TOWN OF CANMORE
AGENDA
Regular Meeting of Council
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, December 5, 2017 at 5:00 p.m.
Times are estimates only.
PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD – Before meeting is called to order
5:00

A. CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the December 5, 2017 Regular Meeting of Council

5:00 – 5:20

B. DELEGATIONS
1. Delegation – Canmore Organics Recycling – Shannon Zirnhelt

5:20

C. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the November 21, 2017 Regular Meeting of Council
D. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
None
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
None
F. BYLAW APPROVAL
None

5:20 - 5:35

G. NEW BUSINESS
1. Public Art Site Approval
Recommendation: That Council approve the following sites as public art
installation sites:
 East side of Fairholme Drive at the Spur Line Trail
 South of Elevation Place on Railway Avenue
 Courtyard in front of 907 7th Avenue

5:35 – 6:05

2. Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy Updates
Recommendation: That Council approve an update to the Steep Creek
Hazard and Risk Policy mapping as outlined in this report.

6:05 – 6:25

3. Business Revitalization Zone (BRZ) – 2017/2018 Budget Amendment
Recommendation: That Council approve the 2017/2018 BRZ budget as
amended.

6:25 – 7:55

4. 2026 Olympic and Paralympic Games Bid
Recommendation: That Council approve a new capital project for 2017
titled 2026 Olympic Bid Exploration with project scope and funding in
accordance with the attached capital project summary sheet.
H. CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION
None
Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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I. REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATION
None
J. NOTICES OF MOTION
None
K. IN CAMERA
None
7:55

L. ADJOURNMENT

Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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B-1 Delegation

Briefing Note for Town of Canmore Councilors
Issue
Organic wastes (food scraps) from Canmore homes are currently sent to a landfill near Camrose, generating
significant greenhouse gas emissions through decomposition of the materials in the landfill, and resulting in a missed
opportunity to process these materials into a valuable soil amendment.
Background
Two public documents address the need for an organics diversion program in Canmore: The Town of Canmore
Environmental Sustainability Action Plan, 2013, and the Waste Management Strategy, 2012. The latter recommends
that the Town evaluate whether a container collection system (bear proof bins, similar to the existing neighbourhood
bins) or food disposers (garburators) would be more suitable for Canmore to divert organic materials. However, the
Town of Canmore has not yet completed a comprehensive evaluation of the two main options for organics diversion.
The Town is currently evaluating whether Canmore’s wastewater treatment plant could process additional organic
waste generated by garburators. At best, this option would only offer a partial solution due to the limited materials
that can be processed by a food disposer. There are many other issues that need to be considered, including:
• Who would pay the estimated $3 million cost to install food disposers in all Canmore households, and to replace
the food waste disposers at the end of their projected lifespan, every 10 years?
• How would residents be encouraged to install and use food disposers?
• Would there be additional costs to treat wastewater with increased organics loading?
• What percentage of organic waste can be effectively processed via food waste disposers, given that many food
scraps are not suitable for food waste disposers?
• Why are so many other communities actively discouraging the installation of food waste disposers?
Other mountain/remote communities have successfully implemented organics collection systems (Whistler,
Squamish, Jasper, Banff, Whitehorse and Yellowknife). A comprehensive review of this option should address:
• The incremental costs to add separate organics containers at neighbourhood collection sites and/or to retrofit
current garbage containers into a two-stream bin
• Any retrofits to collection vehicles needed to enable them to collect and transport organics to a receiving facility
(many communities use the same trucks to collect organics and the waste stream)
• Incremental transportation and tipping costs (or savings)
• Opportunities to partner with the Town of Banff organics diversion program
• Potential funding through the Federation of Canadian Municipalities to support capital costs
• Lessons learned from other communities which have implemented this system (e.g. Banff and Jasper)
• Techniques to support residents in placing proper organic materials in the collection bin
Recommended Actions
• Complete a comprehensive evaluation of the options for organics diversion by mid-2018;
• Develop a plan to implement a community scale organics diversion program, with the objective of diverting at
least 50% of organic materials from the residential waste stream by 2021; and
• Include an allocation in the 2019-20 budget to ensure full implementation of a residential organics diversion
program in 2019-20.
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Examples of Canadian Mountain/Remote Communities with an Organics Diversion Program
Community
1
(population)

Whistler, BC
(11,800)

Banff, AB

Year CommunityScale Organics
Diversion Started

2008

2007

(7,850)

Jasper, AB
(4,600)
Squamish, BC
(19,500)

Description of Organics Diversion Program

●

Food scraps collection in communal residential bins

●

Composting of organics

●

As of June 2017, three-stream waste diversion, including organics
collection, required in all commercial and strata buildings.
Organics are banned from being sent to landfill from the
commercial sector; with a 12-month grace period.

●

Use of food waste disposers actively discouraged.

●

Residential organics collected in five communal neighbourhood
bins. Extensive participation in organics diversion program by the
restaurant and hotel sector.

●

Food scraps are currently transported to the Thorlakson compost
facility, near Airdrie, for processing.

●

Banff biosolids are processed locally at the N-Viro Facility near the
Banff wastewater treatment plant.

●

All neighbourhood waste collection sites include communal
organics, recycling and waste bins.

●

Jasper operates a commercial food scraps collection program.

●

Residential green bin organics collection from all single-family
houses, duplexes and townhouses.

●

Organics bins fitted with a wildlife-resistant lock.

●

Successful residential green cart organics diversion program for 10
years.

●

Commercial organics collection program since 2013. Since 2015,
food service businesses are banned from disposing of food scraps
in the landfill.

●

Organic materials are composted locally and compost is available
for sale back to the community.

●

As of fall 2017, all single-family homes will have green cart
organics collection; the commercial sector also participates in the
organics diversion program. In 2018-19, the City will focus on
expanding multi-family and commercial participation in the
organics diversion program.

●

Organic materials are processed locally at an open windrow
compost facility, and the compost is sold back to the public for use
in gardens and yards.

2008

2015

Whitehorse, YT
2007
(23,300)

Yellowknife, NT
(19,200)

2009
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Canmore
Residential Organics Recycling

Canmore Council
December 5, 2017
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Who is Canmore Organics Recycling?
u

A group of Canmore residents who have started volunteering together
to try to make a residential organics (food scraps) collection and
diversion program a reality in Canmore.

u

Purely volunteer, grassroots group

u

No funding or budget

u

No aspirations for contract work or employment

u

Dissatisfied with throwing valuable food scraps into the garbage à
want to take action to help find a solution!

u

Currently 14 active group members; further supporters
u Civil and environmental engineering; compost program education (Calgary);

community compost program design; past owner of a recycling company; business
administration and risk management; education; health sciences; grade 6 student
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What are our objectives?
u

To encourage and support the Town of Canmore to
research and implement a program to divert organic
materials from the waste stream for beneficial reuse.

u

Encourage and support the Town of Canmore to take
action to meet the waste reduction goals it has set for itself
and to regularly report back on progress.

u

As citizen volunteers, actively support Town Council and
administration in achieving these objectives, through
positive collaboration.
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What currently happens to
Canmore organic materials?
u

u

38-50% of Canmore’s waste stream
consists of organic materials
u

Food scraps and food-soiled paper (36-37%)

u

Leaf and yard waste (1-14%)

All residential garbage is
currently hauled to the West
Dried Meat Lake Landfill,
located 340 km away.
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Existing Town Commitments to
Divert Waste from the Landfill
u

Canmore Solid Waste Action Plan (2003)
u Set a target to achieve a 50% per capita reduction in the amount of solid waste being sent

to landfill by 2010, with a 2001 baseline.
u By 2008, 50% more waste per capita was being sent to landfill.

u

Environmental Sustainability Action Plan (2013)
u Recommendation (RC-R1) that the Town continue to explore options for development and

implementation of a program to manage organic waste
u ”We are moving towards zero waste by reducing, reusing and recycling the materials we

consume. The community manages the waste it does produce in a responsible and
comprehensive fashion.” p.69
u

Waste Management Strategy (2012)
u Organic waste management is a priority
u Recommended further research to compare a containerized collection system and food

waste disposers as methods of organics diversion
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Why divert organic materials
from the waste stream?
u

1. Reduce materials going to the landfill
u

u

38-50% of Canmore’s waste stream consists of organic
materials (seasonal variation) – in line with Canadian averages

2. Save valuable landfill space and costs
u

2012 Canmore Waste Management Strategy identifies landfill
cost savings as a benefit of organics diversion

u

Many communities have found that diverting organics materials
from the landfill saves money, for example:
u Taber, Alberta1
u April 2016 – 3-bin (compost-recycling-garbage) system

implemented

u No increased fees or utility bills to residents
u Town has saved $85,000 in first 20 months of operation
u

City of Calgary: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VP54rKPFFYI
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Why divert organic materials
from the waste stream?
u

3. Organics in landfills are a major
generator of greenhouse gas emissions.
u In the landfill, buried under layers of waste

and without access to oxygen, food and other
organic materials can't decompose properly.
u Instead, the organic materials generate

methane, a greenhouse gas more than 20x
stronger than CO2.
u Landfills generate 20% of Canada’s methane

emissions.
u Diverting 1 tonne of organic materials from

the landfill to composting or anaerobic
digestion saves 1 tonne of GHG emissions.
Image source: Metro Vancouver
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Why divert organic materials
from the waste stream?
u 4.

Convert what was formerly a ‘waste’ material into a valuable resource

u Compost
u Anaerobic digestion: energy + digestate (beneficial soil amendment)

u

Compost is a highly beneficial soil amendment
u improves soil fertility, structure and water-holding capacity
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Why divert organic materials
from the waste stream?

u

5. Respect the Waste Management Hierarchy
u Ranks waste management strategies from most to

least preferred
u Developed by U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency
u Organic materials should be composted before being

used for energy recovery (ie. SAEWA)

Image source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
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What are we asking the Town
of Canmore to do?
u

Complete a comprehensive evaluation of options for organics diversion in
2018.

u

Allocate funding in the 2019-2020 budget to implement a community-wide
residential organics diversion program in 2019-20.

u

Set clear, time-bound targets to reduce the proportion of organic materials
in the waste stream, and plans to report on progress towards these targets.
u For example, a target of 50% diversion of organic materials from the residential

waste stream by 2021.
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Potential Federal Funding

u Federation of Canadian Municipalities – Green Municipal Fund
u Waste Management and Diversion Funding
u “Funding for feasibility studies, pilot projects and capital projects related to initiatives that

divert waste from municipal landfills”
u Example: composting and other biological programs
u Website: https://fcm.ca/home/programs/green-municipal-fund/what-we-

fund/eligibility/waste-funding.htm

December 5, 2017 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 15 of 85

We are willing to help as
volunteer citizens!
u

Help to plan and facilitate education programs

u

Help to undertake research, develop grant applications and
provide information and references

u

Help to plan and implement an organics diversion pilot project
u In conjunction with Farmers Market in 2018?
u Organics collection bin at the Boulder Crescent depot, or in a

selected neighbourhood?
u

CORE members have experience in all these areas!
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Canmore Residents Want to
Divert Organics from the Landfill
u

Results from survey conducted by grade 6 volunteer

u

Results from online survey of Canmore residents
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What organics diversion is
happening across Canada?
u In 2011, 61% of Canadians participated in some type of composting – curbside

collection or backyard composting.2

u Most major Canadian cities have an organics collection system.
u In PEI, 96% of households compost; in Nova Scotia 94% of households compost
u Organic materials have been banned from the waste stream in both these

provinces.

u Ontario government is also considering a ban on sending organics to landfill.
u In Alberta
u Calgary recently rolled out a City-wide organics green cart program for all

single-family homes

u Nov. 1, 2017: businesses, organizations, apartments and condos are all

required to separate food and yard waste from the garbage

u There are many other communities with composting programs: Edmonton,

Banff, Cochrane, Okotokos, Olds, Taber, Jasper
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How Does Organic Diversion Happen in
Other Mountain Communities?
u Banff
u Food scraps collection bins

adjacent to recycling and
garbage bins at five locations
in town

u Commercial food scraps

collection program; preferential
collection rates for organics

u Food scraps transported to

Airdrie-Strathmore area
compost facility
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How Does Organic Diversion Happen
in Other Mountain Communities?
u Jasper
u Food scraps collection bins near all neighbourhood waste bins
u Commercial food scraps collection program
u Organics composted locally by the municipality
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How Does Organic Diversion Happen
in Other Mountain Communities?
u Whistler
u Residents drop off organics at centralized bins
u Organics composted locally by the municipality
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How Does Organic Diversion
Happen in Other Mountain
Communities?
u

Whitehorse, Yukon
u Curbside green cart program for all

single-family homes
u Commercial organics collection

provided by waste haulers
u >40% of residential waste diverted to

City’s compost facility
u Organics composted locally by the

municipality
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How Does Organic Diversion Happen in
Other Mountain Communities?
u Dawson

City,

Yukon
u Residential organics

collection bins in
centralized locations
u Commercial organics

collection program
u Organics composted

locally by the municipality
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Planning & Evaluating Organics
Diversion Program Options
u

u

Study to assess the impacts of garburators on the wastewater treatment plant
u

We look forward to the results from this study

u

We encourage the Town to assess waste diversion potential and costs of garburators

Evaluation of neighbourhood container collection system option
u

What are the costs to add/retrofit collection containers at neighbourhood collection sites?
u Organics are dense and heavy à may be possible to install smaller organics bins than

garbage bins (ie. Jasper) or to retrofit garbage bins into a two-stream bin
u

Opportunities to partner with the Town of Banff to transport organics to a compost facility?

u

What are the changes to landfill tipping and transportation costs with organics diversion?

u

How would organics diversion change the waste collection schedule?

u

Would additional staff be needed?

u

Can the Town access FCM funding to offset capital costs?

u

Learning from many other communities with similar systems
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Canmore Residential Organics
Diversion Program
u

We have full confidence in our community’s
ability to work collaboratively to research, plan,
implement and participate in an organics
diversion program!

u

We are eager to support and help!
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References
u

1. Taber:
https://auma.ca/sites/default/files/Advocacy/Programs_Initiatives/Wa
ter/municipal_waste_initiative_writeup_town_of_taber.pdf

u

2. Composting by households in Canada:
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/16-002-x/2013001/article/11848-eng.pdf
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Unapproved
C-1
TOWN OF CANMORE
MINUTES
Regular Meeting of Council
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, November 21, 2017 at 5:00 p.m.
COUNCIL MEMBERS PRESENT
John Borrowman
Mayor
Esmé Comfort
Deputy Mayor
Joanna McCallum
Councillor
Vi Sandford
Councillor
Jeff Hilstad
Councillor
Karen Marra
Councillor
COUNCIL MEMBERS ABSENT
Rob Seeley
Councillor
ADMINISTRATION PRESENT
Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer
Michael Fark
General Manager of Municipal Infrastructure
Robyn Dinnadge
Manager of Communications
Audrey Rogers
Planner
Lee Prevost
Supervisor of Planning
Lori Rissling Wynn
Planner
Suzette Cardinal
Executive Assistant (Recorder)
Mayor Borrowman called the November 21, 2017 regular meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.
PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD – Before meeting is called to order

308-2017

A. CALL TO ORDER AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the November 21, 2017 Regular Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council approve the agenda for the November
21, 2017 regular meeting with one addition:
 Under Reports from Administration add I1 Quarry Lake Dog Park Update.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
B. DELEGATIONS
1. Andrea Quinlan, Alberta National Mountain Bike Race Association –
Thank You for Past Support
Andrea Quinlan and Ron Sadesky of the Alberta National Mountain Bike Race
Association thanked Council for their support in last year’s event.
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Town of Canmore Regular Council Meeting
November 21, 2017
Page 2 of 4

309-2017

Unapproved

C. MINUTES
1. Minutes of the November 7, 2017 Regular Meeting of Council
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council approve the minutes of November 7,
2017 regular meeting with one amendment:
 Under L Adjournment add the motion number.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
D. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
None
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
1. Visitor Accommodation
Administration spoke to a written report to provide an update on the Visitor
Accommodation Review as directed by Council through Capital Project #1724.
2. 2017 Committee Appointments
Council unanimously agreed to consider this as the last item on the agenda.

310-2017

311-2017
311A-2017

F. BYLAW APPROVAL
1. Bylaw 2017-36 – 2017 Land Use Bylaw Update
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council give first reading to Bylaw No. 2017-36
and schedule a public hearing for December 12, 2017 at 5:00 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
2. Procedural Bylaw Amendment 2017-35 Procedural Fairness at Council
Meetings
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council give first reading to Bylaw 2017-35
Procedural Fairness at Council Meetings.
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council amend motion 311-2017 by adding
“with the following amendments;”
 Delete section 3.1(e);
 Insert the following as a new section 3.1(e): “Section 7.5 is amended by
inserting the words shown in underline and deleting the words shown in
strike-out:
Before a regular meeting, special meeting, or committee of the whole
meeting is called to order, council will allow any person other than a
member to ask a answer questions of council from the public, without
the need to comply with section 7.1 and in accordance with the
following:
a) a person asking a question may not address council for longer
than two minutes exclusive of the time required to answer
questions from council Questions on the following items will
not be permitted:
i.
Items that are on the current agenda, or
ii.
Items that are currently being dealt with at a public
hearing and;
b) responses may be provided by any member of council or
administration present or referred to administration for further
information and may not represent the opinion of council as a
Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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Town of Canmore Regular Council Meeting
November 21, 2017
Page 3 of 4

Unapproved

whole In order to facilitate meaningful responses to questions,
citizens must provide a brief written submission stating their
question(s) to the Municipal Clerk a minimum of one business
day before the start of the council meeting.
c) The question(s) provided will be read out, will include the name
of the questioner, and will be answered by the presiding
officer.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
311-2017
VOTE

The vote followed on motion 311-2017: that Council give first reading to Bylaw
2017-35 Procedural Fairness at Council Meetings as amended by motion 311A2017.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

312-2017

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council give second reading to Bylaw 2017-35
Procedural Fairness at Council Meetings.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

313-2017

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council go to third reading of Bylaw 2017-35
Procedural Fairness at Council Meetings.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

314-2017

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council give third reading to Bylaw 2017-35
Procedural Fairness at Council Meetings.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
G. NEW BUSINESS
None
H. CORRESPONDENCE/INFORMATION
None
I. REPORTS FROM ADMINISTRATION
1. Quarry Lake Dog Park Update
Administration provided Council with a verbal update of the project at Quarry Lake
and advised that Council will be provided with a status report at the next Committee
of the Whole meeting.
J. NOTICES OF MOTION
None

315-2017

K. IN CAMERA
1. Committee Appointments
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council take the meeting in camera to protect
personal information from disclosure, in accordance with section 17(4)(g)(i) of the
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 6:42 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Administration remaining for the in camera session: Suzette Cardinal, Lisa de Soto,
Michael Fark, Robyn Dinnadge, and Lee Prevost.
Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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Town of Canmore Regular Council Meeting
November 21, 2017
Page 4 of 4
316-2017

317-2017

Unapproved

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council return to the public meeting at 6:55 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
E. UNFINISHED BUSINESS continued
2. 2017 Committee Appointments
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council appoint:
a) Tony Bloom to a one-year and Alissa English to a two-year term on the
Canmore Planning Commission;
b) Rochelle Harding and Harry Scott to one-year terms on the Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board;
c) Jon Frolick to a one-year term on the Community Events Committee.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

318-2017

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council appoint Mayor Borrowman in place of
Councillor Sandford to the Emergency Management Committee.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

319-2017

Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council appoint members to the Downtown
Business Revitalization Zone Board as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

320-2017

L

ADJOURNMENT
Moved by Mayor Borrowman that Council adjourn the November 21, regular
meeting at 7:00 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

_________________________
John Borrowman, Mayor

__________________________
Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk

Minutes approved by: _______ _______
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

December 5, 2017

TO:

Council

Agenda # G-1

SUBJECT:

Public Art Site Approval

SUBMITTED BY:

Chris Bartolomie, Supervisor, Arts and Events

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve the following sites as public art installation
sites: East side of Fairholme Drive at the Spur Line Trail; South of
Elevation Place on Railway Avenue; courtyard in front of 907 7
Avenue.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Canmore Public Art Committee (CPAC) has been exploring locations for a high visibility, accessible
three-dimensional sculptural artwork. The sites proposed were selected because they are all considered high
visibility locations; they are publically accessible; they do not interfere with resident view sheds; do not
contribute to visual clutter and they allow for close up public interaction and engagement.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
All public art competitions are held in accordance with the Town of Canmore Public Art Policy, which states
that Council is to approve the site and/or location for public art installations.
Council approved Capital Project #70001 as part of the 2017-2018 budget for $150,000 for a large scale
artwork.

DISCUSSION
The Canmore Public Art Committee would like to have three sites approved so the 2018 potential
commissioned artist would have a choice of sites, a location that would resonate with them and complement
their work. This will allow more flexibility in design and creativity. The two sites not selected by the artist
would remain in the “approved inventory” for future projects.

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
The Canmore Public Art Committee identified several alternate sites. They were reviewed by the CPAC, Arts
and Events and Engineering Departments and were removed from the list because of future plans for the
site, utility right of ways, in consideration of resident view sheds or in response to visual clutter.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
N/A

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
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Public Art Site Approval

Page 2 of 2

“Notice of Placement of Public Art” signage has been installed on the sites for a period of 2 weeks directing
individuals with concerns to contact the Arts and Events Department. The notice was also posted on the
Town Page in the Rocky Mountain Outlook and on the Town of Canmore website

STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
N/A

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 – Map - Courtyard in front of 907 7 Avenue
Attachment 2 – Map - Eastside of Fairholme Drive at the Spur Line Trail
Attachment 3 – Map - South of Elevation Place on Railway Avenue
Attachment 4 – Capital Project Justification Sheet

AUTHORIZATION
Submitted by:
Approved by:

Approved by:

Chris Bartolomie
Supervisor, Arts & Events

Date:

November 20, 2017

Sally Caudill
General Manager, Municipal
Services

Date:

November 23, 2017

Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

November 30, 2017
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9th Street

Attachment 1

N

Lot: Block: A
Plan: 5007JK
Electrical
7th Ave

907

ART!

Fiber Optic
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Attachment 2

Lot: Block: 2
Plan: 5430JK

N

ART!
Piezometer

Lot: 1ER
Block: 3
Plan: 9010589
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Attachment 3

N

ART!

Lot: 6
Block: 6
Plan: 0111974

Piezometer
Hydrant

Railway Ave
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Attachment 4

Public Art (2018)
Project Summary
Budget Year:
Year Identified:
Department:
Questica Reference:
Priority:

Project Number

2018
2017
Arts & Events
A&E-17-02
C

2018 Budget:
Project Type:
Multi-Year Approval:
Annual Approval:

7001

$150,000
New Infrastructure
¨
þ

Project Description:
2018
Maquette (scale model of proposed piece) Fee - up to five artists $10,000
Residency cost - up to five artists $10,000
Advertising, opening, unveiling, travel expenses, jury costs $5000
Professional fees; geotechnical, site prep, materials analysis, etc $15,000
Artist Commission $110,000
$150,000 National Competition - invitational and open call - open to senior or mid-career Canadian artist or artist teams.
This is a large scale artwork similar in scope to Touchstone, the piece at Elevation Place by New Brunswick artist Peter Powning.
As in the Touchstone project the artist will be required to engage the community in the public art process through design,
creation and/or installation in a meaningful way. Artists will also be expected to attend a 2 to 4 day residency giving them an
opportunity to develop their proposal in response to the site, the surrounding landscape and the community. During their
residency they will be required to give a public presentation showcasing their past work, techniques unique to them and general
information about themselves. It offers another opportunity to engage with the community in creative dialogue.

END

Budget Funding:
Art Trust Fund Reserve

2018
$150,000

2019
0

2020
0

2021
0

2022
0

Total
$150,000

Total

$150,000

0

0

0

0

$150,000

Operating Budget Impact:
Monies from the art trust are allocated for art repair and maintenance. No impacts on operating budget are anticipated.
END
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Public Art (2018)
Project Summary

Project Number

7001

Project Rationale:
Public Art Policy Statement: The Town of Canmore recognizes Public Art as an important component of a healthy community
creating a vibrant sense of place and contributing to the community’s reputation and identity for both residents and visitors.
A sustainable funding mechanism is required for Public Art in new or existing municipal buildings, infrastructure projects, parks
and other Town owned land and facilities. As such, the Town will allocate a $3 per capita (permanent and non-permanent
residents) amount through municipal taxes to be allocated through the Reserve Policy - Art Trust Fund. This funding mechanism
will provide for:
• Costs of planning, design, fabrication, purchase and installation of Public Art.
• Costs related to the development and management of The Public Art Program.
• Funds to properly maintain and conserve Public Art.
This policy provides a framework that ensures consistent, professional practices are in place to direct
Public Art projects in a fair, equitable manner encouraging a high degree of artistic merit and diversity
in the Town’s Public Art inventory.
END

Options Considered:
Both indoor, and outdoor works have been considered as well as different types of competions. Community Public Art Committee
has recommended that foundries and fabrication in the Calgary region be used.
END
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

December 5, 2017

Agenda #: G-2

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy Updates

SUBMITTED BY:

Andy Esarte, Manager of Engineering
Felix Camire, Project Engineer.

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve an update to the Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy
and mapping as outlined in this report.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Updates to the Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy are proposed based on studies undertaken since the
policy’s adoption in 2016.
RELEVANT COUNCIL DIRECTION, POLICY, OR BYLAWS
The updated Canmore Municipal Development Plan (MDP), Bylaw 2016-03, was approved by Council on
September 13, 2016.
The Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy and its associated map in Appendix A was approved by Council on
September 20, 2016 through Resolution 239-2016.
DISCUSSION
The MDP update in 2016 included for the first time policy for managing steep creek hazards, including
acceptable risk thresholds for our community. This policy was developed through the Steep Creek Hazard
Mitigation Program Council initiated in August 2013 in response to destructive debris flows and debris floods
experienced in June of that year.
This policy requires an understanding of the hazard and risk posed in areas that may be exposed to these rare
events and to ensure that acceptable risk thresholds are not exceeded. The MDP further references the Steep
Creek Hazard and Risk Policy. This policy includes mapping that defines policy areas within the community.
These policy areas include:
1. Steep Creek Study Areas - A Steep Creek Study Area is the area in and around steep creeks for which
a hazard and risk assessment has not been completed and for which it can be reasonably expected
that a hazard exists.
2. Hazard zones – Steep Creek Hazard Zones are areas characterized by varying intensities of a steep
creek hazard based on the outcomes of a hazard and risk assessment.
3. Development Hold Zone - A Development Hold Zone is an area where a steep creek hazard and
risk assessment has been completed and accepted by the Town, and the level of group risk is
determined to be unacceptable in accordance with the established risk tolerance level in section 3.5.1
of the MDP. There are currently no development hold zones designated in Canmore.
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The initial mapping areas were established by the Engineering department based on forensic and hazard
studies undertaken by consultants after the 2013 floods. The hazard map of the Steep Creek Hazard and
Risk Policy requires updates whenever new or updated hazard and risk assessments have been completed
in any of the Town of Canmore Study Areas. Since Council approval of this policy, two studies have
been completed. Moreover, the Town has requested that BGC Engineering complete a review of the
existing steep creek hazard maps and make recommendations for any needed changes.
Proposed changes based on administrative review:
Cougar Creek
Description of known issue
Current hazard zones extend past the Town of
Canmore municipal boundaries

Proposed changes
The revised map has been trimmed to not extend
outside of the municipal boundary.

Current map uses 4 different hazard ratings. All other
creek maps use 3 different ratings.

The hazard zones have been consolidated down to 3
to ensure consistency with other creeks.
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Echo Creek
Description of known issue
Current hazard study zone extend past the Town of
Canmore municipal boundaries

Proposed changes
The revised map has been trimmed to not extend
outside of the municipal boundary.

Proposed changes based on BGC memo:
The following section describes the proposed changes to each creek based on the likelihood that possible
changes in conditions at existing steep creek hazard zones warrant an adjustment or amendment. The
possible changes in conditions are described in the BGC memo in section 2.0 and Table 2-1.
Stoneworks Creek
Description of known issue
Change in Land Use potentially affecting the Hazard
Zone:
Likely if future development occurs on land areas
that were not assessed for hazard in the previous
study (BGC, 2015a). Current map could be extended
further north up the main channel (i.e. upstream of
the currently proposed risk control measures) to
encompass such potentially developable land. This
could be done by judgement or by numerical
modelling by a qualified professional.

Proposed changes
None. Land outside the defined hazard area is within
Wildland Park and highly unlikely to be developed.

Stones Canyon Creek
Description of known issue
Stream Channel Changes potentially affecting the
Hazard Zone:
Likely if higher return period modelling is completed,
as it is likely to change the extent of orange and red
hazard zones. **The existing Stones Canyon Creek
assessment considers only return periods to 100-300
instead of the full range of return periods up to 10003000 year.

Proposed changes
The revised map shows only the hazard for those
parcels that were studied under the Level 2
assessment. Remainder of area reverts back to study
area.

Three-Sisters Creek
Description of known issue
Channel erosion and sediment deposition along the
channel could result in a changing hazard over time.

Proposed changes
The revised map shows a new study area to reflect
potential hazard zone.

Stewart Creek
Description of known issue
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Stream Channel Changes potentially affecting the
Hazard Zone:
Likely as potential future long-term aggradation and
channel bank erosion warrants consideration of new
hazard scenarios.
Higher return period modelling, if completed may
also change the orange and red hazard zone extents.
**The existing Stewart Creek assessment considers
only return periods to 100-300 instead of the full
range of return periods up to 1000-3000 year.

Page 4 of 5

The revised map shows only the hazard for the
parcels that were studied under the Stewart Creek
Hazard and Risk Assessment, 2017. Only those
subdivided areas covered by the study have had the
study area removed or have had portions of the
parcel defined as hazard area. The remaining areas
continue to be study areas until appropriate study for
ultimate land use and subdivision is undertaken.
Study area expanded in accordance with
recommendations.

Smith, Cairns, Marsh, Fall Creeks
Description of known issue
Stream Channel Changes potentially affecting the
Hazard Zone:
Likely as higher-return period modelling, if
completed may change the orange and red hazard
zone extents. Level of assessment completed in BGC
(2015d) does not permit statements on the effects of
channel changes on the hazard zone map.
**The existing assessment considers only return
periods to 100-300 instead of the full range of return
periods up to 1000-3000 year.

Proposed changes
The study area has been expanded to cover a larger
potential hazard zone.

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
N/A
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Additional developer study may be required for newly defined study areas.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
Where additional developer study may be required for newly defined study areas, the areas were reviewed
with the landowner, and the landowner was provided opportunity to comment. No changes were made to
proposed study areas based on this engagement.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
2016-2018 Council Strategic Priorities:
4. Complete flood mitigation projects:
 Complete hazard and risk assessment for steep creeks in accordance with draft Provincial policy
 Approve policy, bylaws, and guidelines for steep creek hazards to reduce current and future risk
ATTACHMENTS
1) Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy PD-013, September 20, 2016 (Proposed revisions including
Appendix A mapping)
2) BGC Engineering memo – Steep Creek Hazard Map Review July 17, 2017
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3) Pigeon Creek Hazard Assessment, November 2016, Tetra Tech EBA Inc
(https://www.canmore.ca/projects/mountain-creek-hazard-mitigation/creek-resources)
4) Stewart Creek Hazard and Risk Assessment, July 4, 2017, BGC Engineering Inc
(https://www.canmore.ca/projects/mountain-creek-hazard-mitigation/creek-resources)
AUTHORIZATION

Submitted by:

Andy Esarte, P.Eng
Manager of Engineering

Date:

Approved by:

Katherine Van Keimpema
Manager of Financial Services

Date:

Approved by:

Mike Fark
GM Municipal Infrastructure

Date:

Approved by:

Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:
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Attachment 1
Policy PD-013

Steep Creek Hazard and
Risk Policy
DATE APPROVED:

September 20, 2016

COUNCIL RESOLUTION:

239-2016

1. POLICY STATEMENT
The Town’s objective is to avoid and reduce intolerable risk associated with steep creek hazards. This
policy identifies the lands within the town that are impacted, or are potentially affected by, steep creek
hazards. Where development exists or may be allowed in hazard areas, this policy outlines the process to
be followed to ensure appropriate safety and sustainability of the development.
2. PURPOSE
The Municipal Development Plan establishes Canmore’s approach to managing steep creek hazards and
the integration of risk into the land use and development decision-making process. The purpose of this
policy is to explain in better detail how risk is measured and what criteria is used, the Town’s approach to
managing those risks and to define zones for different levels of intensity impacted by steep creeks.
3. DEFINITIONS
Unless specifically defined in this section, all terms included in this policy shall be as defined in the MDP.
4. RESPONSIBILITIES
a. The Engineering and the Planning and Development Departments shall be responsible for the
maintenance of this policy.
b. The Planning and Development Department shall ensure that all decision making authorities are
provided with a copy of this policy.
5. STEEP CREEK HAZARD MAPPING
Steep creek hazard mapping reflects the level of effort applied to a steep creek hazard assessment. Unless
otherwise noted, the hazard maps contained within Appendix A illustrate the highest level of assessment
and are applicable for all potential development proposals in that hazard area. Where a steep creek hazard
assessment has been prepared for a specific development, it may not be applicable to other development
proposals and a higher level of assessment may be required. The appropriate method of assessment and
level of effort is determined by a qualified professional in consultation with the Town, and Provincial
regulations or guidelines where they exist. The assessment is specific to the type of hazard, the proposed
development and local site conditions.
The map attached hereto as Appendix A identifies:
1) Steep Creek Study Areas
2) Steep Creek Hazard Zones
3) Development Hold Zones
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Development proposals within these lands shall be regulated in accordance with the Town’s Municipal
Development Plan and the Land Use Bylaw.
Steep Creek Hazard Maps indicate the geographic area in which they are valid. For example, if a hazard
and risk assessment has been completed and accepted for a specific development proposal, it may not be
used for another spatial extent or more significant development within the remaining study area.
The maps within this policy shall be updated by the Town where:
1) the steep creek hazard has been assessed in a Steep Creek Study Area and the Hazard Zones
have been defined.
2) the steep creek hazard has been re-assessed in a Steep Creek Hazard Zone to a greater level of
detail.
3) mitigation has been constructed in accordance with the Town’s engineering guidelines and the
Hazard Zones have been re-assessed.
3)4) new information becomes available.
6. STEEP CREEK RISK MEASUREMENT CRITERIA
The criteria used to measure risk are related to safety and economic cost.
1) Safety
Two metrics are used to measure safety risk:
a. Individual Risk
Individual Risk is the risk of an individual being killed in an event. Individual Risk can be
assessed for persons in any given year. Individual risk takes into account the magnitude and
frequency of the hazard, the location of the person exposed to the risk and the structure type
for persons within buildings, and the probability of a person being present during an event.
The resultant measure is referred to as the Annual Probability of Death of an Individual or
PDI.
b. Group Risk
Group risk is the potential for multiple deaths in a single event. A greater number of persons
exposed to the same hazard results in increased risk. As society has a very low tolerance for
group risk, new development needs to be maintained within acceptable thresholds. Often, with
existing development, it is prohibitive socially, economically, and environmentally to reduce
risk into ‘Acceptable’ ranges. In those cases the Town endeavors to reduce group risk to ‘As
Low As Reasonably Practicable’ (ALARP). Where group risk is determined to be
unacceptable, the Town may limit new development that results in an increase to group risk
until action is taken by the Town to reduce group risk to ‘Acceptable’ or ‘ALARP’.
2) Economic Cost
a. Economic Risk
Economic risk includes damage to building structures and damage to municipal
infrastructure including roads and utilities. Other areas of economic risk that may be
required to be considered include:
 Cost of constructing and maintaining mitigation,
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Business losses,
Franchise utilities,
Transportation impacts, and
Property loss beyond damage to building structures, for example building
contents and land improvements.

7. STEEP CREEK RISK ASSESSMENT CALCULATIONS
Where a risk assessment is required to determine the risk created by new development and any risk
reduction measures that must be taken, the developer will be required to undertake a risk assessment in
accordance with any Town engineering and provincial guidelines that may apply.
8. STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
In accordance with the Town of Canmore Council Strategic Plan 2016-18, this policy is in alignment with
the safety goal: Canmore is a safe community.
9. RELATED DOCUMENTS
1) Town of Canmore Municipal Development Plan
2) Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw
3) Town of Canmore Engineering Design and Construction Guidelines
10. STEEP CREEK HAZARD REPORTS
1) Cougar Creek Debris Flood Hazard Assessment. Final Report prepared for the Town of Canmore,
March, 2014. BGC Engineering Inc.
2) Three Sisters Creek Debris-Flood Hazard Assessment. Final Report prepared for the Town of
Canmore, October, 2014. BGC Engineering Inc.
3) Stone Creek Debris-Flow Hazard Assessment. Final Report prepared for the Town of Canmore,
October, 2014. BGC Engineering Inc.
4) Stoneworks Creek Debris-Flood Hazard Assessment. Final Report prepared for the Town of
Canmore, November, 2015.BGC Engineering Inc.
5) Stones Canyon Creek Development. Level 2 Debris-Flow Risk Assessment. Final Report prepared
for the Hillcroft Developments Ltd., October, 2015. BGC Engineering Inc.
6) Pigeon Creek Hazard Assessment, November 2016, Tetra Tech EBA Inc
7) Stewart Creek Phase 3 Memo, June 19, 2017, BGC Engineering inc
5)8)
REPEALS POLICY: N/A
AUTHORIZATION:

John Borrowman
Mayor
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APPENDIX A
STEEP CREEK HAZARD POLICY 2017

Range10
10 Range
Range
Range 9
9

Range 11 Range 10

Steep Creek Hazard Zones
Extreme/High
Low

MD of Bighorn
MD of Bighorn
(No. 8) (No. 8)

Steep Creek Study Areas

Town of
Canmore

Town Boundary
Development Hold Zone
Township 25
Township 24

Banff
Banff
National
Park
National
Park
(ID(ID
No.No.
9) 9)

MD of Bighorn
(No. 8)

Highway
Highway742
742

MD of Bighorn
(No. 8)
Hig
hw
ay
1A

Bow River
TrTa
rnasn
sCCa
naan

Kananaskis Kananaskis
Country
Country
(ID No. 5) (ID No. 5)

daada
HHig
ihghw
waya
yNNo
.o.11

Town of
Canmore

MD of Bighorn
(No. 8)
Kananaskis
Country
(ID No. 5)
0

1

2

3

Kilometers

Township 24
Township 23

November 2017
File: SteepCreekHazardsRevised_v1_20170905_DB Date: 11/1/2017
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Attachment 2
Suite 500 - 980 Howe Street, Vancouver, BC Canada V6Z 0C8
Telephone (604) 684-5900 Fax (604) 684-5909

Project Memorandum
To:

Town of Canmore

Doc. No.:

Attention:

Andy Esarte

cc:

From:

Sarah Kimball, Matthias Jakob

Date:

Subject:

Steep Creek Hazard Map Review - DRAFT

Project No.:

1261021

1.0

July 17, 2017

INTRODUCTION

The Town of Canmore (Canmore) retained BGC Engineering Inc. (BGC) to complete a review of
existing Canmore steep creek hazard maps (hazard maps). Drawing 01, reproduced from BGC
2016, shows the location of creeks reviewed.
Canmore’s Steep Creek Hazard Policy (Canmore 2016a) and Municipal Development Plan
(Canmore 2016b) define three zones:
1. Steep Creek Study Area – the area in and around steep creek for which a hazard and risk
assessment has not been completed and for which it can be reasonable expected that a
hazard exists.
2. Development Hold Zone – an area where a steep creek hazard and risk assessment has
been completed and accepted by Canmore, and the level of group risk is determined to
be Unacceptable.
3. Steep Creek Hazard Zone – areas characterized by varying intensities of a steep creek
hazard based on the outcomes of a hazard and risk assessment.
As per steep creek policy (Canmore 2016a), a hazard and risk assessment is required within an
Extreme/High (red) or Moderate (orange) steep creek hazard zone 1. The above zones are
delineated in Canmore’s steep creek hazard and risk policy (Canmore 2016a; Appendix A).
Development hold zones and steep creek hazard zones are currently based on hazard maps
derived from previous studies (BGC 2014a, 2014b; 2015a through 2015d; 2017b, Tetra Tech
EBA 2016).
The work was based on BGC’s email dated May 17, 2017 and discussions with Canmore. The
work was completed under the Town of Canmore/BGC Master Consulting Agreement dated
July 15, 2013.

1

At the discretion of the Town of Canmore, a risk assessment may also be required in low (yellow) hazard
zones if a significant development with the potential to increase group risk above ALARP is proposed.
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The scope of this assignment includes:
•

Review of existing hazard maps for the creeks listed in Table 1-1 to identify locations that
may warrant further review and possible changes or amendments to existing hazard maps
based on consideration of:
○

○
○
○
•

Aggradation (sediment build-up) in the upper channel to account for long-term
geomorphic channel change, rather than the snapshot in time represented by the
current hazard maps.
Previously un-quantified channel bank erosion (current and future).
Climate change, per the Draft Alberta Steep Creek Risk Assessment Guidelines
(BGC 2017a) and Canmore’s policy (Canmore 2016).
Change in land use on the fan and possibly in the watershed.

Delineation of approximate areas where review/adjustment/amendment of hazard maps
is warranted.

A change in land use may affect the behaviour of a hydrogeomorphic event (e.g. new construction
may obstruct flows) as well as the consequences of an event (i.e. increases the number of
elements at risk). While the latter is typically not explicitly considered in a hazard map, it does
influence the level of hazard assessment as per Draft Alberta Guidelines for Steep Creek Risk
Assessments (Version 2) (the Guidelines), (BGC 2017c).
This implies that for larger
developments, a higher level of study and higher return periods need to be considered, which in
turn affects the extent of debris flow or debris flood hazards.
BGC understands that the purpose of this memorandum is to provide guidance that Canmore can
use to refine hazard analyses and mapping so that hazard zones remain current and reflect
existing and reasonably foreseeable future hazard and development conditions within potentially
hazard-prone areas within Canmore’s boundaries. This guidance includes consideration of the
effects of continued development, risk reduction measures and climate change. It also considers
situations in which a development is proposed in an area that has not been delineated as being
hazardous in previous assessments, but may become hazardous over time.
Table 1-1. Watersheds with existing steep creek hazard zones.
Watershed

Hazard Map

Source

Cougar

Yes

BGC (2014a)1

Stoneworks

Yes

BGC (2015a)

Stone

Yes

BGC (2015b)

Stones Canyon

Yes, up to 1:300-year event

BGC (2015c)

Three Sisters

Yes

BGC (2014b)

Stewart

Yes, up to 1:300-year event

BGC (2015d), BGC (2017b)

Smith, Cairnes, Marsh, Fall

Yes, up to 1:300-year event

BGC (2015d)

Pigeon

Yes

TetraTech EBA (2016)

1.

A composite hazard intensity map was not included in the hazard report, however the raw data (velocity and depth modelled
grids) was provided to Canmore to generate the hazard map for Cougar Creek.
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1.1.

Limitations

For the purposes of policy planning, this memorandum summarizes areas where possible
changes to hazard maps may be warranted based on consideration of the factors outlined in the
scope of work description, that may occur in the foreseeable future (i.e., within the typical design
life of a residential structure). As previously stated on BGC hazard maps and previous BGC
reports (BGC 2014a, 2014b; 2015a through 2015d; 2017b) these hazard maps are a snapshot in
time and future changes including bank erosion, channel aggradation, and avulsions associated
with geohazards, development, and constructed risk reduction measures may necessitate hazard
and risk reanalysis and potentially remapping of hazard zones associated with creek fans. In
addition, the state of knowledge of climate change effects on steep creek processes is evolving.
With the potential changes that can occur naturally or by constructed work on fans, and emerging
scientific knowledge, defined hazards and associated risks require episodic review.

2.0

HAZARD MAP REVIEW

Table 2-1 summarizes BGC’s assessment of the likelihood that possible changes in conditions at
existing steep creek hazard zones will warrant further review, adjustments or amendments to
hazard zones. The likelihoods of hazard map changes are color-coded in Table 2-1 with Green
being Unlikely, Yellow being Somewhat Likely and Red being Likely.
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Table 2-1. Likelihood that consideration of possible changes in conditions at existing steep creek hazard zones will warrant adjustments
or amendments to hazard zones.
Likelihood of Change Type Affecting Hazard Zones
Creek

Stream Channel Changes
(Aggradation, Degradation/Bank
Erosion)

Climate Change

Change in Land Use

Cougar

Unlikely if potential aggradation and bank
erosion issues are managed appropriately
through the proposed and existing risk
control measures and O&M plans.

Unlikely if proposed and existing risk
control measures and O&M plans
account for climate change.

Unlikely if proposed and existing risk
control measures are constructed
and maintained appropriately.

Stoneworks

Unlikely if potential aggradation and bank
erosion issues are managed appropriately
through the proposed risk control
measures and O&M plans.

Unlikely if O&M plans account for
climate change.

Likely if future development occurs
on land areas that were not
assessed for hazard in the previous
study (BGC, 2015a). Current map
could be extended further north up
the mainstem channel (i.e. upstream
of the currently proposed risk control
measures) to encompass such
potentially developable land. This
could be done by judgement or by
numerical modelling by a qualified
professional.

Somewhat likely if in a future climate,
culvert capacities are exceeded,
then areas downstream of the
culverts may be inundated to greater
extent and/or greater depth.

Stone

Unlikely if potential aggradation and bank
erosion issues are managed appropriately
through the proposed risk control
measures and O&M plans.

Unlikely to impact hazard zone
extents or the hazard zone
designations because Stone Creek
is a sediment supply-limited
watershed. Climate change may
manifest itself in higher frequency
debris flows, but not necessarily
higher magnitude.

Somewhat likely, and depending on
Canmore choosing to extend the
hazard permit area3.

Stones Canyon1

Likely if higher return period modelling is
completed, as it is likely to change the
extent of orange and red hazard zones.

Somewhat likely as debris flow
source areas in possible permafrost
may exist within the Stones Canyon
watershed. Climate change may
result in higher magnitude events

Unlikely as the current map includes
the full approximate modern fan
boundary. No changes are
anticipated to the perimeter of the
hazard zone map.
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Likelihood of Change Type Affecting Hazard Zones
Creek

Stream Channel Changes
(Aggradation, Degradation/Bank
Erosion)

Climate Change

Change in Land Use

and possibly more frequent debris
flows.
Three Sisters

Likely as potential future long-term
aggradation and channel bank erosion
warrants consideration of new hazard
scenarios.

Somewhat likely.

Somewhat likely, and depending on
Canmore choosing to extend the
hazard permit area.

Stewart1

Likely as potential future long-term
aggradation and channel bank erosion
warrants consideration of new hazard
scenarios.
Higher return period modelling, if
completed may also change the orange
and red hazard zone extents.

Somewhat likely.

Somewhat likely, and depending on
Canmore choosing to extend the
hazard permit area.

Smith, Cairnes,
Marsh, Fall1

Likely as higher-return period modelling, if
completed may change the orange and
red hazard zone extents. Level of
assessment completed in BGC (2015d)
does not permit statements on the effects
of channel changes on the hazard zone
map.

Somewhat likely.

Unlikely, as the maximum hazard
extent of orange and red zones is
unlikely to change given the
relatively small fan size.

Pigeon2

Unlikely, if potential aggradation and bank
erosion issues are managed appropriately
through the proposed risk control
measures and O&M plans.

Somewhat likely.

Somewhat likely, and depending on
Canmore choosing to extend the
hazard permit area.

Notes:
1.

2.
3.

Hazards maps for Stones Canyon, Smith, Cairnes, Marsha and Fall Creek are based on Level 2 assessments which consider (<30, 30-100 and 100-300 year return period
scenarios). Hazard maps for other creeks are based on Level 4 assessments which also consider the 300-1000, 1000-3000 return period scenarios) as well as potential
avulsion scenarios in the modelling. As such, hazard maps based on Level 2 assessments are not directly comparable to hazard maps based on Level 4 assessments.
These potential changes should be confirmed by the original report authors.
A hazard permit area refers to the area in which bylaw may trigger the need for a risk assessment. This is discussed further in Section 3.0.
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3.0

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This report identifies where consideration of possible future changes in conditions at existing
steep creek hazard zones may warrant further review, adjustments or amendments to the current
Canmore hazard zone maps. Changed conditions considered in this assessment include stream
channel changes (aggradation, degradation and bank erosion), climate change and changes in
land-use (Table 2-1).
In addition to the Table 2-1 results of this work, BGC has the following comments for consideration
by Canmore:
1) Consistency of hazard return period and level of effort
Hazard maps prepared for the creeks listed in Table 2-1 were completed in accordance with the
Draft Alberta Guidelines for Steep Creek Risk Assessments (Version 2) (the Guidelines),
(BGC 2017c). Detailed, Level 4 assessments were completed for Cougar, Stoneworks, Stone,
Three Sisters, and Pigeon Creeks. The remaining creeks (Stones Canyon, Stewart, Smith,
Cairnes, Marsh, and Fall) were assessed at a lower level of detail corresponding to a Level 2
assessment per the Guidelines. Level 2 assessments do not consider the 300-1000 and 10003000 return period scenarios, nor do they consider potential avulsion scenarios in the modelling.
As such, hazard maps prepared for a Level 2 assessment are not directly comparable to hazard
maps prepared for a Level 4 assessment. Potential options to consider if Canmore wishes to
include the different levels of assessment on the same policy map, are listed below:
•

•

Classify creeks where Level 4 assessments have not been completed as a ‘Steep Creek
Study Area’. These are then unique areas from other hazard areas, and development
proposals within a ‘Steep Creek Study Area’ could then trigger the requirement for a
comprehensive hazard and risk assessment per Canmore policy (Canmore 2016).
Complete additional analyses to increase the Level 2 assessments to Level 4
assessments so the corresponding hazard maps are comparable. The cost of this option
could be substantially higher, and for each creek could be comparable to the level of effort
on creeks where Level 4 assessments have already been completed. Alternatively, the
Town could rely on regional frequency-magnitude analyses methods recently developed
by BGC for the frequency-magnitude analysis of higher return period events. Uncertainty
associated with this latter approach could be quantified and integrated into the analysis. It
would still necessitate numerical modeling of the higher return period events (> 300 year)
and an assessment and modeling of potential avulsion scenarios.

2) Technical hazard maps versus hazard planning maps
Hazard maps (referred to here as “technical hazard maps”) prepared as part of steep creek risk
assessments are related, but are distinct in intention from hazard maps that are prepared for
planning purposes. The former provides a scientific basis for risk analysis, whereas the latter
provide a policy basis. Technical hazard maps inform policy hazard maps, but policy hazard
maps can encompass larger areas (e.g., in areas of uncertainty). Canmore may also wish to
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clarify the difference between technical and planning-focused hazard maps by the use of the term
“planning” or “development permit” in the naming convention. This is consistent with policy
approaches for other jurisdictions (e.g., Squamish-Lillooet Regional District or District of North
Vancouver).
3) Maximum extent of flooding
The present hazard zone extents are limited, in most cases, to the modern fan boundary. Flooding
associated with debris flows and debris floods may extend further or interfinger diffusely with
riverine flooding. As such, Canmore may wish to consider running numerical models until the
maximum extent of flooding is reached. This may include simultaneous flood modeling of the
receiving Bow River and the tributary creeks. The latter scenario would likely only apply to extreme
events (return periods > 300 years) as the timing of peak runoff is not necessarily correlated
between tributary creeks and the Bow River. This may affect hazard zone boundaries on technical
hazard maps, which may affect hazard zone boundaries on planning hazard maps.
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4.0

CLOSURE

BGC Engineering Inc. (BGC) prepared this document for the account of Town of Canmore. The
material in it reflects the judgment of BGC staff in light of the information available to BGC at the
time of document preparation. Any use which a third party makes of this document or any reliance
on decisions to be based on it is the responsibility of such third parties. BGC accepts no
responsibility for damages, if any, suffered by any third party as a result of decisions made or
actions based on this document.
As a mutual protection to our client, the public, and ourselves all documents and drawings are
submitted for the confidential information of our client for a specific project. Authorization for any
use and/or publication of this document or any data, statements, conclusions or abstracts from or
regarding our documents and drawings, through any form of print or electronic media, including
without limitation, posting or reproduction of same on any website, is reserved pending BGC’s
written approval. A record copy of this document is on file at BGC. That copy takes precedence
over any other copy or reproduction of this document.
Yours sincerely,
BGC ENGINEERING INC.
per:

Matthias Jakob, Ph.D., P.Geo.
Principal Geoscientist

Sarah Kimball, M.A.Sc., P.Geo.
Engineering Geologist

Reviewed by:
Hamish Weatherly, M.Sc. P.Geo.
Principal Hydrologist
SK/MJ/HW/map/mm
Attachment(s): Appendix A - Town of Canmore’s Steep Creek Hazard and Risk Policy
Drawing 01 – Location Map
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APPENDIX A
TOWN OF CANMORE’S STEEP CREEK HAZARD AND RISK POLICY
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APPENDIX A
STEEP CREEK HAZARD POLICY 2016
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

December 5, 2017

Agenda #: G-3

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Business Revitalization Zone(BRZ) 2017/2018 Budget Amendment

SUBMITTED BY:

Michael Fark – GM Infrastructure

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve the 2017/2018 BRZ budget as amended

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Canmore BRZ is an organization incorporated through municipal bylaw (Bylaw 21-2005) with the
purpose of improving and promoting the Town center. The BRZ is managed by a Board of Directors that is
appointed by Council from eligible businesses. The BRZ bylaw sets out that the Board may only make an
expenditure if it is included in the BRZ budget and the budget is approved by Council. In December of 2016,
Council approved a two year 2017/2018 budget for the BRZ. The BRZ is requesting that Council approve an
amended budget in order to allow the BRZ to lease office space.
RELEVANT COUNCIL DIRECTION, POLICY, OR BYLAWS
Council approved the BRZ 2017/2018 operating budget as part of the Town budget process.
DISCUSSION
In 2017 the BRZ made the decision to appoint an Executive Director (ED) to assist the Board in fulfilling its
purpose. Since that time, the ED has been working from home and various other informal arrangements. The
Board has now determined that in order to more effectively deliver on their mandate they require a formal
office space. The BRZ is therefore looking to enter into a shared space leasing agreement with a number of
other entities, including Tourism Canmore Kananaskis.
As the cost to lease space was not included in the Council approved budget, the BRZ is now requesting that
Council approve the budget amendment to allow them to enter into a lease. The overall budget for the BRZ
has not changed. In order to offset the costs of the lease the BRZ reduced the amounts allocated to other
business areas including summer and winter programming and enhancements. The amounts allocated to the
lease are $1200 in 2017 and $7200 in 2018.
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
None
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
None
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
The BRZ has consulted their membership and Board and the Board passed a motion requesting the budget
amendment.
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2017 Committee Appointments

Page 2 of 2

STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
1) Amended 2017/2018 BRZ budget
2) BRZ Budget Amendment Request Letter
AUTHORIZATION

Submitted by:

Michael Fark
GM Infrastructure

Date:

November 23, 2017

Approved by:

Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

November 30, 2017
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Attachment 1
Amended
Budget 2017

Budget 2017

Amended
Budget 2018

Budget 2018

REVENUES
Landlords/Businesses

$

103,850.00

$

DMF Donation
Total Revenue

103,850.00

$

5,000.00

$

5,000.00

$

108,850.00

$

$

4,400.00

Bank/service charges

$

Executive Director
Insurance

$

104,400.00 $ 104,400.00

108,850.00

$

104,400.00 $ 104,400.00

$

4,400.00

$

4,500.00

$

4,400.00

100.00

$

100.00

$

100.00

$

50,400.00

$

50,400.00

$

50,400.00

$

1,815.00

$

1,815.00

$

1,850.00

Memberships/Newsletters

$

275.00

$

275.00

$

275.00

Office Supplies

$

740.00

$

740.00

$

740.00

Postage and Delivery

$

200.00

$

200.00

$

200.00

Printing

$

350.00

$

350.00

$

350.00

Rent

$

-

$

1,200.00

Telephone

$

1,200.00

$

1,200.00

$

1,200.00

Travel

$

1,500.00

$

1,500.00

$

1,500.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

100.00
50,400.00
1,840.00
1,000.00
500.00
200.00
350.00
7,200.00
1,200.00
1,500.00

Marketing/Social Media

$

5,000.00

$

5,000.00

$

5,000.00

$

8,310.00

Board & Member Services

$

1,900.00

$

1,900.00

$

1,900.00

$

1,900.00

Downtown Enhancement

$

9,000.00

$

9,000.00

$

Summer Programming & Enhancements

$

12,000.00 $

12,500.00

$

18,000.00 $

11,500.00

Winter Programming & Enhancements

$

12,500.00 $

12,000.00

$

15,000.00 $

11,500.00

EXPENSES
Accounting and Legal
Administration

Sponsorships

Canada Day/Other

Excess (Deficit) of Revenue over Expenses

$ -

-

$

-

$

3,020.00

$

2,500.00

$

3,385.00

$

2,500.00

$

104,400.00

$

105,080.00

$

104,400.00

$

104,400.00

$

4,450.00

$

3,770.00

$
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Attachment 2

November 21st, 2017

Town of Canmore
902 - 7 Ave.
Canmore, AB
Attention:

Suzette Cardinal
Executive Administrative Assistant
Katherine Van Keimpema, CGA
Manager of Finance

Dear Katherine:
Re: Downtown Canmore Business Revitalization Zone 2017/2918 Amended
Budgets
The Board of Directors of the Downtown Canmore Business Revitalization Zone would
like to present to the Town of Canmore Council for approval the attached Amended
Budgets for 2017 and 2018.
As the Board of Directors has determined to be visible and more readily available to the
membership, an office for the Executive Director in the downtown is a priority moving
forward. The Board has an opportunity to partner and sub-lease from Tourism Canmore
Kananaskis and share space with two other professional businesses. The length of the
sub-lease is 2 years.
According to By-law 21-2005 13.1 (a) and (b) and 2:

Downtown Canmore Business Revitalization Zone
December 5, 2017 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

PO Box 8906

Canmore, AB
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The Board of Directors of the BRZ is requesting the Town Council approve the attached
amended budgets for 2017 and 2018 and approve the Board of Directors can sign a 2
year lease for office space.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Dave Carlson
Treasurer
Downtown Canmore Business Revitalization Zone
Cc:

Michael Fark
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

December 5, 2017

Agenda #: G-4

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

2026 Olympic and Paralympic Games Bid

SUBMITTED BY:

Lisa de Soto, Chief Administrative Officer

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council approve a new capital project for 2017 titled 2026 Olympic
Bid Exploration with project scope and funding in accordance with the
attached capital project summary sheet.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In June of 2016 the City of Calgary announced it would be exploring a bid for the 2026 Olympic and
Paralympic Winter Games (OPWG). Since this time, the Mayor and senior administration have been meeting
with local sport groups, the Calgary Bid Exploration Committee (CBEC) and City of Calgary representatives
to determine how the Town of Canmore can be party to Calgary’s decision-making.
It was clear from the outset that the bid exploration conducted by the City was a Calgary centric process
designed only to determine if it was feasible for Calgary to bid. The Town was able to exert some influence
on the CBEC deliverables through our involvement in Olympic village siting and legacy opportunity
discussions and by providing input into the citizen survey conducted in the spring of 2017.
Given the current trajectory of the City of Calgary bid review process, and the recently announced IOC
timelines for the bid city Dialogue and Candidature Stages, administration believes it is time for the Town of
Canmore to conduct its own work to inform a Canmore decision on whether to bid on the 2026 OPWG.
RELEVANT COUNCIL DIRECTION, POLICY, OR BYLAWS
There has been no formal motion of Council or policy direction provided to inform a potential Olympic Bid
discussion.
DISCUSSION
Details of discussions regarding the potential 2026 Olympic Bid over the last year are as follows:
Sept. 2016

Mayor Borrowman and the CAO attended two meetings with local snow sport
representatives to discuss opportunities associated with an Olympic Bid. The group
produced a one page overview outlining potential alignment with the Town’s strategic
priorities. (See Attachment 1 for the Olympic Working Group One-pager)

Sept. 2016

Mayor Borrowman and the CAO reached out to the Resort Municipality of Whistler to get
an understanding of their experience through the bid and hosting phases. Whistler officials
shared key learnings as captured in their reports titled Delivering the Dream, Investing in the
Dream and Living the Dream. (See Attachment 2 for excerpts of those reports including
details of Whistler’s Guiding Principles for the Games and their Athlete Village Legacy.)
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Mayor Borrowman and the CAO met with Mayor Nenshi to express desire/expectation to
be involved in the bid exploration project

December 2016 Administration and the mayor met with members of CBEC to discuss key planning areas of
security, housing, sports venues, and transportation.
Jan- Feb 2017

Administration worked with CBEC to identify and explore the feasibility and costs of siting
an Olympic Athletes Village in Canmore. See table below for a high level summary of village
requirements and scope.
Village Requirements
Host able bodied and Paralympic athletes,
team officials and support staff
1. Residential Zone – possible legacy
for affordable housing
2. Olympic Plaza/Village Zone –
possible repurpose to commercial
hub/centre of excellence
3. Operational Zone – security, dining,
transportation etc.






Village Concept
Mix of Market Townhomes, PAH
units and Employee Housing Units
Number of units depends on number
of athletes to be hosted (concept still
evolving)
Units will be configured for athletes
needs then converted post games
Cost partially funded by Olympic
Capital Budget for holding/
conversion/ endowment purposes

March 2017

CBEC provided a public presentation on their work plan to Council at the Committee of the
Whole meeting.

May 2017

CBEC released the results of the citizen opinion survey which gauged support for a potential
Olympic Bid in both Calgary and the Bow Valley.

July 2017

CBEC released their final report to City Council. See table below for the Class 5 (high level
concept costs representative of less than 5% project definition) summary of CBEC’s
estimated costs for the 2026 OPWG.
Expense (M)
$2,615 Games Ops
$450 Facilities
$460 Accommodation
$610 Security
$300 Gov Expenses
$135 Endowments
$4,570 Total Expense
Revenue (M)
$700 IOC
$830 Sponsorships
$320 Tickets
$350 Other
$2,190 Total Revenue
$2.41

Billion Net Cost to Tax Payer ↔
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City of Calgary officials met with Mayor Borrowman and senior administration to update the
Town on the recently released IOC Dialogue and Candidature Stage Guidelines and the City
of Calgary’s work plan for establishing a Bid Corporation (Bidco). (See Attachment 3, which
outlines the City’s timeline and milestones for the IOC Dialogue and Candidature Stages)

Through all of the above discussions, it’s been made clear that the standards for the games, security, housing,
hosting, media relations, celebrations and cultural opportunities have all grown significantly since Canmore
and Calgary last hosted the Olympics in 1988. Growth in numbers of athletes and events are indicative of the
pace of change:
YEAR
1988
1998
2010
2018

HOST
Calgary
Nagano
Vancouver
Pyeongchang

EVENTS
44
68
86
102

ATHLETES
1,423
2,176
2,566
3,000

The City of Calgary recently approved additional funding to support further analysis of CBEC’s work and to
initiate the establishment of a Bidco. The City is expanding their administrative organizational chart by an
additional team of staff and consultants to undertake this work. Engagement with the Town has increased
and it is becoming increasingly clear that the time is now for Canmore to take the lead for looking after its
own interests.
Administration is seeking approval of up to $200,000 in funding to explore the 2026 Olympic bid opportunity
by undertaking the following four tasks as outlined in the attached project summary sheet (Attachment 4):
1. Secure an independent expert advisor(s) to assist with navigating decision making towards
establishing a Bidco and finalizing bid documents.
2. Conduct public engagement that builds on the preliminary results of the initial survey conducted by
CBEC, fosters productive community dialogue and provides a process for Council to determine the
priorities of Canmore residents around Canmore’s role in a bid for the 2026 OPWG.
3. Support the City of Calgary’s Olympic Organizational Structure by providing and funding the project
management resource for snow sport events.
4. Provide funding for Mayor Borrowman and possibly a couple of others to attend the mandatory
candidate city observer program at the 2018 OPWG in Pyeongchang, South Korea.
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
An option for consideration is to wait until the Province and Federal Governments commit to funding and
participating in the bid process before committing any Town resources (financial and/or human) to this
effort. There is strong indication that the federal government is supportive of the bid, however provincial
commitment is far less certain. Given the IOC timelines, and the City of Calgary work plan, administration
believes that waiting for certainty of participation by other levels of government will hamper the Town’s
ability to participate in and influence the bid process. The work required to be completed is significant and
cannot be accomplished with current staff resources.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
It is proposed that up to $200,000 in funding to support the recommended scope of work be drawn from the
Economic Development Reserve. Should these funds be fully expended, the reserve would be depleted to
zero. Annual business licensing revenues of approximately $320,000 are currently budgeted to support
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economic development activities. The only identified activity is $50,000 for the event grant program. The
balance of the funds, or approximately $270,000 could be funneled back into the reserve in 2018.
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
As reported in the June 2017 Committee of the Whole service area report, CBEC released the results of a
survey designed to gauge public opinion surrounding a potential 2026 OPWG bid in May of this year.
Approximately 2,000 residents from Calgary, Canmore, Banff and Cochrane participated in the survey, which
showed broad base support for a bid across all communities.
A summary of results from the 303 Canmore residents surveyed is as follows:
 89% were aware Calgary is considering an Olympic bid
 66% support the Calgary region bidding for the 2026 OPWG
 48% believe infrastructure needs are an important consideration of a bid with 59% believing there
will be a net positive impact on infrastructure from the games
 43% believe the economy is an important consideration of a bid with 61% believing there will be a
net positive impact on the economy from the games
 42% believe the environment is an important consideration of a bid with only 9% believing there will
be a net positive impact on the environment from the games
 66% agree that the cost of submitting a bid is a worthwhile investment for the region
Further focused public engagement in Canmore is part of the scope of the capital project being proposed.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
While Council has yet to establish its strategic framework for delivery of the OPWG, there is some evidence
that the following current strategic priorities of the Town of Canmore could be advanced through a
successful Olympic Bid:
 Construction of affordable housing and employee housing units
 Economic diversification
 Enhancement of public transit and transportation mode shift options
Alignment with strategic priorities will be more fully analyzed in the coming months.
ATTACHMENTS
1) Canmore Olympic Working Group One-pager
2) Summary of Whistler’s Olympic Games Guiding Principles and Athlete’s Village Legacy
3) City of Calgary timeline and Decision Milestones for Dialogue and Candidature Stages
4) Capital Project Justification Sheet – 2026 OPWG Bid Exploration
AUTHORIZATION

Approved by:

Lisa de Soto
Chief Administrative Officer
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2026 Olympic Winter Games: Considerations for Canmore
Prepared by the Canmore Olympic Working Group (including representation from FIS, CNCPP, AEHSB, AWCS, CCC, Winsport & Town of Canmore)
September 21, 2016

Just as it was in 1988, the opportunity to host the Olympic Winter Games is an opportunity to redefine Canmore’s
identity, re-imagine our future, and most importantly to reconnect and re-inspire our community. It’s an
opportunity to diversify our economy and industries, build and improve our infrastructure, and support a viable
socioeconomic structure for Canmore’s future.
The Olympic Charter defines winter sports as those “which are practiced on snow or ice.” Canmore’s focus is on the
snow-based events and disciplines (the ice events will be held elsewhere). Canmore is equipped to act as
headquarters for hosting the winter snow sports (biathlon, cross country skiing, Nordic Combined, ski jumping,
alpine and ski cross) and some or all of the Paralympic winter snow sports. This means we could expect to host
over 400 able-bodied athletes and 200 support staff, and up to 500 Paralympic athletes and 250 support staff.
To properly support these athletes and their fans, Canmore would need to ensure that suitable infrastructure and
facilities are available (i.e. athlete housing, visitor infrastructure, transportation services, media and technology
systems, security, hosting facilities, etc.). Some of this already exists in Canmore and simply requires a refresh;
other infrastructure will need to be purpose-built with attention to its best use after the completion of the OWG.
Hosting the 2026 OWG directly aligns with the Town of Canmore’s Vision for Canmore:
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.
Unique Sense of Place: build on the 1988 Winter Olympic Legacy to cement Canmore as the premier mountain
snow sports destination and vibrant sport tourism hub.
Diverse Economy: support economic diversification and meaningful local employment by introducing new and
resilient industries that sustain a balanced socioeconomic environment in Canmore. Design infrastructure and
facility development to support the long-term health of these industries. Potential industries include snow sport
science and research centre, Sport School or higher education campus, and/or environmental research (climate
change, steep creek processes, flood mitigation).
Affordability: improve affordability for local residents through the expansion of sustainable local and regional
public transportation services and the conversion of hosting facilities (i.e. Athletes’ Village) to a variety of local
accommodation options (ex. campus and permanent housing).
Environmental Stewardship: commit to environmentally responsible and sustainable hosting practices that
maintain Canmore’s reputation as a leader in environmental stewardship and ensure the long-term health of
Canmore’s natural mountain landscape.
People: continue to build a vibrant and diverse community of enthusiastic and engaged citizens who are proud of
Canmore’s heritage and future. Encourage volunteerism and a sense of social responsibility while supporting a
variety of demographics and socioeconomic backgrounds.
Times are certainly very different than they were in 1981, when we decided to bid for the OWG. Nonetheless,
hosting this iconic event has the opportunity to once again be transformative for our community. The 1988 OWG
had tremendous impact on Canmore; the 2026 OWG is a chance to take what we learned and apply it so the
community can benefit, sport can benefit, and our residents can benefit. This is a watershed opportunity we must
not only seize, but also capitalize on; here is our time to design our future, and our legacies.
This document is produced in the broader context of the feasibility determination being undertaken by the Calgary
Sports Tourism Authority.
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Excerpt from:
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Page 4 of Delivering the Dream

December 5, 2017 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

Page 80 of 85

Excerpt from:
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Page 11 from Investing in the Dream
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Dialogue Stage:
Allocation of $2M Budget

October 2018
Candidature Stage
Q1 2019
September 2018

$1.5
Million

July 2018
Host City Contract

Attachment 3

Answer 5 Principles
($1.5 Million)

Develop Potential BidCo

$2 Million

Initiate Potential BidCo

Bid Book Design / Development

February 2018

June 2018

PyeongChang

PyeongChang Debrief

Observer Program
(Part of Dialogue Stage)

Council Decision

17

Bid Book Due

December 5, 2017 Regular Council Meeting 5 p.m.

11/20/2017

Page 83 of 85

Council

V04
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Attachment 4
Project Number

2026 Olympic (OPWG) Bid Exploration
Project Summary
Budget Year:
Year Identified:
Department:
Questica Reference:
Priority:

2017
2017
Chief Administrative Officer
ADM-17-05
B

2017 Budget:
Project Type:
Multi-Year Approval:
Annual Approval:

$200,000
Other
¨
þ

Project Description:
This project will provide the necessary resources for the Town to explore the 2026 Olympic and Paralympic Winter Games
(OPWG) bid opportunity by undertaking the following 4 tasks:
1. Secure an independent expert advisor to assist with decision making on Canmore’s participation in an independent Bid
Corporation. Expert legal advice is also needed to assist with interpreting and negotiating agreements and guarantees that may
be required for finalizing bid documents. ($100K)
2. Hire contract resources or partner with the City of Calgary to conduct Canmore based public engagement that builds on the
preliminary results of the initial survey conducted by CBEC. The intent of the engagement efforts will be to foster productive
community dialogue in order to provide Council with validated information on the priorities of Canmore residents around
Canmore’s role in a bid for the 2026 OPWG. ($25K)
3. Support the City of Calgary’s Olympic Organizational Structure by providing and funding the project management resource
necessary to develop the bid package for snow sport events. ($60K)
4. Provide funding for the Mayor and possibly one or two others to attend the mandatory candidate city observer program at the
2018 OPWG in Pyeongchang, South Korea. ($15K)

Budget Funding:
Economic Development Reserve

2017
$200,000

2018
0

2019
0

2020
0

2021
0

Total
$200,000

Total

$200,000

0

0

0

0

$200,000

Operating Budget Impact:
No further operating budget impact expected as a result of undertaking the bid exploration work.
Potential for significant budget impact should the Town proceed to support a bid and ultimately host the 2026 OPWG. Further
decision points of council will be required prior to committing to these impacts.
END
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2026 Olympic (OPWG) Bid Exploration
Project Summary

Project Number

Project Rationale:
The Town has been in discussions with the City of Calgary since fall of 2016 regarding the potential bid for the 2026 OPWG. It’s
been clear from the outset that the current bid exploration being undertaken by the City is a Calgary centric process designed
only to determine if Calgary should bid.
Given the current trajectory of the City of Calgary bid review process, and the recently announced IOC timelines for the bid city
Dialogue and Candidature Stages, administration believes it is time for the Town of Canmore to conduct its own work to inform a
Canmore decision on whether to bid on the 2026 OPWG.
END

Options Considered:
An option considered was to wait until the Province and Federal Governments commit to funding and participating in the bid
process before committing any Town resources (financial and/or human) to the Olympic bid effort. There is strong indication that
the federal government is supportive of the bid, however provincial commitment is far less certain. Given the IOC timelines, and
the City of Calgary work plan, administration believes that waiting for certainty of participation by other levels of government will
hamper the Town’s ability to participate in and influence the bid process. The work required to be completed is significant and can
not be accomplished with current staff resources.
END
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