Town of Canmore, 2006), which was crafted with the involvement of over 600
participants. It identified key community values and principles, and goals and criteria to
achieve the Vision of the community. The Mining the Future Vision has been further
refined with more detailed goals in the Town of Canmore’s 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
(Town of Canmore, 2012a). The goals of the Strategic Plan provide the organizational
framework for this report.
Category
Place

Service

Economy
Environment

People

Goals: 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Goals

1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
2. The social, cultural, and economic health of the downtown is essential to
maintaining the downtown as the heart of the community
3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural and
recreational aspirations of its residents
4. Canmore is a safe community
5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible services
while valuing innovation
6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is resilient to change
7. Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse socioeconomic population
8. Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship
9. Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment
10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate
information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion
11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
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The Monitoring Program involves…






identifying indicators to be tracked and followed over time;
collecting baseline data for each indicator, including current statistics and
historical figures for Canmore, provincial or national averages, and comparative
data from similar relevant locations where possible;
measuring relative to thresholds or goals for indicators when available
monitoring and updating the data annually for each indicator where available; and
reporting regularly to Canmore Town Council and the Public on the general
health of the community, identifying areas requiring further attention or where
progress has been made.

The Indicators

An indicator provides information about an issue or condition. A trend shows the
direction in which the issue or condition is heading over time. As this program continues
to develop, the indicators will be further refined and more precisely and consistently
measured. Indicators are restricted to data that is currently being collected as conducting
surveys or conducting primary research is beyond the scope of this process.
If current information was not available for an indicator it was not included in this report.
To see the list of indicators which have been ‘archived’ until updated data is available,
please see Appendix A: Archived/Inactive Indicators.

The Thresholds

A threshold is a federal, provincial or locally accepted standard. In this report, some of
the indicators have thresholds; others still need to be developed. If no explicit thresholds
or goals exist then the data may be compared to a relevant societal average, typically for
Alberta, Canada, or other communities.

The Data

This report is based on the most current data collected to date. . Comparative data on a
community, provincial, or national level is included where appropriate or available.
Due to gaps in municipal census years, some population values have been interpolated or
estimated. This was done when population numbers were needed to calculate per capita
values:
 2002, 2004, 2007, 2010, 2012, 2013: no census was conducted for these years, so
missing population numbers were estimated using linear interpolation between the
adjacent census years.
The Federal Census of Canada was updated in 2011. The ‘long form’ census that
traditionally collected more detailed information was discontinued and replaced with the
new National Household Survey (NHS). There are a number of concerns and unknowns
______________________________________________________________________________________
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regarding the quality of the NHS data. Where it is deemed appropriate, information from
the NHS is included in the 2012 and 2014 editions of this report, but it should be treated
with caution as it was collected using very different methods than previous census years,
and very different methods than those used by other major countries. Due to changes in
methodology, 2011 NHS data is not comparable to the 2006 or previous ‘long form’
census data.
More information about the 2011 NHS is available at:
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/index-eng.cfm
The 2014 Canmore Census (Town of Canmore, 2014a) contains some significant
differences to prior editions (2011 was the previous census), therefore, 2014 is not always
comparable to past census years. This complicates multi-year trend analysis for some
indicators. In some cases examining trends is not possible due to differences in the data
or census methodology.
1. Questions/categorization: For 2014, some questions and/or the categorization of
responses are different than the 2011 census. In these cases, year over year trend
comparisons are not possible.
2. Non-response: In 2014, respondents were presented with the option ‘Prefer not to
answer’. When combined with the ‘Unknown’ category, this sometimes results in
significant non-responses (sometimes <15% or more). This complicates year over
year trend analysis as the high proportion of non-responses could create and/or
obscure apparent change, especially for small responses groups. Additionally, it
is not known what effect non-response bias could have on the census (e.g. are
certain socio-economic groups more likely to respond or not respond to certain
questions?).
3. Semi-permanent (non-permanent) residents:
the 2014 census reported
substantially fewer semi-permanent residents than the 2011 census. Because of
the difference in these numbers, any calculations based on per-capita total
population must be treated with extreme caution when looking at multi-year data.
This issue is discussed further in the relevant sections of this report. Accurately
counting semi-permanent residents is very challenging. It is expected that the new
information and experience gathered in the 2014 Census will help to refine the
semi-permanent resident count in future editions of the census.

The Report

The report begins with an Executive Summary highlighting the trends that have been
developing. The body of the report is divided into five main sections according to the
goals of the Town of Canmore’s 2013-2015 Strategic Plan:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Place
Service
Economy
Environment
People

Each of these sections contains a linkage to the strategic plan goals, multiple indicators
and measures. The layout of each indicator category consists of a definition, graph(s) or
table(s), the source of the data, observations, and interpretations. Where available,
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indicator thresholds, community initiatives and recommendations for additional
information or data collection are also included.
This report is available on-line at www.canmore.ca.

Preceding Documents












Town of Canmore Growth Management Strategy Committee 1995 Strategy
Report – June 1995
Canmore Growth Management Strategy: Thresholds & Monitoring Program 1999
Report – September 1999
Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2001 Report – November 2001
Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2003 Report – January 2004
Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2006 Report – December 2006
Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2008 Report – February 2009
Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2010 Report – April, 2011
Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2012 Report – September 24, 2013
Mining the Future: A Vision for Canmore 2006
Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan: 2012

These reports are available at the Town of Canmore and the Biosphere Institute Resource
Centre or online at: http://biosphereinstitute.org/library/library-resource-downloads/
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Trend Conditions

The following indicators have been brought forward to highlight some key changes that
have happened in Canmore since 2010. It is important to remember that a single year of
change in the data does not necessarily indicate an emerging trend, and that past changes
are not necessarily an indication of future trends and conditions. Rather than only
looking at the most recent year of change in the data, the period 2010 to 2014 was chosen
to put the information in context and to ensure that there are at least several data points in
each series (not all data is available for 2014, nor is all of it collected on an annual basis).
Note: when 2010-2014 data is not available, the closest 5 year period and/or available
data is used.
The following change descriptors were chosen to summarize the trend of the indicator for
the available data points during the period for 2010-2014. The threshold for change is +/5% change during that period (to reduce the effect of minor fluctuations or ‘noise’ in the
data).
Trend
Descriptor

Trend Condition

Increased

Values have generally trended upwards resulting in a measurable
change of at least +5% over the base year

Decreased

Values have generally trended downwards resulting in a measurable
change of at least -5% over the base year

Stable
Variable

Values have remained relatively stable (within +/- 5% of the base
year) without major fluctuations
Values have fluctuated higher and lower (greater than +/- 5% of the
base year) without a clear trend higher or lower
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Place
“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.”
-Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan

Category
Place

Service

Economy
Environment

People

Goals: 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Goals
1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
2. The social, cultural, and economic health of the downtown is
essential to maintaining the downtown as the heart of the community
3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural
and recreational aspirations of its residents
4. Canmore is a safe community
5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible
services while valuing innovation
6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is resilient to change
7. Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse
socio-economic population
8. Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship
9. Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment
10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate
information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion
11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
–Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
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Summary
Place Indicators - Summary
Section
1. Sense of Community

2. Community
Facilities

3. Arts and Culture

4. Land Use,
Development and
Planning Standards

Specific Measures/Community Initiatives*
In 2008, 70% of respondents indicated that Canmore has a
strong sense of community. This increased to 80% in 2013.
The construction of Elevation Place, the redevelopment of the
old pool as a gymnastics facility, and the redevelopment of the
old library as artsPlace represent major initiatives and
investments in Canmore’s community facilities. Elevation
Place also serves as a key community facility at the gateway to
downtown.
-New Public Art: Touchstone.
-Galleries at Elevation Place: Canmore Art Guild and the
Three Sisters Gallery.
-Utility Box Art Program in 2014/15.
-The new artsPlace facility is scheduled to open in 2015
-Flood recovery, mitigation, and planning ongoing.
-Municipal Development Plan (MDP) update underway.
-Smith Creek Planning Process for TSMV underway.
-Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment defeated at Council.
-Old Daycare Lands redevelopment planning process
underway.
-Human Use Management Review (HUMR), Open Space and
Trails Plan (OTSP), and Integrated Transportation Plan (ITP)
completed.

*This section contains fewer measurable indicators and focuses on community
initiatives to meet the goals of the Strategic Plan and the Vision.
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1. Sense of Community
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Place #1. Canmore has a unique sense of
place
People #11. We value and support “people”
as the corporation’s and community’s
strongest asset

Trend
% of residents
indicating that
Canmore has a ‘strong
sense of community’

Sense of Community:
"A feeling that members have of belonging, a feeling that members matter to one another
and to the group, and a shared faith that members' needs will be met through their
commitment to be together." (McMillan and Chavis, 1986)
The concept of “sense of community” is something that is not captured in a standard
population census, demographics statistics, or economic indicators. The Sense of
Community Survey collects trending data every five years, reflecting people’s
perceptions of various community characteristics. This survey creates a benchmark for
future changes in our own sense of community.

Source: 2013 Town of Canmore Sense of Community Survey (HarGroup, 2013)
Observations:
1. A total of 1,445 Canmore citizens participated in the 2013 Sense of Community
Survey. The 2008 survey received a total of 1,603 returned questionnaires.
2. The responses to the 2013 Sense of Community Report indicate that 80% agreed that
there is a strong sense of community in Canmore (vs. 70% in 2008). 96% of
respondents like living in Canmore (vs. 93% in 2008) and 89% feel like they belong
in Canmore (vs. 86% in 2008).
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3. There is some long-standing concern about population turnover and migration rates in
the community, however 81% of respondents agreed that “it would take a lot for me
to move from Canmore” (vs. 78% in 2008). Only 6% indicated that they had plans to
leave Canmore in the next year, and this was primarily due to the cost of living in this
community.
4. The responses to community involvement were similar in both the 2008 and 2013
surveys. In 2013, 82% reported that they attend community events and activities
(83% in 2008), and 57% reported that they help out by volunteering (59% in 2008).
5. Public amenities such as pathways, parks, the Recreation Centre (and the new
Elevation Place) were all identified as key elements contributing to the sense of
community.
6. Additional information from the Sense of Community Survey is included throughout
this report as it relates to specific indicators (e.g. crime, wildlife and human safety,
non-permanent population etc.) (HarGroup, 2008 & HarGroup, 2013).
Interpretation:
1. Residents’ perceptions generally suggest that there continues to be a strong sense of
community in Canmore from both the permanent and semi-permanent population.
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2. Community Facilities
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Place #1. Canmore has a unique sense of
place

Trend

The construction of Elevation Place, the
redevelopment of the old pool as a
Service #2. The social, cultural, and
gymnastics facility, and the conversion of the
economic health of the downtown is essential
old library to an arts centre represent major
to maintaining the downtown as the heart of
initiatives and long term investments in
the community
Canmore’s community facilities. Elevation
Place also serves as a key community facility
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
at the gateway to downtown.
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents
Canmore features a wide array of community facilities and recreational opportunities. In
addition to very modern indoor recreational facilities, there is an extensive network of
trails, pathways, parks, and outdoor green spaces. Canmore is also surrounded by the
trails and Provincial parkland of Kananaskis Country and the world class facilities of the
Canmore Nordic Centre. The following are key community initiatives undertaken over
the past few years:
Observations & Community Initiatives
Elevation Place
1. Elevation Place serves as a hub and gathering place for the
community, with recreational, social, and cultural facilities
and amenities. This 77,000 square foot facility officially
opened in April 2013. It features an aquatics centre, cardio
and weight room, art guild gallery, library, climbing wall,
child minding, day camps and multi-use community spaces.
2. The popularity of the programs and facilities at Elevation
Place has significantly increased recreational program and
facility use. Elevation Place has been very busy and well
used by residents and visitors. Additionally, the expanded
Canmore Library location in Elevation Place has increased
membership and circulation at the new location.
3. More
information
is
available
at:
http://www.elevationplace.ca/ or from the Town of Canmore website:
http://www.canmore.ca/Municipal-Sustainability/Social/Multiplex.html
Old Pool Redevelopment
4. With the construction of Elevation Place, a public engagement process was put in
place to gather feedback to help guide the redevelopment of the old swimming pool at
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the Recreation Centre. From the possible options proposed, an expanded gymnastics
facility was chosen. In the spring of 2015, the redevelopment of the old pool into a
larger gymnastics area was completed, with the old gymnastics space on the 2 nd floor
of the Recreation Centre converted into a multi-use space.
artsPlace – Canmore Community Arts Centre
5. In 2011, the Community Arts Development Task
Force began investigating the options for an Arts
Development Centre. The Task Force engaged the
local arts stakeholders and the broader community
and recommended that the former library building (the library has been relocated to
an expanded location at Elevation Place) be dedicated to this purpose. The new
artsPlace is currently under construction and a grand opening is planned for
September 2015. The facility will be managed by the Canadian Mountain Arts
Foundation (CMAF) and will feature studio space for visual arts, performance,
ceramics, fabrication, and a hub/gallery for displays and gatherings. For more
information please visit: http://artsplacecanmore.com/
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3. Arts & Culture
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Place #1. Canmore has a unique sense of
place
Service #2. The social, cultural, and
economic health of the downtown is essential
to maintaining the downtown as the heart of
the community
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents

Trend

-New Public Art: Touchstone.
-Galleries at Elevation Place: Canmore Art
Guild and the Three Sisters Gallery.
-Utility Box Art Program in 2014/15.
-The new artsPlace facility is scheduled to
open in 2015

Canmore is home to an active and thriving arts & culture community. With a wealth of
local talent and support from the Town and local community, Canmore’s investment into
public art, facilities, and cultural initiatives continues to express a unique sense of place
and community. The latest information on arts & culture is available from the Arts &
Culture Department of the Town of Canmore on their blog at:
http://artsandculturetoc.wordpress.com/
Observations & Community Initiatives
1. The Town of Canmore is a long-time supporter of
public art in the community. Touchstone by Peter
Powning was installed in 2012 at the front entrance to
the newly opened Elevation Place. This is a 30’
sculpture of stone, bronze, and stainless steel. A
unique feature of the sculpture is the cast bronze
impressions of historical artifacts supplied by local
residents.
2. In 2014 the Town of Canmore and the Canmore
Community Public Art Committee hosted the 4th
annual Alberta Public Art Network Summit.
3. For more information about the Public Art Program
please visit the Town of Canmore’s website at:
http://canmore.ca/About-Canmore/Arts-andCulture/Town-of-Canmore-Public-Art-Program.html
4. Elevation Place provides a new home and space for
the Canmore Art Guild Gallery. Visit their website
Touchstone image: Town of Canmore
for more information
(http://www.canmoreartguild.com/). Elevation Place is also home to the Three
Sisters Gallery which is curated by the Community Public Art Committee. For
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information on the gallery and its exhibits please visit:
http://www.canmorepublicart.com/art-gallery.html
5. The new artsPlace is currently under construction in the
old public library building, and a grand opening is
planned for September 2015. The facility will be
managed by the Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation
(CMAF) and will feature studio space for visual arts,
performance, ceramics, fabrication, and a hub/gallery for
displays and gatherings. The newly launched artsPlace
website contains information about the new facility and
arts and cultural events and directories for the
community. For more information please visit:
http://artsplacecanmore.com/.
6. The Canmore Utility Box Art Program debuted in 2014.
In partnership with Fortis and local artists, 14 boxes were
decorated with specialized wraps. The program has dual
goals of beautifying the Town and preventing graffiti. Additional utility box art
installations are planned for 2015.
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4. Land Use, Development and Planning Standards
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Place #1. Canmore has a unique sense of
place
Place #2. The social, cultural, and economic
health of the downtown is essential to
maintaining the downtown as the heart of the
community

Trend
-Flood recovery, mitigation, and planning
ongoing.
-Municipal Development Plan (MDP) update
underway.
-Smith Creek Planning Process for TSMV
underway.
-Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment
defeated at Council.
-Old Daycare Lands redevelopment planning
process underway.
-Human Use Management Review (HUMR),
Open Space and Trails Plan (OTSP), and
Integrated Transportation Plan (ITP)
completed.

Observations & Community Initiatives
Flood Recovery and Mitigation
1. In June 2013, Canmore was hit by the most devastating floods in its history. The
floods caused significant infrastructure and property damage, from which the
community is still recovering. Numerous repairs were required to roads, the railway,
homes, businesses and other structures. To reduce the risk of future flood impacts a
major rebuild and hazard mitigation project was undertaken at Cougar Creek. To
assist in the recovery from the 2013 floods the Town of Canmore waived building
permit fees to repair damaged structures through the end of 2014.
2. In 2013, immediately following the
floods, Council commissioned the
Mountain Creek Hazard Mitigation
Plan. The Plan involves a series of
detailed hazard studies on local creeks.
It is expected that information from
these studies will result in some
significant changes and land use
rezoning in the LUB and MDP. This
process is currently ongoing. More
information on the study and reports on
local creeks are available at:
http://www.canmore.ca/About-Canmore/Flood/Mountain-Creek-HazardMitigation.html
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Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
3. The current MDP was written in 1998 (Town of
Canmore, 1998) and the Town of Canmore is
undertaking an update of this core planning
document. The community had been previously
engaged in providing feedback on an MDP
update from 2007-2009, known as the
Community Sustainability Plan (CSP). The CSP
was rescinded by Council after second reading.
The work on the revised MDP builds on some of
the feedback and consultations from the CSP process and is ongoing as of June 2015.
(http://www.canmore.ca/MDP/)
Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV)
4. TSMV, the largest undeveloped area of land in the town, was placed in receivership
in 2009. The property was purchased in September 2013 and planning for the
property has restarted under renewed ownership. The Town of Canmore, TSMV, and
Quantum Place Developments have embarked on a collaborative planning process for
the Smith Creek Lands (Sites 7, 8 & 9). The Smith Creek Planning Process began in
April of 2015, with open houses in May, and a call for applications from residents
and stakeholders for a Community Advisory Group (CAG). This process is just
beginning as of June 2015, and is expected to be ongoing through spring of 2016. For
more information please visit: http://smithcreekcanmore.ca/
5. More information about the history of planning on the TSMV lands is available from:
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Planning-for-ThreeSisters-Lands.html
Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment Application
6. In 2014, the Town of Canmore received an
application to rezone three parcels of Urban
Reserve (UR) land in the Peaks of Grassi
subdivision.
The application was defeated
unanimously at second reading by Council in
February 2015. Background information on the
application is available at:
http://www.canmore.ca/MunicipalServices/Planning-Building-Development/Land-Use-and-Development-in-the-Peaksof-Grassi.html
Old Daycare Lands
7. The old Canmore daycare was demolished and
beginning in 2012, the Town engaged the community
in discussions for redevelopment of the site. There is
currently a proposal that up to 50% of the Municipal
Reserve lands be designated for the development of
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Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH). A public hearing was held on June 17, 2015
and possible Council decisions regarding the lands are possibly expected later in
2015. This process is currently ongoing. For more information, please visit
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Redevelopment-of-theOld-Daycare-Lands.html
Open Space and Trails Plan (OSTP)
8. The OTSP is focused on working
towards a well-connected trails and
open space network. Additional input
was gathered via the HUMR and ITP
(see both below) engagement processes. The OSTP was approved by Council for
planning purposes in June 2015. For more information please visit:
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Open-Space-andTrails-Plan.html (Town of Canmore, 2015a)
Human Use Management Review (HUMR)
9. The HUMR stakeholder group was established in
the spring of 2014. With over 25 representatives,
the group reviewed the status of human &
wildlife planning and management in the
Canmore area. An online survey gathered
feedback from 525 respondents. The guiding
principle of the HUMR group was that “Trails in
the Bow Valley are properly located, maintained,
provide high quality recreational opportunities and offer a great user experience.” In
March 2015, Council accepted the recommendations and implementation plan from
the HUMR for planning purposes (Town of Canmore, 2015b). A summary of key
feedback and recommendations received during the HUMR process is also available
in the OTSP report: http://canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/OpenSpace-and-Trails-Plan.html
Integrated Transportation Plan (ITP)
10. The ITP encompasses the entire transportation network, including the walking and
cycling network for active transportation. The Plan also considers infrastructure,
parking, and local transit. Town Council accepted the ITP for planning purposes in
January 2015 (with amendments) (Town of Canmore and HDR Corporation, 2014).
Sustainability Screening Reports (SSR)
11. The Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) process was adopted by the Town of
Canmore in 2007 to ensure that significant development projects will benefit the
community. The process was later amended in 2013. Only after an SSR is accepted
will further applications for the project be considered. Full details of the SSR process
are available on the Town of Canmore’s website: http://www.canmore.ca/MunicipalSustainability/Sustainability-Screening-Reports/.
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12. In 2014, the Town of Canmore received a SHIFT Sustainability Award in Jackson
Hole, WY for the development and implementation of the SSR process.
Citizen Satisfaction Survey
13. In the 2012 Citizen Satisfaction Survey, 72% of residents agreed that ‘it is possible
for the town of Canmore to grow while maintain the quality of life we have come to
enjoy in this town.’ This decreased to 65% in the 2014 Citizen Satisfaction Survey.
14. In 2012, 67% of residents agreed that ‘the Town of Canmore does a good job of
managing the level of growth in the town’. This decreased to 61% in 2014 (Ipsos
Reid, 2012 & Ipsos Reid, 2014).
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Service
“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.”
-Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Category
Place

Service

Economy
Environment

People

Goals: 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Goals
1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
2. The social, cultural, and economic health of the downtown is
essential to maintaining the downtown as the heart of the community
3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural
and recreational aspirations of its residents
4. Canmore is a safe community
5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible
services while valuing innovation
6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is resilient to change
7. Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse
socio-economic population
8. Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship
9. Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment
10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate
information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion
11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
–Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
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Summary

Section
1. Volunteer
Organizations

2. Library
Facilities And
Use

3. Recreational
Program and
Facility Use
4. Responses to
Food Need
5. Education of
Children and
Youth

Service Indicators – 5 Year Trend Summary
Specific
Trend
Measures/Community
Comments
2010-2014
Initiatives*
# of Volunteer
# of volunteer organizations
remains stable
Organizations
# of Registered Charities
Membership

Circulation
Facility Use and
Recreation Program
Participation
Food Bank Hampers
Student Enrolment (all
schools)

6. Alcohol and
Drug Use Treatment

AHS Treatment Rate

7. Health
Services

Emergency Room Visits

8. Community
Safety
9. Domestic
Abuse

Total Criminal Offenses
Crime Severity Index
BVVSA Domestic Abuse
Caseload

# of registered charities remains
stable
Compared to the Alberta
average, Canmore’s public
library has a higher rate of
membership and circulation.
From 2011 to 2014,
membership increased by
12.9% and circulation by
10.5%.
Elevation Place and the
redevelopment of the old pool
represent major initiatives and
investments in meeting the
aspirations of the residents.
Hamper distribution dropped by
38% from 2009/10 to 2013/14.
Total enrollment in Canmore’s
3 school systems has increased
by 13% since 2010/11.
Overall the treatment rate has
dropped slightly but has
fluctuated on a year to year
basis.
The opening of an Urgent Care
facility in Cochrane has
resulted in fewer drop-in
patients to the Canmore
Hospital.
From 2009-2013 the # and per
capita rate of criminal offenses
has remained low.
From 2009-2013 the crime
severity index dropped by 6%.
Although there are annual
fluctuations, the # of BVVSA
caseloads has been trending
upwards.
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1. Volunteer Organizations
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents
People #11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset

Trend
# of Volunteer
Organizations
# of Registered
Charities

Volunteer organizations are a measure of the level of community activity and community
spirit. These organizations enhance Canmore's quality of life by providing a wide variety
of services including recreational and cultural opportunities, religious options, support for
those in need, or by protecting the environment.
Observations:
1. The Bow Valley Community Resource Directory is
Volunteer Organizations
Year
# of Groups
the most complete listing available of community
2003
108
organizations. There are also a number of informal
2004
115
groups and individual volunteer efforts that are not
2006
128
captured in official lists. As of December 2014, there
2007
140
are at least 130+ Canmore based charities, non-profit
2009
136
and volunteer driven organizations. This number
2011
138
fluctuates slightly on an annual basis, however there
2012
134
has been no significant increase or decrease over the
2014
134
past 5+ years. There are also a number of
Source: Canmore Community
organizations which are headquartered in Banff
Resource & Business
and/or the MD of Bighorn which are active
Directory
throughout the Bow Valley and provide services and
opportunities to Canmore residents. These organizations were not included in the
count as they are not based in Canmore itself (Town of Canmore and Town of Banff,
2014; CRA, 2015).
2. While most of these organizations have a local focus, there are 15+ which have a
provincial, national, or even a global focus, but are headquartered here in Canmore.
This helps to highlight the importance of the non-profit and charitable sector as a
source of employment and economic development in the community (Town of
Canmore and Town of Banff, 2014; CRA, 2015).
3. While efforts have been made to do so, quantifying the total number of volunteers in
the community and their volunteer hours is a nearly impossible task as many
organizations do not intensively track this information.
4. A comprehensive listing of locally based charities is available from the Canada
Revenue Agency. As of April 2015, there were 49 registered charities in Canmore
(up from 47 in 2013). This is equivalent to 3.7 charities per 1,000 permanent
______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 24

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 51 of 318

B-3
residents. There was an average of 2.2 charities per 1,000 residents in Alberta and
2.4 per 1,000 in Canada (CRA, 2015).

Source: (CRA, 2015)

Community Initiatives:
1. There is a “Not for Profit” organizations information sharing network in the Town of
Canmore’s Family and Community Support Services (FCSS) Resource Centre.
Additionally, FCSS also helps recruit and refer volunteers to volunteer opportunities
and provides training on volunteer management.
2. The 130+ community organizations provide a wide array of services and benefits to
the community. Their area of services spans the full gamut from youth, seniors,
religious organizations, education, environment, sports, arts, etc. A full listing of all
the initiatives of these organizations is not available and would be extremely
challenging to compile.
Interpretation:
1. Although Canmore is a relatively small community, it continues to be home to a wide
range of volunteer and non-profit organizations that provide services and
opportunities to many individuals and groups in the community. It is quite significant
that there are at least 15 organizations headquartered in Canmore which work
primarily on the provincial, national, or global level. These organizations could be
based in almost any community, but have chosen to make Canmore their home.
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2. Library Facilities and Use
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents

Trend
Membership
Circulation

The Canmore Public Library is an important community resource that provides access to
materials, educational programming, and events. In April 2013, the library moved into a
larger space at the newly constructed Elevation Place. For more information about the
library, its mission and history, please visit:
http://www.canmorelibrary.ab.ca/
Observations:

Source: (Canmore Public Library, 2015)

1. As of 2014, 7,302 people, or 55.8% of the permanent population of Canmore had a
library card1. In 2011, inactive memberships were purged from the database. From
2011 to 2014, membership increased by 12.9%.
2. The annual circulation of library materials has generally been on an upward trend
since 2006, with a circulation of nearly 200,000 materials in 2014 (an average of 15.1
per member). Plus, there were an additional 51,592 materials circulated on
interlibrary loans in 2014. From 2011 to 2014, circulation increased by 10.5%.
(Canmore Public Library, 2015).
1

Note: Membership numbers are not available for 2000 due to database changes; inactive records were
purged in 2006 and 2011 leading to the apparent drop in membership
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3. In 2012 (the most recent year for which comparison data is available), Canmore had
higher numbers of materials and circulation per capita than the average for all other
Alberta communities (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2014).

Source: (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2014)

Community Initiatives
1. The Canmore Public Library moved to a
new, expanded facility at Elevation Place in
the spring of 2013. The new location will
help better serve the community as a
shortage of space at the old library
restricted the collection and programs
offered. In addition, the library is open an
extra 10 hours per week, providing
expanded access to the facility and its
materials.
2. In addition to offering access to paper and
digital materials, the library provided programming to over 10,000 participants in
2014. Programs and events include: movie night, knitting and crafts, language skills,
tech help, special events, and the Friends of the Library Speaker Series.
Interpretation:
1. In Canmore, there is a high level of community interest in the public library.
Community interest and use of the library continues to grow. On a per capita basis,
Canmore’s library is more active than many other libraries in Alberta.
2. Today’s public libraries are active in many other activities beyond their traditional
role as repositories of books. The library’s expanded role in the community includes
services such as providing public computer and internet access, interlibrary loan
requests, educational programs and general visits. The use of the online library
system has dramatically increased the number of interlibrary loans both to and from
the Canmore library.
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3. Recreational Program and Facility Use
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #3. Canmore’s services and
programs respond to the social,
cultural and recreational aspirations
of its residents

Trend
Facility Use and Recreation
Program Participation

As an active community, recreational programs and facilities are very important to
Canmore’s residents. A wide variety of indoor and outdoor recreational activities are
enjoyed by a diverse range of residents and visitors. The construction of Elevation Place
was a major undertaking and is a significant investment in the community.
Observations:
1. The Town of Canmore offers a wide array of recreational programs and facilities.
For a full listing please visit the Town of Canmore website:
http://canmore.ca/Recreation-Parks-and-Facilities/. The community is also home to
the provincially operated Canmore Nordic Centre which is a world-class facility for
cross country skiing and home to numerous summer trails and events:
http://www.albertaparks.ca/canmore-nordic-centre.aspx.
2. In the 2012 Citizen Satisfaction Survey, 76% of respondents indicated that
recreational facilities and programs are very important, this decreased to 68% in the
2014 survey (Ipsos Reid, 2012 & Ipsos Reid, 2014).
3. In the 2014 Citizen Satisfaction Survey, 17% of the respondents felt that their quality
of life had improved in the past 3 years, of these 32% felt this was due to the new
Elevation Place. (Ipsos Reid, 2014).
4. The construction of Elevation Place and development of new programming has
significantly increased the recreational opportunities available in Canmore. The new
facility has been very busy and well used by both residents and visitors. New levels
of participation are much higher than, and not really comparable to, pre-Elevation
Place program participation statistics. Preliminary program participation levels for
2013 and 2014 are as follows:
Town of Canmore Recreation
Programs Participation

2013

2014

Registered Program participation
18,603
17,705
Core Class participation
2,875
17,148
Member scans
68,439 117,190
Drop‐in guests
45,883
70,352
Public Skaters
‐
1,389
Usage of other facilities
‐ 107,331
Total
135,800 331,115
(Source: Town of Canmore, 2015c)
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Community Initiatives
6. The grand opening for the newly constructed Elevation Place facility was held in
April 2013. Elevation Place features an aquatics centre, cardio and weight room, art
guild, library, climbing wall, child minding, and multi-use community spaces. More
information is available at: http://www.elevationplace.ca/
7. Following a public consultation process the old swimming pool at the Recreation
Centre was renovated to provide a new space for gymnastics and a walking track,
while the former gymnastics area on the 2nd floor of the building was rebuilt as a
multipurpose space.
Interpretation
1. With the construction of Elevation Place and the redevelopment of the old pool and
Recreation Centre, Canmore has made a significant long term investment in the
community. When combined with the Canmore Nordic Centre, Recreation Centre,
town and regional trail networks, and community parks and green spaces, Canmore
has excellent indoor and outdoor facilities to provide a wide range of recreational
opportunities for both residents and visitors.
Recommendation
1. Continue to track, compile, and refine program and facility use statistics to monitor
the use of Town facilities and programs over time. Collection of information on the
use of Elevation Place by out of town visitors would help determine its role in
attracting and serving tourists.

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 29

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 56 of 318

B-3

4. Responses to Food Need
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #7. Canmore’s services and programs
meet the needs of a diverse socio-economic
population

Trend
Christmas
Hampers
Food Bank
Hampers
Meals on
Wheels

There are various programs that respond to food need in Canmore including the
Christmas and Food Bank Hamper Programs, and the Food for Learning Programs. Food
Bank and Christmas Hampers are requested directly by families in need, or by referral
from a neighbour or friend. There are many reasons people request hampers including
unemployment, underemployment, needs additional to those provided by social
assistance, emergency circumstances, and transience.
There are several Food for Learning programs at Canmore schools that provide snacks
and lunch or breakfast to children whose families are having difficulty providing
adequate food for their child. Families in need can self-identify or may be connected to
the program by staff aware of the need.
Threshold:

The supply of food and donations meets the demand.

Observations:
Christmas Hampers
1. The Bow Valley Christmas Spirit Campaign coordinates the delivery of Christmas
hampers (non-perishable food and toys) to families in need. The number of
Christmas Hampers distributed in Canmore reached a high of 147 in 2007, dropping
to 76 hampers in 2008. With some annual fluctuations, the demand for hampers rose
to 124 in 2014 (Bow Valley Christmas Spirit Campaign, 2015).

Source: (Bow Valley Christmas Spirit Campaign, 2015)
______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 30

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 57 of 318

B-3

Food Bank
2. The Bow Valley Food Bank provides emergency food assistance to individuals and
families experiencing a financial crisis. The Food Bank serves Canmore, Kananaskis,
and the Bow Valley communities of the M.D. of Bighorn. In 2013/14, 94% of all
hamper recipients were from Canmore. The total number served by the Food Bank
has fluctuated somewhat over the years reaching a high of 600 hampers and 892
individuals in 2009/10. By 2013/14 the number of hampers distributed had dropped to
370, a decrease of 38.3% (Bow Valley Food Bank, 2014).

Source: (Bow Valley Food Bank, 2014)

Meals on Wheels
3. The Meals on Wheels program provides home delivered meals to any person whose
physical, mental, emotional or social needs make it difficult for them to obtain or
prepare adequate meals. In 2014, the program had 35 clients or an average of roughly
~10 meals for clients per day (Town of Canmore, 2015d).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015d)
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Food For Learning Program
4. The number of children helped through the Food for Learning Program varies
throughout each year and between years. Currently, about 6 children per year are
receiving assistance through the program at Elizabeth Rummel Elementary School,
with about 13 children helped through the Lawrence Grassi Middle School program.
The numbers of children in this program are fairly consistent from year to year
(CRPS, 2013).
Community Initiatives
1. The local grocery stores accept donations of food for hampers, while the Canmore
Hospital has food hampers and used clothing access on site to help address those
needs for patients.
2. Other community food need initiatives available in Canmore include a community
garden, a food co-op and a weekly "Community Soup & Bun Night" at St. Michael's
Anglican Church Hall. Information on these programs can be obtained from Family
and Community Support Services at the Town of Canmore.
Interpretation
1. While there are annual fluctuations in demand for services, there are consistently
individuals and families in the community who are struggling to meet their basic
needs. These programs offering food assistance are a vital resource for those who are
struggling to make ends meet. While there is a perception of Canmore as an affluent
community, the level of participation in these programs indicates that there is a
proportion of the population who are struggling to meet their basic needs.
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5. Education of Children and Youth
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents

Trend

Student
Enrolment
(all schools)

This section focuses on several formal measures relating to the education of children and
youth, including enrolment, education results, and class size. A major component of this
section is class size, which is a province-wide indicator that is defined as the number of
students in a class with a single teacher2. While class size is one commonly used
indicator, it does not tell the whole story and does not indicate the quality of teacher in
the classroom, the quality of the curriculum, nor the educational outcomes of the students
therein.
There are three school boards operating in Canmore: Canadian Rockies Public Schools
(CRPS), Christ the Redeemer Catholic Schools, and Conseil Scolaire Catholique
Francophone Du Sud de L'Alberta.
Observations:
Enrollment

Source: (CRPS, 2014; Our Lady of the Snows, 2014; Alberta Education, 2014, École NotreDame des Monts, 2014)

2

This number does not include teacher assistants, teacher librarians, specialist teachers, or administrators
and other educators who have classroom responsibilities.
(http://education.alberta.ca/department/ipr/classsize.aspx). Additional information on class sizes and
proposed guidelines may be found at:
http://education.alberta.ca/department/ipr/archive/commission/report/reality/school/implement.aspx
______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 33

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 60 of 318

B-3
1. Enrollment in Canmore’s schools has ranged from a low of 1,720 in 2002/3 to a high
of 1,951 in 2014/15. In general, the total student population has been on an upward
trend over the past few years, with an increase of 13.3% since 2010/11 (CRPS, 2014;
Our Lady of the Snows, 2014; Alberta Education, 2014, École Notre-Dame des
Monts, 2014).
2. From 1999/00 to 2012/13 enrollment in the Canadian Rockies Public School
Division’s three schools was in a gradual decline. This was in large part due to the
addition of two other schools to the community (Our Lady of the Snows and Notre
Dame des Monts), which split the total student population between the additional
schools. Increasing student numbers in 2013/14 and 2014/15 resulted in larger
enrollment numbers for all three school systems.
Class Size
3. A detailed listing of class sizes by school and jurisdiction is not provided in this
edition of the report, nor is it published by all school jurisdictions. Alberta Education
provides a listing of average class sizes by jurisdiction
(https://education.alberta.ca/department/ipr/classsize/).
4. Detailed class sizes by school and grade are available from the Canadian Rockies
Public Schools (http://www.crps.ca/view.php?action=documents&id=79).
Annual Education Results Reports
5. As part of the Accountability Pillar, Alberta Education conducts census surveys in
schools of all teachers, Grades 4, 7 and 10 students and their parents to gather
information on the quality of education provided by Alberta school jurisdictions and
their schools. Full achievement test and diploma exam results are too lengthy to be
included in this report, but they are available online from their respective websites:
Canadian Rockies Public Schools:
http://www.crps.ca/view.php?action=documents&id=73
Our Lady of the Snows Catholic Academy
http://www.ourladyofthesnows.ca/documents/general/AEP-BrochureOLS%202014.pdf
Notre Dame des Monts
http://ndm.csud.ca/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/NDM_Plan-triennal-20142017-Janvier-2015.pdf
Community Initiatives:
1. Locally, the Bow Valley Early Childhood Development Coalition (BVECDC) is a
community partnership which invests in the development of the whole child during
the critical years of early development, ages 0 to 6. The project is linked to provincial
and national ECMap initiates (see below). For more information visit the Town of
Canmore’s
website:
http://www.canmore.ca/News-and-Publications/LatestNews/Bow-Valley-Early-Childhood-Development-Coalition.html.
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2. The Early Childhood Development Mapping Project (ECMap) was a 5 year program
which mapped school readiness across Alberta using the Early Development
Instrument or EDI. In general, Bow Valley and Canmore children were ranked
similar to, or positively, when compared to overall Alberta averages (Alberta
Government, 2014). For more information visit the ECMap website at
http://www.ecmap.ca/.
3. In the fall of 2012, the Alpenglow Community School began offering a Waldorfinspired Kindergarten program. In the fall of 2013, they began to offer grades 1
through 4 as an alternative program under the Canadian Rockies Public Schools. For
more information visit their website at http://www.alpenglowschool.ca.
4. In 2012, a new facility opened to house the Canmore Community Daycare and the
Canmore Preschool society. The new building is located on the same property as
Lawrence Grassi Middle School and is a replica of Canmore’s historic Roundhouse.
The old daycare/preschool site is currently in the state of public consultation for
determining possible new uses and redevelopment. For more information on the new
facility please visit:
http://www.canmoredaycare.com/ or http://www.canmorepreschool.com/main.php
Interpretation:
1. There are three operational school boards in Canmore and a newly created Waldorfinspired Kindergarten to grade 4 community school. The presence of multiple
schools in a small community provides an excellent array of quality educational
choices for Canmore families. Sustaining this number of schools and school boards
for a relatively small population of students is challenging, as funding and resources
are limited.
2. There are a wide variety of educational outcome measures available from the schools
and from Alberta Education, however, it is challenging to find single key indicators
that will provide key insights into the schools. “Success” in an educational concept
carries a high degree of individual subjectivity. Those that are interested are
encouraged to read the detailed educational outcomes reports listed above.
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6. Alcohol and Drug Use - Treatment
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents

Trend
AHS Treatment
Rate

Alberta Health Services – Addiction Services offers treatment, prevention, and
information services to help reduce the harms associated with alcohol, drug, gambling,
and tobacco use. AHS treatment services in Canmore are outpatient/by appointment and
are free and confidential. Referrals to detox, short and long term residential treatment
programs are also available. All treatment services for clients are voluntary. AHS
provides community project funding to community groups and agencies to help prevent
addictions by creating healthy communities. For more information about what addictions
are, and how to avoid them, please visit Alberta Health Services at:
http://www.albertahealthservices.ca/addiction.asp
Threshold: The average treatment rate for all Alberta communities.
Observations:
1. The volumes of AHS direct addiction treatment received by Canmore residents was
fairly stable from 2006/7 to 2010/11, decreasing through 2012/13, then rising again in
2013/14. Overall, volumes in 2013/14 were lower than in the 2010/11 and earlier
period.
2. Overall, the treatment rate in Alberta has been in a slow but steady annual decline
from 2006/7 through 2013/14. The rate in Canmore has fluctuated above and below
this provincial average (Alberta Health Services, 2015a).
3. Across Alberta, alcohol is the primary reason clients seek treatment, accounting for
an average of ~75% of all clients in most years (Alberta Health Services, 2013).

Source: (Alberta Health Services, 2015a)
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Community Initiatives:
1. Several community programs exist to address addiction issues including AHS –
Addiction Services programs, DARE, the PARTY Program for grade 9 students,
Alcoholics Anonymous, Al-Anon, and Narcotics Anonymous.
Interpretation:
1. Overall, there was a decrease in the number of new cases seeking direct addiction
treatment over the past few years. The rate in Alberta has been gradually declining
since 2006/7, while in Canmore, there have been some fluctuations in the totals and
the rate per 1,000 residents, possibly due to the inherent variability of a smaller
population when compared to the Province as a whole. It is important to remember
that these are minimum numbers as they only include those seeking help through this
specific service and do not necessarily reflect the true level of addictions in the
community. Others may not seek help, or may seek help through other avenues.
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7. Health Services
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #3. Canmore’s services and programs
respond to the social, cultural and recreational
aspirations of its residents

Trend
Emergency
Room Visits
# of
Physicians

This section reports on the accessibility and level of use of health services in the
community. Alberta Health Services does not calculate population health indicators
specific to Canmore due to the relatively small population of the community.
Standardized health indicators such as mortality rates, low birth weight babies, injury,
disease etc. are not available for this community.
Observations:
Emergency Room Visits
1. After rising steadily since 1995/6, there was a sharp drop in Emergency Department
visits in 2004/5 with the introduction of a walk-in clinic with evening and weekend
availability. The number of emergency room visits had reached a high in 2009/10,
and has since dropped through 2013/14. In 2011, the Urgent Care facility opened in
Cochrane, which has resulted in a reduction in drop-in patients from Cochrane and
Morley, as well as fewer ambulance transfers to the Canmore Hospital (Alberta
Health Services, 2015b).

Source: (Alberta Health Services, 2015b)
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Deliveries
2. The number of babies delivered at the
Canmore Hospital has increased since
2007 partly due to an increase in the
number of physicians in Canmore who
have obstetrics as part of their practice,
and partly due to an increase in the
number of patients from Field to
Cochrane and some from Calgary as
well. The increased number of deliveries
in 2007 is partly because the Canmore
hospital was handling all obstetrics in the
Source: (Alberta Health Services, 2015b)
Bow Valley for approximately five
months in that year. As of 2013, Banff
Mineral Springs Hospital ceased to handle deliveries and that service is now
centralized at the Canmore Hospital (Alberta Health Services, 2015b).
Physicians
3. The number of physicians (including locums) with privileges at the Canmore Hospital
increased from 64 in 2006 to ~95 in 2014 (the number fluctuates slightly). In part,
this is due to an increase of specialists and/or physicians with temporary or locum
privileges and reflects a minimal increase in the number of family physicians (Alberta
Health Services, 2015b).
4. The College of Physicians
& Surgeons of Alberta lists
62 doctors that are located
in Canmore (CPSA, 2015).
This is equivalent to
approximately one doctor
per
211
residents,
compared to one per 610 in
Cochrane or one per 1,036
in Airdrie. These numbers
do not necessarily indicate
access to or waiting times
Source: (CPSA, 2015)
for family doctors, and do
not reflect the numbers of
doctors who may provide services in multiple communities, but are intended as a high
level indicator showing population relative to the number of physicians in the
community.
5. Bow Valley Primary Care Network (PCN) consists of ~42 local family doctors in 9
clinics who work with the PCN team to provide health care services to over 26,000
patients (Bow Valley Primary Care Network, 2015).
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Care Services
6. There are 23 beds available for Continuing Care at the Canmore Hospital. In 2014,
there was an average of 16 clients on the wait list for long term care. This includes
people in other facilities waiting to transfer to Canmore (Alberta Health Services,
2015b).
7. The number of individuals receiving Home Care Services in Canmore increased from
210 in 2011 to 250 in 2014 (Alberta Health Services, 2015b).
Interpretation:
1. Canmore has access to a wide variety of specialists and family physicians and does
not experience the same difficulty as many communities across Alberta in terms of
access to medical services. This is partly due to “amenity migration” by physicians
and specialists who have become permanent or non-permanent residents of Canmore.
This has allowed the community increased access to specialist services close to home
(cardiology, internal medicine, dermatology, vascular surgery, gynaecology, etc.).
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8. Community Safety
Strategic Plan
Linkages:
Service #4. Canmore is
a safe community

Trend
Property Crimes
(Rate)
Violent Crimes (Rate)
Total Offences (Rate)

Violent Crime
Severity Index
Crime Severity
Index

Safety and security are important parts of the social fabric of the community. Violent
crimes and property crimes are of particular concern since these can have the most direct
and traumatic impact on the victims and the community. It is important to note that these
statistics reflect reported criminal code offences. The actual number of crimes is likely
higher, and reporting rates can vary by the type and severity of crime.
Threshold: The average crime rate and crime severity index for Alberta.
Observations:

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2014a)

Crime Rate
1. Typically, crime rates are reported per 100,000 population. Due to the small
population of Canmore, these rates have been recalculated on a per 1,000 person
basis, for permanent residents only. The effective population of the town would be
much larger if non-permanent residents and visitors were factored in. Therefore, the
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2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

crime rate is an over estimate when compared to many communities which have a
higher proportion of permanent residents and fewer visitors. There is currently no
mechanism to determine if offences are being committed by residents of the
community or non-residents.
The crime rate is based on the volume of reported offenses, and as such, the reporting
frequency of relatively less serious offenses can significantly impact the crime rate.
For example, in Canada about 40% of all reported crime is from thefts under $5,000
and mischief (Statistics Canada, 2012).
The graphs in this section each use different scales on the y-axis to better show the
detail and variation of each category. This is due to the large difference in volume
between violent crimes and property crimes.
After spiking in 2003/4, the rate of
total criminal code violations
(excluding traffic) has generally
trended downwards over the past
decade. In the latest five year
period, the rate has fluctuated very
slightly, with an overall decrease of
3.2%. Since 2007, the rate of
criminal code violations has been at
or below the Alberta average
(Statistics Canada, 2014a).
Violent crimes in Canmore spiked
sharply in 2004, with an unusual
number of assaults reported. There
was also a homicide in 2004,
fortunately a very rare occurrence in
Canmore.
After 2004, violent
offenses dropped off sharply,
followed by a 30.7% decrease in the
last five year period. Since 2005,
the rate of violent crime has been
below
the
Alberta
average
(Statistics Canada, 2014a).
The rate of property crimes peaked
in 2003 to 2005, this was largely
associated with an increase in the
number of reported breaking and
entering offenses. The rate then
declined sharply through to 2013.
Over the past five year period, the
rate of property crimes has dropped
by 27.2%. Since 2007, the rate of
property crime in Canmore has been
below the provincial average
(Statistics Canada, 2014a).
Source: (Statistics Canada, 2014a)
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Crime Severity Index
7. Traditionally, the ‘crime rate’ measures the volume of crime being reported to the
police, divided by the size of the population. Statistics Canada has now developed a
‘Crime Severity Index’ which is a composite measure, accounting for the volume of
crime and also the relative seriousness of the crimes. This is a new way of looking at
crime statistics and is designed to address some of the limitations of the traditional
crime rate measures (Statistics Canada, 2012). For example, under this ranking
system, the ‘seriousness’ of a homicide is ranked 1,000 times greater than that the
possession of cannabis. More information on the Crime Severity Index is available
from Statistics Canada: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/85-004-x/2009001/part-partie1eng.htm
8. In general, the Crime Severity Index for Canmore is below the Alberta average. The
exception to this was in 2003 when there were an unusual number of breaking and
entering offenses, and in 2004 when there where a higher number of violent offenses,
including a single murder. Although the rate of Total Criminal Code offenses in
Canmore is relatively similar to the provincial average, there is a higher proportion of
less serious offenses, resulting in the lower Severity Index ranking (Statistics Canada,
2014a).

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2014a)

9. Similarly, the Violent Crime Severity Index for Canmore is generally well below the
provincial average, with the exception of 2004. In this year there were an unusually
high number of assaults reported, along with a murder, attempted murder, and
aggravated sexual assault. Fortunately, all other years in the study period show a
significantly lower Severity Index for Violent Crimes (Statistics Canada, 2014a).

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 43

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 70 of 318

B-3

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2014a)

10. The 2012 Citizen Satisfaction Survey indicated that 99% of respondents consider
Canmore to be a safe community (98% in 2014). In 2012, only 1% perceived it to be
‘not very safe’ (2% in 2014). The biggest safety concern was theft/burglary (32% in
2012, 28% in 2014) (Ipsos Reid, 2012 & Ipsos Reid, 2014).
Community Initiatives:
1. In 2010, the Town of Canmore established a new Canmore Policing Committee. The
Committee acts as a liaison between Council, the RCMP detachment, Town
Administration and the citizens of Canmore in fostering responsible community
actions towards the creation of a safe, secure community.
Interpretation:
1. Canmore is generally a very safe community, with low levels of serious offenses and
violent crime. Overall, the rate and severity of offenses has been declining for the
past decade. This is a positive trend for the community, especially when increased
population (both permanent and non-permanent residents), more tourists and visitors,
and continually increasing highway traffic through the Bow Corridor are considered.
The crime statistics presented here are on an annual basis and do not give an
indication of the timing or pattern of offences. The RCMP and emergency services
typically expect greater call volumes on the weekends when the community is
busiest.
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9. Domestic Abuse
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Service #4. Canmore is a safe community

Trend
BVVSA Domestic
Abuse Caseload

This indicator records the number of complaints responded to by the Bow Valley Victim
Services Association (BVVSA) about harassment, intimidation, and violence by a spouse
or common-law partner, or by an estranged spouse or common-law partner in the area
serviced by the Canmore RCMP. Only reports of criminal acts, alleged criminal acts or
inquiries if a criminal act has occurred are recorded. Beginning in 2010/11 the Canmore
RCMP now refers all domestic abuse cases to BVVSA, however, their assistance may be
declined by the victim. In Canmore, the BVVSA use office space at the Alberta Health
Services Addiction Services’ office on Railway Ave. The BVVSA’s main office
continues to be located at the Banff RCMP.
Observations:
1. Since 1995/6, the BVVSA has assisted with an average of 50 individuals per year
from the Canmore area who have been affected by domestic abuse. Annually, the
total number of people assisted has increased over time, ranging from 22 in 1996/97
to a high of 79 in 2013/14. From 2009/10 to 2013/14, the number of people assisted
increased by 17.9%.
2. The BVVSA provides assistance in a wide range of occurrences from personal and
property crimes to traumatic events such as sudden deaths. Of all occurrences
responded to by the program, domestic abuse is the most frequent occurrence
typically accounting for 30-40% of the all BVVSA files in Canmore (Note: 2013 is an
exception, as there were 478 persons assisted by BVVSA after the flood).
3. The rate of domestic violence caseloads has trended upwards over time, ranging from
a low of 2.4 per 1,000 permanent residents in 1996/7 to a high of 6.2 in 2013/14. The
per capita rate of persons assisted has increased by 4.9% during the last 5 year period
(BVVSA, 2014).

Source: (BVVSA, 2014)
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Community Initiatives:
1. The BVVSA provides support, assistance and information to victims of crime and
trauma, including occurrences of domestic abuse. In 2013/14 the program assisted
745 individuals in Canmore alone, including victims of the 2013 flood. Across the
Bow Valley, assistance was provided to a total of 1,052 people in 2013/14. Other
services include school programs on relationships and abuse, 24 hour crisis
intervention, court assistance, education programs, safety planning, and information
on legal services.
2. In 2013/14 BVVSA offered 34 educational programs to over 1,400 individuals in the
Bow Valley, examples of some programs include: Prevent Alcohol and Risk Related
Trauma in Youth (PARTY) program, suicide intervention and prevention, and
presentations on Healthy Relationships and Domestic abuse (BVVSA, 2014).
Interpretation:
1. The increasing number and rate of domestic abuse cases may be a reflection of
increased levels of domestic violence in the community, or it could be due to
increased awareness and utilization of the BVVSA. As the reporting rate of incidents
of domestic violence is traditionally low relative to the actual number of incidents,
these statistics do not reflect the full extent of domestic abuse within our community.
Continued interagency cooperation and public education is important to ensure all
those affected by domestic abuse receive the support and assistance they require.
2. These statistics only reflect criminal acts or alleged criminal acts, therefore, other
non-criminal forms of domestic abuse such as verbal, psychological, emotional and/or
financial abuse may not reflected in these caseload statistics.
Recommendation:
1. The RCMP have changed their reporting system to flag incidents of domestic
violence. This is important information as it will reflect actual reported incidents, not
only BVVSA caseloads. This information should be included in future editions of
this report when it becomes available.
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Economy
“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.”
-Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan

Category
Place

Service

Economy
Environment

People

Goals: 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Goals
1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
2. The social, cultural, and economic health of the downtown is
essential to maintaining the downtown as the heart of the
community
3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural
and recreational aspirations of its residents
4. Canmore is a safe community
5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible
services while valuing innovation
6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is resilient to change
7. Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse
socio-economic population
8. Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship
9. Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment
10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate
information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion
11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
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Economy – 5 Year Trend Summary
Section

1. Employment
Status of Adults

Indicator
Employed Full
Time
Regional Job
Orders

2. Employment
by Industry

Employment by
Industry

3. Income and
Wages

Median
Individual
Income
Mean Individual
Income
Mean
Employment
Income

4. Living Wage

Living Wage

5. Social
Assistance –
Income Support
Programs

# of Social
Assistance
Recipients

6. Municipal Tax
Base Ratio
7. Business
License Registry
8. Building
Permits and
Housing Starts

Residential /
Commercial
Assessment
Ratio
# of Resident
Businesses
Registered

Trend
20102014

Comments

Both the # and proportion of adults
% change
employed full time appears to be
uncertain
trending down since 2009.
The number of regional job orders (Bow
Valley) placed at the Job Resource
Centre increased by 66% between 2010
and 2014.
As of 2014, Accommodation & Food
% change was still the #1 sector of employment.
uncertain Construction was still the #2 sector of
employment.
Median income increased by 13.5%
from 2009-2013.
Mean income increased by 15.8% from
2009-2013.
Mean individual employment income
increased by 12.8% from 2009-2013.

n/a

The estimated 2015 living wage in
Canmore is: $23.40 (each) for a couple
with 2 children, $24.25 for a lone parent
with 1 child, and $20.03 for a single
adult.
The number of people receiving social
assistance was fairly steady (with slight
fluctuations), ranging from 370-390
individuals.
Since 2005 the ratio has remained above
80:20.
A slight increase from 597 in 2010 to
620 in 2014.

Value of Permits
Issued

From 2010 to 2014, the total $ value of
building permits has increased by 61%.

# of Housing
Starts

The # of housing starts is up from 26 in
2010 to 97 in 2014.
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Economy – 5 Year Summary (Continued)
Section

Indicator

9. Commercial
Vacancy

Leasing Rate ($)

10. Tourism
Industry

Regional
Tourism
Visitation

11. Tourist
Accommodations Occupancy
and Occupancy
Rates
Rates
12. Rental
Housing Costs
and Availability
13. Ownership
Housing - Resale
Prices and
Affordability

Rental Prices
Rental Vacancy
Rates
Average resale
house & condo
price

Trend
20102014

Comments
Some fluctuations, but lease rates rising
slightly post-recession and post-flood.
Overall vacancy rate of 10% in 2014.
Regional visitation jumped sharply in
2011 and 2012.
Hotel occupancy rates rose from 50% in
2010, to 70% in 2012/13, dropping to
61% in 2014.
Average rental prices for 1 and 2
bedroom units increased by 29% from
2010 to 2014.
The average number of vacant units
available has decreased by 58% from
2010 to 2014.
After a decrease tied to the global
economic crisis in 2008, average real
estate prices recovered strongly in
2013/14.
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1. Employment Status of Adults
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Trend
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that Full Time
is resilient to change
Employment

% change
uncertain

Regional Job Orders
Employment status is a key indicator for assessing the overall health of the local
economy. A high unemployment rate, lack of full time work, or low participation rate in
the labour market may indicate depressed economic conditions in a community. An
unemployment rate of 4-6% is generally considered "healthy" by economists as there is
sufficient flexibility in the potential labour pool to accommodate fluctuations in the
supply/demand of the job market.
Due to changes in Statistics Canada’s Economic Regions (ER), local labour market
information is no longer available for the Canmore’s local ER4840 (Banff-Jasper-Rocky
Mountain House). Therefore key labour market information such as the unemployment
and participation rates are no longer available for this region.
Observations:
Canmore Census

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)
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1. Note: In each iteration of the Canmore Census there are a variable number of
“Unknown/Prefer Not to Answer” responses (13.9% for this category in 2014). This
creates a varying degree of uncertainty in the results so caution should be used
regarding apparently small fluctuations in the numbers. For the employment status
question the rate of non-response is double that in the 2011 Census. Therefore
apparent changes in 2014 should be treated with caution.
2. The proportion of adults who were employed full time, peaked in 1999 (68.2%) and
dropped by 10.2% to 58.5% in 2011. This decrease was not due to increasing
unemployment, but rather was partly due to slight increases in the proportion of
retired individuals and part-time workers. By 2014 the proportion of full time
workers had dropped to 50.7%.
3. The percent of unemployed adults as measured by the Canmore Census fluctuated
between 1.4% and 3.1% between 1995 and 2011. In 2011 it was 2.7%, dropping to
1.7% in 2014. Note: The percent unemployed from the Canmore Census is not
directly comparable to regional or provincial unemployment rates as calculated by
Statistics Canada (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
4. It is important to note that this census data was collected in June, which is part of the
busy summer season in Canmore. Many years of trend data from the Bow Valley
Labour Market review indicates that there is a distinct seasonality to the supply and
demand of jobs in the Bow Valley. During the summer season at the Job Resource
Centre there is often a surplus of job orders, while later in the fall there is typically a
surplus of job seekers (Job Resource Centre, 2015a).
Statistics Canada
5. In 2013, Statistics Canada began grouping labour market information for ER4840
with ER4870. This new merged Economic Region (ER) stretches from the southern
end of Kananaskis, north to the NWT border. As such, the data is considered to be
too diluted by the large geographic boundary and likely not reflective of labour
market conditions in the Rocky Mountain communities of Banff, Jasper, and
Canmore. Therefore, this information for 2013 and 2014 is not included in this
report. Please reference CANSIM Table 282-0123 for more information.
6. The number of persons in
Canmore
claiming
Employment
Insurance
(EI) payments ranged
from 580 in 2008 to 770
in 2010, dropping to 700
in 2012. Overall claims
are 15.3% higher in 2012
than in 2008. This mirrors
an overall increase in EI
claims in Alberta and
across the rest of Canada.
Source: (Statistics Canada, 2014b)
It is likely that the number
of EI recipients actually understates the actual level of unemployment. Not all
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unemployed persons qualify for EI, and some people who lack steady employment
may move on to other job markets in search of work (Statistics Canada, 2014b).
7. The Economic Dependency
Ratio (EDR) for EI payments
in Canmore was 0.7 in 2008,
rising to 1.3 in 2010, which
was slightly less than Alberta
and almost half of the EDR for
all of Canada. The EDR is the
sum of transfer dollars received
as benefits in a given area,
compared to every $100 of
employment income for that
same area. For example, where
a table shows an EI
dependency ratio of 4.69, it
Source: (Statistics Canada, 2014b)
means that $4.69 in EI benefits
was received for every $100 of employment income for the area (Statistics Canada,
2014b).
Job Resource Centre
8. At the Job Resource Centre, the number of ‘job orders’ (from employers in Banff and
Canmore) reached a low in 2009 following the economic crash of 2008. From 2010
to 2014 the number of job orders increased by 66.4% (Job Resource Centre, 2015a).
9. Normally their statistics are compiled for the entire Bow Valley, but the Job Resource
Centre compiled 6 months of job posting data for Canmore only (for the period
ending January 31, 2015). During this time period, there were 586 positions
advertised with an average wage of $15.66. The top 3 sectors of employment were
Food & Beverage, Trades & Labour, and Sales/Service (Job Resource Centre,
2015b). It is anticipated that Canmore specific data will be available in the future
from the Job Resource Centre.
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Source: (Job Resource Centre, 2015b)
Job Resource Centre - Analysis of Job Posting
Data from Spring Labour Market Review
(Canmore Only)
6 Month Period Ending January 31, 2015
# of Job Postings
% of Total
# of Jobs w/Accommodation
Average Wage

586
35%
133 (23%)
$15.66

Top 3 Sectors
Food & Beverage
33%
Trades & Labour
19%
Sales/Services
13%
Source: Job Resource Centre, 2015b

Temporary Foreign Workers
10. Temporary foreign workers (TFW) are hired on a temporary basis (maximum of 24
months for lower skilled positions) to fill labour shortages, when Canadian citizens
and permanent residents are not available to do the job. TFWs have become an
increasingly common component of the labour force across Canada in recent years
and many local businesses have grown to rely upon them. In 2014, the Government
of Canada announced significant changes and reforms to the TFW program. The net
effect is that it will be much more difficult for employers to obtain TFW placements.
This is likely to have a significant impact on the labour market in the Bow Valley in
2015 and beyond. At this point in time, recent TFW numbers are not available, but it
is expected that a decrease in the number of local TFW’s will be ongoing through
2015. For more information regarding the Temporary Foreign Worker Program
please visit Employment and Social Development Canada:
http://www.esdc.gc.ca/eng/jobs/foreign_workers//index.shtml
11. In 1995, there were approximately 20 TFWs present in Canmore (on December 1 st).
This increased slowly over the next 10+ years, reaching 145 in 2007. In 2008, the
numbers of TFWs jumped sharply to 245, reaching a high of 400 in 2013 (Citizenship
and Immigration Canada, 2014).
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Source: (Citizenship and Immigration Canada, 2014)

Interpretation:
1. Analyzing the apparent decline in the number and proportion of full time workers in
Canmore is complicated by the high level of non-response to the question in the 2014
Canmore Census. With that in mind, it is not surprising that the number of full time
workers may be in a slight decline. A generally aging population, job losses in some
sectors post-2008 crash, and an increasing societal trend towards self-employment
and/or part-time employment could all be combining to result in fewer full time
workers in Canmore (both in number and as a proportion).
2. The economic crash of 2008 resulted in some significant changes and job losses in the
local labour market. This was especially prevalent in the construction sectors. With
the slowing economy there were less job positions available, more EI recipients and
increasing unemployment. As the economy began to recover from the 2008 crash,
the number of advertised positions began to increase, EI recipients began to decline
and many businesses began to experience labour shortages. Unfortunately, regional
labour market data is no longer available from Statistics Canada for the CanmoreBanff-Jasper area, therefore, there is no unemployment or labour market participation
rate data available.
3. The availability and affordability of housing continues to be a challenge and limiting
factor in the local labour market. The Canmore Community Housing Corporation
(CCHC) in conjunction with the Town of Canmore and local developers continues to
create additional units of Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH), however, housing is
still a significant challenge for many residents and employers. The tightening of the
rental accommodation market from 2012 onwards highlights the importance of
maintaining an adequate availability of housing.
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2. Employment by Industry
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that
is resilient to change

Trend
Accommodation
% change
uncertain
& Food
Construction

% change
uncertain

It is important to encourage economic diversity and to build a strong, vibrant and
diversified local economy and business base that is resilient to changes in any one sector.
A diversified economy is more stable over the long term as the economic ups and downs
of a particular sector can be balanced out by other sectors. Note: while tourism is a key
element of Canmore’s economy, there is no simple ‘tourism industry’ category to
measure direct employment in the tourism sector. Many sectors such as Accommodation
& Food, Health & Wellness, Retail, Transportation, are heavily (but not wholly) linked to
the tourism sector.
Observations:
Employment by Industry (Canmore Census)
1. Note: In each iteration of the Canmore Census there are a variable number of
“Unknown/Prefer Not to Answer” responses (18.7% for this category in 2014). This
creates a varying degree of uncertainty in the results, so caution should be used
regarding apparently small fluctuations in the numbers. For the employment status
question, the rate of non-response is more than double that in the 2011 Census.
Therefore, apparent changes in 2014 should be treated with caution.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)

2. Since 1995, Accommodation & Food has continuously been the largest, and
Construction the 2nd largest employment categories in Canmore. In 2008, the
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construction industry almost matched the number of people employed in
Accommodation & Food, however this dropped sharply during the recession that
followed the market crash of 2008 (Town of Canmore, 2011a). Interpreting the 2014
Census results is challenging due to the high proportion of ‘Unknown/Prefer Not to
Say’ responses (18.7% of the total) (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
Employment by
Industry
Unknown/Prefer Not to
Say
Accommodation &
Food
Construction
Health and Wellness
Professional Services

Employment by
Industry (con't)

2014

2014
(con't)

8.6%
8.2%
7.5%

Transportation,
Communication, Utilities
Financial, Insurance,
Real Estate
Personal Services
Manufacturing
Environment

Retail-Wholesale Trade

6.6%

Professional Athlete

Education
Government
Mining & Oil

5.9%
4.7%
4.5%

Agriculture & Forestry
0.4%
Other
0.3%
Total
100.0%
Source: Town of Canmore, 2014a

18.7%
15.7%

Location of Employment
3. In the 2014 Census, 17.9% of
responses were ‘Unknown/Prefer Not
to Answer’. This is nearly double the
9.1% ‘Unknown’ response in the
2011 Census. This greatly increases
the uncertainty of interpreting the
2014 data.
4. In 2014, at least 27% of all employed
adults were working outside of
Canmore. Banff, Calgary, and other
communities in the Bow Corridor
were the three most common
locations for working outside of
Canmore.
5. In 2014, at least 555 or 6.5% of
employed adults were working in
Calgary.
6. Home-based
workers
are
an
important and emerging sector which
represents a growing opportunity for
economic development in the
community (Western Management

Location Of
Employment 2014

4.0%
3.4%
1.8%
1.2%
1.0%
0.5%

Number
of Adults

% of
Total

At residence

532

6.2%

Banff

807

9.4%

Bow Corridor

373

4.4%

British Columbia

25

0.3%

Calgary

555

6.5%

Canmore

4,141

48.3%

Cochrane

17

0.2%

Elsewhere in Alberta

300

3.5%

Morley and
Kananaskis

53

0.6%

Other

235

2.7%

Unknown/Prefer not to
answer

1,536

17.9%

Grand Total

8,574

100.0%

Source: Town of Canmore, 2014a
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Consultants, 2010). Some of these are artists, home-based small businesses, or
‘knowledge workers’. In 2014, at least 532 or 6.2% of employed adults were
working out of their own residences (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
Interpretation:
1. The high proportion of non-response to the employment questions in the 2014
Canmore Census complicates historical comparisons of employment trends. The
construction sector was especially hard hit by the 2008 crash. After building permits
peaked in 2006 and 2007, they dropped sharply from 2008 through 2012, seriously
impacting this important sector of employment. These economic challenges highlight
the need to diversify the economy and have alternative economic plans in place for
full build-out.
2. The semi-permanent population has likely had a significant influence on the
construction, service, food, and retail industries. The semi-permanent residents
provide a broader base of support for the local economy, likely making Canmore’s
economy less susceptible to fluctuations in the national or international tourism
markets.
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3. Income and Wages
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend
Mean Income

Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy
that is resilient to change

Median Income
Employment
Income

Income levels are a key economic and quality of life indicator. Insufficient income
negatively impacts an individual’s or family’s ability to meet their basic needs. These
“working poor” may be constantly subject to stresses from inflationary pressures,
increased housing costs, or variable income due to fluctuations in economic conditions.
Income is only one component of a more complex equation and has strong linkages to
affordability and cost of living. The income/affordability relationship is a key driver of
demographic trends in the community as individuals or families who struggle with
affordability may leave the community in search of better economic prospects.
Observations:
The following information is drawn from summaries of Canada Revenue Agency income
tax returns compiled by Statistics Canada. The income data is compiled by postal code,
so it reflects income for permanent residents of Canmore (regardless of where they
earned the income), but excludes semi-permanent residents or temporary workers who
maintain a primary residence in another postal code.
Due to Canmore’s small population, a detailed analysis of many aspects of community
income is not feasible. Statistics Canada’s confidentiality regulations require the
suppression of data when there are less than a certain number of individuals in a category.
Because of this restriction, it has not been possible to obtain data to examine other
subjects of interest, such as average income by employment sector.
Average Individual Income
1. Mean individual income in Canmore rose sharply from 2003-2007 peaking at
$65,338. From 2007 to 2010, the mean income in Canmore dropped by almost
$10,000, from $65,338 to $55,681. This decrease coincides with the global recession
and market crash of 2008. Since 2010, mean individual incomes rebounded to
$65,950 in 2013. Overall, mean incomes rose by 15.8% from 2009-2013.
2. Mean incomes in Alberta and Canada are subject to smaller annual fluctuations than
Canmore and have shown a general upwards trend since 2003 with only a very slight
decline during the 2008 recession. From 2009-2013 mean incomes rose 11.3% across
Canada and 14.2% in Alberta.
3. Overall, 2013 mean individual income in Canmore was higher in Canmore ($65,950)
than in Alberta ($59,043) or Canada ($44,881) (Statistics Canada, 2015a).
______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 58

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 85 of 318

B-3

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015a)

4. Compared to the fluctuation in mean income, the median individual income in
Canmore (and across Canada) only showed a very slight decrease in 2009 following
the global financial crisis. The median is a representation of the middle income point,
which helps to reduce the influence of very high or very low values. Overall, median
incomes in Canmore increased by 13.5% from 2009-2013, compared to an 11.0%
increase across Canada and 14.5% increase in Alberta.
5. Overall 2013 median individual income was higher in Canmore ($42,300) than in
Alberta ($40,400) or Canada ($32,020) (Statistics Canada, 2015a).
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Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015a)

Income by Category
6. When incomes are grouped into broad categories, there are a number of similarities
and differences between individual incomes in Canmore vs. the rest of Canada.
These differences tend to be clustered at the extremes of income (high or low), while
the middle income categories are more similar.
7. Compared to the rest of Canada (40.9%) and Alberta (33.4%), Canmore has a
substantially smaller proportion of individuals earning under $25,000 per year
(28.9%).
8. In the category of individuals earning $100,000 a year or more, Alberta (14.1%) and
Canmore (13.9%) are almost double the average for the rest of Canada (7.5%)
(Statistics Canada, 2015b).

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015b)

9. Since 2003, the proportion of individuals in Canmore (and Alberta as well) earning
greater than $100,000 per year has increased at a greater rate than in Canadian society
in general (Statistics Canada, 2015b).
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Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015b)

Overall Income Profile
10. For 2013, the income profile of Canmore has several significant differences relative
to Canadians as a whole. Overall, Canmore derives a slightly smaller proportion of
income from employment, but has much less reliance on government transfer
payments (including EI, and Social Assistance payments).
11. The proportion of investment income (interest and dividends) derived by Canmore
residents was almost triple that of the rest of Canada and more than double that of
Alberta. Income derived from investments accounts for 17.1% of the total income for
Canmore’s residents. This is a substantial difference and it is important to remember
that average income statistics include investment income, not just wages and salaries
(Statistics Canada, 2015a).
Income Profile 2013
Canada Alberta Canmore
Employment income (includes
self-employment)
72.1%
78.8%
68.7%
Government Transfers (Includes
EI)
12.3%
7.0%
5.1%
Investment Income
5.8%
8.3%
17.1%
Private Pensions / RRSP
7.4%
3.8%
6.4%
Other income
2.4%
2.1%
2.8%
Total
100.0% 100.0%
100.0%
Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015a)

Employment Income
12. Overall, mean individual employment income in Canmore (and Alberta) is much
higher than the Canadian average. As with total income, there is higher variability in
the statistics for Canmore when compared to the province or the rest of the country.
From 2003-2008 Canmore’s mean employment income was higher than that of
Alberta, but following the 2008 financial crisis, mean employment income in
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Canmore fell by more than $6,000 between 2007-2009. Since that time, employment
incomes have generally trended upwards (increasing by 12.8% from 2009-2013), but
have remained below the Alberta average. The mean employment income in Canmore
was $584,207 in 2013.
13. Total employment income as a % of total income in Canmore dropped from 78.3% in
2003 to 68.7% in 2013. This has not been due to declining wages and employment
income, but has primarily been due to an increase in investment income (from 8.4%
in 2003 to 17.1% in 2013) (Statistics Canada, 2015a).

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015a)

Investment Income
14. Investment income includes interest and dividends (but not capital gains). In 2013,
41.4% of taxfilers in Canmore reported investment income (compared to 29.9% in
Canada). The average $ of investment income (per person reporting) in Canmore is
substantially higher than the average for Alberta and Canada. In 2013 the mean
investment income (per person reporting) in Canada was $8,739 compared to $27,403
in Canmore. From 2009-2013 mean investment income in Canmore increased by
54.1% (Statistics Canada, 2015a).
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15. In terms of the overall importance, the proportion
of total
community
income coming
Source:
(Statistics
Canada, 2015a)
from investment income by Canmore residents was almost triple that of the rest of
Canada and double that of Alberta. Income derived from investments accounted for
17.1% of the total income for Canmore’s residents (Statistics Canada, 2015a).

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015a)

Capital Gains
16. Capital gains are from the sale of real estate or investments. They are not counted as
or included in Statistics Canada’s definition of ‘total income’. From 2008-2012 the
average $ per person in Canmore reporting capital gains dropped from $61,207 to
$23,648, a decrease of 61.3%. No breakdown is available as to the source of these
capital gains (e.g. sale of equities or real estate) (Statistics Canada, 2014c).
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Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015b)

Interpretation:
1. Overall, the average individual incomes in Canmore are as high, or higher than
Alberta as a whole. Canmore has a much lower percentage of low income earners
than the Canadian average, and a similar proportion of mid to high income earners as
the rest of Alberta. However, these ‘average’ income statistics may conceal many
important details and not all income is earned equally by all residents. Canmore’s
higher average incomes may in part be driven by the need to afford the high cost of
housing. Past labour force statistics for the region (no longer available from Statistics
Canada) indicated that this region has a very high participation rate in the labour
force, especially by women. A high participation rate combined with low
unemployment rates could combine with working long hours and/or multiple jobs to
make ends meet. In terms of total community income, Canmore proportionally
reports more than double the investment earnings of Albertans. This indicates that
some portion of the community has significant sources of investment income, one
which is likely not evenly distributed amongst local residents.
2. The dip in mean individual income from 2007 to 2010 is largely likely due to the
slowdown in the local construction industry and real estate industry, a reduction in
investment income, and other factors relating to the global economic troubles that
began to affect the economy at that time. In 2011 and 2012 average incomes began to
trend upwards again.
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4. Living Wage
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is
resilient to change
Economy #7. Canmore’s services and programs meet
the needs of a diverse socio-economic population

Trend
Living Wage

n/a
(1 year of
data)
st

The Living Wage is:
“…not the same as the minimum wage, which is the legal minimum all employers must
pay. The living wage sets a higher test - a living wage reflects what earners in a family
need to bring home based on the actual costs of living in a specific community.”
(Living Wage Canada, 2013a).
In recent years the concept of a ‘living wage’ has become an important tool to help many
communities across Canada and around the world to better understand local living costs,
affordability, and poverty. The living wage differs from the ‘subsistence wage’ (the bare
minimum to support life) and the ‘minimum wage’ (the mandated legal minimum). A
living wage is “the hourly rate at which a household can meet its basic needs” (Living
Wage Canada, 2013a). As such, a living wage includes inputs such as income and
government transfers; and outputs such as taxes, childcare, housing, medical expenses,
etc. A list of communities across Canada and their living wage calculations is available
from: http://livingwagecanada.ca/index.php/living-wage-communities/ (Living Wage
Canada, 2013b).
For 2015 the Town of Canmore commissioned a report and calculation on Living Wage
based on the Canadian Living Wage Framework and using the most recent data available
(M. Haener Consulting Services, 2015). The basic calculation used to determine Living
Wage was as follows:
Calculation Method - Living Wage is the hourly wage rate that allows this formula to balance:
Annual Family
Expenses

=

Employment
Income

+

Income from
Government Transfers

+

Taxes

(M. Haener Consulting Services, 2015)

A Living Wage was estimated for three representative household types:
1) Single adult
2) Lone parent, 1 child
3) Couple, 2 children

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 65

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 92 of 318

B-3
Observations:
1. For 2015, in Canmore, the
estimated living wage is
$23.40 (each) for a couple
with 2 children, $24.25 for a
lone parent with 1 child,
and $20.03 for a single
adult.
2. Shelter costs were the
biggest expense for each of
these household types,
while childcare and food
were also large components
of the budget for the couple
Source: (M. Haener Consulting Services. 2015)
family with two children. A
complete description of the methodology, data and assumptions is available in the full
report (M. Haener Consulting Services, 2015).
3. Currently in Alberta the general minimum wage is $10.20 per hour. It is scheduled to
rise to $11.20 as of October 1st 2015. This increase is part of a strategy by the
Government of Alberta to raise the minimum wage to $15.00 per hour by 2018
(Government of Alberta, 2015).
4. The estimated living wage in Canmore is higher than many other communities across
Canada (a sampling of communities is provided in the graph below). Largely this
reflects the high cost of housing in Canmore. The cost of rental and ownership
housing is discussed in Sections 12 and 13 of the Economy chapter of this report.

Source: (M. Haener Consulting Services. 2015 and Living Wage Canada, 2013c)
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Interpretation:
1. The high cost of living in Canmore is primarily a reflection of the relatively high cost
of housing (both rental and ownership housing). This creates a challenging situation
for many individuals and businesses in the community. The living wage provides an
important benchmark to help understand the income and wages required to afford to
live in this community.
2. There is a significant gap between low income-based thresholds for social services
and the living wage. Many people earning more than the low income thresholds are
in the situation of earning too much to receive social assistance or qualify for
subsidies, yet they do not earn enough to comfortably afford housing, food,
transportation and other key elements reflected by the living wage. This situation is a
particular problem for many lone parents or even dual income parents who find
themselves struggling to earn enough to provide the barest necessities for themselves
and their children.
3. It is important to note that the Living Wage calculation is based on a number of
assumptions and specific to each household type presented. Different results are to be
expected if the family composition is changed or alterations are made to the core
assumptions and/or methodology.
Recommendation:
1. By using a standard methodology (Canadian Living Wage Framework) is possible to
compare and benchmark Canmore against other communities. Continuing to
calculate and track this indicator over time will permit continued comparison against
a growing number of Canadian communities using this framework.
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5. Social Assistance – Income Support Programs
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #7. Canmore’s services and programs meet
the needs of a diverse socio-economic population

Trend
# of Social
Assistance
Recipients

There is a diverse array of provincial and national programs which are available to
qualifying individuals.3 These income support programs are tracked using taxfiler data
from the Canada Revenue Agency. These social assistance programs include: “payments
made in the year on the basis of a means, needs or income test (whether made by an
organized charity or under a government program)” (Statistics Canada, 2015c).
Observations:4
1. The number of people in Canmore receiving social assistance in the form of income
support decreased slightly from 330 in 2003 to 310 in 2008, rising to 390 in 2011, and
dropping slightly to 380 in 2013. During the 5 year period from 2009 to 2013 there
was the number of people in Canmore receiving social assistance fluctuated slightly
but was fairly steady, ranging from approximately 370 to 390 individuals.

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015c)

2. The proportion of taxfilers receiving social assistance in 2013 was lower in Canmore
(4.3%) than in Alberta (9.4%) or Canada (8.2%).
3

Examples include: Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH), Personal Income
Support Benefits (PSIB), Alberta Works Income Support Program, and the Alberta Adult Health Benefit
(AAHB).
4
Note: totals were rounded by Statistics Canada to meet confidentiality requirements.
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3. The relative importance of social assistance payments to a community can be
expressed in terms of an Economic Dependency Ratio (EDR): "For a given area, the
EDR is the ratio of transfer dollars to every $100 of total employment income. For
example, where a table shows an EDR of 12.1, it means that $12.10 was received in
transfer payments for every $100 of employment income for that area" (Statistics
Canada, 2015c).

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015c)

4. From 2003-2008 the EDR for social assistance payments in Canmore has risen very
slightly over time. The EDR was 0.3 from 2003-2008, rising to 0.5 in 2012 and 2013.
Overall, the 2013 EDR for Canmore (0.5) is much lower than that for Alberta (1.0)
for Canada (1.3) (Statistics Canada, 2015c).

Source: (Statistics Canada, 2015c)

Interpretation:
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1. Compared to provincial and national averages, Canmore has a much lower proportion
of people receiving social assistance payments for income support. Canmore also has
a lower rate of economic dependence on social assistance payments (relative to
employment income). In part, this reflects the high participation rates in the labour
force, and the historically low unemployment rate in Canmore.
2. Many social assistance programs provide very modest payments which do not keep
pace with the increasing cost of living, make it more difficult for people on social
assistance to live in Canmore (not only in Canmore, but in many other communities
as well).
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6. Municipal Tax Base Ratio
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy
that is resilient to change

Trend
Residential/Commercial
Tax Base Ratio

A balanced tax base ratio is important, as it is generally understood that the residential
component of any community provides insufficient tax revenue to support the
community's infrastructure. A balanced tax base means the burden of increased taxes is
shared between residents and businesses, to help maintain affordability for residents. To
achieve the required annual tax levy, and to account for fluctuations in assessed values,
tax rates (the ‘mill rate’) for different property types are adjusted up or down on an
annual basis by the municipality.
Threshold:
 Assessment Share (Tax Base Ratio): The 1998 Municipal Development Plan sets
a targeted residential/non-residential tax base ratio of 60:40 to ensure a balanced
and resilient tax base. This goal is based on assessed values.
 Tax Share (Taxes Paid Ratio): The 2014 goal is a 65/35 split between the total
residential/non-residential taxes collected. This goal is based on assessed values
modified by taxes paid via the mill rate.
Observations:
1. In the 1998 MDP, a goal of achieving a 60:40 split between residential and nonresidential values was set. While the tax base ratio has fluctuated slightly each year
(sometimes due to slight changes in assessment categories), it reached 80:20 in 2005
and has remained above that level ever since. In 2014, the residential/non-residential
tax base ratio was 85:15 (Town of Canmore, 2014b).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014b)
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2. In 2012, Canmore Council set up the Town of Canmore’s Property Tax Taskforce.
The resulting report: A Property Tax Policy Framework for the Town of Canmore:
Analysis and Recommendations (Brunnen, 2013) examined Canmore’s tax situation
and compared it to other nearby municipalities. One of the key objectives proposed
by the report was “Equity and competitiveness in the distribution of the residential
and non-residential tax share.”
3. Following the Property Tax Taskforce recommendations, Council approved the 2014
Property Tax Rate Bylaw. The bylaw requires that the tax rate move to a 65/35 split
over the next 2 years, beginning in 2014. The 65/35 split is based on an updated
review of the competitor municipalities featured in Brunnen (2013). This differs
from the assessed tax base values in that it is calculated on actual taxes levied, not
just on assessed values. In 2014, the tax share split was 63.5% residential to 36.5%
non-residential.
4. For comparison purposes, the 2014 assessment share and the 2014 tax share vs.
‘competitor’ communities is presented. The comparison shows that Canmore is not
unusual when compared to similar communities and is close to the average (Town of
Canmore, 2015e).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015e)
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Interpretation:
1. Residential assessments alone are ordinarily insufficient to pay for a complete range
of municipal services, therefore an appropriate balance between residential and
commercial is essential. Achieving this balance, without overburdening either sector,
is very important for the future economic sustainability in Canmore. The nature of
future commercial development will have a direct impact on the economic diversity
and employment opportunities in the community.
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7. Business License Registry
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend
Resident

Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that
is resilient to change

Non-Resident
Home
Occupations

Each business operating in Canmore is required to register for an annual business license.
This indicator provides information on the number and type of businesses registered in
Canmore each year. To reduce the variability introduced by Hawker/Mt. Market,
Regional, B&B, Temporary, and Specialized Service businesses, only the three largest
categories of Resident, Home Occupations, and Non-Resident Businesses were included.
Observations:
1. The total number of registered businesses reached a high of 1,594 in 2008, dropping
to 1,363 in 2013. The increased number of registered businesses in 2008 was partly a
function of increased construction related businesses in the community. Since 2010,
the total number of registered businesses has grown by 4.6%.
2. The number of resident businesses grew from 597 in 2010 to 620 in 2014, an increase
of 3.9%.
3. Home occupations increased slightly by 2.9%, from 551 in 2010 to 598 in 2014.
4. The number of registered non-resident businesses fluctuates as many of these are
linked to the quantity of building and construction going on in Canmore. From 2008
to 2010, the number of non-resident businesses dropped sharply from 348 to 202.
From 2010 to 2014, the number has been variable, ranging between a 202 and 243
(Town of Canmore, 2014c).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014c)
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Interpretation:
1. The business registry numbers fluctuate due to changes in the number of businesses
(particularly non-resident businesses), however, they may also be influenced by
registration compliance.
2. The number of non-resident businesses is largely related to out-of-town trades in the
construction industry. These numbers will likely be much lower during economic
downturns (as seen from 2008 onwards), or when the town reaches build-out and new
construction decreases.
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8. Building Permits and Housing Starts
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that
is resilient to change

Trend
Building
Permits
Housing
Starts

The value of building permits issued by the Town of Canmore is one indicator of the
growth of the local economy. The construction and development sector is one of
Canmore’s primary economic drivers and sources of employment. Comparisons between
the residential and commercial values help determine if the future municipal tax base
ratio is moving towards balanced and sustainable levels.
Observations:

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015f)

1. Note: not all building permits are used or fully constructed during the year in which
they were issued. With the economic crash of 2008, some projects approved in the
previous year were stalled then restarted later. Additionally, some of the permits for
2013/2014 are from rebuilding following the floods of 2013.
2. The total value of building permits issued hit a peak of more than $220 million in
2007, then dropped sharply to a low of $33 million in 2009. There was a slight
rebound in 2011 driven by Institutional and Government construction (particularly
Elevation Place). In 2012, the annual total dropped to a new low of $27.3 million. In
2013, building permits rose sharply to $73.7 million, dropping slightly to $61.8
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3.
4.

5.

6.
7.

million in 2014. Overall, building permit values are up (with some fluctuations) by
61.3% from 2010-2014.
The total value of residential permits peaked at over $139 million in 2007. There
were $59.9 million worth of residential permits issued in 2014.
In 1996, the average value of residential building permits peaked at $781,065 in 2007.
By 2012 the average value per permit had dropped to $172,299 (reflecting a switch
away from new residential construction to repairs and renovations). In 2014, the
average value had risen to $297,561.
The total value of commercial permits peaked at $65.3 million in 2007, in part due to
the increased development of tourist homes/vacation rental suites and large
commercial projects. In 2014, a total of $2.7 million in commercial permits were
issued (Town of Canmore, 2015f).
As of May 2015, there were $18.6 million in building permits issued in the first 5
months of the year. This is slightly ahead of the $15.9 issued by May 2014 (Town of
Canmore, 2015g).
The number of housing starts
fell dramatically from a high
of 553 in 2006 to 17 in 2009.
Starts rebounded to 109 in
2013 and 97 in 2014. Note:
some of these new housing
starts in 2013 and 2014 are
due to projects that were
delayed in starting due to the
economic
challenges
following the 2008 crash
(CMHC, 2015a).
Source: (CMHC, 2015a)

Interpretation:
1. The 2006/7 peak in building permits may have been an outlier, rather than part of a
long upwards trend as some had presumed. It may also slightly exaggerate the actual
level of construction activity in the community as not all permits issued at that time
broke ground due to the crash of 2008. Some of these projects took several years to
get started due to the global financial difficulties. Since 2008, financing has become
correspondingly harder to obtain, making it highly unlikely that numbers like those
from 2006 and 2007 will be attained again in future. There were also several large
institutional, commercial and tourist home/vacation rental suite properties under
construction at that time in Canmore, contributing to the overall permit values.
2. The construction of vacation homes, tourist homes, timeshares, and even weekend
residences are prone to more risk and volatility during an economic downturn. These
types of properties are not primary residences, but are discretionary in the sense that
they are purchased as recreational properties or as investments.
3. The downturn in the local construction industry has significant consequences for the
local economy. Construction is a major source of employment in Canmore and has a
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substantial multiplier effect throughout the community. This underscores the need for
continued efforts towards economic development and diversification in Canmore.
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9. Commercial Vacancy and Lease Rates
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse
economy that is resilient to change

Trend
Lease Rates

Commercial vacancy and lease rates are an important measure of the health of a local
economy. Rates can be highly variable by location, zoning and type of business. This is
the first time this information has been included in this report. Adopting this indicator
was recommended in the 2010 Canmore Community Monitoring Report.
Observations:
Commercial Needs Study
1. The 2015 Commercial Needs Study examined the issue of commercial vacancy rates.
The report noted that the 2014 vacancy rate is 9.5%, with most of the vacancies found
in units with a lower standard of design, or which have limited visibility and/or
access. A vacancy rate closer to 0% was reported for locations which are up to
modern retailer standards (Rollo & Reurbanist, 2015a).
2. There is a total of 92,919m2 occupied and 9,750m2 vacant retail and service
commercial space. Much of this space is located near or within the town centre.
With strict limitations on ‘big box’ stores, Canmore has maintained a concentrated
retail environment in the walkable downtown core. This is in contrast to many other
western Canadian communities which often have larger retail stores on the periphery,
drawing business away from the downtown core (Rollo & Reurbanist, 2015a).
3. Retail and services businesses achieved an estimated $270 million in total sales
volume from personal expenditures in 2014.
2014 Local Market Report
4. The combination of the world-wide economic downturn beginning in 2008 and the
floods of 2013 contributed to a 12-15% drop in the commercial real estate market,
with a decrease in sales, prices, and leasing volumes.
5. There has been a scarcity of industrial bays since 2005, but vacancies in office and
retail space have been available throughout downtown, Bow Valley Trail, Railway
Ave, and the Elk Run area. Sales of major commercial buildings in Canmore are
infrequent (Biggings, 2014).
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Average Net Lease Rates
per sq ft per Annum
Industrial bays
Second level industrial
Offices
Main Street retail
Secondary downtown and
Bow Valley Trail retail
Local commercial

2010

2014

$10.00 to $12.00
$7.00 to $10
$14.00 to $18.00
$25.00 to $32.00
$20 to $23

$12 to $18
$8 to $10
$14.00 to $22.00
$28.00 to $35.00
$22 to $28

$18.00 to $25.00
n/a
*2010 rates were down
Lease rates rebounding
~20% from the peak in
after recession and 2013
2007/8, and were roughly
flood.
equivalent to 2005 rates
*Note: the prices presented here are an average range and may vary significantly by
location, property, and amenities. They are intended to provide a general overview of
commercial rental prices.
Source: Town of Canmore, 2011b (from Biggings) and Biggings, 2014
Interpretation
1. The global economic crisis of 2008 had a significant effect on both residential and
commercial real estate markets. The 2013 flood created further challenges for local
businesses and commercial real estate. In 2014, lease rates appear to be rebounding
and vacancy rates are low in properties with good locations that meet modern retailer
standards.
Recommendation
1. This indicator provides valuable insights into the local economy. Collecting this
information in a standardized and consistent format would help to better understand
changes in the market over time.
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10. Tourism Industry
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse
economy that is resilient to change

Trend
Regional Tourism
Visitation

Tourism is a major component of Canmore’s
economy. The town is growing in reputation as a
tourism and recreation destination. For tourism to
continue its driving role in Canmore’s economy, the
tourism industry needs to be fostered, for employers
and employees alike. At the same time, the overall
economy needs to be diversified and strengthened, to
increase economic stability and reduce the risk of
heavy reliance on one sector of the economy.

Tourism
The activities of persons traveling to and
staying in places outside their usual
environment for not more than one
consecutive year for leisure, business
and other purposes.
Source: World Tourism Organization

Goal: For the tourism sector, the 2020 target is a visitor spend of $500 million (an
increase from $278 million in 2012), which is the region’s key economic driver (CBT,
2015).
Observations:
1. Travel Alberta estimates that in 2011, tourism had a $240 million economic impact in
Canmore. Of this, $54 million was from the accommodation sector, $45 million for
food and beverage, and $28 million for retail (Travel Alberta, 2012).
2. In 2012, the Government of Alberta commissioned an economic impact assessment of
tourism in Canmore. The report had the following key conclusions:
 Estimated direct spending by tourists in the community was >$278 million in
2012. These expenditures increased the income of the community by $203
million and increased Alberta’s Gross Provincial Income by >$330.5 million.
 At least 3,313 full time equivalent jobs are needed to sustain this level of
tourism in Canmore. Provincially there are 4,328 jobs sustained because of
tourism in Canmore. Canmore’s tourism industry is important locally and
provincially.
 In 2012, $150 million in tax revenue was collected by all 3 levels of
government based on the province-wide tourism impacts of Canmore. The
local municipal government realizes $13.1 million of this total amount
(Econometric Research Limited, 2014).
3. The Canadian Rockies Tourism Destination Region (TDR) includes the areas of
Canmore, Kananaskis, Banff, and Jasper. After a drop in tourism from 2003 to 2006,
visitation rebounded to 4.38 million total visits in 2011, dropping slightly to 4.27
million visits in 2012, which is well above the long term average for the region. This
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increase was primarily due to increased visits by Albertans (“Rubber Tire Traffic”)
(Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation, 2014).

Source: (Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation, 2014)

Community Initiatives:
1. CBT has recently developed a 2015-2020 Canmore Business and Tourism Strategic
Plan. This is a long term economic development strategy which seeks to achieve
progress in five areas: growth, authenticity, ease, resilience, and affordability. A
series of economic indicators, including a Business Performance Index is being
developed to measure progress towards the plan. To view the targets and proposed
measures see Appendix B: CBT 2015-2020 Strategic Plan Targets. For more
information
please
visit:
http://www.tourismcanmore.com/business-hub/resources/our-strategic-plan
Interpretation:
1. Canmore relies heavily on visitation and recreational property buyers, especially from
the regional market (such as Calgary and Edmonton). The strength of Alberta’s
economy is an important factor in the strength of Canmore’s real estate and
development industries. The recent downturn in oil prices has significantly impacted
Alberta’s economy. This may have trickle down effects on real estate, employment,
and government funding available in Canmore.
2. The marketing and economic development efforts of the CBT and the increased
funding from the Destination Marketing Fund (DMF) are key initiatives for growing
Canmore’s business sector and tourism industry. As one of the major local industries,
tourism is a key element of the local economy with significant direct and indirect
economic impacts.
Recommendations:
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1. A better quantitative understanding of Canmore’s tourism industry is important.
Information such as retail traffic and spending, special events attendance and
spending, etc. would help to create a more detailed picture of the impacts and
importance of Canmore’s tourism industry. It is hoped that the newly developed
Business Performance Index will achieve substantial buy in and participation from
the local business community.
2. Under the 2015-2020 Canmore Business and Tourism Strategic Plan, CBT has been
developing a suite of economic targets and measures. As these measures are
implemented, it would be appropriate to align future editions of this report, where
relevant, to CBT’s economic targets, measures and indices.
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11. Tourist Accommodations and Occupancy Rates
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that
is resilient to change

Trend
Occupancy
Rates

Tourism is one of Canmore’s major industries. The occupancy rates of local hotels and
motels are an important measure of health of the local tourism industry. Occupancy rates
and daily rates are affected by levels of visitation, the proportion of overnight visitors,
length of stay, and the accommodation choices made by visitors. The accommodation,
hospitality, and food sector is one of Canmore’s main economic sectors and sources of
employment.
Observations:
1. In Canmore, there were an estimated 2.2 million visitor nights across all
accommodation types in 2014, plus an estimated additional 1.2 million daytrip
visitors. The estimated spending by overnight and day visitors in 2014 was $146
million (Rollo & Reurbanist, 2015a).
2. In 2014, there were approximately 2,791 units/rooms in motels, hotels, hostels, home
rentals, B&B, and other forms of visitor accommodations. 43% of these were in
single ownership hotels and another 43% were in multiple ownership condo hotels.
The remainder are in tourist homes (10%), B&B (2%) and private dwelling rentals
(2%). Note the actual number of private (illegal) rentals is difficult to tabulate and
may be underestimated, however, they are estimated to capture only a ~1% portion of
total visitor accommodation demand (Rollo & Reurbanist, 2015b).
3. Demand for accommodation has been estimated to have increased by about 14,300
room nights per year, each year for the past 15 years. This is a slow but steady
increase in demand for accommodation over time. There were more than 750 units
added to the market between 2008 and 2010. This increase in supply during the
global financial crisis led to a decrease in occupancy rates, which then recovered after
2010 (Rollo & Reurbanist, 2015b).

Source: (Rollo & Reurbanist, 2015b)
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4. The Canmore Hotel and Lodging Association (CHLA) tracks occupancy rates of
participating properties. The mix of participating properties changes slightly
annually, and not all properties participate in the survey (in 2012, approximately half
of Canmore rooms were reported on). In 2009, occupancy rates in hotel/motel units
dropped to a low of 44%, increasing to 70% in 2012 & 2013, then declining to 61%
in 2014 (CHLA, 2015).
5. Condo/Suite units followed a similar pattern, rising from 44% in 2009 to 74% in
2013, then dropping to 57% in 2014 (CHLA, 2015).

Source: (CHLA, 2015)

Interpretation:
1. Tourism and overnight visitor stays are major contributors to the local economy, with
economic benefits to the province as a whole. Occupancy rates dropped sharply in
2009 following the global economic recession that began in 2008. Since this time,
additional units have been added to the market creating a growing pool of
accommodation options and overall growth in this sector. The rebound in occupancy
rates from 2010 occurred within a context of a larger number of accommodation units
indicating that there were more visitors staying in more units.
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12. Rental Housing: Cost, Availability and Affordability
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #7. Canmore’s services and programs
meet the needs of a diverse socio-economic
population

Trend
Rental Prices
Rental Vacancy Rates

The availability and affordability of appropriate rental accommodations is one of the key
community issues in Canmore. A shortage of accessible housing creates challenges for
both workers and employers, low to middle income earners, families, and many other
members of the community.
Observations:
Canmore Community Housing Corporation
1. In 2009, the Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) began recording
advertised rental rates in Canmore to gain a more precise understanding of market
rates in the community. The CCHC methodology is very rigorous and involves
checking for duplicate listings to avoid double counting any units. This is the most
accurate and complete data available for Canmore’s rental market.

Source: (CCHC, 2015a)

2. While there were some slight fluctuations, in general, average pricing for rental units
showed steady increases from 2010-2014, with price increases growing
proportionally larger in 2013 and 2014. From 2010-2014 there was a 29.1% average
price increase for 1 bedroom units, a 29.2% increase for 2 bedroom units, and an
36.2% increase for 3 bedroom units. From 2013-2014, average annual price increases
were in the range of 11-15% for 1 to 3 bedroom units (CCHC, 2015a). The average
monthly rental costs are often beyond the affordability thresholds for many
individuals, particularly single persons and lone parent families. The affordability
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gap between what a rental unit costs, and what a person can afford has been
increasing as average prices rise. (CCHC, 2015b).

Source: (CCHC, 2015a)

3. The average number of units (1 to 3 bedroom) available per month dropped steadily
from 160 in 2009 to 48 in 2013, rising slightly to 54 in 2014. Overall, there is a
58.6% decrease in the average number of vacant units available from 2010-2014
(CCHC, 2015a).
4. Rental affordability is defined by
Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation (CMHC) as 30% of
gross income.
To meet the
affordability threshold for the
average rental accommodation in
Canmore a renter (or renters)
would require an hourly wage of
$24.30 for a one-bedroom
apartment, or $33.35 for a twobedroom apartment.

Rental Housing
Affordability 2014
1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom
Bachelor/Studio
Roommate/Shared

Average
Monthly
Rent*
$1,264
$1,734
$2,264
$917
$710

Income Required*
Hourly
$24.30
$33.35
$43.54
$17.63
$13.66

Annual
$50,542
$69,362
$90,558
$36,675
$28,410

*Affordability threshold is 30% of gross income

Source: Average advertised rental prices from (CCHC, 2015a)

5. Rental housing affordability has decreased since 2010, as average advertised rental
rates in 2014 have increased by 29.2% for a one bedroom and 36.2% for a two
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bedroom. This has increased the affordable income threshold by $11,422 for a one
bedroom and $18,442 for a two bedroom apartment.
6. The rental affordability gap analysis table (see below) was adapted from a table
developed by the CCHC for determining mortgage limits based on income. The
analysis is based on 2013 income and housing data (2013 income was estimated by
CCHC). A couple family earning the median income would have no affordability gap
in renting an average 2-3 bedroom unit, while a lone parent would face challenges
affording a 2-3 bedroom unit, and a single person would have a $280 affordability
gap when renting a 1 bedroom unit. Note: in 2013 and 2014 the availability of rental
units was very low, making finding accommodation a significant challenge,
regardless of the price.
CCHC - 2014 Affordability Gap Analysis
RENT
Average Rent4 as % of Income
Household
Type1
(#)

Median
Income2

Affordable
Monthly
Rent3

1BR

2BR

3BR

$1195

$1616

$2073

Single
GAP
2 persons
Person
$38,180
$854
-$341
NO GAP
(2460)
41%+
27%+
Lone
GAP
GAP
Parent
$52,550
$1,189
-$427
-$884
(360)
40%+
51%
Couple
NO GAP
NO GAP
Family
$104,340
$2,459
20%+
26%+
(3360)
GAP/NO GAP indicates affordability gap (+/- increasing or decreasing)
1 Couple

families are married or common-law living in the same dwelling with or without
children. Lone parent families are single parents (male or female) living with one or more
children. Singles are persons not matched to a family who may be living alone, with a family to
whom they are related, with a family to whom they are unrelated or with other persons not in
census families.
2 2012 median income is from tax filer data reported by Statistics Canada in CANSIM Table
111-0009 and adjusted by CCHC in 2013 and 2014 by the annual percent change in average
weekly earnings for Canada.
3 Affordable monthly rent calculated as 30% of median income less an adjustment for utilities.
4 Average rent of unfurnished advertised market units for 2014 as reported by CCHC.

Source: Adapted from (CCHC, 2015b)

7. Accessory suites (legal or otherwise) are an important source of rental housing in
Canmore. Based on 2011 data, it was calculated that there are 163 legal suites and
179 illegal suites in Canmore. However, the actual total may be as high as 500 or 600
secondary suites, mostly illegal. Illegal suites are a long-standing issue (parking,
tenant house and safety issues, etc.) in certain neighbourhoods, while legal suites in
some other neighbourhoods are underutilized. For example, many R1B/R1S suites
(single family homes with legal suites) in areas of Three Sisters and Eagle Terrace are
likely not being used as rental suites. It is likely that illegal secondary suites are
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underreported on both the municipal and federal census, leading to an
underestimation of actual population numbers (CCHC, 2015c).
Bow Valley Labour Market Review
1. Rental price information from the Bow Valley Labour Market Review provides
longer continuous time series than the data from CCHC. While the average prices
shown are similar, there may be some differences in average prices due to collection
and data filtering methodologies

Source: (Job Resource Centre, 2015a)

2. The Job Resource Centre tracks rental market rates as advertised in local newspapers.
Advertised rental rates peaked in the 2nd half of 2007, nearly doubling from 2002
prices. From 2008 to 2010, rates generally trended downwards, with the cost of a two
bedroom apartment dropping by over $400 a month, and the cost of a one-bedroom
dropping by almost $200 a month. From 2010 to 2014, average rates have trended
upwards again reaching a new high of $1,318/month for a 1 bedroom and
$1,695/month for a 2 bedroom (Job Resource Centre, 2015a).
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC)
8. CMHC conducts annual surveys of rental prices and vacancy rates in communities
with >10,000 residents. CMHC Rental Market Statistics only include apartments in
buildings containing 3 or more units. This survey is undertaken twice a year. CCHC
includes all advertised properties and continually updates their survey throughout the
year. Therefore, the average rental costs from these two surveys are not directly
comparable. Prior experience with the CMHC survey suggests that prices for the
Canmore market are grossly underestimated (due to the sampling methodology).
Therefore, average rental price information from CMHC is not presented in this
report.
9. While the methodology used by CMHC includes a limited sampling of Canmore’s
spectrum of rental properties, it is interesting to note that apartment rental vacancy
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rates were reported to be 0% for both October 2013 and 2014. This was reported to
be the lowest vacancy rate in Canada (CMHC, 2014).
Media Coverage
10. The impact of Canmore’s tight housing market and shortage of rental properties made
the local and national news in 2014:
 Locally, the Rocky Mountain Outlook published an article on how the housing
crisis is affecting small business:
http://www.rmoutlook.com/article/20140807/RMO0801/308079970/0/RMO0
3
 The challenging housing situation and its effects on the labour market made
headlines on CBC. The article and news clip are available for viewing at:
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/calgary/canmore-housing-shortage-leavesrestaurants-short-on-staff-1.2734297
Community Initiatives:
1. CCHC is an arms-length non-profit corporation, wholly owned by the Town of
Canmore that was established in 2000 to provide housing solutions for a healthy and
balanced community.
CCHC has a mission to bridge Canmore's housing
affordability gap with long-term options. It does this through the development and
management of affordable housing properties and programs, notably the Perpetually
Affordable Housing (PAH) Program. PAH is a community investment in Canmore's
housing infrastructure. This investment allows CCHC to provide homes at belowmarket prices to eligible households. To ensure that the community's investment and
the "perpetual affordability" are retained for the benefit of future residents, resale and
rental price formulas are used. This means that for owners, a resale price formula
indexed to inflation is used to calculate how much their home can increase in value
each year, and that renters will be assured that rents will remain an average of ten
percent below market rates.
2. There are a total of 148 Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH) units in Canmore.
CCHC administers 104 units and leases land to Mountain Haven Cooperative Homes
Ltd. who administer an additional 44 units. CCHC is currently building an additional
48 rental units with occupancies beginning in late 2015.
3. In 2015, CCHC published a report on the status of accessory suites in Canmore, with
an examination of possible options for increasing the stock of legal rental suites.
Increasing the number of accessory suites could increase the supply of affordable
rental unit while facilitating entry level home ownership via the rental income
provided by the suites (CCHC, 2015c).
4. Bow Valley Regional Housing (BVRH) manages social and seniors housing in the
Bow Valley. BVRH houses or assists 300 Bow Valley residents in 188 units.
Interpretation:
1. Canmore has one of the highest costs of living in Alberta, driven primarily by high
housing and shelter. Following the economic crash of 2008, the average advertised
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rental rates mirrored the drop in the economy, decreasing through 2009, then
climbing from 2010 through to 2014. The current trend of very low vacancy rates is
increasing pricing while demand for rental units is very high. With the high prices
and low vacancy rates, finding housing has become a central issue in the community
and a limiting factor for businesses and the labour market.
2. Attracting and retaining workers is a serious challenge for many local businesses, and
housing is an important factor in this equation. A variety of options will likely be
required to meet this need. Rental properties, entry level housing, legal secondary
suites, and staff housing are all part of the spectrum of housing options that may be
required to meet the demand in the community.
3. Much of the market-priced ownership housing is beyond the average income for
many residents in the community. This gap between income and housing prices
creates challenges for both people who would like to remain in the community and
for employers who would like to recruit and retain long-term staff.
4. Certain groups are most likely to be in core housing need, including: unattached
individuals, single-parent families, couples with one income earner, seniors and
persons with physical or mental disabilities, service industry employees, and large
families with low to moderate incomes. The construction of PAH and implementation
of the CHAP targets (Town of Canmore, 2011c) are important steps towards
providing suitable housing options for many residents.
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13. Ownership Housing – Resale Prices and Affordability
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Economy #6. Canmore has a diverse economy that
is resilient to change
Economy #7. Canmore’s services and programs
meet the needs of a diverse socio-economic
population

5 Year Trend
Average resale
house & condo
price

Real estate values are an important economic indicator with social and demographic
implications. While high house prices may be an indication of high demand and a strong
economy, they may also have significant implications for housing accessibility for low
and middle income individuals and families. The resale prices of homes in Canmore are
compiled locally and recorded in the Canmore Real Estate Industry database. However,
many of the new homes are not included as builders are selling these properties directly,
and not through the agencies participating in the database (private sales by the owner are
also not included).
From the closing of the coal mine in 1979 through to today, Canmore has grown from a
small mining town to a destination community for recreation, tourism, and mountain
lifestyle. During this time, the availability and affordability of housing has become a
major challenge for many residents and workers. Housing and cost of living have many
socio-economic implications for the community, including the availability of workers,
demographics and the retention of families and children in schools.
Observations:
Resale House and Condo Prices
1. Canmore’s real estate market saw a period of strong and sustained growth and rising
prices from 1995 through to 2007. The 2007/8 global financial crisis resulted in a
dramatic slowing in Canmore’s real estate market. In Canmore, sales volumes
dropped sharply and prices plateaued in 20085. While there are annual fluctuations,
in general, mean prices dropped sharply in 2009, and then bottomed out in 2012.
Prices recovered strongly in 2013/14 with an 11.8% increase in mean value, followed
by a modest 1.2% increase in 2014. In 2014, the mean resale price (all unit types)
was $615,000.
2. In 2007, single family homes peaked at a mean sale price of $915,149, dropping to
$758,000 in 2012, then rising to $880,000 in 2014.

5

The low volume of sales in Canmore from 2008-2010 means that the mean values can easily be
skewed by the sale of several expensive properties and therefore these market statistics should be treated
with some caution.
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3. The mean price of multi-family/condo peaked at $544,496 in 2008, falling to
$440,000 in 2012, then rising to $482,000 in 2014.
4. From 2008-2011 median6 prices showed a much more steady and measured decline
than mean prices (which were quite variable from 2008-2011). Median prices
increased slightly in 2012 (2.3%) and then jumped by 8.1% in 2013, moderating
slightly (-0.7%) in 2014 (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015).

Source: (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015)

5. Similar to Canmore, many real estate markets in Canada had also shown more than a
decade of sustained price increases through to 2007. In 2008/9 the global economic
crisis resulted in price corrections in many markets across the country. After 2010,
prices and sales volumes began to rebound in Alberta and across much of Canada as
well (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015; CMHC, 2014, 2015a, 2015b).

6

market.

Median: the midpoint of all sales, which is less effected by the highest and lowest extremes of the

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 93

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 120 of 318

B-3

Source: (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015; CMHC, 2014, 2015a, 2015b)

6. The rapid fall in oil prices saw some sudden changes to Alberta’s economy in 2014.
Impacts were first apparent in the Calgary real estate market, but as of spring 2015,
are making themselves felt in Canmore. The local market typically lags 6 months
behind Calgary. Preliminary statistics from June 2015 indicate that in some sectors,
inventory is rising and sales dropping when compared to spring of 2014. Demand for
entry level single family homes and entry level townhomes remains strong, while
sales for some luxury homes and vacation properties has slowed (Canmore & Banff
Real Estate, 2015a & 2015b).
Affordability of Home Ownership
1. According to the 2012 Citizen Satisfaction Survey, the issue that was most frequently
at the ‘Top of Mind’ for local residents was affordable housing (mentioned by 18%).
In 2014, affordable housing was mentioned by 22% of respondents (Ipsos Reid, 2012
& Ipsos Reid, 2014).
2. Affordability gaps exist when purchase prices exceed what households can afford to
pay for housing. The following table adapted from CCHC shows the significant
affordability gap that existed in 2014 for many people hoping to purchase a property
in Canmore. The price-to-income ratio (or Median Multiplier) expresses the median
purchase price to the number of years of median income. At current interest rates a
ratio of 4 or less would generally be considered affordable (median house price is 4
times median annual income).
CCHC - 2014 Affordability Gap Analysis
OWN
Household Type1
(#)

Single Person
(2460)

Median
Income2

$38,180

Affordable
Purchase
Price3
$130,000

Price4: Income Ratio
APT

MED
DENSITY

SINGLE
FAMILY

$365,000

$854,000

$799,900

GAP
-$235,000
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Lone Parent
(360)

9.6+
GAP
-$182,000
6.9-

GAP
-$671,000
16.3+
Couple Family
GAP
GAP
NO GAP
(3360)
$104,340
$415,000
-$439,000
-$384,900
3.5+
8.2+
7.7GAP/NO GAP indicates affordability gap and the price to income ratio (+/- increasing or decreasing)
$52,550

$183,000

1 Couple

families are married or common-law living in the same dwelling with or without children. Lone parent
families are single parents (male or female) living with one or more children. Singles are persons not matched
to a family who may be living alone, with a family to whom they are related, with a family to whom they are
unrelated or with other persons not in census families.
2 2012 median income is from tax filer data reported by Statistics Canada in CANSIM Table 111-0009 and
adjusted by CCHC in 2013 and 2014 by the annual percent change in average weekly earnings for Canada.
3 Assumes 5% down payment, interest rate of 4.75%, 25 year amortization and Gross Debt Servicing Ratio of
32%.
4 Median resale price in 2014 from MLS as reported by Dan Sparks, Realtor, Century 21.

Source: Adapted from (CCHC, 2015b)

3. At the median income, a couple family would be able to afford a median priced
apartment but would have insufficient income to afford a median medium-density or
single family home. The gap is even wider for lone parents and single persons as
their median incomes are substantially less than that of couple families.
4. The CCHC 2014 Affordability Gap Analysis table illustrates whether the affordability
gap has increased (+) or decreased (-) since 2011. In general, affordability has
deteriorated for all households, tenures and housing typologies, with only a few
exceptions where affordability improved or did not change.
5. Applying the ‘Median Multiplier’ (price to income ratio) compares median house
prices to median household incomes. Unfortunately median house price information
is not readily available for most markets therefore for the purposes of this report an
alternative ratio has been substituted. Using available data, the ratio of average
(mean) housing prices to median family income is used in this report to track
affordability trends. A larger ratio (e.g. 2:1) indicates greater affordability, while a
smaller ratio (e.g. 10:1) indicates lower affordability relative to income. Tracking
this indicator over time helps determine if the affordability gap between incomes and
housing prices is growing or shrinking. Note: this ratio is similar to, but not exactly
the same as the typical price to income ratio, as using mean house prices will result in
greater fluctuations. More information on the Median Multiplier and international
affordability trends can be found in the Demographia International Affordability
Survey (Demographia, 2015).

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 95

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 122 of 318

B-3

Source: (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015; CMHC, 2015a; and Statistics Canada, 2014b)

6. From 2003 to 2007 housing prices in Canmore grew at a much faster rate than family
incomes, reaching a price to income ratio of 7.6 in 2007. Lower average house
prices from 2008 to 2012 brought the ratio down to 5.7 in 2012. A more active real
estate market and higher prices brought the ratio back up to 6.0 in 2013 and an
estimated 5.9 in 20147. During (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015; CMHC, 2015a; and
Statistics Canada, 2014b).

7

Median incomes for 2014 are estimates based on provincial and national average weekly incomes and
therefore should be treated with caution.
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Source: (RE/MAX Alpine Realty, 2015; CMHC, 2015a; and Statistics Canada, 2014b)

Interpretation:
1. An extended period of economic growth in Alberta, and demand for mountain
recreational properties fuelled rising real estate values in Canmore from the 1990’s
through to 2007. This was reflected in the rapid population increases in Canmore’s
semi-permanent residents, especially during the period from 2003-2007. The growth
of the semi-permanent population slowed considerably in 2008, corresponding with
the lower prices and sales volumes. After a market correction or crash, recreational
properties are typically slower to recover than markets for primary homes and
Canmore’s market remained slower than ‘normal’ through 2012. Sales volumes and
prices rebounded through 2014 resulting in a return to near-2007 prices and a busy
market for buyers and sellers. If the levels of 2014 activity continue, there is very
little extra inventory to satisfy demand until such a time as major projects like TSMV,
begin to bring more units online.
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Environment
“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.”
-Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan

Category
Place

Service

Economy
Environment

People

Goals: 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Goals
1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
2. The social, cultural, and economic health of the downtown is
essential to maintaining the downtown as the heart of the
community
3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural
and recreational aspirations of its residents
4. Canmore is a safe community
5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible
services while valuing innovation
6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is resilient to change
7. Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse
socio-economic population
8. Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship
9. Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment
10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate
information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion
11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
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Summary
Environment – 5 Year Summary
Section
1. Air Quality

Indicator
Air Quality
Total Water
Production

2. Water
Consumption

Residential Water
Consumption
ICI Water
Consumption
Water System
Losses

3. Drinking Water
Quality

Drinking Water
Quality
Ammonia Nitrogen
Loading

4. Wastewater
Phosphorus Loading
Total Solid Waste
Land Filled

5. Resource
Conservation and
Waste Management

Residential and ICI
Wastes Sent to
Calgary Area
Landfills
C&D Wastes Land
Filled at Francis
Cooke Landfill and
Resource Recovery
Centre
Waste Diversion
Rate

Trend
2010-2014

Comments
Initial data from the CRAZ passive monitoring
station does not indicate any trends.
Total water production increased by 9% from
2010 to 2014 (actual quantity). Based on 2014
total population numbers, 2014 water
production is above the 2015 ESAP goal.
Residential water consumption declined 3%
(quantity) and 9% (per capita, permanent
population) from 2010 to 2014. 2014
residential water consumption is below the
2015 ESAP goal.
ICI consumption increased by 18% from 20102014.
Water system losses increased from 2010 to
2013, dropping back to 2010 levels in 2014
(19%).
Canmore has high quality drinking water that
continues to meet or exceed provincial
operating regulations.
Annual ammonia nitrogen loading to the Bow
River increased by 35% from 2010 to 2014
(+2,717 kg). Effluent characteristics are well
within regulatory guidelines.
Phosphorus loading to the Bow River
increased by 20% from 2010 to 2014 (+227
kg). Effluent characteristics are well within
regulatory guidelines.
Total solid waste landfilled increased by 8%
(actual tonnage) from 2010 to 2014. The 2015
ESAP goal was met in 2014.
From 2010 to 2014, the actual tonnage
declined by 4%. The 2015 ESAP goal was
almost met in 2014.
Total dry waste landfilled increased by 39%
from 2010 to 2014. Note: the 2013 floods had
a significant impact on the volume of
construction and demolition waste. The 2015
ESAP goal was met in 2014.
From 2010 to 2014, the waste diversion rate
increased from 39% to 49%.
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Environment – 5 Year Summary (Continued)
Section
6. Energy Use and
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

Indicator

Trend
2010-2014

Total Emissions

Total GHG emissions from electricity
generation and natural gas have risen 7% since
2010. The 2015 ESAP goal is to stabilize
emissions.

TransCanada Hwy 1
Traffic Volumes

Average daily traffic on the TransCanada
highway increased 5.5% from 2009 to 2013.

7. Transportation
Public Transit Use

8. Wildlife
Movement Corridors
and Habitat Patches

Wildlife Corridors
and Land Use

n/a

Wildlife Crossing
Structure Use
Bears

n/a

Bear Deaths /
Management
Removals
9. Human/Wildlife
Conflict

Comments

Cougars

Coyote conflict has dropped substantially from
the high in 2007/8. Perhaps in part due to the
culling of ‘problem’ coyotes from urban areas.

Coyotes

Ungulates

Regional transit between Banff and Canmore
commenced in December 2012. ROAM
ridership increased by 53% from 2013 to 2014.
Stewart Creek Conservation Easement signed.
Town of Canmore conducted a Human Use
Management Review (HUMR). TSMV land
use and corridor decisions pending outcome of
Smith Creek planning process in 2016.
Overall, wildlife crossing events at the Wind
Valley and Stewart Creek underpasses dropped
by 66% from 2010 to 2014.
Updated information on human/bear conflict is
not currently available. Please refer to the 2012
Community Monitoring Report for the latest
information.
Bear deaths/removals fluctuate on an annual
basis. A total of 51 bears were killed or
removed from the Bow Valley between 2010
and 2014.
Reported cougar conflict tripled from 2009 to
2013. No human injuries or death relating to
cougar conflict.

n/a

Reported incidents do occur, but are
uncommon: no measurable trend.

11. Transportation
Corridors and
Wildlife

# of Wildlife
Vehicle Collisions

Variable by year from 2008-2012.

12. Forest Health –
Mountain Pine
Beetle

Mountain Pine
Beetle Affected
Trees

Mountain Pine Beetle numbers have dropped
dramatically since 2010.
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1. Air Quality
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal leader in
environmental Stewardship

Trend

Threshold: To remain below the 30 day and 365 day Alberta Air Quality Objectives
for sulphur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Note: there is currently no Alberta
objective for ozone (O3).
Observations:
1. In the fall of 2012, the Calgary
Regional Airshed Zone Society
(CRAZ)
installed
a
passive
monitoring station (station 3 and
duplicate station 3d) in Canmore.
This station is one of 40 across the
airshed
zone
and
became
operational in September 2012. It
records SO2, O3 and NO2 which are
reported on a monthly basis.
Results from September 2012 to
CRAZ Boundary from www.craz.ca
2014 indicate that average levels of
SO2 and NO2 are well below the 30 day air quality objectives for Alberta. To see the
passive
monitoring
network
visit
the
CRAZ
website:
http://www.craz.ca/monitoring/passive/
CRAZ - Canmore Passive
Monitoring Station
2012 (Sept-Nov only)
2013
2014
30 Day AB Objective
365 Day AB Objective

Monthly Averages (ppb)
SO2
O3*
NO2
0.7
19.2
5.7
0.6
24.3
5.2
0.7
26.4
5.2
11
8
24
*No monthly Alberta objective
Source: (CRAZ, 2015)

Community Initiatives:
1. The Calgary Regional Airshed Zone Society (CRAZ)
is comprised of government agencies (federal,
provincial
and
municipal),
non-government
organizations, industry and the public. The airshed
approximately follows the boundary of the Alberta
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Health Services (including Canmore). This area represents 40% of Alberta’s
population. For more information visit their website at: http://www.craz.ca/.
2. 2014 Alberta Winter Games: CRAZ deployed a Mobile Air Monitoring Lab (MAML)
in Banff and Canmore to collect baseline air quality data in the spring of 2013.
During the Alberta Winter Games, the MAML returned to collect additional data.
Twenty five volunteers engaged with over 500 people, and drivers were asked to
remain idle-free and use alternative transportation when available (2014 Alberta
Winter Games Environmental Sustainability Advisory Committee, 2014 & CRAZ,
2014).
3. The Bow Valley Clean Air Society (BVCAS) has been actively supporting the
development of CRAZ and the passive monitoring network, and educating and
advocating for air quality in the Bow Valley. For more information about their
programs and activities please visit their website: http://bowcleanair.org/.
Interpretation:
1. After 2 years and 3 months of monitoring, the results suggest that the air quality in
Canmore is, on average, well within the 30 day air quality targets. It is important to
remember that this passive monitoring network is only recording 3 parameters on the
basis of monthly averages. There could be other air quality concerns not captured by
the monitoring (e.g. particulates) or specific episodic events that are infrequent
enough to be ‘masked’ by the monthly averages.
2. The CRAZ passive air quality monitoring system will create more consistent and
publicly accessible air quality data for the community. This is the first time that there
has been regularly measured air quality data available for Canmore. In the past, the
community had to rely on occasional one day visits from a mobile monitoring vehicle
which led to infrequent and inconsistent monitoring of air quality. The importance of
this new monitoring network will only grow as the population and volume of vehicle
use in the Bow Valley increases over time.
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2. Water Consumption
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend
Total Water Production

Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal
leader in environmental Stewardship

Residential Water
Consumption
ICI Water Consumption
Water System Losses

Water conservation is an important practice as water is a finite resource, and water and
wastewater treatment requires significant amounts of energy and expense. Canmore
draws drinking water from the Spray Lakes Reservoir via the Rundle Forebay, and from a
groundwater aquifer beneath the town. Each supplies approximately half of the total
water for the town. Canmore’s aquifer is very productive, however receding glaciers and
potential reductions in snow pack and spring run-off highlight the importance of adaptive
measures against climate change.
Threshold/Goal:
The following water conservation targets are from the 2010 Environmental Sustainability
Action Plan (ESAP) and include a combination of per capita and absolute reduction
goals. The per capita goals are based on total population, including both the permanent
and semi-permanent residents in the community. Note: due to significant changes in the
2014 census count of semi-permanent resident and total residents, multi-year
comparisons of the per capita figures for total population should be treated with caution.
Water
Reduction in Water Consumption from 2000 Levels*
Consumption
2015
2020
2035
Goals
Total Water
30% per capita
40% per capita
50% per capita
Production
Residential Water
30% per capita
40% per capita
50% per capita
Consumption
ICI Water
10% total
20% total
30% total
Consumption
consumption
consumption
consumption
Water System
Reduce losses to
Maintain at 10% or Maintain at 10% or
Losses
10% or less
less
less
*Per capita targets based on Total Population (permanent + non-permanent)
Source: (Town of Canmore, 2010a)
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Observations:
Total Water Production
1. Over the past 5 years, total water production has fluctuated slightly, but was at
roughly 2.6 million cubic meters in 2014. Total water production increased by 9%
from 2010 to 2014 (actual quantity).
2. On the basis of the permanent population, per capita total water production only
increased 2.6% from 2010 to 2014 (permanent population, Litres per Capita per Day
or LPCD).
3. In 2014, the per capita total water production was 421 LPCD, 63 litres above the
2015 ESAP goal of 358 LPCD (per capita, total population). Note: due to significant
changes in the 2014 census count of semi-permanent resident and total residents
multi-year comparisons of the per capita figures for total population should be
treated with caution. (Town of Canmore, 2015h).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

Residential Water Consumption
4. Total residential water consumption dropped by 3.1% from 2010 and 2014. On the
basis of the permanent population, this is a decrease from 201 LPCD to 171 LPCD, a
drop of 9.1%.
5. In terms of the total population, the average daily consumption was 134 LPCD, well
below the 2015 ESAP goal of 155 LPCD (Town of Canmore, 2015h). Note: due to
significant changes in the 2014 census count of semi-permanent resident and total
residents multi-year comparisons of the per capita figures for total population should
be treated with caution.
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (ICI) Water Consumption
6. The ICI consumption is based on actual consumption, rather than per capita. ICI
consumption has increased by 21.8% since 2009, reaching a new high in 2014. The
average daily consumption in 2014 was almost 540,000 litres per day above the 2015
ESAP goal. ICI consumption can be directly impacted by levels of tourism visitation
which result in higher occupancy rates in hotels, more water use, and an increased
volume of laundry etc. (Town of Canmore, 2015h).
7. Note: ICI consumption is not affected by water requirements for the golf courses,
which primarily meet their needs from well water.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)
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Water System Losses
8. A certain percentage of the water in any municipal system is unaccounted for or lost
through leaks, illegal connections, malfunctioning controls, and meter inaccuracies.
Canmore’s geology poses a major challenge in locating water leaks as the water
quickly disappears into the granular soils, rather than surfacing where it can be easily
discovered. The ESAP goal is to reduce and maintain system losses to <10% by the
year 2015.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

9. Total estimated water losses peaked at a high of 32% in 2002, but were reduced to a
low of 15% in 2006 by the leak detection and repair program. Water losses have since
risen to 23% in 2012, dropping to 19% in 2014. This recent decrease is due to
continued annual investment in leak detection, water line repair, and replacement
(Town of Canmore, 2015h).
Community Initiatives
1. The Town of Canmore continues a multi-year meter replacement program that will be
ongoing until all older water meters in the community have been replaced with new
models. This will reduce meter reading inaccuracies from older equipment. A total
of 350 meters were replaced in 2014.
Interpretation:
1. Total residential water consumption has been trending downwards over time. This
may be due in part to the increased use of low flow appliances, showerheads, and
toilets, and in part due to the mix of permanent and part-time residents which has
changed over the last decade (it is assumed that part-time residents will, on average,
use less water than permanent residents). Meeting the future ESAP goals for
residential water consumption will be increasingly challenging and will most likely
occur through incremental changes, such as continued individual efforts for
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conservation including low flow fixtures and toilets, and making conscious efforts to
reduce individual water usage.
2. Aging water distribution infrastructure fails over time resulting in the increasing
water losses. Reaching the goal of 10% or less annual water system losses will
require further work in the area of leak detection and water line repair/replacement
and the replacement of older water meters.
Recommendation:
1. The sources of ICI water consumption are not well quantified, a better breakdown and
understanding of this sector is required to direct efforts to best encourage
conservation and meet the ESAP goals.
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3. Drinking Water Quality
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal
leader in environmental Stewardship

Trend
Drinking Water
Quality

The Town of Canmore is supplied from two high quality water sources: a groundwater
aquifer, and surface water from Spray Lakes via the Rundle Forebay. Both the aquifer
and Rundle Forebay provide high quality input sources of water into the water treatment
system. The treated water quality requirements are set by Alberta Environment and
Sustainable Resource Development (now Alberta Environment and Parks) and are
different for both the groundwater and surface water sources (outlined in the table
below). These requirements must be met or exceeded under the terms of the license, and
violations or exceedances are very infrequent occurrences. Canmore’s water treatment
and distribution is managed under contract by EPCOR since the year 2000.
Threshold/Goal:
To meet or exceed Alberta Environment standards.
Observations:
1. Average treated water quality parameters for 2014 are listed in the following table
(see next page). EPCOR monitors approximately 75 water quality parameters and
conducts over 2,000 water quality tests a year (EPCOR, 2014).
2. In 2013, there was a town-wide boil water advisory due to the serious flood event.
Turbidity due to surface runoff and mudslides, combined with power failure during
the flood created challenging conditions for the water treatment plant. After the
flooding subsided, regular water service was restored and the advisory was lifted
(EPCOR, 2014).
3. Fluoride is not added to Canmore’s municipal water supply,however, fluoride is
naturally present in the local ground and surface waters. In 2014, naturally occurring
fluoride levels averaged 0.13 mg/L (Pumphouse 1) and 0.12 mg/L (Pumphouse 2)
(Town of Canmore, 2015h). Adding fluoride to the municipal water supply is not
mandatory. Health Canada has set the maximum safe allowable concentration of
fluoride in drinking water supplies at 1.5 mg/L.
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Average Treated Water Quality (2014)
Water Quality
Parameters

Pumphouse #1
(Groundwater Aquifer)

Pumphouse #2 (Rundle
Forebay)

Chlorine Residual

0.73 mg/L

0.84 mg/L

Turbidity
Total Hardness
Fluoride
Aluminium
pH

0.04 NTU
142 mgCaCO3/L
0.13 mg/L
<0.16 mg/L
n/a

0.06 NTU
156 mgCaCO3/L
0.12 mg/L
0.30 mg/L
8

Greater than 0.5 mg/L Chlorine
residual entering distribution
system

99.9% (3log) reduction for
Giardia

Greater than 0.1 mg/L Chlorine
residual in distribution system

99.99% (4log) reduction for
Viruses

Less than 5 NTU Turbidity in
distribution system
Alberta Environment
Approval
Requirements
Test for Bacteria in distribution
system at 9 locations per
month

Greater than 0.2 mg/L Chlorine
residual entering distribution
system
Greater than 0.05 mg/L
Chlorine residual in distribution
system
pH of treated water 6.5 - 8.5
Test for Bacteria in distribution
system at 12 locations per
month

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

Interpretation:
1. The Town of Canmore and EPCOR operate a modern water treatment and
distribution system that produces high quality drinking water that meets or exceeds
provincial operating regulations. While there are occasional exceedances, such as the
boil water advisory during the 2013 floods (EPCOR, 2014), water quality parameters
are typically well within required parameters.
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4. Wastewater
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal leader
in environmental Stewardship

Trend
Ammonia Nitrogen
Loading
Phosphorus Loading

Wastewater collection and treatment are closely monitored to meet provincial standards.
The treated effluent from Canmore’s wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is discharged
into the Bow River so it is important to ensure that it is reliably treated to the highest
standards to maintain the health of the river and water quality for downstream users and
the aquatic ecosystem.
Threshold/Goal:
 To meet or exceed all regulatory requirements under the approval to operate the
WWTP so as to minimize the impacts to the aquatic environment.
 To meet or exceed the Bow River Basin Council (BRBC) Water Quality
Objectives
Observations:
1. The efficiency of the WWTP can be calculated by comparing the untreated influent
vs. the treated effluent. In 2014, the WWTP removed:
 95% of total suspended solids (TSS)
 95% of biological oxygen demand (BOD)
 88% of total phosphorus
 80% of total ammonia
2. The total quantity of nutrients in the WWTP effluent (“loading”) can affect the
aquatic health of the Bow River system. The total quantity of nutrients discharged
into the Bow River fluctuates on an annual basis. While they both trended down
slightly from 2012 to 2014, the total output of ammonia nitrogen was 35% higher,
and the output of phosphorus was 19% higher in 2014 than in 2010 (Town of
Canmore, 2015h).
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

3. In 2013, a monitoring program to determine the effects of the WWTP effluent on the
Bow River was started. Sampling occurred throughout the year, 100m upstream and
300m downstream of the WWTP discharge. The next round of sampling is proposed
to occur in 2016 after the next major WWTP upgrade is completed. The 2013 results
were compared with the Bow River Basin Council (BRBC) Water Quality Objectives.
Based on the 2013 data, the WWTP effluent is not resulting in a net environmental
effect downstream on the Bow River:
2013 Parameter Comparison with Bow River Basin Council Water Quality Objectives
Parameter

Upstream

Downstream

BRBC WQ Objective

Nitrate plus Nitrite (N) (mg/L)
Total Ammonia (N) (mg/L)
Total Coliforms (No/100 mL)
TSS (mg/L)
Total Phosphorus (mg/L)
Total Dissolved Solids (mg/L)

0.084
<0.050
92.5
27.6
0.018
144

0.111
0.081
90.8
26.1
0.018
146

0.267 mg/L

Not > 5 mg/L over background
0.014 mg/L
Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015)

4. In 2014, the WWTP produced 3,046 Tonnes of biosolids (organic materials resulting
from the treatment of sewage sludge). For the past several years the biosolids were
trucked to a farm outside Penhold where they are composted and turned into a soil
amendment product. This is not unusual, as many other communities transport their
biosolids to external facilities (Town of Canmore, 2015h). Canmore and Banff are
currently developing an agreement that will see Canmore’s biosolids transported to
Banff for composting. More information on Banff’s composting process is available
at:
https://www.banff.ca/index.aspx?NID=858
Average Annual Wastewater Effluent Characteristics
Wastewater
Characteristics

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Effluent
Approval Limit
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Total Suspended
Solids (TSS) (mg/L)

5.0

5.5

6.7

6.5

7.9

7.6

< 20

Biological Oxygen
Demand (BOD5)
(mg/L)

7.0

7.0

9.0

10.0

11.0

11.0

< 20

0.4

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.5

0.5

< 1.0

1.4

2.8

4.1

3.7

4.4

4.4
3.4

<10 (Oct-June)
< 5.0 (July-Sept)

3,162

2,793

3,011

2,990

3,101

3,046

n/a

Total Phosphorus
(mg/L)
Total Ammonia
Nitrogen (mg/L)
Biosolids Produced
(Tonnes)

Source: Town of Canmore, 2015h

5. While there are occasional exceedances and contraventions, the average annual
effluent characteristics have generally been well below the approval limits set by
Alberta Environment (Town of Canmore, 2015h). EPCOR conducts approximately
6,000 waste water tests a year relating to 10 parameters (EPCOR, 2014).
Community Initiatives:
1. A new program of monitoring water quality parameters above and below WWTP
effluent discharge point began in 2013. This sampling will be repeated in 2016 after
the next major WWTP upgrade in 2015. This will help quantify Canmore’s impact
on the health of the Bow River.
2. Continued upgrades at the WWTP, including a new solids handling program will
hopefully result in continuous improvement of the effluent characteristics.
3. To better educate the public on the challenges of waste water management, the Town
of Canmore created the humorous Epic Poo Race education campaign. “Flush The
Right Stuff” encourages residents to be mindful of what they flush down their toilets
due to the difficulties many substances and items can create for the WWTP system.
See the full series of cartoons at: http://www.canmore.ca/Epic-Poo-Race/
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Interpretations:
1. Although there are occasional issues and exceedances, Canmore’s WWTP is a
modern facility that continues to operate well within the approval limits set by
Alberta Environment. Continued tracking of the actual quantity of nutrients (e.g. N
and P) released into the Bow River system, and the new monitoring program (above
and below the effluent discharge) will help better quantify the impact of Canmore’s
wastewater on the health of the Bow River.
2. Leakage into the system, through damaged or aged infrastructure (such as clay tiles in
South Canmore) is a major contributor to the fluctuations in the quantity of
wastewater that is treated and released into the Bow River. Treating this extra
effluent flow requires additional energy use, and contributes to higher costs for
running the WWTP facility.
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5. Resource Conservation and Waste Management
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend
Total Solid Waste Land Filled

Environment #8. Canmore is a
municipal leader in environmental
Stewardship

Residential and ICI Wastes Sent to
Calgary Area Landfills
C&D Wastes Land Filled at Francis Cooke
Landfill and Resource Recovery Centre
Total Waste Diversion Rate

The Environmental Sustainability Action Plan (ESAP) set new goals and strategies for
moving towards zero waste by reducing, reusing, and recycling materials. In ESAP,
Total Solid Waste is comprised of the following waste streams8:
 ICI – (Industrial, Commercial, Institutional) waste sent to Calgary area (Class II)
landfills
 Residential waste sent to Calgary area landfills
 C&D (Construction and Demolition) waste sent to the Francis Cooke (Class III)
Landfill and Regional Recovery Centre (east of Exshaw)
The Town of Canmore is a member of the Bow Valley Waste Management Commission
(BVWMC). The Commission operates The Francis Cooke Regional Class III Landfill
and Regional Recovery Center and works with member municipalities to achieve their
waste reduction objectives.
Threshold/Goal:
The following waste reduction targets are from the ESAP, and were developed to ensure
that the total volume of waste being land filled decreases over time, while accounting for
population growth in the community. The per capita goals are based on total population,
including both the permanent and non-permanent residents in the community.
ESAP Goals & Targets:

Waste Landfilled (tonnes/person/year*) to:
2015
2020
2035

Total Solid Waste Land
0.60
0.45
Filled
Residential and ICI Wastes
0.35
0.30
Sent to Landfill
C&D Wastes Land Filled
0.25
0.15
at Francis Cooke Landfill
*based on total population (permanent + non-permanent)

0.30
0.20
0.10

8

Alberta Environment defines 3 classes of waste streams for landfills: Class I, or hazardous waste
landfill, Class II, or non-hazardous waste landfill, and Class III, or inert waste landfill
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2010a)

Observations:
Total Solid Waste Land Filled
1. The 2015 ESAP goal of reducing total solid waste landfilled to 0.60 T per person per
year (on a per capita basis total population) was achieved in 2009. Total solid waste
landfilled increased somewhat in 2013 and 2014, possibly due to debris and damage
from the 2013 floods. In 2014, the total waste land filled per capita (total population)
was 0.56 T (Town of Canmore, 2015h). Note: due to significant changes in the 2014
census count of semi-permanent resident and total residents multi-year comparisons
of the per capita figures for total population should be treated with caution.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

Residential and ICI Waste Sent to Landfill
2. This waste stream is largely composed of residential and pedestrian waste collected
from the bear bins, and commercial (e.g. restaurant) waste collected from businesses.
This includes residential waste collected by the Town of Canmore and commercial
waste collected by private contractors. Currently, this waste is shipped to the West
Dried Meat Lake Landfill. Prior to 2012 it was sent to Calgary area landfills. As with
the total waste landfilled, there was a spike in tonnage for 2013 through 2014. This is
likely due to the aftermath of the 2013 floods. The 2015 ESAP goal is 0.35 T of
waste landfilled per capita (total population). In 2014, there was 0.47 T of waste per
capita (total population) sent to the landfill (Town of Canmore, 2015h). Note: due to
significant changes in the 2014 census count of semi-permanent resident and total
residents multi-year comparisons of the per capita figures for total population should
be treated with caution.
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

C&D Waste Land Filled at Francis Cooke Landfill
3. The quantity of Construction and Demolition (C&D) waste landfilled at the Francis
Cooke Class III Landfill and Resource Recovery Center is highly variable, fluctuating
with the level of building and/or demolition underway in the town of Canmore. Note:
this waste stream also includes materials such as scrub & brush, and the municipal
large item clean-up.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

4. The quantity of C&D waste landfilled at the Francis Cooke Landfill dropped off
sharply in 2008-2009, closely mirroring the drop in construction activity in Canmore.
The 2013 Alberta floods and increased construction activity resulted in an increased
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quantity of debris (clean up, demolition, renovation, etc.) in 2013 and 2014. In 2014
the quantity of waste landfilled per capita (total population) was 0.19 T, below the
2015 ESAP goal of 0.25 T per capita (Town of Canmore, 2015h). Note: due to
significant changes in the 2014 census count of semi-permanent resident and total
residents multi-year comparisons of the per capita figures for total population should
be treated with caution.
5. In 2014, 66.1% of Canmore’s C&D dry waste was diverted from landfill through
recycling initiatives offered at the Francis Cooke Landfill and Resource Recovery
Centre (Town of Canmore, 2015h).
Overall Waste Generation and Diversion
6. In 2001, only 18.6% of Canmore’s total waste stream was diverted from the landfill.
With increased recycling and diversion efforts this proportion quickly increased to
50.4% in 2005. In 2009, there was a sudden change in the total quantity of waste and
the diversion rate due to the rapid drop in C&D waste which had, in some years,
accounted for half or more of Canmore’s total waste stream. The total diversion rate
increased from 37.6% in 2009 to 49.4% in 2014 (Town of Canmore, 2015h).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h)

Community Initiatives:
1. The Town of Canmore adopted a Towards Zero Waste Events Policy in 2010. The
policy requires that designated special events prepare a plan to divert a minimum of
70% of the waste generated at the event and document the level of success achieved
(Town of Canmore, 2010b).
2. Special events in Canmore often use the Bow
Valley Waste Management Commission’s
Toward Zero Waste (TZW) service. In 2013,
13 Canmore events used this service and 8
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events used the service in 2014. There were fewer participating events in 2014 as a
goal of the program is to help events become self-sufficient with their waste programs
(using equipment provided by BVWaste). Overall the participating events diverted
5.1 (2013) and 7.1 (2014) tonnes of waste from disposal in landfill for a total of 12.2
tonnes. TZW program’s overall average diversion rate was 86% in 2014 (BVWMC,
2015). In 2014, BVWaste received a SHIFT Sustainability Award in Jackson Hole,
WY for the implementation of the TZW program.
3. The Towns of Canmore and Banff hosted the 2014 Alberta
Winter Games. BVWaste’s Toward Zero Waste (TWZ)
program and Canmore’s Toward Zero Waste Policy were
important elements in this effort. A diversion rate of 82% (2.9
T diverted) was achieved through the Games’ TZW effort.
More details are available in the final report published by the
Games’ Sustainability Advisory Committee (Alberta Winter
Games Environmental Sustainability Advisory Committee,
2014)
4. The Town of Canmore is a member of, and works in partnership with, the BVWMC.
In addition to any goals that an individual community may set for itself, the
BVWMC promotes the following diversion goals:
• A landfill annual diversion goal of 70% by weight for the overall waste resource
stream is promoted to our member communities.
• A Class III annual landfill diversion goal of 70% for construction waste resources
is mandated (BVWMC, 2008).
5. The ‘Beyond Curbside Recycling Program’ (Enhanced Recycling)
makes recycling easier by reducing the number of collection
streams from six to three and by making the collection methods as
‘close to curbside’ as possible. As of 2014, there are 82 newly
installed tri-stream collection containers.
The program has
increased diversion rates but requires additional collection and
management by Town staff (Town of Canmore, 2015h).
Interpretation:
1. The total quantity of waste materials generated is strongly affected by the quantity of
C&D waste. Any increase or decrease in construction or demolition in the town
changes the rate of waste generation and could overshadow small changes in
residential waste and recycling. In 2008 and 2009, the slowdown in construction
significantly decreased the total quantity of waste, while the floods of 2013 resulted
in increased disposal of debris and new construction and renovation waste.
2. Although bear proof garbage bins have been effective at reducing bear/garbage
incidents, they are also commonly misused for inappropriate waste disposal.
Residential garbage bins often contain lots of recyclables as well as construction or
other debris. It is possible that disposing of material in the bear bin is an easy and
anonymous way to get rid of it, instead of recycling materials in the appropriate
fashion or properly disposing of materials (e.g. old furniture) at the Francis Cooke
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Landfill and Resource Recovery Centre. It is hoped that the new Beyond Curbside
bins will continue to increase recycling and waste diversion.
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6. Energy Use and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend
Electricity Use

Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal
leader in environmental Stewardship

Natural Gas
Consumption
Total Emissions

Threshold/Goal:
The 2010 ESAP recommends the use of absolute reduction targets instead of intensity
based (per capita) targets. Intensity based targets are useful for tracking improvements in
energy efficiency, however they still allow overall emissions to increase, while absolute
targets focus on reducing total emissions.
Target Year
2015
2020
2050

ESAP Goals & Targets
Stabilize community CO2 emissions with no further increases in absolute emissions
9
even with population growth (tonnes CO2e/yr )
Reduce community CO2 emissions to 2007 levels (tonnes CO2e/yr)
Reduce community CO2 emissions by 50 % from 2007 levels (tonnes CO2e/yr)
Source: (Town of Canmore, 2010a)

Observations:
1. Total GHG emissions from electricity generation and natural gas increased 7.4% from
2010 to 2014, with a total increase of 18.7% since the 2007 base year. Meeting the
2015 ESAP target requires that total community emissions are stabilized with no
further increases.
2. While there are slight fluctuations on a yearly basis, emissions from electricity
generation are up 5.8% in the past 5 years, while emissions from natural gas are up
slightly at 3.1% (Town of Canmore, 2015h; Fortis Alberta, 2015; Atco Gas, 2015).
Note: due to significant changes in the 2014 census count of semi-permanent resident
and total residents multi-year comparisons of the per capita figures for total
population should be treated with caution.
3. Some residents and businesses in the community have chosen ‘green energy’ to offset
their conventional energy use. While accounting for only 0.5% of the total electricity
supplied to the community, Bow Valley Power and Bullfrog power supplied enough
green electricity to reduce emissions by 360 T in 2012. Bullfrog power also supplies
‘green natural gas’ which led to an additional 50 T of emissions reductions (Bow
Valley Power, 2013; Bullfrog Power, 2013).
9

CO2e refers to the equivalent amount of CO2 produced and emitted.
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4. Based on the high levels of estimated emissions from occasionally occupied second
homes in Aspen (Heede, 2007), it appears that there could be a need and an
opportunity to engage Canmore’s non-permanent residents in reducing their energy
use and GHG emissions. The energy and GHG impacts of Canmore’s second homes
has not been quantified, but is likely to be quite substantial due to the high proportion
of semi-permanent residents.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2015h; Fortis Alberta, 2015; Atco Gas, 2015)

Community Initiatives:
1. The Town of Canmore pays a “green power” surcharge to provide 60% green power
to town facilities (as part of an Alberta Urban Municipalities Association agreement).
2. The Town of Canmore has installed solar powered hot water systems at Elevation
Place, the Recreation Centre, Fire Hall, Public Works, and the Civic Centre. A
photovoltaic (PV) solar electric system is installed on the Canmore Senior’s Centre
over the Biosphere Institute’s offices. The Town received the Solar Thermal Project
of the Year Award from the Canadian Solar Industries Association for the installation
at Elevation Place.
3. Sustainable Action Canmore (SAC) is a joint program of the Biosphere Institute and
the Town of Canmore. It includes specific actions that residents can take to move the
community towards sustainability. Although many actions taken as a result of the
program are not reported, and many are difficult to estimate even when reported, we
are able to estimate minimum results from reported actions with impacts that are
measurable. Through 2014 activities, participants in Sustainable Action Canmore
reduced GHG emissions by 94 Tonnes/year, reduced energy use by 29,750 kW
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hrs/year, reduced waste by 13.8 Tonnes/year, and reduced water use by 279,300
L/year.
4. In part due to its work on SAC, the Biosphere Institute was awarded a 2014 SHIFT
Sustainability Award, which recognized the most effective, innovative conservation
and sustainability initiatives currently underway in communities in North America.
SAC was featured at the SHIFT Conference in Jackson Hole, Wyoming.
5. The Town of Canmore offered a $1,250 Solar Incentive Program for residents
installing solar systems on their homes. A total of 16 people applied for the 8 grants
which were available.
More information on the program is available at:
http://www.canmore.ca/Courses-and-Programs/Incentive-Programs/ResidentialSolar-Incentive.html
Interpretation:
1. This GHG emissions summary only includes direct emissions from natural gas
consumption and electricity generation.
Fuel consumption statistics on the
community level to calculate transportation impacts are not available. Vehicle use
has been identified as a major local source of both GHG emissions and air pollution
(Alberta Environment, 2008). Developing transportation alternatives, reducing
vehicle use, and reducing idling will have the combined benefits of improving air
quality and reducing GHG emissions. This creates a major data gap in the GHG
emissions inventory, however it would be difficult to accurately determine emissions
associated with transportation (without using generic estimates or assumptions that
may not be relevant for Canmore).
2. There are also a number of other direct and indirect sources of GHG emissions,
including landfills, manufacturing, food production etc. that are not included in this
indicator. Following the 3 R’s (Reduce, Reuse, Recycle) and increased composting
of organic waste materials would help reduce the community’s overall emissions and
environmental impact.
3. The ESAP goal of stabilizing total community emissions by 2015 is a challenging
target. Based on recent trends, total emissions from electricity generation and natural
gas continue to rise slowly over time. Additional development, population growth
and increasing tourist visitation will all push emissions higher, making meeting the
targets a significant challenge.
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7. Transportation
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal
leader in environmental Stewardship

Trend
TransCanada Hwy 1
Traffic Volumes

Place #1. Canmore has a unique sense of
place

Public Transit Use

Transportation has an impact on the community's quality of life, noise and pollution
levels. Transportation has strong linkages to both air quality and GHG emissions and
energy use. Transportation options and alternatives are also a major component of the
‘liveable community’ described in the Mining the Future Vision.
Observations:
1. From 2001 to 2013, the
annual average daily
traffic on Highway 1 (the
Trans-Canada Highway)
has
increased
from
16,300
to
18,410
vehicles per day. In the
5 year period from 2009
to 2013, it increased by
5.7%
(Alberta
Transportation, 2014).
Source: (Alberta Transportation, 2014)

2. Regional ROAM bus
service between Banff
and Canmore began in
December 2012.
In
2013, the first full year
of operation there were
58,917 riders, which
increased by 53.4% to
90,400
in
2014
(BVRTSC, 2015).

Source: (BVRTSC, 2015)
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Community Initiatives:
1. The paved multi-use Rocky Mountain Legacy Trail from Banff to the Banff Park East
Gate was completed in 2010. A further extension all the way to Canmore was
completed in 2013. The trail has proven to be very popular with residents and visitors
alike.
An online eco-counter of trail use is available at:
http://legacytrail.canmore2.visio-tools.com/
2. In 2014, the Town of Canmore made a number of additions and improvements to the
pedestrian and bike friendly infrastructure that included:
• Paving the Spur Line Trail from Railway Ave to Fairholm Drive. This will
allow for winter snow clearing.
• Two new bike shelters installed at Friendship Park and Elevation Place
• Two more bike repair stands installed (now 4 in total)
• Two pedestrian bridges installed at Cougar Creek as part of the post-flood
remediation
3. The Town of Canmore completed an Integrated Transportation Plan (ITP) in 2014.
The Plan considers the entire transportation network, including the walking and
cycling network for active transportation. Town Council accepted the ITP for
planning purposes in January 2015 (with amendments). The ITP envisions Canmore
as Alberta’s premier walking and cycling community with a goal of 30% sustainable
commuting modes by 2020 (Town of Canmore, 2014).
4. The Town of Canmore also launched the Bike Canmore
(http://bikecanmore.ca/) website in 2014. Bike Canmore creates
awareness about cycling in Canmore and aims to promote Canmore as
the most bicycle friendly town in Alberta. The website features
information about riding in Canmore, maps & guides, recent news and
a list of the bike friendly amenities in town (Town of Canmore, 2014d).
Interpretation:
1. Motorized vehicle use (both highway and in-town) is a major contributor to GHG
emissions and air pollution in Canmore. Public bus service between Canmore and
Banff reduces the need to rely on private vehicles, which is a net environmental and
air quality gain. It is also a significant social and economic linkage
between the two communities as it facilitates commuter traffic and
inter-community travel for those who do not have their own vehicle.
2. Over the past few years significant upgrades have been made to the
urban and inter-urban infrastructure. These paved trails have proved popular with a
wide variety of non-motorized users including cyclists, roller-skiers, and pedestrians.
The addition of the underpass under the highway is expected to greatly increase
connectivity and reduce the frequency of hazardous crossings of the Trans-Canada
Highway.
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8. Wildlife Movement Corridors and Habitat Patches
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend

Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal leader
in environmental Stewardship

Wildlife
Corridors and
Land Use

Environment #9. Canmore’s natural
environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment.

Wildlife
Crossing
Structure Use

Stewart Creek
Conservation Easement
signed. Other land use and
corridor decisions
pending outcome of Smith
Creek planning process.

Introduction:
The network of wildlife movement corridors and habitat patches in and around Canmore
serve as important connectors for wildlife moving between Banff National Park and
Kananaskis Country and for cross-valley movements. Corridors also allow for the
optimization of local habitat utilization. The Bow Valley is a key linkage between these
regional habitat areas and the entire Yellowstone to Yukon (Y2Y) region.
Threshold:
That the wildlife corridors and habitat patches remain viable for multiple species of
wildlife endemic to the Bow Valley. This threshold can be further defined using these
guidelines for corridor functionality:
1. There is no long term decline (recognizing annual variation) in target wildlife
species use of habitat within the wildlife corridor, provided those species continue
to be present in the surrounding habitat patches.
2. Target wildlife species are recorded moving through the entire length of the
designated along-valley wildlife corridors and through various across-valley
corridors.
3. Direction of wildlife travel generally coincides with wildlife corridor orientation.
4. There is no evidence that wildlife movement within the designated wildlife
corridor is significantly constrained or prevented by biophysical features.
5. There is no evidence of a "filtering" effect wherein only certain individuals use
the corridor, but others do not.
(ASRD, 2008)
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Wildlife Corridors and Habitat Patches in the Bow Valley

Source: (BCEAG, 2012)
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Observations:
The following summarizes recent changes to the wildlife corridor and habitat patch network in
and around the Town of Canmore.
Corridors and Land Use
1. Guidelines for designing and maintaining functional wildlife corridors were outlined by the
Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group in Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch
Guidelines for the Bow Valley (BCEAG, 1999). These guidelines were reviewed and
updated using the latest available science and may be found in the 2012 document: Wildlife
Corridor and Habitat Patch Guidelines for the Bow Valley (Updated 2012) (BCEAG,
2012). Additionally, the BCEAG guidelines were assessed, discussed and reviewed during
the previous iteration of TSMV land use planning. Although the BCEAG guidelines do not
specifically apply to TSMV lands, the science behind the guidelines was examined and
discussed as part of the previous Three Sisters Land ASP process by both Golder &
Associates (prepared for the developer by Golder & Associates, 2012 & 2013) and MSES
(prepared for the Town of Canmore by MSES, 2013). Note: as of 2015 a new planning
process is underway for TSMV (see below).
2. In 2009, Three Sister’s Mountain Village (TSMV) went into receivership. Under the
stewardship of the receiver (PriceWaterHouseCoopers – PWC) an Area Structure Plan
(ASP) was brought to Council in 2013. The ASP was withdrawn prior to the public
hearing and 1st reading. The Three Sisters Lands were then subsequently purchased from
the receiver in 2013 and a new planning process has begun on those lands (Smith Creek
Planning, 2015). Additional information on the past planning process and a timeline of
events is available from the Town of Canmore: http://canmore.ca/Service-Areas/PlanningDevelopment/Planning-for-Three-Sisters-Lands.html.
3. The new ownership group has engaged with the Town of Canmore in the Smith Creek
Planning Process. Background materials and a timeline of recent events is available from:
http://smithcreekcanmore.ca/. As of July 2015, a Community Advisory Group (CAG) has
been formed which will focus on a collaborative planning process for these lands over the
next year. It is expected that this planning process, if the outcomes are approved, will
resolve any disconnects and finalize the wildlife corridor layout in TSMV. As this new
planning process is in the early stages, there are no outcomes or land use decisions
available at this time.
4. In April 2015, the agreement for the Stewart Creek Conservation Easement was signed by
the Government of Alberta and TSMV (the 3rd easement in the Three Sisters area). The
95.9 ha easement had been proposed and planned for more than a decade. The majority of
the easement lies in the Along Valley Wildlife Corridor near Stewart Creek Golf Course.
Under the terms of the easement, no additional development or recreational activity is
permitted.
5. The 2013 floods caused considerable property damage in Canmore. As a result, all creeks
are being examined as part of the Mountain Creeks Hazard Study. The results of these
studies may lead to the development of mitigations, some of which may have impacts on
corridor function (e.g. the proposed dam in Cougar Creek) and in the future land use
zoning. Additionally, developable land may change due to identified flood hazard risks.
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Human Use Trails and Wildlife Corridors
6. The management and designation of trails in the Bow Valley have been guided by the
BCEAG guidelines (BCEAG, 1999, 1999a&b, 2001) and the subsequent recommendations
of the Recreational Opportunities Working Group (ROWG) (BCEAG, 2002a&b). As a
continuation of the ROWG process, a Trails Advisory Group (TAG) still meets on a regular
basis to discuss trail issues and solutions in the Bow Valley. This is an inter-jurisdictional
group with membership from the public as well as other key stakeholders. Additionally,
the Kananaskis Trails Committee (an internal government committee), provides trail
planning and stewardship recommendations within the Kananaskis Region.
7. In addition to a review and revision of the BCEAG Guidelines (BCEAG, 2012), a series of
recommendations were drafted for the management of recreational use in the South
Canmore Local Habitat Patch and the West Palliser area. The study recommended closing
a number of non-designated trails and creating new trail alignments to create less
disturbance for wildlife in these areas (TERA Environmental Consultants, 2012).
8. The Open Space and Trails Plan
(OSTP) approved by Council for
planning purposes in June 2015.
The Plan is focused on working
towards a well-connected trails
and open space network. Additional input was gathered via the Human Use Management
Review (HUMR) and Integrated Transportation Plan (ITP) engagement processes (Town of
Canmore, 2015a).
9. The Human Use Management Review
(HUMR) stakeholder group was established in
the spring of 2014. With over 25
representatives, the group met for a series of
four meetings through 2014 & 2015 to review
the past 15 years of planning, management
and research.
Additional meetings with
community members, user groups, and two
open houses, and an online survey gathered
feedback from 525 respondents. The guiding principle of the HUMR group was that
“Trails in the Bow Valley are properly located, maintained, provide high quality
recreational opportunities and offer a great user experience.” In March 2015, Council
accepted the recommendations and implementation plan from the HUMR for planning
purposes (Town of Canmore, 2015b).
Research and Monitoring
Wildlife Crossing Structure Monitoring
1. To help maintain wildlife movement and connectivity across the fenced section of the
Trans-Canada Highway, wildlife underpasses were constructed at Stewart Creek (October,
1999) and Dead Man's Flats (October, 2004). From 2000 to 2007, wildlife use of the
underpasses was surveyed using sand track pads to count the number and species of
animals using the crossing structure. In 2008, biologists began a new methodology (remote
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cameras) which provides a more accurate count of usage levels. Due to the change in
methods, the data from 2000-2007 is included for information only, and is not directly
comparable to the 2008-2014 data.

Source: (Alberta Tourism Parks and Recreation, 2015)

2. Since 2008, there have been 6,543 recorded crossing events by wildlife, predominantly by
elk and deer (84% of all crossings – the most common ungulates in the Bow Valley) but
they are also used with some regularity by large carnivores. Since 2008, there have been
213 cougar, 153 black bear, 17 grizzly bear, 6 bobcat and 1 wolverine crossing events
recorded.
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3. The total number of crossing events at the Wind Valley Underpass dropped by 66.2% from
Source: (Alberta Tourism Parks and Recreation, 2015)
2010 to 2014. At the Stewart Creek Underpass the total number of recorded crossings
dropped by 18.9% during the same period. Overall, wildlife use of the two crossing
structures decreased by 46.6% over this five year period.
4. The decrease in total crossing events at the Wind Valley Underpass is primarily related to a
rapid drop in the number of deer
crossing the underpass (from 602
in 2010 to 129 in 2014). At this
point in time, it is not certain if this
relates specifically to deer use of
the underpass, or if it is affected by
regional population numbers. It is
also unknown what current and
future
impacts
the
new
development at Dead Man’s Flats
may have on the functionality of
the underpass and corridor
(Alberta Tourism Parks and
Source: (Alberta Tourism Parks and Recreation, 2015)
Recreation, 2015).
Species-Specific Monitoring
5. Between 2008 and 2012 the Government of Alberta (ATPR) in conjunction with the
University of Calgary monitored movement and habitat use by 21 collared mature female
elk resident to the Bow Valley. Collared elk were from herds resident around the Town of
Canmore and in the eastern Bow Valley. Key findings include:
 The collared animals did not exhibit any seasonal migratory behaviour between
sites or between herds.
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Elk in the Town of Canmore were shown to select for human-modified landscapes
on the edge of the municipal core, while avoiding areas of rugged topography and
high recreational use (e.g. off-leash dog parks). The elk also showed a preference
for areas with high-quality foraging potential (e.g. parks and golf courses). There
was a lack of overlap between the designated corridor/habitat patch boundaries and
the identified home range of the herd.
Mortality in the Canmore herd was low, as the town offers a refuge from predation.
Mortality in the ‘rural’ herd was higher, with three collared elk lost to predation by
cougars or wolves, and three collared elk killed on the highway between Deadman’s
Flats and Bow Valley Provincial Park. The loss of elk on the highway highlights
the need for wildlife fencing, crossing structures, and speed control (Edwards,
2013a & Edwards, 2013b).

Community Initiatives:
1. Currently there are several volunteer programs in the Bow Valley which provide
opportunities for people to assist in stewardship, trail care, bear attractant removal, or
promoting human/wildlife safety. Programs include the Bow Valley Volunteer Stewards
Program, Canmore Nordic Centre Trail Care Crew, WildSmart Volunteer Program, and the
Wildlife Ambassador Program. The Trails Advisory Group (TAG) and Kananaskis Trails
Advisory Group (KTAG).
2. The Town of Canmore undertook both an Open Space and Trails Plan (OTSP) and a
Human Use Management Review (HUMR). Both of these reports contain complimentary
recommendations for the appropriate design of trails and open spaces, education, and
human use management for environmentally sensitive areas (Town of Canmore 2015a &
2015b).
Interpretation:
1. Increasing recreational pressures highlight the growing need to ensure that there is an
appropriately routed, signed, and sustainably designed trail network that encourages trail
users to avoid environmentally sensitive areas and avoid negative impacts on wildlife.
Continued collaboration between the Town of Canmore, Government of Alberta, and
community stakeholders is important to ensure the development of an appropriate trail
network that meets the needs of recreationalists while minimizing impacts on wildlife.
2. During the receivership of TSMV, there was a considerable degree of uncertainty regarding
the future of those lands and the associated wildlife corridors. With new ownership and
new planning processes underway it is expected that significant decisions regarding land
use and wildlife corridors will be made over the next several years. Careful planning of
development and management of human use will be required to maintain the effectiveness
of these habitats for the full range of species present in the Bow Valley.
Recommendations:
1. A better understanding is needed of the levels of human use in wildlife corridors, their
effect on wildlife populations, and what thresholds of use or linear trail density cause
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disturbance for various species. Continued mapping and monitoring of the trail networks
will be important to help better understand the effects of human disturbance on the local
wildlife populations.
2. With the purchase of TSMV and the possibility of new development approvals, it will be
important to monitor and track changes in land use and corridors. In 2010 and earlier
editions of the Canmore Community Monitoring Report an indicator Quantitative Land
Use was included. In future editions of this report it would be a valuable exercise to
include an updated version of this indicator.
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9. Human/Wildlife Conflict
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend
Bears

Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal leader in
environmental Stewardship
Environment #9. Canmore’s natural environment remains
viable for wildlife while providing opportunity for human
enjoyment
Service #4. Canmore is a safe community

Bear Deaths/
Management
Removals

No new
information
available

Cougars
Coyotes
Ungulates

No
measurable
trend

Introduction:
Residents of Canmore live in close proximity to wilderness areas and wild animals.
Interactions between potentially dangerous animals and people are inevitable. The Town of
Canmore has instituted a number of progressive measures to reduce the habituation of wild
animals to urban areas. Animals that are deemed to be a potential hazard to public safety,
however, may have to be destroyed or relocated by the appropriate agency It is critical to
enhance community understanding of the responsibilities and trade-offs involved with living
with wildlife in the Bow Valley.
Definition: A "Conflict" is defined as any interaction between an animal and a human where
some form of physical damage has been done by an animal to a person’s property or
possessions, the animal has obtained unnatural human foods, the interaction has elicited a
response from the animal that heightens concern over the safety of the observer, or the
interaction has occurred in a location where the presence of such animals creates a high risk to
public safety. Conflict levels are rated from ‘Low to Very High’ based on a number of criteria
which are species-specific. Full definitions and details of the conflict levels are available in
Appendix C: Human-Wildlife Conflict Level Descriptions.
For the purposes of this report, conflicts have been grouped into three categories of severity:
‘Low-Moderate’, ‘High-Very High’ and ‘Extreme’. While all conflict occurrences are of
potential concern, the ‘High-Very High’ category largely involves occurrences in and around
developed areas, while the ‘Extreme’ category results in human injury or death. Due to the low
number of ‘extreme’ conflicts, these are represented by a number in the following graphs rather
than as a bar.
These observations are for the lands within the “Canmore Area”: namely the Town of Canmore
and the immediately adjacent provincial protected areas in the Bow Valley (Canmore Nordic
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Centre Provincial Park and Bow Valley Wildland Park) from the Banff National Park boundary
east to Wind Valley.
Observations:
Bears – Human Conflict
1. As of August 2015 no new information is available for bears and human conflict in the
Canmore area. Please refer to the 2012 Canmore Community Monitoring Report for the
latest published information on this topic.
Bears – Deaths and Management Removals
2. When other management options fail and a bear is deemed a threat to public safety it may
be translocated or euthanized. Either option results in the removal of the individual from
the local ecosystem, and the translocation of bears typically has mixed results and a low
success rate. From 1997 to 2014, 12 grizzlies were translocated and one was euthanized.
During the same time period, 53 black bears were translocated and 18 were euthanized
(Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a). There is no clear trend regarding the number of
bear removals, or any clear correlation or linkage between the number or severity of
conflict occurrences and the number of removals.
3. From 1997-2014, there were a reported 53 black bears killed in this region on the road and
another 16 on the railway. An additional two grizzly bears were killed on the road and two
on the railway (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a).

Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a)

4. Conducting long-term research on bear movement patterns in this part of the Bow Valley
has proved problematic due to the high levels of bear mortality. From 1997 to 2014 there
were a total of 140 black bear and 17 grizzly bear translocations and human-caused
mortalities. The annual total can fluctuate significantly, ranging between 2 and 19 bears
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per year. The combination of transportation corridors (roads and railway) and management
actions (relocation or destruction of bears following conflict with humans) result in a
significant level of mortality in the local bear population. Therefore, there can be great
difficulty in maintaining a representative radio-collared sample of bears in the valley to
monitor their movement patterns (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a).
Cougars – Human Conflict

Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a)

5. From 1998 to 2011 there were a total of 301 reported occurrences of human conflict with
cougars in the Canmore area. From 2000 to 2005 there were an average of 7.5 reported
occurrences per year. The number of reported occurrences after 2006 has been much
higher, ranging from 16 in 2006 to 39 in
2012. Reported occurrences reached an
all-time high of 62 in 2013 (Alberta
Environment and Parks, 2015a).
6. The majority of all reported conflicts are
classed as Low (65%) or Moderate (8%).
Fortunately, none of the human-cougar
conflict occurrences from 2000-2013
involved human injury or death.
7. In 2007/8 the ‘High & Very High’
occurrences are primarily related to
cougars with wildlife carcasses in
developed areas (ASRD, 2010). In 2013,
some of the additional high conflict
incidents relate to two cougars (female
with young) that were hunting dogs in
the Silvertip area.
Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a)
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8. Reported cougar incidents from 2000-2013 in the Canmore area are most frequently from
residential areas (51%) followed by trails (13%) and urban green spaces (12%) (Alberta
Environment and Parks, 2015a).
Coyotes – Human Conflict

Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a)

9. Historically, there were few, if any, reported conflict incidents with coyotes. The first
recorded occurrences in the database appear in 2001. The ‘High-Very High’ incidents are
primarily related to coyotes approaching people (closing distance with no contact) and/or
attacking pets, while the ‘Extreme’ incidents involve human contact (including injury or
death). From 2001 to 2013 there were a total of 366 incidents reported (of all kinds). In
2007 and 2008 there was a sharp jump in the number of reported conflict incidents,
including three ‘Extreme’ incidents in
each year where there was aggressive
contact by coyotes (fortunately there were
no serious injuries). When there are
serious incidents such as this, wildlife
officers cull coyotes in and around the
townsite to reduce the risk of further
conflict. The number of incidents dropped
off in 2009 with some annual fluctuations
through to 2013. In 2013, there was one
Extreme incident. There have been no
serious injuries or deaths from coyote
attacks in Canmore (Alberta Environment
and Parks, 2015a).
10. In nearly 60% of the reported conflict
incidents, the primary attractant (if any)
Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a)
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for the coyotes is unknown. Of identified attractants, dogs (44.7%) were the most frequent,
followed by rabbits (17.7%) and humans (9.9%). It is important to note that this reflects
reported incidents with an identified attractant. Many other low/moderate conflict
occurrences probably go unreported,
and the primary attractants for the
coyotes in that area may not always be
known at the time of the incident
(Alberta Environment and Parks,
2015a).
11. The majority (68.7%) of these reported
conflict incidents in the Canmore area
occurred in residential areas, followed
by playgrounds/playing fields (11.5%)
and urban green space (9.6%). This
highlights coyote/human conflict as an
urban problem in Canmore as it is
primarily focused on highly populated
and developed areas, not the forested
‘backcountry’ areas and trails adjacent
to
the
community
(Alberta
Environment and Parks, 2015a).
Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a)

Ungulates – Human Conflict
12. Elk are a growing concern as they continue to utilize golf courses, playing fields, school
yards, and other green spaces in the town. Every year there are reports of elk charging
people within the Town of Canmore. In addition to elk posing a direct public safety
concern to people, there have also been incidents where ungulates, including elk and deer,
have been known to attract predators such as cougars into the town site (AESRD, 2013a).
13. Moose are fairly uncommon in and around Canmore and there have been relatively few
occurrences reported. However, in 2009 there was a situation with a moose at Quarry Lake
which resulted in six reported non-contact charges on people (AESRD, 2013a).
Community Initiatives:
1. The WildSmart program is a proactive conservation strategy that encourages efforts by
communities to reduce negative human-wildlife interactions. The program was first
established in 2005 by a coalition of local interest groups including businesses,
environmental groups, and public, municipal and provincial government agencies. It has
since evolved into a permanent program of the Biosphere Institute of the Bow Valley.
WildSmart’s outreach programs have included wildlife safety workshops, bear spray
training, volunteer programs, community events, a speaker series, removal of buffaloberry
in high conflict areas, a weekly bear activity report, and an annual "Bear Day" celebration.
In the past 10 years, the program has had over 70,000 participants and continues to increase
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capacity and program development each year. In 2014, WildSmart’s efforts were
recognized with a SHIFT Sustainability Award in Jackson Hole, WY.
2. Since 2001, the Wind River Bear Institute (WRBI) has been funded by the Alberta
Government as part of a bear aversive conditioning program in the Bow Valley and other
parts of Kananaskis Country. The program is designed to reduce bear/human conflicts
specifically targeting high priority collared grizzly bears frequenting developed areas or
exhibiting a high degree of habituation to humans. Uncollared bears (both black and
grizzly) are also worked with aversive conditioning techniques – all designed to modify
bear behaviour and teach bears to stay away from areas of high human activity.
3. Feral rabbits (descendants of domestic pets which were released in South Canmore many
years ago) have been an increasing concern in the community over the past decade. To
reduce the problems associated with the rabbits, and to lower the risk of them as a wildlife
attractant, the Town of Canmore developed a Feral Rabbit Management Plan and hired a
contract trapper. For more information on the current status of the Plan, please visit the
Town of Canmore website:
http://www.canmore.ca/Municipal-Services/Bylaws/Feral-Rabbit-Management-Plan.html
Interpretation:
1. The increase in reported wildlife conflict likely relates, in part, to greater public awareness
of human-wildlife safety issues. Educational programs such as WildSmart have increased
public awareness of the issue and promoted public reporting of wildlife incidents and
conflicts. The consistent tracking and management of radio-collared bears can also result
in the increased recording of specific conflict occurrences.
2. The exact frequency of reporting is not known, however it is likely that more serious
conflict occurrences are reported more frequently than lower severity occurrences.
Therefore, lower severity human/wildlife conflicts are likely underreported and the
numbers here should be treated as minimum numbers as there is likely a much higher level
of occurrence (e.g. travelling through a backyard or on a deck). Higher severity conflicts
are likely to be reported more frequently (e.g. chasing a pet or charging a human). The
most serious conflict occurrences (extreme) have been more consistently reported and
documented, as they involve direct contact, injury, or loss of human life.
3. The continued management of attractants (both natural and non-natural food sources) and
avoiding human habituation of wildlife is important for both public safety and the safety of
the wildlife. Unsecured garbage, bird feeders, domestic pets, feral rabbits, elk, and deer
populations in the town are all potential food sources for predators and are associated with
some of the reported occurrences in and around the community. Tragically, there was a
human fatality in 2005 resulting from a bear encounter. Fortunately, to date, there have
been no human fatalities or serious injuries from coyotes or cougars.
4. Relocating bears is an imperfect solution with a high probability of mortality for the bears
(especially if cubs are involved). With the low reproductive rate of the regional bear
population, minimizing human-caused bear mortality and removals from the ecosystem is
essential to the long-term sustainability of the grizzly bear population in the Bow Valley
and Kananaskis.
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10. Transportation Corridors and Wildlife
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal leader in
environmental Stewardship
Environment #9. Canmore’s natural environment remains
viable for wildlife while providing opportunity for human
enjoyment

Trend
# Wildlife
Vehicle
Collisions

Wildlife habitat in the Bow Valley is fragmented by urban development and three major
transportation routes: the Trans-Canada Highway, Highway 1A, and the Canadian Pacific
Railway. All three transportation corridors are sources of wildlife mortality. Monitoring
highway and railway wildlife mortality allows us to make informed decisions about any
changes in speed limits, signage, fencing, and highway crossing structures needed to
accommodate safe animal movement across the valley. In October 1999, the installation of
highway fencing and the Stewart Creek underpass were completed. The Wind Valley (aka
Deadman’s Flats) underpass was completed in October 2004 as part of the G8 Summit’s
Environmental Legacy.
Observations:

Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a and Lee, Clevenger, and Ament, 2012)

1. On the 39km stretch of Highway 1 (from the Banff Park Gate to Highway 40) a total of
1,029 animals were reported killed from wildlife/vehicle collisions (WVC) between 1998
and 2012 (with a mean of 68.6 per year). It is important to note that these are reported
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numbers with a confirmed animal mortality. As such they represent a minimum known
number of animals killed (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015a and Lee, Clevenger, and
Ament, 2012).
2. From 2008 to 2012 there were a total of 487 WVCs. These collisions were predominantly
with large ungulates such as deer (55%) and elk (26%). There were also a number of
carnivores killed, including: 24 black bears (4.9%) and six cougars, two wolves, a bobcat
and a lynx. Data for 2013 and 2014 is not available yet, however there was a WVC in
which two grizzly bear cubs were killed near Dead Man’s Flats in September 2014. The
bears gained access to the highway via a portion of the fence that had been damaged in the
2013 floods (Brisbane, 2014).
Community Initiatives
1. Highway Wilding is a research and monitoring collaboration between Parks Canada,
Western Transportation Institute, Wilburforce Foundation, and the Woodcock Foundation.
While they are focused on wildlife and highway issues in the national parks just west of
Canmore, their website contains a wealth of information and visuals highlighting the
challenges
for
wildlife
and
the
importance
of
highway mitigations.
(http://www.highwaywilding.org/index.php). Canmore Filmmaker, Leanne Allison and
Highway Wildling created a 22 minute video on the subject:
(http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mx4eJH-lI_w&feature=youtu.be)
Interpretation:
1. Wildlife vehicle collisions remain a concern in this region as they pose a threat to both
wildlife and humans. On average, 68 WVC occur each year on Highway 1 from the Banff
Park East Gate to Highway 40. A portion of the highway is fenced, but a significant
section remains unfenced. In the sections with mitigations: fencing and crossing structures
are very effective and have substantially reduced wildlife vehicle collisions, however some
species (e.g. cougars) are adept at climbing or jumping the fence or are small enough to
pass through the wires. Continual maintenance of the fence is important to maintain its
effectiveness as deadfall, damage, flooding and undercutting can create openings.
2. The crossing structures provide avenues for wildlife movement and connectivity in a
fragmented landscape. The highway fencing contributes to habitat fragmentation, but
improves safety for both wildlife and the driving public, thereby reducing highway related
mortality for many species. Most of the collisions involve deer and elk, but bears, wolves,
cougar and lynx are also killed. The lower number of carnivores killed is likely a reflection
of differing population densities in the valley. Human caused mortality is a significant
problem for large carnivores, which generally have low population densities and
reproductive rates.
Recommendations:
1. There is a need to continue monitoring the effectiveness of highway fencing and the
associated crossing structures. Improving data collection and monitoring of WVC’s would
reduce the historical underestimation of collisions on this section of highway. Consistent
data collection would help improve our understanding of the exact nature of the problem in
ecological, financial, and public safety terms.
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11. Forest Health – Mountain Pine Beetle
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Environment #8. Canmore is a municipal leader in
environmental Stewardship

Trend

Mountain
Pine Beetle
Environment #9. Canmore’s natural environment remains Affected
viable for wildlife while providing opportunity for human Trees
enjoyment
Introduction:
The health of forests around the Town of Canmore is dependent on regional conditions that
influence forest susceptibility to fire, insects and disease. Historically, these forest stands
burned approximately every 50 years, with a higher fire frequency on the valley bottom, and
less frequent fires further up the mountainsides. The last massive fire swept through the valley
in the 1880’s. Fires linked to the railroad and early settlement continued to burn the forests
around Canmore after this time. However, during the period that Canmore was part of Banff
National Park (1902 to 1930), fire suppression became much more effective. Forest cover has
increased dramatically from 1923 to the present time (see photographs of 1923 and 2002) due
to lack of burning. The result is an older age distribution of trees that increase susceptibility to
insects and disease, and heavy fuel loads which increase the risk of large scale forest fires.
Observations:
Mountain Pine Beetle
1. In 2008 in the Bow Valley near Canmore, there were 5,454 mountain pine beetle infested
trees that were identified and controlled. This dropped sharply to 34 by 2011. The Bow
Valley was not listed as an area of concern by the province for the winter of 2011. In 2012,
the Government of Alberta continued spot checks for mountain pine beetle, but no
additional control work was done due to the low levels of beetle activity. In 2014, the
number of controlled trees increased to 343, still significantly lower than the peak years of
2008-2010 (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015b).
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Source: (Alberta Environment and Parks, 2015b)

2. The low numbers of beetle-attacked trees in 2011 were attributed to aggressive control
efforts and cold winter temperatures. However, there are still large volumes of susceptible
pine trees and the potential of beetle re-infestation from British Columbia. Southwest
Alberta remains a high priority for detection surveys and control work during 2014-15
(AESRD, 2014b).
Community Initiatives
1. The Town of Canmore is an active partner with the Government of Alberta and Parks
Canada in managing regional mountain pine beetle populations. On municipal and other
private lands in Canmore, infested trees are felled and collected for burning to destroy the
beetles. On provincial lands, forestry crews have been felling and burning infested trees on
site during the winter months to slow the spread of beetles. Larger, regionally high risk
forest stands in Kananaskis Country and adjoining areas of Banff National Park have been
identified, and are removed using either prescribed burning or logging as the situation and
conditions permit.
Interpretation:
1. Forests with long-term fire suppression are generally more susceptible to disease, insects,
and large-scale fires, and have lower habitat diversity. Frequent fires create broad areas of
young forest that are relatively resistant to hot crown fires, and to attack from insects such
as mountain pine beetle. However, 80 years of forest fire suppression has created a broad
age-class “bulge” of forests around 100 to 140 years old. These forests tend to burn with
very high intensity due to high organic matter accumulations over time, and have become
increasing susceptible to mountain pine beetle attack.
2. A combination of extreme temperature fluctuations over the past few winters and consistent
surveying and control actions has led to a dramatic drop in mountain pine beetle infested
trees in the region. While this is a significant reduction from the peak beetle populations
from 2008-2010, it has not eliminated the long term beetle concern, as the same age
structure and forest health conditions still exist in the region.
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People
“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.”
-Town of Canmore 2013-2015 Strategic Plan

Category
Place

Service

Economy
Environment

People

Goals: 2013-2015 Strategic Plan
Goals
1. Canmore has a unique sense of place
2. The social, cultural, and economic health of the downtown is
essential to maintaining the downtown as the heart of the community
3. Canmore’s services and programs respond to the social, cultural
and recreational aspirations of its residents
4. Canmore is a safe community
5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective and fiscally responsible
services while valuing innovation
6. Canmore has a diverse economy that is resilient to change
7. Canmore’s services and programs meet the needs of a diverse
socio-economic population
8. Canmore is a municipal leader in environmental stewardship
9. Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while
providing opportunity for human enjoyment
10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on informed and accurate
information and deliberated in an open and transparent fashion
11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
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Summary
Section
1. Population:
Permanent
and SemiPermanent
Residents

2. Age
Structure

4. Civic
Engagement

5. Voter
Participation

6. Citizen
Satisfaction

7. Reporting/
Monitoring
Process

People – 5 Year Summary
Specific
Measures/Community
Trend
Comments
Initiatives*
The permanent population
# Permanent Residents
increased by 7% from 20092014.
Not comparable due to
# Semi-Permanent
n/a
significant differences between
Residents
the 2011 and 2014 census.
Previously in decline, the
population of children
# of Children ages 0-14
increased by 3% from 20092014.
# of residents ages 55+
# Adults age 55+
increased by 37% from 2009 to
2014.
The Town of Canmore embarked on several major community
engagement initiatives during this period, including public consultation
for the Canmore Art Centre, Peaks of Grassi Redevelopment, Old
Daycare Lands, Open Trails and Space Plan, and the new Smith Creek
Planning Process.
Voter turnout in municipal
elections increased from 2,211
# of Ballots Cast
in 2007 to 3,783 in 2010. In
the 2013 election there were
3,350 ballots cast.
Respondents clearly ranked the
quality of life as good to very
Quality of Life
good in Canmore, with 99% in
2012 and 97% in 2014.
When asked what the most
important issues were,
Concern About Housing
respondents in 2012 (24%) and
Affordability and Cost of
2014 (38%) both highlighted
Living
the affordability of housing as
a concern.
Municipal and community actions continued to be reported through the
Canmore Community Monitoring Report, and individual departments’
annual reports. Changes in the method and results of the municipal
census have resulted in significantly different population counts for
semi-permanent residents and compatibility challenges with past census
results.
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1. Population: Permanent and Semi-Permanent Residents
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Background information on
Canmore’s population

Trend
# Permanent Residents

The Town of Canmore’s total population is divided into two main components: permanent and
semi-permanent. The permanent population are those for whom Canmore is their primary
residence. The semi-permanent population own a property in Canmore, but their primary
residence is elsewhere.
Due to significant differences between the methods and results of the 2011 and 2014 Canmore
Census, there are a number of changes to this section of the report and a number of indicators
(e.g. migration and population turnover) that cannot be calculated due to incompatibility of the
datasets. The main differences between the 2011 and 2014 census will be discussed in the
sections below.
Definitions:
Permanent Resident: For the purposes of the Canmore Census, the definition of “permanent
resident” is expanded to include the usual residents of the municipality, and anyone who has
been resident at least 15 days, and is employed at the time of the census.
Semi-Permanent Resident: persons with a permanent address elsewhere and usually occupy
the same household in Canmore on a non-permanent basis (sometimes also known as nonpermanent residents, weekenders, or second home owners).
Permanent Residents
1. The 1990’s was a period of rapid growth for Canmore’s permanent population, with annual
growth rates ranging from 5-10% per year. Annual growth rates dropped sharply after
1998, with no measurable growth from 2003-2005. Since 2005 there has been a moderate
growth trend in the permanent population. Between the 2011 and 2014 census years the
permanent population increased by a total of 760 people, an average of 253 people or 2.1%
per year. Canmore’s permanent population was 13,077 in 2014. Canmore’s permanent
population grew by 7.0% from 2009 to 2014 (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
2. Prior to 2005, Canmore grew at a much faster rate than the overall rate for Alberta. Since
2004, Alberta’s average growth rate has generally been slightly higher than that for
Canmore (Alberta Office of Statistics and Information, 2014).
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)

Length of Residency
3. Due to differences in data collection methods for the 2014 Canmore Census, a comparison
with previous ‘length of residency’ data is not possible. In the 2012 Canmore Community
Monitoring Report it was noted that there had been a definite trend towards an increasing
proportion of long term residents
(10+ years) since 1995 (Biosphere
Institute of the Bow Valley,
2013).
4. The 2014 Canmore Census report
on length of residency for adults
only has two length of residency
categories that are comparable to
past census periods: < 5 years
and >5 years. In 2014, 58.1% of
adults responded that they had
been residents of Canmore for
more than 5 years, while 11.9%
had been residents for less than 2
years. A total of 14.0% responses
were unknown/prefer not to
Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)
answer (up from 7.2% in 2011)
(Town of Canmore, 2014a).
Semi-Permanent Residents
5. The number of semi-permanent residents as measured by the 2014 Canmore Census was
substantially different than that reported in previous census years. In 2011, the census
reported 5,982 semi-permanent residents. There were 3,884 reported in 2014. It is not
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entirely clear how much of this difference is due to actual change, and how much is due to
methodological differences and limitations of the counts undertaken in various census
years. Due to the significant difference, the 2014 count of semi-permanent residents is
being treated as ‘not comparable’ to previous census years (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
6. There are several reasons and explanations as to why there is such a significant discrepancy
between census years. A detailed description and the full text of the 2014 Census Update to
Council are available in Appendix D: 2014 Census Update. The primary reasons are:
 Dwellings: some dwellings counted in 2011 could not be identified in 2014,
additionally some visitor accommodation units (commercial properties) were
counted as residential in 2011. In 2014, there were 641 fewer dwelling units that
were identified as being occupied by semi-permanent residents.
 Occupancy Rate: in 2011 the occupancy rate of semi-permanent residents was
calculated at 2.8 per dwelling, this dropped slightly in 2014 to 2.6 per dwelling.
The average occupancy rate was applied to dwelling units for which a direct
response by the semi-permanent occupants was not available, resulting in a
difference of 0.2 persons per unit (Town of Canmore, 2015g).

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014g)

Total Population
7. Due to the challenges and discrepancies in the semi-permanent population counts (detailed
above), the semi-permanent and total population numbers for 2014 are not comparable to
previous census years. The full data series from 1995-2014 is presented for illustrative
purposes only. Canmore’s total population in 2014 was 16,961. This includes 13,077
permanent residents and 3,884 semi-permanent residents (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)

Birth and Death Rates
8. In general, there is a greater range of variation in Canmore’s birth and death rates when
compared to Alberta as a whole. This is to be expected, as a few individual events can
easily sway the totals for a small community such as Canmore, therefore a higher degree of
fluctuations is expected in a smaller population.
9. From 1995 to 2011, Canmore has had a lower death rate than the rest of the province (note:
this may in part be due to more elderly and infirm persons moving to care facilities in
major centres such as Calgary).
10. On average, birth rates in Canmore have dropped substantially since 1995, reaching their
lowest levels in 2008 and 2009, and rebounding slightly through 2014 (Alberta Vital
Statistics, 2014).

Source: (Alberta Vital Statistics, 2014)
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Interpretation:
1. Due to significant differences between the methodology of the 2011 and 2014 Canmore
Census, there are a number of changes to the Population section of the report and a number
of indicators (e.g. migration rate and population turnover) that cannot be calculated due to
incompatibility of the datasets. Additionally, due to substantially different counts for semipermanent residents in 2011 and 2014 (due in part to differences in methodology), all semipermanent population and total population counts should be treated with caution. Trend
comparison of 2014 with earlier semi-permanent numbers is not appropriate.
2. After a period of very rapid growth in the 1990’s, Canmore’s growth moderated in the mid
2000’s. This coincided with a rapid increase in real estate values, and likely indicates the
effects that housing affordability was having on retaining many local residents. The
slowing growth rate of the permanent population was offset by a rapidly growing semipermanent population and strong interest in purchasing recreational properties. This
dropped off suddenly after 2007/8 due to the global economic crisis and uncertainties in the
real estate market. The permanent population experienced modest growth from 2011 to
2014. In Canmore, the high cost of living in general and housing in particular, can be
important factors in the decision to stay or leave the community. This is likely one of the
major factors influencing the dynamics of the permanent population. Affordable housing,
recreational and cultural facilities, educational opportunities, employment and economic
opportunities, and a sense of community are all required to maintain a strong population of
long term local residents.
3. From 1995 to 2011, the number and proportion of long term residents (>10 years) increased
substantially, indicating that although annual growth rates had slowed, there is a growing
cohort of longer term local residents in the community. Note: comparable length of
residency statistics are not available for 2014.
Recommendation:
1. As a popular regional and international tourist destination, Canmore often has an
effectively higher daily population, especially during weekends or popular summer months.
Developing an estimated population figure based on permanent residents, semi-permanent
residents, and visitors could help provide greater context to a variety of indicators including
water and energy use, criminal offences, etc.
2. Changes in data collection and categorization for many questions in the 2014 Canmore
Census prevent comparisons to previous years of census data. It is recommended that
future editions of the Census share consistency of collection and categorization to previous
editions so as to allow comparisons between data from different census years.
3. Two of the most important ‘length of residence’ categories in the municipal census are the
< 1 year and > 10 year categories. The < 1 year category is needed to help estimate annual
population turnover and migration rates. For 2011 and prior census years, the > 10 year
category showed significant trends towards an increasing population of longer term
residents in Canmore. In future editions of the census it is recommended that both these
categories, and categories compatible with previous census efforts be reinstituted.
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2. Permanent Population: Age Structure
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Background information on Canmore’s
population.

Trend
# of Children ages 0-14
# Adults age 55+

The age structure of the permanent population is an important indicator for determining current
and future community needs. These include the potential demands on programs and facilities
for children and seniors, as well as demands on the health care system.
Observations:
Census of Canmore
1. In the 2014 Canmore Census, there was a non-response (unknown or prefer not to answer)
from 1,463 people, or 11.2% of the permanent population. This is nearly double the 6.6%
unknown in the 2011 census. From 2011 to 2014, there are some slight apparent changes in
some of the age brackets, however it is difficult to differentiate actual change vs. apparent
change due to question non-responses.
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)
2. From 1995 to 2014, there has been a substantial
shift in the age structure of Canmore’s
permanent residents. The general trend has been towards an older population. From 2009
to 2014, the number of adults over the age of 55 has increased by 36.5% (Town of
Canmore, 2014a).
3. The number of children in the community has been following a very different trend than
that of older adults. The number of children aged 0-14 peaked in 2003 at 2,042, then
dropped by 289 individuals, or 14.2% through to 2008. By 2008 there were actually fewer
children living in Canmore than there were in 1995. From 2009 to 2014, the number of
children aged 0-14 increased by 56 or 3.1%. In 2014, there are only 59 more children in
Canmore than there were in 1995, when the permanent population was much smaller.
4. Relative to the total population of permanent residents, the proportion of children age 14
and younger has decreased from 23.3% in 1995 to 15.0% in 2014 (Town of Canmore,
2014a). The cohort of youth age 15-19 is not included in this discussion as some of these
will be teenagers still living at home with their parents, while others will be those who have
migrated to Canmore for work or recreation.

Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)

5. Over the past 20 years there has been a significant demographic shift in the community.
There has been very little real change in the total number of children aged 0-14, and only
slight increases in the total number of people aged 15-44 years old. The population cohorts
with the greatest growth have been in the 45+ age brackets. In particular, the 55-64 year
old cohort, which has nearly tripled in size (Town of Canmore, 2014a).
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Source: (Town of Canmore, 2014a)

Interpretation:
1. Canmore’s permanent population has been shifting towards a slightly older demographic.
The most rapid growth in recent years has been in the 45-54, and 55-64 year old age
brackets. The number of children aged 0-14 decreased from 2003-2008 (during a period of
rapid increase in housing prices). A combination of housing affordability and employment
opportunities in Canmore, have likely been key drivers of this demographic shift. Since
that time, there has been a very slight increase in the population of children.
2. As the age structure trends of Canmore’s population continue there will be a considerable
impact on community services and facilities. If current trends continue there will be an
increasing number of older adults and seniors, should they choose to remain in Canmore
and ‘age in place.’ This will have implications for programs and facilities in many sectors
such as housing, recreation, and health care.
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4. Civic Engagement
Strategic Plan Linkages:
People #10. Town of Canmore decisions are
based on informed and accurate information
and deliberated in an open and transparent
fashion
People #11. We value and support “people”
as the corporation’s and community’s
strongest asset

Trend
The Town of Canmore embarked on several
major community engagement initiatives
during this period, including public
consultation for the Canmore Art Centre, Old
Daycare Lands, Open Trails and Space Plan,
and the new Smith Creek Planning Process.

The Mining the Future Vision of Canmore sets a goal that the Town shall “develop and refine
ways for the citizens of Canmore to engage in public policy processes that move well beyond
open houses and public hearings” (Town of Canmore, 2006). The Town of Canmore has made
community engagement a strategic priority with the intent of changing the status quo and
improving the ways in which decisions are made and providing information to the public about
decisions that impact the community.
Observations/Community Engagement Initiatives (Focus on 2013-2015):
(images from www.canmore.ca)
Listed below are some of the key community engagement initiatives that are underway or
ongoing during the past 2 years. It is important to note that the Town of Canmore is frequently
engaged in discussions and communications with a wide spectrum of residents and businesses
beyond the larger scale initiatives listed here. Note: several of these processes are currently
ongoing as of June 2015 as this report is being finalized. The latest status update is included
for ongoing processes.
Town Council and Committees
1. Town Council is comprised of one mayor and six councillors who hold office for three year
terms. Council provides leadership, establishes budget levels, policies, and priorities for
the municipal government. For more information see: http://canmore.ca/Town-Council/
2. Opportunities for public membership are provided on the following Town boards and
committees. Council appoints and decides on the appropriate number of citizens for each
board or committee each year:
Advisory Committees
 Budget Committee
 Canmore Policing Committee
 Community Services Advisory Committee
 Community Public Art Committee
 Environmental Advisory Review Committee
 Heliport Monitoring Committee
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Teepee Town Task Force

Boards
 Assessment Review Board
 Canmore Library Board
 Canmore Planning Commission
 Subdivision and Development and Appeal Board
Additional information about the Town of Canmore’s boards and committees is available from:
http://canmore.ca/Boards-and-Committees/
Mining the Future: A Vision for Canmore
3. After an extensive public engagement process, the 2006 Mining the Future
Vision (Town of Canmore, 2006), was incorporated into municipal processes
and working practices were realigned to fit Mining the Future principles.
Staff reports, the Town of Canmore Strategic Plan and municipal activities
were all restructured to align with the Vision. The Vision also serves as one
of the guiding documents informing the Town of Canmore’s Strategic Plan
which provides the background framework for Canmore Community
Monitoring Report.
Sense of Community
4. The concept of “sense of community” is something that is not captured in a standard
population census, demographics statistics, or economic indicators. The Sense of
Community Survey was conducted in 2008 and 2013. The intention is to collect trending
data every five years, reflecting people’s perceptions of various community characteristics.
This survey creates a benchmark for future changes in our own sense of community. The
2013 survey captured feedback from 1,445 residents (HarGroup, 2008 & 2013).
Citizen Satisfaction Survey
5. The 2012 and 2014 Citizen Satisfaction Surveys were conducted with random samples of
Canmore residents. The intent of these surveys is to gauge residents’ attitudes towards the
Town and the services provided. This feedback helps the Town to understand whether it is
meeting the needs and expectations of residents (Ipsos Reid, 2012 & 2014).
Municipal Development Plan (MDP)
6. The current MDP was written in 1998 (Town of
Canmore, 1998) and the Town of Canmore is
undertaking an update of this core planning
document. The community had been previously
engaged in providing feedback on an update from
2007-2009,
known
as
the
Community
Sustainability Plan (CSP). The CSP was rescinded
by Council after second reading. The work on the
revised MDP builds on some of the feedback and
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consultations from the CSP process. The Town is actively seeking public feedback from
the community on four theme areas (http://www.canmore.ca/MDP/):
 Can Canmore Be Affordable?
 Community Character
 Economic Development
 Living With Wildlife
Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV)
7. TSMV, the largest undeveloped area of land in the town, went into receivership in 2009.
The property was purchased in September 2013 and planning for the property has restarted
under renewed ownership. More information about the history of planning on the TSMV
lands is available from:
http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Planning-for-Three-SistersLands.html
8. The Town of Canmore, TSMV, and Quantum Place Developments have embarked on a
collaborative planning process for the Smith Creek Lands (Sites 7, 8 & 9). The Smith
Creek Planning Process began in April of 2015, with open houses in May, and a call for
applications from residents and stakeholders for a Community Advisory Group (CAG).
This process is just beginning as this report goes to press. It is expected to be ongoing
through spring of 2016. For more information please visit: http://smithcreekcanmore.ca/
Peaks of Grassi Land Use Amendment Application
9. In 2014, the Town of Canmore received an
application to rezone three parcels of Urban
Reserve (UR) land in the Peaks of Grassi
subdivision. The Town solicited input (verbal or
written) from the public. The application was
defeated unanimously at second reading by
Council in February 2015.
Background
information on the application is available at:
http://www.canmore.ca/MunicipalServices/Planning-Building-Development/LandUse-and-Development-in-the-Peaks-of-Grassi.html
Open Space and Trails Plan (OSTP)
10. Beginning with an open house in
October 2010, the Town of Canmore
began engaging the public and
collecting feedback for the OSTP (via
open house and online survey). The
Plan is focused on working towards a well-connected trails and open space network.
Additional input was gathered via the HUMR and ITP engagement processes. An open
house to share the draft OSTP was held in April 2015, and further public and stakeholder
input was sought through May 2015. The OSTP was approved by Council for planning
purposes in June 2015 (Town of Canmore, 2015a). For more information please visit:
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http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Open-Space-and-TrailsPlan.html
Human Use Management Review (HUMR)
11. At the direction of Council, the HUMR
stakeholder group was established in the
spring of 2014. With over 25
representatives, the group met for a series
of four meetings through 2014 & 2015 to
review the past 15 years of planning,
management and research. Additional
meetings with community members, user
groups, and two open houses, and an
online survey gathered feedback from 525
respondents. The guiding principle of the
HUMR group was that “Trails in the Bow Valley are properly located, maintained, provide
high quality recreational opportunities and offer a great user experience.” In March 2015,
Council accepted the recommendations and implementation plan from the HUMR for
planning purposes (Town of Canmore, 2015b). A summary of key feedback and
recommendations received during the HUMR process is also available in the OTSP report:
http://canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Open-Space-and-Trails-Plan.html
Integrated Transportation Plan (ITP)
12. Three stakeholder workshops and two public open houses were held for the
ITP in 2013 and 2014. The Plan considers the entire transportation network,
including the walking and cycling network for active transportation (Town of
Canmore & HDR Corporation, 2014). The ITP and the OSTP are different
processes which inform each other and share an alignment of guiding
principles, issues, and recommendations. Town Council accepted the ITP for planning
purposes in January 2015 (with amendments). The Town of Canmore also launched the
Bike Canmore (http://bikecanmore.ca/) website in 2014. Bike Canmore creates awareness
about cycling in Canmore and aims to promote Canmore as the most bicycle friendly town
in Alberta.
Pool Redevelopment
14. With the construction of the new Elevation Place,
a public engagement process was put in place in
2012 to gather feedback to help guide the
redevelopment of the old swimming pool at the
Recreation Centre. In 2015, the redevelopment of
the old pool into a new larger gymnastics area
was completed, with the old gymnastics space on
the 2nd floor of the Recreation Centre being
converted into a multi-use space.
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Old Daycare Lands
15. The old daycare was demolished, and beginning in 2012,
the Town of Canmore engaged the community in
discussions for redevelopment of the site. Following a
community forum in November 2012, there have been three
online surveys, two public meetings, a community design
workshop, and an additional open house of draft
development scenarios as of December 2014. There is
currently a proposal that up to 50% of the Municipal
Reserve lands be designated for the development of
Perpetually Affordable Housing (PAH). A public hearing
was held on June 17, 2015 and Council decisions regarding
the lands are possibly expected in the summer of 2015. This process is currently ongoing.
For more information, please visit: http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/PlanningDevelopment/Redevelopment-of-the-Old-Daycare-Lands.html
artsPlace – Canmore Community Arts Centre
16. In 2011, the Community Arts Development Task Force
began investigating the options for an Arts Development
Centre. The Task Force engaged the local arts stakeholders
and the broader community and recommended that the
former library building (the library has been relocated to an expanded location at Elevation
Place) be dedicated to the purpose. The new artsPlace is currently under construction and a
grand opening is planned for September 2015. For more information please visit:
http://artsplacecanmore.com/
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5. Voter Participation
Strategic Plan Linkages:
People #10. Town of Canmore decisions are
based on informed and accurate information
and deliberated in an open and transparent
fashion
People #11. We value and support “people”
as the corporation’s and community’s
strongest asset

Trend
Voter
Participation in
Municipal
Elections

Voter turnout is the percentage or number of eligible voters who cast a ballot in an election.
High voter turnouts may be indicative of strong interest or public participation in the political
system. Low turnout may indicate a variety of problems including lack of interest in the issues,
apathy, or disenchantment with the political process. The Mining the Future Vision of
Canmore aspires to a “broad-based electorate that is empowered to vote”. Tracking voter
participation is one indicator of citizen participation in the public process.
Observations:
1. An accurate calculation of the percent of
eligible voters turning out for municipal
elections is not possible, since Canmore
does not enumerate (and is not required to
do so) for eligible voters. The number of
ballots cast has varied widely between
elections, with a low of 2,211 ballots in
the 2007 election and a high of 3,783 in
the 2010 municipal election. There were
3,350 ballots cast in the 2013 election
(Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2013).

Municipal Elections
Ballots Cast*
Voter Participation
2001
2,946
2004
3,461
2007
2,211
2010
3,783
2012 (By-Election)
3,043
2013
3,350
*an accurate calculation of % voter turnout is
not possible
Source: (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2013)

Community Initiatives:
1. In 2010, a Council Candidate Plan was developed to encourage residents to run for
Council, but also to ensure that they fully understand and appreciate what is involved in
running for public office, and what their roles and responsibilities will be. The guide for
Potential Candidate Information for Canmore Town Council (Town of Canmore, 2010c) is
available from the Town of Canmore website at:
http://canmore.ca/index.php?option=com_docman&task=doc_download&gid=4140
Interpretation:
1. The variable rates of voter turnout indicates that while people have the right to vote, they
are not always interested in doing so, or not interested enough to take the time to vote. This
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could be due to a number of reasons, but likely indicates that sometimes they do not feel
that the results of the election are important, or that it will make a difference in their lives.
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6. Citizen Satisfaction
Strategic Plan Linkages:

Trend

People #10. Town of Canmore decisions are based on
informed and accurate information and deliberated in an
open and transparent fashion
People #11. We value and support “people” as the
corporation’s and community’s strongest asset
Service #5. The Town of Canmore delivers effective
and fiscally responsible services while valuing
innovation

Quality of Life
Concern About
Housing
Affordability
and Cost of
Living

Observations and Community Initiatives:
1. The 2012 and 2014 Citizen Satisfaction Surveys were each conducted with a random
sample of 300 Canmore residents. The intent of the survey is to gauge residents’ attitudes
towards the Town. This feedback helps the Town to understand whether it is meeting the
needs and expectations of residents (Ipsos Reid, 2012 &2014).
Top of Mind Issues
2. When asked what the most important issues were, respondents in 2012 (24%) and 2014
(38%) both highlighted the affordability of housing. In 2014, the availability of housing
was mentioned as an important issue, highlighting the declining vacancy rates over the past
few years. In 2014, infrastructure (including flood mitigation and control) emerged as the
2nd greatest issue of concern (21%) (Ipsos Reid, 2012 &2014).

Source: (Ipsos Reid, 2012 &2014)
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Quality of Life
3. Respondents clearly ranked the quality of life good to very good in Canmore, with 99% in
2012 and 97% in 2014.
4. In 2012, respondents indicated that over the past 3 years, 59% perceived their quality of life
had stayed the same, 25% felt it had improved, and 15% thought it had worsened. In 2014,
65% perceived that their quality of life had stayed the same, 17% felt that it had improved
and 17% said that it had worsened.
5. In 2014, the most frequent reasons for an improved quality of life was the new Elevation
Place (32%) followed by a good/stable economy (19%). Improved facilities (12%) and
more services/amenities (12%) also ranked highly. The most frequent reasons for a
deteriorated quality of life were cost of living (23%) and traffic (21%) (Ipsos Reid, 2012
&2014).

Source: (Ipsos Reid, 2012 &2014)

Other Issues
6. The Citizen Satisfaction Survey covers a wide range of issues in the community.
Resident’s thoughts and feedback on these other issues are included throughout this report
in the relevant sections in this report.
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7. Reporting/Monitoring Process
Strategic Plan Linkages:
People #10. Town of Canmore decisions are
based on informed and accurate information
and deliberated in an open and transparent
fashion
Service #5. The Town of Canmore delivers
effective and fiscally responsible services
while valuing innovation

Trend
Municipal and community actions
continued to be reported through the
Canmore Community Monitoring
Report, and individual department’s
annual reports. Changes in the method
and results of the municipal census have
resulted in significantly different
population counts for semi-permanent
residents and compatibility challenges
with past census results.

Monitoring progress and reporting to the community are important components of civic
engagement and leadership. The Mining the Future Vision specifies a requirement to:
“monitor and evaluate the Town of Canmore’s decisions to ensure the community’s long-term
vision is upheld over time”. Currently there are two mechanisms to monitor and report on
these decisions and changing conditions in the community: the Town of Canmore’s Annual
Report, and the Canmore Community Monitoring Report.
Observations and Community Initiatives:
1. The Canmore Community Monitoring Program (CCMP) was established to monitor and
evaluate trends developing in the community. This was a recommendation in the 1995
Growth Management Strategy Report. The CCMP is designed to assist with municipal and
community decision-making; serve as part of an early detection system that assists in
identifying risk areas that threaten the health of the community; and present a snapshot of
the community’s progress towards its current vision. The first document was published in
1999 and was originally known as the “Thresholds & Monitoring Program”, and the name
was changed to the Canmore Community Monitoring Program for the 2001 report. This
edition is the 7th iteration of the report. Prior editions of the Community Monitoring Report
are available from the Biosphere Institute’s website: http://biosphereinstitute.org/wpcontent/uploads/2015/01/CCMP2012.pdf.
Previous editions of the Community Monitoring Report are as follows:
 Canmore Growth Management Strategy: Thresholds & Monitoring Program 1999
Report – September 1999
 Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2001 Report
 Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2003 Report
 Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2006 Report
 Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2008 Report
 Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2010 Report
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Canmore Community Monitoring Program 2012 Report

3. In addition to the Annual Reports and CCMP, the Town of Canmore conducts a municipal
census annually, or bi-annually depending on need. This document contains a wealth of
demographic and economic information about the community. The 2014 edition is
available for download at: http://www.canmore.ca/Census/
4. In 2012, Canmore joined with 12 other communities in Alberta in a municipal
benchmarking initiative (modeled after the Ontario Municipal Benchmarking Initiative:
http://www.ombi.ca/). The aim is to share and collect information and find ways to
improve public services. The project is ongoing through 2015.
Interpretation:
1. Clearly defined and measurable community strategies, goals, actions, and targets are
critical to a successful monitoring program. The development of these, through such plans
as the Environmental Sustainability and Action Plan (ESAP) (Town of Canmore, 2010a),
provides a measurable indicators framework with which to monitor trends relative to
Mining the Future. The Town of Canmore embarked on a related process for its own
Strategic Plan (Town of Canmore, 2012a), as the Vision presented in Mining the Future
was distilled into specific targeted goals which help guide the direct actions of the
corporate activities of the Town of Canmore.
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Appendices
The following appendices contain supplementary information and details of previous
recommendations and indicators that have been archived (pending new data or updates).

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 175

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 202 of 318

B-3

Appendix A: Archived/Inactive Indicators
These indicators were included in the 2010 or 2012 editions of this report, but have been
excluded from this edition due to a lack of updated information. It is intended that monitoring
of these indicators will resume in future editions of this report when data becomes available.
To see these indicators in more detail, please refer to the 2012 edition of the Community
Monitoring Report.
Previous
Indicator
Price of Goods
and Services
Aquatic Health
and Fisheries

Quantitative
Land Uses

Employment
Status of Adults
Tenancy Status
of Dwelling
Units
Human/Wildlife
Conflict – Bears
Bear Attractants
Population
Length of
Residency,
Migration, Rate
of Change
Mother Tongue,
Immigration, and
Cultural
Diversity

Status
No updates are currently available to the 2010 Alberta Spatial Price Survey
No new updates or information were available for this section.
Due to the drop off in development following the market crash in 2008,
there have been no substantial changes to land use or zoning. A planning
and land use approvals process for the Three Sisters Property was
underway but was discontinued in mid-2012. The property has since been
purchased (September, 2013) and a new planning process for the Three
Sisters lands has just begun and could result in significant land use
decisions. Additionally, recent proposals to rezone lands in the Town
could also affect the amount of urban green space and residential lands.
The Town of Canmore Planning Department maintains current zoning
maps so this indicator can be recalculated when there are significant
changes to land use patterns in Canmore.
Regional labour market information: unemployment, employment and
participation rates are no longer available from Statistics Canada due to
consolidation of Economic Regions for reporting.
Not available due to changes to the 2014 Canmore Census.
No new updates or information were available for this section.
No new updates or information were available for this section.
Some information was not available due to changes to the 2014 Canmore
Census.

No updates available until the 2016 federal census.

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 176

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 203 of 318

B-3

Appendix B: CBT 2015-2020 Strategic Plan Targets
Note: If possible, future editions of the Canmore Community Monitoring Report should
examine how best to align measures and share data with Canmore Business & Tourism (CBT).
These new targets and measures are presented for information purposes in this edition of the
report.

(Source: CBT, 2015)
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Appendix C: Human-Wildlife Conflict Level Descriptions
Human Bear Conflict
No Conflict
Bears feeding on natural foods in non-developed areas including backcountry trails, train tracks
or travelling in non-developed areas (i.e. trails) or developed areas such as day use areas, golf
courses, campgrounds (frontcountry, backcountry or random);
Feeding on carcasses in non-developed areas (b/c, railway, roadside).
Low Conflict
Bears feeding on natural foods (except carcasses) in or adjacent to unoccupied developed areas
(trailheads, campgrounds, picnic areas, barns), golf courses during the day; feeding/ travelling
in urban green space, facility/ playfield; feeding on unnatural food in non-developed areas or
travelling through residential properties (backyards), travelling frequently through
campgrounds or repeated sightings on trails.
Moderate
Bears feeding on unnatural/ natural foods (except carcasses) not secured at or adjacent to
occupied developed area (trailheads, campgrounds, picnic areas, playfield, barns, residences),
golf courses during the day; predating on domestic animals in non-developed areas; makes
physical contact with manmade structures (decks, dumpster, pickup beds); standing ground
High
Bears feeding on lightly secured non-natural foods (coolers, non bear proof garbage cans) in or
adjacent to developed area; partially enters 2 or 3 sided structure, minor property damage,
closing distance (non-aggressive) to people for food or non food related closing distance
incidents Close distance roadside
Very High
Bears depredating (i.e. hunt, chase, harass) on wild or domestic animals (livestock, dogs, cats,
rabbits) or feeding on carcasses in or adjacent to developed areas including trails, major
property damage, enters 4 sided structure ; charges people (no contact) including surprise
encounters, defence of young or defending carcass.
Extreme
Bear injures or kills people
Not Applicable
Does not apply
Source: (AESRD, 2013b)
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Coyote-Human Conflict
No Conflict
Coyote feeding on natural foods in non-developed areas or travelling in non-developed areas or
campgrounds irregularly (frontcountry, backcountry or random), golf courses
Low Conflict
Coyote feeding/ depredating on natural foods (including carcasses) near or in developed areas
(trailheads, campgrounds, picnic areas, barns, residences, golf courses, trails); predating on
domestic animals in non-developed areas (trails); travelling through residential properties,
facility / playgrounds(backyards), repeated non developed sightings on trails.
Moderate Conflict
Coyote depredating on domestic animals (livestock, dogs, cats, rabbits) near or in developed
area, feeding on non-natural foods, not secured/ lightly secured at or near occupied developed
area; no or partial body commitment into 2 or 3 sided structure, minor property damage;
partial body commitment into manmade structures (decks, dumpster, pickup beds, corrals);
stands ground.
High Conflict
Coyote approaches people (including approaching pets on leash).
Very High
Coyote enters 4 sided occupied or unoccupied structures for food; major property damage.
Extreme
Coyote injures or kills people
Not Applicable
Does not apply
Source: (AESRD, 2013b)
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Cougar-Human Conflict
No Conflict
Cougar feeding on natural foods (including carcasses) in on developed areas or travelling in
non-developed areas or campgrounds irregularly (frontcountry, backcountry or random)and
general sightings in the backcountry
Low Conflict
Cougar feeding on natural foods (including carcasses) near or in unoccupied developed areas
(closed trailheads, campgrounds, picnic areas, barns, residences, golf courses); travelling
through facilities/ playgrounds, golf courses, residential properties (backyards), repeated non
developed sightings on trails
Moderate
Cougar feeding on non-natural foods not secured at or near occupied developed area;
predating on domestic animals (livestock, dogs, cats) in non-developed areas; partial body
commitment into manmade structures (decks, dumpster, pickup beds, corrals)
High
Cougar feeding on lightly secured non-natural foods in or near unoccupied or occupied
developed area; feeding on natural foods (including carcasses) or depredating on natural prey
near or in developed areas (including trails); no or partial body commitment into 2 or 3 sided
structure, minor property damage, passive or non-aggressive approach to people for food or
non food related closing distance/ standing ground
Very High
Cougar depredating on domestic animals (livestock, dogs, cats) in developed areas, entering 4
sided occupied or unoccupied structures for food; major property damage,
Extreme
Cougar charges, injures or kills people
Not Applicable
Does not apply
Source: (AESRD, 2013b)
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Appendix D: 2014 Census Update
(This update is provided in its entirety from the February 10, 2015 Council Agenda).

Briefing
DATE OF MEETING:

February 10, 2015

Agenda D-2
#:

TO :

Committee of the Whole

SUBJECT:

2014 Census Update

SUBMITTED BY:

Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk

PURPOSE:

To provide council with data on dwelling types and the count of
the non-permanent population.

BACKGROUND/HISTORY
The Town carried out a municipal census between May 21 and August 30, 2014. In September
2014, administration presented council with the results of the permanent population count. This
briefing provides additional information on the number and types of dwellings counted during the
census, occupancy rates, and a count of the non-permanent population.
DISCUSSION
Dwelling Types
In 2014, 8,248 dwellings were identified in the census. This is 55 fewer than the 8,303 dwellings
counted in 2011. There are two reasons we’ve identified for the lower count:

1. With the manual census system in use in 2011 and before, enumerators went into the field with
maps of their areas and recorded addresses manually as they found them. The addressing data
collected was never compared to the information in the Town’s tax roll or planning files. In 2014,
the Town provided enumerators with electronic lists of addresses compiled from a combination of
the tax roll and 2011 census data. Ultimately, we were unable to find 98 addresses that were
identified in 2011. They do not appear in the tax roll. While some were identified as accessory
dwellings, which in 2014 were either no longer in existence or were not reported by the
homeowner during enumeration, most appear to be a result of input error in 2011.

2. In 2011, 45 dwellings were counted as residential when in fact they were visitor accommodation
units, therefore commercial properties.

If we take in account the 143 addresses not found or found to be commercial properties, we
actually counted 88 more dwellings in 2014. This is illustrated in Table 4.
Occupancy rates have stayed virtually the same. 13,077 permanent residents were counted in
5,529 dwellings in 2014, giving us an overall occupancy rate of 2.36. In 2011, there were 12,317
residents counted in 5154 dwellings, which resulted in a 2.38 occupancy rate.
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Tables 1 and 2 below illustrate the breakdown of dwelling types in 2011 and 2014.
Table 1: Dwelling Types 2014
Dwelling Type

Permanent

NonPerm

Vacant
Home

Tourist
Home

Under
Construction

No
Response

Total

Apartment
1101
384
230
23
1738
Duplex
446
200
8
8
662
Institution
3
3
Mobile home
159
3
6
168
Other
130
36
166
Secondary suite
199
11
3
21
234
Single detached
2474
334
31
23
2862
house
Townhouse
1017
526
48
19
1610
Unknown*
447
124
234
805
Total
5529
1494
447
320
124
334
8248
*The on-line census software didn’t allow for dwelling types to be entered for vacant homes,
homes under construction, and uncounted homes. Administration is adding this data manually
based on planning records and it will be available later in the month.
Table 2: Dwelling Types 2011
Dwelling Type

Apartment
Duplex
Institution
Mobile home
Other
Secondary suite
Single detached
house
Townhouse
Unknown
Total

Permanent

NonPerm

Vacant
Home

Tourist
Home

Under
Construction

No
Response

Total

945
415
3
128
62
198
2426

526
387
0
11
8
13
609

210
17
0
10
6
111
66

194
3
0
0
0
1
13

16
19
0
0
0
1
23

76
6
0
4
9
10
40

1967
847
3
153
85
334
384

969
8
5154

579
2
2135

51
6
477

11
23
245

37
3
99

47
0
193

1693
44
8303

Table 3: Non-Permanent Residents
Non-permanent residents were counted during the census as follows:
Number of Number of
People
Residences
Completed on-line
1490
570
Completed by Enumerator
1433
552
Completed by a third party
764
372
Total
3687
1494

Occupancy
Rate
2.6
2.6
2
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Results received on-line and through enumeration were provided by the non-permanent residents
themselves. Since those counts both came in with an occupancy rate of 2.6 people per dwelling,
administration recommends using that occupancy rate to calculate the population of the homes
where the information was collected from a third party. This would give us a non-permanent
population of 3,884, which is 2,098 fewer than in 2011 when 5,982 non-permanent residents were
counted in 2,135 dwellings. The reduction likely results from a combination of two factors:
1. The non-permanent occupancy rate in 2011 was calculated to be 2.8. Data was not supplied on
how much information was gathered directly and how much from third parties. It could be that
more information was supplied directly by our non-permanent residents in 2014 because of the online option, resulting in a more accurate count. If, in fact, the occupancy rate in 2011 was 2.6, the
number of non-permanent residents would have been reduced by 431.
2. The number of homes identified as occupied by non-permanent residents dropped by 641.
Calculated at a 2.6 occupancy rate this would account for 1,666 people.

To put the non-permanent count in perspective, the following table shows a comparison of
dwellings counted in 2014 and 2011.
Table 4: Dwelling Type Comparison
Dwelling
Type
2014
2011
Differenc
e in 2014

Permanen
t
5529
5154
+375

NonPermanen
t
1494
2135
-641

Vacant
Home
447
477
-30

Tourist Under
Home Constructio
n
320
124
245
99
+75
+25

No
Respons
e
334
193
+141

Account for commercial properties mistakenly counted in
2011
Account for addresses not in tax roll that weren’t found in
2014
Actual difference in addresses counted

Tota
l
8248
8303
-55
+45
+98
+88

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
None
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Census information collected in 2011 and prior wasn’t provided in a format that could be
compared to data in the Town’s tax roll or planning files. Because the 2014 census was completed
electronically, it can be linked to and used to verify existing information maintained by financial
services and planning and development.
We will be able to build a more accurate address list for the next census, which should allow for
more consistently comparable census results in the future. This will benefit all the internal and
external stakeholders who rely on the data.
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STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
None
AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:
Approved by:
Approved by:

Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk

Date:

January 30, 2015

Lorrie O’Brien
GM of Municipal Services

Date:

February 5, 2015

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Administrative Officer

Date:

February 5, 2015

(Source: Town of Canmore, 2015)
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Appendix E: Previous (2012) Recommendations
In 2009/10, the VisionKeepers Group (VKG) undertook a review of the Community
Monitoring Report and how the report could be improved to facilitate tracking of the Town’s
progress towards the Vision. Several recommendations were made by the VKG regarding the
recommendations in this report, including:
 “There appears to be no tracking of the implementation of recommendations and the
subsequent impact, and therefore their usefulness is problematic”
 “Limit recommendation of the Community Monitoring Report to those related to the
collection of data or to indicators”
The following tables provide updates to track the status of the recommendations from the 2012
Community Monitoring Report.
As per the recommendations of the VKG, only
recommendations which relate to data collection or indicators are included in these tables.
2012 Recommendations
A valuable addition to the municipal census
or other survey could be the number of jobs
held (full time/part time) and the number of
hours worked per week. Gathering this
information could give an indication of how
many people are working long hours and/or
multiple jobs in order to make ends meet.
A better quantitative understanding of
Canmore’s tourism industry is important.
Information such as retail traffic and
spending, special events attendance and
spending, etc. would help to create a more
detailed picture of the impacts and
importance of Canmore’s tourism industry.
Using a more consistent reporting structure
for accommodation unit statistics would
improve the quality of the data series.
A better understanding of the impact and role
of tourist homes would help better quantify
their impact on the local economy.
A better understanding is needed of the
levels of human use in wildlife corridors,
their effect on wildlife populations, and what
thresholds of use or linear trail density cause
disturbance for various species. Continued
mapping and monitoring of the trail
networks will be important to help better
understand the effects of human disturbance
on the local wildlife populations.

Status/Action
“2 jobs or more” was added as a category to
the 2014 Census. 286 adults, or 2.6% of the
total indicated that they were working 2 or
more jobs at the time of the census.
-CBT has included a new suite of measures
as part of their 2015-2020 Strategic Plan
(including a Business Performance Index).
-The Town of Canmore commissioned a
Commercial Needs Study and a Tourist
Accommodation Study.
-The Town of Canmore commissioned a
Commercial Needs Study and a Tourist
Accommodation Study.
-The Town of Canmore conducted the
Human Use Management Review (HUMR),
and developed a new Open Space and Trails
Plan (OSTP).
-The Bow Valley Elk Study examined
questions of elk mortality and habitat use.
Results were published by Benn Edwards in
his MSc Thesis: Home ranges, resource
selection, and parasite diversity
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of urban versus rural elk
As the possibility of new development
approvals on the Three Sisters lands moves
forward it will become increasingly
important to monitor and track changes in
land use and corridors. In previous editions
of the Canmore Community Monitoring
Report the indicator “Quantitative Land Use”
was included. In future editions of this
report it would be a valuable exercise to
include an updated version of this indicator.
There is a need to continue monitoring the
effectiveness of highway fencing and the
associated crossing structures. Improving
data collection and monitoring of WVCs
would reduce the historical underestimation
of collisions on this section of highway.
Consistent data collection would help
improve our understanding of the exact
nature of the problem in ecological,
financial, and public safety terms.

This recommendation should be carried
forward to the next edition of this report. A
new planning process for the Three Sisters
lands has just begun and could result in
significant land use decisions. Additionally,
recent proposals to rezone lands in the Town
could also affect the amount of urban green
space and residential lands.

Alberta Environment and Parks is aware of
the challenges of monitoring highway
fencing effectiveness and WVCs They are
continuing efforts to provide consistent data.

______________________________________________________________________________________
2014 Canmore Community Monitoring Report
Page 187

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 214 of 318

Briefing
DATE OF MEETING:

September 8, 2015

Agenda# B-4

TO:

Canmore Town Council

SUBJECT:

Canmore Local Transit Service - Implementation

SUBMITTED BY:

Martin Bean – CAO, Bow Valley Regional Transit Commission

PURPOSE:

To present for consideration and approval a complete Canmore
local transit service design report and implementation plan.

BACKGROUND/HISTORY
The Bow Valley Regional Transit Services Commission (BVRTSC) business plan identifies the pursuit of
both planning for a Canmore local transit service and fixed infrastructure requirements.
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’s 2015 Budget and Business Plan states:
“Partner with Bow Valley Regional Transit Service Commission (BVRTSC) to determine feasibility of
local Roam transit services and if feasible, establish strategy for implementation
BVRTSC through program initiation and bus purchase (2015)
uct bus stop infrastructure (2015/2016)
transit links to Calgary (Bus/Rail) with CRP and BVRTSC (2017)”
In 2014, HarGroup Management Consultants were commissioned to conduct a market study to assess
the needs and expectations for a local transit service in Canmore. An extensive telephone survey was
conducted involving 400 randomly selected residents to determine their interest in transit service and
their travel patterns. The study also targeted businesses to determine the needs and travel patte rns of
their employees and tourists while in Canmore. Through this study it was determined that a service
design and implementation plan would be the next step.
Based on the data and analysis obtained through the 2014 market study in conjunction with rev iew of
previous planning for a local transit service, the BVRTSC contracted Koji Miyaji in late April of 2015 to
provide a service design and implementation plan. Mr. Miyaji’s detailed knowledge of the Bow Valley
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and extensive transit expertise was considered a definite asset when deciding on a consultant for this
project. The final report was due and returned to the BVRTSC on August 21 and with some adjustments
is the basis for the recommendation for implementation.
DISCUSSION
Proposed routes, stops, schedules, and fares have been presented in this plan with the understanding
that minor adjustments and modifications will need to be applied as needed to meet infrastructure and
operational requirements.
The Canmore local transit service is recommended to operate with 2 routes to meet the needs of
residents and visitors. The routes will be operated with one bus on each route and a frequency of
between 30 and 35 minutes per route. Both routes are designed to start and end at the Town Centre
Bus Terminal.






Route 1 will service the general area north of the Trans-Canada highway as well as the Hospital,
High School and Senior Centre. The Elk Run industrial area will be included to enable workers in
that area to be able to utilize the service.
Route 2 will service the Three Sisters general area, portions of Bow Valley Trail and include
service to the Canmore Nordic Centre at optimal times for ridership. This route will also service
the Elk Run industrial area during the times it is not traveling to the Nordic Centre.
Both routes will operate on a 35 minute frequency from 06:45 in the morning until 9:00 in the
evening. On weekends and statutory holidays, the routes will operate from 0845 in the morning
until 9:00pm. Public feedback was used to determine key destination points, which was then
used to design the routes and stops.

Regional service connectivity has been factored into the routes and into the service schedule. There is
inter local route connectivity offered in several locations with the Town Centre Terminal being the
primary transfer hub. Due to the differing route length and timing between the local and regional
service, not all schedules will meet up exactly however connectivity has been optimized wherever
possible. Should the Regional Service increase frequency based on the results of the current non-user
survey, connectivity opportunities will be significantly increased.
Two 30 foot buses are being recommended as the optimal bus for this service due to their transit styling
and capabilities as well as their efficiency. The buses will have two doors for ease of exit and
accessibility as required for transit service. Additional spare capacity will be made available using
existing BVRTSC fleet with a potential for purchasing additional equipment under future grant programs
as the service requirement grows.
The old waste recycling station in the Canmore industrial area is the recommended site to be converted
into the bus storage facility and transit operator check in location. This location will require renovation
and funding has been allocated in the capital plan of the report. This location will allow indoor parking
for the buses and reduce the empty miles required to be traveled.
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The service is recommended to be managed and operated by the Bow Valley Regional Transit Services
Commission (BVRTSC). There are many existing operational processes which the BVRTSC already
implement in their Banff local service and the Canmore – Banff regional service that will synchronize
well with the proposed Canmore local service.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Fare structure is still to be determined by Canmore Town Council. The suggested range is around $2.00 $2.50 adult cash fare. The balance of fare to ridership is somewhat tenuous, with ridership dropping off
if fares are perceived to be too high.
The operating budget is proposed to be $620,000 - $675,000 for the first three years, with a cost
variance of +/- 5% based on unknown factors associated with operating a new service. The revenue to
cost recovery ratio is proposed to be approximately 25% to 28% in the initial implementation years with
the recovery increasing as the service matures. With this cost recovery ratio, the municipal subsidy is
expected to be in the range of $437,000 - $455,000 in the initial years. It should be noted that 2016
operating costs will be prorated for a partial year based on an estimated start date of service in the
second half of 2016.
In addition to the municipal subsidy for Canmore local service, the percentage of BVRTSC overhead
contribution increases based on the additional service hours. The additional cost to Canmore for
Commission overhead would be approximately $35,000 based on 2016 proposed budget figures. A
corresponding decrease would be seen in Banff’s contribution to overhead. Additional services added
to the BVRTSC portfolio in future years would reduce Canmore’s contribution percentage.
Should ridership levels exceed those initially projected, the amount of the municipal subsidy will be
reduced in subsequent years. The ridership estimates in the current report and budget are
conservative during the initial years, coming in significantly lower than those estimated in prior reports.
The ridership estimates go from approximately 95,000 to 110,000 over the first three years of service.
The capital budget includes temporary bus stops for the initial phase of implementation prior to an
analysis being completed on the success of stop locations. Also included is a Town Centre Transit Hub to
accommodate local, regional and other users, such as Greyhound. Currently the Town Centre stop
accommodates one bus with a second bus disembarking passenge rs directly into a parking lot.
The capital budget for the Canmore local service has been formulated with the intent of receiving grant
funding from GreenTrip to achieve some of the larger objectives. The 2014 GreenTrip application has
funds requested for infrastructure required for the operating of Canmore local transit, including fleet,
bus storage and bus stop infrastructure. Currently the status of the GreenTrip funding has not been
made public and is at the ministerial level for approval however an announcement is expected in the
near future. Further grant programs will be accessed as they become available. Currently applied for
GreenTrip funding is the only grant funding that has currently been included in the capital budget.
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The capital budget has been prepared by the consultant and reviewed by Town and BVRTSC
administration however exact municipal infrastructure costs may vary based on individual requirements
and challenges presented at each bus stop.
With the capital budget as proposed, municipal contributions are projected to be in the range of
$335,000, $270,000 and $260,000 in the first three years, dropping to $170,000 for subsequent years.
These numbers are based on the currently requested GreenTrip funding being received as expected.
Year two and three contributions could be reduced should Canmore choose to reduce the scope of the
Town Centre Transit hub to only include additional paving.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
The HarGroup market study and analysis was complete in the summer of 2014. This included a random
telephone survey of 400 residents as well as local businesses and hotels.
A public open house was conducted on October 29th with approximately 40 surveys returned.
A presentation at the Town’s staff general assembly on October 30th also had approximately 40 surveys
returned.
Canmore local service report has been reviewed by BVRTSC Administration and Board, Town of
Canmore Administration and Calgary Regional Partnership Administration.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Canmore’s 2014 Integrated Transportation Plan states:
“An implementation plan is recommended to re-evaluate the previously recommended route and
conduct an updated feasibility study in 2014, to make the required capital investments and construct
infrastructure in 2015, and to begin revenue service in 2016 once buses and infrastructure are in
place.”
The Town’s 2015 Budget and Business Plan states:
“Partner with Bow Valley Regional Transit Service Commission (BVRTSC) to determine feasibility of
local Roam transit services and if feasible, establish strategy for implementation

”
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Executive Summary
Information provided in this report should be used as a basis for implementing the proposed local transit
service in Canmore. Contents are recommendations, thus adjustments and slight modifications should be
applied as needed. Items such as bus stop locations and schedule times will need to be fine-tuned for
implementation purposes.
The Canmore Local Transit service is recommended to operate with two routes to meet the needs of
residents and visitors. Both routes are designed to start and end at the Town Centre bus terminal. Route 1
will service the general area north of the Trans-Canada Highway as well as the Hospital, High School, and
Senior Centre. Route 2 will service the Three Sisters general area, portions of the Bow Valley Trail and
include service to the Canmore Nordic Centre. Public feedback was used to determine key destination
points, which was then used to design the routes. Bus stops attempt to reflect access to these destination
points with a service frequency of 30 to 35 minutes per route.
Regional service connectivity has been factored into the routes and the service schedule. There is inter
local route connectivity offered in several locations, with the Town Centre Terminal being the primary
transfer hub.
Fare structure is still to be determined by Canmore Town Council. The suggested range is around $2.00 $2.50 adult cash fare. The revenue to cost recovery ratio is proposed to be approximately 25% to 28% in
the initial implementation year. This will project the municipal operating subsidy to be in the low
$400,000 range. Should ridership levels exceed those initially projected, the amount of the municipal
subsidy will be reduced in subsequent years. A 10 year proposed capital budget has been provided along
with a three year proposed operating budget.
Two 30-foot buses have been suggested as the optimal buses for this service due to their transit styling and
capabilities, as well as their efficiency. The old waste recycling station in the Canmore industrial area is the
recommended site to be converted into the bus storage facility and transit operator check in location. This
is an ideal location that can reduce operational overhead.
The service is recommended to be managed and operated by the Bow Valley Regional Transit Services
Commission (BVRTSC). There are many existing operational processes which the BVRTSC already
implement in their Banff local service and the Canmore–Banff regional service that will synchronize well
with the proposed Canmore
local service.
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Introduction
The Town of Canmore has explored possibilities of offering a local public transit system in their
municipality for many years. A variety of studies and reports have been completed on this subject.
Since 2001, at least nine documents have been produced by a number of consultants regarding the
feasibility of a Canmore local transit service.
This report is not designed to justify the need for a local transit service. The scope of this report is focused
around the tangible implementation details needed to cost out a local transit service. The report is
designed to be used as a tool for a possible implementation of a local service with route options, schedule
timing, bus type, and details of administrative support required to support the functioning of a local transit
service.
This report will provide tangible operating and capital information to the detail not provided before in
other reports. The information in this report is very close to what an implementation scenario may look
like for Administration if they chose to operate a Canmore local transit service. This information is
provided as series of recommendations based on the familiarity of the Bow Valley Regional Transit Services
Commission (BVRTSC) operating mandate and their current level of operating capacity.
The report provided is based on information available to date and takes into account the most recent public
transit related data collected from the citizens of the Town of Canmore by HarGroup (2014 Market Study
for Local Transit Service in Canmore). Some references are also made from the work conducted by AECOM
in the fall of 2014, which speaks to some preliminary cost projections for the Canmore local service.
It is recommended that the information provided in the report be used as “baseline data” and be adjusted
and revised as needed by the BVRTSC staff using their insights, local knowledge, and transit expertise.
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1.0

Service Design

It should be noted that designing a transit service and associated routes is not an exact science. Typically,
the exercise of designing new routes takes into consideration a number of factors such as:
 geographic layout and physical barriers,
 service frequency,
 any budgetary guidelines available to run a transit service,
 parking challenges at the desired destinations (or lack thereof),
 cost of operating a personal vehicle,
 ease or challenges of alternative modes of travel,
 travel time,
 perceived convenience of using transit,
 use of transit through necessity,
 feedback from potential users on their desired origin and destinations.
Often, if there are any constraints given to service design, they are commonly budgetary in nature that
place parameters on considerations such as service frequency and hours of operation. Therefore, it is a
“percentage game” where the transit design attempts to achieve a higher percentage of desired elements
and tries to minimize the limitations of a service. For example, a route tries to serve as many key
destinations, but it may not be able to reach all the desired locations due to budget limitations and thus
limiting service hours. Additionally, to keep the service frequency down to a desired timeframe, some
destinations are omitted as it will add additional travel time to the service, which may not be as desirable
for the users. Reducing the travel time can be one of the key determining factors in potential customers
using transit as their modal choice of transportation.
To add additional service hours to increase bus frequency or by creating routes that run simultaneously
with other routes in order to reach a variety of destinations is perhaps the easiest way to design the most
functional transit service. This approach typically will be the least cost effective.
For a brand new service, in addition to good service design principles, a municipal transit culture will need
to be introduced and developed in the community. There needs to be an understanding in the community
that public transit is not for everyone nor will it resolve all transportation issues within a municipality. In
municipalities where the use of personal vehicles have been the primary mode of travel and their use is not
necessarily discouraged by traffic congestion or parking issues, a conscious choice will need to be made by
the riders to use public transit over other modes of travel.
The 2014 HarGroup study (Market Study for Local Transit Service in Canmore) indicated that potential
users of transit are willing to dedicate more travel time to complete a trip. This study also indicated
reasonable fare tolerance (based on comparative costs to Banff local service). Thus, through good route
design, reasonable frequency, comfortable buses, and a high dedication towards providing all elements of
operational excellence, a new transit service would be a positive addition to the public service provided to
the residents of Canmore. Some of the operational excellence elements would be customer friendly route
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maps, NextBus passenger information capabilities, convenient point of sale outlets, clean buses and a safe
travel environment.

1.1

Routes

Based on the information provided through the 2014 HarGroup Study (2014 Market Study for Local
Transit Service in Canmore) and the feedback obtained from the Public Open House held in November
2014 at Elevation Place, two routes are recommended for year-round service.

Both routes share the following characteristics:
 Approximately 30 – 35-minute service frequency for each route.
 The routes are designed in a “loop” configuration. The start and end of one service “loop”
originates and terminates at the same bus stop. In this case, the 9th Street Town Centre stop
is used as the central terminal for both routes as well as being the primary transfer point to
the regional service.
 The bus will reach or return from the farthest point of the loop in approximately 15 minutes
(entire loop should take approximately 30 to 35 minutes).
 Bus stops for both routes should be approximately within 450 metres walking distances in
residential areas.
 Both routes will operate year round, 365 days per year.
 Both routes will service two different residential zones as their primary service area.
 Both routes will attempt to reach as many town amenities such as shopping, recreation, and
work areas within the desired frequency.

Using the parameters described in section 1 (Service Design), the routes have been designed to travel
through or connect the various residential areas in Canmore that are higher in density and or have multiunit residential development that were not based on seasonal occupants. Not all sectors have been
serviced due to the 30 – 35-minute frequency design as well as being sensitive to the overall annual service
hourly costs.
The route design tries to travel through the areas in Canmore which have residential density. Although not
all areas of the municipality can be addressed with a bus route, the two routes attempt to travel through
the key points and residential areas in Canmore as an initial implementation step.
In the HarGroup Study (2014 Market Study for Local Transit Service In Canmore), the surveyed responses
indicated that getting to and from work is likely the main reason for using a local public transit service. The
research states, “It is expected that getting to and from work will be a primary reason for using the local
public transit service. As such, demand is expected to be higher between 9:00am and 12:00 pm, and 3:00
pm and 6:00pm. Even so, residents are expected to use the service to go shopping, get to appointments,
attend recreation and entertainment activities, and for other reasons.” 1 footnote Executive summary.

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 224 of 318

Table 1 ranks the order of the reasons for use of public transit, as shown in the ridership estimates in the
2014 HarGroup Study
Table 1 – Reasons for Public Transit Use

Reasons

Approximate Percent breakdown

To get to and from Work

45%

Shopping

22%

Recreation/ Entertainment

13%

Appointments

9%

Other uses

8%

Tourist uses

3%
100%

The other points of interest or key destination areas have been taken into consideration in the overall route
design. They have been identified in the 2014 HarGroup Study as listed on Table 2.

Table 2 - Key Destination Areas

Location

Propensity to use local
transit to these locations
(very likely to likely
responses).
% of responses from total .

Somewhat Likely to use
transit responses

Town Centre

29%

16%

Canmore Nordic Centre

25%

19%

Railway Ave

23%

19%

Bow Valley Trail

22%

19%

Elevation Place

21%

17%

Canmore Hospital

20%

18%

Canmore Public Library *

20%

19%

Canmore Recreation Centre

17%

21%

Elk Run Industrial

18%

19%

Seniors facilities

8%

21%

School

7%

14%

(Note: the columns do not total 100% - each row represents percentage from sample size of 380n)
*Although the library and Elevation Place is in the same building, the data is separated for the purposes of this table to show
interest of potential users.
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Route 1 Cougar Creek
Key Service Points:











Start and end at the 9th St terminal
Access to shopping areas and Elevation Place
Service to the Cougar Creek residential area
Access to industrial area
Access to the hospital and upper portion of the Bow Valley Trail
30 - 35 minutes approximate time to complete one service loop
No deviations to route and frequency 7 days a week
Reduced service hours on Saturday, Sunday and statutory holidays based on 2014 HarGroup weekly
ridership analysis indicates that there is a slightly reduced ridership demand on the weekends*.
Three opportunities to transfer on to regional service
Route 1 customers will need to transfer on to Route 2 at the Town Centre terminal to access the Nordic
Centre
*(Section 6.3 of the 2014 HarGroup report)

Route 1 Service to the Hospital
In the initial proposed Route 1 layout, there was no direct transit access to the hospital. The hospital is
located on Bow Valley Trial north of Benchlands Trail. This location limits the ability to access the hospital,
as a choice had to be made between either access to Elevation Place, the Shopping areas and travel down
Railway Ave, or taking the Bow Valley Trail and going to the hospital. Since Route 2 is already stretched out
by going to the Nordic Centre and is naturally longer in distance, the likely option for hospital access is
Route 1.
Route 1 can be modified to travel up the Bow Valley Trail during its inbound direction (coming back from
Cougar Creek) off Benchlands Trail. The bus will travel up the Bow Valley Trail, stopping at the hospital
and along some motel locations, turn left onto Railway Avenue, and return to the downtown terminal via
10th St. This route design has the added benefit of providing service to this section of Bow Valley Trail,
where some tourists staying in hotels will be able to have access to the local service. Although the use of
tourists initially may be limited, by offering bus access close by it will encourage the opportunity to
introduce Hotel Pass programs. These types of programs will be a bonus to increasing the revenue
potential of the service to lower taxpayer support.
Furthermore, by providing service to the hospital, Route 1 will be able to service the north portion of the
Bow Valley Trail, and Route 2 will service the southern portion of the Bow Valley Trail, thus providing
access to most of the Bow Valley Trail. The Bow Valley Trail was identified as one of the destinations of
rider interest with access to numerous businesses.
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Route 2 Three Sisters
Key Service Points:











Stops and starts at the 9th St terminal
Access to the Nordic Centre seven days a week. Weekdays (Monday to Friday) access to the
Nordic Centre after 6:00pm. Weekends and Statutory holidays, throughout the service day.
Service to the Three Sister’s area and communities
Access to industrial area during weekdays only until 6:00pm
Access to shopping areas and Elevation Place
Appropriate time to complete one loop service approximately 35 minutes
Travel on the Trans-Canada Highway for a portion of the service
Weekend and Statutory Holiday service (Saturday and Sunday) with reduced service hours
similar to Route 1 justification
Access to hospital for Route 2 customers available through transfer to Route 1
Use of the Trans-Canada makes for a quicker return back into the downtown area and better
bus efficiency as traveling highway speeds daily will minimize carbon build up in engine and
exhaust components.

Design Elements for Route 2
Routing to the industrial area during the weekday will enable customers to use Route 2 to access the
industrial area for commuting purposes. The HarGroup study conducted in 2014 indicated that “…getting
to and from work is likely the main reason for using local transit public transit service.”*
*(as highlighted in their Executive Summary section)

Further to this, the study also indicates that residents who reside in the neighbourhoods that access the
Three Sisters Parkway (South Area), also likely desire access to the Elk Run industrial area. Lastly, these
residents were indicated to having a slightly higher propensity to use public transit than other respondents
in Canmore. The industrial area also will have transfer connectivity between Route 1 and Route 2, thus
providing riders with options if desired.

Weekend Options to Nordic Centre for Route 2
After consulting with the representative of the Canmore Nordic Centre, it was determined that for the
initial implementation, and given the sensitivity to keeping the routes to a desired frequency, service access
to the Nordic Centre could be limited to the weekends and statutory holidays. It was indicated that the
weekend times would be the optimal customer usage. Frequently, time loss can be kept at a minimum by
not going into the industrial area during the weekend for Route 2 (see Attachment 3).
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The buses will be equipped with external bike racks. During the bus purchase process, there should be a
request to consider internal storage space for items such as cross country skis. These options should apply
to all buses in the Canmore local fleet. The Cutaway buses will be a compromise for interior storage
limitations. The Cutaways should be used only as emergency spares.

Weekday Service Option to Nordic Centre for Route 2
Based on feedback from the Nordic Centre representative, if there is a need to access the facility during the
weekday, it should be limited to after work hours of 6:00pm to 9:00pm. The Nordic Centre facility closes at
8:30pm. Transit service is proposed to end at 9:00pm for budgeting sensitivity. If there is tolerance by the
town to extend the hours of service for transit, it is an option that one more stop time be scheduled at the
Nordic Centre shortly past the closing time to catch any residual users of the facility. The employees of the
Nordic Centre may not represent a high transit users make up, thus the service is oriented towards Nordic
Centre patrons.
One option for weekday access to the Nordic Centre during the hours of 6:00pm to 9:00pm during
weekdays is to eliminate the leg to the industrial area after 6:00pm. This way, there is a trade-off in time
savings. Another option is to go to the Nordic Centre and still go into the industrial area until such a time
where the industrial area boarding is lower. This would result in a longer route time during this period
(for example, from 5:00pm to 7:00pm, 40 minutes per loop).
The challenge for this option is a longer loop time for that period (decrease in frequency). The route
becomes slightly more complicated to understand and the need to clearly explain the change in additional
stops to the customers for these hours may be confusing for some customers.
Recognizing the benefits and challenges, with the Canmore Nordic Center being identified as one of the
higher desired destination points, it is recommended that Route 2 be designed to go to the Nordic Centre
on weekdays as well, but starting at 6:00pm. As a trade-off to keep the loop time to approximately 35
minutes, the industrial area access will stop at around 6:00pm.
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Routing Option: One Large Loop Service with Two Buses
One option for this service is to operate as a large loop service that connects Route 1 and Route 2 (as
currently identified) into one continuous service. The start and the end of the loop will be at the Town
Centre terminal.
Theoretically, this service can work having the two buses operate and start at 30 minute delayed starts or
at two different time points, thus the buses would be chasing one another to rotate in unison to create a 30
to 35-minute frequency at each stop. If the buses travelled in opposite directions, the frequency would be
over 60 minutes each. This may not be the desired frequency for this service.
A preliminary review of this option will identify these benefits and challenges.

Benefits of this type of route design



There will be no need to provide inter-local transfers, thus simplifying the service for the
customers
To improve frequency, one bus can be added to benefit the entire service compared to having to
use two additional buses if the need to improve frequency existed on two different routes.

Challenges of this type of routing design








To complete the loop, it will take over an hour, thus depending on where the rider needs to go,
this can take over a longer travel time to reach the desired destination (e.g. if a customer wishes
to go to the Nordic Centre and lives past Spray Lakes Rd, then this customer will need to travel
almost an hour to reach the desired destination).
If there was a service disruption on any part of the loop, it might impact the entire service
rather than containing it to the impacted route (if there are two routes).
It will be difficult to improve service to a portion of the route (section of town) as the entire
route is connected as one. Any isolated improvements may be difficult to implement and
confusing to customers. Whereas if there were two routes, and the service review indicated a
need to improve frequency service to a certain sector of town (e.g. increased demand on peak
times), it would be more effective application to increase frequency on one of the two routes,
thus having a more direct impact to the improvement.
Adding a new section to the service in town will add more time to the entire service, as it will
just lengthen the route.
In theory, there will be one bus every 30 to 35 minutes; however, there will need to be a lot of
intra-loop operator coordination to adhere to the schedule adequately (maintain the gap in
between buses). Schedule adherence can be challenging to maintain during busy times or when
there is a disruption (i.e. train crossing delays), as one bus delay may impact the entire route
schedule until it can get caught up. To keep on schedule and to also keep the 30 to 35-minute
frequency will be challenging to the operators.
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Given the reasons provided, it is not recommended that the service be one large loop. Having two routes
will likely have fewer problems in schedule adherence and the entire service integrity may not be
compromised, which is an important element in developing customer loyalty.

1.2 Regional Connectivity
Regional connectivity is an important feature to the local service as it aids in providing transportation
options for the users in the region. In the 2014 HarGroup Canmore Market Study, a reference is made by
the respondents of this survey that there is a propensity for the users of the transit service to transfer onto
the regional service. It needs to be understood that for a service that is not in existence, it is very
challenging to predict exact usage of a transit service and predict rider behavior. Indications of the
ridership behavior can be extrapolated from the information provided from the 2014 HarGroup study as
shown in Table 3

Table 3

North Quadrant Residents
(Generally the Cougar Creek
Area – Route 1)

48% of the users that originate from the Cougar Creek area are
very likely to somewhat likely to use the local service to transfer
on to the Regional Service

South Quadrant
(Generally the Three Sisters
Area - Route 2)

57% of the users that originate from the South quadrant (generally
the Three Sisters area) are very likely to somewhat likely to use
the local service to transfer on to the Regional Service

(This information does not factor in the riders that originate in Banff that may transfer onto the Canmore service).

The other perspective, which the BVRTSC can easily conduct if they wish to do so, is to perform an onboard
survey of the current regional service riders that originate and terminate in Canmore to see if they would
use the local service to transfer onto the regional service. This degree of work is out of scope for this
report.
Efforts have been made to optimize the regional connection at the downtown terminal and the use of
regional service stops so that transferability to the regional service is optimized. This would be the
reasonable approach to designing any local service that will coexist with an existing service.
Routes 1 and 2 will have similar time schedules so that all transfer connectivity is focused around the
downtown terminal between the local services and the regional service. There will be some wait times for
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regional connections that will vary throughout the day. Unfortunately, that cannot be avoided when trying
to synchronize a 35-minute local loop service that is trying to connect to a 1-hour regional service. If the
additional frequency is added to the regional service, then the connectivity timing to the Canmore local
service can be optimized further. This should reduce transfer wait times in between these two services. If
the regional frequency is increased, there will be a need to adjust the local routes to minimize transfer wait
times. Local to Regional Connectivity will be at the stops as shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Route 1 - Cougar Creek

Route 2 - Three Sisters

105 High School
106 Seniors Lodge
107 Town Centre

107 Town Centre

108 Shoppers Drug Mart

108 Shoppers Drug Mart (local bus stop
will be across the street)

110 Short walking distance

109 short walk from Elevation Place stop

(Stops indicated using existing Regional Service bus stop numbers)

1.3 Origin/Destination Considerations
The key desired destinations have been identified in the 2014 HarGroup study. There is a budgetary and
time-frequency sensitivity in trying to design a route that reaches all the key destinations. An effort has
been made to access the key destinations that have been identified in the 2014 HarGroup Canmore Market
Study as much as possible and still maintain the desired frequency, as well as stay within the two-route
system to keep the operating costs down.
The desired locations that the 2014 HarGroup study identified are the most recent and statistically reliable
data available today for this purpose. Since transit rider origin and destination predictions are “educated
possibilities, only” using the available data would be a reasonable approach to extrapolate the stop
locations. Furthermore, a typical approach to developing a transit service is to operate the route(s) for a
period of time, then carry out rider surveys and origin and destination studies to determine popular stops
and adjust the stop locations accordingly.
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Primary Interest Destinations







Town Centre – accessed by both routes
Canmore Nordic Centre – accessed by Route 2. Higher weekend access.
Options for increased access.
Railway Ave area (shopping centre, Elevation Place) – accessed by both routes
Bow Valley Trail – split access but service provided by both Routes 1 and 2.
Route 1 will service the Bow Valley Trail corridor north of Benchlands Trail.
Route 2 will service the Bow Valley Trail corridor south of Benchlands Trail.
Elevation Place – Accessed by both routes

Secondary Interest Destinations






Hospital – Directly accessed by route 1. Non-direct access by walking from the nearby stop at the
shopping centre accessed by both routes
Library and Elevation Place – accessed by both routes
Recreation Centre – Accessed by both routes.
Industrial area – Accessed by both routes

Tertiary Interest Destinations




Seniors facility – Accessed by both Routes 1 and 2. It mirrors the regional service route and stops
105 (high school) and 106 (seniors facility), as this access into the Town Centre Terminal is quicker
during congested times by using this path; thus, this reduces loop completion times during
congested periods and should be minimal to no loss to loop completion time during other periods.
High School – Same justification as Seniors facility for route access to this area

1.4 Propose Standardized Detour Routes for Non-Town-Centre
Access




Use of Railway Ave and the Bow Valley Trial as designated detour routes to access the downtown
terminal depending on detour needs.
If 10th St is inaccessible, then detour using 17th St and Fairholme Drive (same route as regional
service) to access the downtown terminal
If complete access to downtown is restricted, then Stop 108 and Elevation Place stops may be used
as temporary hubs and the buses will loop back using Railway Ave and the North Bow Valley Trail.

Propose detour routes for primary roadway closures (parades)
 Use the same loop or use the Bow Valley Trail. This depends on the parade route.
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1.5 Service Schedule
Routes operate 365 days per year. Service start and end times are approximate for each route as they will
need to be adjusted to accommodate for regional connectivity at the town centre terminal. See Proposed
Route Schedule times (Attachment 4) for suggested route start and end times.

Service Times and Revenue Hours
Both routes
Monday to Friday
Saturday, Sunday, Statutory holidays

06:45am to 9:00pm (14.25 hours)
08:45am to 9:00pm (12.25 hours)

Proposed Total Annual Service Hours
Weekdays: 14.25 hours x 5 days x 52 weeks =
Weekends: 12.25 hours x 2 days x 52 weeks =
Additional day to equal 365 days annually =
Annual Total:

3705 hours per route
1274 hours per route
14.25 hours per route
4993 hours x 2 routes = 9986 hours

Peak and Non-Peak Service Options

No special considerations for traditional peak hours at this time until ridership behavior is better
determined.

Frequency
Route 1:
Route 2:

All week
All Week

30 - 35 minute loop frequency
35 minute loops

Any schedule deviations over the course of the year should be a result of increasing or decreasing the
annual service hours. These changes should be performed after there has been adequate time to observe
rider behaviour, which is typically over a 12-month period.

Regional Connectivity Timing
Regional service operates in a one-hour loop frequency. Canmore routes will be timed so that both routes
meet up at the downtown terminal, with layover times to the regional bus departure from this terminal.
The connectivity linkages may not always be the exact 10 to 15 minutes. Adjustments and time points
should be experimented with in the final adjustments to the service schedule. BVRYSC will need to monitor
the boarding and disembarkation timing of busy stops, and timing adjustments will need to be made over
the course of the first year. If the regional service is doubled in frequency, connectivity timing for both
routes will need to be readjusted to minimize wait times.
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Inter-Route Connectivity

Both routes will try to connect at the Town Centre terminal with minimal layovers. Both services have
been suggested to run similar times in the day so there can be higher opportunities for connectivity at the
Town Centre terminal.

2.0 Bus Stops & Shelters
2.1 Bus Stops





Route 1 will have 24 stops (including the Town Centre terminal) in use 7 days a week
Route 2 will have 17 stops (including the Town Centre terminal) in use during the weekday until
6:00pm. After 6:00pm there will be 16 active stops (loss of 2 industrial area stops and addition of
the Nordic Centre stop 3A)
Route 2 weekends will have 16 stops (loss of 2 industrial area stops and addition of the Nordic
Centre stop)

Approximate bus stop locations for all the stops have been identified. The determination of the bus stop
locations is based approximately upon key destinations where the bus can safely stop for passengers to
board and disembark. Other bus stop location factors are based on distances from the previous stop,
proximity to residential clusters (ideally within 450 metre walking catch basin circumference), locations
that have minimal impact to traffic flow (note: sometimes this is not possible depending on roadway
width), and locations that do not impede or bother its surrounding neighbours or businesses. Some
modifications will be required as BVRTSC finalizes the route timing. Also, over the first year a boarding
analysis should be made to delete low usage stops, which BVRTSC may determine to be unproductive.
There is no industry specific standard for a low usage bus stop threshold. Professional judgement can be
used in situations to determine if a stop should be removed, such as if a specific stop did not have any usage
in a month. The basis for this performance measure is up to BVRTSC to determine.
It is recommended that for the first year, no permanent (cemented) bus stop infrastructures be placed until
stop efficiency can be measured. No concrete pads should be poured on any new bus stops either. All bus
stop signs should be temporary in nature. It is recommended that bus benches not be used for any new bus
stops for the first year. If they are desired, then benches that are removable should be used (i.e. surplus
park inventory, if they are available). Bus bench costs can be potentially covered by a third party
advertising sales agency. They will provide all the benches at their cost plus they will provide some
advertising sales revenue as part of this agreement. Local municipal bylaws may need to be checked for the
ability to host third-party advertising on public property.

2.2 Bus Shelters
For the first 12 to 18 months, bus shelters should not be placed until it can be determined which stops have
good usage. There is no “magic passenger usage number” that determines a shelter location. BVRTSC will
need to justify shelter use based on customer behavior observations and the budget availability.
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Table 5
Some suggested locations for shelters (and benches) in the future

Stop location
Shopping Centre

Shelter

Bench

NextBus sign

Elevation Place

Shelter

Bench

NextBus sign

Canmore Nordic Centre

Shelter

Bench

NextBus sign

Bow Valley Trail South

Shelter

Hospital

Shelter

Bench

NextBus sign

Costs for some or all of the bus shelters can be covered by seeking an advertising agency to provide
shelters in exchange for the ability to sell exterior third party advertising spaces. This is a municipal policy
decision. The potential capital savings could be approximately $15,000 per shelter (this includes shelter
cost only and depending on shelter size) per location. There will also be a small revenue income derived
from this program. Approximately $10,000 to $15,000 annually, based on negotiations with the contractor,
could be a possibility. Also, some grant funding opportunities, such as GreenTrip funding, may help to
offset the cost of this infrastructure.
Another option is to have a bus shelter sponsorship or donation program where private individuals,
businesses, or agencies can donate a shelter in exchange for recognition of the donation (i.e. Rotary Club,
Chamber of Commerce, Tourism Association, etc.).

2.3 NextBus Signs
Similar to bus shelters, no NextBus signs should be installed until there is determination on good bus stop
usage. Table 6 indicates some suggested future locations for this infrastructure. Each NextBus sign is
approximately $6,000(U.S. funds) plus installation can range from $1,000 to $20,000 based on the ability to
access electricity to the stop location. With this in mind, any bus stop concrete pad construction should
include roughed in conduit for future electrical power access.
For stops such as Elevation Place and perhaps the hospital, there is an option to display the NextBus
passenger information using an indoor display LCD monitor. If the facility will allow internet connectivity
to the LCD monitor, the Nextbus information can be displayed. This set up would be similar to that in the
BVRTSC office, where NextBus information is displayed for customers. The Town Hall lobby in Canmore
can also display the same information with a similar setup.

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 238 of 318

For the initial temporary bus stop capital cost, it is estimated to be approximately $600 per bus stop
location. This minor cost includes an aluminum bus sign and steel post mounted into the ground.
Installation should be done by the Town of Canmore on a service in kind cost-basis if possible. This will
need to be negotiated. It is not uncommon for bus stops to be just a post and a sign, especially in
residential areas. Bus stop pads can be incorporated into local improvement program schedules and
sidewalk repair programs when they occur. An option to explore with the Town of Canmore may be to
seek inclusion into the Municipal grant funding programs and to be a part of the local improvement
programs to include pad creation in certain areas.
No bus stop pads nor shelters are recommended for any stop at this time. It is recommended that this be
considered only one to two years after route initiation, due to the potential adjustment of stops and
changes in route options. Not all bus stops will require a pad. It is anticipated that each pad should cost
approximately $10,000, depending on the pad size and design. Asphalt pads can be used as well for
locations where concrete pads are not desired or the permanency of the bus stop pad is still not confirmed.
It is recommended that all permanent pads have roughed in conduit for future NextBus sign potential.
Consultation with the Town of Canmore administration should occur to obtain the best cost estimates, as
they may have preferred vendors who may be retained to do minor construction work of this nature (i.e.
sidewalk and curb repairs) which may reduce costs.

3.0 Fare Structure & Pass Programs
For service consistency purposes, it is suggested that most of the standard fare products (cash fares, 10
ride pass, and 1-month pass) and its respective prices remain consistent to the Banff local service. Given
the proximity of the municipalities and the customer familiarity between the services, having similar
pricing structures may be the easiest fare design for the customers to understand. For administrative
purposes, if transferability of riders is being considered between the two municipalities, the calculation of
any compensation may be easier to manage if the primary fare products (cash, 10 rides, and monthly
passes) are of similar/ same price.
This is not to say that there cannot be deviations in fare costs. BVRTSC administration will need to consider
a customer and operator friendly process for transferring between local and regional services. One
simplified approach (if Canmore charges more from the Banff fares – i.e. Cash) could be that any transfers
onto the Canmore Local Service from the regional service will require a top up upon boarding.
One suggestion is not to have the 3-month and the 6-month pass. These passes discount too heavily for a
new service. Also, these longer period discounted passes may not be desired by the new customers of the
Canmore local service until such a time that customer loyalty and service reliability can be created. This
will usually take several years to develop. Often, the 1-month and the 10 ride passes, similar to the regional
service, should suffice as the standard concession fare products for a new service. These fare products
provide options for the new consumer, which are popular fare products in the transit industry. These
passes should meet rider demand for the initial start-up.
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Table 7- Standard Fare Categories

Adult +13

Seniors +65

Child +6

One way (45 minutes)

2.00

1.00

1.00

Ten ride pass

17.50

17.50

17.50

1 Day pass (unlimited all day)

5.00

5.00

5.00

3 Day Pass

12.00

12.00

12.00

1 Month

30.00

15.00

15.00

3 Months (not recommended)

65.00

65.00

65.00

6 Months (not recommended)

105.00

105.00

105.00

3.1 Fare Tolerance
In the 2014 HarGroup Canmore Market Study, a survey on what people felt would be reasonable cash fare
to spend on a single adult cash fare ticket was in the range of $1.50 to $2.00. Beyond the $2.00 threshold,
the tolerance to pay more for a single ticket (the sense of reasonableness) decreased about 10% for every
$0.50 that the fare increased. However, it should be noted that for a start-up service, new customers may
pay slightly more than the fare tolerance indicator if they feel there is still value for the dollar on the service
being provided.
Table 8 shows an estimate of what may be the ridership impact to various increases in cash fares. For the
purposes of this estimate, some assumptions will have to be made as without these parameters, there will
be too many variables to consider.
The Table will assume the following variables for its calculations.
1) Adult cash fare will be used as the control category since the adult fare is predominantly the bulk of the
sales for a transit service in the region, plus for a new service, the single adult fare is the highest product
sold until customer loyalty is achieved.
2) Pass products will be categorized as one unit. It is difficult to place a figure on how many monthly
passes and ten ride books will be sold etc.
3) Assumptions will be made that, for a new service, there will be a ratio of cash sales to pass sales. The
ratio used will be similar to the sales pattern seen when the regional service was introduced. The
pattern of cash to pass was approximately 80:20 initially to 60:40 over approximately a 12 – 24 month
period.
4) The table will show three sales ratio scenarios of 80:20, 70:30 and 60:40 cash to pass sales and using
2016 budget figures for the Total Expense and Net Subsidy Calculations.
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5) Cash ticket prices of $2.00, $2.25, $2.50 and $2.75 will be used.
6) Loss of some cash riders will be assumed in the calculations. Zero to 10% loss of cash riders (as the fare
price increases) will be used for the calculations.
7) A consistent, calculated pass sales figure for that set will be used for each ratio scenario. (i.e. If the total
revenue sales are indicated to be $155,000 and the ratio used is 80:20 cash to pass sales, then 80% of
$155,000 = $124,000 in cash ticket sales and 20% of $155,000 = $31,000 will be used for the pass sales
portion). Each scenario will use a consistent pass sales figure based on the percentage (ratio) used. The
pass sales amount is not shown in the tables.
8) Ridership projections are for the cash sales only and it is based on the adult single ticket price.
Calculation of overall ridership projection is difficult and not very accurate when extrapolating pass
usage estimates (i.e. 40 rides for a monthly pass) and will not be as meaningful in this exercise. The
more accurate estimate would be the cash rider impact, as this can be estimated with some confidence
when extrapolated from a cash revenue projection figure.
TABLE 8 NEXT PAGE:
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Net Operating Subsidy Comparing Various Fare Prices (2016 Numbers)
80:20 Cash to Pass Ridership Ratio
cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

base at ratio
$
2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
77,635

0% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$194,087
$213,495
$232,904 No Ridership Loss
$204,087
$223,495
$242,904 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$419,763
$400,355
$380,946
77,635
77,635
77,635 Projected Cash Ridership

cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

$

2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
77,635

5% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$184,382
$202,821
$221,259 5% Ridership Loss
$194,382
$212,821
$231,259 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$429,468
$411,029
$392,591
73,753
73,753
73,753 Projected Cash Ridership

cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

$

2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
77,635

10% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$174,678
$192,146
$209,614
$184,678
$202,146
$219,614 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$439,172
$421,704
$404,236
69,871
69,871
69,871 Projected Cash Ridership

70:30 Cash to Pass Ridership Ratio
cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

base at ratio
$
2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
67,930

0% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$191,661
$208,643
$225,626
$201,661
$218,643
$235,626 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$422,189
$405,207
$388,224
67,930
67,930
67,930 Projected Cash Ridership

cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

$

2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
67,930

5% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$182,078
$198,211
$214,344
$192,078
$208,211
$224,344 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$431,772
$415,639
$399,506
64,534
64,534
64,534 Projected Cash Ridership

cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

$

2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
67,930

10% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$172,495
$187,779
$203,063
$182,495
$197,779
$213,063 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$441,355
$426,071
$410,787
61,137
61,137
61,137 Projected Cash Ridership

60:40 Cash to Pass Ridership Ratio
cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

base at ratio
$
2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
58,226

cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

$

cash fare price
fare rev
total rev
total expense
net subsidy

$

September

0% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$189,235
$203,791
$218,348
$199,235
$213,791
$228,348 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$424,616
$410,059
$395,503
58,226
58,226
58,226 Projected Cash Ridership
5% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$180,501
$195,057
$209,614
$190,501
$205,057
$219,614 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$433,349
$418,793
$404,236
58,226
58,226
58,226 Projected Cash Ridership

2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
58,226

2.00
$174,678
$184,678
$623,850
$439,172
8, 2015
Committee
58,226

of

10% cash ridership loss from increase in cash fares
$
2.25
$
2.50
$
2.75
$167,702
$178,193
$188,685
$177,702
$188,193
$198,685 Includes Advertising Revenue
$623,850
$623,850
$623,850
$446,148
$435,657
$425,165
the Whole 1 p.m.
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41966
41966
41966 Projected Cash Ridership

3.2 Special Fare Products
Hotel Passes
It is recommended that at least for the first year, not to create a hotel pass program until a rider usage and
hotel guest demand can be better determined. As well, prior to any hotel pass commitment, modifications
in the routes should be worked out. In the short term, a bulk ride sales discount program of some sort
could be implemented with lower risk to all parties.
Canmore local hotel passes should be investigated. Since the volume of hotel guests is likely less than in
Banff, it is recommended that when the hotel pass program is created the pricing structure and calculation
be different from that of Banff’s hotel pass pricing. Designing a hotel pass program is out of scope for this
report.

Local Student Passes
Local student discount smart passes can be considered. Especially if the local schools are in favour of this
type of concession pass. With their cooperation in using student ID cards that are issued by the Junior High
and High Schools, an adhesive smart chip can be used to convert a student ID into a temporary smart card,
for example. The parameters of the pass concession will need to be designed by BVRTSC, along with the
user rules and purchase and renewal logistics. It is not recommended that a general student pass be
created to be sold as a generic fare product. This type of pass can create fare evasion possibilities where
someone who looks like a student (but is not) may choose to purchase a discounted student pass rather
than a regular adult pass. The enforcement of this general fare category will create challenges to the
drivers as well as at the point of sale locations. We see similar challenges at times with the seniors pass
and adult pass users. Design and creation of a student transit pass program is out of the scope of this
report.

Low Income Transit Pass
The logistics of a low income transit pass program should be carefully considered prior to implementation
of the program as it needs to be properly designed and managed. An improperly designed low income pass
program can have drastic impact on the regular fare system, especially for a new service.
Design and creation of a low income transit pass program will need to rely on the expertise of the Town of
Canmore administration.
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3.3 Fare Product Distribution
Easily accessible fare products are an essential element to the success of a transit system. It is
recommended that, minimally, all third party vendors that currently sell regional transit pass products in
Canmore (Shoppers Drug Mart, Rusticana Grocery, and Tourism Canmore) be engaged in offering the
Canmore local service products, in addition to Canmore Town Hall and the BVRTSC office. Other locations
such as Elevation Place and the Nordic Centre are additional venues to be investigated by BVRTSC to
further optimize the ability to sell local fare products. Having more locations to sell the fare products will
be advantageous to the service. It will need to be managed to the capacity of the BVRTSC administration
staff.

3.4 Fare Medium
Cash and smart card mediums should be the only two fare products to be used.
Use of the same smart card system must be maintained. Smart cards can be programmed specific to
Canmore fare products, as visual difference to the regional and Banff local service is required.

3.5 Change Vouchers
Since change vouchers are being used on the regional and Banff local service, it should be included to be
used for the Canmore local service. However, it is recommended that customers be advised to use exact
change as often as possible right and especially from the inception of the service. This type of customer
education will make a tremendous difference in assisting the operators to maintain schedule adherence
and it will be easier and quicker for the customers to have exact change or a smart card product.
Redemption locations and reconciliation support should be offered at as many locations as possible.
Ideally at third party sales locations. Same sales locations as regional pass products.

3.6 Transfers
The principles of using route transfers should be consistent with the existing regional and Banff local
services where transfers are a one-time use and are valid for only 45 minutes. A pass holder will not need
to obtain a transfer with the exception of the ten ride pass holder. The current fare box may not be able to
produce Canmore local specific transfers. Programming of the fare box software may be involved.
Alternatively, a punch card approach may be required to differentiate valid transfers from the Banff local
and regional service.
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Regional to Local Service Transfer
Same transfer practice as currently used between regional to local transfer is recommended for customer
friendly purposes. Onetime transfer to the local service is permitted with the purchase of a regional ride.
The rider must ask for local transfer prior to disembarkation.
A regional pass holder is entitled to one transfer onto the local service. A paper transfer must be asked for
prior to disembarkation.

Local to Regional Service Transfer
Same as the current practice in place where there is no local transferability to regional service without
paying for the regional fare upon boarding the regional bus, since the cost of fares greatly differs from local
fare to regional fare, it would result in a huge revenue loss situation if a local rider (pass or cash) can
seamlessly transfer onto the regional service without topping up. The current practice in Banff, where a
user starts their trip on the local service in order to take the regional bus can pay for the regional fare
when boarding the local service, is a good customer friendly procedure to introduce into the Canmore local
service. This is a fare box programming step where the protocols have already been developed into the
electronic fare collection system.

4.0 Transit Operators
Canmore local service operators should have the same qualifications, training and pay scale as the current
BVRTSC drivers. All drivers should be trained so that they are interchangeable between all service routes.
Details of the operator qualifications can be provided by BVRTSC administration. Minimally all operators
need to have their air brake certification and a minimum class 2 operators licence. Table 9 and 10 shows
the number of full time and part time operators needed.

Table 9

Mon Tues

Wed

Thurs Fri

Route 1 operator AM

8

8

8

8

8

40

Route 1 operator PM

8

8

8

8

8

40

Route 2 operator AM

8

8

8

8

8

40

Route 2 operator PM

8

8

8

8

8

40

Full time operators – Monday to Friday -8 hours per operator includes pre and post – am/pm shifts 4 full time
40 hours per shift x 4
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Table 10

Sat

Sun

Route 1 operator AM

7

7

14

Route 1 operator PM

7

7

14

Route 2 operator AM

7

7

14

Route 2 operator PM

7

7

14

Part time – weekend shift am/pm 7 hour shifts pre and post 4 part time 14 hours weekend x 4 shifts.

4.1 Operator Start and Finish Location and Check-in Procedure
The old recycling waste transfer station, located in the industrial area of Canmore, is an ideal location for
bus storage and, therefore, a great place for operator check-in and check-out. This facility can function as
the transit operations location in Canmore, where most of the operator activities can be based. It would be
prudent for BVRTSC to continue the dialogue with the Town of Canmore to express the interest in this
location and facility for future transit operations development. Access and use of this facility will have an
operating cost impact to the overall Canmore local service operations overhead, such as in the annual
savings in operator deadheading and washing of buses.
Ideally, the operators should use the same check-in system as already set up at the Banff bus garage. For
this to work, there needs to be a secure Wi-Fi connection to the check-in location. Otherwise, the iPad will
need to have a cellular SIM card to have the appropriate connectivity. The waste transfer building should
be wired for an internet connection, as the NextBus and the EFC equipment all need to be connected via the
internet in order for the equipment to download and report the daily bus activity.
The check-in facility could be located at the waste transfer building with some minor interior renovations.
These minor changes to the interior of building to include providing adequate lighting, a desk notice board,
lockers, basic office equipment, and the check-in iPad. An option for an interim check-in facility is to rent
and power a small ATCO style trailer and park it on site until the building can be properly renovated. The
budget for this work is not included in the proposed operating or capital plan as this degree of detail should
be part of the feasibility plan of the waste transfer station conversion work.

4.2 Operator Parking and Shift Transfer Process
Operators should be able to utilize street parking adjacent to the bus storage location. BVRTSC will need to
purchase an operator transfer vehicle and do the driver shift transfers at either Elevation Place, the
shopping centre, or the Town Centre terminal. Arguably, the operator shift transfer can occur at a bus stop
where both buses stop. Both routes need to be transferred at the similar time. The cost for the transfer
vehicle is identified in the capital budget (up to $5,000). It can be any reliable vehicle that can seat at least
two operators and be functionally operable in all weather conditions.
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Operator Deadhead Costs and Non Paid, Non-Revenue Hours
Deadhead is a term used in the transit industry where buses are driven by the operator outside of the
regular revenue service time, and is associated to the time in which a bus needs to travel to and from the
start or end location of revenue service. Deadhead time and costs are part of the operational overhead
expenses. Since this segment of the operation is not supported by any revenue generation possibility, the
time that it takes in “deadhead” of a bus should be minimal as the operator still needs to be paid during this
period.
Unpaid hours for the operators in this context refers to when an operator travels on their own time to get
to work.
Non-Revenue hours that the operators may spend are in reference to work done outside of driving the
route during service time (revenue hours). Non-revenue time for operators can add up and become a
challenge to manage effectively, which can increase the overhead costs of the overall operation.
To minimize non-revenue hours for the operators, it is strongly recommended that the bus storage,
refuelling, driver sign in, and bus cleaning and washing all occur in Canmore. Operators who commute
from Banff do not impact the non-revenue hours, as their travel to get to their shift is not part of the
deadhead costs. The small deadhead cost per day is the time in which the bus travels to and from the
storage building and the Town Centre terminal, which is operationally minimal.
The pre and post activities for the operators are all non-revenue. This should be a similar routine to the
Banff local service, which is completing the standard bus pre-inspection walk around safety check list work,
fill up the bus, and log into the fare box and NextBus systems. Post service work can vary from washing the
bus, filling out incident reports, re-fuelling, and leaving messages for the next operator. Additional details
can be provided by the BVRTSC administration as they would be most familiar with these procedures.
Some variations will be in the fueling and exterior washing of the buses until such a time that all the pre
and post activities can occur at the storage building. There will be some travel time and perhaps some wait
times to fuel or wash the bus as, for these activities, the use of private businesses will be utilized.
The recommendation of this report is to use the waste recycling station as the bus storage facility. Follow
up work will need to be conducted by BVRTSC staff to confirm if this facility is compatible for this usage.
The Town of Canmore administration should be able to provide some insight as to this possibility. From a
preliminary observation of this facility, this report and the AECOM report conducted in April 2015 supports
this premise.
With the assumption that this facility is of compatible use, the interior cleaning of the buses can occur at
the end of the evening shift in the bus storage building. Exterior washing of buses may need to be
performed at a nearby truck wash through special arrangement until such time that the bus storage
building can be used as a wash bay.
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Fueling of the buses requires a gas station that sells diesel fuel – the closest gas station that meets these
requirement is FasGas Plus station on Kananaskis Way. Given the end of schedule times, there should be
minimal wait times to access the pumps. There may be a need to establish a credit system with FasGas Plus
or explore payment options by obtaining a corporate gas card. These details can be explored by BVRTSC
administration.

Deadhead Options Based on Bus Storage Location
The 2015 AECOM report provided calculations for potential annual deadhead costs at approximately
$40,000. They use a cost per hour based estimate which may factor in calculated costs such as bus lifecycle
and maintenance costs, which may result in a higher figure. Although this approach is not necessarily
incorrect, the “soft costs” used in assessing lifecycle and maintenance costs may be confusing to the reader.
Thus in this report, the minimal direct hard costs are additional operators hours and fuel, as shown in
Table 10.

Table 10
Base deadhead estimate to Banff storage building using 2 buses.

To and
from
Banff

Days/ Annual
Year. Total

Operator
Cost

36 min/
day

365

13,140 min

26,280min
with 2
operators

438
hours/
year

$10,950 @
$25/hours
wage

$11,000

Fuel

52
km/day

365

18980km

37960 km

4km/
litre

9490 litres

$9500

Total Costs

$20,500

The above calculations show that minimally, there is an additional $20,000 in hard deadhead costs if
the storage facility in Canmore is not used. These funds could be better used by reinvesting into
service hours and sustaining a maintenance facility building.

4.5 Contract vs. Direct Service Option
To pay a contractor to provide the drivers and other related operational logistics in order to operate the
local transit service would be too cost prohibitive. Besides the actual driver overhead, the contractor will
add a profit margin that will increase the operating cost exponentially. Further, the BVRTSC has the
operating capacity, experience, and the expertise to hire drivers directly and oversee the service operations
without the profit margin overhead that a private provider will charge.
Cost per service hour from a typical contractor may be around $80 - $150 per hour.
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The BVRTSC will be able to operate the service at half that cost at approximately $40 - $50 per service hour.
If a contractor was used, for a 5000 annual service hour transit system, the municipality will have to pay
$320,000 to $500,000 just for the driver contract. This figure does not include fuel, maintenance, or any
other operational costs. General BVRTSC administrative overhead will still be in place with or without the
contractor. The above figure does not include these costs.
It is recommended, for efficiency in costs and the ability to better control quality, that the BVRTSC operate
the Canmore local service directly.
Furthermore, since the GreenTrip application has been submitted, a major portion of the capital
infrastructure costs has been planned. This report does not recommend a third-party contractor to operate
the service, given the cost prohibitive nature and the inefficient use of taxpayer funds. Especially given the
fact that the BVRTSC was created to be a cost-efficient approach to providing transit expertise in the
purposes of operating transit services in the region at a reasonable, affordable manner. Hiring a contractor
would contravene this mandate.

4.6 Staffing Schedules for Operating Hours
With the revenue service hours starting approximately at 7am and ending around 9 pm on weekdays and
9am to 9pm on weekends, the following shifts are suggested. The start and end times may vary, as the
regional connectivity will dictate the start times to minimize the transfer wait times. The hours of
operation will still be 7 hours with a suggested 30 minute pre-trip allocation to perform required duties
prior to placing the bus into service, as well as 30 minute post time to complete the required clean up and
bus preparation for next day service. BVRTSC administration can divide and allocate the hour for pre and
post duties ratio based on operator feedback and applying their transit management expertise and
judgement accordingly. It is recommended that as many drivers as possible be cross trained in all the
routes so that there can be efficiency in driver coverage. Table 11 outlines a typical shift for an operator for
a week and the number of staff needed.
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Table 11

Included in
the 8 hour
shift

FTE

(7am-2pm)

1 hour pre and
post

1

8

(2pm-9pm)

1 hour pre and
post

1

8

8

(7am-2pm)

1 hour pre and
post

1

8

8

(2pm-9pm)

1 hour pre and
post

1

Weekdays
(7am to 9pm)

Mon Tues

Wed

Thurs

Fri

Route 1 am

8

8

8

8

8

Route 1 pm

8

8

8

8

Route 2 am

8

8

8

Route 2 pm

8

8

8

4
Weekends (9am9pm)

Sat

Sun

Stat
holidays

Included in the 7
hour shift

Route 1 am

7

7

7

(9am-3pm)

1 hour pre and
post

.5

Route 1 pm

7

7

7

(3pm-9pm)

1 hour pre and
post

.5

Route 2 am

7

7

7

(9am-3pm)

1 hour pre and
post

.5

Route 2 pm

7

7

7

(3pm-9pm)

1 hour pre and
post

.5
2

4.7 Operator Scheduling Software
The scheduling software could be the same system currently used by BVRTSC. This software can be
utilized with only a minimal cost increase to the existing service charge.

4.8 Recruitment/Training/Uniform Costs/Operator Equipment
Recruitment for the operators should be performed as per existing BVRTSC practices. The initial
recruitment should include options from the existing operator pool to see if there is an interest in
transferring to the Canmore local service. Since the operators will all be BVRTSC employees, there should
be no difference in benefits, rates of pay, or other employment factors. By combining existing experienced
operators with new recruits, there should be a good balance in the diversity in operator skill, but with an
ability to have consistent driver quality control. Having some operators who live in Canmore will also be
beneficial in being familiar with the customers as well as the routes.
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BVRTSC currently operates with three senior drivers, who provide all training for new employees. These
senior drivers should become very familiar with the Canmore service.
By using the existing senior drivers for training, it will maintain consistency in operator skill quality.

Table 12 Annual cost allocation for recruitment, training and uniforms

Recruitment

$2000

Training

$4500

Uniforms

$5000

Total

$11,500

Uniforms will be the same as what the current BVRTSC operators wear. Same standards should be
maintained for customer familiarity, marketing, and BVRTSC recognition purposes. Operator provided
equipment should also be the same. A cell phone policy consistent with what presently exists in BVRTSC
operations should be in place to ensure adequate communication.
The short wave radio in the Canmore buses may be a challenge, as the radio signal from Banff to Canmore
is not effective. It is recommended that for the purposes of communicating with the operators of the
Canmore service, cell phones be used to keep the costs down.
A two-way radio should be installed in all the buses for fleet interchangeability in all services, as well
within Canmore. The operators should have the ability to communicate from bus to bus. Thus, it is
recommended to seek appropriate radio frequency for their use in Canmore. Operator to operator
communication will be critical in ensuring route connectivity and transfer timing.

5.0 Marketing
The local service in Canmore has been long anticipated by the citizens of Canmore. This is helpful in
promoting the upcoming service, as well as sustaining the interests of the transit service from a citizen
perspective. Also, with the existence of the regional service for several years now, the citizens of Canmore
have had some exposure to public transit. They are familiar with looking for a bus, how to read a route
map, the use of NextBus technology, the use of smart cards, etc. These elements are helpful in the
marketing of the new local service.

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 251 of 318

Consistency in look should be maintained with the overall ROAM logo. However, there should be specific
local attributes that the citizens of Canmore can recognize and feel a sense of community pride for. For
example, a local pass animal photo selection contest could be held. Also, an animal bus wrap contest for the
local buses should be held as well for the three new local buses to be purchased. This will raise the profile
of the local service and maintain a sense of community ownership. A local selection committee should be
involved in this process. It will be important to include the Town of Canmore marketing and
communications staff in the development of the marketing plans.

If the local service is approved for implementation, there should be a series of events to unveil the new
buses, as well as the start of the service. There should be several community open houses or the use of
existing event opportunities to promote and educate the public on the service.
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Other marketing or public relations elements to be considered are as follows:
 The route schedule guide and route map should have a similar look to the
existing route maps that the BVRTSC uses.
 Print advertising
 Use all the local and regional newspapers to promote the coming of the local service.
 Web content
Building on the existing website, there should be a dedicated page for the Canmore local service.
 The use of social media, such as Twitter and Facebook, is an option in communicating with the
public on transit service updates

In the operating budget, there should be a dedicated marketing amount to continually promote the
Canmore local service. It is suggested that $15,000 be the initial allocation for the annual marketing and
promotion of the local service. It is recommended that an annual marketing plan be prepared for the initial
two years specific to the Canmore local service. It is very important to promote this service. This
marketing plan should be created jointly with the Town of Canmore administration staff.

6.0 Bus Purchase
It is recommended that 30-foot diesel style buses be purchased for this service as 30-foot buses are
designed similarly to the larger 40-foot buses. The ride is more superior to the cutaway type buses, as the
air shocks in the 30-foot buses offer better passenger comfort.
The longevity of the 30-foot buses is also superior with a lifecycle replacement estimate of approximately
12 to 15 years compared to the cutaway buses, which are designed for replacement at
8 years.
The appearance of the 30-foot buses are is regular transit style. The customer appeal of this style of buses
is a benefit for a new transit service, compared to the smaller cutaway buses that look similar to a C-Class
motor home.
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Table 13 shows simple comparison between a 30-foot bus and a cutaway bus

30-foot Bus

25-foot Cutaway Bus

Cost

300,000

180,000 – 200,000

Passenger Capacity

25 – 28 seating

20 seating
*Having full standees may
exceed weight capacity of
the bus

15-20 standing

*10 standing

Life Cycle

12 -15 years

6 – 8 years

Fuel Economy

3-4 litres / km

4 -5 litres/ km

Engine

Diesel

Diesel* or gasoline

* GM diesel engine
discontinued.

Air* or shocks

*Lots of mechanical issues
with air shocks reported by
other transit authorities
*Not mechanically
popular through use by
other transit authorities.
Lots of issues

Suspension

Air

Hybrid Option

N/A

Yes*

Provincial Weight
Exemption

Not required

Not required

Bus Doors

Inside Bus Storage

External Bike Racks

Internal Advertising
Space

Front and rear

Front only

More space available,
thus more options for
storing items like skis
and bikes
2 or 3 bike capacity
racks
Similar to large bus
along the ceiling
cornice area. Can hold
more advertising than
cutaway bus

Limited space. Not as
conducive in storing
items such as skis and
bicycles inside
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6.1 Hybrid Option (cutaways only)
The fuel options for the buses are as indicated in the table. There is no hybrid option for the 30-foot buses.
No such bus presently exists in the industry. There is a hybrid option in the cutaway bus. However, the
increased cost of approximately $60,000 and the unfavourable review of the hybrid bus’ performance from
transit authorities, who have purchased these in the past, are strong deterrents to recommend this bus
type. Diesel fuel engines are recommended for the consistency in maintenance with the existing fleet as
they are all Cummins Diesel.

6.2 Accessory Features on the Buses
Table 14 shows the minimum recommended features for the proposed bus.

Table 14

Features/Items
Electronic Fare Equipment – Consistent
with current BVRTSC technology

$25,000

NextBus capability

$5,000

Bike Racks

$2,000 - $3,000

Rear Door

Built in (should be no extra cost, only available on the
30ft buses)

Security Cameras

Minimally wired to house a camera

Exterior Wraps and Design

$15,000

Interior Ad Placement Sleeves

Built in (should be no extra cost)

Low Floor

No additional cost

Deployable Ramp

No additional cost

Wheel Chair Area

No additional cost
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6.3 Number of Buses & Spare Ratio
It is recommended that Town of Canmore purchase a minimum of two 30-foot buses. Funds should be
allocated for a third bus in subsequent years once further government grants are available. In the interim,
the existing BVRTSC cutaway buses may be used for spare ratio allocation.
It is recommended that the BVRTSC create a clause in their operating agreements with the Town of Banff
and the Town of Canmore to clearly permit the BVRTSC to determine, at their discretion, that all the buses
under their management have services that they need to operate as they see appropriate for service
continuity and for bus maintenance benefits.
This should ensure an adequate number of buses are available for service and spare ratio, assuming only
one bus is taken out of service from the fleet. It should be noted that the current fleet size is minimal
considering that over the summer months Banff utilizes one cutaway for the Cave and Basin service and
three (all) of their hybrid buses are used in regularly scheduled service. This leaves only the one 40-foot
regional bus as the entire service spare. Thus, if one bus is compromised, there will be no additional spare
to add to service.
Further to add, if there is discussion on implementing another bus to the regional service, there would be
no spare buses available (if provided in the summer months when all the fleet is deployed). This situation
will contravene the Provincial Operating Certificate requirement for being qualified to operate a regional
service. Also, an out-of-service bus will result in a cancellation of service due to an insufficient amount of
rolling stock. This situation will compromise the integrity of the BVRTSC and the stakeholder
municipalities who ultimately supply the service. In the transit industry and for public service quality
management, this will be considered a substandard approach to managing a public transit service.

7.0 Bus Maintenance & Storage

Since there are no in-house mechanics, nor a maintenance facility managed by BVRTSC, for the initial
implementation of the Canmore local service, it is recommended that the Town of Banff be contracted to be
the maintenance contractor of the Canmore local buses. This should be done as a short-term agreement,
perhaps two years.
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During these two years, the BVRTSC should investigate the renovation of the Waste Recycling facility in
Canmore to be used as the primary maintenance facility for the BVRTSC. Through a long-term lease with
the Town of Canmore, the Waste Recycling facility should be renovated to house two (or more)
maintenance bays and one wash bay. The maintenance bays do not have to have a built in bus lift to save on
costs. BVRTSC should look at hiring 1 full time and 1 part time mechanic who would work out of the
Canmore bus garage.
It should be designed so that most maintenance work can be performed out of the two bays in Canmore for
the entire fleet. The Town of Banff could still be contracted to perform some maintenance on their hybrid
buses to minimize the deadhead of moving buses to one facility or another.
Having access to two bus maintenance facilities for a period of time will create options for BVRTSC to look
at housing all the maintenance in Canmore, or coordinate all the mandatory Commercial Vehicle Inspection
Program (CVIP) requirements and regular preventative maintenance in one location and have another
facility for other type of repairs.
In the long term, it may be more cost-effective to hire a qualified mechanic directly into the BVRTSC
payroll.

7.1 Local Maintenance Contractor
It will likely be more expensive to hire a local mechanic shop to maintain the Canmore buses. A typical
local contractor will likely charge $125 to $150 per hour for repair service. In addition to this, there may
be the use of shop space costs in addition to the cost of mechanics. The Town of Banff may be slightly lower
at approximately $90 to $100 per hour. Annually, under the current operating budget, the Town of Banff
charges approximately $100,000 to maintain the Banff local and the regional fleet (5 – 40ft buses and 2
cutaways) for a total of 7 buses that require regular Commercial Vehicle Inspection Program (CVIP)
inspections. The $100,000 is supposed to represent 1.5 FTE in mechanics equivalent. It is anticipated that
since the buses are new, there should not be too much repair work required, with the exception of regular
maintenance. Thus, it is anticipated that BVRTSC can negotiate with the Town of Banff to add the 2 new
buses to the existing maintenance agreement.

7.2 Trouble Calls, On Call Mechanics and Call Out Costs
Since call outs to Canmore will be further away, BVRTSC should anticipate higher call out fees from the
Town of Banff. With this in mind, it is recommended that all the Canmore local route operators be given a
higher level of fare box maintenance training. Mechanics are called out currently to Canmore at times for
regional service situations. Also, as part of the training budget, all operators should be trained to perform
base level fare box preventative maintenance, and have the knowledge to perform some basic maintenance
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and troubleshooting tasks such as reloading transfers, receipts, fixing coin jams, and bill validator cleaning.
This cost of training is built into the “Driver Operating Cost” in the operating budget for all services (Banff,
Regional, and Canmore Local).
Furthermore, there is a budget line called “Bus cleaning, additional washing”. This cost should pay for a
person to provide a level of preventative maintenance on the fare boxes and deeper cleaning of buses in
Canmore. Investments at this level will minimize on-road breakdowns of fare boxes and buses. Off-duty
operators may be a good option to do this work if they are inclined to do so.

7.3 Annual Anticipated Parts Costs
It should be anticipated that an annual parts budget allocation should be approximately $15.000 per bus.
Although there will be a warranty on the new buses, certain parts need to be retained in inventory as there
will be regularly replaced parts as part of a good fleet maintenance program.

7.4 Bus Cleaning (Service Lane)

Service lane cleaning of the buses should occur after each shift by the operator. It should be similar to the
current BVRTSC practice. The cleaning should be performed inside at the Waste Recycling facility.
Given the current condition of the facility, it should be feasible to do this inside the building with little
renovation work. Items such as improved lighting, access to water, and improved water drainage could be
included in the immediate renovation. In the future, it is anticipated that the Waste Recycling building be
converted and retrofitted to house a wash bay with adequate draining or sump tank system. Until this is
completed, there are several options for bus cleaning.
Assuming there is some access to municipal water service, the buses can be washed outside in the Waste
Recycling compound using a portable pressure washer equipment. Only water should be used for washing
the bus as soapy water in the storm drain is not environmentally friendly. Similarly, using this portable
washing system, if there is adequate draining inside the building, the buses can be washed inside.
Adequate lighting will need to be installed both external and inside the building.
The buses can be taken to a commercial truck wash facility. The challenges to this may be that the hours of
operation of the commercial wash bays may not align with when the drivers’ shifts. A special cost and use
arrangement may be investigated for a use of a commercial wash facility. Going to a commercial facility will
likely add more time to the post driver non-revenue time.
Until a wash bay is created in the bus storage building, another option is to wash the buses less frequently
in the summer months (more in the winter months) and hire a bus cleaning person (likely an off duty
operator or someone with a class 2 and air brake license) to clean and wash the buses and swap out the
buses on an as need basis using the spare bus. The on-duty operators will do minimal exterior bus cleaning
(i.e. windshields and windows).
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7.5 Bus Storage

As mentioned in other sections, the former Waste Recycling facility in Canmore is a very good option to be
the long term bus maintenance and storage facility. BVRTSC will need to initiate negotiations with the
Town of Canmore to define the usage area and look at any land use bylaw amendments for the use of this
facility.
Ideally, if the entire outside space and interior space is made available to the BVRTSC, that would be
optimal. However, at the writing of this report, there has been indications that the entire building and half
of the outside space may be negotiated for transit use.
Upon negotiations with the Town of Canmore, it is recommended that the BVRTSC initiate an engineering
study to see what would be the most effective manner to convert/renovate/retrofit the existing
infrastructure to meet the needs of the following options. This list is not listed in any particular order of
importance nor priority.

This lists items that would be desirable:
A. Indoor heated bus storage for as many buses as possible (minimum 4)
B. Create mechanics bus repair work bays (ideally 2)
C. Create an indoor wash bay with adequate drainage
D. Driver’s check-in area
E. Washroom and shower
F. Mechanics office
G. Locker area
H. Wi-Fi and internet connectivity (required for fare box, NextBus system and operator check in
system)

For now, the facility appears to be suited for immediate indoor bus storage, bus cleaning, external bus
parking, and a fare box coin safe emptying station with minimal renovations and capital infusion. BVRTSC
administration can confirm if GreenTrip funds have included any capital costs to cover this work.
Since this facility is currently unused, it is recommended that efforts and attention be given to work within
the confines of this space. This would be the most cost-effective approach for the present and future of the
BVRTSC. AECOM’s 2015 report has indicated some paving costs. It is recommended to use those figures as
a guideline to allocate some capital funding. The current configuration could work for immediate bus
storage on the gravel surface.
BVRTSC will need to make some snow removal arrangements with the Town of Canmore or a private
contractor to minimally have the driveway access be cleared for snow so that the buses can travel for
revenue service.
The bus storage option and the bus storage facility expansion in Banff would not be the first recommended
approach, given the 1.4-million-dollar cost estimate, the increased deadhead cost, and the lack of
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opportunity to expand the maintenance capabilities of the BVRTSC. A mutually beneficial long-term lease
agreement with the Town of Canmore for the waste recycling facility may be a good start. Assuming the
lease is not cost prohibitive, the Canmore option would be recommended to be investigated as the first
option.

8.0 Support Functions for Operations
There are numerous behind the scenes support work that are required in order for a transit service to
function properly. Often these functions are overlooked or under estimated. This section identifies the
minimum required support roles for a successful local service implementation.

8.1 Cash Handling
The bus storage facility has a good concrete floor; thus it would be a suitable location to temporarily place a
fare box coin dumping vault (same as the one in the Banff bus storage building). This safe can be purchased
through Trapeze for a cost of approximately $12,000 - $15,000. With this secure coin vault, the operators
can directly deposit the fare boxes after their shifts. BVRTSC administration staff will need to collect the
money for processing twice a week from the Canmore vault.
The cash processing can be cost shared with the existing cash processing work. It is anticipated that the
cost of cash processing for the Canmore local service portion should be approximately $8,000 annually
given the travel time involved. An option for moving the cash to the administration office for counting can
be performed by the bus cleaning person as well. Security clearance will need to be confirmed for anyone
who is tasked with moving the coins. Ideally, the vault-emptying should be performed by two people for
security reasons.

8.2 Cash Reporting
Once the cash is brought to the BVRTSC office for processing, the deposits can be made using the existing
cash processing protocols. For the first 6 months, it is recommended that the cash counting for the
Canmore local service be completed separately from the other service monies. This should be done to
verify the fare box reporting system is accurately reflecting the bus transactions. It is recommended that
the existing BVRTSC administration positions be used to cash process and count. Hours will need to be
added to the staff who are performing these duties, as it will be additional work and time. Minimally, it
would add 5 hours per week per administration employee (2 are required to perform this task) to process
the Canmore funds.
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8.3 Cash Reconciliation and Statistics Reporting, Audit Reporting
This task should be performed by the existing Logistics Coordinator as part of their duties. The cost of their
work will be charged through the total service hours allocation as per the Operating Bylaw formula that
charges each member municipality for their annual operating cost allocation, thus this cost will not be
identified as a specific cost item under the direct costs.

8.4 Smart Card
The Canmore local service will be using smart cards as its fare product, and the buses will be equipped with
the EFC (Electronic Fare Collection) system, in the same way as the rest of the fleet. The functionality of the
smart cards will be same as well. It will be programmed specific to the Canmore local service. It will have
very similar business rules as the Banff Local service smart cards.
The cost of the EFC equipment will be part of the new bus order and should be part of the GreenTrip grant
funding. The cost of the EFC system setup should be all funded through the GreenTrip grant program,
assuming the application indicated adequate funding for the work. BVRTSC administration should be able
to confirm the extent and the scope of the capital grant funding.
Operating costs that would be separate from this will be the costs for extended warranty of the new EFC
equipment and the annual service costs for the new equipment. Trapeze may have a service cost for a set
number of buses (e.g. Up to 10 buses will be a set amount for the year). BVRTSC administration will need to
verify this amount. It may be around $5,000 annually.

8.5 Smart Card Reloading
Customer reloading locations will be limited to a facility that will have the reloading machine. The Town of
Canmore City Hall is the only place in Canmore that has the reload machine. The only other location to
reload is in Banff at the BVRTSC Customer Service Centre. New reload machines will cost approximately
$5,000.

8.6 Collecting and Redistribution
Used, expired smart cards should be collected on the buses as well as at Canmore Town Hall, and also at
any point of sale location (if they are in agreement).
BVRTSC administration staff will need to gather and reload the expired cards at regular intervals. This
function will be an additional administrative support cost. It would be a minor cost, approximately $1,000
per year or about $100 per month. This could be factored in as part of the cash handling costs.
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8.7 Ordering Card Stock
BVRTSC staff will need to order the Canmore local smart card stock. Each card will be approximately
$1.50 to $1.75. These cards should be factory formatted. The initial order should be around 3000 to 5000,
depending on the funds available. The initial card order can come from the capital budget.

8.8 Bus Advertising Sales Program Management
There will be interior spaces inside the new buses that will be available for sale for revenue generation.
Sales and the management of these spaces should be performed in a similar fashion as it is being done
currently with the existing buses. The focus of the ad sales could be for local businesses in Canmore. The
same ad sales package can be used for these buses. Since this will be a new program for Canmore
businesses, a conservative estimate of approximately $5,000 net annual bus advertising revenue may be
reasonable. The new buses should have ad holders in the ceiling cornice locations on both sides of the bus.

8.9 Fare Box Programming, Changes in Programming
The initial programming set up of the new EFC equipment will be performed by Trapeze staff. Beyond
that, it will be the function of the Logistics Coordinator to do all the regular operational smart card
programming. This programming will be part of the Annual Service Hours cost share formula.

8.10 Customer Complaint Processing and Lost and Found
Canmore service customer complaints should all be forwarded to the BVRTSC Customer Service Centre.
Complaint handling protocols should be consistent to the existing procedures at BVRTSC. All lost and
found protocol should be followed with existing practice.

8.11 Customer Surveying
It is important to have a robust customer feedback program right from the beginning for the Canmore local
service. It is recommended that a ghost rider program be set up as soon as feasible, and bus rider
intercept surveys are scheduled on a bimonthly or quarterly basis for the first year. Also, through the
various tracking technologies, passenger boarding should be recorded from all the stops. Passenger
disembarkations should be recorded by the operator. Data analysis of this information will be very helpful
to understand the health of the route and the stops.
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8.12 NextBus Support/Programming/Maintenance
The entire NextBus information system will need to be setup and arranged by BVRTSC staff. The cost of
new information signs will be approximately $6,000 (U.S. funds) per sign plus installation costs. One time
set up cost that Next Bus will charge for each route may be around $3000 US. The annual service costs
may be approximately $4000 (U.S. funds) per route. BVRTSC will need to verify these costs. The BVRTSC
administration costs will be part of the Annual Service Hours charges.
The regional service NextBus signs can be used at its current locations if the bus stops are shared with
Local service. The Downtown terminal and the Shoppers Drug Mart location would the two that may be
shared. There would not be an additional cost to use those signs to place local service information.

8.13 Brochure Delivery, Upkeep Costs
The route brochure distribution costs could be minimal as it could be linked to the current brochure
distribution process. One consideration may be to use a private distribution company for the first year to
promote the new local service. This service may cost approximately $5000 annually. The updates to the
route brochure will need to be managed and performed by the BVRTSC administration staff.

8.14 Associated Costs for Support Functions
The functions provided by the GM, Operations Manager, and the Logistics Coordinator will be a part of the
annual Service Hour allocation split between the partner stakeholders, therefore there should not be
additional costs associated with their work unless separately agreed upon with respect to the Canmore
local service.
On the other hand, any other support function provided by other BVRTSC staff should have a separate
funding allocation for the Town of Canmore. For example, smart card loading, coin counting, and cash
handling (functions that involve other than the Logistics Coordinator) should have a separate annual
allocation identified in the Canmore local operating budget.
The front counter customer support function should have a split portion that should be allocated to the
Town of Canmore for their portion of the annual cost. Bus washing, bylaw support, etc. should all have
separate annual cost allocations, which combined with the other stakeholder service contributions should
make up the annual funds that pay for the staff that provide that line of work. It is very important to note
that as the workload increases, the funding for these critical support roles be respectively reflected so that
the quality of service is not compromised. This is the role of the Operations Manager and the GM through
their oversight to ensure there is adequate funding.
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8.15 Third Party Partnering
It will be important to look at third party linkages where feasible. Third party linkages and opportunities
to partner in various lines of business will present itself or be sought by BVRYSC management as required.
In the current scenario, opportunities seem to exist where it may be advantageous to seek third party
contracts to explore external linkages. One area may be the bus wash situation if the Waste Recycling
facility could not accommodate the situation as needed.
Areas, where future partnership opportunities may exist could be in the Hotel Partner Program, a possible
agreement with Elevation Place, and a Youth/Student Pass program in conjunction with the regional
youth/student pass initiative.
It is not recommended to expand into charter services or to explore school bus service until the local
service has had an opportunity to gain some momentum as BVRTSC staff need to closely monitor the
service and be prepared to make quick adjustments. The focus should be on the core service first.
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9.0 Bylaws, Regulations & Security
No amendments to the existing Operating Bylaw is required to implement the Canmore local service.
Section 8.5 of the Operating Bylaw covers the implementation of any new service. Also, there is not a need
to obtain and permits or licences from the Province to operate the Canmore local service.
There may be a need to amend some Canmore local bylaws so that their bylaw officers may have the power
to enforce activities that will assist in the smooth operations of the local transit service.

Some bylaws to review are as follows:
 Issuing illegal parking in transit zones. No changes in the bylaw itself may be needed as
long as there is proper signage in the transit zones that denote no stopping.
 Drunken and disorderly conduct on the buses could be dealt with under any public nuisance
bylaws if they exist.
 Fare evasion may not be enforced until such time that a specific transit bylaw is created
through the BVRTSC and a joint enforcement agreement is made.
 Damaging signs and benches and other transit infrastructure could be
enforced through a vandalism, and destruction of public property bylaw.
 Harassing transit staff could be dealt with through the criminal code,
which the Canmore RCMP can enforce.

It is important to have some Peace Officer presence right from the initial implementation of the service so
that public education is started. This can start with simple rides by peace officers during Friday and
Saturday evening hour trips. It is also good publicity to have a peace officer present at a busy stop (i.e.
Town Centre terminal) to assist customers in boarding, understanding the routes, etc... This presence will
send a positive message to all patrons that the service is safe and managed well.
Initial security shifts can be once a week for three hours per shift on evenings that have potential rowdy
passengers. Insights from the drivers will be able to identify key times for security presence. It is unlikely
that the peace officers will issue any tickets, and only in extreme circumstances. The security presence is
for preventative purposes only. Technically, the municipal peace officers do not have the authority to ask
for fare validation as no transit bylaw currently exist. The operators may do so as part of their job function.
They can also ask the peace officer for assistance in checking for valid fare from a customer. The bus
operators also have the ability to ask a patron to leave the bus or to not permit a person from boarding the
bus. The peace officer can assist in this regulation. They can only issue a ticket if the actions of the
customer escalate into the realm of an existing municipal bylaw such as creating a public disturbance or
being drunk in a public place etc., as a public transit bus can be defined as a public space.
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BVRTSC will need to create an agreement with the Town of Canmore to use their peace officers. A rate can
be determined at that time. The cost of this service will be added to the Town of Canmore cost allocation.
It is possible to use the current peace officer from the Town of Banff as the riding officer. It needs to be
understood that unless there is a joint enforcement agreement between the Town of Banff and the Town of
Canmore, this officer will not be able to enforce any bylaws. However, the customers will not need to know
this fact. The presence of a peace office is a powerful deterrent.
It is estimated that the security presence for the local service would cost approximately $5,000 - $10,000
for a minimum to more effective presence and preventative impact. There will be a need to create a Letter
of Understanding with the Town of Canmore to permit BVRTSC to use municipal property for transit
service (similar to what is already in place in Banff). This document should also identify expectations of
support service from the Town of Canmore on items such as snow removal, basic maintenance of the
transit zones and bus stops, road repairs, waste pickup, graffiti and vandalism repairs, some infrastructure
maintenance support, cost sharing agreement for services provided, and the time expectation of when
work is to be completed. Reviewing the current agreement with the Town of Banff will be a good example
of what should be in place with the Town of Canmore prior to the start of the local service implementation.
It is anticipated that BVRTSC will continue to pursue the work of creating the ability for the BVRTSC to hire
and enforce transit security for its entire service. This will entail permission to be granted through the
Alberta Solicitor General so that transit safety and enforcement of appropriate transit service bylaws can
be properly managed. Also, by doing this, there will be a cost savings in the transit security overhead as the
officers can be hired directly and not contracted through a municipality through which they charge
overtime and their hourly rate.

10.0 Performance Measures & Performance Monitoring

It is recommended that series of standard performance measures be used to track the progress, success,
and weakness of the local system. Listed below are some standard performance measures that should be
used:






Passengers boarding per stop. To determine stop effectiveness, determine where to put a
shelter, and where to put a Next bus sign.
Monthly revenue for all fare categories. Collection method through EFC data and regular coin
counting.
Monthly ridership – Collection method through EFC data.
Customer feedback – any form to be performed regularly. Intercept surveys on the bus,
questionnaires on the bus, emails, phone, and use of social media.
Operator feedback based on their observation. Encourage feedback. Incident reports. Driver
meetings. This should be conducted as often as possible.
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BVRTSC currently collects various key performance indicators for their other services. It will be good
business to extend this practice for the Canmore local service. Data for a transit service are the “eyes and
the ears” of the operation. Good, reliable data is critical in understanding the health of the service and to
aid in understanding what areas are performing well and what area require attention.
Table 15 suggests key performance indicators to be considered for the Canmore local service. All data
should be collectable or readily available. Annual figures will provide an estimate of cost efficiency and tax
payer use per capita. It should be noted that comparing these statistics across other transit agencies
should be done with some caution as standardization of figures used by each transit authority may not be
consistent from one agency to another.

Table 15-Suggested Key Performance Indicators

Annual Operating Costs
Annual Revenue

Fare box, fare product sales, ad sales, any
miscellaneous sales, any program revenue

Annual Deficit

Revenue to expense ratio, annual contribution
from the Town of Canmore

Net Cost Per Capita

Based on formula: net budget divided by
population of Canmore

Annual Ridership

Based on fare box generated data

Annual Hours of Operation

Total revenue hours

Operating Hours Per Capita

Total operating hours divided by total population

Cost Per Operating Hour

Total annual operating hours divided by total
expenses

Rides Per Operating Hour

Total annual ridership divided by total revenue
hours
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11.0 Route Timing and Schedules:
Route 1

Stop Timing

1 Town Centre Terminal
2 Shoppers Drug Mart (108)
3 Elevation Place
4 After Overpass (for Regional Service transfer)
5 Cougar Creek Drive
6 Elizabeth Rummel School
7 Cougar Creek by Summit rest
8 Lady MacDonald by mailbox
9 Lady MacDonald by mailbox by playground
10 Lady Macdonald at Elk run
11 Industrial Bow Meadows Cres by dumpster
12 Industrial Bow Meadows Cres by dumpster 2
13 Outside Elk Run Blvd and Lady MacDonald
14 Lady MacDonald by Playground
15 Lady MacDonald and Elk Run by Berm
16 In Front of Summit Restaurant
17 Elizabeth Rummel School
18 Cougar Creek and Benchlands corner
19 Benchlands at Palliser corner
20 Bow Valley Trail Corner after Benchlands
21 Hospital Entrance
22 Bow Valley Trail Across From Subway Mid-block
23 High School (regional 105)
24 Seniors Lodge (regional 106)
1 Town Centre Terminal

0
1:30
2:44
4:44
5:52
7:10
8:40
9:42
10:46
11:55
13:00
13:56
15:42
16:40
17:10
19:25
20:42
21:44
22:40 first regional transfer option
23:40 to walk to Elevation Place
24:32
26:32
28:00
29:00
32:00
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Route 2 Weekdays before 6:00pm

Stop Timing

Includes Elk Run Industrial Centre
1 Town Centre Terminal
2 Rundle Drive and Rundle Cres
3 Three Sisters Drive Past Rundle Drive
4 Three Sisters Drive and Charles Carey stop sign
5 Three Sisters Parkway by resort turn
6 Three Sisters Parkway by Cairns Landing
7 Fitzgerald Rise 1
8 Fitzgerald Rise 2
9 Dyrgas Gate by the shops
10 Elk Industrial (Stop 11 for Route 1)
11 Elk Industrial (Stop 12 for Route 1)
12 Bow Valley Trail by Solara
13 Bow Valley Trail by Mountainview Inn
14 Elevation Place by front steps
15 Shopping Centre across from shoppers
16 High School (Regional Stop 105)
17 Seniors Lodge (Regional Stop 106)
1 Town Centre Terminal

0
5:18
6:35
8:18
9:33
12:00
14:06
14:40
15:57
22:20
23:00
26.19
28.00
29.55
31.00
33.00
33.30
35.00

Route 2 after 6:00pm Weekdays Plus Weekends/Stats All Day – Includes Nordic Centre, Not Industrial Loop
1 Town Centre Terminal
0
2 Rundle Drive and Rundle Cres.
5:18
3 Three Sisters Drive past Rundle Dr.
6:35
3A Nordic Centre
10:32
4 Three Sisters Drive and Charles Carey stop sign
13:43
5 Three Sisters Parkway (by Resort Turn)
14:46
6 Three Sisters Parkway (by Cairns Landing)
17:06
7 Fitzgerald Rise 1
18:29
8 Fitzgerald Rise 2
19:24
9 Dyrgas Gate (by the shops)
21:15
10 Elk Industrial (Stop 11 for Route 1)
x 29.20
11 Elk Industrial (stop 12 for Route 1)
x 30.00
12 Bow Valley Trail (by Solara)
28.14
33.19
13 Bow Valley Trail (by Mountainview Inn)
29.26
35.00
14 Elevation Place (by front steps)
31.46
36.55
15 Shopping Centre (across from shoppers)
32.51
38.00
16 High School (Regional Stop 105)
34.00
40.00
17 Seniors Lodge (Regional Stop 106)
34.30
40.30
1 Town Centre Terminal
35.30
42.00

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 271 of 318

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 272 of 318

12.0 Canmore Local 3 Year Operating Plan
Canmore Local Proposed Operating Budget

9986 Service Hours

** Please note that only a prorated monthly
portion of 2016 budget will apply as service not
starting until Fall**
**Numbers are based on a $2.00 cash fare
2016 Local

2017 Local

2018 Local

Revenue
Fare Revenue
Advertising Revenue
Partner Programs

$174,678
$10,000
$0

$182,414
$15,000
$10,000

$190,506
$20,000
$10,000

Total Revenue

$184,678

$207,414

$220,506

Expenses
Labour
Operations/Fuel
Maintenance
Building and Utilities
IT/GPS/Software
Advertising/Marketing

$415,000
$117,650
$51,200
$7,000
$18,000
$15,000

$431,000
$121,570
$53,080
$7,000
$23,330
$15,500

$447,000
$126,517
$60,192
$7,000
$23,670
$16,000

Total Expenses
Net
Net Cost Per Capita
Net Cost Per Service Hour

$623,850
$439,172
27.45 $
47.48 $

$651,480
$444,065
27.75 $
48.02 $

$680,379
$459,873
28.74
49.66

$

Average Rider Per Service Hour Using Average Fare
Average Fare (Passes and Cash)
Anticipated Ridership
Additional Increase to Commission Overhead
(Approximate)
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$

10.0

10.4

10.9

1.8
97043

1.8
101341

1.8
105837

35,000

$

35,500

$

36,000
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13.0 Canmore Local 10 Year Capital Plan

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

335,000

270,000
2,000
272,000

260,000
50,400
310,400

170,000 170,000
4,400 63,800
174,400 233,800

2021

2022

2023

2024

170,000
146,582
316,582

170,000 170,000 170,000
234,727 262,217 359,032
404,727 432,217 529,032

2025

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

170,000
555,218
725,218

170,000 170,000 170,000
419,122 442,244 544,559
589,122 612,244 714,559

Canmore Local 10 Year Capital Plan
Project
ID#

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

Canmore
Proposed Annual Canmore Contributions (Local only)
carry over from previous year
total unspent start of year
Canmore Local Projects
Purchase of new 30 ft buses (2)
Lifecycle Replacement of New Buses
Electronic Fare Equipment (2)
NextBus Initial Install On Buses
NextBus Signs (6) Incl. Install/Electical + Lifecyle replace
Smart Card Upgrade phase1
Transit Way Finding and Customer Related Signs
Smart Card Stock phase 1
Smart Card Stock Phase 2
Smart Card Stock Phase 3
Town Centre Transit Hub
Bus stop signs create and initial install
Bus stop lifecycle
Bus shelters (5) - include pad placement
Bus Zone Improvements - concrete pads
Bus Zone Improvements - Bench improvements
Bus security camera installs
Initial bus wraps
Wrap replacement
Bus engine overhaul
General bus lifecycle refurbishment - outer skin repairs,
seat replacements etc
Bus storage start up renovation
Bus storage longer term renovation engineering study
Bus Storage longer term renovation
Driver swap vehicle
Bus two way radio and fequency
Bus transmission replacement 1 per year
Coin Safe purchase
Annual Capital total
Proposed Grant funding (2014 Green Trip Application)
total annual capital commitment
remaining unspent end for year

170,000 170,000
430,151 540,553
600,151 710,553

Life Cycle
650,000
15yrs
10years
8years
4 years
5years
5years
5years

20,000

20,600

30,000

30,000

21,218

21,855

22,510

23,185

23,881

24,597

25,335

26,095
100,000

20,000

20,000

20,000

50,000
10,000
30,000
5,000
8,000

30,000
5,000

8,000

26,878

27,685 625,000

30,000
5,000

8,000
10,000

10,000

10,000

10,000

400,000
22,000

10,000

10,000
20,000

5 yrs
70,000

60,000
20,000

150,000
100,000

50,000
50,000
20,000

10,000

50,000
50,000

50,000
40,000

10,000

50,000
40,000

10,000

20,000

40,000

5years
8 yrs

20,000

20,000
40,000

40,000

60,000
60,000

60,000

30,000
15,000
500,000

8 yrs
10 yrs
20 yrs

8,000
5,000
0
15,000
923,000
590,000
333,000
2,000

100,000

100,000

10,000

10,000
5,000

563,000
341,400
221,600
50,400
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818,000
512,000
306,000
4,400

190,600 156,218
80,000 69,000
110,600 87,218
63,800 146,582

81,855
0
81,855
234,727

142,510 73,185 98,881
0
0
0
142,510 73,185 98,881
262,217 359,032 430,151

20,000

20,000

59,597 155,335
0
0
59,597 155,335
540,553 555,218

306,095
0
306,095
419,122

146,878 67,685
0
0
146,878 67,685
442,244 544,559
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C-1
TOWN OF CANMORE
MINUTES
Committee of the Whole
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, June 9, 2015 at 1:00 p.m.

COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT
Ed Russell
Deputy Mayor
Vi Sandford
Councillor
Joanna McCallum
Councillor
Sean Krausert
Councillor
Rob Seeley
Councillor
COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT
John Borrowman
Mayor
Esmé Comfort
Councillor
ADMINISTRATION PRESENT
Lorrie O’Brien
General Manager of Municipal Services/Acting Chief Administrative Officer
Michael Fark
General Manager of Infrastructure Services
Greg Burt
Manager of Protective Services
Todd Sikorsky
Fire Chief
Manager of Engineering
Andy Esarte
Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk (Recorder)
Deputy Mayor Russell called the June 9, 2015 committee of the whole meeting to order at 1:00 p.m.

17-2015COW

A. CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the June 9, 2015 Committee of the Whole Meeting
Moved by Deputy Mayor Russell that the committee approve the agenda for the June
9, 2015 regular meeting of the committee of the whole as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
B. DELEGATIONS
None

18-2015COW

C. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the May 12, 2015 Committee of the Whole Meeting
Moved by Deputy Mayor Russell that the committee approve the minutes of the May
12, 2015 committee of the whole meeting as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
D. STAFF REPORTS
1. Update on Changes to Community Enrichment
Administration spoke to a written report included in the meeting agenda package,
providing council with an update on governance changes to the former community
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enrichment service area.
2. Emergency Management and Response Capabilities Update
Administration spoke to a written report included in the meeting agenda package,
providing council with an update on the Town’s emergency management program and
response capabilities post the 2014/2015 Flood Readiness Supplies grant program.
3. Mountain Creek and Bow River Mitigation
Administration provided council with a verbal update on the hazard mitigation projects
underway on the Bow River and the mountain creeks surrounding and running
through Canmore.
E. COUNCILLOR UPDATES
1. June 2015 Councillor Updates
Written report, received as information. Councillor McCallum’s update was added to
the report after the committee of the whole meeting, as well as two minor corrections
from Councillor Seeley and a formatting correction from Councillor Sandford.
F. SERVICE AREA REPORTS
1. June 2015 Service Area Reports
Written report, received as information.
G. COUNCIL RESOLUTION ACTION LIST
1. Council Resolution Action List as of June 4, 2015
Written report, received as information.
H. BOARD AND COMMITTEE UPDATES
None
19-2015COW

I. ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Deputy Mayor Russell that the committee adjourn the June 9, 2015
committee of the whole meeting at 2:28 p.m.
_________________________
John Borrowman, Mayor

__________________________
Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk

Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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Briefing
DATE OF MEETING:

September 8, 2015

Agenda #: D-2

TO:

Committee of the Whole

SUBJECT:

Options for Taxing Tourist Homes

SUBMITTED BY:

Katherine Van Keimpema, Manager of Financial Services

PURPOSE:

To share options for taxing Tourist Home-classified properties in preparation
for the development of a draft Tax Policy for Council consideration.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In order to develop a Tax Policy, it is necessary to determine how Tourist Home-classified properties will be treated
for property tax purposes. This report explores the tax options available, and then briefly touches on non-property
tax fees. It does not address the illegal renting out of R1-zoned properties as temporary accommodation for
tourists/visitors, which will be addressed as part of any Land Use Bylaw changes resulting from the Municipal
Development Plan (MDP) amendment process currently underway.
The current method of taxing Tourist Homes is based upon actual use rather than on permitted use making it
difficult to understand, administratively cumbersome, and challenging to enforce. The administrative review of the
options available resulted in a conclusion that the best solution is most likely a combination of a Tourist Home
specific property tax rate, without exceptions for actual usage, combined with a licensing/permitting-type system
applicable to Tourist Homes that are rented out. The suggested Tourist Home-specific rate is in the range of 1.45 to
2.5 times the residential rate, down from the current 2.9 times for non-personal use Tourist homes. A detailed
assessment of a licensing/permitting system is beyond the scope of this report, but will form the basis of a future
report to Council.
BACKGROUND/HISTORY
Canmore’s current Land Use Bylaw defines Tourist Homes as
a dwelling unit operated as a temporary place to stay, with or without compensation, and includes all vacation rentals
of a dwelling unit. The characteristics that distinguish a tourist home from a dwelling unit used as a residence may
include any of the following:
a) the intent of the occupant to stay for short term vacation purposes rather than use the property as a
residence; and/or
b) the commercial nature of a tourist home; and/or
c) the management or advertising of the dwelling unit as a tourist home or “ vacation property”; and/or
d) the use of a system of reservations, deposits, confirmations, credit cards or other forms of electronic
payment.
These examples do not represent an exhaustive list of operating practices that may constitute a tourist home.
Since 2004 Tourist Homes have been taxed at a higher rate than residential properties. In 2007 Council passed
Bylaw 20-2007 permitting owners of tourist homes to sign a statutory declaration indicating that their property was
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their primary residence resulting in a tax rate equal to the residential rate being applied. This option was not available
to properties corporately owned, leased, rented, or owned by non-permanent residents.
In 2013, following the findings of the Property Tax Task Force, Council passed resolution 79-2013 directing
administration to review tourist homes and recommend applicable property tax and assessment policies for them.
Also in 2013 Council passed resolution 101-2013 directing administration to bring back an amendment to the
Division of Class I Property bylaw in order to apply the residential mill rate to tourist home properties whose
owners have signed at statutory declaration stating that their home is used strictly for residential purposes, regardless
of their permanent address. Bylaw 2013-01 was subsequently passed by Council, which brought in the new Tourist
Home – Personal Use classification of Class 1 property.
In January 2014 administration clarified with Council that the tourist home issues were not just those of taxation and
assessment, but included land use planning and bylaw enforcement.
A consultant was hired in 2015 to conduct a review of tourist accommodations and Council accepted their report as
information via resolution 101-2015. Administration then brought a report with recommendations for further
actions as a result of the consultant’s report and Council passed resolution 159-2015 directing administration to
explore the implications of taxing all tourist homes at the same rate and report back with an evaluation of options.
Council also passed resolution 160-2015 directing administration to explore new approaches for licensing and
permitting tourist homes and determine the resources needed for proactive enforcement.
DISCUSSION
From the consultant’s work it became apparent that no other municipalities are in the same position as Canmore
when it comes to visitor accommodations and in particular, no one has our same Tourist Home vs. Visitor
Accommodation classification differences. Therefore, no “off-the-shelf” solutions are available and a “made in
Canmore” solution is needed.
Current State:
Tourist Homes are taxed either at a special rate, historically 2.9 times the residential property tax rate, or at
the residential rate for those owners submitting an annual statutory declaration that they are only using their
property for personal use and not renting it out. The 2015 municipal property tax rates were:
Type

Municipal Mill Rate

Residential
Tourist Home
Tourist Home – Personal
Use
Non-Residential

2.44112
7.07926
2.44112
8.16726

% of Residential
Rate
100%
290%
100%
335%

Tourist Homes that are rented out require a business license under the Business Registry License Bylaw
2015-02. Rental Tourist Homes in general are managed by a residential property management business who
purchases a license for their business at a rate of $520/year. A separate license is not required for each
Tourist Home for rent under that property management business.
Existing Tourist Homes are required by the Land Use Bylaw to have a development permit, but a Tourist
Home permit does not expire and there is no requirement for annual or regular renewals. If a development
permit renewal system were instituted, it would only apply to new Tourist Homes.
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Property Taxation Options (in no particular order and not necessarily mutually exclusive):
Option
1.
Tax all
Tourist
Homes (TH)
at the
residential
rate

2.
Tax all TH
at the nonresidential
(NR) rate

Benefits
 Consistent with the
treatment afforded
other residential
property
 Easy to administer, as
there is no need for
statutory declarations,
annual or otherwise
 Easy for owners and
real estate agents to
understand
 May increase TH
property values

Challenges
 Inconsistent with the
taxation of visitor
accommodation properties
which are taxed at the NR
rate
 Approx. $466K in municipal
taxes (2015) would shift to
other residential ratepayers



Consistent with the
treatment afforded
visitor accommodation
property
Consistent with the tax
treatment by similar
communities to similar
property types
Easy to administer, as
there is no need for
statutory declarations,
annual or otherwise
Easy for owners and
real estate agents to
understand



Consistent with present
system
Easy to administer, as
there is no need for
statutory declarations,
annual or otherwise
Easy for owners and
real estate agents to
understand
Recognizes that Tourist
Homes have more
permitted uses than R1
properties, but that not









3.
Tax all TH
at a rate
specific to
them
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Inconsistent with the
taxation of residential
properties
Approx. $481K in municipal
taxes (2015) would shift
from other residential
ratepayers to TH properties
May result in decreased TH
property values

Inconsistent with the
taxation of both residential
and visitor accommodation
properties
The shift in the municipal
tax burden would depend on
the rate chosen – presently
the TH rate is 2.9 times the
residential rate and the TH –
Personal Use rate is equal to
the residential rate – If the
rate remains the same but is
now applied to all TH,

Other Considerations
 When one speaks
about tax fairness it all
depends on who you
are comparing to:
residential or visitor
accommodation
properties
 In some instances
Visitor
Accommodation and
TH properties exist in
the same building
 TH have a flexibility
of use that other
residential properties
don’t (e.g. the ability
to rent them out or to
live in them)
 When one speaks
about tax fairness it all
depends on who you
are comparing to:
residential or visitor
accommodation
properties
 In some instances
Visitor
Accommodation and
TH properties exist in
the same building
 TH have a flexibility
of use that other
residential properties
don’t (e.g. the ability
to rent them out or to
live in them)
 When one speaks
about tax fairness it all
depends on who you
are comparing to:
residential or visitor
accommodation
properties
 In some instances
Visitor
Accommodation and
TH properties exist in
the same building
 TH have a flexibility
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owners will take
advantage of the rental
potential while others
will – strikes a balance

approximately $302K in
municipal taxes (2015)
would shift from other
residential ratepayers to TH
– Personal Use properties





4.
Make annual
exceptions
for primary
resident
usage




Consistent with system
in place until 2014
Consistent tax
treatment for those
whose primary
residence is Canmore,
regardless of whether
they live in a TH or
another type of
residential property










5.
Make
exceptions
for personal
use




Consistent with system 
in place in 2014 & 2015
Consistent tax
treatment for those

whose property’s zoned
residential and who do
not rent out their
property
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Taxation would be based
upon actual usage rather
than permitted uses
Requires administration of
annual statutory declarations,
which don’t accommodate
changes in use during the
year
Inconsistent with the
taxation of both residential
and visitor accommodation
properties
The shift in the municipal
tax burden would depend on
the rate chosen
Confusing for owners and
real estate agents to
understand
Time intensive for staff that
is not likely sustainable at
current staffing levels
Taxation would be based
upon actual usage rather
than permitted uses
Requires administration of
annual statutory declarations,
which don’t accommodate
changes in use during the
year
Inconsistent with the
taxation of both residential
and visitor accommodation
properties
The shift in the municipal
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of use that other
residential properties
don’t (e.g. the ability
to rent them out or to
live in them)
The TH Rate could be
set at any multiple of
the residential or NR
rates as determined
annually or set by
policy
This is the rate
philosophy
administration has
concluded is most
logical, as it is based
on permitted use and
not actual use
When one speaks
about tax fairness it all
depends on who you
are comparing to:
residential or visitor
accommodation
properties
In some instances
Visitor
Accommodation and
TH properties exist in
the same building
TH have a flexibility
of use that other
residential properties
don’t (e.g. the ability
to rent them out or to
live in them)
When one speaks
about tax fairness it all
depends on who you
are comparing to:
residential or visitor
accommodation
properties
In some instances
Visitor
Accommodation and
TH properties exist in
the same building
TH have a flexibility
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tax burden would depend on
the rate chosen
Confusing for owners and
real estate agents to
understand
Time intensive for staff that
is not likely sustainable at
current staffing levels
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of use that other
residential properties
don’t (e.g. the ability
to rent them out or to
live in them)
In 2015, 178 of the
520 Tourist Homes
signed the Personal
Use Statutory
Declaration

In section 2 of its 2013 “Towards a Property Tax Policy Framework for the Town of Canmore” report, the Property
Tax Task Force spoke about key, generally accepted property tax principles and considerations to guide tax policy
deliberations as follows:
Principle
Benefit, horizontal
and vertical equity

Tax incidence and
elasticity
Simplicity & ease of
administration

Accountability
Stability &
predictability
External
considerations

Description
Equity in taxation relates to how fairly a tax is distributed among taxpayers, and is
generally evaluated in terms of three principles: benefits received, equity in the
distribution of the burden, and ability to pay. The benefits principle is the notion that
the tax burden should be distributed in relation to the benefits received from public
expenditures.
From an equity perspective, an initial tax increase will be borne by the current owner
of a property, as the higher tax burden will reduce the market value of the asset
through capitalization. Subsequent owners will pay the tax burden, but will also
benefit from a reduced purchase price for the property
The administrative cost of a levy should also be considered in the design. It is
important that the tax be administratively streamlined and cost effective, so as to
avoid unnecessary collection, reporting and compliance costs for both business and
the tax collection agency. Simplicity for taxpayers in terms of understanding their tax
calculations and remittance is also an important consideration. In general, a single rate
tax having a broad base that falls on a large number of ratepayers and does not
differentiate between types or classes of property is the simplest and most efficient in
administration.
It is important that any new revenue source be accountable and responsive to
taxpayer demand, by sufficiently engaging and reporting to community members and
businesses regarding the collection and expenditure of the revenues.
For municipalities, it means that the revenues they expect to receive should be stable
and predictable over time so that they can meet their anticipated financial obligations.
Taxing vacation properties by a higher amount is a form of “efficient vertical equity”
in that these properties tend to be luxury goods and their demand is inelastic.
However, because the amount of services they consume is generally less than full-time
residents (e.g. less use of roads, recreation centres, and waste and wastewater), this
approach would violate the benefits principle. Overall, a municipality is probably best
advised to focus on setting a target for the proportion of the property tax burden
collected from each class.

Additional Permit/Licensing Options (can be combined with any tax option chosen):
In addition to property taxation, an analysis of additional fees that could be charged to those renting out their
Tourist Home properties found:
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Fee Option
A.

Benefits

Challenges





Development
Permit Fees

Would allow for
control of where
rentals were
allowed, noise
restrictions, fire
code compliance,
etc.






B.



Business Tax


TH operated as
rental properties
would pay an
additional tax on
top of a property
tax
Would apply to
existing and new
TH









C.
Business Registry
License – Rental
of TH Specific
Fee








Only those TH
actually being rented
would pay
If rental ads
required license
numbers to be
quoted that would
aid enforcement
Would utilize an
existing process
with no need for
new resources
Would apply to
existing and new
TH
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Can only be applied to new
applicants, so it would not
address existing Tourist
Homes
Would require an expanded
process and likely additional
resources to manage
The annual fee per permit
would be significant to make
up for “lost” tax revenue if
the tax rate was reduced
Inconsistent with the
principle that permit fees
should be generally based on
cost recovery
Would be administratively
cumbersome as it would be
paid by a business operator
who may or may not also be
the owner
Will result in additional
assessment work
Would require a new process
with likely requirement for
additional resources to
manage
The tax per TH would need
to be significant to make up
for “lost” tax revenue if the
tax rate was reduced
Likely to be challenged by
other businesses in Town
Would require public input
into any fee schedule changes
The fee per TH would need
to be significant to make up
for “lost” tax revenue if the
tax rate was reduced
Would need to modify the
purpose of the bylaw to
remove the requirement that
fees are to fund economic
development initiatives
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Other
Considerations/Information
 There are a total of 520
existing Tourist Homes,
but the permit
requirement would only
apply to new
developments












Permitted under sections
371-380 of the MGA
Only one municipality has
ever imposed a business
tax (the City of Calgary)
and they are phasing it out
It would apply to all
businesses but different
rates could be set for
different classes of
businesses, including a rate
of zero.
Could require all rental
advertisements to include
a permit number with
fines for those failing to
do so
Enforcement and
administration provisions
would need to be worked
out
This is the permit/license
system administration is
looking toward, but
further work on this
aspect is needed before
firm recommendations can
be made
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CONCLUSION(S)/RECOMMENDATION(S)
Given the above analysis and key guiding principles, it is administration’s recommendation that the following efforts
be combined to address the taxation/enforcement of legal Tourist Homes:
1. Consideration for actual usage is eliminated (i.e. statutory declarations for primary residence or personal
use) and properties are taxed based on the permitted usage. This would comply with the simplicity and ease
of administration and understanding principle, as well as the tax stability and predictability principle.
2. Continue with a rate specific to Tourist Homes (tax option 3), set in a tax policy, but reduced from the
current 2.9 times the residential rate to 2.15 times, the multiplier that has no impact on other residential
properties. This would result in efficient vertical equity and take into consideration the fact that Tourist
Homes have the potential to be used for commercial purposes. It would also result in compliance with the
benefit and equity principle in that a Tourist Home is similar to residential properties but also to nonresidential visitor accommodation properties. Thus, a tax rate between the two promotes tax equity.
Further, the adjustment to the multiplier need not happen all in one year; rather, it could be set in policy
and then movement toward it conducted over a period of time. When the tax split between residential and
non-residential properties was adjusted, it was accomplished over 2 years.
3. Modify the Business Registry Bylaw to include fees and requirements specific to Tourist Homes being
advertised for rent and/or actually rented out (permit/license system option C). This would likely require a
separate license for each Tourist Home being rented. Further investigation in consultation with the
Planning and Development and Bylaw Enforcement departments will be conducted and a report brought
back for Council consideration at a future date, in accordance with resolution #160-2015.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
There are a total of 520 properties designated as Tourist Homes (TH). In 2015, 34% or 178 of these property
owners signed a statutory declaration indicating they use the property for personal use only (TH – PU) and therefore
paid a tax rate equivalent to the residential rate.
In 2014 and 2015 the tax split between residential and non-residential properties was adjusted and vacant residential
serviced land moved to a rate equal to the residential rate. This adjustment reflected two of the recommendations
from the Property Tax Task Force Report. As a result, in 2015, other residential properties paid approximately $1.15
million more in taxes than they would have before the changes were made. Therefore, to avoid shifting even more
of the changes to other residential properties, administration is recommending the 2.15 multiplier, as it results in
zero impact to other residential properties.
The table below provides details of the estimated shift of municipal taxes between the property classes under various
multipliers, based on 2015 data (numbers in brackets indicate a tax decrease and those without brackets, a tax
increase):
Residential Rate
Multiplier
1.0 – All TH @
Residential Rate
1.45 – ½ the current
multiplier

Total $ Shift Annual $
Total $ Shift Annual $
Total $Shift to
from TH
Shift/TH
to TH –PU
Shift/TH-PU Other
Class
Property
Class
Property
Residential
($466,050)
($1,360)
$6,195
$35
$459,855
($355,670)
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$71,415

$400

$284,255
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2.15 – No impact on
Other residential
properties
2.9 – Current multiplier,
but applied to all TH
3.35 – All TH @ NonResidential Rate
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($183,075)

($535)

$183,075

$1,030

$0

$0

$0

$301,525

$1,700

($301,525)

$110,380

$320

$373,000

$2,095

($483,380)

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
None specific to this question have been undertaken to date, but the options and recommendations presented are as
a result of the Property Tax Task Force report, as well as the Tourist Accommodation Report, both of which
included input from key stakeholders. BOWDA was instrumental in the implementation of a Personal Use Tourist
Home residential sub-classification, therefore, their input will be sought and considered in any proposed tax policy.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Strategic Initiative: Implement simplified rules, regulations and taxation strategies for short term accommodations
ATTACHMENTS
No attachments
AUTHORIZATION

Submitted by:

Katherine Van Keimpema, CPA
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

August 31, 2015

Approved by:

Lisa de Soto, P.Eng.
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

September 3, 2015
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DATE OF MEETING:

September 8, 2015

Agenda #: E-1

1. Mayor Borrowman
a) June
 Canmore Business & Tourism AGM
 New board elected, two new directors were elected : Vicky Young (Riverstone
Insurance) and Soulafa Al-Abbasi (Canmore Folk Festival)
 Returning board members are Donna Trautman (Chair), Sean Meggs, Don Blackett,
Mark Bohnet, Hugh Hancock, Lawrence Hill, Barb Scott, Robert Flagg, and Dan
deSantis (Past Chair)
 Calgary Regional Partnership (CRP) Transportation Steering Committee
 Presentation from Stantec regarding planning for the Sub Regional Transit Pilot;
proposed routing, costing, ridership, cost sharing formulae, etc.
 Seniors Lodge sod turning
 Rocky Mountain Ventures reception event ‘Spring Fling’
 Networking for small businesses with business mentors and angel investors
 CRP Executive Committee
 Presentation of similar report as given to the Transportation Steering committee, as
noted above
 Community conversation on Child Care - informal
 Cougar Creek Residents meeting
 Approximately 24 attending
 Discussion around proposed landscaping plan details
b) July
 Miners Day celebrations and Lawrence Grassi tribute
 Smith Creek ASP Community Advisory Group
 First meeting, which Council has seen reporting on at August 18th Council meeting
 Meeting of Banff & Canmore mayors, Lake Louise rep. & CAOs with BVRTSC Chair, coChair, and Martin Bean
 CRP Transportation Steering Committee
 Continued discussion vis-à-vis Sub Regional Pilot
 Dead Man’s Flats ASP Public Hearing
 CRP Executive Committee Meeting
 Annual Core Funding and Matching Funding from province applied for, with positive
response – approximately $400k expected in matching funding over the $3m Core
funding
 Enhancements to governance model discussed, for future Board discussions
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Discussion regarding seeming duplication of regional Water & Wastewater planning
from the Foothills Regional Water and Wastewater Collaborative
 Information meeting with Q&A for residents who were impacted by the 13th Street
explosion
 Moderated by Lisa de Soto, CAO
 Attending were representatives from OH&S, ATCO, Alberta Mental Health, and some
insurance brokers
 Approximately 80 residents in attendance
 Tourism Based Communities steering committee
 Discussion regarding next steps post tri-council planning session
 Full day of meetings and tours with the new MLA
c) August
 Meeting regarding possible private sector staff housing project
 Some discussion regarding results of survey conducted by CB&T with the business
community around staff housing issues
 ToC staff and family BBQ
 Tour/discussion with Admin of new cycling infrastructure
 Canadian Mountain Arts Foundation Board
 Presentation/discussion regarding Grand opening of artsPlace
 Discussion about Cultural Festival planned by CB&T (unFramed), which has been
postponed to 2016 for a number of reasons
 Intermunicipal Committee meeting
 Discussion regarding the ToC request for mediation on the proposed Dead Man’s Flats
ASP
 Smith Creek ASP Community Advisory Group
 Reporting process agreed to by committee members, to be through administration &
facilitator
 Meeting with David Eggen, Minister of Tourism
 In Banff, with representation from Banff, Canmore, and Lake Louise elected officials;
DMO representatives from CB&T and BLLTB; Hotel groups
 CRP Sub-Regional Transit Pilot planning group.
 Met with representatives of Okotoks, High River, Black Diamond, Turner Valley, and
Nanton to learn more details on the collaborative planning process that these
municipalities have been successfully engaged in, with lead from CRP.
2. Councillor Seeley
a) Policing Committee - The Committee passed a motion to continue with the Canmore Policing
Committee structure. We are in the process of updating the Bylaw and Terms of Reference to
facilitate some changes. A Sub Committee was struck to make it so.
b) SDAB – 4 hearing were held recently and decisions rendered.
c) June 25 - Tour of Lafarge Plant Expansion
d) June 4 – 8 Attended FCM Conference in Edmonton. Amazing Economic activities in
Edmonton. I enjoyed the Conference, sessions and the revitalization happening in Edmonton.
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e) June 7 – Toured the Leduc Recreation Centre: Mayor Greg Krischke and Jackie Kamlah,
Director Recreation & Community Development facilitated a Tour. An amazing Facility that has
exceeded expectations. They have tracked the economic success of events and have a good
understanding of groups that bring significant financial return and why. Events have been turned
down due to timing and lack of recourses (staff and volunteer capacities) to accommodate some
groups. They are very proud of their strategic vision that has benefited the City of Leduc. The
facility has also maximized sponsorship support and naming rights.
3. Councillor Sandford
a) Canmore Public Library
 The Library Board approved the 2016 Budget for presentation to Canmore Council in Nov.
 The Library will be assuming its own payroll and benefits functions in 2016 as the Town of
Canmore transitions to a new payroll system. Ceridian will be the provider of payroll
services, and Industrial Alliance will be maintained as the benefit provider, with a subagreement through the Town of Canmore.
b) Bow Valley Waste Management Commission
 The Commission Directors participated in two Strategic Planning sessions and a new Strat
plan is in progress.
 The Board would like to see continuity in the Directors appointed to the Commission, and
has requested Member Municipalities take this into consideration at their upcoming
Organizational Meetings in Oct.
 In 2012 the BVWMC negotiated a Long Haul Contract for the Towns of Banff, Canmore
and Lake Louise. The contract comes due at the end of 2015, and Banff has confirmed its
intent to use its own trucks for hauling, and will not renew the contract. The commission is
now working with Canmore to determine the costs and other details of renewing the
contract.
 The Toward Zero Waste program coordinator has developed a certification process for
achievement awards for successful diversion practices for special events. The Banff
Marathon will be the first event to be evaluated and presented with an achievement award.
 SAEWA (Southern Alberta Energy to Waste Association) is moving forward. A Waste
characterization study is under way to inform the business plan. SAEWA Members are
being invited to participate, and results will be available to them at no fee. SAEWA
members can also request additional parameters to be included in the study on a fee-forservice basis.
c) Canmore Museum and Geoscience Centre
 The new Exhibit “From Coal to Community” has achieved its funding goal of $150,000.00.
Work is in progress and should be completed and installed by spring of 2016.
 The Casino on June 14-15 has generated $47,086.39 for the Museum. Some of these funds
have been budgeted for the new Museum exhibit .
 Storage space - Renovation is still proceeding. Minor interior flood has presented a setback
to the interior renovation schedule, but no Museum objects or artifacts were damaged.
 “Art in the Park” was open every weekend throughout the summer at the NWMP Barracks,
and has been extended to Sept 13.
d) Attended FCM June 4-5-6-7-8 Edmonton, AB. Conference Highlights include
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Workshop: Fighting Urban Flooding – Partnerships, Prevention, Preparedness - Sponsored
by the Insurance Bureau of Canada
 Study Tour: Late night patrol of the entertainment district with the Public Safety
Compliance Team.
 Study Tour: Visit to the Renaissance Tower, a six storey, 90 unit senior-friendly and barrier
free housing complex for people with disabilities, built to meet the needs of the Metis and
Aboriginal residents of Alberta.
 A reception at Edmonton City Hall hosted by Mayor Don Iveson.
e) Other Events & Meetings Attended
 ArtsPlace site tour of the new facility under construction.
 Grand Opening of the new Illusions Gymnastics Space in the Canmore Rec Centre.
4. Councillor Comfort
a) During Council hiatus, committee meetings continued: BVRHA and CPAC. Clr. McCallum will
report on BVRHA. CPAC is planning Mayor's Spotlight and new locations for utility box wraps.
In my capacity as Deputy Mayor I was called on to welcome incoming Japanese students. Much
of this time period was taken up by work and family.
5. Councillor McCallum
a) Bow Valley Regional Transit Commission
 BVRTSC new GM/CAO has settled into his new role well and is already making strides in
tackling the work of creating some policy. It has been a busy summer for BVRTSC.
 Ridership stats continue to be strong and the Town of Banff reports that the Tunnel
Mountain route continues to be well used, relieving the town centre of some unneeded RV
congestion. At last meeting the GM/CAO brought forward the 2016 budget for first review
by the board. It will be brought forward next meeting for more review. The Board approved
a one year trial on Monthly and 10 ride Youth fare for the regional route. We believe that
this will increase ridership and accessibility for this demographic for youth in both
communities. A spare ratio policy was also approved by the board. This is a very important
policy that was required before any bus procurement could occur.
 Last meeting the board accepted for information The Canmore Local Service
Implementation Plan. We will be discussing this plan in Council shortly.
b) Bow Valley Regional Housing
 BVRH has been coping well since the terrible event of June 26th. The Board met in early
July to discuss with the CAO the events of that day and the immediate and long term
challenges facing BVRH and our residents and staff in the aftermath. Once again our CAO
has risen to the challenge and ensured that BVRH is recovering. Residents and staff are
managing well and things at the lodge have returned to a “new normal”.
 Construction has carefully resumed and the Province continues to keep a very close eye on
the construction of Phase 1. OH and S is in continuous contact with the contractor and the
province continues to keep BVRH informed. Special thanks to Town Of Canmore staff that
have served as the communications portal and pivot during this time. The incident is still
under investigation.
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The Board will embark upon a strategic planning process in September. We are excited to
look forward at what we might be able to accomplish in the near term.
 The Monthly Bulletin is included in the COW report.
c) Canmore Community Housing Corporation
 The CCHC Managing Director is leaving us for rainier climes. Jennifer Bisley gave notice to
the board in June with her last day of work being the 21st August. Under Ms. Bisley’s
leadership, the corporation has proven to be a strong and important partner of the town. We
wish Ms. Bisley well and thank her for all the excellent work and advocacy she has done on
behalf of the issue of housing.
 With Ms. Bisley’s departure the board has retained the help of a human resources firm to
take on the role of assisting the board in seeking a replacement. As this is no easy task, a
hiring committee has been formed to tackle this job. Advertising for the position will
commence in the next week.
 McArthur Place is beginning to take shape on the site. With Ms. Bisley departure, the board
has brought on the assistance of a project manager to continue to oversee the development.
As of last week there were 58 households that have registered interest in becoming a
resident, Administration will begin taking applications in the coming months with occupancy
of Phase 1 expected in December.
d) Federation of Canadian Municipalities
 This year’s conference was held in Edmonton. As always there were excellent presentations
and federal politicians had the opportunity to address the attendees in advance of the
election. I attended many workshops, sessions and study tours. The more interesting
workshop included an entry level housing tour that demonstrated how the City of
Edmonton was using existing MR and school site land for family housing projects as well as
deferring the cost of the land to the homeowner. The nuance in these projects being that
the home would not benefit subsequent homeowners, only the initial.
e) Other:
 June 10th – I was asked to judge improvisation theatre with proceeds of the show being
contributed to the Bow Valley Y
 June 13th – Grand Opening of the Canmore Gymnastics Space
 June 17th – Town of Canmore tradeshow, “Inside Canmore”
 June 19th – Sod Turning for the Phase 1 BVRH Project.
 June 20th – Open House for the West Canmore Playground.
 June 23rd – CRP Annual General Meeting
6. Councillor Krausert
a) Bow Valley Regional Transit Services Commission
 A detailed implementations strategy for Canmore Local transit has been approved for
planning purposes in order to have it presented to Canmore Council for feedback and then
consideration for approval.
 A one-year trial for youth passes on the Regional Service between Canmore and Banff has
been approved, with implementation starting soon.
 The Annual Organizational Meeting (i.e. AGM) will be held on October 14th, 2015.
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b) Canmore Community Housing Corporation
 The new PAH rental units being built on Dyrgas Lane has been named McArthur Place, in
honour of James McArthur who first climbed the “Big Sister” (of the Three Sisters) in 1887.
 It is anticipated that the first 32 units in McArthur Place will be available to renters as of
January 1st, with the next 16 units coming on line in the Spring of 2016.
 A revised budget has been approved for the McArthur Place project, with increased costs
associated with site retaining walls while construction costs are proceeding in accordance
with budget. Additional financing may be required with regard to the additional site costs.
 The process for seeking a new Managing Director is currently underway.
c) Canmore-MD of Bighorn Inter-Municipal Committee
 A meeting has held to clarify the Town of Canmore’s concerns with the proposed ASP in
Dead Man’s Flats. Canmore has provided the MD notice of their concern and a request for
mediation pursuant to s. 690 of the Municipal Government Act.
d) Program Audit Committee
 The Program Audit Committee has provided a report to Council with respect to
recommendations going forward, and discussed at the September 1st Council meeting.
e) Downtown Canmore BRZ
 I was unable to attend a meeting on August 11th, and so nothing new to report at this time.
f) Smith Creek Area Structure Plan – Community Advisory Group
 Monthly meetings are proceeding very well, and the process outlined to Council is being
adhered to well.
7. Councillor Russell
No report submitted.
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DATE OF MEETING:

September 8, 2015

Agenda #: F-1

A. CAO’s Office
1. CAO
a) The CAO met with most department teams in June through August. The purpose of these
meetings was three-fold. Firstly, to share the strategic planning process for 2016-2018, secondly,
to respond to any inquiries on corporate matters that any employees or department teams may
have and thirdly, to hear directly about the day-to-day business being conducted within each
department and issues that develop throughout the organization.
b) The tourist communities of Banff, Canmore and Jasper have prepared a submission for input to
the upcoming provincial budget. Finance Minister Joe Ceci announced earlier this summer that
he would receive input on budget 2015/16 from Albertan’s up until the end of September. Our
submission supports modernizing the Municipal Government Act to provide municipalities with
expanded revenue tools to meet service and infrastructure demands and responsibilities.
2. General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure
a) A meeting was held between Telus and BOWDA to discuss the introduction of a fee from Telus
to install services in new developments was attended by the Town. BOWDA expressed concerns
over the abrupt nature of the change and the poor communication from Telus as well as the cost
impact on existing and future developments. Telus indicated that the change was required to
address cost recovery concerns as part of their business model. The Town does not impose a
franchise fee on Telus similar to other utilities as there is no exclusive access agreement.
Developers will have the option on future projects to work with Telus or other service providers.
b) Business satisfaction survey was completed by CBT. Overall business satisfaction with the ease
of doing business in Canmore currently sits at 73.75%.
c) The 2015 Capital Projects progress has been updated to the end of July 2015. The update sheet is
attached to this report.
3. Human Resources
a) Human Resources Recruitment Update
a) Positions filled since the end of July:
FCSS-Family and Community Worker- FT, Perm ; EP- Facility Maintenance Technician- Ft,
Perm; Bylaw Services Supervisor- FT, Perm ; Facility Operator I (Arena)- Casual ; Parks
Worker- Seasonal (2)
b) Recruitment Underway:
Arts and Events Coordinator- Ft, Perm (1); EP-Building Services Worker – Ft, Perm (1);
Manager of Community Social Development- Ft, Perm (1); HD Mechanic – Ft, Perm (1) ;
Head Lifeguard- Ft, Perm (2); Facility Operator –Casual (1-2); Lifeguard and InstructorsCasual (3-4);
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b) Human Resources Operational Update
a) Completing RFP for Human Resource Information System (HRIS).
b) General Assembly scheduled for September 22 to report back to staff on Employee Survey.

4. Financial Services
a) Assessment Appeals:
 Five (5) assessment complaints were filed on or before the April 27th appeal deadline.
 1 complaint has been settled and withdrawn.
 4 residential assessment complaints will be proceeding to hearings in front of Local
Assessment Review Board.
 3 of the 4 complaints are on the same street (Van Horne) and were submitted by the
Assessment Advisory Group Inc., however the complaints will be heard as individual
hearings.
 The 2015 Local Assessment Review Board in Canmore is comprised of Councilors Ed
Russell, Sean Krausert, & Vi Sandford.
 Hearings have been set for September 30th in the Council Chambers (with October 1st
on hold if the hearings require extra time).
b) Work on the 2016 Budget has been underway all summer and will be brought to Budget
Committee meetings scheduled for November 5, 12, 17, 24, and 26 (if needed) with budget
approval scheduled for December 8.
B. MUNICIPAL SERVICES
1. Recreation Services
a) Tennis Court reservation system –The on-line reservation system piloted in 2014 has continued
through the summer of 2015 with very favorable financial results. Revenue from tennis court
revenues between the beginning of May and end of June this year total $5,889.40, as compared
to $2,625 in 2014. In fact, court rental revenues for all of 2014 totaled only $4,612.19.
Recreation Services has not received a single complaint in 2015 regarding the reservation system.
b) ATB Alberta Cup – This event, hosted by the Town of Canmore at the Canmore Recreation
Centre and throughout hotels and restaurants in Town, April 29 through May 2, was a very big
success. The event ran very smoothly and showcased the Canmore Recreation Centre to the
hockey community. Hockey Alberta was very pleased with the event, asking Canmore to
consider hosting again in 2016 and 2017. The tournament generated significant economic benefit
to the Town during a normally slow period and generated an operating surplus of $25,000. The
committee has paid all their bills, including all ice rental charges. $10,000 will be set aside for the
2016 event and the balance is being distributed to the Canmore Eagles, the minor hockey
associations in Banff and Canmore and to Recreation Services to provide dryland training to
Canmore Minor Hockey Association players in the Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium this fall.
c) Canmore Illusions Gymnastics Club –
 The club is delighted with their new home in the old pool area of the Canmore Recreation
Centre. This expanded facility hosted the Club’s largest ever Summit Competition. Due to
the increased demand, they needed to host the competition over 2 weekends. 600 athletes
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participated in the meet. 500 of these athletes were from out of Town and enjoyed both the
new space and Canmore amenities. As a result of the bigger space, and a generous
Community Initiatives Grant, CIGC were able to purchase equipment that can take athletes
skills to much higher levels. (E.g. The rings and high bar are now at an international
competitive standard) This resulted in CIGC hosting its first sanctioned competition, the
Men’s Western Canadian Trials. The new foam pit has created a much safer space for
athletes to practice their skills. The foam pit is also attracting new user groups such as All
Mountain Ski Groups who can now train in Canmore instead of traveling to Calgary.
Recreationally, the Club is setting records in the gym with the number of Moms and Tot’s
coming out 3 mornings a week to enjoy the gym and comradery the gym is creating. Schools
are all calling to book the space.
 User groups – including Judo, Ski clubs, Ice climbing and figure skating are all interested in
booking dryland training times. CIGC hired two new coaches, one to meet the needs of the
expanded women’s competitive program, the other to meet the growing demands of the
recreational programs. The Club is adding new programs to the space – including parkour,
acro dance, adaptive sports, advanced trampoline, teen drop in, and adult and seniors
movement.
 They converted the old lifeguard change room to a “party room” resulting in a great birthday
party and craft space to enhance our programs. Summer camps were a wonderful success –
the best yet. Fall/Winter recreation programs open Monday on zone4. They are expecting a
sellout.
 As a result of the demands and interest in the new space, the CIGC board created a parttime General Manager position in the gym. They now have a person dedicated to overseeing
and managing the growing administrative needs of the space. Coaches can now focus on
coaching. Recreation Services programmers are working with the club to create
opportunities for residents to enjoy the walking track and complimentary programming over
the winter.
d) Peaks of Grassi Gymnasium – The gymnasium has provided a new base of operations for Big
Fun summer camps and has accommodated the integration of physical literacy skill development
for camp participants. The newly renovated facility has also been used by summer hockey and
figure skating camps.
e) Recreation Master Plan – Nine proposals were received from consultants interested in leading
the development of a new Municipal Recreation Master Plan. The task force has narrowed the
choices to two and will select the successful proponent following in-person interviews on August
26.
2. Municipal Clerk/Records
a) The first draft of the electronic document and records management needs assessment has been
submitted by the consultant for review. Once edits have been complete the report will be
brought to council with a request to approve it for planning purposes.
3. Protective Services
a) A sub-committee of the police committee has been meeting throughout the summer to work on
a new police committee bylaw that better fits the needs of the town of Canmore. A new and
improved bylaw will come before Council in Q3 or Q4.
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Bylaw Services Warnings and Tickets
Q2

YTD

Category
Animal Control Bylaw
Traffic and Road Use Bylaw
Traffic Safety Act
Waste Bylaw
Taxi Bylaw
Clearing of Sidewalks
Other

2014
27
132
87
3
4
6
8

2015
30
162
49
2
3
0
0

2014
37
214
164
5
4
29
10

2015
73
308
106
8
3
0
0

TOTAL

267

246

463

498

Bylaw Services Patrols
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

CP Trespassing

Downtown

Parks

Schools

Bike

2014-Q2

71

53

456

67

45

2015-Q22

38

58

349

64

31

2014-YTD

117

119

727

112

50

2015-YTD2

75

103

591

108

37

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

4

Page 294 of 318

Service Area Reports Page 5 of 10

Bylaw Services Investigations (YTD-541)
1000
900
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

2014-Q2

2015-Q2

2014-YTD

2015-YTD

Officer initiated

117

48

232

100

Calls for service

424

310

696

541

Photo Radar Violations
6000
5000
4000
3000
2000
1000
0

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

Q2

2069

1546

1594

1241

1260

1297

2879

2772

YTD

4104

2923

3143

2317

2617

2475

5467

4998
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Fire-Rescue Calls for Service
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

YTD

2014

44

31

46

52

34

48

254

2015

41

31

29

48

54

51

254

Fire-Rescue Calls by Category (YTD 254)
Fires
13%
Other
14%

Rescue
4%

MVC
10%
Hazardous
Materials
4%
Alarms
22%

Medical
Assistance
33%

C. MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE
1. Planning & Development
a) Building height and mass: “contemporary” home designs have increasingly shifted to favour low
pitched roof in the last five years. This is not consistent with “alpine architecture”, but the land
use bylaw does not have architectural requirements for single family and duplex developments.
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Lower pitch roofs have the potential of increasing building mass (a three storey building with a
flat roof is much larger than a 2½ storey building with a traditional sloping roof).
The land use bylaw was changed in 2012 to evaluate the mass of buildings with lower pitch roofs
and reduced the maximum allowable height. Recently a number of permits have been refused by
the Planning Department (we do not have the authority to grant height variances over 10%), but
then later approved by the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB). The current
land use regulations are not functioning effectively as applicants are frustrated, huge amounts of
time are required to bring applications to the SDAB, and decisions are consistently being
overturned. It seems a land use bylaw amendment is the best/only way to proceed.
Administration will try to fit this task into an already busy fall/winter plan.
2. Engineering Services
a) Capital Projects
 Our team, consultants and contractors are continuing to make good progress on a backlog
of projects impacted by, and approved as a result of the 2013 floods. We are projecting to
have approximately 50 projects finalized and removed from the work in progress (WIP) list
by end of 2015 (from a current total of 68). That said, significant work remains and there
are a number of challenges that are yet to be resolved.
 Recent tender interest and bid pricing reflects the impacts of the Alberta economy are being
felt. Something to consider during budget time.
 Bow River Pedestrian Crossing - improvements complete.
 Dyrgas Gate Sinkhole Remediation – contract awarded, construction to begin in late
September and continue into November. Pathway and landscaping restoration work will be
completed in the spring. The remediation aims to address an approximate 4 meter x 4 meter
air shaft in the rock that is approximately 8-9 meters below the gravel surface. The selected
approach is combination of three measures the contractor will employ to prevent migration
of soil into the airshaft, and address any potential further subsidence at the surface. These
measures include a large number of micro-piles to create an underground “tipi” to bridge the
opening, a steel-reinforced concrete pile cap at surface to tie the piles together, and a larger
area around the pile cap that will have the soil reinforced with geo-grid. This approach, if
successfully implemented, will meet the project goals of a long-term solution that prevents
damage to public or private property and eliminates, to the extent possible, safety risk to the
public.
 Bow Valley Trail / CPR Crossing – Corridor Improvements. This is a critical link and an
important high priority transportation project. The success of the project is contingent on
the right design – one that will meet the project goals of creating a safe, comfortable, easily
identified, functional and aesthetic corridor. The project must also fit with both the Area
Restructuring Plan and envisioned future changes the BVT roadway. In order to ensure the
project was given proper consideration, we’ve held off until recently on progressing the
design work and anticipate a spring construction with opening by July 1st.
 CPR Commuter Pathway Lighting – The project consists of two scopes. The first is
addition of lights on existing bases between elevation place and the CPR crossing at
Canadian Tire. The first scope is within budget and is proceeding. The second scope is to
add lights and bases from the crossing to 17th Street by Crazy Weed Restaurant. The second
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scope was mis-estimated and the cost to complete the work would be significantly higher
than budget. As a result the cost to benefit for the lighting is lower than expected and other
projects may be higher priorities (though this project still ranks high on the lighting priority
list). We will be proposing to Council to delete the second scope from the project and have
those funds available for consideration in the 2016 budget for use on this or other projects.
 Gateway Wayfinding Signage – Engineering and our contractor have invested significant
extra time in ensuring elements of the wayfinding are done to a high standard that achieves
the design intent (aesthetic) that was developed through consultation with the community in
2013 to early 2014. Ensuring the foundations and other structural elements were engineered
and constructed for a long life cycle was one source of delay. A second source of delay was
constructing and reviewing numerous samples for the large metal elements of the signs to
ensure they had the right aesthetic to reflect our mining heritage. Now that approvals are in
place the contractor is moving forward with fabrication and we expect the project to be
completed in October. The 2015 phase of the wayfinding program has been initiated with
changes to the procurement approach adopted from learnings from the first phase. Signage
for this phase will be installed in the spring.
 Legacy Trail Nordic Centre connection design complete. Awaiting approvals from Trans
Alta and will likely see the project start pushed to spring as approvals could delay project
start.
 Bike lane and shared lane markings are complete.
 Riverview Place & River Road design is on hold. There are a number competing
rehabilitation and enhancement priorities and this project will be brought forward further
consideration as part of the 2016 budget discussions.
 Railway Avenue Design – Traffic data collection is ongoing, detailed survey work is initiated,
and consultant procurement has started. We intend to start engagement and conceptual
design in January. Work will be completed for fall 2016 budget discussions.
 West Canmore playground replacement has been awarded and will begin in late September.
 Disc golf course upgrades – contract awarded work to be completed this fall.
b) Flood Recovery and Mitigation
 Bow River Study
 The Province has applied for a federal grant to undertake a hazard and risk assessment
for the Bow River including Canmore. Administration has been supportive of the
application and will continue to work with the Province and community over the
coming years as the study is completed. Scope and schedule details will come as the
Province initiates the project.
 The Town’s emergency response component of the study is in final draft. Emergency
response plans will be updated over the winter with the results of the study and the
community will be informed and educated on those plans.
 Cougar Creek:
- The Cougar Creek rink reconstruction is underway. Civil works will be completed in
September and board installation will follow. Completion planned for October.
- Phase 1 Landscaping has been tendered. Work will begin this fall and be completed in
the spring. This is a moderate sized area between pathways and properties along the
length of the creek between Highway 1 and Elk Run Blvd.
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EIA is progressing slower than expected though we expect the proposed terms of
reference to be posted shortly. The process for land re-designation has been agreed and
there are no further obstacles, other than the Province’s internal process, that should
further delay posting the proposed TOR.
- Geotechnical investigation was completed in August. This included testing of the
conditions at the location of the Debris Flood Retention Structure and testing of various
potential sources of material around the valley. The results of the investigation have
been positive and detailed design continues to progress well.
George Biggy Sr. Road rehabilitation is complete.
Road rehabilitation at Cougar Creek / Hwy 1A will be completed this fall.
Three Sisters Creek ACRP application will be submitted in September.
Stoneworks, and Stone Creek are at various stages of engagement and mitigation option
development. ACRP applications for these projects will be submitted in 2016.

-








Pigeon Creek engagement and option analysis has begun in collaboration with the MD.
Work will be ongoing into the winter.



Steep creek hazard and risk assessments have been initiated by two developers in the Bow
Valley. These assessments are being carried out in cooperation with the Town and in
accordance with draft provincial guidelines. The work is also being undertaken in
accordance with the proposed MDP section for steep creek hazards. The process is going
well and is yielding information that will assist the developer and the Town in making
decisions that ensure that unacceptable risks are not created by future development. The
process is a good test for MDP policy and will yield valuable feedback. A very promising
process so far and an early tangible “passive mitigation” result of the Council approved
Mountain Creek Hazard Mitigation Program.

3. Facilities
a) Operations Update
 Cameron Egglestone has been hired as a new Facility Maintenance Technician based out of
Elevation Place
 Lisa Cranston has been promoted from Building Services Worker to Facility Operator 1
based out of Elevation Place
b) Project Updates
a) Fire Hall Rehabilitation
 The request for proposals for reconstruction will conclude at the end of August, with
construction expected to initiate in September.
b) Parent Link Upgrades
 New flooring has been installed in the Parent Link portion of the Seniors Centre.
 Parent Link received a grant to add scope to the project for millwork reconfiguration,
which Facilities staff oversaw. This maximized the benefits of this project.
c) Stan Rogers Stage
 Roof replacement has initiated, and will be completed in September
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4. Public Works
a) Parks
 The annual Noxious Weed herbicide control program is in progress. The target area for
this year is the Three Sister Mountain Village area, along with other identified
infestations.
 Over the next 3 months the department will embark on an alley way pruning project. All
alley ways from 1st Street to 17th Street will see limbs / branches and or shrubs
trimmed to property line, power poles and or overhead power lines. This is to allow for
operations and emergency vehicle access. A letter was sent to all effected resident in
November, 2014, asking them to trim plant material hanging over their fence into the
alley way to the diagram and specification in the letter, by May 18th, 2015. Any pant
material not pruned by this date, is at the discretion of the Municipality to trim for ease
of access. Discretion and judgment will be used when pruning.
b) Streets and Roads
 A new durable PreMark cold-plastic road marking product is being applied to roads.
Symbols (turn arrows, stop bars & pedestrian crossing zebra bars) are purchased in
preformed kits and applied directly to the pavement by heating with a specialized
propane torch or the infrared asphalt recycler. The product reduces the time and
resources needed to do layouts and apply liquid cold-plastic by up to 50%
c) Solid Waste Services
 The fall Toxic Round Up is scheduled for September 19th, 2015. The event will take
place at 100 Glacier Dr. from 10am – 4pm.
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Proj
#

Project Title

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress

ADMINISTRATION
150,000

150,000

48,603

Not complete. A change in strategy is being proposed to move from a capital to an operating
budget for 2016 and beyond.

Electronic Records Mgmt Needs Assessment

30,000

30,000

30,151

Completed

Local Competition - Public Art (2015)

10,000

10,000

-

39,100,000

688,717

38,502,225

Jan-10

Dec-16 Control Gate July, Ramp Widening May, Garage Jun-Dec, High Ropes Access Sept

600,000

372,656

578,721

Feb-14

May-16 Occupancy: May 2015, Interior Door Replacement in August, 1yr Warranty ends May 2016

1501

WorkTech Asset Management Implementation

1502
1503

Will be completed by December 2015

ADMIN - Work in Progress (2014)
1902/03 Elevation Place
1201

Rec Centre Pool Redevelopment

1302

Civic Centre Pageantry

15,000

6,777

8,942

Feb-15 Completed

1304

Public Art - Local Competition

10,000

3,000

7,000

Completed

1401

Corporate Communications Equipment

473,150

454,041

19,109

1402

Public Art - National Competition

95,500

95,500

-

1457

Conference Centre Feasibility Study

50,000

50,000

26,893

40,533,650

1,860,691

39,221,644

Administration Total:

Cancel - new project proposed for 2016
Work by CBT is ongoing. Expected before council in November

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
1504

PC Lifecycle & New Equipment (2015)

66,000

66,000

48,818

Dec-15 Desktop and Laptop lifecycle completed, some new equipment to be obtained based on need

1505

IT Infrastructure Lifecycle & New Equipment

66,000

66,000

14,177

Dec-15 In progress

1506

Data Storage Expansion

May-15 Completed

1507

Human Resources Information System

23,000

23,000

20,765

165,000

165,000

-

Finalizing RFP, expect to issue in October

IT - Work in Progress (2014)
1308

Website Re-Development

100,000

91,288

8,712

Dec-15 In progress

1406

Data Backup System

35,000

27,545

9,184

Dec-15 Starting Fall 2015

1408

Council Chambers Renovation

75,000

73,157

1,843

Sep-15 Project complete, awaiting invoicing.

530,000

511,990

103,499

535,000

535,000

-

60,000

60,000

16,669

Info Technology Total:
PROTECTIVE SERVICES
1508

Pumper 32 Life Cycle

1509

FF Protective Clothing (F/T)
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Proj
#

Project Title

1510

Rescue Equipment Lifecycle

1511

Emergency Management C-Can

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

28,000

28,000

5,974

8,000

8,000

-

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress
Waiting on quotes and deliveries will be completed by year end
not started but will be completed by year end

PROTECT SERV - Work in Progress (2014)
1311

Firesmart - Thinning Program (2013)

300,000

64,421

324,267

inprogress, waiting for weather to change to fall conditions

1411

Fire Smart Program (2014)

250,000

243,730

158,364

inprogress, waiting for weather to change to fall conditions

1454

Emergency Preparedness Supplies

649,820

207,108

644,918

In progress will be completed by year end

1,830,820

1,146,259

1,150,192

Protective Services Total:
RECREATION
1512

Fitness & Physical Literacy Equipment

75,000

75,000

67,102

Feb-15

Dec-15 Most of the equipment is now installed

1513

Fitness Equipment - Elevation Place

35,000

35,000

22,447

May-15

Sep-15 Last of equipment to be installed in September

1514

Recreation Master Plan

100,000

100,000

-

May-15

Apr-16 Nine consulting proposals received, final selection by September 30

1515

Recreation Work Process Review

20,000

20,000

-

Jun-15

Oct-15 Mid-project report to be received August 25

RECREATION - Work in Progress (2014)
Recreation Total:

230,000

230,000

89,549

FACILITIES
1516

Spatial Needs Assessment

40,000

40,000

-

Jul-15

1517

Emergency Power Switch - Public Works

78,000

78,000

-

Jun-15

Sep-15 Costs will be 70k under budget

Dec-15 Delayed start due to Fire Hall fire, and late hire of the new Project Manager

1518

Stan Rogers Stage Roof Replacement

27,000

27,000

8,000

May-15

Sep-15 Currently in progress - $10k over budget

1519

Seniors Centre (BVPL Area) - Floor Replacement

40,000

40,000

28,557

May-15

1520

CRC - Ice Edger Replacement

7,000

7,000

6,275

Jan-15

Jan-15 Complete

1521

EP - Climbing Gym Control Desk Reconfiguration

10,000

10,000

-

Mar-15

Nov-15 In design phase - will install in October

1560

Fire Hall Insurance Claim

225,000

225,000

206,867

Mar-15

Nov-16 Construction from Sept-Oct followed by 1yr warranty period

55,000

3,520

51,480

Oct-14

Jan-15 Complete and fully operational
Jan-15 Complete and presented to Council on June 30, 2015

Jul-15 Project will be $10k under budget & included new millwork at entrance funded by Parent Link

FACILITIES - Work in Progress (2014)
1412

Biosphere/CCHC - HVAC Upgrades

1413

Facility & CRC Lifecycle Plan

1416

Arts Centre Renovation
Facilities Total:
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80,000

39,925

43,065

Sep-14

2,500,000

2,374,966

1,725,871

Jan-14

3,062,000

2,845,411

2,070,115

Jul-16 Redesigned in 2014 due to budget, Construction Jan-July 2015 followed by 1yr warranty
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#

Project Title

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
1522

Daycare Site Redevelopment

750,000

750,000

-

1523

Project will likely be cancelled for 2015 pending further design work planned for 2016.

Human Use Mgmt Review Implementation (2015)

70,000

70,000

234

Preliminary work on improvements to Quarry Lake area, South Canmore, and BVT dog park.

1524

Climate Change Adaptation Plan

30,000

30,000

-

Project delayed to take advantage of partnership opportunity. An update will come to Council.

1525

Open Space and Trails Plan Implementation

30,000

30,000

-

Focus is on signage for 2015. Design work is underway. Installation in fall '15 or Spring '16.

140,000

6,835

138,699

P&D - Work in Progress (2014)
1218

Daycare Site Redevelopment

1219

Trail Signage & Mapping

43,000

38,334

4,666

Improved signs have been made and will be installed in locations around time in September.

1417

Municipal Development Plan Update / Review

35,000

32,412

5,418

Work is well underway and a draft will be (have been) presented to Council on Aug. 18.

1419

Commercial Needs Study

35,000

14,381

20,655

1,133,000

971,962

169,672

Planning & Development Total:

Project is mostly complete, waiting on affordable housing feasibility analysis.

Work is complete.

ENGINEERING
1529

Contaminated Sites Study

50,000

50,000

-

1530

Civic Center Paving Stone Rehabilitation

10,000

10,000

10,079

Work to be initiated in Fall.

1531

Pavement Management Quality Survey (2015)

60,000

60,000

-

Procurement underway. Fall completion planned.

1532

ArcGIS Online (AGOL) Implementation

35,000

35,000

-

Procurement underway. Fall completion planned.

1533

Ped & Cyclist Infrastructure Improv (2015)

200,000

200,000

15,843

1534

Street Improv - Railway Avenue Design

300,000

300,000

-

Data collection complete. Survey underway. Design procurement initiated.

1535

Street Improv - Riverview Pl & River Rd Design

On hold pending review of 5 year rehabilitation plan.

1536

Townwide Wayfinding Signage (2015)

1537

Local Transit Service - Design & Implement Plan

1538

Local Transit Service Fleet

1539

Local Transit Service - Bus Stops Phase 1

Complete

Work complete.

50,000

50,000

-

300,000

300,000

2,500

30,000

30,000

15,000

650,000

650,000

-

On hold pending approval of green trip funding and Council authorization to proceed.

75,000

75,000

-

On hold pending approval of green trip funding and Council authorization to proceed.

1,300,000

46,505

1,253,495

Construction Complete.

Design underway. Installation planned for spring/summer 2016.
Complete

ENG - Work in Progress (2014)
1022

Stoneworks Creek Diversion

1222

CPR Fencing Behind A&W

73,500

37,663

73,531

Construction Complete.

1223

CPR Fencing Behind Rec Centre

73,500

14,400

74,106

Construction Complete.

September 8, 2015 Committee of the Whole 1 p.m.

Page 303 of 318

Town of Canmore
2015 Capital Project Progress - July 31, 2015
Proj
#

Project Title

1225

Street & Drainage Rehabilitation Program (2012)

1226

Railway Avenue Corridor Upgrades

1228

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress

2,467,500

51,938

2,133,260

25,000

3,948

21,052

Construction Complete. Awaiting outstanding invoicing.

Palliser / BVT Stormwater Mgmt Implementation

850,000

429,839

420,251

1230

Paved Pathway Rehab and Replacement

550,000

9,440

70,560

Construction Complete.

1232

Bike Lane, Sidewalk & Pedestrian Crossing Imp.

157,500

19,158

138,342

Construction Complete.

1316

Legacy Trail

1,846,588

157,319

1,689,292

Construction Complete.

1317

Legacy Trail Connections

1318

Street & Drainage Rehab Program (2013)

1319

Construction Complete.
Construction Complete. Awaiting outstanding invoicing.

903,412

536,724

411,010

2,500,000

395,389

2,106,680

Trail Rehabilitation and Construction

470,000

27,708

442,697

Remaining construction to be completed in fall.

1320

Integrated Transportation Master Plan

175,000

25,608

149,392

Complete

1321

Town Centre Bus Shelter and Plaza

125,675

48,715

76,960

Final deficiency work underway.

1322

Traffic Network Monitoring Upgrades

180,000

96,779

138,782

Final deficiency work underway.

1324

Ped Crossing Improvement - Bow River Bridge

300,000

279,468

130,893

Construction complete.

1325

Ped and Cyclist Infrastructure Imp. (2013)

150,000

61,060

88,940

Largely complete for 2015.

1327

Townwide Wayfinding Signage (2013)

100,000

56,088

66,516

This is a design budget that is funding ongoing development of designs and messaging.

1343

Dyrgas Gate Sinkhole

600,000

370,274

240,093

1423

BVT CPR Crossing Corridor Improvements

420,000

400,344

19,656

1424

South Canmore Rehabilitation

3,500,000

3,387,054

2,586,178

1425

Engagement River Road & Riverview Place

15,000

14,730

270

1426

CPR Commuter Pathway Lighting Phase 2

250,000

237,955

14,783

1427

Traffic Signals at Main St and 7th Ave

275,000

77,807

242,116

1429

Community Signage Lifecycle Replacement

275,000

273,186

86,986

1430

Pedestrian & Cyclist Infrastructure (2014)

150,000

47,664

103,421

1458

Canmore Local Transit Study

30,000

30,000

28,590

1,000,000

1,000,000

-

125,000

125,000

47,892

50,000

50,000

-

Project tender delayed. Spring 2016 completion anticipated.
Final deficiency work underway. Awaiting a final invoice.

Contractor mobilizing in September.
In design phase. Construction pushed back to spring 2016 as we prioritize project completions.
Construction Complete. Awaiting outstanding invoicing.
On hold pending review of 5 year rehabilitation plan.
Project tendered. Pricing significantly over budget. Retendered with reduced scope. Contract
awarded and lighting from EP to crossing will be complete in 2015. Remaining scope will not be
completed as planned.
Complete
Design underway. Installation planned for spring/summer 2016.
Substantially complete. Awaiting final invoicing.
Complete.

ENG Flood Projects
1526

Long Term Hazard Mitigation - Other Creeks

1527

Bow River Study

1528

Engine Bridge Structural Rehabilitation Design
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#

1562

Project Title

Hazard Mitigation - Cougar Creek Construction

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

34,150,000

34,150,000

-

600,000

10,881

592,699

13,730,000

1,296,368

12,456,998

2,715,000

1,185,355

1,533,050

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress

Project will not begin until funding confirmed, design complete, and permitting in place (2016).

ENG Flood Projects - WIP (2014)
1344

Mountain Cr Flood Mitigation Plan

1345

Cougar Creek Short Term Mitigation

1346

Three Sisters Creek Mitigation

1347

Stoneworks Creek Mitigation

350,000

304,183

45,817

1348

Stone Creek Mitigation

720,000

n/a

720,955

1350

FLD - Emergency Operations

n/a

n/a

4,582,640

1352

FLD - Cougar Creek Park Rehab

n/a

n/a

1,000

1353

FLD - Palliser Area

n/a

n/a

482,009

1354

FLD - Bow Valley Trail

n/a

n/a

143,813

1355

FLD - Three Sisters Parkway

n/a

n/a

37,803

1356

FLD - G Biggy / Pigeon Cr Road

n/a

n/a

116,316

1357

FLD - Silver Tip / Stone Creek Rd

n/a

n/a

345

1358

FLD - Trail Damage - Various

n/a

n/a

19,828

Substantially complete.

1360

FLD - Outdoor Rink at CC

n/a

n/a

37,128

Construction underway. Project will be complete in October.

1362

FLD - Alpine Helicopters Site

n/a

n/a

145,190

Complete

1363

FLD - G&A & Cross Project Costs

n/a

n/a

617,209

Complete

1364

FLD - Property Tax Relief

n/a

n/a

37,669

Ongoing.

1365

FLD - Insurance Claims

n/a

n/a

54,359

Claims for culverts and Engine Bridge are ongoing.

1420

Flood - Drainage and Dyke Improvements

200,000

84,540

166,669

Substantially complete.

1444

Hazard Mitigation - Pigeon Creek

346,500

145,310

201,190

Hazard assessment in final draft. Mitigation concept design underway. To be complete spring of
2016.

1445

Hazard Mitigation - Cougar Creek EIA & Design

3,970,000

3,142,335

1,321,097

1449

Hazard Mitigation - Three Sisters Creek

351,254

45,760

351,254

Complete.

1450

Hazard Mitigation - Stone Creek

237,246

84,607

189,101

Hazard and risk assessment complete. Conceptual design for mitigation underway.

1451

Hazard Mitigation - Stoneworks Creek

330,000

209,611

253,625

Hazard assessment complete. Conceptual design for mitigation underway.
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Complete
Complete
Complete. Scope reduced to match available funding. Uncompleted scope part of long-term
project.
Complete. Assessment and design complete and a partial implimentation of mitigation
completed. Remaining mitigation defered to be included in long-term strategy.
Complete
Complete
Project initiated. Phase 1 landscaping tendered and will begin this fall. Ongoing through 2018
Dec-18
completion.
Complete with exception of portion related to Stoneworks Creek DRP.
Complete
Substantially complete. Small amount of channel stabilization work remains and will be completed
in 2016.
Complete
Complete

EIA and detailed design progressing. Aim to have design and permitting in place by summer
2016.
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Town of Canmore
2015 Capital Project Progress - July 31, 2015
Proj
#

Project Title

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress

1452

Hazard Mitigation - General Administration

311,700

198,193

219,280

Ongoing.

1453

Staffing Grant - SAF Municipal Affairs

445,003

148,690

357,731

Ongoing.

79,154,378

51,077,596

37,583,941

25,000

25,000

25,475

Feb-15

Feb-15 Complete.
May-15 Complete.

Engineering Total :
PUBLIC WORKS
1540

Electronic Message Trailer

1541

Infrared Asphalt Recycler

28,000

28,000

28,271

Feb-15

1542

Playground Lifecycle (2015)

235,000

235,000

-

Mar-15

Oct-15 Playground selection is complete and on order. Installation should begin in September.

1543

Utility Tractor

197,000

197,000

-

Jan-15

Aug-15 Equipment has arrived and staff are completing the required training.

1544

Backhoe Replacement

165,000

165,000

161,082

Feb-15

May-15 Complete.

1545

Disc Golf Course - Upgrades

45,000

45,000

-

Mar-15

Oct-15 Contract awarded. Projected October completion.

1546

Parks Equipment Lifecycle (2015)

78,000

78,000

73,825

Feb-15

Jul-15 Complete.

1547

Trail Hard Surface Rehabilitation (2015)

160,000

160,000

-

Mar-15

Oct-15 Contract awarded. Projected October completion.

25,000

15,267

9,733

May-13

Oct-15 Ongoing.

958,000

948,267

298,386

PW - Work in Progress (2014)
1333

Recycled Asphalt Resurfacing
Public Works Total:
SOLID WASTE SERVICES

1548

Skid Steer (New)

1549

Container Refurbish Program

1550

Waste Transfer Station - Staircase

1551

1 Tonne Collection Vehicle - Large Item Clean Up

1552

Regional Waste Characterization Study

80,000

80,000

64,940

Jan-15

Feb-15 Complete.

100,000

100,000

-

Apr-15

Sep-15 Containers are on order.

15,000

15,000

11,692

Jan-15

Feb-15 Complete.

80,000

80,000

60,669

Jan-15

Oct-15 Vehicle in service but waiting for a snow plow attachment.

100,000

100,000

-

Apr-15

Oct-16 Request for proposals closes at the end of August.

6,055,000

20,975

6,059,618

Jan-13

May-15 Complete.

195,000

29,683

165,821

Apr-14

Feb-15 Complete.

45,000

18,313

30,682

Feb-14

Dec-15 Complete with the exception of monthly software fees to the end of the year.

6,670,000

443,971

6,393,422

SWS - Work in Progress (2014)
1334

Waste Management Infrastructure

1434

3 Tonne Collection Vehicle Replacement

1435

Fleet GPS System (SWS)
Solid Waste Services Total:
UTILITIES
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Town of Canmore
2015 Capital Project Progress - July 31, 2015
Proj
#

Project Title

1553

Lift Station 4 - Upgrade

1554

WWTP - Back Up Power Study

1555

Total Project
Budget

2015
Budget

Project Budget
Spent to Date

Start Date
Month/Yr

End Date
Month/Yr

Project Progress

420,000

420,000

21,852

Jun-15

Dec-15 Final design work is underway and replacement pumps are on order.

25,000

25,000

23,796

May-15

Aug-15 Consulting will submit the final report by the end of the month.

WWTP - Dewatering Capacity Upgrade Design

735,000

735,000

-

Jun-15

Jun-16 Request for proposals closes at the end of August.

1556

Pumphouse 2 - Clearwell Capacity Design

160,000

160,000

31,103

Apr-15

Nov-15 Preliminary design work is underway.

1557

Utility Vehicle Replacement (2015)

45,000

45,000

-

Jul-15

Oct-15 Epcor finalizing vehicle replacement purchase.

1558

Water Meter Lifecycle & Upgrade (2015)

125,000

125,000

10,803

Mar-15

Nov-15 100 meters have been replaced.

1559

Inflow & Infiltration Detection & Repair (2015)

280,000

280,000

129,743

Mar-15

Nov-15 Most of the camera work is complete. Repairs have started on several manholes.

1,137,000

371,836

1,049,822

Mar-13

Sep-15 Substantially complete. A few minor deficiencies are outstanding.

UTILITIES - Work in Progress (2014)
1338

Lift Station 1 - Upgrade

1342

WWTP - Influent Pump Station Upgrade (2013)

405,000

176,965

336,332

Mar-13

1438

Pumphouse 1 - New Raw Water Well

505,000

173,735

386,991

Mar-14

1440

Inflow & Infiltration Detection & Repair (2014)

250,000

48,583

249,053

Mar-14

Apr-15 Complete. One of the new pumps malfunctioned - sent in for warranty / repair.
Construction is complete. Awaiting amended approval from the province for the new diversion
Sep-15
point.
May-15 Complete.

1442

Utility Rate Review

50,000

40,235

50,300

Jan-14

May-15 Complete.

1443

WWTP - Solids Handling Upgrade

5,000,000

4,994,460

308,753

Jan-14

Jun-16 Construction is underway and projected to be commissioned by June 2016.

Utilities Total:

9,137,000

7,595,814

2,598,548

143,238,848

67,631,961

89,678,968

Total Capital Budget (including WIP)
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Council Resolution Action List - Outstanding Resolutions
Agenda Item

Resolution

Council Mtg Date

Service Area

307‐2011

#

Request for Direction – Employee Housing Program

That Council direct Administration to work with CCHC to develop an assessment based policy for the
provision of employee housing.

16‐Aug‐11

P&D

77‐2013

Town of Canmore Property Tax Task Force

16‐Apr‐13

79‐2013

Town of Canmore Property Tax Task Force

that council accept the report, A Property Tax Policy Framework for the Town of Canmore: Analysis and
Recommendations, for planning purposes and direct administration to craft a tax policy based on this
report.
that council direct administration to conduct a review of classification, assessment use, market
dynamics and tax policies relating to the tourist home residential subclass, visitor accommodation, and
hotel non‐residential sector; and recommend municipal property tax and assessment policies and
regulations for these properties prior to setting tax rates for 2014.

164‐2013

Review of ESAP

119‐2014

Action Status

Last Update

The role of municipal government in employee housing was discussed with Council as part
of their strategic plan, but there were no clear decisions and workload has not permitted
further evaluation at this time. We hoped to move this forward in the fall, but without a
managing director at CCHC this will likely have to wait until the winter/spring of 2016..

26‐Aug‐15

Finance

Tax policy options in regards to Tourist Homes will be discussed at the September COW.

17‐Aug‐15

16‐Apr‐13

Planning &
Finance

Tax policy options in regards to Tourist Homes will be discussed at the September COW.

17‐Aug‐15

That council direct the Environmental Advisory Review Committee to compile a set of goals and/or
recommend adjustments to current targets, if any required, that would demonstrate Canmore as a
municipal leader with respect to the environment compared with other municipalities and to provide
these suggested goals and/or revisions, if any required, at the next biannual review of the
Environmental Sustainability Action Plan.

6‐Jun‐13

Planning

This is planned for 2015 with the report to Council as part of the ESAP update in late
2015.Workload will likely puish this to spring 2016.

26‐Aug‐15

Sustainability Screening Process Revisions

that council direct administration to engage in a process with representatives of the Bow Valley Builders
and Developers Association to develop and/or enhance mutually agreeable policies or bylaws to achieve
all of the Sustainability Screening Process objectives, which policies or bylaws would align with the new
municipal development plan and be presented to Council for approval by June 30, 2016.

5‐May‐14

Planning

The following motion was passed on July 7, 2015: that council direct administration to
implement option 3 as presented in the staff report: to develop policies within the
Municipal Development Plan and Land Use Bylaw that could replace the Sustainability
Screening Process Policy. Since then work has focussed on the MDP. Changes to the LUB will
be a major compenent of anything that replaces the SSR. This could occur in 2016 after the
MDP is in place.

26‐Aug‐15

129‐2014

Land Evaluation for Disposition for Potential Revenue and
Affordable Housing

that council direct administration to begin the process for community engagement and an evaluation of
potential of the Fairholme site for future perpetually affordable housing (PAH) Development.

3‐Jun‐14

Planning

Work is currently focused on the Old Daycare Site. Business Plan identifies that work on this
project will not begin until 2016

192‐2014

Bow Valley Trail Annual Limits for the Conversion of Visitor
Accommodation Units Policy

that council postpone consideration of the Bow Valley Trail Annual Limits for the Temporary Conversion
of Visitor Accommodation Units Policy until administration returns with a revised policy.

19‐Aug‐14

Planning

Administration had been working with CCHC on this but there were a number of concerns
from CCHC. Work is delayed until a new Managing Director is in place at CCHC. This initative
has not seen enquiries from the public to date and may be less appealing given the high
hotel occupancies this summer.

26‐Aug‐15

233‐2014

Bylaw 2014‐014 Land Use Amendment for Stewart Creek
Residential

that council direct administration to continue to work with the owner of the property and the Province
of Alberta to find a mutually agreeable conservation arrangement to protect the 70‐metre wildlife
corridor buffer along the western edge of the realigned Stewart Creek Across Valley Wildlife Corridor,
and ensure that there is no development of said lands whatsoever beyond that which is allowed
pursuant to Wildlands Conservation zoning, other than a potential future access road to Lots 7, 8, and 9.

29‐Sep‐14

Planning

The land owner and the Province are in discussions on mechanisms to protect this land. The
province has reviewed and approved a plan for "Firesmart" vegetation management in part
of the area. This is part of larger discussions on wildlife corridors on the Three Sisters lands
and is unlikely to be resolved until late 2015 at the earliest.

26‐May‐15

that council direct administration to bring back options for obtaining public input on community
services initiatives in the first quarter of 2015.
that council direct the Canmore Policing Committee and the Environmental Advisory Review Committee
recommend changes to their mandates.

21‐Oct‐14

Recreation

21‐Oct‐14

On April 7th, Recreation Services held a workshop with council that will address stakeholder
engagement
Discussed at the March 2, 2015 police committee meeting. The annual EARC council update
is not yet scheduled.

253‐2014

Committee Appointments

254‐2014

Committee Appointments

21‐2015

Cougar Creek Hazard Mitigation

83‐2015

Contract Agreement with CBT

89‐2015

Old Daycare Lands Process Update

154‐2015

Canmore Museum Reqeust for a Loan

157‐2015

Tourist Accommodation Options

158‐2015

Tourist Accommodation Options

159‐2015

Tourist Accommodation Options

160‐2015

Tourist Accommodation Options

184‐2015

Engaging the Taxi Industry

203‐2015

Long Term Financial Strategy – Planning Process

216‐2015

Recreation Services Operating Policy

Bylaws under consideration
Bylaw 2015 ‐15 Canmore Hotel Direct Control Land Use District
Bylaw

that council direct administration to return to council if the Cougar Creek mitigation project is ready to
be awarded but all funding has not been secured.
that council direct administration to, at the earliest opportunity, organize a council working session with
Canmore Business and Tourism in support of the process of defining the variables (for example
remuneration for years 2 and 3, deliverables, process etc.) still to be determined in the Memorandum of
Agreement.
that council postpone the disposition of Municipal Reserve (1MR Block 2 Plan 7811602) until after a
public hearing on the matter is held, and that council schedule a public hearing for Wednesday, June 17,
2015 at 6:00 p.m.
that council direct administration to return with a recommendation at the June 16 regular meeting
regarding the Canmore Museum’s request for an interest‐free loan of $50,000, with a ten‐year
repayment agreement, to be used towards the completion of the development of the museum’s new
exhibit.
that council direct administration to amend the Land Use Bylaw to remove the ability for future mixing
of tourist homes, visitor accommodation and residential uses within a single building.
that council direct administration to undertake a public consultation process to determine if the Land
Use Bylaw should be amended to allow residential dwellings to be used for short‐term/tourist home
rentals subject to clear regulations.
that council direct administration to explore the implications of taxing all tourist homes at the same rate
and report back with an evaluation of options.
that council direct administration to explore a new approach for licensing and permitting tourist homes,
and determine resource and budget requirements to proactively undertake bylaw enforcement of illegal
short‐term rentals.
that administration be directed to engage the taxi industry, research best practices and report back to
council by June 30, 2016 with options and recommendations regarding any measures that could be
taken by the Town to enhance safety, professionalism and sustainability of the taxi industry. This
resolution is subject to approval of any related financial implications as contained in the proposed 2016
Operating Budget.
that council direct administration to proceed with a long term financial planning process as presented.

20‐Jan‐15

Protective
Services and
Planning
Engineering

31‐Mar‐15

GM MI

7‐Apr‐15

Planning

Motion carried unanimously on July 7, 2015.

26‐May‐15

Finance

26‐May‐15

26‐May‐15

Workshop was conducted in May. A report to council is expected in Sept with an addendum
to the contract that will reflect the workshop.

7‐Apr‐15
2‐Mar‐15

17‐Aug‐15

7‐Jul‐15

7‐Jul‐15

Request withdrawn by the museum.

30‐Jun‐15

30‐Jun‐15

Planning

May form part of a LUB amendment in the fall of 2015, or wait until the MDP is adopted as
there will likely be more extensive LUB amendments at that time.

26‐Aug‐15

Planning

May form part of a LUB amendment in the fall of 2015, or wait until the MDP is adopted as
there will likely be more extensive LUB amendments at that time.

26‐Aug‐15

26‐May‐15

Planning

Tax policy options in regards to Tourist Homes will be discussed at the September COW.

26‐Aug‐15

26‐May‐15

Planning

Tax policy options in regards to Tourist Homes will be discussed at the September COW.

26‐Aug‐15

30‐Jun‐15

Protective
Services

7‐Jul‐15

Finance

that council postpone approval of the recreation services pollicy in order to facilitate administration
making revisions to the policy to include more details with respect to community conscience, and return
the policy to council on or before November 17, 2015.

1‐Sep‐15

Recreation

1st reading passed on July 7, 2015. Public hearing scheduled for September 8, 2015.

7‐Jul‐15

Planning
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BVRH Monthly Bulletin

August 2015

Rent geared to income program
The RGI program launched on June 1, 2015, with the transition for existing lodge residents
having commenced on July 1, 2015. The board received the monthly communication strategy
update.

Fund Development program

Our fund raising program has kicked off as well. We are exploring different grant programs as
well as donor development. Our administrative team is developing the infrastructure required
to maintain a well-functioning program. During July several staff and board members
participated in the Raising Change series of development workshops.

Project occupancy rates:
Bow River Lodge
Cascade House
Bow River Homes
Mount Edith House
Community Housing
Rent Supplement

86% occupancy
95% occupancy
100% occupancy
94% occupancy
98% occupancy
100% subscription

Temporary Flood relief housing:
BVRH continues to assist the Government of Alberta with their efforts to house local victims of
the southern flooding. The units are in place and while many are occupied, many of our shortterm tenants have transitioned to longer-term solutions. The remaining tenants who do not own
their own homes are vacating their units by July 31, 2015.
Bow River Lodge Redevelopment: “This is Home”
Schedule:
Phase 1:
CAO attends bi-weekly owner meetings with the architect and contractor on-site along with ISL
who represents the province and BVRH. Foundation footings are being poured, while rebar and
formwork follows as the cement sets. Some of the frost walls are also in place. Meanwhile the
stop work order for excavation remains in place, but all other work aside from digging can take
place.
The explosion event will naturally affect the schedule, however it remains unclear as to how
much so.
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Phase 2:
Substantial planning will begin later this year; however construction on this phase cannot start
until Phase 1 is complete and fully operational. At this point in time we anticipate completion of
Phase 2 in late 2018.
Design:
Phase 1:
The design includes 63 new residential lodge units, replacing 43 aging units and giving us 20
more, maximizing the available space in anticipation of the looming needs of our aging
population in the region. This design means that all of our seniors will be housed in safe, new
and fully functional spaces instead of some that are retro-fitted, ensuring more effective and
efficient accommodation along with much improved ability to increase care services in the
future. Aside from the better facility afforded by this design it is important to also highlight the
creation of a valuable and substantial piece of property to be used to meet regional needs in the
future. The area currently taken up by the old parts of the original lodge will be used to bring
higher levels of supportive living to the region for true aging in place in Phase 2.
Phase 2:
This facility will be purposely designed to meet the needs of designated supportive living level 4
operations, including enhanced safety and care-provision considerations. At this point only a
design concept has been developed. Our ASLI grant was awarded to us based on development of
60 SL4/D units; AHS has provided design guidelines that the facility must consider so as to
secure a DSL agreement.
Selection of an Architecture/Prime Consultant contractor will occur late 2015 or early 2016.
Economics:
Phase 1:
Alberta Seniors-Housing representatives remain supportive of the 80/20 sharing model, whereby
the Province will pay 100% of the project costs and BVRH will pay our 20% over time. The
current total project cost estimate is $14.0 million.
Phase 2:
The current capital cost estimate is $18.5 million. We have received an unconfirmed
commitment of a $6 million ASLI grant. This funding, plus another $1.5 million in grants we
hope to receive, makes the BVRH share $11 million; please note that these are very early
estimates. We plan to fund our share through a combination of fundraising and financing; we are
eager to learn about the status of the proposed lending program given the change in government.
A senior Alberta Seniors representative has suggested that a model similar to the Phase 1 funding
plan is possible.
It is expected that this development will improve our operating model to the point that we are
able to achieve economies of scale that will eliminate the need to requisition for operating costs
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at Bow River Lodge in the future, although we may have to take on financing related to the
provision of staff accommodation.
Communications:
Phase 1:
Our communications strategy is well underway. Site signage will be in place upon receiving the
necessary permitting.
Phase 2:
Planning for the communications plan for phase 2 will be incorporated into our overall
communications strategy.

RESOURCES
Levels of supportive living (the basics):
1. Independent
2. Functionally independent with or without the help of community resources. Able to function
with regularly scheduled assistance. Able to make own decisions and know when needs are
not being met.
3. Require some unscheduled assistance, requires 24 hour access to home care type workers
with an LPN on call. Able to make some decisions and usually know when needs are not
being met.
4. Require frequent unscheduled assistance, perhaps modified diet and foods, and requires 24
hour access to LPN with RN on call. Unable to make most decisions and typically won’t
know if needs are not being met.
Acronym Glossary:
ASLI = Affordable Supportive Living Initiative
BVRH = Bow Valley Regional Housing
CAO = Chief Administrative Officer
DSL = Designated Supportive Living
RGI = Rent Geared to Income
Medical and Health assistance:
 In emergency please dial 9-1-1
 For 24/7 telephone nurse advice and general health information for Albertans information
on diseases, treatments, staying well, and healthcare services dial 8-1-1
About Bow Valley Regional Housing
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Bow Valley Regional Housing (BVRH) is a Housing Management Body (HMB) for the
Government of Alberta. The Provincial Government created HMBs to serve as operators and
administrators of provincially-owned social housing facilities. The Province owns a large
portfolio of these facilities through the Alberta Social Housing Corporation (ASHC), serving
many needy and vulnerable Albertans. Each HMB is self-governing under the Alberta Housing
Act, managing the ASHC assets in a particular region. Each region is comprised of multiple
municipalities, improvement districts, etc. HMBs may operate other kinds of housing and may
own buildings that house accommodation programs.
Every municipality in Alberta is a contributing member of their regional HMB. They are
required to have at least one appointee on the governing board, which is responsible for acting in
the best interests of the HMB. The board must consider the needs of each contributing
municipality in its governance of the HMB.
HMB operations are funded through various means. Tenants pay rent and/or lodge fees, however
since these are set at affordable rates the revenues usually do not cover the costs of operations.
Seniors Lodge deficits are funded through municipal ratepayer requisitions and provincial grants.
Social Housing deficits (including independent seniors housing and community housing) are
funded by Alberta Municipal Affairs (Housing).
As the HMB for the Bow Valley region we are responsible for social housing and affordable
supportive living accommodation for seniors throughout Kananaskis Country, the Bow Corridor,
the MD of Bighorn and all of Banff National Park, an area covering approximately 13,500
square kilometres. This region has two towns and seven hamlets containing a total of about
25,000 people. Our five contributing municipalities are: Kananaskis ID, MD of Bighorn, Town
of Canmore, Town of Banff and Banff National Park ID9. The people of the region are able to
access all of the programs we offer, subject to eligibility requirements.
The BVRH Mission Statement
Bow Valley Regional Housing is committed to providing appropriate housing services to the
Bow Valley region seniors and residents of modest means who struggle to secure such
accommodations.
We manage:
 seniors’ lodges in Canmore and Banff that currently house up to 85 residents
 seniors’ independent housing buildings in Canmore and Banff that have 62 one-bedroom
apartments
 58 family housing residences in Canmore
 Interim relief housing for 6 households displaced by the June floods
 the Rent Supplement Program in the region that currently provides financial assistance to
about 40 Bow Valley households
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All told we currently house, or help to house over 400 residents of the Bow Valley in 8
permanent and 1 interim housing projects encompassing 41 separate buildings between 4
separate communities.
We are a self-governing body. We partner with two provincial ministries and five municipal
governments, along with numerous local and community agencies to provide and promote safe
and appropriate housing to our region.
The BVRH Vision Statement
In ensuring the residents of the Bow Valley region have access to appropriate housing options
we envision a collaborative approach whereby all local and provincial housing stakeholders work
together to respond to community trends and housing needs in a responsible and timely fashion.
We will remain committed to staying informed of relevant and valid community trends and
housing needs.
We will remain committed to securing funding to develop infrastructure that meets the identified
needs in social housing.
We will remain committed to innovation, service excellence, best practices, and to being an
employer of choice in the Bow Valley region.
BVRH has approximately 36 employees based in either Bow River Lodge in Canmore or
Cascade House in Banff. Our Administration and Maintenance Teams are based in Canmore but
take care of all of our operations. As well, we have Housekeeping and Food Service Teams plus
a Recreation Coordinator at our lodge in Canmore. Our Cascade House Team serves the
residents of our lodge in Banff.
BVRH Values
Service: client focus, empathy, caring, commitment to quality and a guiding philosophy of
serving our clients in their homes.
Integrity and accountability: high ethics, professionalism, transparency, accountability and
inclusiveness.
Efficacy: sustainability, innovation, versatility, collaboration, communication, vision and
resourcefulness.
These bulletins are available on our website at www.bvrh.ca
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BVRH Monthly Bulletin

September 2015

Gas Explosion incident
The investigation continues and is expected to take years to generate a report. Damage to the
Bow River Seniors Lodge has been confirmed to be mostly non-structural, with very little in the
way of structural concerns. Two lodge residential units are out of commission pending repairs.
The repair project is being managed by the Province of Alberta, and is in the early stages of
tendering.

Project occupancy rates
Bow River Lodge
Cascade House
Bow River Homes
Mount Edith House
Community Housing
Rent Supplement

88% occupancy
95% occupancy
93% occupancy
97% occupancy
97% occupancy
100% subscription

Temporary Flood relief housing
BVRH continues to assist the Government of Alberta with their efforts to house local victims of
the southern flooding. This program is winding down; few tenants remain in place.
Bow River Lodge Redevelopment “This is Home”
Schedule:
Phase 1:
Bi-weekly owner meetings with the architect and contractor on-site along with ISL who
represents the province and BVRH continue. Excavation and pouring of foundation footings
continues, while rebar and formwork follows as the cement sets. Some backfilling is underway.
Plumbers are onsite and beginning the rough in. Meanwhile the stop work order for excavation
has been lifted.
The explosion event will naturally affect the schedule, however it remains unclear as to how
much so. The project coordinator is hopeful that APM can make up most of the delay.
Phase 2:
Substantial planning will begin later this year; however construction on this phase cannot start
until Phase 1 is complete and fully operational. At this point in time we anticipate completion of
Phase 2 in late 2018.
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Design:
Phase 1:
The design includes 63 new residential lodge units, replacing 43 aging units and giving us 20
more, maximizing the available space in anticipation of the looming needs of our aging
population in the region. This design means that all of our seniors will be housed in safe, new
and fully functional spaces instead of some that are retro-fitted, ensuring more effective and
efficient accommodation along with much improved ability to increase care services in the
future. Aside from the better facility afforded by this design it is important to also highlight the
creation of a valuable and substantial piece of property to be used to meet regional needs in the
future. The area currently taken up by the old parts of the original lodge will be used to bring
higher levels of supportive living to the region for true aging in place in Phase 2.
Phase 2:
This facility will be purposely designed to meet the needs of designated supportive living level 4
operations, including enhanced safety and care-provision considerations. At this point only a
design concept has been developed. Our ASLI grant was awarded to us based on development of
60 SL4/D units; AHS has provided design guidelines that the facility must consider so as to
secure a DSL agreement.
Selection of an Architecture/Prime Consultant contractor will occur late 2015 or early 2016.
Economics:
Phase 1:
Alberta Seniors-Housing representatives remain supportive of the 80/20 sharing model, whereby
the Province will pay 100% of the project costs and BVRH will pay our 20% over time. The
current total project cost estimate is $14.0 million.
Phase 2:
The current capital cost estimate is $18.5 million. We have received an unconfirmed
commitment of a $6 million ASLI grant. This funding, plus another $1.5 million in grants we
hope to receive, makes the BVRH share $11 million; please note that these are very early
estimates. We plan to fund our share through a combination of fundraising and financing; we are
eager to learn about the status of the proposed lending program given the change in government.
A senior Alberta Seniors representative has suggested that a model similar to the Phase 1 funding
plan is possible.
It is expected that this development will improve our operating model to the point that we are
able to achieve economies of scale that will eliminate the need to requisition for operating costs
at Bow River Lodge in the future, although we may have to take on financing related to the
provision of staff accommodation.
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Communications:
Phase 1:
Our communications strategy is well underway. Site signage will be in place upon receiving the
necessary permitting.
Phase 2:
Planning for the communications plan for phase 2 will be incorporated into our overall
communications strategy.

RESOURCES
The basics about the levels of supportive living
1. Independent
2. Functionally independent with or without the help of community resources. Able to function
with regularly scheduled assistance. Able to make own decisions and know when needs are
not being met.
3. Require some unscheduled assistance, requires 24 hour access to home care type workers
with an LPN on call. Able to make some decisions and usually know when needs are not
being met.
4. Require frequent unscheduled assistance, perhaps modified diet and foods, and requires 24
hour access to LPN with RN on call. Unable to make most decisions and typically won’t
know if needs are not being met.

Acronym Glossary:
ASLI = Affordable Supportive Living Initiative
BVRH = Bow Valley Regional Housing
CAO = Chief Administrative Officer
DSL = Designated Supportive Living
Medical and Health assistance
 In emergency please dial 9-1-1
 For 24/7 telephone nurse advice and general health information for Albertans information
on diseases, treatments, staying well, and healthcare services dial 8-1-1
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About Bow Valley Regional Housing
Bow Valley Regional Housing (BVRH) is a Housing Management Body (HMB) for the
Government of Alberta. The Provincial Government created HMBs to serve as operators and
administrators of provincially-owned social housing facilities. The Province owns a large
portfolio of these facilities through the Alberta Social Housing Corporation (ASHC), serving
many needy and vulnerable Albertans. Each HMB is self-governing under the Alberta Housing
Act, managing the ASHC assets in a particular region. Each region is comprised of multiple
municipalities, improvement districts, etc. HMBs may operate other kinds of housing and may
own buildings that house accommodation programs.
Every municipality in Alberta is a contributing member of their regional HMB. They are
required to have at least one appointee on the governing board, which is responsible for acting in
the best interests of the HMB. The board must consider the needs of each contributing
municipality in its governance of the HMB.
HMB operations are funded through various means. Tenants pay rent and/or lodge fees, however
since these are set at affordable rates the revenues usually do not cover the costs of operations.
Seniors Lodge deficits are funded through municipal ratepayer requisitions and provincial grants.
Social Housing deficits (including independent seniors housing and community housing) are
funded by Alberta Municipal Affairs (Housing).
As the HMB for the Bow Valley region we are responsible for social housing and affordable
supportive living accommodation for seniors throughout Kananaskis Country, the Bow Corridor,
the MD of Bighorn and all of Banff National Park, an area covering approximately 13,500
square kilometres. This region has two towns and seven hamlets containing a total of about
25,000 people. Our five contributing municipalities are: Kananaskis ID, MD of Bighorn, Town
of Canmore, Town of Banff and Banff National Park ID9. The people of the region are able to
access all of the programs we offer, subject to eligibility requirements.
The BVRH Mission Statement
Bow Valley Regional Housing is committed to providing appropriate housing services to the
Bow Valley region seniors and residents of modest means who struggle to secure such
accommodations.
We manage:
 seniors’ lodges in Canmore and Banff that currently house up to 85 residents
 seniors’ independent housing buildings in Canmore and Banff that have 62 one-bedroom
apartments
 58 family housing residences in Canmore
 Interim relief housing for 3 households displaced by the June floods
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the Rent Supplement Program in the region that currently provides financial assistance to
about 40 Bow Valley households

All told we currently house, or help to house over 400 residents of the Bow Valley in 8
permanent and 1 interim housing projects encompassing 41 separate buildings between 4
separate communities.
We are a self-governing body. We partner with two provincial ministries and five municipal
governments, along with numerous local and community agencies to provide and promote safe
and appropriate housing to our region.
The BVRH Vision Statement
In ensuring the residents of the Bow Valley region have access to appropriate housing options
we envision a collaborative approach whereby all local and provincial housing stakeholders work
together to respond to community trends and housing needs in a responsible and timely fashion.
We will remain committed to staying informed of relevant and valid community trends and
housing needs.
We will remain committed to securing funding to develop infrastructure that meets the identified
needs in social housing.
We will remain committed to innovation, service excellence, best practices, and to being an
employer of choice in the Bow Valley region.
BVRH has approximately 36 employees based in either Bow River Lodge in Canmore or
Cascade House in Banff. Our Administration and Maintenance Teams are based in Canmore but
take care of all of our operations. As well, we have Housekeeping and Food Service Teams plus
a Recreation Coordinator at our lodge in Canmore. Our Cascade House Team serves the
residents of our lodge in Banff.
BVRH Values
Service: client focus, empathy, caring, commitment to quality and a guiding philosophy of
serving our clients in their homes.
Integrity and accountability: high ethics, professionalism, transparency, accountability and
inclusiveness.
Efficacy: sustainability, innovation, versatility, collaboration, communication, vision and
resourcefulness.
These bulletins are available on our website at www.bvrh.ca
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