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SECTION 1: GENERAL (NRCB QUESTIONS 1-204, IAAC (CEAA) QUESTIONS IR1-
05, IR3-01, IR3-45)

NRCB: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9208/20190614-at-sir-to-nrcb-re-sirl-
response-sec-2-nrcb

IAAC (CEAA):

e https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9090/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-
IAAC (CEAA)-ir-response-package-1

e https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9114/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-
IAAC (CEAA)-ir-response-package-3

OUTSTANDING QUESTIONS & CONCERNS FROM THE WESTERN
COMMUNITIES:
Before commenting on the specific responses by Alberta Transportation to IAAC (CEAA) and

NRCB, we bring to your attention several general information gaps that have not been resolved
by the Proponent.

TSUUT’INA TECHNICAL QUESTIONS

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9452/20180620-tsuutina-corr-to-nrcb-re-
technical-review-of-revised-eia)

These technical questions have not been answered by Alberta Transportation.
e Will Alberta Transportation answer Tsuut’ina’s questions?
o Will IAAC (CEAA) and NRCB require answers to these questions before ruling?

BUDGET APPROVAL

The Proponent has not identified to us through which Alberta Government approval process is
SR1 proceeding (i.e. Water Act Approvals)?

We asked the regulators to direct the Proponent to explain under what authority has land been
acquired and under what budget, given SR1 is not an approved provincial project. In response,
the Proponent did not explain how land has been acquired and under what budget SR1
expenditures are being made. Our understanding is that the Government cannot acquire land
for a project that has not been approved.

We request a detailed history of changes in scope and cost to the SR1 project, along with the
type of change, date, and title of who authorized the change. The project has changed
materially and the history of these changes deserves scrutiny.
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APPROACH TO FLOOD MITIGATION

MYOPIC VIEW: FLOOD MANAGEMENT VS WATER MANAGEMENT
The 2014 Bow River Basin Council (BRBC) Flood Mitigation discussion paper Provincial Policy, as

follows:

It appears that somewhere
along the path of
evaluating flood mitigation
options on the Elbow River,
many of these
considerations and
objectives were lost. SR1
does not provide safe,
secure drinking water;
healthy aquatic ecosystems
or reliable, quality water
supplies for a sustainable
economy. Given these are
Provincial Priorities, what is
the justification for SR1 to
be so directly in opposition
to these objectives?

POLICY CONTEXT

Provincial

Water for Life: Alberta’s Strategy for Sustainability

All three of the Strategy’s desired outcomes are

impacted by flooding:
- Safe, secure drinking water;
« Healthy aquatic ecosystems; and

- Reliable, quality water supplies for a
sustainable economy.

The report also discusses key considerations for flood mitigation:

Working collaboratively with its members,

the BRBC has identified four additional key
considerations in classifying, assessing and
implementing strategies for long-term flood

mitigation actions:
Watershed integrity,

2. Multipurpose watershed management,

3. Project justification and prioritization
(including cost-benefit analysis and risk

mapping), and
Future resilience.
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With regard to watershed integrity, we
point out the Off-Highway Vehicle Use
in the McLean Creek area is still
occurring, logging in the McLean Creek
Area is still ongoing and no wetland
preservation projects in the headwaters
have been proposed. It appears that
the Proponent is relying on SR1 to be
the replacement for good management
of the headwaters.

Watershed protection is paramount, particularly
in the headwaters region. This entails considering
a host of land-use practices, including (but not
limited to) wetland preservation, forestry practices,
intensive recreation (e.g., off-highway vehicle use)
and other headwaters activities.

Additionally, the BRBC report goes on to

state that, for Watershed Management:

“From a public safety perspective the most reliable and cost-effective risk-reduction strategy is
to move people out of flood-prone areas.” In reality, what is occurring is large-scale
development in the City of Calgary on the floodplain. Rather than minimizing development in
Calgary in the floodplain, it appears that SR1 is being used as an insurance policy for the City of
Calgary’s many developers. ?

Regarding diversions, the BRBC states: “Diversions may reduce risk in some areas, but increase it
in others (risk transfer). Large-scale detention facilities reduce risk of a “design event,” but this
benefit is reduced if the design event is exceeded (over-topped). Furthermore, a new significant
risk is created by the possibility of structural failure. While the probability of this may be very
low, it is not zero, and the consequences would be extreme.”

We are confounded by the contravention of SR1 of many of the BRBC’s philosophies and
strategies for water management.

! https://dailyhive.com/calgary/1818-1st-street-east-calgary-the-hat-elbow-river.
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PROJECT PRECEDENTS

The Springbank Community Association in July 2019 asked the Proponent:

e Has anything like SR1, close to the mountains, affected by snowmelt and rain, been
done in Canada? Other places in the world?

e |If there are precedents, provide examples (locations, date of construction, size) and
comment on their similarities / differences. Do not include diversions, as the only
purpose of this project is temporary storage of flood waters in the reservoir.

e If this project is new to Canada and to this type of area composition, please comment on
the level of confidence that the project will work as planned.

On December 23, 2019, in response to these questions, the Proponent stated that there are two
similar projects: the Winnipeg Diversion and the Miami Conservancy Dry Dams in Ohio. As the
Proponent did not comment on the similarities/ differences of these projects from SR1, we have
the following observations:

Winnipeg Diversion (1962, 2010):
e Prairie flooding (from snowfall and river ice)?, not a mountainous region and, in fact is
“extremely flat”?
® Not associated with significant debris such as 70’ long evergreens and gravel;
® As aresult of freeze/thaw conditions*®

Ohio Miami-Conservancy-District Dry Dams (approx. 1918-1922)°
e These are over 100 years old
e These are effectively On-stream “reservoirs” that do not require a large-scale diversion
such as the one required for SR1
e Used to some degree nearly every year
Floods occur when ground freezes and then rain accumulates; not much snow in this
region (flood risk begins around Christmas and runs through the spring)
Not a mountainous region; farmland is the main surrounding lands
Little, if any, pre or post flood debris
No silt issues resulting from flood, so land goes back to normal once it dries out
Most of the dry dam lands are used for parks & recreation and it is mowed a couple of
times a year’
e Built long before any concerns about climate change & water security

2 https://www.cpc.ncep.noaa.gov/products/assessments/assess 97/rriver.html

3 https://all-geo.org/highlyallochthonous/2011/04/why-does-the-red-river-of-the-north-have-
so-many-floods/

4 https://all-geo.org/highlyallochthonous/2011/04/why-does-the-red-river-of-the-north-have-

so-many-floods/
5

https://www.gov.mb.ca/mit/floodinfo/floodproofing/reports/pdf/2013 red river floodway op
eration report.pdf

® https://www.asce.org/project/miami-conservancy-district/

7 Conversation between Karin Hunter and Ben Casper, Operations Supervisor on December 5,
2019
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Based on the above differences to SR1, we suggest these two are not valid comparisons. Based
on our research we have been unable to find close comparisons anywhere in the world. Due to
the lack of precedents and the abundant amount of speculation used by the Proponent on both
operations and outcomes, the SR1 project is an experiment of high consequence, and should be
reviewed as such by the regulators.

MULTIDISCIPLINARY REVIEW OF SR1

We expect that with a project of this consequence and magnitude, and given the incredibly
massive scope escalation, the Proponent should perform a complete multidisciplinary review of
SR1.

For instance, the paper by Brown et al® demonstrates the need for broad-scale reviews of dams.
“To meet the simultaneous demands of water, energy, and environmental protection well into
the future, a broader view of dams is needed. We thus propose a new tool for evaluating the
relative costs and benefits of dam construction based on multi-objective planning techniques.
The Integrative Dam Assessment Modeling (IDAM) tool is designed to integrate biophysical,
socio-economic and geopolitical perspectives into a single cost/benefit analysis of dam
construction. Each of 27 different impacts of dam construction is evaluated by objectively and
subjectively by a team of decision-makers. By providing a visual representation of the various
costs and benefits associated with tow or more dams, the IDAM tool allows decision-makers to
evaluate alternatives and to articulate priorities associated with a dam project, making the
decision process about dams more informed and more transparent.”

SR1 is far beyond the small, simple and inexpensive project envisioned in 2014. It is the time for
reflection on this project against the principles of the Bow River Basic Council. As the Proponent
is unwilling to consider the broader social, economic, bio-physical, and tourism implications of
SR1, we ask the regulators to direct the Proponent to conduct an updated project assessment,
such as the “Integrative Dam Assessment Modeling (IDAM)” tool.

8 Modeling the costs and benefits of dam construction from a multidisciplinary perspective
(2008), doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman.2008.07.025
(http://rivers.bee.oregonstate.edu/sites/default/files/brown tullos tilt magee wolf 2008.pdf)
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COMMUNITY IMPACTS: WESTERN COMMUNITIES

We ask the regulators to review our community impact videos and presentations in Appendix D.

From inception, this project has been exclusively about protecting the City of Calgary from flood.
This narrow scope has prohibited a comprehensive discussion and analysis of the impacts on the
local communities surrounding SR1.

In 2014, the Project Summary submitted to the NRCB identified no unique social or
environmental consequences. ° Today, we know there are serious health and environmental
consequences in the local area as a direct result of this project. Only in January of 2020 has the
Proponent met with impacted Western Communities to hear any concerns. The Project
footprint is massive and it is situated just west of the main road in Springbank, home to three
schools, the soccer park, community recreation centre and senior’s centre.

As the Proponent did not provide maps with sufficient road names and landmarks, we created

our own, below:
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We ask the regulators to consider that this project has lasting impacts that extend far beyond
the City of Calgary’s borders that have been dismissed by the Proponent.

° https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/8566/20140711-at-eia-to-nrcb-project-
summary-table
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We are greatly concerned about the level of uncertainty with regard to outcomes (bio-physical,
environmental, social, health, economic). We do not believe that adequate baseline research
has been conducted, which will forever impair impact analysis.

Further, the Proponent relies on much speculation regarding impacts. A paper exploring the EIA
process by Tullos et al research states that “One important component of EIA through time has
been the uncertainties related to impact projections, which may either serve an important role
in the design and assessment process (De Jonghe, 1992) for dams, or limit the utility of the EIA
to influence project outcomes (Sadler et al., 2000). Uncertainty in predicting the significance and
extent of environmental impacts arise from insufficient and/or inaccurate baseline information,
unexpected changes in project plans, oversimplification in monitoring and modeling efforts
(Glasson et al., 2005), and a failure to accurately assess causality (Perdicou’ lis and Glasson,
2006). Failure to address these uncertainties is due in part to limitations on time and resources
for scientific study, which Boxer (1988) reported would result in underestimation of negative

impacts of a project.”*®

COMPARISON OF SR1 TO “DO NOTHING” OR “UNMITIGATED FLOODING”

We discussing outcomes, the Proponent often compares SR1 with a “do nothing” or
“unmitigated” approach. This is a false comparison. The “do nothing” alternative has never
truly been an option, as every report on SR1 has included alternatives (originally, several,
including Priddis and Glenmore Tunnel, and then MC1 exclusively). We contend that the
Proponent should have to make fair comparisons on economy, environment, health, aquatics,
terrestrial, etc. to the MC1 alternative, at a minimum. We believe that by comparing SR1 to
unmitigated flooding, the Proponent is introducing pro-SR1 bias.

Examples of how this impacts the EIA:

e The Proponent states that SR1 is better for sediment control for the Glenmore
Reservoir than an unmitigated approach. We would likely see that MC1 manages
silt as effectively as SR1 compared to no mitigation. (NRCB Question 304)

e The Proponent states that SR1 has a positive effect on fish eggs and fry versus
unmitigated flooding. How does this compare to MC1? (NRCB Question 348)

e The Proponent states that SR1 it will generally have positive effects on drinking
water quality [in the Elbow River during a flood] (compared to conditions without
the project) (NRCB Question 314). Again, MC1 would also have positive effects on
drinking water.

In summary, comparisons to “do nothing” are not acceptable and should be dismissed from the
Proponent’s EIA. In fact, we contend that the regulators cannot fairly judge SR1 under this
approach and the EIA should be submitted with the updated comparisons to alternative means.

10 http://rivers.bee.oregonstate.edu/sites/default/files/tullos 2008.pdf
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In fact, we would argue that SR1 has negative water quality outcomes compared to MC1. SR1
waters will be warm and low oxygen, while MC1 water would not. Additionally, in its ability to
assist with fire suppression in the Kananaskis region, MC1 could have a materially positive
benefit on water quality, which would suffer greatly from wildfire.

Wildfire in the Kananaskis region jeopardizes
Calgary’s drinking water

Champion Lakes/McLean Creek Wildfire May 27-31
Wildfires in the Elbow 2018, 16 kms South-West of Bragg Creek
River watershed could - =
also impact the potable F - '. " m
drinking water of over & -
500,000 Albertans.

“A large fire could have a
profound effect on raw
water quality (especially
in the small Elbow River
watershed) and the effect
could last for years.”

City of Calgary Water Supply Infrastructure - Climate Change Vulnerability Risk Assessment,
Prepared by Associated Engineering Ltd. for the City of Calgary - May 2011)
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LOCAL ASSESSMENT AREA (LAA): IMPLICATIONS

We have concerns that the LAA is too small to account for all the impacts of SR1. We view that
the LAA should be expanded to consider negative impacts on health of people and animals,
impact on traffic, lost opportunity for tourism, and significant impact on wildlife (refer to
Appendix E).

We would like the Proponent to justify the chosen LAA given that we know now that many
impacts extend beyond the LAA.

We request the Proponent discuss consequences of SR1 beyond the LAA for impacts to wildlife,
air, water, terrestrial and safety.

TRAFFIC: TOWNSHIP ROAD 250 INTERSECTION:

This intersection is not included in the LAA, therefore impacts of additional traffic on this road
does not appear to be adequately considered by the Proponent. What are the Proponent’s
plans to deal with high traffic volume at Township Road 250 and Hwy 22 when SR1 is in-use?
This is an alternate traffic route through Springbank, and this intersection is already extremely
dangerous. Where will all the school buses SAFELY travel to get from the Springbank schools to
and from Highway 22 during/after a flood?

In response to our question on this topic, the Proponent states: “As part of the SR1 project, the
intersection of Highway 22 at Twp 250 will be upgraded to a Type IVa intersection with a
southbound left turn lane.”!

The cost for this road upgrade is contained in the Alberta Government's plans for Highway 22
Upgrades, not the SR1 project. The timelines for that project are uncertain (could be
decades), meanwhile the SR1 traffic impacts will be imminent. We request that road
upgrades for Township Road 250 and Highway 22 be included in the SR1 cost model.

We request the Proponent provide the history of accidents within 1 km north and south of Hwy
1 on Hwy 22.

We request that the Proponent conduct a traffic count at Hwy 22 and Township Road 250 and
then predict traffic during the diversion when SR1 is in use. We believe there are higher risks of
accidents at and near this intersection, which has not been taken into account by the
Proponent.

Are there plans for a temporary Highway 22 while the large bridge is built and while Highway 22
is being raised?

Has the Alberta Trucking Association been consulted and is it satisfied with the construction
plans so that the construction plans are functional for their trucking needs?

11

http://www.transportation.alberta.ca/projects/assets/Area 7 Calgary Area/Hwy 22 twinning
from Hwy 8 to Cochrane/Executive%20Summary.pdf
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WILDLIFE MOVEMENT

The relatively small LAA is concerning for wildlife. We expect that the diversion channel and SR1
footprint may push wildlife to the TransCanada Highway. The TransCanada Highway is currently
outside the LAA. There is obviously a significant elk herd roaming in the project area as shown in
the pictures taken in December 2019. This abundance of wildlife pictured in the Appendix raises
the question of the credibility of information presented by the Proponent and Stantec. They
stated in their material that SR1 is low to moderate suitability for elk. Yet we know, and the
ranchers regularly see regularly the large elk herds roaming the area all times of the year. The
same portrayal happens with grizzly bears and bears. The under-reporting of wildlife is
problematic and we question the validity of the wildlife studies.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Dust, mosquitos will travel far outside the LAA. Where is the analysis of these important topics?

In response to the Springbank Community Association??, the Proponent states that insect effects
are out of scope. We are unsure of how this is not a consideration in the EIA and are
disappointed with that conclusion, knowing that the SR1 reservoir is a closed-system that will
hold water for 1-3 months, thus at risk of increased insect activity. We ask the regulators to
consider insect-related risks when reviewing the SR1 project. If our community members or
animals become sick from mosquito-borne illness, those risks should very-much be in-scope.
There are social and economic costs involved with people becoming sick. If there are any
increased risks to these types of illness in our community, we deserve to know and have those
risks addressed.

What we know now: Post-flood mud & silt create
health concerns

Modelled Sediment Thickness (m) After Draining of Design Flood (2013)
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RYAN RUMBOLT  Updated: December 22, 2018

12 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9749/20191203-at-corr-to-
springbankcomassoc-re-responses-to-20190726-questions
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PHYSICAL PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE: IMPACT ON THE LANDSCAPE

We request that the Proponent provide our communities with renderings (or equivalent) of all
elements of the project infrastructure. The current video on the project website is insufficient.
This project is so massive and complex that we have a hard time visualizing its impacts on our
communities in all project states, below.

In our view, this project has four ongoing states:

1. Post-construction, pre-flood use

2. Flood (wet operations)

3. Post Flood Operations (pre-cleanup and cleanup)
4. Dry operations (post construction, post-flood)

We have seen the technical documents and cross-sections. However, we request more
information about the visual and biophysical aspects of this project on our communities for each
of those four states of the project.

We request visuals of berms, diversion channel, bridges, debris deflector, outlet channels,
spillways, etc., as pictured by commuters, cyclists and people using the river.

Examples (not exhaustive):
o We know that the floodplain berm is 8 stories, but how will this look from Springbank
Road and Hwy 227
e How will the floodplain look under a flood scenario from this same perspective?
e How will the post-flood landscape look, given the large amount of silt deposited in the
reservoir?

PHYSICAL PROJECT INFRASTRUCTURE: FUNCTION AND IMPLICATIONS

DIVERSION CHANNEL

What is the width of the diversion channel? We request that information be provided about the
current specifications in meters and feet for height and width due to impact on safety of people
and animals.

What are the expected contents of the deep diversion channel such as dead animals and fish
after a flood? Such as when it remains unused for years?

Will any silt reside in the channel & how will it be managed? Will it be flushed out post-flood or
removed using heavy equipment? If so, will flushing of this channel be an independent event
from the original diversion of the river? Given the lessening amount of water in the Elbow River
will there be enough power to divert water into the diversion channel to conduct these tasks
without threatening the water flow needed by the City of Calgary?

We request information about how the multitude of animals (Reference Appendix E for pictures
of some of the animals) are expected to traverse this diversion channel which runs a significant
distance north/south? Based on information at the Open Houses we were told that there will
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not be a fence close along the length of the channel. Instead the fence will be father back. We
were also advised that it would only be a 3-strand high fence, with barb wire along the top wire.
As shown in Appendix E, the elk could easily jump a 3-strand barb wire fence, including the
young calves in the herds. Also, deer and moose easily jump a barb wire fence, and other
animals shown in the pictures find ways to get through fencing. It is noted that on the north
corner of the Highway 22 bridge is an ancient pathway of deer, elk, moose to cross back and
forth. It is such a major animal thoroughfare that there is a sign on Highway 22 to alert motorists
to watch for animals crossing.

This plan suggests that animals and people are at risk from attempting to cross the diversion
channel. When it is dry, how will they get out if they fall in since it is so deep? This is an unsafe
situation for animals and children/adults since there are no Alberta Transportation employees
monitoring the area, usually only when there is a flood.

RESERVOIR

The Proponent has not explained what will be left in the reservoir land after the temporary
reservoir is drained? Based on this lack of information, we are left to guess what this will look
like:

e Standing water left in the reservoir in pools?

e Dead fish, including bull trout, and animals?

® We expect massive piles of silt. Alberta Transportation states that silt could be as deep
as 4m and weigh 2.3 million tons.

® Springbank Road muddied, the dirt base of the highway weakened and unsafe to use,
especially to have school buses again drive on it, or perhaps the highway may be
entirely washed out?

On this basis, we request information be provided to address these concerns.
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SPRINGBANK ROAD:

QUESTION 116: ROAD ELEVATIONS

The Proponent states: “An overpass will not be constructed at the intersection of Highway 22
and Springbank Road. Rather, the at-grade intersection of Highway 22 and Springbank Road
(Township Road 244) will be raised approximately 5 m for an approximate 500 m stretch to
maintain traffic operations during a design flood along Highway 22 and up to a 1:50 year flood
along Springbank Road. For floods larger than a 1:50 year flood, Springbank Road will be at least
partially submerged, and traffic will be detoured to Highway 22 by means of Range Road 40 and
Township Road 250. Culverts in the raised road embankment are sized at 3.67 m to facilitate
filling and draining of the reservoir during a flood.”

e Will both Springbank Road and Highway 22 be raised 5 meters for 500 meters? Is this
referring to 250 meters on Highway 22 north and south of Highway 227? Is this referring
to 500 meters east of Highway 22 for Springbank Road? The Proponent needs to clarify
this as it is unclear in their response.

QUESTION 121: HIGHWAY 22 AND SPRINGBANK ROAD AS DAM STRUCTURES (ALSO
QUESTION 478)

HIGHWAY 22:

e Will culverts along Highway 22 be large enough for silt-removal equipment to pass
through? If not, how will silt and debris be removed from the culverts to ensure
drainage in flood events?

e [fsilt and debris cannot be removed effectively from the culverts during or post-flood,
Highway 22 can be expected to function as a dam.

SPRINGBANK ROAD:

The Proponent states: “During operation of the reservoir for the design flood, the roadway
embankment would temporarily maintain a hydraulic height exceeding 2.5 m and store more
than 30,000 m3, which meets the Province of Alberta’s definition of a dam.”

e Has the cost for upgrades to Springbank Road been updated to reflect classification as a
dam? If so, the Proponent needs to clearly articulate the cost. If not, what is the
incremental cost?

e [t doesn’t appear that the Proponent has included changes in culverts in Springbank
from the existing structure. The Proponent needs to clarify what size of culverts are
used in Springbank Road today and what is planned culvert size for SR1, if different?

e During floods when Springbank Road is inundated, it is likely that silt will accumulate
along Springbank Road and in culverts, therefore:

o  Will culverts along Springbank Road be large enough for silt-removal equipment
to pass through? If not, how will silt and debris be removed from the culverts to
ensure drainage in flood events?

o Itis highly likely, in our view, that silt will accumulate in culverts during reservoir
use and thus, water will not be able to pass effectively through culverts during
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draining. The result is that Springbank Road will act as a dam and should be
classified as such.
o0 What is the cost of classifying Springbank Road as a dam? The Proponent should
include this cost in its benefit/cost analysis.
o  Will wave action during reservoir filling and use impact the integrity of
Springbank Road?
e How will the Proponent measure and address silt and/or debris accumulation in culverts
under Highway 22 and Springbank Road during reservoir use?
e The Proponent should provide the cost for rebuilding Springbank road if it is flooded.
Also, the Proponent should get an independent opinion on that cost and the impact of
flood water hitting Springbank Road (and effects by waves, etc.) on the road integrity.

QUESTION 122:

Clearly the SR1 road changes will result in higher costs for the eventual twinning of Highway 22.
Although the Proponent declines to provide expected costs for this, it is obvious that twinning
Highway 22 in its current form will be less costly than twinning Highway 22 with elevated roads
and new bridges. This is a cost that will result directly from SR1 and would not occur should
another option such as MC1 be chosen.

In Response to the community association questions®3, the Proponent states that it has no plans
to upgrade the intersection at Township Road 250 and Highway 22 intersection as part of the
SR1 project. They further state that the intersection will be upgraded as part of the twinning of
Highway 224, which they then go on to say in their answer to Question 122, that this upgrade
could be decades away. Given the uncertain timelines with the road twinning, we ask the
Regulator to direct the Proponent to include upgrades to the Township Road 250/Highway 22
intersection in the SR1 cost model. This intersection is dangerous and given it is the detour
route for traffic, it is incumbent on the Proponent to address this risk.

13 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9749/20191203-at-corr-to-

springbankcomassoc-re-responses-to-20190726-questions
14

http://www.transportation.alberta.ca/projects/assets/Area 7 Calgary Area/Hwy 22 twinning
from Hwy 8 to Cochrane/Executive%20Summary.pdf
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TESTING OF SR1 INFRASTRUCTURE

Although the Proponent states that the infrastructure will be tested without simulating a flood,
we wonder if this is realistic. Further, one would assume that SR1 infrastructure would be used
as soon as river levels are high, perhaps before the 160m/s3 target as a “test run” to ensure that
processes and systems are functioning well before a larger event?

We ask: Why is the Proponent not planning for a testing process, as this project seems to be the
first of its kind in the world?

Questions we request answered about testing include:

e How much of the reservoir will be used for the test(s)?

e How much will the dirt foundation of Springbank Road be impacted and safe in the
future for our children in school buses for example?

e What is the latest prediction by Alberta Transportation about how long will water be
held in the reservoir before it is released back to the Elbow River?

e  Will water temperature be monitored at various points in the reservoir during
testing?

e  Will mosquito populations be monitored?

o  Will downstream water quality be monitored?

e Will groundwater quality be monitored? Where will it be monitored? Who is
responsible in the event that residents’ wells become contaminated because of the
springs running throughout the area that supply their wells? Who will pay for
damages, including the predicted possibility that the aquifer will cause basements to
be flooded as far away as Redwood Meadows?

o How will the impact of the temporary storage of water on aquatic life be
measured?

o How will air quality be monitored following a test? How will dust be tracked &
measured?

e Who is responsible for cleaning up the dead animals and fish? Where is that in the
budget?

e How frequently will the testing be done on an ongoing basis and what will that
testing consist of?

e What notifications will be given for testing to area residents, businesses, schools,
and what plans are in place for emergency escape routes such as alternative routes
for school buses and other regular traffic in the area?
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CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Stantec performed the EIA and is now working as the primary source of responses to IAAC
(CEAA) and NRCB. Our understanding is that they will also be the construction firm for SR1. We
see this as an inherent conflict of interest. We are not convinced that Stantec can do both roles
objectively.

IMPACT OF LOGGING IN MC1 AREA ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SR1

We request answers about what impacts the increased logging in the McLean Creek area will
have on the SR1 project and on the flood risk to Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows?

Based on the visuals below, between 2015 and 2019, there has been a substantial increase in
logging in the MC1 area and one can reasonably assume that deforestation negatively impacts
water retention in the mountains and consequently, the impacts the quantity and velocity of
water flowing into the Elbow river.

Intact forests are a helpful flood mitigation tool. The Alberta Wilderness Association states:

“American Water Works Association has found that every 10 percent increase in forest cover in a
watershed — up to 60 percent forest cover — results in a 20 percent decrease in water treatment
costs. Forests also contribute to flood prevention by holding water in place. When we destroy our
forests, we are destroying one of the key features that helps the landscape retain and slowly
release the water it receives.”*

Further, what, if any, assessments of the new logging in the MC1 area on wildlife have been
assessed? In the Deltares report, MC1 was assumed to be more important for wildlife than
SR1. Logging, deforestation, and noise/people from All Terrain Vehicles (ATV’s) on the south
side of the river have already negatively impacted the wildlife in the potential MC1 area,
especially from the ATV’s.

Have wildlife counts been updated since the original reports were completed? Our residents
know that the ATV trails are increasingly busy since it’s a very popular area for Calgarians to
recreate.

15 https://albertawilderness.ca/issues/wildwater/headwaters/
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SR1 DECISION: PROCESS FLAWS

The Proponent needs to articulate the original decision criteria from 2014. We ask for written
documentation that was used to support the original NRCB Project Summary submission in
2014. What decision criteria was used and what source documents exist?

We see the 2014 WaterSmart Historical Detention site report, which DID NOT include SR1. In
fact, this document states “WaterSMART recommends further investigation into the Priddis
Diversion concept. Based on review of the 1986 Elbow River Floodplain Management Study and
the potential to divert 345 m3 /s, this diversion makes it an ideal choice as it bypasses both
Bragg Creek and the City of Calgary. Furthermore, after a brief review of the topography
surrounding the Priddis Valley, further storage on this diversion is practical, making it cost
effective.”

When and how was SR1 introduced as an option and on what basis? How then, considering the
context of both flood and drought discussed in the WaterSmart report, did SR1 rise to the top?

It appears that SR1 was originally capable of water storage. How did the project go from one
that could store water to one that could not? Again, where is the decision documentation of

this?
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Further, is difficult to ascertain:

When and how the SR1 project was identified, by whom and under what scope of work;
What decision criteria were used to narrow the range of projects, many dating back
decades, to SR1 and McLean Creek;

e Why water storage was not included as criteria for project evaluation considering that
many reports, when early reports by WaterSmart, the Bow Basin Council, and AMEC
stress the importance of drought management, and, in fact, early designs of both MC1
and SR1 included so-called live storage;

e Who, and on what basis, decided to focus on “flood” over “water management”, which
could include water security, drought management, fire suppression and recreation?

e Given that SR1 was publicly announced by the Premier in the fall of 2014: when, and
using what set of criteria, was SR1 chosen over McLean Creek prior to this
announcement;

e Who made the decision, and on what basis, to omit public consultation and stakeholder
consultation during the option analysis all the way through 2014 up to the release of the
“infamous” Deltares Report? Affected stakeholders include landowners, the
communities of Springbank, Redwood Meadows, Bragg Creek, Rocky View County, and
Tsuut’ina Nation.

e What experts were consulted, and what research was used to arrive at various “value-
based” judgements in the Deltares Report, including assessments of First Nations
opposition, the perceived value of recreation capacity at MC1, speed of
implementation, climate change and wildlife impacts, all of which favoured SR1 over
MC1 without supporting evidence?
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OUR VIEW:

ALTERNATIVE MEANS ANALYSIS (IAAC (CEAA) AR3-45, NRCB QUESTION 165)

The Proponent never intended to fully examine Alternate Means. Appendix C includes a

detailed public history of SR1. SR1 has been the only project considered for the Elbow River
from 2014 onward. The assessment of McLean Creek appears to be a “box check” undertaking
by the Proponent. We request that the Proponent perform an updated option analysis, using
current information. The significance of this project for the entire Calgary and Elbow River
regions cannot be understated. A project of this magnitude must be chosen in a fair, open

process.

Our communities prepared the following high-level assessment. Note that this does not address
risk, which should be independently assessed.

SR1

McLean Creek

Description

Off-Stream Reservoir

Conventional Dam

Land Designation Private Land Crown Land
Estimated Price’ $506+ Million $407 Million

Land Required 4000 - 7000 Acres 1200 Acres / 2300 Acres ®
Capacity Up to 104 million m* 93 million m*”
Timing 4 Year construction 4 year construction

One pipeline, one road, old

Multiple high pressure ranger station, transmission
Impacted Utility / Gov't Infrastructure pipelines & roads line
Numerous homes &
Other Impacted Infrastructure businesses, Kamp Kiwanis Campgrounds & parking

Current Status Approvals delayed Not seriously considered
Flood Protection

Calgary Yes Yes
Bragg Creek / Redwood Meadows No Yes
Impact on Local Area

Health (Air, Water Quality, Mental Heal‘[h)2 Harmful Positive
Social (Tourism, Cc:mmuni‘[y)3 Harmful Positive
Economic (Taxes, Businesses, Development

Oppc:rtuni“cy]l4 Harmful Positive
Ancillary Benefits

Hydroelectricity None TBC
Water Storage None Yes
Fire Protection None Yes
Drought Management None Yes
Parks & Recreation None® Yes

Notes

1: SR1 costs ($463M from IR45-3) updated to include Bragg Creek berms ($42M) for a total of 3508M . True infrastructure costs of
moving pipelines & elevating Hwy 22, lost economic value of the SR1 land and fair compensation to private landowners; McLean Creek
cost model ignoring postive economic outcomes from conventional dam and tourism-related economic benefits.

2° SR1 planners have not adequately addressed water and air quality concerns within the Springbank area

3: SR1 project analysis have omitted tourism and social consequences on local community (1.e. road closures) while at the same time
ignoring the lasting social and recreational benefits of other upstream conventional dam projects
4 SR1 cost model disregards the material financial harm to RVC that result from loss of significant amount of private land
5. MC1 land requirements have increased in the 2019 IRs but unable to find justification
6 Existing recreation areas in MC1 areas remain status quo; much damage from 2013 floods remains
7- 2017 MC1 Volume 1: At PMF, auxilliary spillway would be activated
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EXPLANATION

In March 2014, a WaterSmart Study (Bow Basin Flood Mitigation and Watershed Management
Project) did NOT include SR1 as an alternative for flood mitigation, but rather, a range of other
options were identified:

Concept Short Term Medium Term Long Term
Category (Quick Wins by 2014) (2-5 years - by 2018) (> 5 years )
Natural e [Initiate bio-engineered e Increase the capacity of the Elbow |e  Mitigation through land
Mitigation bank protection where River through Calgary management and use
appropriate ¢ Natural channel design through practices that reduce runoff
developed areas throughout the Bow Basin
e Engineered wetlands in Fish
Creek

e  Wetland detention capacity of the
whole Bow Basin

Operational |e Operate Glenmore for ¢ Low impact development to

Mitigation flood control manage storm water

e Dredging in reservoir
and/or river reaches

New e Armour river banks in e Diversion from Glenmore to Bow |e  Dry dam at Quirk Creek
Infrastructure key spots River under 58™ Ave. (EQ1)
Mitigation e  Divert high flow into e  Priddis Creek area diversion ¢ Dry dam on Canyon Creek
suitable low-lying areas upstream of Bragg Creek to Fish (ECI)
Creek, with detention ¢ Detention on Prairie Creek
e  Glenmore to Fish Creek diversion |e  Multiple small detentions
(SWCRR or other path), with instead of one
detention e  Expand capacity of
e Multiple historically identified Glenmore reservoir

detention sites
e Dikes protecting downtown
Calgary infrastructure

SR1 appeared for the first time in June 2014 by Amec Foster Wheeler. In July 2013, The Alberta
Government commissioned a “Flood Recovery Task Force”?®. The Southern Alberta Flood
Recovery Task Force hired AMEC to prepare a report in June 2014 ¥, The report included SR1 as
an option to management flood on the Elbow River with the assumptions that “For the purpose
of this conceptual assessment a live storage containment of 9,000 dam3 has been assumed
providing a maximum pond depth of 10 m.”. Live storage was included to “dissipate energy”
and to be used for recreational/environmental purposes and/or an additional water supply
source for the City of Calgary”. We highlight the original concept of SR1, with live storage, to
illustrate the magnitude of change for the project, which now will not have permanent live
storage and cannot be used for recreation or a water supply source.

In fact, the recommendation by the Task Force stated “Environmental assessments and
preliminary design for both MC1 and SR1 schemes should be progressed until such time as one

16 https://www.alberta.ca/assets/documents/2013-Flood-Recovery-Framework.pdf

17 https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/8106746d-34af-4f2a-b104-3ff4cbfc65ab/resource/f0f11687-
9f0e-43df-865a-48343e5ecela/download/2014-cw2174-volume-1-summary-recommendations-
report-3-june-2014-final.pdf
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becomes the preferred scheme.”

Further, the 2014 Task Force report included this statement regarding SR1 and MC1 (page 70)*:
“Potential exists for multi-use storage at both sites with little impact on project cost. This is in
addition to flood storage, and/or can be included as flood storage. This multi-use storage could
be of significant future benefit at little or no upfront/future cost. The need for and amount of
such multi-use storage should be given early consideration as it impacts design and
environmental assessments”.

Interestingly, somewhere along the way, multi-use storage was omitted for both projects. One
of the main sources of frustration expressed by the western communities is the lack of
consideration of multi-use storage, which would have tangible benefits to numerous sets of
stakeholders, including the City of Calgary and the Province of Alberta.

Further, the report concludes (p71): “Before a preferred site can be selected between MC1 and
SR1, the GoA will need to determine the required design standard, the options available for
multi-use storage and also will need to resolve land access issues to enable a full programme of
geotechnical drilling and environmental surveys to be undertaken at SR1. At this stage, land
access issues at SR1 prohibit AMEC from undertaking sufficient work to enable a
recommendation on the best scheme to be made.” In our view, the land access challenges for
SR1 have contributed to the delays.

What we do not know is how, in September 2014, just two months after the Flood Recovery
Task Force Report recommended study of both MC1 and SR1, SR1 became the chosen project.
In the fall of 2014, Premier Prentice publicly stated the intent of the Alberta Government to
proceed with SR1.

In February 2015, based on IBI Benefit/Cost Reports from that month, the Proponent released a
“Fact Sheet” stating that SR1 had a higher benefit/cost ratio®. Again, note that this statement
by the Alberta Government was made without any consultation with western stakeholders. Also
note that Deltares report was not released until October 2015, eight months later.

In October 2014, Deltares prepared a report which is one of basis for choosing SR1. This report is
generally cited as the cornerstone of the SR1 decision, yet, it appears the Deltares was a
relatively high-level report. Deltares did not appear to conduct research or independent
consultations, and based their recommendations on existing government reports such as the IBI
benefit/cost.

We request information about the Deltares Report:
e How much did the Deltares Report cost?
e What was the stated scope of work (Terms of Reference)?
e Did Deltares conduct its own research or did it exclusively use Alberta Government
information?

18 https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/8106746d-34af-4f2a-b104-3ff4cbfc65ab/resource/67a47cel-
92df-461c-a17d-89del0adad49/download/2014-volume-4-flood-mitigation-measures-

master.pdf
¥ Elbow River Flood Mitigation Project Decisions Fact Sheet
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e How did the draft reports differ from the final report issued by Deltares?

Based on history of the project, See Appendix C, it seems that SR1 was chosen before the
Deltares Report. The Alternative Means Analysis does not appear to have been performed with
the intent of a fair and open process, resulting in a recommendation that seems pre-
determined.

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9114/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-IAAC
(CEAA)-ir-response-package-3

We request that the Proponent detail its consultation process for SR1. What consultations took
place, when and with whom and to what end for both SR1 and MC1?

As mentioned previously, we request information about any consultations that took place with
the Tsuut’ina Nation on the MC1 project

It appears that the 2017 Hemmera Report refers to positive outcomes of McLean Creek and
negative outcomes that may be “substantive or non-substantive” depending on the individual
indigenous group. This report needs to be followed up and more detail is needed — what were
the negative (and positive) outcomes of the MC1 project for First Nations?

We have not seen the scoring system used to choose SR1 over MC1. The story that we have
heard about AMEC identifying SR1 is that an AMEC employee was driving on Springbank road
and surmised that it would be a good location to store water because the contours were
conducive to having the flood waters flow naturally south east to be held by a dirt reservoir wall,
and then slowly released back to the Elbow River over a period of about 60-90 days, and that
the land was not being used for much. We would like the Proponent to confirm or refute this
story by releasing documents on the origin of the SR1 concept.

We request to see the scoring system that compares SR1 and MC1. We have the AMEC
benefit/cost reports and the Deltares report but have not seen any comprehensive decision
document with desired outcomes, weighting schemes and the like.

We point out that we have been vilified for asking questions and told we are standing in the way
of flood mitigation for 1.3 million residents of Calgary. This is untrue. We all support having
flood management. The City of Calgary and the Province of Alberta dismissed our ranchers as
“greedy landowners.” We want answers to all our questions before a decision is made, as to
how this project will impact our community and how it contributes to managing the Elbow River
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over the long run, and how it is of benefit to Albertans, since it clearly has no benefit to those
thousands of us upstream of SR1, nor does SR1 solve the new problems of fire and drought. .

Importantly, on the cover letter of the pivotal Deltares report, their consultant states:

“Without additional information on sediment transport, it is difficult to express a well
substantiated preference for either of the two projects from this point of view.” AND
“This needs to be verified by sediment transport studies.”

We request to see information that the Proponent addressed this information deficit that was
highlighted by Deltares.

Further, the consultant, based on some unknown source, states:
SR1 is pasture land and its use does not change except during high river discharges.

Was Deltares told about Kamp Kiwanis at the intake? Were they told about the equestrian
centre at the intake? Were they told about the magnitude of ranch lands and how the original
grasslands withstand all types of weather such that the cattle thrive on these native grasses that
once gone, can likely never be replaced by equal nutrition value grasses and hardiness? We
request that research be provided showing the scientific considerations regarding the loss of
this unique native grasses. We also request the research showing the reference that SR1 is only
pasture land?

The Deltares Report concludes:

“Environmental Impact: Based on the reports completed to date, environmental impacts (in
terms of impact on endangered species) are less for SR1 than for MC1.”

We request documentation about the “reports completed to date” and documentation that
shows the analysis supporting the impacts on endangered species that Deltares refers to?

Deltares also states: “Both facilities can be adapted to climate change”.

We request seeing the explanation of how SR1 can be adapted to climate change? Without
this explanation on record, it is difficult to support this conclusion compared to what MC1
offers.

Regarding timelines, Deltares states:

“Regulatory risk: It is expected that the regulatory process would be significantly longer for MC1
than SR1 due to the need for environmental mitigation and First Nations consultation.”.

This statement shows the lack of consultation with First Nations, since they have publicly stated
they are against SR1. Comments such as the impact on endangered Bull Trout suggests that
there was minimal consideration of options for MC1 such as fish ladders that have been
successfully proven to work. We request evidence of how Deltares arrived at these conclusions?
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Without the forgoing additional evidence and science, it seems that the basis for choosing SR1
over MC1 is mostly based on a file/desk review of existing, old, information. For example, who
told Deltares that First Nations opposition would be greater at McLean Creek and on what
basis?

NARROW FRAME OF REFERENCE:

OUR VIEW:

SR1’s objective is solely for flood mitigation for City of Calgary’s Elbow River communities. Thus,
opportunities for broader water management outcomes were not considered in 2013/2014. A
project of this size/cost needs to consider all elements of water management: drought, flood,
recreation, fire mitigation and water security. SR1 only achieves one of those objectives.
Interestingly, the 2014 Task Force report highlights the opportunities for multi-use storage at
MC1 and SR1 that were never subsequently explored. SR1 constitutes a lost opportunity for all
Albertans to invest in legacy water infrastructure that benefits future generations.

The regulatory reviews offer the opportunity to consider the best Interest of Albertans.

EXCLUSION OF WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT:

We contend that, in the Alternative Option Analysis, the Proponent did not consider the impact
of wildfire in the Bragg Creek & Kananaskis areas. The risk of wildfire is considerable in this
region, in fact the area is designated as being at High Risk for fire. The MC1 option could
provide much needed improvement to fire response and prevention. Additionally, the potential
impact of wildfire on the drinking water supply must be considered when choosing between SR1
and MC1. A 2011 study for the City of Calgary concluded that “A large fire could have a
profound effect on raw water quality (especially in the small Elbow River watershed) and the
effect could last for years.”

Wildfire suppression for East Kananaskis, Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows and the Sheep River
area would be supplied by a permanent reservoir at McLean Creek. Bragg Creek currently is
second in Alberta at risk for wildfire, behind Jasper (both Fort McMurray and Slave Lake used to
higher priority, but they have had wildfires). During the Champion Lakes fire May 2018, many of
the helicopters had to go to Ghost Lake for water with a return time of 25 minutes. This was a
big concern as the fire initially grew rapidly. Fortunately, an afternoon wind direction change
helped firefighters gain control of the fire.

Wildfire & water contamination: A large wildfire in the Elbow River headwaters would create a
huge cost in water treatment at Glenmore Reservoir as well as increased spring runoff and
lower summer river flows. Of particular concern is Dissolved Organic Carbon (DOC) which when
combined with chlorine, produces carcinogenic compounds. Municipal water services in
Canberra Australia (2003) had to build a new treatment facility, Fort Collins CO (2012) had to
draw on a nearby lake, and Fort McMurray now spends more than twice previous costs to treat
water and are still unsure of their ability to remove DOCs. A lake at MC-1 would settle ash and
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Calgary Water Services is very concerned of this risk.

Reference additional information on this topic in Appendix A about Wildfires, a new
consideration.
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EXCLUSION OF WATER SECURITY:

Elbow River water flows are declining in volume since records have been kept (about the last
100 years) and particularly since the 1960’s. At current growth rates and without significant per
capita water conservation, Calgary has a high probability of exceeding water supply by about
2034 as was noted in the City of Calgary special meeting May 16, 2019. The Elbow River supplies
drinking water to more than 500,000 residents along the watershed and in Calgary. A
permanent reservoir at McLean Creek ensures future water supplies for drinking and wildfire
suppression.

What we know now: Rising temperatures and
increasing drought

"It isn't going to be 50 years between droughts. We're going to be moving into a more constant state
of dry.“ Dr. Mary-Ellen Tyler, U of C Drought Adaptation professor.

=0, Drought frequency and severity for the Prairie Provinces Figure 2: Mean Annual Temperature in the Bow Valley Corridor (1915-2015)

(1402-2002) Prairie Adaptation Research Collaboration.
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What we know now: Calgary has a water security
problem

Calgary’s Population Growth and
Calgary Regional Water Consumption
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The Elbow River supplies approximately 40% of Calgary’s water needs. May 14 2019 Calgary City
Special Meeting on water security predicts water licenses exceeded 2036.

EXCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL BENEFITS FROM MULTI-USE STORAGE:

We request that the Proponent, as part of the Alternative Means Analysis, conduct a study of
the benefits of multi-use storage as originally conceived in the McLean Creek Benefit/Cost
Analysis. It appears that the Proponent has excluded benefits from water storage and we are
curious if this is because it would make MC1 look better than SR1?
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DECISION PROCESS SKIPPED PUBLIC CONSULTATION

See Appendix C for a public history of the SR1 project.

OUR VIEW:

SR1 does not have the legitimacy to proceed due to the omission of stakeholder communities
during the initial decision-making process. The impacts of the project on local communities,
residents and landowners were not considered at the start.

Alberta Transportation has consistently met with representatives from Calgary River Communities
Action Group (at least 6 times in public documents) and only once with our communities on
November 30, 2018 to listen to alternative concepts such as Tri-Rivers Joint Reservoir. The lack
of consultation with affected communities west of Calgary gives the appearance that the process
has been biased towards Calgary. Further, the first conversation with landowners was biased since
it included representatives from the Alberta Government expropriation team. We note that the
expropriation team was there because of the urgency of needing protection from further floods
in Calgary. Unfortunately, the Alberta Government neglected to have meetings with us
stakeholders to consult with our communities so that we could better understand the plans for
this massive project and we could identify ideas to mitigate its impacts. Instead the Alberta
Government chose to have open houses in 2016 and 2018 to describe what they had decided and
their plans for implementation. We were excluded from input to the decision-making process.

An example of information sharing is shown at a meeting with landowners in 2015 to explain
SR1, the Government shared the following slide®

Stakeholder Engagement

» Stakeholder engagement is important
throughout the mitigation process.

« We acknowledge the lack of communication
with potentially impacted landowners during
feasibility studies, and that we need to do
better.

It is our goal to make communication and
engagement a focus as we move forward.

20 https://drive.google.com/open?id=1ArWmZzfFCONtdjdIIAE8cdP27DSNPC70A
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Note that the GoA admitted to their “lack of communication” and identified the need to “do
better.”

As an example of the double standard applied to SR1 stakeholder engagements, the Minister of
Transportation, the Director and Assistant Director of Springbank Project at Alberta
Transportation attended the Calgary River Communities Action Group AGM meeting on
September 20, 2019. The Minister of Transportation has attended this meeting on previous
occasions as well. We are concerned about the appearance of the government staff, funded by
the taxpayers of Alberta, at a members-only meeting of a special interest group of Calgary
residents. We have invited the Proponent to our community information sessions for SR1. Only
at the Redwood Meadows stakeholder’s information in October 2018 session (was the impetus
for the November 2018 meeting) did a representative from the Proponent attend to hear what
was being said by our group of volunteers.
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MATERIAL CHANGES TO SCOPE AND COST

SUMMARY

This is a materially different project than the one that was chosen by the Alberta Government in
2014/2015. We request to be informed as to how the regulatory process allows the Proponent
to continue to significantly increase the cost, size and structures of the initial project.

Please provide a history of the size and cost escalations for SR1 including date, authority, type
of change, cost, etc.

On this basis, we request that the Proponent document a comparison of the initial project scope
and cost since the project was selected in 2013/2014 to the current project scope and cost. The
document comparison needs to include the broad range of the impact such as: total cost actual
land purchases to date, and proposed cost of additional land purchases required, size of
reservoir, major project components, transportation costs of Highway 22 upgrades, cost of all
bridges, etc. We have begun the estimates in the following few sections and we request that the
Alberta government provide a full estimated cost that includes all budgeted items from all
aspects such as including bridge costs.

Our summary of the cost and land escalations s below:

SR1 project has changed materially over time

2015 vs 2019 SR1 Costs (SMillions)

50 Land Cost Recovery

SR1 Costs more than McLean

-;g MC1: $407M Bragg Creek Costs Creek by more $1 OOM
:in mNetLand Cost

20 oo AND...SR1 erodes value from
. o West Rocky View in perpetuity;
200 B Off-Stream Dam &

150 Outlet Structure MC1 creates value!

100 m Diversion Channel &

50 nlet & Berm

- - m Pipeline Crossings

2015 IBl Benefit/ Cost 2019 IRResponses+ g Debris Deflector 2015vs 2019 SR1 Size (ACI’QS)

Updated Bragg Creek
Lands Acquired
(ex.)

— Projec Permeter

799 6799 6799

SR1 land needs have grown
from 1400 acres in 2014 to
nearly 7000 acres

TotalLands

3610 3610 3610
1360

1000
500

1483 1760 281

2014 Project 201518 2016 Project 201718 2019 1R

The prOjeCt haS grown Summaryto Benefit/ Cost Summaryto Benefit/Cost Responses
unchecked. NRCB CEAA

SR1 costs: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9104/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-ceaa-ir-response-package-3-appendix-ir45-2
MC1 Costs: sirl-response-appendix-iré-1
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EXPLANATION:

A project summary was submitted to the NRCB in 2014, which included the following:

Projected Construction Start

Projected Operation
{Month/Year): 08/2016 Start (Month/Year): | 10/2017
Project Location Project centered on Section
- . (Legal Land 24-Township 24 -Range 4,
Life of Project (# years, Sl Description) and West of the Fifth Meridian in
YYYY - YYYY): Permanent installation Municipality: Rocky View County

Total Project Area (ha):

Approximately 600 ha
(full extent to be
determined in final
design)

Private, Federal, or
Provincial Land:

Private (to be purchases by
Crown)

One residence within

Nearest First Nation
Reserve(s) (name

Tsuu T'ina Nation 145 (3
kilometres from diversion

Nearest Residence(s) (km): | flooded area. and km): structure)
Historic Resources
Unique Environmental or Impact Assessment
Social Considerations Required
{Describe or None): None {Y/N/Unknown): Y
Estimated Construction Estimated Operation
Person-Years of Persons-Years of
Em_ployment: 50 people for 18 months | Employment: 1 person, continuous
Infrastructure Requirements | Diversion
(roads, pipelines, water works(embankment and

intake, storage, tankage):

gates), canal, dam

Project By-Products:

N/A
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In 2014, according to the Project Summary:
The project size was approximately 1400 acres. It is now 6800.

e There was one residence impacted. There are now 20+ residences impacted.
Tsuut’ina Nation was 3km from the project. Now we know that Tsuut’ina is 395m from
the project.

e There were no “unique environmental or social considerations”. We know that there are
a range of negative social, environmental, health outcomes associated with the project
that were not acknowledged.

® |n 2014, there was no statement of pipeline impacts from SR1; we know now that
numerous pipelines traverse the project footprint and must be moved or otherwise
adapted to SR1. What are these costs?

e Construction estimated 50 people for construction for 18 months; now the estimates
are 400+ people during construction.

In the original meeting with the landowners in 2015, the following was presented?!:

Off-Stream vs On-Stream Storage

* Drought Protection: live storage can be added to either
option

+ On-stream (MC1): $189 Million
— Protects Bragg Creek and Calgary
— Store 58,000 dam? of water

» Off-stream (SR1): $193 Million
— Protects Calgary
— Store 57,000 dam? of water
— Less physical disturbance to the stream
— Less construction window restrictions
— Fish passage on the Elbow River can be implemented

2L https://drive.google.com/open?id=1ArWmZfFCINtdjdIIAE8cdP27DSNPC70A
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SIZE:

In 2014, SR1 was estimated at 1400 acres. In 2015, SR1 was estimated at 1,760 acres. The
current project footprint is 3610 acres of land in the project footprint and 6800 of lands that are
impacted.

COST:

In 2015, the cost was $193 million (2015 IBI Reports). This is vastly different than the current
cost estimate of $477million. Again, the increase illustrates that “live storage” can be added to
either option, which has been removed from SR1 subsequently. We request to know the reason
for this removal.

The Proponent states that “SR1 land acquisition costs were originally estimated based on the
project footprint of the preliminary design, which was approximately 1760 acres. Total land
costs were estimated at $40 million.” Today, land costs are estimated at $140 million due to an
enlarged footprint and also “it has become apparent that willing sales of the land will require
much higher compensatory amounts than originally suggested.” 2

SCOPE:

COMPONENTS:

The 2016 Project Description submitted to IAAC (CEAA) states the following:

“The Project consists of the construction and operation of an Off-stream Storage Reservoir, a
Diversion Structure located at the Elbow River, a Diversion Channel to transport diverted
floodwater into the reservoir, an Off-stream Storage Dam to contain the diverted floodwater,
and Outlet Works to return the stored water back to the river following a flood.”

There is no mention of another significant “in-river” component thus the project should be
resubmitted. The addition of the debris deflector, a core element for project success, is a
material change that was not contemplated until late 2017, after the Open Houses.

22 https://www.nrcb.ca/download_document/2/83/9124/20190614-at-sir-to-nrcb-re-sir1-
response-appendix-ir6-1
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ltem Estimated Cost (52017)
Mobilization $ 360,000
Construction of Debris Deflector $ 7,370,633
Contingency $ 1,159,000
Construction Sub-Total $8,889,633
Engineering and Environmental Fees $ 740,000
Project Total $9,629,633

A change such as this illustrates the oversimplification of SR1 in its original form.

DIVERSION CHANNEL:

The 2015 IBI reports states the following about the Diversion Channel:
“The diversion channel is designed to convey a peak diversion flow of 300 m3/s from the Elbow
River into the off-stream storage reservoir. The channel is designed with a 24 m bottom width,
three horizontal to one vertical side slopes and a 3.6 m water depth.”

The 2016 project summary doubles the size of the diversion channel from earlier designs. It is
now designed for 600m3/s of water (vs 300m3/s) and has a maximum water depth of 6.4
meters (versus 3.6 meters). This increase in height of the channel becomes a significant risk to
wildlife when they fall in.

See Appendix E regarding the large elk herd that roams throughout the Springbank area.

HEALTH, SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

In the 2014 NRCB Project Summary, there were “None” identified for these categories. Over the
past 6 years significant negative outcomes were identified regarding to the Springbank area, to
the environment, and that there are social costs to impacted communities that were never
contemplated.

In fact, the Proponent heard so many negative comments in 2016 at the Open Houses and
during letters to IAAC (CEAA) that it finally publicly acknowledged outcomes (dust,
methylmercury, wildlife, among others) only in 2018 at the second set of Open Houses. Note,
throughout this entire process from 2014 to 2018, the message from the Alberta Government
was that only a few landowners—about four were impacted. The implication was that there
were no other negative outcomes. This continuing inaccurate message to the public was - and
continues to be - harmful to this process and to our communities.
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FLAWED TRIPLE-BOTTOM LINES ANALYSIS:

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9124/20190614-at-sir-to-nrch-re-sirl-
response-appendix-ir6-1

Re: Question 23 Volume 4, Supporting Documentation, 1. IBl Report, Section 3.3.1.1, Page 10,
and Exhibits 3.5, 3.6 and 3.7

The Proponent states: “The triple bottom line analysis was not used to compare SR1 and the

MC1 Option. SR1 was included as an upstream storage option for Elbow River and, as such, the
MC1 Option would have yielded the same benefits had it been included.”.

OUR VIEW:

To date, the only triple-bottom line analysis completed for SR1 was conducted from the City of
Calgary perspective. Had the Proponent considered the triple-bottom line benefits for Albertans
we suggest the outcome of the analysis would be different, and far less favorable to SR1. There
is a long list of benefits that are unique to MC1 - fire mitigation, drought management, water
security and recreation. The Triple-Bottom Line analysis submitted by the Proponent is not valid
due to the exclusion of benefits and costs outside the City of Calgary’s borders. The negative
outcomes of SR1 are borne largely by the Western Communities of Springbank, Redwood
Meadows, Tsuut’ina Nation and Bragg Creek.
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EXPLANATION:

In Appendix IR6-1 (p7) the Proponent states the following regarding the 2017 analysis (City of
Calgary report):

Each scenario was assessed against a variety of triple-bottom-line criteria, including a BCA. Key
points about this study in relation to the BCA for SR1 and MC1 are as follows:

. The scenario that was identified as SR1 (scenario 1) also included the operating
agreement between TransAlta and the Government of Alberta for Bow River
facilities along with existing and planned barriers and pump stations along the Bow
River. Upstream storage (SR1) was the only measure on the Elbow River however,
the BCA was for the entire scenario (both the Bow and Elbow Rivers).

. A high-level estimate of $500 million was used for the Elbow River upstream
storage facility.

. Although the BCA and benefits were reported by scenario, the damages for each
scenario could be classified as occurring due to the Bow or Elbow River, allowing
for an extraction of benefits on the Elbow River attributed to the upstream storage
option.

. The level of protection and benefits would have been the same if it was assumed to
be MC1 upstream on the Elbow River because the scope of the assessment was
limited to the City of Calgary.

The last point is critical and highlights one of the main errors with the SR1 and MC1 analysis:
“the scope of the assessment was limited to the City of Calgary.”

In our view, there has been an intentional exclusion of benefits and costs from the upstream
communities along the Elbow River. This continued exclusion of dialogue and input from
communities other than the City of Calgary only served to entrench the perspectives of the
western communities that MC1 was never really considered, as we strongly believe that the
MC1 option offers a long-list of benefits that have been ignored.

Additionally, the Scenario 1 (SR1 + TransAlta Agreements) from the 2017 report includes the full
benefits of mitigation on the Bow and Elbow Rivers with only SR1 infrastructure.

We request that the Proponent provide information that separates the benefits and costs of the
TransAlta agreements from the SR1 discussion. This is irrelevant to the SR1 decision and only
skewed the SR1 decision presented to the City of Calgary to make it look like the most obvious
choice based on benefits from the TransAlta agreements. Combining SR1 and TransAlta
agreements confused the true impacts of SR1 for the Elbow River.
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USE OF VALUE-BASED JUDGEMENTS

The Deltares Report relied heavily on value-based judgments. Value-based judgments, made by
consultants, and without input from critical stakeholders such as Tsuut’ina Nation, Redwood
Meadows, or Bragg Creek residents, in particular with regard to MC1, have impaired the
decision-making process.

We refer to the Rocky View County Report on SR1, which explained why these value-based
judgments are problematic®. For example, the perceived premium for recreational land over
private land; the preference for leaving natural forests over grasslands; the importance of
preserving campgrounds versus private homes and businesses.

MC1 RECREATIONAL UTILITY:

The 2014 Task Force Report states that “This study considers the construction of a dam at MC1
downstream of Allen Bill Pond; the pond would be within the impoundment area of this dam.
The conceptual dam design includes a permanent pond and this could be an effective
replacement for the lost recreation at Allen Bill Pond. If reconstructed, this recreation area will
be at risk of flooding in the future.”

One of the most important rationale for choosing SR1 over MC1 appears to be the loss of
recreation capacity at McLean Creek under MC1. The 2014 Task Force study undermines that
rational by stating that new capacity could be created. However, in 2015, the IBI reports chose
to ignore potential benefits from multi-use storage and Deltares lamented the loss of
recreational lands at MC1.

The Proponent’s continued view of the value of the MC1 lands is as follows:

“In addition to the disposition cancellation costs, the study team at IBI Group strongly believes
that any analysis of the MC1 project should consider the cost of land. Although no formal
purchase of lands would occur, the land is very valuable to Albertans. As a recreational and
natural asset, it is utilized by many more residents than equivalent private land is. Such land is in
limited supply in proximity to major population centres. [Emphasis Added] Therefore, the value
of replacement land should be considered even if Alberta Transportation does not ordinarily
include such costs in a benefit/cost analysis. As indicated in section 4.2.3 of the August 2017
benefit/cost submission, IBl Group has estimated that the cost of comparable replacement land
for the project footprint at $57.75 million. Considering the total land area impacted, including
relocation of the highway, the value would increase to $88.6 million.”

This statement reflects the ultimate double standard in this project. The consultants place
tremendous value on the MC1 lands, far more so than on the SR1 land, on the basis of
“recreational utility”. May we ask how Kamp Kiwanis, host to thousands of children, 30 min
from Calgary and a hospital, on the river and with natural forest, can replace what is lost to SR1
given “such land is in limited supply in proximity to major population centres”? It can’t.

2 https://www.rockyview.ca/Portals/0/Files/Attachments/2018-12-11-Springbank-Dam-
Report.pdf
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IAAC (CEAA) GENERAL QUESTIONS

IAAC (CEAA) IR1-04: RESERVOIR OPERATIONS

We have significant concerns about AT’s responses concerning reservoir operations. There
seems to be much uncertainty about the operations of the SR1 structures during and post flood
and therefore, reliance of future information. The Proponent makes numerous statements that
refer to future decisions by the reservoir operator regarding sediment, water quality,
temperatures, etc. of the Elbow and of the reservoir.

IAAC (CEAA) IR3-01 CLIMATE CHANGE

It appears that the SR1 decision relied heavily on the speed at which SR1 could be completed at
the expense of other criteria including the ability of the project to mitigate the effects of climate
change. We view that this is a critical process flaw and error of judgement on the part of the
Proponent.

We are concerned that the focus of climate change has been exclusively on flood. Historically,
drought is a more common condition in Alberta. We request information from the Government
of Alberta about how SR1 can assist with drought management relative to a project like McLean
Creek, which would include a water reservoir (from McLean Creek Cost/Benefit Analysis by IBI,
February 2015: “Additional water could be contained above the dead storage El. 1,398.0 m (i.e.,
multi-use storage) by regulating the permanent outlet gates using pre-programmed automation
methods, rather than leaving the gates in the wide open position as considered herein. The
potential value and/or need for multiuse storage at this site should be evaluated as part of the
future study.”

We ask the Proponent, as part of an updated alternative means study, to compare SR1 and
MC1 in their ability to address more elements of climate change including drought, fire and
water security.

The 2015 Deltares report states: “The province should continue to pursue the multiple layers
approach to flood mitigation as outlined in previous work on Room for the River, structural
mitigation is only one element. Programs like wetland restoration, floodway regulations and
removal of obstructions should continue. Temporary storage of water in detention areas is not a
very robust measure because it is only effective up to a certain magnitude of flood. when that
magnitude is overcharged its effectiveness is minimal. And, moreover, it is very sensitive to
'sound operation and fast response time'. Where floods up to the size of the June 2013 flood
could be managed, anything above the 2013 flood would not be reduced in impact, the
awareness of the people in the floodplain will further decline, making them (and society at
large) even more vulnerable.”

We view that this statement by Deltares has not been acknowledged in the SR1 decision and
subsequent actions by the Alberta Government. The Alberta Government has made no efforts
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towards wetland restorations on the Elbow River and the City of Calgary continues to allow
construction of massive infrastructure on the edge of the Elbow River?*. Obstructions have not
been removed from the floodplain, with the exception of the proposed expropriations in
Springbank and Bragg Creek. We see this is a double standard, with mass land sterilization in
Springbank acting as insurance for the City of Calgary to continue to build along the river.

We ask, in addition to SR1, what other “Room for the River” measures have been
implemented or are planned for the Elbow River? The City of Calgary has conducted extensive
upgrades for flood, including improvements to the Glenmore Reservoir, the Calgary Zoo area
and more, but what has occurred outside the City limits?

NRCB GENERAL (QUESTIONS 1- 113)

NRCB QUESTION 1: UNNAMED CREEK OPTIONS

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9208/20190614-at-sir-to-nrcb-re-sirl-
response-sec-2-nrch

It appears that the Government has not included the cost of $4.2 million for upgrading the
1.8km unnamed creek channel that is the outlet to SR1. Instead, they propose sediment removal
post-flood. We continue to wait on estimates of post-flood recovery for impacted infrastructure
and who is responsible for the costs?

The Proponent needs to list what expected activities will take place in or around the unnamed
creek. Itis not sufficient to say that smaller equipment will be used. What equipment, for what
purpose, at what locations, and using what access?

Will any new landowners be affected by these operations in the unnamed creek?

24 https://calgaryherald.com/news/local-news/tallest-residential-tower-in-the-city-proposed-
for-beltline-site-near-elbow-river
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NRCB QUESTION 3: MC1 RECREATION CAPACITY POST-CONSTRUCTION

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9208/20190614-at-sir-to-nrcb-re-sirl-
response-sec-2-nrch

The Proponent refers to a loss in recreation capacity at MC1 as a negative outcome of that
option. Here, local knowledge would have helped frame this discussion.

MC1 changes the recreation capacity of the current recreation area. However, there are
opportunities with the creation of a permanent pond! The MC1 Report (Vol 1)? states:

Mitigation measures proposed to reduce or eliminate potential effects to Land Use and Management include
identifying alternative areas to offset loss of protected areas; retaining or reconstructing access to affected
recreation areas; redirecting recreational users to other recreational use areas; creation of a recreation site
associated with the permanent pond; communication of construction schedule and road closures;
development of a traffic accommodation strategies; compensation for grazing allotment holders and

registered fur management area holders; developing and implementing a plan for infrastructure relocation.

We believe that there would be new recreation activities such as water-based activities of
camping, hiking, sailing, and canoeing, on and near the reservoir that would result from
permanent water storage. Furthermore, it is reasonable to expect economic benefits to Rocky
View County and the hamlet of Bragg Creek and ultimately, the Province of Alberta, resulting
from increased and sustainable tourism in the MC1 scenario. All over Alberta, in-stream dams
create economic and social value!

We request consultation about post-MC1 recreation potential as well as an opportunity to
speak about our experiences and concerns with the existing MC1 recreation area.

It is the Proponent’s contention that MC1 would cause a loss of recreation capacity. We point
out that the recreation areas of Elbow Falls and Allen Bill Pond were largely destroyed by the
2013 floods. A decision was made by Rocky View County not to repair Allen Bill Pond again back
to having a pond since it would be further destroyed by future floods. The potential for ongoing
damages to what is left in this area and the cost of reconstruction have not been considered by
the Proponent.

The MC1 report from February 2015 states:®

% https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/8640/20170919-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-mcl-vol-1
26 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9072/20171114-at-eia-r-to-nrcb-re-amec-
environmental-overview-of-the-conceptual-elbow-river-dam-at-mclean-creek
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River Cove group campground was destroyed during the 2013 flood, and is currently
closed to the public. Flood related repairs are currently under way by Alberta Tourism,
Parks & Recreation to fully recover the campground and associated access (Storie pers.
comm. 2014).

. Station Flats is a hiking, mountain biking and horseback trailhead located on the north
side of Highway 66. It has a small gravelled parking lot and vault toilets.

. Allen Bill Pond was also destroyed during the 2013 flood; however, some facilities still
remain intact, including vault toilets and several reconstructed trailheads. Prior to the
2013 flood, Allen Bill Pond was stocked with rainbow trout and was a popular destination
in Kananaskis. Staff observations from 2012 indicated frequent or occasional congestion
and crowding on weekends (GoA 2012). Recreational use patterns have likely changed
since the 2013 flood.

Where is a projected cost for rebuilding the River Cove Campground? Where are projected costs
for upgrades to roads and other infrastructure that was damaged in 2013, and is at risk from
future flood?

We also contend that the area itself is not able to handle the increasing recreational demands of
the 300,000, and growing in numbers, of visitors annually. The road into the area often
becomes clogged with day-trippers from the Calgary area and the existing road and parking
infrastructure is overburdened.

Further, there seems to be a continued bias towards forest over farmland. We point out that

the McLean Creek area has a large area of land for both logging and off highway vehicles. These
are both destructive to the natural environment and also to wildlife.
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Officially Sanctioned Vandalism

Neither grizzly bears nor elk nor trout nor clean water,
however, can thrive amid busy networks of muddy,
eroding trails. The last part of my tour with Gord Lehn
took us into the McLean Creek watershed, a shameful
example of recreational mismanagement.

Dirt bikes, snowmobiles and all-terrain quads began
to appear in Alberta’s headwaters in the 1970s. Initially,
it was hunters, anglers and climbers who used the new
OHVs. Most of them simply wanted to drive a bit deeper
into the wilds before getting off to walk. It wasn’t long,
however, before others began to look at the foothills as a
playground for machines they saw as powerful toys.

OHV users quickly spread a web of eroding motor
trails all through the landscape. Many of those tracks
cross streams repeatedly, muddying them with runoff.
Worse, many OHV users are not content with improved
access that saves them having to use their legs like the rest
of us: they like to tear land up. Mud-bogging has turned
once-lush wetlands into muddy sumps. Some creeks have
become de-facto racetracks. Hillsides are scarred with
multiple vertical tracks that funnel rainwater and mud
into the streams below after every rainstorm.

Faced with motorized anarchy in the woods, the
Alberta government decided to try and regulate use by
establishing sacrifice areas. In 1979 the McLean Creek
watershed, along with the Ghost-Waiparous farther north,
were turned over to the OHV crowd as “Forest Land-
Use Zones” (FLUZ).

The idea was to provide a network of authorized woods

-

We submit the following summary of the impact of poor environmental management in the
McLean Creek area, from Heart Waters, by Kevin Van Tighem:

trails for motorized vehicles. The rest of the landscape
would be out of bounds. It didn’t work; it had the social
effect of legitimizing recreational vandalism. Long week-
ends in the off-road areas have become famous as three-
day drunken mud-fests. It didn’t help any that the govern-
ment put next to no resources into laying out a proper trail
network with moderate hill grades, erosion protection,
bridged stream crossings and protection for wetlands and
riparian areas. Instead, they simply let OHV operators
take over abandoned seismic cutlines, cattle trails, open
meadows and partly reclaimed oil and gas roads.

Gord Lehn showed me logging haul roads that Spray
Lake Sawmills had recontoured and restored only to see
irresponsible off-roaders develop new trails there. In
one clear-cut, based on Alberta government guidelines,
the company had to leave an unlogged buffer along a
pre-existing OHV trail. The trail is a deeply eroded gully
straight up a hill - a former seismic cutline - that funnels
sediment and runoff directly into a once-healthy trout
stream. Spray Lake, whose operational guidelines are
designed to minimize their impact on the stream, was
required to protect an OHV trail that functions as an open
wound.

Out-of-control OHV use is a problem all through
Alberta’s headwater forests. Dr. Dan Andrews did a water
quality study of the Waiparous River, a tributary of the
Ghost, for Alberta Environment in 2006. He found that the
Waiparous, which drains an OHV-riddled FLUZ, receives
seven to ten times more sediment loading than the very
similar Elbow River because of erosion from vehicle trails.

The Ghost Watershed Alliance Society, a stewardship

The Hamlet of Bragg Creek would have an opportunity for sustainable recreation if the MC1
project were to proceed. As part of MC1, this area could receive must-needed infrastructure
improvements to accommodate the growing tourism activity in the area and to diversify the
economy. MC1 would be a state-of-the-art eco-tourism destination. Again, it is important for
the Proponent to widen its lens to look beyond flood mitigation for the City of Calgary and
instead, to consider the range of benefits possible with an upstream project. The results will
be a legacy investment for all Albertans and tourists.

There has been no information that we have seen that discusses these uses of the MC1 area,
which is continually portrayed as a pristine wilderness. Further, SR1 lands are referred to as
“pastureland”. This does an injustice to the landowners, many of whom have businesses on
these lands and also Kamp Kiwanis, which has been largely ignored in terms of understanding
SR1 impacts on its unique year-round operations.
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In fact, approximately 60% of Alberta’s land is provincial public land and another 10% is
federal public land. Only 28.5% of Alberta is considered “Private Land”. Thus, one could argue
that losing 7,000 acres of private land, most of which is in its natural state, largely native
grasslands, is a significant negative outcome of SR1.%’

Green and White Areas of Alberta
with Grazing Leases

N Projection: 10TM (NAD 1983)
Data Sources: Alberta Wiklemness Association,
A Alberta Environment and Parks, and Geogratis -
Natural Resources Canada.
S. Nichols (Revi July 2017)
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NRCB QUESTION 5: CATCHMENT AREA

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/5555/sir-1-july-31-2018
We believe that the narrow frame of reference focused on flood mitigation for the City of
Calgary has invalidated this response by Alberta Transportation.

Two points:

1. MC1is the project that protects MORE communities and homes because it can protect
Tsuut’ina Lands, the community of Redwood Meadows and the Hamlet of Bragg Creek.
There was minimal consideration (only insofar as the mention they would need
additional protection) for these communities in the original decision, which focused on
Calgary. The small amount of incremental catchment at SR1 is offset by far by the
benefits to protecting more homes, land and communities upstream of SR1.

2. The Proponent states in the following quote that 25% more catchment area results in
better flood protection for Calgary. Our experts believe that SR1 has a catchment area
of 96% and MC1 has 90-94% by an in-stream dam, such that there is no significant
difference in catchment area and also most of the water is generated upstream.

When the spillways are discharging at maximum capacity (inflow design flood) the water
behind the dam is termed the “maximum reservoir volume". When passing the PMF, the
volume of water behind the MC1 Option dam is 23,000,000 m3, whereas the volume behind
SR1 damis 77,771,000 m3. The difference between the two can be attributed to the general
arangement and hydraulic design of the facilities. SR1 has an auxiliary spillway that allows
much of the excess flood flow to pass without being diverted to the reservoir. As a result, the
SR1 reservoir does noft rise as much as the MC1 Option reservoir when passing the PMF,

Given that both offer similar storage capabilities for the 2013 flood, and similar design bases
for flood mitigation, the primary reasons that the flood mitigation is better with SR1 are the
following:

e SR1itis located further downstream than the MC1 Option. It is, therefore, in a better
position to intercept and manage runoff from the additional 173 km? of catchment area
that is between SR1 and the MC1 Option. This additional catchment area is a 25%
increase over the MC1 Option catchment area, and this additional area allows SR1 to
manage flood generating runoff from the major fributaries of MaclLean Creek, Harris
Creek, Iron Creek, Bragg Creek, and a considerable amount from unnamed creeks,
tributaries, and drainages. The MC1 Option would not be able to manage flood runoff
generated from this additional catchment area.

e SRI1 has been designed to limit releases from the Glenmore Reservoir dam fo 160 m3/s,
which is slightly lower than the value of 170 m3/s adopted in the design of the MCI
Option. The use of 160 m3/s as the target for SR1 was to coincide with the maximum
discharge capacity of Glenmore Reservoir's outlet, which has a capacity of 160 m3/s.
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NRCB QUESTION 5: SOCIAL GOOD CREATED BY THE PROJECT

COMMUNITY IMPACTS: SR1 ONLY CREATES “SOCIAL NEGATIVES”

We ask the regulators to review our Community Impact videos and submissions in Appendix D
and Appendix B. For more discussion, we refer to the negative outcomes outlined in the
Springbank Community Association’s submission to CEAA in June 2018%:

In 2014, the Project Summary submitted to the NRCB identified no unique social or
environmental consequences. % Today, we know there are serious health, social, economic and
environmental consequences in the local area as a direct result of this project. These impacts
have come to light over time, but for some unknown reason, do not seem to merit discussion by
the Proponent. The Social Good assessment stopped at the City of Calgary’s borders. For some
reason, no consideration was/is given to the impacts of the Project on the communities that
surround the it.

Our communities are reeling from the SR1 decision. We have been marginalized by three
successive provincial governments. From inception, the Project has been exclusively about
protecting the City of Calgary from flood. This narrow scope has prohibited a comprehensive
discussion and analysis of the impacts of SR1 on both on local communities. According to the
Proponent, the social good of the Project refers to benefits that accrue to the City of Calgary. In
reality, MC1 would provide equivalent flood protection for the City of Calgary, so these social
good outcomes are not unique to SR1.

It is clear to us that SR1 erodes value in many ways, while MC1 creates value by generating a
wide variety of ancillary benefits to all communities. SR1 creates “social negative” outcomes in
Springbank, Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows and for Tsuut’ina Nation. MC1 is the project
with legitimate and lasting social good outcomes.

Social Negative: Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows residents live under the threat of flood
with SR1, but not MC1.

MC1 would control the river level and thus would better address groundwater and overland
flood risk. Berms are an incomplete solution, as explained by this presentation by Amec to the
City of Calgary®C. This project is a study in unfairness for flood projection: Calgary residents
along the Elbow River were told that berms are inadequate, so upstream mitigation is required;
Bragg Creek residents receive immediate funding from the Gov of Alberta for construction of
berms, but their calls for upstream mitigation are ignored. It appears that Bragg Creek berms
are being designed to a 1:100 standard, but have not been built yet. High River has a 1:200
flood design basis, as is SR1 - so why not the Elbow communities?

28 https://drive.google.com/open?id=1M075vIAzjk7UZEbPKMw_90-6cn602B80
2 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/8566/20140711-at-eia-to-nrcb-project-

summary-table
30 https://drive.google.com/open?id=1QLjd-pmUyJClyvt6cL8UgmMKmY2sqTsN
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Social Negative: Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows live under threat of wildlife that could
be addressed, to some extent, by an MC1 reservoir.

With SR1, the lack of consideration of wildfire risk is a point of dismay and surprise, that this
important factor was never contemplated in the decision process.

Social Negative: Lack of vision about the future of the Bragg Creek, Redwood and Springbank
communities.

The Proponent has not once mentioned the opportunity cost of SR1, which includes foregone
economic development in western communities. Bragg Creek is currently planning future
growth and would benefit greatly from an MC1 project that would provide certainty about flood
risk. Springbank continues to grow and is a gateway to the Rocky Mountains. The new
community of Harmony on Springbank’s northwest corner illustrate the tremendous economic
potential of this region. Harmony is situated on 1300 acres and will be home to 10,000 people
(and associated business). The Proponent refers to the proposed Springbank Area Structure
Plan as evidence that SR1 lands have only agricultural value. We point out that Harmony was
also not included in an area structure plan and was designed outside the area structure plan
process within Rocky View County. Further, Springbank, Redwood Meadows and Bragg Creek
plan to increase eco-tourism and tourism, in general. SR1 only harms those opportunities over
the long-run.

Social Negative: SR1’s effect on the landscape of Springbank is permanently negative.
Springbank accounts for some of the most valuable and scenic land in Alberta! The SR1 project
is situated at the corner of the tourism corridors of the TransCanada highway and Cowboy Trail
(Highway 22). The combination of an 8-story berm, silt, muddy water, all spread over a massive
footprint can only be characterized as willfully destructive for future economic development,
including tourism and eco-tourism in this vibrant, growing area. Massive depositions of silt are
aesthetically displeasing, at a minimum, and this silt will mobilize under various wind conditions,
thus negatively impacting potential large parts of our community (and possibly west Calgary!).

Social Negative: Silt accumulation and mobilization is a terrible consequence of the project
design.

A design flood will deposit 2.3 million tons of silt in central Springbank. This silt deposit is
approximately 3km west of our schools, and homes are nearby. Risks and outcomes of this silt
have not been adequately addressed. Again, it doesn’t appear that this consequence was
recognized by the Proponent until further along in the EIA. Now that we have clarity about this
outcome, it should cause serious reconsideration of the entire project.

Social Negative: Road Closures during SR1 use introduce risk and disruption in our
communities.

Springbank Road is the main connector between Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows and
Springbank. School busses use this road during the school year. High School students from
Redwood Meadows and Bragg Creek attending Springbank Community High School. Traffic will
be directed during the closure of Springbank Road to Township Road 250. In addition to the
inconvenience this adds to our community, it introduces risk, as the Township Road 250
intersection is notoriously dangerous.

Social Negative: SR1 creates a wealth transfer from Rocky View County to the City of Calgary.
Rocky View County loses property taxes (and future taxes and economic development) on a
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massive land footprint. Rocky View County resident taxes will increase in direct proportion to
the taxes lost on these lands. Calgary, meanwhile, sees no increased costs from this benefit that
accrues exclusively to its residents. Landowners lose their right to develop SR1 lands over time,
to the benefit of their families, communities and region. These sacrifices have value, which have
not been acknowledged at all by the Proponent.

Social Negative: Kamp Kiwanis is fundamentally changed or must be relocated.

We highlight the following from Volume 1 of the MC1 report3’. Interestingly, negative outcomes
are contemplated for area campers during MC1 construction. We should not need to highlight
that both Kamp Kiwanis and Kamp Hope/Gardner will also be negatively impacted by SR1
construction, a fact that seems to be omitted by the Proponent.

Exceedances of ambient air quality criteria may occur during the Construction phase at the McLean Creek
Campground, Easter Seals Camp Horizon, and Paddy’s Flat Campground. To reduce exposure to potential
air quality effects, the McLean Creek Campground, Easter Seals Camp Horizon, and Paddy’s Flat
Campground would likely need to be closed during Construction. Gooseberry Campground may also be

closed at night during the peak construction period to prevent sleep disturbance to campers.

Meanwhile, impacts to Kamp Kiwanis, which has been operating on the SR1 lands for decades, is
not discussed by the Proponent. What will happen to Kamp Kiwanis under SR1 — during
construction, in which a cement plant will operate onsite — and after construction, when a large
part of their land has been used for the project and they have almost no riverfront left by which
to run their popular river programs. This camp is the best Kiwanis camp in Canada and an
important part of their camp activities is based on Elbow River frontage to which they will no
longer have access. Kamp Kiwanis will be home to a cement plant for SR1 construction. They
host thousands of children each summer for camps and during the school year for school
students locally and from Calgary. It would be a significant loss to Calgary and area schools to
not have easy access to this Kamp if it is forced to relocate. We request a specific analysis and
public report of the negative consequences to Kamp Kiwanis during and post-construction
under SR1, including a full cost-accounting of the impacts.

Social Negative: Heritage landowners are forced to give up their homes, livelihoods and legacy
homesteads for a SR1 - to protect homes on the floodplain in Calgary!

The marginalization of landowners impacted by SR1 is appalling. They have been characterized
as greedy, rich and selfish. These characterizations are intensely damaging. Mary Robinson’s
family arrived in the 1880s. She runs a busy riding area and has cattle on the SR1 lands. This
land is irreplaceable! It is on a river, close to a major city, surrounded by forest and part of a
close-knit community. Brian Copithorne’s family arrived on their lands in the reservoir footprint
in the 1800s as well. They settled on that land in part because of the natural springs, which
provide running water four-seasons a year. Many landowners have left the land in its natural
state, largely for cattle grazing. What is the social cost of this mass expropriation of land in one
community, from a few families?

31 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/8640/20170919-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-mcl-vol-1
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We want to be clear on this important point: negative outcomes in western communities
were NEVER acknowledged by the Proponent until IAAC (CEAA) began asking questions.

We request that the Proponent describe, in detail, the specific, negative consequences of the
SR1 project in the local areas of Springbank, Redwood Meadows and Bragg Creek for inclusion
in the “social good” discussion.

MCLEAN CREEK CREATES SOCIAL GOOD

A social good analysis was never conducted for McLean Creek (to our knowledge). Our
communities see the opportunity for tremendous social good with an upstream project like
McLean Creek: fire mitigation, drought management, water security, recreation and flood
protection for upstream communities.

We request an updated social good analysis for McLean Creek that includes the benefits of
water storage.

The City of Calgary would benefit from water storage capacity at MC1.

While receiving a similar level of flood mitigation under MC1, the City could benefit from water
storage at McLean creek that would add security (water quality and quantity) to its drinking
water supply from the Elbow River. The Proponent should discuss this water security
opportunity cost under SR1.

Better Fire Suppression Capabilities at MC1 would protect Calgary’s drinking water from by-
products of fire.
See Appendix A for more information on this important consideration.

City of Calgary residents would benefit from an upgraded recreational area at MC1 and a
permanent reservoir.

City of Calgary residents would also be the primary users of the upgraded MC1 recreational
area. Again, due to the limited scope of analysis, which focussed on flood, the Proponent was
unable to conduct a holistic assessment of the benefits of the permanent pond.

Better flood and fire mitigation for Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows from MC1 cannot be
overlooked from a holistic wellness perspective!
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The level of anxiety in Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows from continued risk of flood and fire
has a tremendous social cost. In fact, the 2017 Report on MC13? states:

Option Benefits

The 2013 flood demonstrated the need for further flood mitigation along the Elbow River to reduce the effect
of larger flood events and protect the communities of Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows, and Calgary. The
MC1 Option would provide flood mitigation for Calgary, as well as the communities of Bragg Creek,

Redwood Meadows, and the Tsuut'ina Nation IR No. 145.

In addition to property impacts associated with flooding, the adverse health effects associated with flooding
events are recognized globally, varying from physical harm in the short-term to delayed mental health
problems in the long-term. The health benefits of flood reduction are numerous; implementing flood
reduction and flood damage mitigation strategies would reduce adverse health effects associated directly

with pre-flooding, flooding, and post-flooding events.

And:

The MC1 Option would have a positive effect on regional health services as a result of flood
reduction, removing health care demands and improving overall public safety associated with
emergency preparedness and emergency response during flood conditions. Flood reduction would
result in numerous benefits to health and regional health services before, during, and after a flood
event. This would be positive in terms of public health and safety.

Redwood Meadows fifteen-year Resident, Dr. Karen Massey, psychotherapist, writes about
Redwood Meadows and Bragg Creek experiences during and in the aftermath of the 2013 flood.

The worst part about the flood was being evacuated on the first day of the flood, Thursday, and
then having no communication other than through the community Facebook updates. No one
knew if the entire town would be lost because the dirt berms were being breached in three
places. Fortunately, the town was saved by Tsuut’ina volunteers, town and Calgary volunteers.
Although one excavator operator described how he almost lost his life in the darkness of the
night, while working on the berm at the edge of the flooding river. He indicated that his flood
light had burned out so he didn’t realize the river had eroded almost all of the dirt around him.

Every spring since 2013, residents of Bragg Creek and area, and Redwood Meadows have
anxiety about whether this is the year for the next calamitous flood? In addition to the worry as
the rain comes down, residents who were traumatized during the 2013 flood are hypervigilant
about when will a big flood occur again. These chronic emotional stressors are a health risk.

With all the focus on worrying about a flood, unexpectedly, in May, 2018, residents in Bragg
Creek and area, and Redwood Meadows were sent an emergency alert on their cell phones on a
seemingly normal Sunday afternoon. The alert told residents to prepare to evacuate because a
wildfire was out of control in Champion Lake, or locally known as the McLean Creek fire.
According to the local fire department, a wildfire can travel about 15 km an hour. Redwood was
2 —3 hours away from the fire, and Bragg Creek was much closer. So once again families packed
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suitcases, took pictures of everything that would be left behind. Residents gassed up their cars,
trucks, hooked up their trailers, packed clothing and special items, booked reservations at
campgrounds and seriously got ready to evacuate. Fortunately, the wind changed, and no one
had to evacuate. Likely this is a precursor for wildfires in the future since each year, as the one-
hundred-year-old Bragg Creek forest ages, it becomes a higher fire risk. Now the residents in the
area have a DOUBLE reason for being stressed, both in June which is flood time, and from April —
October which is fire season. Bragg Creek is considering large-scale growth of the Hamlet, which
was not contemplated by the Proponent.

The Fort McMurray disastrous wildfire experience caused millions in lost wages, mental and
physical health problems, visits to medical professionals, and there are likely still some
traumatic residual mental and emotional problems after the fire. A paper was published in the
International Journal of Mental Health and Addictions in October, 2018, by researcher Vincent
Agyapong, a psychiatrist at the University of Alberta, who sent questionnaires to residents of
Fort McMurray. He found that 6 months after the wildfire:

® about 15% of people were suffering from depression, more than the average Alberta
rate of 3.3%;

® about 25% met the criteria for anxiety disorders;

® about 12.8% were suffering from probable PTSD, more than 10 times the normal rate
for Alberta;

e these disorders were associated with alcohol and substance abuse and nicotine
dependence;

e what kept people resilient and protected them was human contact and support, even as
simple as a phone call.

Trauma is a major problem that occurs after a catastrophic event such as a flood and fire. The
mental health cost can be enormous due to time off work, visits to medical professionals,
deterioration of health due to environmental health risks, and medications. People directly
affected by the flood, as well as their families and friends were also at risk of being vicariously
traumatized.

The anxiety of living under threat of fire and flood is an important consideration. This anxiety is
not unique to Calgary residents, but is also acutely felt by the upstream communities of
Redwood Meadows and Bragg Creek. West Bragg Creek residents were affected in a different
way because there is only one exit out of the area. That exit is over a bridge that was closed
down due to concerns about its stability at the peak of the flood. This closure stranded people
overnight. Parents at work could not get home to their children, but fortunately neighbors
helped out the stranded children such as by giving them food and beds overnight. Our
communities never want this to happen again.
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The alluvial aquifer & flood mitigation

Alluvial (boulder and gravel) aquifer along the Elbow River
_widely present from Bragg Creek downstream
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To illustrate the continued risk to upstream communities with SR1 & berms, see this image for a
summary of groundwater flooding, due to the many aquifers found in Redwood Meadows in

2013. Aquifers explain why many basements became flooded, and yet their neighbors did not
experience flooded basements.
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What we know now: Berms will not protect against

groundwater flooding! Controlling river height essential.

Basement flooding at Redwood Meadows, June 2013.
Note 60-80cm basement flooding 200-300m from the river...behind the berms!
The alluvial aquifer delivered the water despite berms.
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“Basement flooding, not sewer backup,
blamed for damaging homes along Elbow
River in 2013.” Aboud,Ryan and Osborn, (U
of C) Utoday June 19, 2018.

Distanceto the Elbow River (m)

Figure 1. Flood water height above basement floor (cm) with distance of the home to the Elbow River (m).

University of Calgary ENSC501: Jabush, Grant and Ryan
Sept 2014

Although the article in Appendix H is titled “Modeling How Groundwater Pumping will Affect
Aquatic Ecosystems- EOS, is about groundwater pumping, it indirectly speaks to the significant
dangers that having tons of flood water stagnant in SR1 for up to about 90 days will likely impact
the springs/alluvial aquifers that run throughout Springbank area. There is a reason that
Springbank is called Springbank. This article points to the Alberta Government having more
scientific investigation to identify the potential damage of SR1 on springs/alluvial aquifers, and
perhaps the need for regulatory protection of alluvial aquifers.

We request an updated social good assessment, consisting of all impacts, both positive and

negative, in Bragg Creek, Upper/West Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows, Tsuut’ina Nation and
Kamp Kiwanis for both SR1 and MC1. Our communities must have input into this analysis.
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NRCB QUESTION 23: TRIPLE-BOTTOM LINE BENEFITS

The NRCB states: “The IBl report includes a “Triple Bottom Line” analysis. a. Explain the rationale
for analyzing SR1 but excluding MC1 from the Triple Bottom Line analysis. b. Explain how the
triple bottom line analysis of the 12 mitigation scenarios were used to compare SR1 and MC1.”

Our view: scope for Triple Bottom Analysis line should have been the Province of Alberta, not
from the perspective of the City of Calgary. We point out that this is a crucial shortcoming of
the SR1 project. The triple-bottom line analysis must include all communities impacted by
SR1 and the range of outcomes that they experience.

Respectfully, to NRCB, neither of the 2015 IBI Cost/Benefit reports (MC1 or SR1) consider
triple bottom-line benefits. Both reports specifically state: “This study was concerned solely
with economic efficiency and therefore does not include analysis of the aforementioned non-
commensurable criteria.” (as detailed below).
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6.5 Triple Bottom Line Considerations

Traditional economic analyses of flood mitigation alternatives have generally assumed a
straightforward objective of maximizing the net benefits (total benefits minus total costs) that
accrue to a project. Society however, has other goals besides economic efficiency. These
goals or objectives are the results of outcomes that society desires and have more recently been
described as triple bottom line objectives which include, in addition to economic objectives,
considerations of environmental and social impacts. In relation to flood mitigation projects, the
following criteria are often considered in the evaluation process:

February 2015 9

IBI GROUP REPORT

BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS FOR FLOOD MITIGATION PROJECTS FOR THE CITY OF CALGARY:
SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM FLOOD STORAGE

Submitted to Government of Alberta

ESRD - Resilience and Mitigation

. Disaster prevention:

- reduces current losses

reduces future losses

- potential residential loss of life

- potential non-residential loss of life
. Environmental impact:

- biophysical impacts

- social impacts

- aesthetic impacts
. Implementation:

- complexity

- flexibility of integration with other measures
. Incidental benefits:

- recreation

- drought mitigation

- other

This study was concerned solely with economic efficiency and consequently does not include
analysis of the aforementioned non-commensurable criteria.

IBI did perform a Triple-Bottom Line Analysis of SR1 in 2017 for the City of Calgary. Regarding
this report, triple bottom-line benefits were considered for SR1 as they pertained to the City of
Calgary. Thus, the Springbank Off-Stream Reservoir looks great (from the report: river access
aesthetics, recreation access, etc.). The Triple-Bottom analysis stops at the City of Calgary’s
western border; thus, it is incomplete.
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We do not accept the 2017 report that discusses triple bottom-line benefits for SR1 due to the
significant limitations resulting from the narrow scope, which focused exclusively on flood
management for the City of Calgary. Our reasons are as follows:

e [mplementation:
o Subjective Judgment (Timeliness of Implementation — 20 points, the top score,
for SR1)
o Lack of consideration of implementation on Rocky View County

o Noinclusion of health outcomes (physical and emotional, negative in SR1)

o Noinclusion of local impacts (negative in SR1)

o No consideration of bio-physical impacts (negative in SR1 due to road closures
and expected

o No consideration of loss of large amount of private land within one community

e Environmental
o No consideration of upstream environmental impacts (negative in SR1)
o Lack of consideration of climate change (drought, fire, flood)

e Economic:

o No consideration of upstream economic impacts (loss of tourism, impact of
future floods on economies of Bragg Creek or Tsuut’ina Nation)

o No consideration of mass sterilization of land in Springbank which consists of
some of the most valuable land in Alberta due to its proximity to Calgary and
location on the TransCanada Highway and Cowboy Trail

® General: No Triple Line comparison between SR1 and MC1!

o We believe that MC1 would score well in climate change, water security, health,
recreational, “equitable protection”, social and economic.

o No consideration of degree of consensus on projects — SR1 a contentious, highly
controversial project that is opposed by many.

In summary, as a result of this report focusing on an analysis from the City of Calgary’s
perspective, all the negative outcomes in the local areas surrounding the reservoir (Tsuut’ina
Nation, Springbank, Bragg Creek) were ignored. Clearly, the 2017 report is not a holistic triple-
bottom line view and should be dismissed.

Reference the following chart showing the Triple-bottom line criteria applied by Golder for SR1
in 2017. The only item that appears to consider other communities is the “Equitable Protection”
Criteria, for which SR1 has a low score.
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Please see https://drive.google.com/open?id=1is xX1NhkE9x BollGR1eAEmSMs6aKqgR, exhibits

4.2 and 4.4)

To what extent does the scenario help achive the following objectives, compared to the baseline

Goal Criteria
existing condition? (refer to Exhibit 3.10)
Maintains community fabric
Complete communities  |Preserves existing communities, homes and heritage. Maintains opportunities for revitalisation/densification (eg.
East Village). Amenities and transportation choices are not negatively impacted.
. . Provides equitable protection from flooding across communities, the city and does not negatively impact
Equitable protection
upstream or downstream
., Protects vulnerable populations
Vulnerable populations . " . . bR .
Risk-sensitive development, protection of Calgarians who because of age, disability or other circumstances are at
greater risk.
) . . Maintains community and river aesthetics
Social River aesthetics

River views from private and public property, natural-looking river

Recreation access

Maintains or enhances accessibility and recreation opportunities
Protects/provides access to the river, riparian areas, natural areas, and parks.

Emergency access

Protects connectivity and ease of access and departure during flooding or other emergencies/disasters
Does not negatively impact emergency response, reduces residential and non-residential loss of life

Risk transparency

Increased transparency/visibility of risk
For property owners/prospective buyers regarding flooding risk

Environmental

Water security

Protects/provides water supply security
Promotes efficient, sustainable water management so that the region's water supply meets the current and
uture needs of a growing city and region of users (municipalities and irrigation districts).

Riparian health and

Y functions

Protects riparian health and species habitat and allows natural ecosystem functions
Protects/enhances riparian areas and health of aquatic and terrestrial species. Lets the floodplan flood, provides
room for the river, allows the river to flood

Water quality and
contamination prevention

Protects river water quality and prevents contamination of air, land, and water
Does not have a short or long term detrimental impact on water quality and prevents contamination from spills,
stormwater and groundwater flooding, transportation of goods, construction of scenario.

Implementation

Timeliness of
Impl ion

Contributes to orderly implementation of investments. - Timeliness and ease of implementation. How quickly
can it be implemented and does it complement future measures?

Adaptability/Flexibility

Contributes to flexibility of impl tion. How adaptable the solution is - ease of future adaptability and

|flexibility (can it be raised/improved, can it address climate change issues?)

Jurisdictional control

How easy it is for the City to implement. Jurisdictional ability of The City to implement; financial ability for The
City to implement; dependent on other jurisdictions to commit to/implement/fund.

Regulatory complexity

Complexity of regulating land use and development with respect to different structural mitigation measures.
(City: bylaws; At the Provincial and Federal levels: environmental and land/building regulations, mapping,
\funding, disaster relief programs)

After applying the criteria to the various flood mitigation projects, the results are as follows

(SR1=1):
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Scenario Rating (-6 to +6)
Objective | 0a | 1 [1a] 2 3 3a ) 4 | 4a ] 5 S5a | 6 7 Highest
A To what extent does the scenario help achive the following objectives, compared Weight Ranked
Goal Criteria . L L . |5Re-Bew| .
to the baseline existing condition? Non- i1+ 07| smas |BOWRes SA1+ Barriers Flood- | pes, (1-6)  |Scenario by|
structur | sas [0 PR | ebow fswsew] sow 4w cwfengows [swrcw] way | TR Criteria
al barriers barriers Elbow buyouts | =7
Complete Maintains community fabric
|communities Preserves existing communities, homes and heritage. Maintains opponumh&s jbr
revitalisation/densification (eg. East Village). ities and D e g
are not negatively impacted.
|Equilahle i itabl, ion from flooding across communities, the city and does 2 5
p d not ively impact upstr or
[Vulnerable Protects vulnerable populations
populations Risk-sensitive development, protection of Calgarians who because of age, disability 1 2
or ather cil are at greater nsk
River i intai ity and river
Social River views from private and public property, natural-looking river 2 6
Recreati intail h ility and ion opportunities
Pmtectﬂ/pmwdes access to the river, riparian areas, natural areas, and parks. 2 1
Emergency access |Protects connectivity and ease of access and departure during flooding or other
emergencies/disasters
Does not negatively impact emergency respanse, reduces residential and non- o *
residential loss of life
Risk bility of risk
For, pmpedy awners/pmspemve buyers regarding flooding risk 1 5
I_ TOTAL Community Well-Being score 12 2
|Water security Protects/provides water supply security
efficient, ir water so that the region’s water
|supply meets the current and future needs of a growing city and region of users s 2
(municipalities and irrigation districts).
Riparian health and|Protects riparian health and species habitat and allows natural ecosystem
Protects/enhances riparian areas and health of aquatic and terrestrial species. Lets 4 0a
the floodplan flood, provides room for the river, allows the river to flood
[Water quality and |Protects river water quality and prevents contamination of air, land, and water
contamination Does not have a short or long term detrimental impact on water guality and
P i | prevent: from spills, and -flooding, a|l-2]-2]o0 2 2 2 | 2 0 1} 0 2 3
of goods, ion of scenario.
[Timeliness of Curllnbuhes to orderly implementation of investments. - Timeliness and ease of
i ion. How quickly can it be i d and does it future | -2 4 1
fFlexib | Contril to How the solution is - ease
ility of future adaptability and ﬂexjhﬂny (can it be mised/impmved can it address 1 2 4 s 3 3 2 2 a a 8 3 7
climate change issues?)
Purisdictional F{owmyﬂis,fmﬂneﬁlymnmdm' nt. Jurisdictional ability of The City to
control implement; financial ability for The City to implement; dependent on other 4 o] 1 = -2 -2 1 1 3 3 2 3 0a
41
y [E ity of regulating land use and with respect to different
i mitigation
(City: bylaws; At the Provincial and Federal levels: environmental and land/buitding | = | 2 | 2 [ 3 | = | | 2 [ 3 [ 2 | 2 | * 2 7
regulations, mapping, funding, disaster relief programs)

In conclusion, a full triple bottom-line analysis has NOT been completed for either SR1 or MC1,
nor the remainder of the projects considered. A complete analysis must be done that includes
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of stakeholders and environments. The specific ranking of SR1, in detail, is as follows:

To highlight serious concerns with the above Triple Bottom Line Analysis

analysis, we note that SR1 ranked #1 for
recreation access, timeliness and emergency
access and #2 for river aesthetics. Please
consider that ALL NEGATIVE AESTHETICS are
outside the City of Calgary. Please also
consider that timeliness accounted for 20
points on the evaluation matrix and we do
not foresee SR1 moving ahead any time
soon due to the extreme level of opposition
which includes First Nations and complexity
of approvals, including pipelines. Sadly, the
analysis does not include items such as
climate change, the environmental impact of
losing so much natural grasslands, wetlands
and associated ecosystems to the SR1
project, nor consider negative economic,
social or health outcomes in the local areas.

GOAL

CRITERIA

impacts beyond the City of Calgary’s borders and should account for impacts across the totality

SCORE

RANK

SOCIAL

Complete communities

6

4

Equitable protection

-12

11

Vulnerable populations

River aesthetics

Recreation access

Emergency access

Risk transparency

ENVIRONMENTAL

Water security

Riparian health and ecosystem functions

Water quality and contamination prevention

'
FS

IMPLEMENTATION

Timeliness of Implementation

Adaptability/Flexibility

Jurisdictional control

ool

Regulatory complexity

TOTAL SCORE
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NRCB QUESTIONS 30/31: BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS

SUMMARY:

We would like to point out, that at this point in time, SR1 costs most than MC1. Further, the
many tangible economic benefits of MC1 to a broad range of stakeholders (as discussed
previously), have been ignored.

Even excluding the tremendous benefits of MC1, the Proponent’s most current benefit/cost
analysis provides the following conclusion that MC1 has a higher benefit/cost ration than SR1,
excluding sunk costs3:

2. Disregard the costs to date and compare both projected costs and timelines from 2019
onwards.

This allows comparison of the two projects from today. Funds spent to date are considered
common as both are part of the flood mitigation program undertaken by the Government of
Alberta, in an attempt to arrive at the best alternative for flood protection for the City of
Calgary and downstream communities. The results are below in Exhibit 2.4.

Exhibit 2.4: From 2019 Start - Projected Costs Only

PV Benefits $591,610,000 $481,467,000
PV Costs $432,258,000 $340,832,000
Net Present Value $159,352,000 $140,635,000
Benefit/Cost Ratio 1.37 1.41

The Proponents benefit/cost analysis has always been deeply skewed in favour of SR1, for the
following reasons:
e No consideration of upstream economic impacts (loss of tourism, impact of future
floods on economies or infrastructure of Bragg Creek or Tsuut’ina Nation)
o Highway 66 bridge and recreational areas at Elbow Falls / Allen Bill Pond
sustained tremendous damage, and will again in another flood situation similar
to 2013
o Bragg Creek’s economy is still recovering from the 2013 floods and no
consideration for the continued risk of this community under the SR1 project
® No consideration of mass sterilization of land in Springbank which consists of some of
the most valuable land in Alberta due to its proximity to Calgary and location on the
TransCanada Highway and Cowboy Trail. The economic potential of this land is
significant.
o No consideration of tangible financial benefits from water storage at the McLean Creek
site:
o Fire mitigation (What is the annual benefit from improved fire-management
capabilities from a permanent reservoir? One only needs to look to Slave Lake
to see the financial consequences of wildfire.)

33 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/9102/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-ceaa-ir-
response-package-3-appendix-ir45-3

Submission Elbow River Sustainability Alliance (ERSA) March 17, 2020


https://www.nrcb.ca/download_document/2/83/9102/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-ceaa-ir-response-package-3-appendix-ir45-3
https://www.nrcb.ca/download_document/2/83/9102/20190614-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-ceaa-ir-response-package-3-appendix-ir45-3

o Water Security (the Elbow River provides drinking water to approximately
500,000 Calgary & area residents)
o Recreation (Improved recreation capacity in the Bragg Creek area under MC1)

PROJECT TIMING

The assumption that SR1 will be constructed years before MC1 is flawed. SR1 construction
completion in 2022 is conditional on many assumptions:

e Ability to overcome First Nations opposition. On July 23, 2019, it was published that
during a July 11, 2019 Tsuut’ina First Nation’s Council that “After discussion we passed a
Band Council Resolution formally and finally opposed SR1” stated Chief Lee Crowchild.
They were particularly concerned about “SR1’s potential impact on groundwater, the
accumulation of silt in the dry dam, and the possibility of water backing up onto the First
Nations’ land when the reservoir is used. Chief Crowchild further stated that “work on
SR1 should cease immediately, and the province should begin investigating other flood
mitigation options. This is the wrong project for Southern Alberta.” See Appendix C.

e Ability to quickly expropriate or otherwise acquire the land for SR1.

The Proponent should describe the projects benefit/cost assuming an equivalent start date
rather than the current 4-year lag between projects. There is no evidence to support the
difference in timelines.

The Proponent assumes a much later start date for MC1 construction. This late start date
provides lower present value costs and delays benefits. We are not convinced that the later
start date is a reasonable assumption. We believe there will be less opposition for MC1 and no
land is required to be purchased. Tsuut’ina has expressed support for MC1.

Additional Comments:

1. SR1 benefit/cost is missing the totality of lost economic opportunity to Rocky View
County from taxes from residences, businesses and/or future development any lands on
the SR1 footprint.

2. SR1 benefit/cost analysis is missing the flood mitigation upgrades at Bragg Creek ($42m)
¥and Redwood Meadows (which has never been costed and is likely more). The
Proponent also needs to consider that the berms at Redwood Meadows have failed in

34 Bragg Creek Berms were originally $8.9M in the 2015 IBI Report. The latest estimate by Rocky
View County is $42 Million (an increase of $9M from the $32.8 Million earmarked for the project
in 2015). https://www.cochranetoday.ca/local-news/bragg-creek-flood-mitigation-delayed-
2010443

We expect that there will be similar cost escalation on the SR1 capital cost. Councillor Mark
Kamachi noted in January 2020 that “Price per metre to construct in 2015 versus 2019 is $4,039
and $5,533, respectively. This does not include the 475 metres of bank armouring noted above.”
https://highcountrynews.ca/councillor-update-mark-kamachi-jan-2020/
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some capacity three times in the past 20 years. Therefore, ongoing capital maintenance,
fortification and rebuilding of the berms should be included.

3. SR1 Benefit/Cost Analysis is lacking the full accounting of costs associated with Kamp
Kiwanis. We believe that the costs of moving this camp and reconstructing its
operations on a new location far exceed the $20k per acre included in the SR1 valuation.
As the Kamp will lose a significant amount of its land on which it runs its programes, it is
not realistic to assume that Kamp Kiwanis can continue status quo.

4. Where is the cost of Wetland Compensation in SR1, which is included in MC1 for
$718,000? SR1 has loss of wetlands also (Exhibit 4.17 below). Has this cost been
missed?

MC1 BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS:

AVERAGE ANNUAL DAMAGE CALCULATION FOR BRAGG CREEK:

In the June 2019 responses, the Proponent states:

“The MC1 alternative is expected to provide additional benefits upstream of the SR1 project,
primarily in protection of development in the Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows area.
Previously, no estimate of these benefits was available. IBI Group has since conducted an
assessment of flood damages for this area, using consistent Provincial Flood Damage
Assessment Tool (PFDAT) methodology and new flood elevation surfaces for the Elbow River
between MC1 and SR1. The resulting additional benefit for MC1, over SR1 is $180,000 annually.
This is 0.65%of the benefit to the City of Calgary. In terms of the BCA comparison, this amount is
not significant.”

Our comments on this statement by the Proponent’s $180,000 annual damages:

e What is included for homes, roads, bridges, pathways, etc.? Both Highway 22 and
Highway 22 sustained significant damage. What was the cost of repairs to this
infrastructure, including pathways? If this cost included? If not, why not?

® Are the costs of the damage to the Elbow Falls / Allen Bill Pond recreation areas
included? If not, why not?

e Are both groundwater flooding/inundation included and overland flooding in Bragg
Creek included? Does the Proponent expect that berms will address groundwater flood
risk in Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows? If so, provide documentation to support
this claim.

e Does this include impacts to businesses from interruption and recovery? Some local
business owners in Bragg Creek still say that their businesses have not recovered from
the 2013 floods. Has this negative long-term economic impact in Bragg Creek been
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included in the damage estimate? What is the totality of negative economic impact on
Bragg Creek from flood? To our knowledge, there was no analysis of the financial
impacts of the 2013 floods on the economy of Bragg Creek, the impact on the Redwood
Meadows golf course, etc.

o Bragg Creek businesses were materially and negatively impacted by the 2013
floods. Recovery has been slow and several businesses (Infusion Restaurant was
ruined and Joey’s only seafood was destroyed and neither business re-
established. Bragg Creek Trading Post was massively damaged. The Steak Pit
was destroyed in the flood and was planned to be restored prior to the floods.)

® Has the infrastructure damage from RVC been accounted for in the Bragg Creek damage
calculation? Reconstruction of various Bragg Creek pathways was required. Further,
Bragg Creek bridge connecting the Hamlet and West Bragg Creek was closed during the
flood and post-flood due to concerns about integrity (as a result of house impacting the
bridge during the flood). Has the Proponent accounted for infrastructure costs such as
repairs in Bragg Creek? If not, why not?

® Where is the cost for repairs to Redwood Meadows berms and infrastructure? Is this
cost included? If not, why not? If so, please detail these costs. They are an expected
cost to be borne under an SR1 scenario in a 2013-level flood so should be included.

e The Proponent’s view that the amount is “not significant” is a purely financial
perspective. Better flood protection to Bragg Creek, Redwood Meadows and Tsuut’ina
is certainly significant for anyone in those communities. The minimization and
marginalization of flood impacts upstream is not acceptable. It appears, once again,
that the focus on the City of Calgary and the “greater good” is justification to dismiss
upstream impacts, which are certainly significant for our communities. For the
residents that had to leave their homes and businesses and ultimately restore or
rebuild, these impacts are highly important and, to suggest that relative to the City of
Calgary, this is “not significant” is offensive. SR1 advantages one community and harms
several others while MC1 would have advantaged all the communities between along
the Elbow River Watershed.

e What about the physical and mental health benefits of improved flood protection at
MC1 for residents of Bragg Creek and Redwood who, with SR1, will continue to live
under threat of groundwater flooding — yes, even with berms! GoA has not met with
our communities to hear about these challenges that stem from choosing SR1.

e Mental health services were widely used post-2013 flood (Bragg Creek and Redwood
Meadows Wellness Committee).

e People in the town reported illnesses due to mold and restoration-related health
challenges.
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OMISSION OF BENEFITS FROM WATER STORAGE AT MC1

The intentional and continued omission of water storage at the McLean Creek alternative is
unacceptable. The benefits to water security, fire protection, drought mitigation, recreation and
improved flood mitigation for communities west of Calgary need to be quantified and included
in the analysis. We recognize that the original scope was narrowed to focus on flood for the City
of Calgary, but where the projects were equal from a flood mitigation standpoint, we expect our
government to look to other criteria for water management to help guide policy. The
benefit/cost analysis is effectively illegitimate because it has continually ignored the benefits of
water storage, which were referenced in the 2014 Task Force Report and also the 2015 McLean
Creek Benefit/Cost analysis. The 2015 report contains the following statement on Page 3:

“This conceptual design includes a small permanent pool in the valley bottom extending from
river bottom elevation 1,379.0 m to the permanent outlet structure intake invert elevation
1,398.0 m, thereby permanently containing approximately 4,000 dam3 of water as dead storage.
This storage is intended to prevent incoming larger bottom sediment from plugging the intake
area, and could also replace the previously existing Allen Bill Pond which was destroyed by the
2013 flood. There is no low level outlet to release the dead storage. Additional water could be
contained above the dead storage El. 1,398.0 m (i.e., multi-use storage) by regulating the
permanent outlet gates using pre-programmed automation methods, rather than leaving the
gates in the wide-open position as considered herein. The potential value and/or need for

multiuse storage at this site should be evaluated as part of the future study. [Emphasis

added].”

To our knowledge, there was no further analysis of the potential for multi-use storage, which
has been a critical process flaw since 2015 and one of the main reasons for the continued
objections of Springbank, Redwood Meadows, Bragg Creek and Tsuut’ina Nation. Benefits of
multi-use storage are as follows:

o Improved fire suppression from a permanent water reservoir at McLean Creek. The
Hamlet of Bragg Creek and its greater area are at risk of wildfire. See Appendix A.

e Water security and drought management for the City of Calgary and communities along
the Elbow River from a permanent water reservoir at McLean Creek.

e Increased potential tourism capacity resulting from a permanent reservoir and all the
ancillary economic benefits to the hamlet of Bragg Creek.
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OTHER MC1 COMMENTS:

1. The Highway 66 relocation is listed at $34 million, more than the totality of the SR1 road
impacts (525M), including the elevation of highway 22 between 5 and 10 meters and
new bridges for the diversion channel (total $25M). This doesn’t make sense given the
scope of road changes in SR1. (Exhibit 4.17)

2. Further, facilities relocation costs need to be much more specific — is this the Ranger
Stations? Campgrounds? Parking lots? In contrast, there is no cost in SR1 for the
relocation of Kamp Kiwanis, which is much more extensive than the Ranger Station and
McLean Creek area camping facilities. (Exhibit 4.17)

3. What is the Aquatic Habitat Management Plan in MC1? Is this a fish ladder? (Exhibit
4.17)

Exhibit 4.17: MC1 Cost Opinion

Component Cost

Mobilization $12,000,000
Care of Water $3,000,000
Dam Construction $188,000,000
Highway 66 Relocation $34,341,000
Facility Relocation $22,853,000
Wetland Compensation $708,000
Aquatic Habitat Management Plan $10,000,000
Engineering/Environment/Engagement $54,180,400
Contingencies $81,270,600

Project Total $406,353,000

We request that the Benefit/Costs analysis of both projects be updated with true costs and
opportunities under a more holistic and expanded framework than just flood for the City of
Calgary, which was the original frame of reference. The current frame of reference precludes
discussions on the management of the Elbow River for the long-term and is the source of the
significant opposition to SR1.
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SR1 BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS:

LAND VALUE:

We request a fair market assessment of all the lands, buildings and other infrastructure
impacted by SR1. Valuation of the privately held land impacted by SR1 is not a “one-size fits al
situation, despite the Proponent’s use of the term “agricultural land”.

|”

The benefit/cost analysis is suspect due to the lack of information on SR1 land costs.

Clarification Required: This reporting by the Proponent is rather inadequate. In exhibit 4.3%, the
result is confusing. We recommend the Proponent show the costs for land acquired in a more
transparent manner (using a chart table, for instance)? It is difficult to determine how much
land has been acquired and yet to be acquired and for what price, both within the project
perimeter and outside the project perimeter.

For instance, Exhibit 4.3 states that impacted parcels total 6799 acres. Meanwhile, the
Proponent states that the project perimeter is 3610 acres and “The total area of impacted
parcels outside of the Project Perimeter is approximately 1537 ha (3,799 ac), as illustrated in
Exhibit 4.3. The total area of impacted parcels, excluding those already owned by the Province
of Alberta is approximately 2638 ha (6,518 ac).” This math does not work — if the total outside
the project perimeter is 3799 and inside is 3610, the total is 7409. What is the correct number?
6799 or 7409°

Exhibit 4.9 includes the 6518 acres yet to be acquired for a total of $108.78 million. Considering
the total estimated acquisition price of $140 million for the total 6799, does that mean that as

35 https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/documents/p80123/122352E.pdf
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acquired for $31 million ($35k/acre)?

of 2017 there were 281 acres acquired for $31 million, or based on 7409, there were 891 acres

Given that $140 out of their $477 total SR1 cost is land, the Proponent should provide a
sensitivity analysis to total cost. Forinstance, if there are escalations in land acquisitions, the
impact on the budget for increases is as follows:

Gross Change Net Change

Land Acquired (acres) 6799 3610
Land Cost (S) 140,000,000 80,000,000
Per Acre (S) 20,591 22,161

5%| 147,000,000 7,000,000 [ 84,000,000 4,000,000

10% 154,000,000 14,000,000 88,000,000 8,000,000

15%| 161,000,000 21,000,000 | 92,000,000 12,000,000

20% 168,000,000 28,000,000 96,000,000 16,000,000

25% 175,000,000 35,000,000 ( 100,000,000 20,000,000

https://www.nrcb.ca/download_document/2/83/9124/20190614-at-sir-to-nrch-re-sirl-response-appendix-ir6-1

To date, the Alberta Government has refused to release the cost of land acquisition for the
Robinson parcels, citing privacy and ongoing negotiations with other landowners. We believe
that the total compensation (cash and non-cash) far exceeds $20,000 per acre.

We request that the Proponent disclose all cash and non-cash compensation to landowners
who have sold, including land, infrastructure, tax breaks, and any other item that could be
considered compensation. Specifically, if land in lieu has been given, we expect it to be valued
at a minimum price of the SR1 lands. Further, the government must provide justification as to
whether the historical purchase values (i.e. Robinsons) are representative of expected purchase
values for the balance of the land.

The land acquisition amounts need to reflect relocation or accommodation of the impacts on
Kamp Kiwanis, which has significant capital assets on its existing site and may not be able to
continue operations if SR1 proceeds. This cost MUST be included in the SR1 cost model. We are
concerned that the true costs of accommodation for Kamp Kiwanis are elsewhere within the
Alberta Government’s budget.

We expect full disclosure on the costs of relocating Kamp Kiwanis and a discussion regarding
the future of Kamp Kiwanis under SR1. A report should be commissioned and released
publicly to understand the impacts of SR1 on this important landmark. The Proponent has not
addressed Kamp Kiwanis in any level of acceptable detail and this is a critical element and
consequence of SR1.

Regarding land costs, the Proponent States (Vol 4, EIA):
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4.1.2.11 Total Costs

The total value of the impacted parcels, excluding the land already owned by Alberta
Transportation, is estimated to be $108,780,000 ($16,689/acre). A summary of these costs by
category can be found in Exhibit 4.9, while a breakdown with the cost for each parcel may be
found in Appendix C. Including only the 3,610 acre inside the Project Perimeter, the total cost
becomes $65,981,000 ($18,277/acre), as displayed in Exhibit 4.10.

And further:

“A detailed assessment of individual property owner’s specific damages was not possible.
Since the original land acquisition estimates, Alberta Transportation has begun negotiations
with land owners with the objective of achieving voluntary, willing sellers. During this process, it
has become apparent that willing sales of the land will require much higher compensatory
amounts than originally suggested. Accordingly, the current estimate for acquiring all land from
affected owners has been revised to 5140 million. The 2017 benefit/cost submission assumed
that any residual land acquired outside the project footprint could be resold and the land within
leased for compatible uses. Available lands on the periphery of the project may be sold
following the construction of the project. Final costs will be known once voluntary land sales or
expropriation is complete.”

To be clear, there are NO remaining voluntary or willing sellers for SR1. If land is acquired, it will
be the “illusion” of willing sellers.

Based on the statement above, we can conclude that the gross land acquisition costs of $140
million (before excess sales S80 million or $22k/acre) are dependent on several factors including
future land sales and possible assessments of landowner’s specific damages. Considering the
magnitude of the private land values in SR1 relative to the entire project cost (approx. 30%), we
request that the Proponent should provide a sensitivity analysis for land costs, including cost
escalation from the $22k/acre planned as well as for damages associated with business
interruption, heritage and cultural considerations and replacement value. What is the cost to
move Mary Robinson’s equestrian operation? She moves her cattle between her land and
McLean Creek each year. What is the cost for her to replace this convenient access? What
amount of compensation will replace her family’s original log home? Had the government
consulted with landowners during the decision process, this inability to acquire land would have
been identified as a barrier to completing SR1 in a timely manner.
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DAMAGES AND PREMIUMS:

The Proponent states the following®:
41.2.9.2 Relocation Premiums

When considering costs for the Project Perimeter only, and not the total area of impacted
parcels, the notion that certain parcels would have to be divided up was taken into
consideration, and expropriation principals were utilized in calculating the associated land
costs (see Section 4.1.2.10 below). All the parcels in the project area were examined to
determine which parcels had improvements laying inside the Project Perimeter. These
parcels had an additional 5% added to the value of their 2017 assessment to account for
damages for relocation; the same 3% to account for fair market value; plus another 27%
to account for home-for-a-home provisions.¢

The collective land inside the Project Perimeter area was valued at 98% of the per-acre price of
the total value of the impacted area after performing a weighted average calculation, and was
then adjusted by 20% for damages similar to those that may be experienced in the expropriation
process (such as damages for injurious affection).

And:

Exhibit 4.10: Land and Improvement Costs, including Damages, for Project Perimeter Only

Project Perimeter (3,610 Acres) Cost

Land Value® (@ 98% per-acre value) $44,793,845
Improvements Inside Perimeter $12,228,851
Damages (+20% on land portion) $8,958,769
Total $65,981,465
Price Per Acre $18,277

Notwithstanding the fact that significant adjustments have already been applied to the appraised
market values, a further premium of 21% (+$14 million) was added to account for the anticipated
contracted negotiating timeframe given the desired construction schedule. This results in a total
land acquisition cost for the project perimeter (3,610 acre) of $80 million.

& The land within the Project Perimeter was adjusted to 98% of the value of the bare land price for all of the impacted parcels by
comparing the respective percentages and values of each land type in both areas. This was done to account for the unknown irregularly
shaped areas in the Project Perimeter, as well as those that did not constitute a full parcel. This indicates that the total impacted area

outside the Project Perimeter was, on average, of slightly higher value than the land inside the Project Perimeter.

Applying the Proponent’s own logic, Mary Robinson’s house and barn are not in the project
perimeter (that she knows of) but yet her life and business on that land will be irreparably
damaged. She does not receive a premium on her lands outside the perimeter, according to this
calculation? Kamp Kiwanis buildings are not in the project perimeter (to our knowledge) but yet
how can they continue their operations given the tremendous negative consequence of SR1?
We point to Mary’s land and Kamp Kiwanis land as examples that the Proponent’s valuation may
not be remotely accurate. The Proponent cannot rely on averages and generalities to address
these specific situations on the SR1 land.

36 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/8788/20180326-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-vol-4-
supporting-documentation
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Further, the Proponent does not at all consider likely injurious affection on neighboring parcels
outside the SR1 footprint. Certain parcels will lose road access and others will be adjacent to
SR1 which will hold up to 4m of silt. Further, the possible injurious affection to all of Springbank
and West Calgary, which may be negatively impacted by mobilization of silt.

EXCESS LAND SALES:

In Appendix IR6-1, the Proponent states:

“IBI Group, working with a licensed real estate appraiser, assessed the probable costs of land
acquisition for the SR1 project footprint. It was assumed that any additional land acquired
outside of the footprint would be re-sold for similar values, resulting in a recovery of those
costs.”

Firstly, if land sales are contemplated in the financial forecast, they should be identified
separately from the avoided flood damages.

Secondly, we contend that the Proponent should assume NO cost recovery from land sales.
Cost recovery of $60 million is highly optimistic and would be a “best case scenario”, not a likely
scenario for the below reasons:

1. There are relatively substantial costs for subdivision in RVC. Additionally, the Proponent
should identify whether costs of subdivision for any lands acquired by the Alberta
Government are included in the cost/benefit analysis and if they are included in the
proposed $60 million resale. If not, the Proponent should estimate the costs of
subdivision & servicing for all impacted lands.

2. The $60 million assumes that Rocky View County will approve sub-division applications
from the Alberta Government (or their agent). This is a rather bold assumption,
considering that RVC is opposed to SR1 and also that the land will be next to the SR1
footprint that has uncertain negative long-term outcomes (dust, silt, mosquitos, etc.).

3. Sub-division applications require access, which may be difficult due to the proximity to
the SR1 structures, which will create several non-standard shaped parcels.

4. Subdivision requires servicing of utilities, water and waste-water. There is abundant
groundwater in this area and, given the size and depth of the diversion channel and
reservoir, it is not reasonable to predict each parcel will be fully serviced.

5. Isit reasonable to assume that there will be a market for this land, which is adjacent to
the SR1 project?

In order to have these excess sales grounded in reality, the Proponent should provide the
expected land use of the resold/excess land by parcel (with a map).

Thirdly, the Proponent states® that, rather than "injurious affection", the lands will generate a
higher per-acre value than the original acquisition price because smaller parcels are inherently a

37

Re: https://www.alberta.ca/assets/documents/springbank/SR1 NRCB AEP IR1 Sec2 NRCB.pdf
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higher per acre price. This appears to be land speculation on the part of the Alberta
Government. One cannot ignore the value of future development and opportunity cost for
future uses of SR1 (completely excluded from the SR1 cost/benefit) on one hand and then
include the benefits of future development to fit the government's cost model on the other
hand. Itis either done for both or not at all. If a higher per acre price is assumed for resale, than
a higher per acre value should be paid to landowners for foregone opportunity to do the same
as the government is proposing to do.

Further, without SR1, landowners and Rocky View County would have the discretion to plan for
the future use of these lands: develop, sub-divide, preserve, or otherwise. We know that, over
time, some portion of these lands will be tremendously valuable. Rather than recognizing this
value in compensation to the landowners, the Alberta Government is proposing to profit on the
land acquired through carving it into smaller pieces. We contend that this is the EXACT reason
why these lands should not be expropriated. That landowners and RVC should have the
opportunity to choose what to do with that land over time and it can generate significant
economic utility to all involved.

In summary, it is our strong belief that the Proponent should NOT include the $S60 million in
proceeds from the land sales of excess land acquired from SR1 due to the uncertainty of

subdivision approval.

LEASE REVENUE:

Additionally, the inclusion of lease revenue®®, as detailed in EIA Volume 4: Supporting
Documentation, seems optimistic. The Proponent is not clear on the long-term implications of
this project on the environment. It would be much more conservative to estimate NO lease
revenue from SR1 lands, rather than including a rather large annual sum of $715,000 (the
Proponent should correct the error of “per acre” as the figure is per year.

Exhibit 4.12: Lease-back Income Potential Calculation

. : Useable Acres Leaseback
Pro;gcatt:e:mgrterel.and Base Price  in Project O\P'iee:ﬁ" Income per
gory Typ Perimeter Year
Reservoir (A-B and A-C) $6,500 2,079.62 1% $135,176
Dam and Outlet (A-A) $12,000 754.62 1% $90,555
In-stream and Diversion (REC) $20,000 407.40 6% $488,880
Potential Income Per Year $714,610

Lease revenue — three issues:
1. Basis for revenue per acre assumption:
o The per-acre, per-year revenue predicted by the Proponent is $220 per acre.

38 https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/8788/20180326-at-eia-to-nrcb-re-vol-4-
supporting-documentation
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0 What is the basis for this lease revenue? Agricultural uses or other? Where are
the precedents the Proponent used to arrive at this figure? Supporting
documentation must be provided, as this is a material revenue stream that the
Proponent is relying on. We are unaware of lease revenue per acre of this
magnitude in the region.

O Has the Proponent spoken with existing cattle ranchers / land-owners to see
their willingness to lease back this land from the Government? Currently,
cooperation between landowners allow for the relatively free movement of
cattle in the SR1 area. If the SR1 lands are closed to landowners during certain
times, is it reasonable that landowners would even be inclined to lease this
land? Perhaps, the landowners are best moving their cattle to another region
that would be unaffected by flood operations. In which case, the Proponent
must find new lessees, who must then haul cattle (at an expense) into and out
of the SR1 footprint. This all seems rather difficult, and thus the projection is
unrealistic.

2. Basis for size of land used for lease revenue:

O Given the total project perimeter is 3610 acres, the Proponent seems to suggest
that approximately 3200 acres will be leased? This seems completely unrealistic.
2000 acres within the reservoir? This is effectively the entire reservoir.

o0 We don’t believe the lease land will be anywhere near 3200 acres described.
Are we to believe that the lands in the diversion channel will be used for cattle?

O The Proponent needs to describe how the leases will be operated each spring?
Will cattle be removed each May to make way for possible use of the footprint
during the flood? Will the animals be moved back at the end of June? What is
the expectation? Will animals be left in the footprint year-round and be moved
only when it appears there is flood risk? If so, is it realistic to assume that
farmers will move their animals at the whim of the Proponent? What
notification will be given? What financial incentives do cattle ranchers have for
the additional time and cost of cattle movement within the SR1 reservoir.

3. It appears that there is no negative impact from the accumulation of silt in the footprint
on the ability of lease the land.

o Silt accumulation over time impacts both lease revenue per acre and size of
lease footprint. How has the Proponent accounted for this degradation of lease
revenue over time?

We recommend that lease revenue be removed from the benefit/cost analysis. The basis for
its inclusion is questionable and optimistic.
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SR1 CAPITAL COSTS (NCRB QUESTION 10)

LANDSCAPING:

The total cost for landscaping (drill seeding) included in the Proponent’s capital cost is $1.2M.
Considering the size of this project and massive amount of earthmoving required, only 953
hectares is slated for seeding. We ask for justification of this rather insignificant investment in
landscaping.

PIPELINES

For pipelines (NRCB Question 194), we request that the Proponent require cost estimates from
pipeline owners within the SR1 footprint. We don’t believe that the Gov of Ab is able to arrive
at accurate forecasts without involvement from the pipeline owners. Include compensation to
pipeline operators for business disruption, if applicable, as a separate line item. Further, the
new West Path pipeline is designed to go under the SR1 diversion channel, so where is this
additional cost?

Re: https://www.nrcb.ca/download document/2/83/5555/sir-1-july-31-2018

Our information suggests the pipeline work will be significantly more than the government
estimates. We have heard that the Proponent has awarded TCE $1.6 million to begin design of
the SR1 pipeline infrastructure. Can the Proponent confirm this design contract for the TCE
pipelines? Is the Gov of Ab aware of an estimated cost of $22M for the TCE Pipelines changes,
when the current estimate in SR1 is $3M?

We request that the Proponent supply written cost estimates for each pipeline, as provided by
the pipeline owners and release the terms of the agreement for each operator. We request
that Alberta Transportation explain fully the risks of moving/changing/removing the pipelines
and explain how each risk is being addressed. Further, if there are accidents or spills during
construction, should explain who is responsible for the cleanup costs. It seems that all risks
are borne by the pipeline operators. This is unrealistic.
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ROADS

Identify whether any costs related to SR1 may have been included in other projects (i.e. road
changes), and if so, identify them and include them in the SR1 cost model. For instance, how
much is the additional cost to twin Hwy 22 as a result of the elevated height and new bridge

crossings?

Provide a breakdown of roadway changes by road (i.e. RR40 upgrades, Highway 22 Elevation,
Highway 22 Bridge Crossings, Springbank Road and Hwy 22 Intersection Elevation, Diversion
Channel Crossings on secondary roads). The following table prepared by the Proponent does
not appear to be exhaustive.

The Proponent has not included the cost to upgrade Township Road 250 to accommodate the
diversion traffic during SR1 use. This intersection is dangerous and the omission of upgrades to
this intersection is an oversight by the Proponent. The Proponent states that Township Road
250 upgrades will result when the twinning of Highway 22 is performed. Given the uncertainty
of timing for that project, we demand that the Proponent include this cost in the SR1 cost model
for the safety of our community members.

It appears that this is different estimates are provided by the Proponent.

Table IR34-1 Costs for Road Modifications

Highway 22 Bridge Crossing $5.42 million
Township Road 242 Bridge Crossing $4.21 million
Grade and Resurface Highway 22 and Springbank Road $15.5 million

In Table IR36-1, the cost for road modification is $25.13 million. In IR45-2, the total for road
modifications is $20.72 million (below). The Proponent needs to provide the correct estimations
for road modifications.

25 Roadway Crossings | |
26 Highway 22 Bridge Crossing See Separate Breakout S 4,768,000
27 Township Road 242 Bridge Crossing See Separate Breakout S 3,708,400
28
29 Highway 22 and Springbank Road Modifications | |

30 Grade and Resurface Hwy 22 and Springbank Rd. See Separate Breakout S 12,244,340
T T

We cannot find where the Proponent discusses changes to RR40. This is a gravel road that goes
under the TransCanada Highway. It is only used for local traffic currently and will be a diversion
route during flood events where Springbank Road is at risk of flood. We do not see any costs
for this road and it will surely require upgrades.
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RVC & PROVINCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE DAMAGE PROJECTIONS:
Provide the cost of the development permit (Rocky View County) and other permits (if any).

It appears that the Proponent needs to add in damages to RVC infrastructure, which is missing
from damages calculations under the SR1 scenario and would be avoided under the MC1
scenario. (https://globalnews.ca/news/1338378/10-memorable-images-of-bragg-creek-in-the-

2013-flood/

MAINTENANCE CAPITAL

We request that the Proponent detail how they arrived at expected maintenance capital for
both SR1 and MC1. Again, for MC1, one would think that existing dams would be a reasonable
starting point. For SR1, there is no information available and the Proponent did not provide any
details about maintenance capital so we have no information by which to evaluate the
projections.

The Proponent should be obligated to provide projections of damages to infrastructure
following various flood events, including:

e Costs of restoration to the Elbow Falls recreation area and Paddy’s Flats, which were
largely destroyed in 2013. SR1 does not protect this area, therefore the costs of
restoration should be included in the cost model.

e Costs of the bridge repairs along Highway 66, which was damaged in the 2103 flood.
This cost can be risk-adjusted, but without upstream mitigation, this bridge is still at risk
of flood damage.

e Costs of Springbank Road reconstruction or repairs (as the road will act as a dam
structure within the reservoir). Wave action, water and silt could damage the road.

BRAGG CREEK FLOOD MITIGATION:

Berms will not protect Bragg Creek or Redwood Meadows from groundwater flooding. See this
report from U of C: https://drive.google.com/open?id=1MGA109aLGXwiO-
G5mRmMLCGMDTZo80T5S. Calgary is protected by SR1 but communities upstream of SR1 are not
equally protected and will use berms as flood mitigation. McLean Creek would provide equal

flood protection for all communities upstream of Calgary as well as the City of Calgary.

We believe the Proponent should include the costs of restoration from groundwater flooding
in Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows in the SR1 cost model.

The Proponent should include the capital costs of both Bragg Creek and Redwood Flood
Mitigation projects in the SR1 cost model.
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The Alberta Government has not revealed the total cost for Redwood Meadows flood mitigation
and associated restoration following the 2013 flood. Redwood Meadows rip-rap and berms
were damaged in both the 2005 and 2013 floods.

The Proponent should include future capital costs of Bragg Creek and Redwood Meadows flood
mitigation infrastructure. They are costs incurred because of the SR1 decision. The Proponent
can refer to the Redwood Meadows repairs following he 2013 flood as a basis for this
projection. Given that there has been damage to this infrastructure twice in the last 15 years, it
is reasonable to include an allowance for flood infrastructure.

SR1 OPERATING COSTS:

The operating costs have varied widely over the years and it appears that both MC1 is nearly
S675k/year and SR1 is estimated at $975k per year.

In the 2017 IBI report to the City of Calgary, operating costs for SR1 were listed at S5 million per
year. We are unclear how $5 million has now been reduced to $1 million per year. We assume
the $5M includes the TransAlta agreements, but that is just speculation.

Regarding SR1, we fully expect significant operating costs for SR1 during a flood year & the
following year — cleanup, replanting, dust mitigation, road repairs, air and water quality
monitoring, etc.

We request that Regulators direct the Proponent to detail costs for post-flood cleanup and
repairs, which will differ from the “dry operations”.

We request that the Proponent provide an updated projection of annual operating costs of SR1
— both for dry operations and in flood-year operations, including:

e dust suppression (water, tackifiers, vegetation) — this has the potential to be a very
significant cost and we request estimates for various scenarios of dust suppression

® repairs and upgrades to Springbank Road - this has the potential to be a very significant
cost and we request estimates

e safety management

emergency response

silt removal/management - this has the potential to be a very significant cost and we

request estimates for various scenarios

staff

facilities & structural maintenance

berm and reservoir maintenance (planting, etc.)

wildlife management and tracking

monitoring of fish passages

spawning areas and fish health

water quality testing, reporting, etc.

air quality monitoring, reporting, etc.

other not mentioned

In the response to IR410, the Proponent provides the following information:
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d. During dry operations, there will be an estimated five full-time positions on site, including
operators, supervisors, and mcintenance staff, which would increase daily traffic volumes by
five vehicles on the highway and within the PDA. During a design flood, traffic will be
rerouted to Range Road 40 off Springbank Road, but otherwise there will be no disruption in
traffic along Highway 22 and Township Road 250. During cleanup during post-flood
operations, there would be temporary increase in traffic on roads (see Volume 38,

Section 16.2.2.1).

Considering this is just labour costs (which will add up to approximately $500k per year,
including benefits, etc.), we request a detailed breakdown of ALL SR1 operating costs, including
the cost estimates of a flood year (wet and post-flood costs) vs a non-flood year under SR1. We
ask the Proponent to specifically include the costs of Springbank Road reconstruction following a
flood. Alternatively, the Proponent must provide justification, including supporting
documentation, of why Springbank Road will not be negatively impacted by floodwaters.

Regarding MC1, we ask that, for reference purposes, the Proponent provide the operating cost
of all major non-hydro dams, etc. for reference for operating costs of McLean Creek.

Submission Elbow River Sustainability Alliance (ERSA) March 17, 2020



NRCB QUESTION 45: IMPLIED VALUE OF CROWN LAND

Re: https://www.alberta.ca/assets/documents/springbank/SR1 1AAC
(CEAA) IR Package3 Appendix IR45-3.pdf

(https://www.nrcb.ca/download_document/2/83/9124/20190614-at-sir-to-nrcb-re-sirl-
response-appendix-ir6-1)

The Proponent states:

In addition to the disposition cancellation costs, the study team at IBI Group
strongly believes that any analysis of the MC1 project should consider the cost of
land. Although no formal purchase of lands would occur, the land is very valuable to
Albertans. As a recreational and natural asset, it is utilized by many more residents
than equivalent private land is. Such land is in limited supply in proximity to major
population centres. Therefore, the value of replacement land should be considered
even if Alberta Transportation does not ordinarily include such costs in a
benefit/cost analysis. As indicated in section 4.2.3 of the August 2017 benefit/cost
submission, IBI Group has estimated that the cost of comparable replacement land
for the project footprint at $57.75 million. Considering the total land area impacted,
including relocation of the highway, the value would increase to $88.6 million.

We disagree vehemently that the land costs for the Crown Land at MC1 should be a factor in the
decision. This decision appears to be made unilaterally by IBI, contrary to conventional analysis
frameworks by Alberta Transportation. This cost of $57.75 million for 2300 acres or $25,000 per
acre, which is higher than the $22,000 per acre contemplated in the SR1 cost model as
compensation to landowners who actually have homes and businesses on the SR1 land. It is not
right to use private properties in the Bragg Creek Area to value MC1 lands. Not all impacted
lands are river frontage, as many of the reference points were, and MC1 is still more remote,
which should discount the value applied per acre. A property “one block from the school” and
the Banded Peak School is up on a hill, far away from the river, is in NO WAY comparable to the
MC1 lands. How can you compare land that someone can build a house on and use it to value
parkland? This appears to be an effort by the Proponent and its consultants to skew the
decision to SR1 away from MC1.

Further, when did the MC1 footprint grow from 1200 acres to 2300? We have been unable to
find what accounts for the expanded footprint in MC1. We request further information about
this increase in footprint.

In addition, as taxpayers, we are only concerned about how our tax dollars will be spent. There
are no tax dollars actually spent on purchasing land that the Alberta Government already owns.
This seems to be a hypothetical red herring designed to make it seem that MC1 is more costly

than it actually would be. The point is, NO tax dollars will be spent so in reality, MC1 is NO cost.

In summary, it is NOT acceptable to include recreational utility at McLean Creek and ignore the
wide range of social, economic, recreational and environmental utilities on the SR1 lands. This is
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a double standard that appears meant to skew the report to SR1 and away from McLean Creek.
This reference to $57.75 or $88.6 million MC1 cost must be removed. Alternatively, the true
cost of the various recreational, social, economic and environmental utilities, utilities on the
SR1 lands must be included.

NRCB QUESTION 61: FLOW DYNAMICS OF UPSTREAM MITIGATION
MEASURES

This is also a Tsuut’ina Question. We are interested in the answer, which, to our knowledge has
not been provided by the Proponent.

RIVER BANK EROSION

We have many concerns about the de-linking of three projects--the Bragg Creek Berm project is
separate from Redwood Meadows projects and separate from SR1, but they all affect the
volume and flow of the Elbow River.

One concern is that the result of building berms along Bragg Creek has on the Elbow River. The
Elbow River west of SR1 has shifted dramatically over time, and in 2013 there was significant
erosion along the bank of the river at Redwood Meadows, Mary Robinson's ranch, and Kamp
Kiwanis:

e Redwood Meadows lost over 100 yards of forest during the 2013 flood in places. One
place that is easy to measure is where the flood took away hole #7, a 100-yard golf hole
and all the forest and trails around it.

e |n Bragg Creek the erosion was captured on TV when Dick Koetsier’s house floated down
the river and he also lost 5 acres of riverfront property. A resident of Bragg Creek
Hamlet, Barbara Teghtmeyer, recalls that when pipe was put in above the Hamlet, that
one pipe likely contributed to causing the river to shift and meander differently in the
subsequent years.

e Mary Robinson's ranch has suffered from catastrophic erosion because of floods. Her
ranch is located just above where the intake for SR1 is proposed. She states that she lost
as much as 20 acres each time there was a large flood, with the biggest loss being 90
acres in 2013. They have experienced a number of big floods since founding their ranch
in 1888.

e Kamp Kiwanis lost a considerable amount of its beach front in the 2013 flood.
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USE OF DIRT BERMS: INADEQUATE PROTECTION DURING MAJOR FLOODS LIKE 2005
AND 2013.

Huge portions of the dirt berms and huge rip rap were washed away during the 2005 flood in
Redwood Meadows. It is noted that on the Alberta Transportations calculations and chart of big
floods, the 2005 flood was not even considered! The 2005 flood caused millions in damage to
Redwood Meadows berms and to the Water Intake system. The water intake subsequently
underwent major repairs, including digging the intake pipe deep into the bed of the river. This
major trench digging was across most of the width of the Elbow River in order to lay the pipe.
This digging was done in the fall of 2005. It is interesting to note that in the following several
years, after this major trench digging, the river subsequently meandered from the safe north
side of the river bank, over to the south side of the river bank, close along the town of Redwood
Meadows. Unfortunately, this shift in the river to entirely along it's south bank resulted in the
river starting to flood over the dirt berms in Redwood Meadows in three places during the 2013
flood. The entire town