
SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): 

Project Need & Justification

Topic 1 Karin Hunter, SCLG
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SR1 Outcomes 
A discussion on Public Interest
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Observations

■ SR1 creates UNEQUAL OUTCOMES for communities along the 
Elbow River

– The Project has been created to provide its full benefits ONLY 
to residents downstream of the Glenmore Reservoir

■ MC1 would have created EQUAL flood mitigation outcomes 

■ The total cost of the SR1 + Bragg Creek flood mitigation is FAR 
above the cost of MC1 and doesn’t create EQUAL protection for 
communities between SR1 and the Glenmore Reservoir
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Observations

■ All environmental outcomes (with the exception of post-flood 
water quality) are felt by residents of Rocky View County, Redwood 
Meadows and Tsuut’ina Nation

■ These communities are not adequately protected from flood by 
SR1 yet bear the risks, environmental degradation, and negative 
societal outcomes of the Project

■ Construction and road closures (ongoing during SR1 use) will be 
most acute for upstream communities & businesses

■ The Project has increased in size, cost and complexity over the 
past 7 years
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Observations

■ The environmental impact of SR1 is far more substantial than 
originally predicted 

■ The SR1 project was preferred, in part, because it left the river in a 
more natural system (Deltares, Exhibit 13)

– There is no longer anything natural about SR1

■ The sedimentation of the Reservoir was NOT UNDERSTOOD in 
2014 or 2015

– This is a SIGNIFICANT, NEW consequence of the structure that 
only came to light in 2018/2019 
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Flood Mitigation: 2013 @1240cms

7

Upstream of 
Bragg Creek

Bragg Creek Redwood Meadows Springbank Elbow Valley to 
Glenmore 
Reservoir

Flood 
Mitigation 
(2013)

None None Berms None None

Impacts Loss of park 
infrastructure 
(pathways, 
parking, 
washrooms, etc) 
bridge damage

Cost: ?

Terrible Damage to 
town: pathways, 
infrastructure, homes, 
businesses flooded; 
groundwater flooding

Bridge closed; people 
trapped/stranded

$1.9 M for RVC (1) 
Disaster Relief
(Infrastructure for RVC 
est. at $13M (2))

Significant damage to 
berms; loss of riprap 
downriver; Townsite 
almost lost, 
groundwater flooding

Roads closed - people 
trapped / stranded

$2.7M in Disaster 
Relief + $1.9 for 
Tsuut’ina

Flooding of homes 
south of River on 
RR40

Glencoe, Elbow 
Springs & River 
Spirit Golf courses 
damaged

Pathways 
washed away, 
roads flooded 
and closed

Groundwater 
flooding

Exhibit X: Disaster Recovery Funding from 2015 IBI Report Appendix F
(1) Global News Article: 



Flood Mitigation: SR1 + Berms @1240cms
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Time Period 
& Flood 
Mitigation

Upstream of 
Bragg Creek

Bragg Creek Redwood 
Meadows

Springbank Elbow Valley to 
Glenmore 
Reservoir

Downstream of 
Glenmore Reservoir

Post 2013: 
New 
Measures

None New Berms 
1:100yr

Repaired Berms 
(protection level 
unknown)

SR1 SR1 SR1 (Add Capacity to 
Glenmore Reservoir)

Flow Rates Unmitigated Unmitigated Unmitigated 640cms*
(~1:50yr)

640cms* (~1:50yr) 160cms (target); 
1:200yr mitigation

With SR1 in 
a 1:200 flood

Expect more 
damage to 
infrastructure

Berms may be 
overtopped; 
catastrophic 
flooding
Expect loss of 
riprap
Groundwater 
flooding to 
continue

Berms may be 
overtopped; 
catastrophic 
flooding
Expect loss of 
riprap
Groundwater 
flooding to 
continue

Expect flooding 
downstream of 
SR1 in low lying 
areas (golf 
courses, some 
homes)

Expect flooding in 
low areas; 
this is still a large 
flood because SR1 
cannot mitigate the 
entire flow

The Glenmore 
Reservoir should 
absorb the excess 
river volume to 
mitigate downstream 
flooding of ALL kinds 
(overland and 
groundwater)

● Best case scenario is that SR1 takes a full 600cms as it is designed; the balance still goes down the river (at 1240cms, 
that is 640cms).  This is still a LARGE flood.  In AEP 2020 Flood Mapping (Exhibit TBC) is 640cms is approximately a 
1:50 year flood. 



Summary: Misleading framing of benefits

Alberta Transportation 
Presentation to Bragg Creek 
October 2020, p5

- https://www.alberta.ca/a
ssets/documents/trans-s
pringbank-bragg-creek-i
nformation-session.pdf
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Important to Note: 
Only”without damage” downstream of 
Glenmore Reservoir, not between SR1 and 
Glenmore.

Bragg Creek is only 1:100 (2013 is 1:200)
Springbank is only to ~1:50



Bragg Creek Berms: Lower protection than 
SR1 provides Calgary

Exhibit TBC: 2017 RVC 
Presentation on Bragg Creek 
Berms, pg 11
■ Berms are built to 1:100 at 

Bragg Creek
■ SR1 is 1:200 for Calgary

Exhibit 91: IR 178
■ 3.9km of berming at Bragg 

Creek
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Bragg Creek Berms: Will still result in 
groundwater flooding

Exhibit TBC: 2017 RVC 
Presentation on Bragg Creek 
Berms, pg 14

Meanwhile, Calgary’s target 
of 160cms is designed to 
prevent basement flooding 
downstream of Glenmore 
Reservoir

Why do Calgary residents 
receive a better outcome? 

MC1 provided an equal 
outcome for all
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Flawed Decision Making
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Project Decision: In 2014/ 2015, 
sedimentation was not well understood

Exhibit 13, page 1

■ Sediment accumulates in the SR1 reservoir over time, ruining the land 
permanently

■ With depths up to 4m and 2.3 million tons in a design flood, this creates an 
ongoing environmental and societal hazard
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Project Decision: SR1 sedimentation is a 
disaster

Exhibit TBC: 2018 Rocky View County Report, pg 3
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Project Decision: Long-term environmental and 
societal impacts of sediment remain unclear

Exhibit 93: IR300
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Project Decision: MC1 was assumed to be 
negative for wildlife

Exhibit TBC: AEP Report on 
Infrastructure, 2015 page 2 - 
NOT A FULL REPRESENTATION!

■ SR1 impacts 3km of river, 
Bragg Creek berms another 
2.5km of river. Is this still 
more natural?  

■ SR1 destroys most of its 
3600 acre footprint through 
diversion, berming, the 
massive embankment, the 
diversion channel and 
outlets/spillways

■ These statements from 2015 
were  judgements reached 
without proper due diligence

16



Project Decision: 2017 reports provide a 
balanced view of wildlife and MC1

Exhibit 03: MC1 Vol 1 : A permanent pond has POSITIVE effects on wildlife
By this time, SR1 was the chosen project and these reports were only used for CEAA 
evaluations, as an alternative needed to be provided.  SR1 is also negative for ungulates 
and grizzlies, as is now evident.  No positive outcomes for wildlife identified for SR1.   
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Project Decision: Fish - 2014/2015 
Conclusions Reached Too Quickly, Positive 
MC1 Effects Ignored
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Exhibit 101: IR14-1 MC1 Preliminary Design Report, 2017, Page 4

SR1 may result in the extirpation of bull trout from the Elbow River and MC1 would have 
created NEW habitat! How is SR1 better for fish? 



Project Decision: Fish SR1 is negative for 
Bull Trout (2021)
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Exhibit 181: EIA Complete Letter, 2021

Bull trout may be extirpated because of SR1! 



Project Decision: 2015 reports imply that 
MC1 is a recreational disaster

Exhibit TBC: AEP Report on 
Infrastructure, 2015 page 3 - NOT 
A FULL REPRESENTATION!

■ A permanent pond is created 
by MC1 to replace Allen Bill 
Pond

■ New recreation could occur in 
the area, even as it is changed 
by the MC1 dam
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Project Decision: 2017 reports present a 
balanced view of MC1 recreational impacts
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Exhibit 101: IR14-1 MC1 Preliminary Design Report, 2017, page ES-2
This impacts are small compared to the large scale impacts of SR1, which impacts livelihoods, 
homes and businesses, while removing and ruining thousands of acres of land from a Key 
Wildlife Biodiversity Zone.  



Project Decision: Positive socio-economic 
benefits of MC1 were dismissed
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Exhibit 16: Environmental Overview of the Dam at MC1, 2017, page 140

All ancillary benefits of MC1 were IGNORED!  Recreation can still take place at MC1.  

Meanwhile, SR1 provides NO identified recreational benefits to the public and 
REMOVES or HARMS valuable recreational services that exist there today (Kamp 
Kiwanis, Moose HIll Ranch, existing activities such as horseback riding,, hiking, hunting, 
etc.)



Project Decision: 2014/2015 - No 
comparison of operating risk
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Exhibit TBC: IR14-1 MC1 Preliminary Design Report, 2017, Page ES-1

MC1 is “relatively simple” to operate.  



Project Decision: SR1 operating risk is 
substantial
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Exhibit 13: Deltares, 2015, Page 7

Meanwhile, SR1 is complex and has many unpredictable elements caused by 
managing the diversion structure. See Austin Engineering report (Exhibit TBC)    



Project Decision: Drought was ignored
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Exhibit 101: IR14-1 MC1 Preliminary Design Report, 2017, page 43 and Exhibit 13, 
Deltares p 4

SR1 CANNOT protect against drought while MC1 can! How is this missed in the 
evaluation of alternatives? 

Deltares 
Report



Project Decision: Time and money
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Exhibit TBC: AEP Report on Infrastructure, 2015 page 4

■ SR1 is now far more costly than MC1 and has proven NOT to be faster
■ There is tremendous political pressure and will behind SR1



Project Cost Discussion
Refer to 2021 Cost Escalation Exhibit
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Tsuut’ina 
Nation: 
Facilitation 
Payment for 
SR1
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Details of Compensation
April 1, 2020



Rocky View 
County: 
Facilitation 
Payment 
for SR1

Details of Compensation
May 29, 2020

https://www.rockyview.ca/n
ews/article/1814/rocky-view
-county-signs-sr-1-agreeme
nt
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Compensation Details: 

$10 Payment

$10.5M infrastructure

$9.4M Bragg Berm 
Overage

$? Highway 22 @Bragg

Total = $29.9M 
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Highway 560 and 
Garden Road Upgrade

Highway 566 and 
Range Road 11

Bragg Creek 
Roundabout

Rocky View County: Infrastructure 
Investments through facilitation payment



SR1 Cost: Land cost recovery of $60
Exhibit 100: Appendix IR6-1, pg 2 & 8 
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Land resale of $60M 
is not realistic - it is 
optimistic! 

Who would want to 
live near the 
reservoir or diversion 
inlet? 

A more conservative 
approach would be to 
assume NO land 
resale.  



Bragg Creek Berms: Another $9M

2015 IBI Benefit/Cost Report $6.1M
- Exhibit D-3

New Cost $42M
- Exhibit X: 2020 Rocky View 

County Report
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2020 Update

Exhibit TBC : Exhibit D.3 from 
2015 IBI Report

Exhibit TBC: RVC Report on 
Bragg Creek Berms



SR1 Cost: Latest Estimate 

Exhibit TBC: Ab Transportation 
Open House in Bragg Creek 
October 2020 & Project Website

*Excludes Upstream Mitigations, 
and facilitation payments and 
includes $60M in land cost recovery
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Updated Benefit/Cost from IBI
Exhibit 90, Page 2.40, IR22-1 and IR30, page 2.49

According to the Proponent, SR1 now has a WORSE benefit/cost ratio than SR1, before the 
latest cost increases ($12M).  These numbers exclude Bragg Creek costs and benefits:

35

Include Bragg Creek 
(IR30):

1.28



Benefit/Cost: More work to do 
Exhibit 90, Page 2.40, IR22-1 and IR30, page 2.49

The SR1 benefit/cost should be updated to include: 

■ The latest Project costs ($432M) 
■ Bragg Creek $42.2M.  
■ Removal of Lease Revenue from SR1
■ Mitigation Costs (CEAA Draft Conditions)

36

THE LATEST COST ESTIMATES OF SR1 AND BRAGG CREEK FLOOD 
MITIGATION WILL FURTHER REDUCE THE BENEFIT/COST RATIO 

BELOW THAT OF MC1. 
 

WHY IS THIS PROJECT PROCEEDING? 



Project Scope
Refer to Exhibit by Karin Hunter, SCLG

The SR1 project has continued to change and grow as issues with 
the Project are identified
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SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): PROJECT NEED 

& JUSTIFICATION

Topic 1
2013 Flood Review: Upstream

Karin Hunter
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Remembering 2013
Upstream of Calgary

2



Bragg Creek
■ (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NObJReIIu

s8)

■ https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ptpPrzHg4

qk (1:16-4:02)
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NObJReIIus8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NObJReIIus8
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ptpPrzHg4qk
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ptpPrzHg4qk


2013: Bragg Creek & Area
https://globalnews.ca/news/1338378/10-memorable-images-of-bragg-cr
eek-in-the-2013-flood/
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These boulders were carried by 
the Flood

Where will all the new riprap 
from Bragg Creek and Redwood 
Meadows end up? 
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SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): 
A Timeline of SR1

Topic 1 Karin Hunter, SCLG
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Videos Created for SR1
Barbara Recollection https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jqzNtjx-XME&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=2&t=18s

Barbara Berms  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bCHytOD0de0&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=9

Debris Deflector: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ObIkCjLRa9s&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=24

Karen Massey – Interview https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vuPeZ1I0G4U&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=17

Mary Robinson – Interview  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dTS8K3RNruI&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=16

Mary Robinson  - Consultation & Floodplain Berm 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S-YRBpAjokc&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=1&t=23s

Brian and Lee Drewry – Impacts and Reflection on SR1 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZKrrhPPktog&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=14&t=1s

Bragg Creek Berms (Karin) https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UU1XDW91Q7Y&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=3

SR1 Decision Making (Karin) https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jWks08GGClw&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=4

Township Road 250 Detour https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fEbT0ywejVE&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=10

 

2

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jqzNtjx-XME&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=2&t=18s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bCHytOD0de0&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=9
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ObIkCjLRa9s&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=24
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vuPeZ1I0G4U&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=17
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dTS8K3RNruI&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=16
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S-YRBpAjokc&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=1&t=23s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S-YRBpAjokc&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=1&t=23s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZKrrhPPktog&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=14&t=1s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZKrrhPPktog&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=14&t=1s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UU1XDW91Q7Y&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=3
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jWks08GGClw&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fEbT0ywejVE&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=10


2013: July: Flood Recovery Task Force Announced by Allison 
Redford, Premier & MLA Calgary Elbow (Exhibit ?)

–

3https://calgary.ctvnews.ca/redford-government-appoints-advisory-panel-to-prevent-future-flooding-1.1376842

https://calgary.ctvnews.ca/redford-government-appoints-advisory-panel-to-prevent-future-flooding-1.1376842


2013: August:  WaterSmart Paper
– The 2013 Great Alberta Flood: Actions to Mitigate, 

Manage and Control Future Floods, pg 5

4



2013: October: Stantec Report (Exhibit ??,)
– Proposed Mitigation Measures for Elbow, 

Sheep, Highwood River Basins, pg 2 
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2013: October: Stantec Report (Exhibit ??,)
– Proposed Mitigation Measures for Elbow, 

Sheep, Highwood River Basins, pg 2
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2013: October: Stantec Report (Exhibit ??,)
– Proposed Mitigation Measures for Elbow, 

Sheep, Highwood River Basins, pg 3
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2013: October: Stantec Report (Exhibit ??,)
– Proposed Mitigation Measures for Elbow, 

Sheep, Highwood River Basins, pg 5
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2013: October: Stantec Report (Exhibit ??,)
– Proposed Mitigation Measures for Elbow, 

Sheep, Highwood River Basins, pg 28, Fig 2.4
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2013: October:  Flood Recovery Task Force hires AMEC to 
conduct an assessment of flood mitigation

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 1(Exhibit ?)
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2013: November:  1st Meeting of Water Collaborative
– Source: Calgary River Communities Action 

Group

Comment: NO 
REPRESENTATION 
FROM ROCKY VIEW 
COUNTY, REDWOOD 
MEADOWS OR 
TSUUT’INA NATION
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2014: January: WaterSmart Report (Exhibit ??)
– Review of Historical Detention Sites (included 

Mclean Creek, Page 16)
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2014: January: Meeting of Water Collaborative
– Source: Calgary River Communities Action 

Group 

Comment: NO 
REPRESENTATION 
FROM ROCKY VIEW 
COUNTY, REDWOOD 
MEADOWS OR 
TSUUT’INA NATION
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2014: March: Meeting of Water Collaborative
– Source: Calgary River Communities Action 

Group 

Comment: NO 
REPRESENTATION 
FROM ROCKY VIEW 
COUNTY, REDWOOD 
MEADOWS OR 
TSUUT’INA NATION
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2014: March: Meeting of Water Collaborative
– Source: Calgary River Communities Action 

Group 
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2014: March: AMEC Helicopter Tour of Elbow River Detention Sites
– Source: Calgary River Communities Action Group 
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2014: March:  Bow Basin Flood Mitigation and Watershed 
Management Project

– Table 4, Page 29 (Exhibit ?)
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Comment: No 
mention of SR1 at 
this point despite its 
advanced stage of 
review by AMEC



2014: April: WaterSmart Report
– Progress Report on Actions to Mitigate, Manage 

and Control Flooding, Page 5
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 4(Exhibit ?)

Comment: First public report that mentions SR1.  There is already a 
design attached to this report, indicating much work on the Project by 
this point in time.  This is less than 12 months post-flood. 
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 4(Exhibit ?)

Re SR1:
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2014: 

Re SR1:

June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 4(Exhibit ?)
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 10 (Exhibit ?)
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 10 (Exhibit ?)
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 

– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 10 (Exhibit ?)
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 
– SAFRTF June 2014 Vol 1, Page 11 (Exhibit ?)
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2014: June:  AMEC Report for the Flood Recovery Task Force 
– Volume 4 Appendix G, Page 24 (Exhibit ?)
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2014: July:  Meeting with certain affected landowners (most 
landowners were not aware)

- Exhibit X: Landowner Presentation: Cost $193M
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2014: June:  Proponent submits Project Summary to NRCB 
– (Exhibit ?) - Disappeared off NRCB website
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2014: July: Meeting of Water Collaborative 
– Source: Calgary River Communities Action 

Group 
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2014: September:  Announcement of SR1
– Various Media Coverage
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2015: February:  Proponent submits Terms of Reference for 
EIA finalized

– Exhibit 01

Comment: No Terms 
of Reference 
prepared for either 
MC1 or for the 
Glenmore Bypass 

SR1 was clearly the 
project chosen by 
this time
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2015: February:  Project Comparison “Fact Sheet” 
– Project Factsheet (Exhibit ?), Cost PV $255M 

incl PV operating costs of 1.8m/ year
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2015: February:  Bow River Basin: Room For the River: 
Updated Report w Addendum 

– p ii and 57, Exhibit ?
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2015: Deltares Report, SR1 Cost 
– Exhibit 13, Page 1, 5

34

Executive Summary (pg 1)

MC1 (pg 5)

Pg 7



2015: Bow River Basin: Room For the River: Updated Report w 
Addendum 

– p ii and 57, Exhibit X
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2015: 
October: Exhibit TBC 
- AEP Decisions on 
the Elbow River 
Infrastructure 
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2017: 
September 2017, Exhibits 
3-7 : MC1 Reports 
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2018: 
March: 
Springbank EIA is 
filed (after being 
rejected in 2017) 
Exhibit 17
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2018: December 11: Exhibit TBC: Rocky View County 
report on SR1, page 9
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2019: 
July 11: Exhibit TBC:  Tsuut’ina votes to oppose SR1
■ https://www.thestar.com/calgary/2019/07/11/tsuutina-first-na

tion-votes-to-formally-oppose-springbank-flood-mitigation-p
roject.html
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2019: Exhibit TBC:  Ignasiuk report on SR1 to Alberta 
Transportation (released 2020), pg 10
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2020: April - Tsuut’ina Nation: Withdrawal 
of Opposition

42

April 1, 2020

Exhibit 130



2020: May - Rocky View County: Withdrawal 
of Opposition: Press Release
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2020 - Rocky View County: Withdrawal of 
Opposition Motion May 12, 2020
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SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): LAND USE

Topic 2 Karin Hunter, SCLG

1



Exhibits

1. Exhibit 13: Deltares Report

2. Exhibit 198: Springbank Community Association Comments to CEAA - 1 

General

3. Exhibit 216: Proposed Land Use SIR 4-05

4. Exhibit TBD: Video: Mary Robinson Interview

5. Exhibit TBD: Video: Brian Copithorne and Lee Drewry Interview

2



General Comments
■ It is evident that the future state of SR1 is uncertain

■ No precedent for this type of sediment accumulation and its long-term 
impacts on the land, ecosystem, health and community

■ Proponent has focused on short-term view of the operations of SR1 and has 
not provided a long-term view for that this reservoir

■ Land-use plans and plans for the ongoing management of the lands are 
not-sufficient

■ WHAT IS THE WORST CASE SCENARIO FOR THESE LANDS OVER TIME?
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Rushed Decision & Bad Judgements

Page 3: Deltares

“SR1 is pasture land:” GROSS OVERSIMPLIFICATION

■ some of SR1 is pasture land; it is also a valuable river ecosystem, forest, wetlands and native grasslands in a 

Key Wildlife Biodiversity Zone. 

“Its use does not change except during high river discharges”: WRONG

■ The diversion channel, inlet, floodplain berm (totalling approx. 50% of the project) are permanently and 

irreparably ruined 

■ The reservoir is changed fundamentally post-flood by sediment accumulation
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Riverine ecosystem 
with LOW flow 
unnamed creek 

USE CHANGES

Diversion Channel:
Deep, 4.7km, 90m+ 
wide  constructed  
channel with riprap 
and road

USE CHANGES

Diversion Inlet:
Massive concrete 
structures & 
reconstruction of Elbow 
River + 130 acres of 
DEFORESTATION

USE CHANGES

Reservoir: Deep 
sediment 
accumulation in 
parts; wide spread 
of sediment in flood; 
new constructed 
channels

USE CHANGES!



6

Firearms 
Here?

Firearms 
Here?

Little Clarity 
on Future 
Land Use
● Where will firearms be permitted? 
● How will rules be enforced?
● How will homeowners be 

protected for trespassing and 
hunting activities?

Firearms 
Here?



Public Access
■ Crown Land is public land

– Camping, fires, hunting,

– Litter & unauthorized parking 

■ Where are parking lots and road access points? 

■ What servicing is needed to provide access? 

– Will there be washrooms?

– Garbage bins and garbage collection?
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Little Clarity on Future Land Use
● How will “leases” function given the unpredictability of floods?

● How will cattle grazing take place post-flood?

● Why are certain areas off limits to public but not to Indigenous users? 

Table 5.1
Exhibit 216



Conflict: SR1 and Community
■ SR1 footprint is clearly linked to elevations

– The result is an odd shape that cuts across driveways, yards and private 

land

– Can this odd shape be managed so as not to cause harm? 

■ The Proponent has NOT provided plans:

– New home access roads for residents - NO PLANS & COST

■
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Land Use Plan 
does NOT 
address this 
conflict
NE Corner of Project
Families DO NOT want to give up their 
heritage land
● What is new access point? 
● How will homes be protected? 
● Why is this odd shape allowed at 

all? Is there not some mitigation 
that can occur here so as not to 
sterilize so much land?
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Land Use Plan 
does NOT 
address this
NE Corner of Project
Zoomed
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Land Use Plan 
does NOT 
address this
North Side of Reservoir
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Natural Springs: This is a 
source of drinking water 
for this home and cattle

Springbank Road



Land Use Plan 
does NOT 
address this
Zoomed Out
North Side of Reservoir
Where is new road access?
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New road access will 
require more private 
land...why is this 
omitted?

Springbank Road



Emergency 
Spillway over 
Private Land
Why would water from the Emergency 
Spillway traverse private land?  T

14

Private Land

Project Land



Kamp 
Kiwanis

● What is the Plan for this 
important organization and this 
land?

● What is the future land use? 
● How will the camp operate during 

the 3 years of SR1 construction?

15

Highway 22 & Highway 8

Kamp Kiwanis:
LAND USE CHANGES!

Deforestation and 
reconstruction of this 
area. 

Currently: Recreation & 
Social Benefits

Can this camp survive?



Complete 
Disregard 
for Impacts
Diversion channel through the middle 
of landowner’s land!, dividing the two 
homes. 

16

Township Road 242

Land North of Diversion / 
South of 242
LAND USE CHANGES!

Massive Channel and 
intake destroys this land

What is this area 
used for? 



SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): SR1 DESIGN, 

SAFETY & RISK

Topic 3 Karin Hunter, SCLG
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Exhibits
1. Exhibit 13: Deltares Report

2. Exhibit X: 2015 AEP Decision Report on Elbow River

3. Exhibit 133: ERSA Submission

4. Exhibit 194: Springbank Community Association Comments to CEAA - 1 General

5. Exhibit 199: Springbank Community Association Comments to CEAA - 7 Risk

6. SCLG Reports: Austin Engineering Report, Ian Dowsett Report, Dave Klepacki, Jon 

Fennel

7. Exhibit TBC: Township Road 250 Detour (youtube video re: flood  & construction 

detour route

– https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fEbT0ywejVE&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHV

ADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=10
2



General Comments
1. The decision to choose SR1 over MC1 did not include any meaningful 

discussion of risk

2. SR1 is an unproven and untested design

3. The flood operations of SR1 are complex and have not received the 
appropriate attention from regulators

4. Climate change has been ignored

5. Additional risk to area residents (traffic, pipelines, SR1 malfunctions and 
accidents) is not addressed

6. A comprehensive risk assessment MUST be completed for this Project
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SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): WATER

Topic 4 Karin Hunter, SCLG
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Exhibits

1. Exhibit 13: Deltares Report

2. Exhibit TBC: 2015 AEP Decision Report on Elbow River

3. Exhibit 133: ERSA Submission

4. Exhibit 194: Springbank Community Association Comments to CEAA - 1 General

5. Exhibit 197 - Springbank Community Association Comments to CEAA - 2 Fish

6. SCLG Exhibits: Dave Klepacki, Jon Fennel, Allan Locke

7. Video of Brian Copithorne 

– https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZKrrhPPktog&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=14&t=1s

2

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZKrrhPPktog&list=PLFC1GSkP9Bb0gPHVADRlj3ZeESvtE2rke&index=14&t=1s


General Comments
1. Climate change has been ignored

a. SR1 is a useless tool for drought - fire & water security

2. Fish rescue is unrealistic

a. Extirpation of Bull Trout (AEP)

3. Disregard for local concerns

a. Springs

b. Wells / drinking water

4. Uncertain long-term effect on the aquifer
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SPRINGBANK OFF-STREAM 
RESERVOIR (SR1): AIR, HUMAN 

HEALTH & TERRESTRIAL

Topic 5 Karin Hunter, SCLG

1



Exhibits

1. Exhibit TBC: 2015 AEP Decision Report on Elbow River

2. Exhibit 13: Deltares Report

3. Exhibit 94: Section 6 Terrestrial

4. Exhibit 133: ERSA Submission

5. Exhibit 193-196 - Springbank Community Association Comments to CEAA

6. SCLG Exhibits:  Brian Zelt, Dave Klepacki, Cliff Wallace, Brian Osko, Austin 

Engineering

2



Human Health: SR1 will exist in a community! 

3



Human Health: 2014/2015 - no consideration of negative 
health outcomes within the Springbank community

Exhibit TBC: 2015 AEP recommendations on infrastructure, pg 3

■ No mention of the Springbank community AT ALL

■ No mention of ANY negative environmental effects from SR1

■ The only reference to the general area is the following:

■

4



Human Health: What we know now

■ The Project creates negative outcomes for human health that were not 
anticipated in 2015 as a result of the fugitive dust created by sedimentation

■ The Project has uncertain future operating conditions that require 
“monitoring” but without identifying adequate “mitigations”

– Water is of particular concern (contamination of wells, springs, the the 
aquifer)

– This creates significant uncertainty for the Springbank community and 
nearby residents

– It is CRITICAL that mitigations be proposed and documented
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Environment: 2014/2015 SR1 was considered 
a“more natural” solution

■ At this point, there is nothing natural about SR1, with the exception of the far 
NW corner of the footprint

■ In fact, most of the project area will be disturbed during construction and the 
balance during operations (major pipeline disturbances also required)

■ Sediment is the most significant, unknown factor over the long run

6

Exhibit 13: Deltares Report Executive Summary (pg 1)



Sedimentation projections
Exhibit 93, IR300-1: There can be no ignoring this consequence
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Environment: what we know now
■ The Project creates negative outcomes for wildlife & biodiversity that were not 

anticipated in 2015

■ Much focus on reservoir, yet there are major components that have not received adequate 
review: unnamed creek, diversion inlet, diversion channel, emergency spillway

■ Sediment accumulation is the big unknown factor in the future of this land and was NOT 
ANTICIPATED when the Project was selected

■ This project requires repeated intervention in the river ecosystem post-flood (sediment 
removal, debris cleanup, etc.) which will create ongoing environmental disturbances

■ The Project has uncertain future operating conditions that require “monitoring” but 
without identifying adequate “mitigations”

– This creates significant uncertainty for the Springbank community and nearby 
residents

– It is CRITICAL that mitigations be proposed and documented
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Wildlife clearing activities are unrealistic
See comments in Exhibits 194-197
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Environment
al: What 
happens to 
this area if 
the spillway is 
activated? 
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What is the future of the unnamed Creek? 
What happens 
at the 
confluence of 
unnamed creek 
and Elbow 
River? 
What type of 
erosion 
protection?
How will this 
creek cope with 
high flow rates 
of 27cms?
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Pipeline 
Disturbances

This is significant work - much 
disturbance during construction

Exhibit 2, 2016 Project Description
Fig 3-5
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