
TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
Civic Cultural Center – 5018 Waghorn Street 

Tuesday, February 27, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 

1. WELCOME AND CALL TO ORDER

2. LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
2.1 Treaty Six Land Acknowledgement - Blackfalds Town Council acknowledges that we are on

Treaty 6 territory, a traditional meeting ground, gathering place, and travelling route to the Cree, 
Saulteaux (So-toe), Blackfoot, Métis, Dene (De-nay) and Nakota Sioux (Sue). We acknowledge 
all the many First Nations, Métis, and Inuit whose footsteps have marked these lands for 
centuries. 

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDAS
3.1 Regular Agenda for February 27, 2024
3.2 Consent Agenda for February 27, 2024

a) Declaration of No Interest (conflict of duty and interest, pecuniary or other)

b) Adoption of Minutes
o Regular Council Meeting Minutes - February 13, 2024

c) Council Reports
o Mayor Hoover
o Deputy Mayor Dennis
o Councillor Sands
o Councillor Coulter
o Councillor Appel
o Councillor Svab

d) Administrative Reports
o Report for Council, CAO Report - February 2024
o Report for Council, 2024 Volunteer Recognition Awards

e) Boards, Committee and Commission Minutes and/or Reports
o Blackfalds & District Family & Community Support Services Board - January 11, 2024

f) Information
o Lacombe County Council Highlights - February 8, 2024
o City of Lacombe Council Highlights - February 12, 2024
o Alberta Environmental Appeals Board Letter, Report, Recommendations and

Minister’s Order - February 14, 2024
g) Correspondence

o Letter from Electric Vehicle Association of Alberta - EV Chargers - Blackfalds -
February 9, 2024

4. DELEGATION
None

5. PUBLIC HEARING
None

6. BUSINESS
6.1  Request for Decision, Local Government Fiscal Framework 
6.2 Request for Decision, Neuron Mobility 2023 Season Review 
6.3 Request for Decision, Bylaw 1300.24 - Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan 
6.4 Request for Decision, Bylaw 1302.24 - Aspen Lakes West Phase Redistricting 
6.5 Request for Decision, Community Initiatives Grant - Red Deer Ladies Fastball Association 
6.6 Request for Decision, Alberta Community Partnership Grant Application - Regional 

Recreational Facility 
6.7 Request for Decision, Alberta Mid-Sized Towns Mayors' Caucus 
6.8 Request for Decision, Parkland Airshed Management Zone - Membership Request 
6.9 Request for Decision, Treaty Six Land Acknowledgement Review 

7. NOTICES OF MOTION
None

8. CONFIDENTIAL
8.1 Committee Request - FOIP 24 (1) Advice from Officials 
8.2 Grid Administration - Personnel - FOIP 24 (1) Advice from Officials 

9. ADJOURNMENT

Future Meetings/Events: 
• Regular Council Meeting – March 12, 2024

• Standing Committee of Council – March 18, 2024
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A Regular Council Meeting for the Town of Blackfalds was held on February 13, 2024, at 5018 
Waghorn Street in Council Chambers, commencing at 7:00 p.m. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT 
 

Mayor Jamie Hoover  
Deputy Mayor Brenda Dennis 
Councillor Jim Sands 
Councillor Edna Coulter  
Councillor Laura Svab 
 

ATTENDING  
 
 Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer  

 Preston Weran, Director of Infrastructure & Planning Services 
Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services 
Ken Morrison, Director of Emergency Management & Protective Services  
Marco Jadie, IT Tech 
Danielle Nealon, Executive & Legislative Coordinator  

 
REGRETS 
 

Councillor Rebecca Stendie 
Councillor Marina Appel 
Justin de Bresser, Director of Corporate Services 

 
MEDIA 
 

None 
 
OTHERS PRESENT 
  
 None 
 
  WELCOME AND CALL TO ORDER  
 
  Mayor Hoover welcomed everyone to the Regular Council Meeting of February 13, 

2024, called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and indicated that Councillor 
Rebecca Stendie and Councillor Marina Appel have sent their regrets.  

 
TREATY SIX LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT  
 
A Land Acknowledgement was read to recognize that the Town of Blackfalds is on 
Treaty Six Territory. 

 
ADOPTION OF AGENDAS 
 
Addition of Regular Agenda Business item 6.6 Letter of Support for 2025 Telus 
Cup Bid - Red Deer Minor Hockey. 
 
Exemption of Consent Agenda item 3.2 d) Report for Council, Local Government 
Fiscal Framework and added under Business as item 6.7 on the Regular Agenda.  
 

031/24 Councillor Svab moved That Council adopt the Regular Agenda for February 13, 
2024, as amended. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

032/24 Councillor Coulter moved That Council adopt the Consent Agenda for February 
13, 2024, as amended, containing:  

 

• Declaration of No Interest (conflict of duty and interest, pecuniary or other) 

• Adoption of Minutes 
o Regular Council Meeting Minutes - January 23, 2024 



TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
Tuesday, February 13, 2024, at 7:00 p.m. 

Civic Cultural Centre – 5018 Waghorn Street 
 

MINUTES 

 

Elected Official Initial_____   Page 2 of 4 CAO Initial_____ 
 

 

• Council Reports 
None 

• Administrative Reports 
o Report for Council, Enforcement and Protective Services Monthly Report 

- January 2024 
o Report for Council, Development & Building Monthly Report - January 

2024 
o Report for Council, BOLT KPI Monthly Report - January 2024 

• Boards, Committee and Commission Minutes and/or Reports 
o Lacombe Foundation Board Organizational Meeting Minutes - 

November 27, 2023 
o Lacombe Foundation Board Meeting Minutes - November 27, 2023 

• Information  
o City of Lacombe Council Highlights - January 22, 2024 
o County of Lacombe Council Highlights - January 25, 2024 
o Blackfalds Public Library Update - September - December 2023 
o Blackfalds Public Library Programming Report - January 2024 
o Red Deer Regional Catholic School - Blackfalds Engagement Report 

For Public - January 26, 2024 

• Correspondence 
None 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
DELEGATION 
 

None  
 

PUBLIC HEARING 
 

   None 
 

BUSINESS 
 

Request for Decision, Area Structure Plan Redistricting Change of Practice 
 
Director Weran brought forward for discussion a proposed change of practice in 
how the Town redistricts Area Structure Plans. 

 
033/24 Councillor Sands moved That Council support the change in redistricting practice 

at the time of Area Structure Plan adoption to redistrict the plan area to Urban 
Reserve concurrently with Area Structure Plan adoption. Requiring redistricting to 
other land use districts in conformance with the Area Structure Plan Development 
Concept at the time of subdivision application. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

Request for Decision, Womacks Project Railway Transport Canada Grant 
Update    
 
Director Weran provided an update regarding the Womacks Railway Project’s 
grant from Transport Canada. 

 
034/24 Councillor Svab moved That Council authorizes the CAO to execute the 2023-2024 

Rail Safety Improvement Funding Agreement for the “Project” as per the November 
28, 2023 Transport Canada - Transport and Infrastructure Programs Letter. 

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

Request for Decision, 2024 Red Deer Home Show 
 
CAO Isaak, on behalf of Director de Bresser, presented details about the Town’s 
booth at the 2024 Red Deer Home Show and invited Council members to attend 
the event.  
 

035/24 Councillor Sands moved That Council provide their available attendance times to 
the Economic Development Officer for the 2024 Red Deer Home Show. 

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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Request for Decision, 2024 Census 

 
CAO Isaak, on behalf of Director de Bresser, provided an overview of the upcoming 
2024 Census and proposed designating May 6, 2024, as Census Day.  

 
036/24 Councillor Coulter moved That Council declare May 6th, 2024, as Census Day for 

the Town of Blackfalds. 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

Request for Decision, CAO Performance Evaluation 
 
  Mayor Hoover initiated a discussion in response to Council’s request for quotes 

from consultants to aid in the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) reviews. 
 
037/24 Councillor Svab moved That Council engage Civic Excellence to assist Council 

with the probationary review performance evaluation process for the CAO at a cost 
of $3,000.  

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
038/24 Councillor Sands moved That Council engage Civic Excellence to assist Council 

with the comprehensive performance evaluation process for the CAO in 2025 at a 
cost of $5,000 AND That this amount be included in the 2025 Budget. 

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

2025 Telus Cup Bid - Red Deer Minor Hockey 
 
CAO Isaak brought forward a request from Red Deer Minor Hockey to provide a 
letter of support for their bid to host the 2025 Telus Cup April 21-27, 2025. 

 
039/24 Deputy Mayor Dennis moved That Council authorize the Mayor to sign a letter of 

support for Red Deer Minor Hockey’s bid to host the 2025 Telus Cup April 21-27, 
2025. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

Report for Council, Local Government Fiscal Framework 
 
Consent Agenda item 3.2 d) Report for Council, Local Government Fiscal 
Framework was exempted from the Consent Agenda for further discussion.  
 

040/24 Mayor Hoover moved That Council direct Administration to bring the Local 
Government Fiscal Framework as a Business item to the February 27, 2024, 
Regular Council Meeting for further discussion.  

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

  RECESS 
 
  Mayor Hoover called for a five-minute recess at 7:40 p.m. 
 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING RETURNED TO ORDER  
 

Mayor Hoover called the Regular Council Meeting back to order at 7:47 p.m.  
 

CONFIDENTIAL  
 

• Committee Request - FOIP 24 (1) Advice from Officials 

• Loan Proposal - FOIP 24 (1) Advice from Officials 

• Education Facility - FOIP 21 (1) Disclosure Harmful to 
Intergovernmental Relations 
 

041/24 Councillor Coulter moved That Council move to a closed session commencing at 
7:47 p.m. in accordance with Section 197(2) of the Municipal Government Act to 
discuss matters exempt from disclosure under Sections 24 and 21 of the Freedom 
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.  

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  
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Closed Session Attendance: Mayor Jamie Hoover, Deputy Mayor Brenda Dennis, 
Councillor Jim Sands, Councillor Edna Coulter, Councillor Laura Svab, CAO Kim Isaak, 
Director Rick Kreklewich and Director Preston Weran. 

 
042/24 Councillor Coulter moved That Council move to come out of the closed session at 

8:41 p.m.  
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY  

 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING RETURNED TO ORDER  

 
Mayor Hoover called the Regular Council Meeting back to order at 8:41 p.m.  

 
Regular Council Meeting Attendance: Mayor Jamie Hoover, Deputy Mayor Brenda 
Dennis, Councillor Jim Sands, Councillor Edna Coulter, Councillor Laura Svab, CAO Kim 
Isaak and Director Rick Kreklewich.  
 

043/24 Councillor Svab moved That Council forgive the Blackfalds Food Bank Society’s 
outstanding loan amount of $95,123.78. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
Mayor Hoover adjourned the Regular Council Meeting at 8:42 p.m. 

 
 
 
 

Jamie Hoover, Mayor  
 
 
 
 

           Kim Isaak, CAO 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

 

TO Members of Council 

FROM Mayor Jamie Hoover 

SUBJECT 
• Summary of meetings/events attended as a Council representative during this reporting period 

• Summary of key issues, decisions and/or comments for Council’s information 

REPORT DATE For the period: Jan 16 - Feb 15, 2024 

Date 
Meeting Event Other 

KEY POINTS OF DISCUSSION AND/OR DECISIONS  
(Choose one) 

Jan 16  x  Bulldogs Hooky for Hockey event with MP Calkins 

Jan 19 x   CAO evaluation process meeting 

Jan 23 x   RCM 

Jan 24   x CUPE Step 3 grievance hearing 

Jan 25 x   St. Gregory the Great student council 

Jan 26   x Drought management workshop 

Jan 30-Feb 4   x Week 1 of EDA, Business Retention and Expansion course 

Feb 5-11   x Week 2 of EDA, Business Retention and Expansion course 

Feb 12-18   x Week 3 of EDA, Business Retention and Expansion course 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

Feb 5 x   Lacombe Foundation meeting 

Feb 13  x  Muffins with the Mayor, networking event w/ IRIC students 

Feb 13 x   RCM 

Feb 15  x  Emerging trends seminar, Edmonton 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

 

TO Members of Council 

FROM Deputy Mayor Brenda Dennis 

SUBJECT 
• Summary of meetings/events attended as a Council representative during this reporting period 

• Summary of key issues, decisions and/or comments for Council’s information 

REPORT DATE For the period: January 16 to February 15, 2024 

Date 
Meeting Event Other 

KEY POINTS OF DISCUSSION AND/OR DECISIONS  
(Choose one) 

January 23 X   Regular Council Meeting 

February 8 X   FCSS Meeting 

February 13 X   Xmas Party Review 

February 13 X   Regular Council Meeting 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

 

TO Members of Council 

FROM Councillor Jim Sands 

SUBJECT 
• Summary of meetings/events attended as a Council representative during this reporting period 

• Summary of key issues, decisions and/or comments for Council’s information 

REPORT DATE For the period: Jan 15 – Feb 15 2024 

Date 
Meeting Event Other 

KEY POINTS OF DISCUSSION AND/OR DECISIONS  
(Choose one) 

Jan 15/ 24 X   Standing Committee of Council Meeting 

Jan 16/ 24   X Round Table report submission 

Jan 19/ 24   X Councillors Corner submission 

Jan 23/ 24 X   Regular Council Meeting 

Jan 24/ 24 X   Step lll Grievance Hearing 

Feb 8/ 24 X   FCSS Feb Meeting 

Feb 13/ 24   X 2024 Christmas Party discussion 

Feb 13/ 24 X   Regular Council Meeting 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

 

TO Members of Council 

FROM Councillor Edna Coulter 

SUBJECT 
• Summary of meetings/events attended as a Council representative during this reporting period 

• Summary of key issues, decisions and/or comments for Council’s information 

REPORT DATE For the period: Jan 26 to Feb 15, 2024 

Date 
Meeting Event Other 

KEY POINTS OF DISCUSSION AND/OR DECISIONS  
(Choose one) 

Jan 23 X   Regular Council Meeting 

Feb 1 X   Blackfalds Chamber of Commerce 

Fab 6 X   Blackfalds Library Meeting 

Feb 13 X   Regular Council Meeting 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

 

TO Members of Council 

FROM Councillor Marina Appel  

SUBJECT 
• Summary of meetings/events attended as a Council representative during this reporting period 

• Summary of key issues, decisions and/or comments for Council’s information 

REPORT DATE For the period: 16 January 2024  – 15 February 2024 

Date 
Meeting Event Other 

KEY POINTS OF DISCUSSION AND/OR DECISIONS  
(Choose one) 

January 17 X   

RCPCN Physician Recruitment Meeting – Attended Virtually 

Discussion to update our BHPARC Video, The City of RD is creating a 

video similar to ours – to also be shared on the RDPCN Website.  

January 18   X 

Webinar – RhPAP: Knowledge Now Series - Communities as Creators of 

Health 

Different ways of looking at Healthcare – as 2/3 of Healthcare happens in 

the home. 

January 18   X 
Webinar - ABmunis' Response to the Government of Alberta's LGFF 

Capital allocation formula - towns and villages 

January 23 X   RCC Meeting 

February 1 X   Blackfalds Chamber of Commerce Meeting 
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Council Monthly Round Table Report 

 

TO Members of Council 

FROM Councillor Laura Svab 

SUBJECT 
• Summary of meetings/events attended as a Council representative during this reporting period 

• Summary of key issues, decisions and/or comments for Council’s information 

REPORT DATE For the period: Jan 15-Feb 15, 2024 

Date 
Meeting Event Other 

KEY POINTS OF DISCUSSION AND/OR DECISIONS  
(Choose one) 

Jan 15 x   Standing Committee of Council Meeting 

Jan 23 x   Regular Council Meeting 

Feb 7 x   Recreation, Culture & Parks Board Meeting 

Feb 13 x   2024 Christmas Party Discussion 

Feb 13 x   Regular Council Meeting 
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
SUBJECT: CAO Report - February 2024 
 

  
Key Projects and Initiatives 

 

• Draft Municipal Service Level Inventory to be provided to Council on February 23, 2024, to 
review prior to the March 9, 2024, scheduled workshop.  

• CAO Performance Evaluation survey will be released on March 6, 2024, with a link to be 
provided to Council and direct reports. 

• Department plans have been incorporated into the 2024 Master Workplan. This will assist with 
the tracking of projects and priorities that feed into Council’s Strategic Plan.  

• The audit process for Council Committee’s has commenced with an anticipated timeline for 
completion by the end of June.  

• Awaiting feedback from Lacombe County Administration on Fire Services Agreement. 

• Employee Engagement Survey was completed with a total of 87 out of 99 responses. Results 
will be delivered via presentation to all of staff during the week of March 11-15th. 

• Projects, Events, and EBC Manager working with promoters to bring in a concert for late Spring 
or Summer. 

• Projects, Events, and EBC Manager working with FMBA (Freestyle Mountain Bike Association) 
on an application to be sanctioned for their future events, such as National and World Cup 
events at our Vesta Energy Bike Skills Park.  

• COR Audit Action plan in progress with work on low effort high impact improvements being 
made. 

• 2023 Annual Report to be released in early March.  

• Amended Procurement Policy has streamlined purchasing, and as a result, the capital 
purchase of an All-Terrain Vehicle and a Half Ton Pickup were completed in February.  

• Work continues on the 2024 Municipal Census, which will kick off on May 6, 2024. 

• With the recent Ministerial Order from the Ministry of Environment on the water licenses work 
has commenced on moving forward with the NW Storm Trunk Project. First actioned item was 
a request to Lacombe County to purchase land within the County for the use of a Utility Right 
of Way. 

• The Infrastructure and Planning Department, Fire Department and Safety Codes Contractor 
developing plan to roll out requirement for a Safety Plan to be submitted as part of the permit 
process. This will be rolled out in the coming months. 

• Extended Producer Responsibilities and registration for Single Use Packaging and Printed 
Paper Products and Hazardous and Special Products registration is ongoing.  

• Planning work continues on the Abbey Centre 10th Anniversary Events. 

• LREMP sub-committees have been set to begin the review of the regional plan and the move 
towards a ministerial order.  

• Ongoing preparations for financial audit. 

• Infrastructure and Planning Services continues to work on the Aspen Lakes Area Structure 
Plan. A preliminary site plan with location for the proposed new school has been requested in 
an effort to help expedite the project.  
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Updates Related to Existing Bylaws or Council Policies 

 

• Draft amendments to the CAO Bylaw to modernize and incorporate Municipal Government 
Act amendments.  

• Organizational Structure Policy (new) - Approved by Council at the January 23, 2024, Regular 
Meeting.  

• HR Framework Policy (new) - Approved by Council at the January 23, 2024, Regular Meeting.  

• Updates to Purchasing Policy - Approved by Council at the January 23, 2024, Regular 
Meeting. 

• Electronic Signing Authority Policy (new) - Will be presented to Council at the March Standing 
Committee Meeting.  

• Delegation of Signing Authority (new) - Will be presented to Council at the March Standing 
Committee Meeting.  

• Policy Special Event Permit Policy - to replace current Bylaw - In Progress. 

• Council Social Media Policy (new) - In Progress. 
 

 
Facility Leases 
 

• All lease space agreements are current and signed. Working internally on development 
permits for lease space as per requirements of the Land Use Bylaw. 
 

 
Administrative Policy Changes / Additions 
 

• Updates to Professional Development and Training Policy – Rolled out. 

• Employee Social Media Policy (new) – In Progress. 
 
 
APPROVALS 
 
   

Kim Isaak, 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Rick Kreklewich, Community Services Director 
 
SUBJECT: 2024 Volunteer Recognition Awards 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
The FCSS Staff are currently in the process of working on plans to honor and celebrate the 

contributions made by our valued community ambassadors. These exceptional volunteers play a vital 

role in the Town of Blackfalds, whether it be through their involvement in special events, community 

programs, local organizations, and groups or as members of our Town boards, committees, and 

commissions. Volunteers genuinely serve as the backbone of our community, and we are committed 

to recognizing and appreciating their efforts in a meaningful way. 

DISCUSSION 
 
It is our intention to offer recognition similar to last year: 

1. Selection process will be carried out the same as in past years: 

• Carol Simpson Volunteer of the Year Award (Town Council) 

• Gloria House Mentor Award (FCSS Board) 

• Outstanding Group Awards (FCSS Board) 

• Dylan Stork Youth Ambassador Award (Town Council) 

• Leaders of Tomorrow Awards (The Mayor, FCSS Youth Programmer and an FCSS 

Board Representative) 

 

2. Awards presentation during National Volunteer Week: Blackfalds FCSS will be hosting Best 

of Blackfalds, including appetizers from our best food restaurants, beer tasting, cash bar, live 

music and awards presentation highlighting our best community ambassadors and the 

contributions they make to our community. The Best of Blackfalds is scheduled to take place 

on the evening of April 18; the awards presented will include: 

• Carol Simpson Volunteer of the Year Award, 

• Gloria House Mentor Award, and 

• Outstanding Group Award (adult category). 

 

3. Awards presentation during National Youth Week: Our Oscar-themed Youth Recognition 

Night is scheduled to take place May 2. There will be a red carpet, complete with VIP lanyards, 

paparazzi, a Walk of Fame, and invitees will be asked to wear their Oscar worthy ensemble. 

There will be appetizers, small performances from the IRJC school band, youth dancers, as 

well as the awards presentation. Awards presented will include: 

• Dylan Stork Youth Ambassador Award, 

• Leaders of Tomorrow (elementary, junior high and high school category), and 

• Outstanding Group Award (youth category). 

All marketing efforts for National Volunteer Week will be conducted through the Town’s regular social 

media channels, including the Blackfalds FCSS Facebook page, the website events calendar, and 

the FCSS Volunteer Newsletter. 



 
TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
REQUEST FOR DECISION 

 
Page 2 of 2 

 
It is our hope that an FCSS Board member will participate in the selection process for the Leaders of 

Tomorrow awards. We are also accepting volunteer award nominations until March 1, 2024. If 

you know someone in our community who selflessly gives their time, please consider nominating 

them. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The total amount budgeted for the 2024 Volunteer Recognition events is $12,000, including 

sponsorship ($3,000) and Volunteer Alberta grant funding ($500). 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Best of Blackfalds and Youth Recognition Night Posters 

 
APPROVALS    
 

 

 

 

  

Kim Isaak,  

Chief Administrative Officer  

 Department Director/Author 

 



PRESENTING
- THE - 

Best of Blackfalds
- IN RECOGNITION OF -

NATIONAL VOLUNTEER WEEK 2024

Evening will include live music, food & beverage highlighting local businesses and presentation 
of the Carol Simpson Volunteer of the Year award, Gloria House Mentor award and Outstanding 

Group (adult) award.

RSVP REQUIRED by April 8 | volunteer@blackfalds.ca | 403.885.6360

THURSDAY 

04.18
COMMUNITY CENTRE

6-8 PM
LIVE MUSIC
AWARDS

CASH BAR 18+
BEER TASTING

Volunteer Edition

Youth Recognition NightYouth Recognition Night

Roll out the red carpet and make way for our 
youth volunteers and award recipients!

MEGlobal Presents....

VIP DETAILS 
Thursday, May 2, 2024 

Doors open at 6 PM

ON LOCATION AT
Blackfalds Community Centre

RSVP TO 
volunteer@blackfalds.ca by April 22

Evening will include appetizers, live music, and presentation of the 
Dylan Stork Youth Ambassador Award, Leaders of Tomorrow Awards, 

and Outstanding Group (youth) Award.









 
HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 

FEBRUARY 8, 2024 
  
 
QE II WEST AREA STRUCTURE PLAN 
A second public meeting to seek feedback on the draft QE II West Area Structure Plan is scheduled for 
March 21, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. at the Lacombe County Council Chambers.   
 
BLISSFUL BEACH EMERGENCY ACCESS ROAD 
The County Manager was directed to enter into a 50/50 cost-sharing agreement with the Summer 
Village of Sunbreaker Cove for the construction of an emergency access road between the Summer 
Village of Sunbreaker Cove and Blissful Beach.   The County’s portion of the cost associated with the 
construction of the road and all other amenities, including signs and gates, is to be funded from the 
2024 Operating Budget.   
 
MIRROR BALL DIAMOND UPGRADE REQUEST 
Lacombe County will contribute work in-kind up to $15,000 and materials up to $7,000 to the Mirror 
Association of Ball Diamonds, Campgrounds, and Skating Society for upgrades to the Mirror Ball 
Diamonds. 
 
TOWN OF SYLVAN LAKE RECREATION COST-SHARING AGREEMENT 
The Recreation Cost-Sharing Agreement between the Town of Sylvan Lake and Lacombe County, for 
the years 2024 to 2028 inclusive, was approved as presented.   
 
AOPA AND AGRICULTURE BYLAWS REVIEW  
The County Manager will engage with the Farmer’s Advocate Office of Alberta, the Agricultural 
Operations Practices Act (AOPA), and the Natural Resources Conservation Board (NRCB) to arrange 
for an education session to gain a better understanding of how agricultural legislation aligns with the 
County’s Municipal Development Plan and Land Use Bylaw.   
 
DWELLINGS ON AGRICULTURAL ‘A; DISTRICT PARCELS – BYLAW NOS. 1406/24 and 1407/24 
Bylaw Nos. 1406/24 and 1407/24, bylaws of Lacombe County to amend the Lacombe County Municipal 
Development Plan and Land Use Bylaw, received first reading. A public hearing for Bylaw Nos. 1406/24 
and 1407/24 will be held on March 14, 2024, at 7:00 p.m. at the Lacombe County Council Chambers. 
 
SYLVAN LAKE AND AREA URGENT CARE COMMITTEE 
Council received a presentation on the 2023 activities and initiatives of Sylvan Lake Urgent Care 
Committee and directed the County Manager to prepare a report and recommendation regarding the 
County’s support of the Sylvan Lake and Area Health Foundation, for consideration at a future Council 
meeting. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Next Regular Council Meeting is 
February 22, 2024 – 9:00 a.m. 

 
Next Committee of the Whole Meeting is 

April 2, 2024 – 9:00 a.m. 
 

Lacombe County Administration Building 
 

**For more details from Lacombe County Council meetings, please refer to the meeting 
minutes. All meeting minutes are posted on the website (www.lacombecounty.com)  

after approval.  

http://www.lacombecounty.com/
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City of Lacombe 
COUNCIL HIGHLIGHTS 
February 12th, 2024 

 
Regular Meeting of Council 
 

2. Consent of Agenda 

2.1 Consent Agenda 
• Council approved the addition of Bethel Christian Reformed Church’s Annual Free Community Christmas 

Dinner to the Facility Use Fee Waiver Roster. 
• Council gave first reading to Bylaw 400.51 as presented and scheduled a public hearing for Bylaw 400.51 

on Monday, March 25th, 2024, at 6:00 p.m. 
• Council gave first reading to Bylaw 512 – Supplementary Assessment. 

 

4. Presentations 
 
4.1 Community Builder Partnership Allocation 2023 
Dani Ducross, Chair of the Lacombe & District Recreation, Parks & Culture Board, and City of Lacombe Manager 
of Recreation Sheri Mitchell presented on the allocation of funds from the Community Builder Partnership for 
2023. 

 
6. Requests for Decision 
 
6.1 Alberta Community Partnership Grant Application - Regional Recreation Facility 
Administration presented Council with an option to explore the development of a long-range plan for a new 
Recreation Complex, through a collaborative effort between the Town of Blackfalds, Lacombe County, and the 
City of Lacombe. The proposed facility aims to address the growing demand for recreational facilities and spread 
the associated costs among the benefiting communities. 
 
A tri-party facility strategically located between the urban municipalities could provide shared high-quality 
recreation infrastructure and contribute to long-term financial viability for all three communities. The long-range 
plans of all three communities support the exploration of shared service provision. 
 
Council referred the matter of a tri-party Alberta Community Partnership Grant Application to the 
Intermunicipal Development Plan & Intermunicipal Collaborative Framework Committee of the City of Lacombe, 
Town of Blackfalds, and Lacombe County for their review and consideration. 
 
6.2 2024 Public Engagement Plan 
The City of Lacombe conducts a variety of public engagement activities every year. These activities follow the 
International Association of Public Participation (IAP2) spectrum and principles.  
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The 2024 Plan aims to enhance engagement levels by involving Council members in significant local events such 
as sporting events, festivals, and other community meet-up opportunities. The Plan also introduces a Council 
Pancake breakfast during Lacombe Days. 
 
Using the IAP2 principles as a guide, the 2024 Plan includes elements of each level for maximum effectiveness. 
Prior planning does not preclude emergent engagement activities on specific issues.  
 
Administration continues to review and evaluate opportunities utilized by other municipalities for future 
consideration in our plan. It is worth noting that in scanning other municipal plans and activities, the Council 
Engagement Plan is well-positioned as a comprehensive and innovative approach to public participation. 
 
Council approved the 2024 Public Engagement Plan as presented. 
 

7. Notices of Motion 
 
7.1 Councillor Gullekson 
Councillor Gullekson made the following Notice of Motion: 
 

• “THAT Council direct Administration to bring, for Council’s consideration, a plan to use Recycled Asphalt 
Millings as a surface improvement for the East/West portion of the Michener Park Parking Lot.” 

 
The motion will be discussed at the February 26th, 2024, Regular Meeting of Council. 
 

8. In Camera 
 
8.1 Legal (FOIP Section 24) 
Council directs Administration to maintain the status quo. 
 
8.1 Land (FOIP Section 16 
Council directed Administration to provide further information on the recommended site as discussed In Camera 
for item 8.2. 
 
*The next scheduled Council Meetings: 
- Monday, February 26, 2024 – Regular Council Meeting at 5:30 p.m. – City Hall 
- Monday, March 4, 2024 – Committee of the Whole Meeting at 5:30 p.m. – City Hall 
- Monday, March 11, 2024 – Regular Council Meeting at 5:30 p.m. – City Hall 
 
 
 
 



ALBERTA
ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD

Ms. Antonietta Davis
5817 West Park Crescent
Red Deer, AB T4N 1 E7
{Appellant EAB 20-011 & 20-016)

Mr. William Hill
RR1, Site8, Box 29
Lacombe,AB T4L2N1
(Appellant EAB 20-012)

Ms. Anita Alexander
1039-80 Avenue SW
Calgary, AB T2VOV6
(Appellant EAB 20-013 & 014)

Mr. Barry Robinson
Ms. Susan Calabrese
Ecojustice
#1810, 801-6 Avenue SW
Calgary, AB, T2P 3W2
(Counsel for Appellant EAB 20-013 & 014)

Mr. Ron Henschel
Mr. Carry Will
Aurora Heights Management Ltd.
49Allsop Drive
Red Deer, AB, T4R 2V2
(Intervenor)

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen:

February 14, 2024

Via E-Mail

Ms. Nicole Hartman & Mr. Paul Maas
Alberta Justice
Environmental Law Section
8th Floor, Oxbridge Place
9820-106 Street
Edmonton,AB T5K2J6
(counsel for the Director, AEP)

Ms. SuzanneAlexander-Smith
Chapman Riebeek LLP
4802 - 50 Street
Red Deer, AB T4N 1X4
(counsel for the Town of Blackfalds)

Ms. Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer
Mr. Preston Weran, Director of Infrastructure
& Property Services
Town of Blackfalds
Box 220
5018 Waghorn Street
Blackfalds, AB TOM OJO
(Approval Holder)

Mr. Joe Tindall on behalf of
Mr. Everett and Ms. Bev Loney
Box 557
Blackfalds, AB TOM OJO
(Intervenor)

Re: Town of B\ackia\<lslWater Act Approval Nos. 00387959-00-00
& 00391359-00-00/Our File Nos.: EAB 20-011-014 & 20-016 (public file)

Attached please find the Board's Report and Recommendations and the Minister's
Order with respect to the above noted appeals.

claim for costs.
The Board notes Ms. Alexander and the Town of Blackfaids reserved their right to

306 Peace Hills Trust Tower, 10011-109 Street, Edmonton, Alberta, Canada, T5J 3S8, Telephone 780/427-6207, Fax 780/427-4693

www.eab.gov.ab.ca
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In considering applications for final costs, the Board requires a motion that clearly 
outlines the actual costs incurred in the preparation and presentation of the party's submission. 
Where possible, invoices, receipts and other necessary documentation should be attached. A 
detailed breakdown of all costs claimed must be provided. In addition, the party should indicate 
the reasons why the funds are needed to meet their financial obligations and if attempts were 
made to seek other sources of funding. Please refer to section 20 of the Environmental Appeal 
Board Regulation and Rule 33 of the Board's Rules of Practice. 

Other considerations the Board may take into account when contemplating a costs 
application include, but are not limited to: 

• Did the party make a substantial contribution to the hearing and focus on the
issues set by the Board?

• Were the presentations made in a timely and efficient manner so as not to
unduly delay and prolong the hearing?

• Are the costs requested reasonable and reflect only the actual expenditures
incurred in the preparation and presentation of the submissions?

• Did the party indicate an intention to pursue a costs application prior to the
conclusion of the hearing (as required in section 20 of the Environmental
Appeal Board Regulation, 114/93)?

• Did the party act in good faith in all phases of the proceedings?

Should Ms. Alexander or the Town of Blackfalds wish to proceed to file a costs 
application, the application must include all supporting material, and be provided to the Board, 
and the other parties by 4:30 pm on March 1, 2024. Responses to any costs applications are 
due to the Board, and the other parties, by 4:30 pm on March 18, 2024. 

The decision with respect to the request for costs including whether to award costs, 
the amount of any costs, and the party by whom costs are to be paid, is at the discretion of the 
Board. The Board will make its decision with respect to costs once all submissions have been 
received. Filing a request for costs does not mean all or any costs will be awarded. 

By seeking the positions of the parties on the matter of costs, the Board is not 
opening the proceedings for any other purpose. 

Attached for your information is a list of costs decisions issued by the Board that 
are located on Decisia (https://decisia.lexum.com/aeab/en/nav.do) and Canlll 
(https://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abeab/). The Board's website (www.eab.gov.ab.ca) also contains 
information on where to find Board decisions. 

Classification: Public 

https://www.canlii.org/en/ab/abeab/


Please do not hesitate to contact the Board if you have any questions. We can be
reached toll-free by first dialing 310-0000 followed by 780-427-4179 for Gilbert Van Nes, General
Counsel, 780-427-6569 for Valerie Myrmo, Registrar of Appeals, and 780-427-7002 for Denise
Black, Board Secretary. We can also be contacted via e-mail at gilbert.vannes@gov.ab.ca,
valerie.myrmo@gov.ab.ca and denise.black@gov.ab.ca.

Yours truly,

Att.

)// /alerie Myrmo
Registrar of Appeals

The information collected by the Board is necessary to allow the Environmental Appeals Board to perform its function.
The information is collected under the authority of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, section
33(c). Section 33(c) provides that personal information may only be collected if that information relates directly to and
is necessary for the processing of these appeals. The information you provide will be considered a public record.

M:\EABV\ppeals 2020\20-011 Town of Blackfalds 387959 (Davis)\Letter Dec 22, 2023 Report to Minister.docx
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Environmental Appeals Board 
Costs Decisions 

 
 

Updated to Dec 7, 2023 
Most current decision is at the end of the list. 
 
Decisions are located on the Decisia website:  https://decisia.lexum.com/aeab/en/nav.do 
 
Decisia is a platform that allows you to browse through Environmental Appeals Board decisions by 
collection or keywords, or search for specific decisions. You can use the search bar at the top of the page 
to conduct a quick search or use the advanced search page that allows you to use multiple search criteria.  
If you are unable to find a decision, contact the Board at eab@gov.ab.ca or 780-427-6207.   
 

 
Cost Decision re: Bernice Kozdrowski (July 7, 1997) 96-059, 1997 ABEAB 15 
 
Cost Decision re: Zon et al. (December 22, 1997) 97-005-015, 1997 ABEAB 38 
 
Cost Decision re: The City of Calgary (Fay Ash) (February 5, 1998) 97-032, 1998 ABEAB 4 
 
Cost Decision re: GMB Property Rentals Ltd. (Richard Stelter) (June 18, 1998) 97-051, 1998 ABEAB 26 
 
Cost Decision #2 re: The City of Calgary (Fay Ash) (July 2, 1998) 97-032-C-2, 1998 ABEAB 21 
 
Cost Decision re: Pembina Corporation (October 5, 1998) 98-005-C, 1998 ABEAB 35 
 
Cost Decision re: Mizeras, Glombick, Fenske, et al. (November 29, 1999) 98-231, 232 and 233-C, 1999 
ABEAB 33 
 
Reconsideration of costs decision re: Penson and Talisman Energy Inc. (December 1, 1999) 98-005-RC, 
1999 ABEAB 34 
 
Cost Decision re: Cabre Exploration Ltd. (January 26, 2000) 98-251-C, 2000 ABEAB 6 
 
Request for Reconsideration of costs decision:  Penson and Talisman Energy Inc. (February 18, 2000) 98-
005-RD#2, 2000 ABEAB 12 
 
Cost Decision re: Nurani and Virji-Nurani (March 6, 2000) 97-026-CD, 2000 ABEAB 14 
 
Cost Decision re: Monner (October 17, 2000) 99-166-CD, 2000 ABEAB 41 
 
Cost Decision re: Lower Mosquito Creek Water Users Association (November 6, 2000) 99-131-C, 2000 
ABEAB 46 
 
Cost Decision re: Union Pacific Resources Inc.  (January 22, 2001) 98-007-CD, 2001 ABEAB 2 
 
Preliminary Motions:  Bailey et al. v. Director, Northern East Slopes Region, Environmental Service, 
Alberta Environment, re: TransAlta Utilities Corporation, (April 17, 2001), E.A.B.  
Appeal Nos. 00-074, 077, 078 and 01-001-005-ID (see section IV), 2001 ABEAB 10 
 
Costs Decision: Paron et al. (February 8, 2002) 01-002, 003 and 005-CD, 2002 ABEAB 2 
 

https://decisia.lexum.com/aeab/en/nav.do
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Cost Decision re: Ducks Unlimited (May 8, 2002) 00-035-CD, 2002 ABEAB 14 
 
Costs Decision re: Ouellette Packers (2000) Ltd. (May 10, 2002) 01-076-CD, 2002 ABEAB 18 
 
Cost Decision re: Burnswest Corporation (June 14, 2002) 01-090-CD, 2002 ABEAB 40 
 
Costs Decision re: Kievit et al.  (November 12, 2002) 01-097, 098 and 101-CD, 2002 ABEAB 66 
 
Costs Decision re: Trans Alta Utilities Corporation (February 13, 2003) 01-082, 084, 02-002 and 02-003-
CD, 2003 ABEAB 11 
 
Costs Decision: Maga et al.  (June 27, 2003) 02-023, 024, 026, 029, 037, 047-074-CD, 2003 ABEAB 33 
 
Costs Decision: Imperial Oil and Devon Estates (September 8, 2003) 01-062-CD, 2003 ABEAB 43 
 
Costs Decision: Nault and Mitchell v. Director, Southern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment 
re: Town of Canmore (17 November 2004), Appeal Nos. 04-019 and 04-020-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2004 
ABEAB 44 
 
Interim Costs Decision: Oxtoby et al. v. Director, Central Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment 
re: Capstone Energy (29 December 2004), Appeal Nos. 03-118, 120, 121 and 123-IC (A.E.A.B.), 2004 
ABEAB 56 
 
Interim Costs Decision: Gadd v. Director, Central Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re: 
Cardinal River Coals Ltd. (21 December 2004), Appeal Nos. 03-150, 03-151, and 03-152-ID3 (A.E.A.B.), 
2004 ABEAB 54 
 
Costs Decision:  Gadd v. Director, Central Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re:  Cardinal 
River Coals Ltd. (16 December 2005), Appeal Nos. 03-150, 151 and 152-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2005 ABEAB 
48 
 
Costs Decision:  Northcott v. Director, Northern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re:  
Lafarge Canada Inc. (23 December 2005), Appeal Nos. 04-009, 011 and 012-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2005 
ABEAB 4 
 
Costs Decision:  Monner v. Director, Southern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment, re:  New 
Dale Hutterian Brethren  (5 January 2006), Appeal No. 03-010-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2006 ABEAB 1 
 
Costs Decision:  Mountain View Regional Water Services Commission et al. v. Director, Central Region, 
Regional Services, Alberta Environment re:  Capstone Energy Ltd.  (16 December 2005), Appeal Nos. 03-
116 and 03-118-123-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2005 ABEAB 47 
 
Costs Decision:  Ganske v. Director, Northern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re:  CCS 
Inc. (29 January 2007), Appeal No. 04-090-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2007 ABEAB 5 
 
Costs Decision:  Castle-Crown Wilderness Coalition v. Director, Southern Region, Regional Services, 
Alberta Environment re:  Castle Mountain Resort Inc.  (13 February 2007), Appeal No. 03-144-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2007 ABEAB 6 
 
Costs Decision:  Slemko v Director, Southern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment, re:  
Elkwater Water Co-operative Ltd. (27 March 2008), Appeal Nos. 06-086 & 06-087-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2008 
ABEAB 10 
 
Costs Decision:  Siksika Nation Elders Committee and Siksika Nation v. Director, Southern Region, 
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Regional Services, Alberta Environment, re:  Town of Strathmore (22 April 2008), Appeal Nos. 05-053-
054-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2008 ABEAB 14 
 
Interim Costs:  Fenske v. Director, Central Region, Environmental Management, Alberta Environment re:  
Beaver Regional Waste Management Services Commission (30 October 2008), Appeal No. 07-128-IC 
(A.E.A.B.), 2008 ABEAB 40 
 
Costs Decision:  Walsh v. Director, Southern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment, re:  Town 
of Turner Valley (22 December 2008), Appeal No. 06-071-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2008 ABEAB 44 
 
Costs Decision:  Fenske v. Director, Central Region, Environmental Management, Alberta Environment, 
re:  Beaver Regional Waste Management Services Commission (01 May 2009), Appeal No. 07-128-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2009 ABEAB 12 
 
Shapka v. Director, Northern Region, Environmental Management, Alberta Environment, re: Evergreen 
Regional Waste Management Services Commission (02 July 2010), Appeal No. 08-037-ID2 (A.E.A.B.) 
(includes interim costs decision), 2010 ABEAB 4 
 
Costs Decision:  Shapka v. Director, Northern Region, Environmental Management, Alberta Environment, 
re: Evergreen Regional Waste Management Services Commission (02 July 2010), Appeal No. 08-037-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2010 ABEAB 19 
 
Costs Decision:  Kostawich v. Director, Central Region, Environmental Management, Alberta 
Environment, re: Bonavista Petroleum Ltd. (14 February 2011), Appeal No. 09-030-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2011 
ABEAB 9 
 
Interim Costs:  Vipond et al. v. Director, Southern Region, Environmental Management, Alberta 
Environment, re: EcoAg Initiatives Inc. (20 May 2011), Appeal Nos. 09-006-009, 016 & 019-IC 
(A.E.A.B.), 2011 ABEAB 15 
 
Costs Decision:  Vipond et al v. Director, Southern Region, Environmental Management, Alberta 
Environment, re: EcoAg Initiatives Inc. (24 October 2011), Appeal Nos. 09-006-009, 016 & 019-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2011 ABEAB 34 
 
Costs Decision:  Gas Plus Inc. and Handel Transport (Northern) Ltd. v. Director, Southern Region, 
Operations Division, Alberta Environment and Water, (11 July 2012), Appeal Nos. 10-034, 11-002, 008, 
& 023-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2012 ABEAB 23 
 
Interim Costs:  Cramer et al. v. Director, Northern Region, Operations Division, Alberta Environment and 
Sustainable Resource Development, re: Waste Management of Canada Corporation (26 September  2012), 
Appeal Nos. 11-025-027, 030, 032-035, 038-040, 043-047, 051-053, 056, 068-069, 071, 076, 100, 104-
105, 107-109, 112, 147-150, 156-159, 161, and 173-IC (A.E.A.B.), 2012 ABEAB 30 
 
Costs Decision:  Rudakewich v. Director, Northern Region, Operations Division, Alberta Environment 
and Sustainable Resource Development, re: Clear Hills County (04 October 2012), Appeal No. 11-019-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2012 ABEAB 33 
 
Costs Decision:  Hohloch v. Director, Southern Region, Environmental Management, Alberta 
Environment and Sustainable Resource Development, re: Eastern Irrigation District (19 July 2013), 
Appeal No. 10-043-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2013 ABEAB 17 
 
Costs Decision:  Cramer et al. v. Director, Northern Region, Operations Division, Alberta Environment 
and Sustainable Resource Development, re: Waste Management of Canada Corporation (02 January 
2014), Appeal Nos. 11-025-027, 030, 038-040, 043-046, 051-053, 056, 068, 069, 071, 100, 104, 105, 108, 
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109, 150, 158, 159, 161, and 173-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2014 ABEAB 1 
 
Cost Decision:  Sandstone Springs Development Corporation v. Director, Southern Region, Operations 
Division, Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development (10 April 2014), Appeal No. 12-
043-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2014 ABEAB 12 
 
Interim Costs:  Corbeil et al. v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment and 
Sustainable Resource Development, re: Municipal District of Bighorn (18 December 2014), Appeal Nos. 
14-003-006-IC (A.E.A.B.), 2014 ABEAB 28 
 
Interim Costs Decision:  Walsh and Walker v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Operations Division, 
Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development, re: Town of Turner Valley (13 November 
2015), Appeal Nos. 13-022-025, 14-011 and 14-018-IC (A.E.A.B.), 2015 ABEAB 19 
 
Costs Decision:  Krijger v. Director, Red Deer-North Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment and 
Sustainable Resource Development (24 November 2015), Appeal No. 13-026-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2015 
ABEAB 20 
 
Costs Decision:  Demencuik and Savitsky v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment 
and Sustainable Resource Development, re: Municipal District of Bighorn No. 8 (07 January 2016), 
Appeal Nos. 14-003 and 14-004-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2016 ABEAB 1 
 
Costs Decision: Walsh and Walker v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Operations Division, Alberta 
Environment and Sustainable Resource Development, re: Town of Turner Valley (13 May 2016), Appeal 
Nos. 13-022-025, 14-011 and 14-018-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2016 ABEAB 11 
 
Costs Decision:  Morgan et al. v. Director, Lower Athabasca Region, Alberta Environment and Parks, re: 
Trenchuk (August 28, 2018), Appeal Nos. 16-010-023-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2018 ABEAB 13 
 
Costs Decision:  Ross v. Director, Red Deer-North Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment and Parks, 
re: Gilbertson (28 August 2018), Appeal No. 16-005-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2018 ABEAB 10 
 
Larsen v. Director, Red Deer-North Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment and Parks, re: Lafarge 
Canada Inc. (4 April 2019), Appeal No. 15-021-DL1 (A.E.A.B.), 2019 AEAB 8 
 
Costs Decision:  Brookman and Tulick v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment and 
Parks, re: KGL Constructors, A Partnership (7 November 2019), Appeal Nos. 17-047 and 17-050-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2019 ABEAB 32 
 
Costs Decision:  Cherokee Canada Inc. et al. v. Director, Regional Compliance, Red Deer-North 
Saskatchewan Region, Operations Division, Alberta Environment and Parks (18 March 2020), Appeal 
Nos. 16-055-056, 17-073-084, and 18-005-010-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2020 ABEAB 10 
 
Costs Decision:  Larsen v. Director, Upper Athabasca Region, Operations Division, Alberta  
Environment and Parks, re: Lafarge Canada Inc. (23 March 2020), Appeal No. 15-021-CD  
(A.E.A.B.), 2020 ABEAB 11 
 
Reconsideration Decision:  Brookman and Tulick v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Alberta 
Environment and Parks, re: KGL Constructors, A Partnership (16 October 2020), Appeal Nos. 17-047 and 
050-RD (A.E.A.B.), 2020 ABEAB 26 
 
Costs Decision:  Lac La Biche County and WSP Canada Inc. v. Compliance Manager, Regulatory 
Assurance Division – North Region, Alberta Environment and Parks (28 January 2022), Appeal Nos. 20-
020-021-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2022 ABEAB 5 
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Costs Decision:  Sears Canada Inc. et al. v. Director, Regional Compliance, South Saskatchewan Region, 
Alberta Environment and Parks (4 February 2022), Appeal Nos. 17-069-070 and 18-013-CD (A.E.A.B.), 
2022 ABEAB 6 
 
Costs Decision:  Lapointe et al. v. Director, Regional Compliance, Lower Athabasca Region, Alberta 
Environment and Parks (9 February 2022), Appeal Nos. 19-043 and 19-046-047-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2022 
ABEAB 8 
 

Costs Decision:  Abraham and Tittel v. Director, Regional Compliance, South Saskatchewan Region, 
Alberta Environment and Protected Areas (3 March 2023), Appeals No. 18-015-CD (A.E.A. B.), 2023 
ABEAB 4 
 

Costs Decision:  Hochhausen et al. v. Director, Regional Compliance, Red Deer-North Saskatchewan 
Region, Alberta Environment and Protected Areas (24 July 2023), Appeal Nos. 19-044-045-CD 
(A.E.A.B.), 2023 ABEAB 10 
 
Cost Decision: Edey et al. v. Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Regulatory Assurance Division, 
Alberta Environment and Protected Areas, re: Town of High River (4 December 2023), Appeal Nos. 19-
089 & 19-093-094-CD (A.E.A.B.), 2023 ABEAB 17 
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2023 ABEAB 19 Appeal Nos. 20-011-014 and 20-016-R  
 

 
 

ALBERTA 
ENVIRONMENTAL APPEALS BOARD 

 
Report and Recommendations 

 
 

Date of Report and Recommendations – December 22, 2023 
 
 

 

IN THE MATTER OF sections 91, 92, 94, 95 and 99 of the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. E-
12, and section 115 of the Water Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. W-3; 

 

-and- 

 

IN THE MATTER OF an appeal filed by Anita Alexander, 
Antonietta Davis, and William Hill with respect to the decision of 
the Director, Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division-
South, Alberta Environment and Parks to issue Water Act Approvals 
Nos. 00387959-00-00 and 00391359-00-00 to the Town of 
Blackfalds. 

 

 

 

 

 

Cite as: Alexander et al.v. Director Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division – 
South, Alberta Environment and Parks, re: Town of Blackfalds (22 December 
2023), Appeal Nos. 20-011-014 and 20-016-R (A.E.A.B.), 2023 ABEAB 19. 
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BEFORE: Ms. Anjum Mullick, Board Member and Panel 
Chair; Ms. Barbara Johnston, Board Member 
and Board Chair,* and Mr. Nick Tywoniuk, 
Board Member. 

  
SUBMISSIONS BY:  

Appellants: Ms. Anita Alexander, represented by Mr. Barry 
Robinson, EcoJustice; Ms. Antonietta Davis; 
and Mr. William Hill. 
 

Approval Holder: Town of Blackfalds, represented by Ms. 
Suzanne Alexander-Smith, Chapman Riebeek 
LLP. 
 

Director: Mr. Todd Aasen, Director, Regional Approvals, 
Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta 
Environment and Parks, represented by 
Ms. Nicole Hartman and Mr. Paul Maas, Alberta 
Justice. 
 

Intervenors: Aurora Heights Management Ltd. represented 
by Mr. Ron Henschel; and Mr. Everett and Ms. 
Bev Loney represented by Mr. Joe Tindall. 
 

WITNESSES:  
Appellants: Ms. Anita Alexander, Mr. Greg Wagner, Ms. 

Antonietta Davis; and Mr. William Hill. 
  

Approval Holder: Mr. Preston Weran, Director of Infrastructure 
and Property Services, Town of Blackfalds; 
Ms. Martine Francis, Project Manager, Stantec 
Consulting Ltd.; Mr. Dave Morgan, 
Environmental Services-Water Quality, Stantec 
Consulting Ltd.; Mr. Brad Dardis, Senior 
Stormwater Engineer, Stantec Consulting Ltd.; 
Mr. Joe Riddell, Hydrogeologist, Stantec 
Consulting Ltd.; Ms. Meghan Chisholm, 
Environmental Planner, Stantec Consulting Ltd.; 
Ms. Sheila McKeague, Wildlife Biologist, 
Stantec Consulting Ltd. 

  
Director: Mr. Todd Aasen, Director, Regional Approvals, 

Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta 
 

*  Ms. Barbara Johnston was appointed Board Chair on November 22, 2023. 
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Environment and Parks; and Mr. Gordon Ludke, 
Senior Water Administration Engineer, 
Regional Approval, Regulatory Assurance 
Division – South; Alberta Environment and 
Parks. 

  
Intervenor: Mr. Ron Henschel, Aurora Heights 

Management. 
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 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The Director, Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta Environment 

and Parks* (the Director) issued two approvals under the Water Act to the Town of Blackfalds (the 

Town) to construct, operate and carry out maintenance of a stormwater management system 

(Approval 1) and to modify two wetlands; construct, operate and carry out maintenance of a linear 

wetland system; and construct, operate and maintain a storm trunk (Approval 2). 

 

Ms. Anita Alexander, Ms. Antonietta Davis, and Mr. William Hill (the Appellants) filed appeals 

with the Environmental Appeals Board (the Board) of the Director’s decision to issue Approval 1 

and Ms. Alexander and Ms. Davis filed appeals of the Director’s decision to issue Approval 2. Ms. 

Alexander also applied for a stay of the approvals. After receiving submissions on whether the 

Appellants were directly affected by the approvals and whether a stay should be granted, the Board 

found the Appellants were directly affected by the issuance of the approvals but declined to issue 

a stay. 

 

The Board granted intervenor status to Ms. Bev Loney and Mr. Everett Loney and to Aurora 

Heights Management Ltd. (Aurora) on a limited basis. Mr. and Ms. Loney and Aurora were each 

permitted to file a written submission and Aurora was permitted to speak to its submission at the 

hearing. 

 

An oral hearing was held by video conference on June 14, 17, and 21, 2021. The Board received 

and reviewed written submissions, assessed oral evidence and arguments presented at the hearing, 

and reviewed Alberta Environment and Parks’ record on the following issues set by the Board: 

1. Was the Director's decision to issue the Approvals appropriate, having 
regard to the Water Act and the applicable Alberta Environment and Parks' 
policies and guidelines? This includes but is not limited to: 

a. an adequate outlet for the stormwater management system; 

 
*  On October 21, 2022, Alberta Environment and Parks was renamed Alberta Environment and Protected 
Areas. 
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b. the analysis and modelling of stormwater quality in accordance with the 
Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta; 

c. the risk of potential hydrocarbon contamination to Lacombe Lake as a 
result of the activities authorized by the Approvals; 

d. the stormwater flows used to calculate the water quality impacts of the 
activities authorized by the Approvals; and 

e. cumulative environmental impacts of the activities authorized by the 
Approvals on Lacombe Lake, including: 

i. impacts on water flow through the Lake; 
ii. impacts on water quality in the Lake; 
iii. impacts on water levels on the Lake; 
iv. impacts of water flow and water levels on shoreline erosion; and 
v. impacts of water flow and water levels on-shore nesting birds. 

2. Do the terms and conditions of the Approvals appropriately address the 
potential environmental impacts of the activities that are authorized? This 
includes but is not limited to: 

a. monitoring that would determine the quality of stormwater discharging 
into Lacombe Lake. 

 
The Board found the Director’s decision to issue the approvals appropriate having regard to the 

Water Act and Alberta Environment and Parks’ (AEP) policies and guidelines. In particular, the 

Board found that the Director properly considered the requirements of section 38(2) of the Water 

Act, which details the mandatory and discretionary matters that the Director should consider.** 

The Board found the approvals met or exceeded AEP stormwater management policies and 

guidelines and the activities authorized by the approvals did not adversely affect the riparian or 

aquatic environment. 

 

 
**  Section 32(2) of the Act provides: 

“In making a decision under this section, the Director 

(a) must consider, with respect to the applicable area of the Province, the matters and factors 
that must be considered in issuing an approval, as specified in an applicable approved water 
management plan, 

(b) may consider any existing, potential or cumulative 

(i) effects on the aquatic environment, 

(ii) hydraulic, hydrological, and hydrogeological effects, and 

(iii)  effect on household users, licensees, and traditional agricultural users, 

that result or may result from the activity, …” 
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The Board determined the terms and conditions of the approvals appropriately addressed the 

potential environmental impacts of the activities authorized. However, the Board found that the 

Director erred by including a definition of adequate outlet in Approval 1 that was too restrictive, 

caused confusion and was not reflective of current AEP policies and guidelines. 

 

The Board recommended Approval 1 be varied to include a more complete definition of adequate 

outlet as provided for in current AEP policies and guidelines. The Board also recommended 

Approval 1 be varied to add monitoring at the discharge point of the linear wetland to ensure the 

project operated as intended. The Board recommended all other terms and conditions of the 

Approvals be confirmed as issued. 

 

The Board strongly supports the Lake Management Plan required by Approval 1, that is to be 

developed by the Town in co-operation with the County of Lacombe, the Lacombe Lake 

Watershed Stewardship Society, other local stakeholders, and AEP officials. In the Board’s view, 

many of the concerns expressed by the Appellants in these appeals will be best addressed through 

this Lake Management Plan. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

[1] This is the Environmental Appeals Board’s (the “Board”) report and 

recommendations to the Minister of Environment and Protected Areas1 (the “Minister”) 

concerning appeals filed in relation to the decisions of the Director, Regional Approvals, 

Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta Environment and Protected Areas (the 

“Director”) to issue Approval No. 00387959-00-00 (“Approval 1”) and Approval No. 00391359-

00-00 (“Approval 2”) (collectively the “Approvals”) under the Water Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. W-3 

(the “Act”) to the Town of Blackfalds (the “Town”).  The Board has jurisdiction to hear these 

appeals pursuant to section 115(1)(a)(i) of the Act.2  The appeals were filed by Ms. Anita 

Alexander, Ms. Antonietta Davis, and Mr. William Hill.  The Board allowed Aurora Heights 

Management Ltd. (“Aurora”), Ms. Bev Loney and Mr. Everett Loney to intervene in the appeals 

on a limited basis (the “Intervenors”). 

[2] The Approvals are part of an overall project for stormwater management works 

within NE 34-39-27 W4M and SE 03-40-27 W4M in Lacombe County. Approval 1 allows for the 

construction, operation, and maintenance of stormwater management works. Approval 2 provides 

for the modification of two wetlands and the infill of a 0.16-hectare wetland, the construction, 

operation and maintenance of a linear wetland system, and the construction and operation and 

maintenance of a storm trunk (collectively the activities allowed by the Approvals are referred to 

as the “Project”). 

[3] The Board held an oral hearing by video conference on June 14, 17 and 21, 2021, 

and received submissions and heard oral evidence on the following issues: 

 
1  On October 21, 2022, Alberta Environment and Parks was renamed Alberta Environment and Protected 
Areas. The Board will refer to Alberta Environment and Parks for the purposes of this Report. 
2  Section 115(1) of the Water Act provides: 

“A notice of appeal under this Act may be submitted to the Environmental Appeals Board by the following 
person in the following circumstances: 

(a) If the Director issues or amends an approval, a notice of appeal may be submitted: 

(i) by the approval holder or by any person who previously submitted a statement of concern 
in accordance with section 109 who is directly affected by the Director’s decision if notice 
of the application or proposed changes was previously provide under section ….” 
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1.  Was the Director's decision to issue the Approvals appropriate, having 
regard to the Water Act and the applicable Alberta Environment and Parks' 
policies and guidelines? This includes but is not limited to: 

(a) an adequate outlet for the stormwater management system; 
(b) the analysis and modelling of stormwater quality in accordance with 

the Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta; 
(c) the risk of potential hydrocarbon contamination to Lacombe Lake 

as a result of the activities authorized by the Approvals; 
(d) the stormwater flows used to calculate the water quality impacts of 

the activities authorized by the Approvals; and 
(e) cumulative environmental impacts of the activities authorized by the 

Approvals on Lacombe Lake, including: 
(i) impacts on water flow through the Lake; 
(ii) impacts on water quality in the Lake; 
(iii) impacts on water levels on the Lake; 
(iv impacts of water flow and water levels on shoreline erosion; 

and 
(v) impacts of water flow and water levels on shore nesting 

birds. 

2. Do the terms and conditions of the Approvals appropriately address the 
potential environmental impacts of the activities that are authorized? This 
includes but is not limited to: 

(a) monitoring that would determine the quality of stormwater 
discharging into Lacombe Lake. 

[4] Based on the evidence and arguments presented at the hearing the Board concluded 

the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals was appropriate having regard for the Act and the 

applicable Alberta Environment and Parks’ (“AEP”) policies and guidelines. 

[5] The Board concluded the terms and conditions of the Approvals are appropriate in 

principle. However, in the Board’s view, the Director erred in including a definition of ‘adequate 

outlet’ in Approval 1 which was too restrictive, caused confusion and was not reflective of AEP 

policies and guidelines. 

[6] The Board recommended Approval 1 be varied to include the more complete 

definition of ‘adequate outlet’ as provided for in current AEP policies and guidelines. 

[7] The Board also recommended Approval 1 be varied to add monitoring at the 

discharge point of the linear wetland to ensure the system operated as intended. The Board 

recommended all other terms and conditions of the Approvals be confirmed as issued. 



 - 3 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

II. KEY TERMS 

[8] The Board notes there are several terms used by the Appellants, Intervenors, 

Director, and the Town (the “Parties”) throughout the hearing. For the purposes of this report, the 

Board has clarified these terms as set out below. 

[9] The “MDP” is a final master drainage plan completed in 2014 for the Wolf Creek 

and Whelp Brook watersheds. AEP issued Water Act Approval No. 00358426-00-00 to Lacombe 

County, the City of Lacombe and the Town of Blackfalds requiring the approval holders ensure 

all new stormwater management works within watersheds located in their municipal boundaries 

be undertaken in accordance with the MDP.3 

[10] The “1999 SMGs” are the Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of 

Alberta and are part of the Standards and Guidelines for Municipal Waterworks, Wastewater and 

Storm Drainage Systems (2013) (“2013 SGDs”). The 1999 SMGs detail the system components 

that provide guidance to best practices in managing and designing storm drainage systems. 

[11] The 2013 SGDs set out the minimum applicable design standards for storm 

drainage and include the more detailed standards and guidelines as described in the 1999 SMGs.4 

[12] The “2006 SGD” is the Stormwater Guidance Document, the Water Act and EPEA 

(March 2006) which is the primary reference used to determine whether an approval, registration, 

or notification under the Act approval is required.5 

 
3  Director’s Record at Tabs 330 and 340. 
4  Section 5(1) of the Wastewater and Storm Drainage Regulation, AR 119/93 EPEA, RSA2000, c-12 states: 

“5(1) A wastewater system and a storm drainage system must each be designed so that they meet a minimum 

(a) the standards and design requirements set out in the latest edition of the Standards and Guidelines for 
Municipal Waterworks, Wastewater and Storm Drainage Systems published by the Department, as 
amended, and replaced from time to time, or 

(b) any other standards and design requirements specified by the Director.” 

Part 5 of the Standards and Guidelines for Municipal Waterworks, Wastewater and Storm Drainage Systems contains 
the Stormwater Management Guidelines, 
5  Director’s Record, at Tab 326. 
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[13] The “2018 Fact Sheet” is the 2018 AEP Fact Sheet, ‘Water Act: Storm Water 

Management’ (June 2018) which sets out the requirements under the Act for stormwater runoff 

and outfall works. 

[14] The “MSMP” is Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management design plan 

submitted by the Town in support of its applications for the Approvals.6 

[15] The “Water Quality Assessment” is the Water Quality Downstream of the Purposed 

Development (Report) (May 8, 2020) submitted by the Town in support of its applications for the 

Approvals.7 

[16] The “Hydrogeological Assessment” is the desktop hydrogeological assessment of 

the proposed development area submitted by the Town in support of its applications for the 

Approvals.8 

[17]  The “Wetland Assessment” is the Wetland Assessment of the Northwest Area 

Storm Project, Blackfalds Alberta (March 2017) submitted by the Town in support of its 

applications for the Approvals.9 

[18] The “Water Quality Monitoring Program” is the Water Quality Monitoring 

Program (June 21, 2019) submitted by the Town in support of its applications for the Approvals.10 

[19] “SIR #1” is the request issued by the Director on May 31, 2018, to the Town to 

provide additional information and analysis in support of the Town’s applications for the 

Approvals.11 

[20] “SIR #2” is the request issued by the Director on April 15, 2020, to the Town to 

provide additional information and analysis in support of the Town’s applications for the 

Approvals.12 

 
6  Director’s Record, at Tab 247. 
7  Director’s Record, at Tab 348. 
8  Director’s Record, at Tab 345, page 246. 
9  Director’s Record, at Tab 51. 
10  Director’s Record, at Tab 346. 
11  Director’s Record, at Tab 344. 
12  Director’s Record, at Tab 248. 
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[21] The “Key Assessments” are the studies and information used by the Town to 

support the design of the MSMP as follows: 

1. the Wetland Assessment; 

2. the MDP; 

3. Response to SIR #1 – May 31, 2018; 

4. Water Quality Monitoring Program; 

5. Water Quality Assessment; and 

6. Response to SIR #2 – May 11, 2020.13  

[22] The “NW Stormwater Management System” is the post-development stormwater 

management system designed to capture stormwater from northwest Blackfalds in a constructed 

hybrid stormwater pond (Pond A) and direct stormwater through constructed and existing wetland 

connections to Pond C where the stormwater is controlled-released into a constructed linear 

wetland that has an outlet to Pond D which further outlets to Lacombe Lake and beyond. 

[23] The NW Stormwater Management System was developed based on the Town’s 

hydraulic modeling documented in the MSMP. The primary objective of the modeling was to 

provide a storm system design and framework that would ultimately provide an adequate outlet 

for the Project. The modeling was based on two types of simulations: 

1. The “single event analysis” simulation refers to the modeling undertaken by 
the Town to quantify the potential effects of the proposed development on 
Lacombe Lake and Whelp Brook during single, infrequent storm events for 
up to a 1:100-year design storm event. The single event analysis was 
completed for pre- and post-development conditions. 

2. The “continuous simulation analysis” refers to the modeling undertaken by 
the Town to assess the potential changes to pre- versus post-development 
runoff volumes, and to also assess the potential effects of back-to-back 
storms on Lacombe Lake. 

[24] Scenarios 1 to 7 were modeling scenarios developed by the Town in its continuous 

simulation modeling. Scenario 1 represented pre-development conditions. Scenarios 2 to 7 

represented the post-development stormwater management system and included modifying 

 
13  Director’s Record at Tab 347. 
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modeling input variables such as infiltration rate, and the discharge rate control for one or more 

designed storm events. 

[25] Scenario 4 was considered to be the most conservative of the scenarios and the 

input variables were described as: the storm ponds having no infiltration capacity, and assuming 

the general Project area has moderate to high infiltration rates, which are indicative of the local 

sandy/gravely sub-soils.  It was also assumed that the Lacombe Lake outlet and Whelp Brook 

culverts remain in their current configuration. 

[26] Scenario 6 was considered to be the most likely of the scenarios and the input 

variables were described as: the storm ponds having an infiltration rate of 10 mm/hr over 80% of 

their surface area, and assuming the northwest Project area has moderate to high infiltration rates, 

which are indicative of the local sandy/gravely sub-soils.  It was also assumed that the Lacombe 

Lake outlet and Whelp Brook culverts remain in their current configuration. 

[27] A “1:100 storm event” is a storm event that has a one percent chance of occurring 

every year or put another way, once every hundred years. 

[28] The “Stormwater Monitoring Program” is the stormwater monitoring program 

required to be undertaken by the Town, pursuant to conditions 5.0, 5.1 and 5.2 of Approval 1, for 

a minimum of five concurrent years. It includes the collection by the Town of one year of initial 

background data and four concurrent years of data starting upon the completion of the construction 

of the NW Stormwater Management System. 

[29] The “Lake Management Plan” is the plan required under condition 5.4 of 

Approval 1 to be developed by the Town in co-operation with the County of Lacombe, the 

Lacombe Lake Watershed Stewardship Society, other local stakeholders, and AEP officials. The 

Lake Management Plan must be developed and implemented at least one year prior to the 

completion of the Stormwater Monitoring Program. 

III. BACKGROUND AND FACTS 

[30] On January 18, 2017, the Town submitted Water Act Application No. 00387959 to 

AEP for authorization to carry out activities under the Act, namely the construction, operation and 

maintenance of stormwater management works within NW 26, NW 27, NE 28, SE 33, Section 34, 
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SE35, SW35 and NW 35–39-27 W4M. On March 21, 2017, the Town submitted Water Act 

Application No. 00391359 to AEP for authorization to carry out activities under the Act, namely 

the modification of two wetlands within SE 34 and NE 34-39-27-W4M; the infill of a 0.16-hectare 

wetland within NE 34-39-27-W4M; the construction, operation, and maintenance of a linear 

wetland system within SE 3-40-27-W4M; and a proposed NW storm trunk within NE 34-39-27-

W4M. 

[31] The Approvals related to the construction of an overland conveyance system to 

manage stormwater, including a 1:100-year single storm event within the Lacombe County. The 

Town’s Master Stormwater Management Plan (“MSMP”) was prepared in support of the design 

of the Project by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (“Stantec”). Under the Project, stormwater would be 

discharged through four wet ponds to a linear wetland system and ultimately to Lacombe Lake 

which discharges into Whelp Brook, to Wolf Creek, and then to the Battle River. Appendix A 

provides diagrams of the proposed stormwater management system. 

[32] The applications for the Approvals were referred to AEP internal experts for review 

including the Team Lead, Wetlands; a Limnologist/Water Quality Specialist; a Hydrologist; a 

Senior Wildlife Biologist; a Senior Fisheries Biologist; and a Land Management Specialist. 

[33] Public Notice of the Applications was posted, and between May 10 and June 19, 

2017, AEP received 19 Statements of Concern (“SOCs”) including SOCs from each of the 

Appellants. The Director accepted 12 SOC filers, including the Appellants, as he determined them 

directly affected. On June 15 and June 17, 2017, the Town and Lacombe County held public open 

house meetings to discuss concerns relating to the Project. 

[34] On November 17, 2017, AEP made a Supplemental Information Request (SIR #1) 

to the Town and Stantec that included among other things requests for clarification on hydrology 

issues, the location of an adequate outlet for drainage from the project area, the use of wet ponds, 

water flows expected before and after the proposed development, water quality monitoring, the 

planned linear wetland, and more specific best management practice for stormwater management. 

[35] On May 31, 2018, Stantec responded to SIR #1 and provided, among other things, 

revised hydrology data, details on best management practices, a water quality assessment 
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downstream of the project and a proposed water quality monitoring program, as well as an 

updated MSMP. 

[36] On June 15, 2018, the Town responded to all 19 filers of SOCs, including the 

Appellants, and provided updated information. The Town also met with the filers of the SOCs 

between June 19 and 26, 2018, to discuss its response and answer any further questions. 

[37] On April 15, 2020, AEP sent a second Supplemental Information Request (SIR #2) 

to the Town and Stantec requesting information regarding data inconsistencies contained in the 

MSMP, details on when mitigation measures related to water quality would be implemented, and 

survey data or plans for Lacombe Lake outfall and downstream works. Stantec responded May 11, 

2020, and corrected the data inconsistencies, and provided requested details on water quality 

mitigation, and survey data. 

[38] Between May 8, 2017 and February 25, 2019, responses and requests for additional 

information were received from the AEP experts who had been asked to review the applications 

for the Approvals and the additional information provided by the Town including responses to SIR 

#1 and SIR #2 and the updated MSMP. On June 23, 2020, the Mr. Gordon Ludtke, AEP Senior 

Water Administration Engineer, wrote a memorandum to file stating he was satisfied the Town 

met the storm water management guidelines for treating stormwater and had exceeded the typical 

requirements for stormwater discharge. 

[39] On June 24, 2020, the Mr. Ludtke approved the Water Act Approval Resume for 

Approvals 1 and 2.  The Director issued the Approvals on July 15, 2020. 

[40] On July 26 and 27, 2020, the Board received Notices of Appeal of Approval 1 from 

Ms. Anita Davis, and Mr. William Hill. On July 28, 2020, the Board acknowledged receipt of Ms. 

Davis’ and Mr. Hill’s appeals and notified the Town and Director of the appeals. The Board 

requested the Director provide a copy of all documents and all electronic media he reviewed and 

were available to him when making his decisions including policy documents (the “Director’s 

Record”). 

[41] On July 29, 2020, the Board received a Notice of Appeal of Approval 1 and 

Approval 2 from Ms. Anita Alexander as well as a request for a stay of the Approvals. 



 - 9 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

[42] On July 29, 2020, the Board acknowledged receipt of Ms. Alexander’s appeals, 

notified the Town and Director of the stay application, and requested the Director provide a copy 

of the Director’s Record. On August 4, 2020, the Board requested the Town provide information 

about the status of the work being carried out under the Approvals and Ms. Alexander provide 

submissions with respect to her request for a stay and if she was directly affected by the decision 

of the Director to issue the Approvals. 

[43] On August 16, 2020, the Board received a Notice of Appeal of Approval 2 from 

Ms. Davis. 

[44] The appeals primarily related to the impacts the Project would have on Lacombe 

Lake. Lacombe Lake is downstream from the Project and discharges into Whelp Brook, which 

discharges into Wolf Creek, and ultimately into the Battle River. 

[45] Between August 10 and September 20, 2020, the Board received submissions from 

the Town and Ms. Alexander regarding the stay application. On August 26, 2020, the Director 

notified the Board he did not take a position on Ms. Alexander’s application for a stay. 

[46] On September 22, 2020, the Board informed the Appellants, the Town and the 

Director that the Board had reviewed the submissions in relation to the stay request and had 

determined Ms. Alexander was directly affected by the Project, but the Board declined to grant the 

stay.14 

[47] The Director provided the Director’s Record to the Board on October 7, 2020. The 

Board subsequently provided the Director’s Record to the Parties. A mediation meeting was 

scheduled for January 11, 2021. 

[48] On December 16, 2020, Aurora Heights Management Ltd. (“Aurora”) requested to 

intervene in the appeals and participate in the mediation meeting. Aurora operates a residential 

development that relies on the Project to continue development. Between December 18 and 20, 

2020, the Board received submissions from the Parties regarding Aurora’s participation in the 

 
14  Stay Decision: Alexander v. Director, Red Deer-North Saskatchewan Region, Operations Division, Alberta 
Environment and Parks, re: Town of Blackfalds (18 July 2022) Appeal Nos. 20-13 and 20-014-ID4 (A.E.A.B.), 2022 
ABEAB 41. 
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mediation meeting and was notified by the Director that he did not take a position on Aurora’s 

participation. On December 22, 2020, the Board determined Aurora could not participate in the 

mediation meeting as the Parties did not all agree to Aurora’s participation. On January 4, 2021, 

the Board indicated to the Parties that Aurora could apply for intervenor status if the appeals 

proceeded to a hearing. 

[49] On March 19, 2021, the Board closed the mediation process as Ms. Alexander, Ms. 

Davis and Mr. Hill did not wish to continue. On April 16, 2021, the Board notified the Parties a 

hearing by video conference was scheduled for June 14 and 17, 2021. 

[50] On April 23, 2021, the Board notified the Parties of the procedures for the hearing 

and proposed the following issue to be heard at the hearing of the appeals: 

“Are the terms and conditions in the Approvals adequate having regard to the 
potential environmental impacts of the activities regulated by the Approvals?” 

[51] On April 23, 2021, the Board provided a copy of the Notice of Hearing to the Town 

and Lacombe County requesting the Town and Lacombe County place the Notice of Hearing on 

their public bulletin boards or websites. The Notice of Hearing notified the public of the hearing 

and requested any person wanting to make representations contact the Board by May 6, 2021. 

[52] On April 23, 2021, Lacombe County requested to observe the appeals and on 

April 28, 2021, the Board notified Lacombe County it would be permitted to do so as the 

Approvals relate to an activity occurring in Lacombe County. 

[53] On April 30, 2021, Ms. Alexander filed three preliminary motions with the Board: 

1. requesting the Board consider additional issues; 

2. requesting additional time for the Appellant’s counsel to cross-examine the 
Town’s witness and the Director’s witnesses; and 

3. requesting final legal arguments be in writing following the closing of the oral 
hearing. 



 - 11 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

The Board notified the Parties of the preliminary motions and set a procedure to receive response 

submissions. The Board received response submissions from the Town and the Director. The 

Board issued its decision and reasons on May 12, 2021 (the “Preliminary Motion Decision”)15. 

[54] In its Preliminary Motion Decision, the Board: 

1. set the issues for the hearing: 

2. revised the hearing schedule and granted the Parties additional time for 
direct evidence and cross examination for the sake of fairness; and 

3. decided to allow written closing arguments followed by an oral closing 
process that, among other things, provided the Board with the opportunity 
to ask questions. 

[55] The Board received applications to intervene from Aurora, Mr. Everett Loney and 

Ms. Bev Loney, and Mr. Lorne Zaparniuk. The Board notified the Parties of the applications to 

intervene in the hearing and set up a process to receive comments. The Board received comments 

from the Town, the Director, Ms. Alexander, and Ms. Davis on the potential participation of the 

applicants. The Board determined Aurora, Mr. Loney and Ms. Loney would be granted intervenor 

status on a limited basis. Mr. and Ms. Loney did not make submissions to the Board with respect 

to the appeals and did not attend the hearing of these appeals. Mr. Zaparniuk’s application for 

intervenor status was denied. The Board issued its decision and reasons on May 17, 2021.16 

[56] On May 1, 2021, the Director requested the Board reconsider its decision on two 

preliminary motions respecting the revised hearing schedule and oral closing arguments and briefs. 

The Board notified the Parties of the reconsideration application and set up a procedure to receive 

comments. The Board received comments from the Town, Ms. Alexander, and Ms. Davis. The 

Board decided the hearing schedule should be revised to balance time for the Appellants, the Town, 

and the Director for each segment of the hearing and the oral hearing would conclude with oral 

closing arguments. The Board issued its decision and reasons on May 31, 2021.17 

 
15  Davis et al. v Director, Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta Environment 
and Parks, re:  Town of Blackfalds, 2021 ABEAB 11. 
16  Davis et al. v Director, Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta Environment 
and Parks, re:  Town of Blackfalds, 2021 ABEAB 12. 
17  Davis et al. v Director, Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Alberta Environment 
and Parks, re:  Town of Blackfalds, 2021 ABEAB 14. 
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[57] The Board received written submissions for the hearing including expert reports, 

from the Parties between May 17 and June 11, 2021. The hearing was held by video conference 

on June 14, 17 and 21, 2021. The issues heard by the Board were: 

1. Was the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals appropriate, having 
regard to the Water Act and the applicable Alberta Environment and Parks’ 
policies and guidelines? This includes but is not limited to: 

a. an adequate outlet for the stormwater management system; 
b. the analysis and modelling of stormwater quality in accordance with the 

Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta; 
c. the risk of potential hydrocarbon contamination to Lacombe Lake as a 

result of the activities authorized by the Approvals; 
d. the stormwater flows used to calculate the water quality impacts of the 

activities authorized by the Approvals; and 
e. cumulative environmental impacts of the activities authorized by the 

Approvals on Lacombe Lake, including: 

i. impacts on water flow through the Lake; 
ii. impacts on water quality in the Lake; 
iii. impacts on water levels on the Lake; 
iv. impacts of water flow and water levels on shoreline erosion; and 
v. impacts of water flow and water levels on shore nesting birds. 

2. Do the terms and conditions of the Approvals appropriately address the 
potential environmental impacts of the activities that are authorized? This 
includes but is not limited to: 

a. monitoring that would determine the quality of stormwater discharging 
into Lacombe Lake. 

[58] The Board closed the hearing on June 21, 2021. 

IV. Preliminary Matters 

[59] At the hearing, the Board identified three preliminary matters: 

1. What is the appropriate standard of review the Board should apply in the 
circumstances of these appeals? 

2. What is the appropriate onus of proof the Board should apply in the 
circumstances of these appeals? 

3. Does the precautionary principle apply to the issuance of the Approvals 
and the circumstances of the appeals before the Board? 

[60] The Board determined the appropriate standard of review applicable to the 

circumstances of these appeals is correctness. The Board further determined the onus of proof is 
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on the Appellants to provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate to the Board the decision of the 

Director should be reversed or varied. 

[61] The Board determined the precautionary principle does not apply to the issuance of 

the Approvals in the circumstances of these appeals. However, the work undertaken by the 

Director, and in particular the conditions that he has placed on the Approval, meets the intent of 

the precautionary principle to ensure that development takes place in an environmental responsible 

manner.  

A. Standard of Review 

1. Submissions 

Appellants 

[62] Aurora, Mr. Hill, and Ms. Davis did not make any submissions regarding the 

standard of review. 

[63] Ms. Alexander submitted the standard of review was correctness based on the 

Board’s decision in Brookman and Tulick v Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Alberta 

Environment and Parks, re KGL Contractors, A Partnership (“Brookman”).18  Ms. Alexander 

agreed with the Director’s submission that the standard of review to be applied by the Board should 

be determined by the factors set out in Newton v Criminal Trial Lawyers’ Association, 

(“Newton”)19 but argued if applied to the current situation the appropriate standard of review was 

correctness.20   Ms. Alexander submitted the issues and processes in the current matters are almost 

identical to the issues and process in Brookman and there is no reason for the Board to deviate 

from its conclusion in Brookman where the Board determined the standard of review was 

correctness.21 

 
18  Brookman and Tulick v Director, South Saskatchewan Region, Alberta Environment and Parks, re KGL 
Contractors, A Partnership, 2017 AEAB 14 (“Bookman”). 
19  Newton v Criminal Trial Lawyers’ Association, (“Newton”) 2010 ABCA 39. 
20  See Rebuttal Written submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraph 5 and the 
analysis by Ms. Alexander of the factors set out in Newton at paragraphs 6 and 7. 
21  Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraph 8 to 12. 
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The Town 

[64] The Town submitted the standard of review to be applied in the appeals was 

correctness. However, the Town also noted comments in obiter made by the Board in McCain 

Foods v Director, Prairie Region, Alberta Environment 22  that the Board was not precluded from 

applying some level of deference to the Director in making its decision. 

The Director 

[65] The Director submitted the standard of review for these appeals was 

reasonableness. The Director respectfully disagreed with the Board’s determination in Brookman 

that the appropriate standard of review was correctness. The Director argued the standard of review 

should be done on a case-by-case basis having regard for the factors set out in Newton23 as 

reiterated in Lum v Alberta Dental Association and College (Review Panel).24 

[66] The Director submitted reasonableness was the most appropriate standard of review 

in the context of these appeals as it acknowledged the discretionary nature of the Director’s 

decision to issue the Approvals, the expertise of the Director and AEP subject matter experts 

involved in the application process, and the position of the Director as the decision-maker of first 

instance with several years’ experience in the subject matter. 

2. Analysis 

[67] The Board has been asked to determine the appropriate standard of review 

applicable to the circumstances of these appeals. The Board in Brookman conducted an extensive 

review of the standard of review as it applies to the Board’s review of the Director’s decision. In 

Brookman, the Board found the standard of review is to be determined on a case-by-case basis and 

will either be reasonableness or correctness.25 As in Brookman, this case deals with approvals 

under the Act and the Board believes the same principles, and therefore the same standard of 

review, correctness, applies in this case. 

 
22  McCain Foods v Director, Prairie Region, Alberta Environment, Appeal No. 99-138 at paragraph 14. See 
also Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 13 and 14. 
23  Newton v Criminal Trial Lawyers’ Association, 2010 ABCA 39. 
24  Lum v Alberta Dental Association and College (Review Panel), 2015 ABQB 12. 
25  Brookman at paragraph 166. 
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[68] In each case, the Board will consider the factors set out by the Alberta Court of 

Appeal in Newton (the “Newton Test”) in determining the standard of review. The Director argued 

the application of the Newton Test to these appeals should lead the Board to conclude that the 

appropriate standard of review is reasonableness due to the discretionary nature of the Director’s 

decisions to issue the Approvals, the expertise of the Director and AEP subject matter experts, and 

the advantageous position of the Director as an experienced decision maker in the first instance.  

The Board respectfully disagrees. 

[69] The standard of review was considered by the Board in Cherokee Canada Inc. et 

al. v. Director, Regional Compliance Red Deer-North Saskatchewan Region Operations Division, 

Alberta Environment and Parks26 (“Cherokee”).  In Cherokee, the Board in determining the 

standard of review to be used by an appellate statutory decision-maker, cited Newton and 

concluded the respective roles of the appellate statutory decision maker, being the Board, and the 

decision maker being reviewed by the Board, being the Director, are first and foremost a question 

of statutory interpretation and will always be the ultimate determiner of what standard of review 

an appellate tribunal should apply.  The Board in Cherokee noted that the Saskatchewan Court of 

Appeal in City Centre Equities Inc. v. Regina (City)27 supported this position, affirmed Newton, 

and summarized the question to be asked in determining the appropriate standard as: “What role 

did the Legislature intend the appellate tribunal to play?”28 

[70] The Board in Cherokee also noted the Alberta Court of Appeal in Pelech v. Alberta 

(Law Enforcement Review Board)29 found not all the factors in Newton apply in every analysis of 

the standard of review and the ultimate determiner of the standard of review will always be the 

respective roles of the decision makers as determined through statutory interpretation. In 

Cherokee, as in Brookman, in determining the appropriate standard of review the Board considered 

the structure of EPEA, the nature of a de novo hearing, the expertise of the Board and its role in 

providing the Minister the Board’s Report and Recommendations and the broad scope of the 

 
26  Cherokee Canada Inc. et al. v. Director, Regional Compliance Red Deer-North Saskatchewan Region 
Operations Division, Alberta Environment and Parks, 2019 ABEAB 1 (“Cherokee”). 
27  City Centre Equities Inc. v. Regina (City), 2018 SKCA 43. 
28  Cherokee at paragraph 19. 
29  Pelech v. Alberta (Law Enforcement Review Board), 2010 ABCA 400 at paragraph 22. 



 - 16 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

authority of the Minister as the final decision maker without any statutory obligation to give 

deference to her officials.  The Board in Cherokee, as in Brookman concluded the proper standard 

of review to apply to the Director’s decision was correctness. The Board believes the same 

principles apply to the standard of review applicable to the current appeals before the Board and 

the appropriate standard of review is correctness. 

[71] The role of the Board is to provide the Minister with the best possible advice to 

support the exercise of the Minister’s broad jurisdiction under EPEA.  The Board notes that 

although EPEA does not require, as a matter of law, the Minister give deference to her officials, 

the Minister may always in her discretion choose to do so, but it is not a presumption upon which 

the Board should temper the recommendations it provides. The Board finds that the appropriate 

standard of review for these appeals is correctness, without deference to the Director. The Board 

does however appreciate the expertise and experience the Director and AEP subject matter experts 

provide the Board to better enable the Board to fulfill its role. 

B. Onus of Proof 

1. Submissions 

Appellants and Intervenors 

[72] Aurora, Mr. Hill, and Ms. Davis did not provide submissions regarding the onus of 

proof. Ms. Alexander submitted the onus is on the Appellants to provide sufficient evidence and 

arguments to support their position and to demonstrate to the Board the Director’s decision should 

be reversed or varied, as stated in the Board’s decision in Fenske and Janus v Director, Central 

Regional Services, Alberta Environment re: Beaver Regional Waste Management Services 

Commission (“Fenske”).30  Ms. Alexander argued however, contrary to submissions of the Town 

and Director, there is no onus on the Appellants to provide evidence establishing adverse 

environmental effects and to do so would be a re-interpretation of the issues before the Board.31 

[73]  Ms. Alexander submitted that to satisfy the onus of proof it is sufficient for the 

Appellants to establish a legitimate concern about the completeness and accuracy of the 

 
30  Fenske and Janus v Director, Central Regional Services, Alberta Environment re: Beaver Regional Waste 
Management Services Commission, 2006 ABEAB 12. 
31  See Rebuttal Written submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 9 and 10. 
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information available to the Director when he made his decision, the errors in the Director’s 

analysis of that information, and the potential environmental impacts that may arise from those 

errors and omissions. [Emphasis added by Ms. Alexander.]  Ms. Alexander argued that to require 

proof those errors and omissions would result in significant adverse environmental impacts, would 

require modeling and expertise beyond the capabilities of Ms. Alexander and render the Board 

process inaccessible to most individual appellants.32 

The Director 

[74] The Director also relied on the Board’s decision in Fenske where the Board 

determined the onus is on an appellant to provide sufficient evidence to demonstrate to the Board 

that a director’s decision should be reversed or varied. The Director submitted the onus is on the 

Appellants to show one or more of the Approval activities would have a significant adverse impact 

on the environment and the terms of the Approvals are inadequate to address any potential adverse 

impacts on the environment.33 

The Town 

[75] At the hearing, the Town argued the onus was on the Appellants to provide 

sufficient evidence and argument to establish the Director was incorrect in granting the Approvals 

under the legislative framework. 

[76] The Town argued the Board’s decision in Fenske was instructive to show the onus 

is on the Appellants to do more than raise speculation and ask the Board to draw unsubstantiated 

inferences. The burden is on the Appellants to provide persuasive evidence to show on the balance 

of probabilities the approval of a project on its terms is reasonably likely to cause harm to the 

natural resource or the Appellants use of the same.34 

[77] The Town in its closing statement to the Board stated if the onus on the Appellant 

is to only provide evidence to establish there is a legitimate concern about the completeness and 

accuracy of the approval where there is potential for harm, as asserted by Ms. Alexander, then 

 
32  See Rebuttal Written submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 16. 
33  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 63 and 64. 
34  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 122. 
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effectively the onus is placed on the Town and Director to disprove the Appellant’s submissions.  

This would render the approval process redundant. 

2. Analysis 

[78] It is the Board’s view, as in Fenske, that the onus is on the Appellants to provide 

sufficient evidence and argument to demonstrate to the Board the Director’s decision should be 

reversed or varied. The onus on the Appellants is to raise more than mere speculation. The 

Appellants must provide sufficient, reliable, and relevant evidence to show on the balance of 

probabilities the Board should recommend to the Minister the decision of the Director should be 

varied or reversed. 

[79] The Board in Fenske was considering an appeal of an amendment to an approval 

issued under EPEA. In considering the onus of proof, the Board stated while the Appellants 

provided valuable evidence about their concerns, they did not provide enough evidence to the 

Board to justify reversing the Director’s decision. The Board went on to state “…this does not 

mean the Board is content with the information that the Approval Holder filed in its application 

…or presented at hearing.”35 

[80] In Fenske, the Board found the Appellants did not provide enough evidence to 

justify reversing the decision. However, it was the Board’s view that in the application and at the 

hearing, questions were raised about issues that could not be answered by the Approval Holder’s 

or the Director’s witnesses. On this basis, the Board in Fenske recommended the approval be 

varied to require the Approval Holder provide additional information to the Director. 

[81] Based on Fenske, the Board is of the view the Appellants concerns must be more 

than speculative. The Board understands that it may be difficult for appellants to assess technical 

information contained in approval applications, and that it would be expensive for appellants to 

employ their own technical experts to assess the information or gather new information. However, 

appellants need to provide sufficient, reliable, and relevant evidence to show on the balance of 

probabilities that the Board should recommend to the Minister the decision of the Director be 

reversed or varied. Otherwise, the onus of proof would effectively be placed on the Town and the 

 
35  Fenske at paragraphs 41 and 42. 
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Director to disprove the speculative allegations of the Appellants and establish the decision to issue 

the Approvals was appropriate and the terms and conditions adequate. The Board sees no reason 

in the current circumstance to depart from the Board’s determination in Fenske. As stated by the 

Town, to do so would render the approval process redundant. 

C. Precautionary Principle 

1. Submissions 

[82] Aurora, Ms. Davis, and Mr. Hill did not provide submissions regarding the 

precautionary principle. 

[83] Ms. Alexander submitted the Director erred in his decision to issue the Approvals 

as he did not apply the precautionary principle to his decision. Ms. Alexander submitted the 

precautionary principle was affirmed by the Supreme Court of Canada in 114957 Canada Ltée 

(Spraytech, Société d’arrosage) v Hudson (Town) (“Spraytech”) as follows: 

“In order to achieve sustainable development, policies must be based on the 
precautionary principle. Environmental measures must anticipate, prevent and 
attack the causes of environmental degradation. Where there are threats of serious 
or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a 
reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation.”36    

Ms. Alexander alleged the Director erred in issuing the Approvals as he relied on untested 

assumptions, errors, omissions, and uncertainties in making his decision to issue the Approvals. In 

doing so, the Director failed to meet the purpose of the Act set out in section 2(a)37 and failed to 

 
36  See 114957 Canada Ltée (Spraytech, Société d’arrosage) v. Hudson (Town), 2001 SCC 40 at paragraph 31 
where Madam Justice L’Heureux-Dubé affirmed the precautionary principle as stated in the Bergen Ministerial 
Declaration of sustainable Development (1990). See also Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant 
dated June 20, 2021, at paragraph 54 where Ms. Alexander noted that Spraytech was applied by the Supreme Court 
of Canada in R v Castonguay Blasting Ltd., 2013 SCC 52 and referred to Justice Abella’s statement at paragraph 20 
that the precautionary principle: “… recognizes that since there are inherent limitations in being able to determine and 
predict environmental impacts with scientific certainty, environmental policies must anticipate and prevent 
environmental degradation.”  
37  Section 2(a) provides: 

“2 The purpose of this Act is to support and promote the conservation and management of water, 
including the wise allocation and use of water, while recognizing 

(a) the need to manage and conserve water resource and to ensure a healthy environment and high 
quality of life in the present and the future;” 
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properly apply the precautionary principle to ensure protection of the environment in the face of 

uncertainty.38 

[84] Ms. Alexander also disputed the Town’s assertion that to apply the precautionary 

principle it needs to be demonstrated there will be serious or irreparable harm to the environment. 

Ms. Alexander argued the Supreme Court of Canada in Spraytech required only a threat of serious 

or irreversible damage to invoke the precautionary principle.39 

[85] According to Ms. Alexander the concept of adaptive management relied upon by 

the Town also did not apply to the current situation as inadequate information and errors were 

relied upon in issuing the Approval. Ms. Alexander submitted that an interpretation of adaptive 

management as an exception to the precautionary principle runs contrary to the purpose of an 

environmental approval process. Ms. Alexander referred to the Federal Court decision in Taseko 

Mines Limited v Canada (Environment)40 that stated the acceptance of adaptive management 

schemes would call into question the value of the review panel process. 

[86] Ms. Alexander also argued it was implied in the Town’s submissions that the 

precautionary environmental protection should only apply if such measures do not interfere with 

economic development. Ms. Alexander rejected this assertion and argued while economic 

principles must be considered, the Director must also consider serious environmental impacts and 

by relying on inadequate information he failed to apply the precautionary principle in issuing 

the Approvals. 

[87] The Town disputed Ms. Alexander’s assertion the precautionary principle as set 

forth in Spraytech applied to the current situation before the Board. The Town asserted, for the 

precautionary principle to be applied, it needed to be demonstrated there would be serious or 

irreparable harm if the Project proceeded. The Town argued the principled approach to balancing 

interests of the conservation and management of water with the competing factors articulated in 

the Act reflected the concept of adaptive management which has been evolving in caselaw and 

 
38  Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraph 147. 
39  Rebuttal Written submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraph 53. 
40  Taseko Mines Limited v Canada (Environment), 2017 FC 1099 at paragraph 124. 
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literature in response to the development of the precautionary principle. In support of their 

argument, the Town referred to the decision of Mme. Justice Tremblay-Lamar in Pembina Institute 

for Appropriate Development v Canada (Attorney General) with respect to adaptive management 

where it was stated: 

“…adaptive management permits projects with uncertain, yet potentially adverse 
environmental impacts to proceed based on flexible management strategies capable 
of adjusting to new information regarding adverse environment impacts where 
sufficient information regarding those impacts and potential mitigation measures 
already exists.” 41 

[88] The Town submitted the adaptive approach was the principled approach to follow 

as the Town’s modeling was robust and illustrated there would be only negligible impact because 

of the Project, and there was no persuasive evidence the science was wrong, incomplete, or invalid 

or evidence the Project would cause serious or irreparable harm. The Town further submitted an 

adaptive management approach was appropriate as the Approvals were not static but required 

ongoing checks and reporting for feedback to AEP. The Town argued that they had provided an 

aggregation of scientific data that met or exceeded AEP requirements to establish negligible impact 

on downstream water bodies because of the Project. The Town submitted the Approvals were 

appropriate as they achieved the balance of environmental and water protection while encouraging 

sustainable environmental and economic growth.42 

[89] The Director rejected Ms. Alexander’s assertion the Director failed to meet the 

guidance of the precautionary principle as defined in Spraytech. The Director submitted the 

precautionary principle does not require absolute scientific knowledge or preclude all development 

that could impact the environment as this would be an impossible standard that does not accord 

with the direction set out in section 2 of the Act. The Director argued the precautionary principle 

had no applicability to the current situation because the Director had extensive scientific and 

technical information to rely on in making a reasonable, informed decision and Ms. Alexander had 

 
41  Pembina Institute for Appropriate Development v. Canada (Attorney General) 2008 FC 302, 2009 
CarswelNat 2389 (FC) (leave to appeal denied). 
42  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 136 to 139. 
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not established there was a lack of scientific certainty about the impact of the Approvals on the 

environment or provided evidence of serious or irreversible damage to the aquatic environment.43 

2. Analysis 

[90] Ms. Alexander asserted the decision of the Director should be reversed as the 

Director relied on untested assumptions, errors, omissions, and uncertainties in making his 

decision to issue the Approvals and in doing so failed to apply the precautionary principle to ensure 

the protection of the environment. The Town and the Director asserted the precautionary principle 

does not apply to the current situation. 

[91] The precautionary principle that was adopted in the Supreme Court of Canada in 

Spraytech is a two-part test. The test provides that where there is a threat of “serious or irreversible 

damage [to the environment], lack for full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for 

postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation.”44  A plain reading of Spraytech 

makes it clear that development is not prohibited but it needs to be undertaken with appropriate 

measures in place to prevent environmental degradation.  Spraytech states that to achieve 

sustainable development, “environmental measures must anticipate, prevent and attack the causes 

of environmental degradation.” 45 

[92] In the circumstance of this case, with the appropriate terms and conditions in place, 

the Board is of the view the impact on the environment will not be significant. The impact is not 

of the “serious or irreversible” nature contemplated by Spraytech. The environmental measures 

(the terms and conditions) that have been put in place in the Approvals, including the additional 

recommendations of the Board, “anticipate, prevent and attack the causes of environmental 

degradation.” 

[93] Further, the environmental impacts caused by this type of development are well 

know and understood. Respectfully, the Board rejects Ms. Alexander argument that the Director 

 
43  Director’s Written Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 160 to 162. 
44  The Supreme Court of Canada in Spraytech at paragraph 31, quoting the Bergan Ministerial Declaration on 
Sustainable Development (1990) at paragraph 7. 
45  The Supreme Court of Canada in Spraytech at paragraph 31, quoting the Bergan Ministerial Declaration on 
Sustainable Development (1990) at paragraph 7. 
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relied on untested assumptions, errors, omissions, and uncertainties in making his decision to issue 

the Approvals. The work undertaken by the Town, including the modelling, is beyond that of what 

is normally expected with respect to a project of this nature, and is not scientifically uncertain. 

[94] This is not a case like Alberta Foothills or Crowsnest Pass, where there was 

scientific uncertainty regarding whether the water being requested for licencing was connected to 

surface water.46  In both cases, the Board upheld the decision to refuse to issue a water licence on 

the basis there was insufficient scientific basis for finding that the water was not connected to 

surface water.  In southern Alberta, there is a moratorium in place on the issuance of water licences 

for surface water or groundwater connected to surface water. In applying the precautionary 

principle, neither the Alberta Foothills project nor the Crowsnest Pass project could be licenced. 

[95] This is a case like Mikisew, where the Board found that the Director had 

“integrated” the precautionary principle by prescribing terms and conditions that addressed 

potential problems and minimized harm to the appellants, the public, and the environment.47 In 

Mikisew, the First Nation appealed a decision to issue a Water Act approval to an oilsands 

processing plant and mine.  While the appeal was dismissed for being filed out of time, the First 

Nation argued that an extension to the deadline should be granted because of the precautionary 

principle. Specifically, the First Nation argued the precautionary principle should apply because 

of “…uncertain effects of unproven technology on the environment are such that irreparable harm 

could occur if they are not adequately dealt with.”48  The Board rejected this argument based on a 

review of the terms and conditions in the approval, and in particular the monitoring conditions.  

 
46  Alberta Foothills Properties Ltd. v. Director, Southern Region, Operations Division, Alberta Environment 
and Sustainable Resource Development (20 December 2013), Appeal No. 11-179-R (A.E.A.B.), 2013 ABEAB 40 
(“Alberta Foothills”) and Municipality of Crowsnest Pass v. Director, Southern Region, Environmental Management, 
Alberta Environment (23 December 2009), Appeal No. 08-016-R (A.E.A.B.), 2009 A.B.E.A.B. 27 (“Crowsnest 
Pass”). 
47  Mikisew Cree First Nation v. Director, Northern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re: 
TrueNorth Energy L.P. (21 April 2005), Appeal No. 02-144-D (A.E.A.B), 2005 ABEAB 20 (“Mikisew”), at paragraph 
53. 
48  Mikisew Cree First Nation v. Director, Northern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re: 
TrueNorth Energy L.P. (21 April 2005), Appeal No. 02-144-D (A.E.A.B), 2005 ABEAB 20 (“Mikisew”), at paragraph 
52. 
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The Board held that these terms and conditions “…are all indicative of the precautionary principle 

being applied with the Approval.” 49   

[96] With respect to the precautionary principle, the Board’s role is to consider the 

degree and nature of the uncertainty, and whether what if anything can be done by the Board to 

mitigate the uncertainty.  The language adopted by the Supreme Court of Canada makes plain that 

the precautionary principle is only intended to be engaged in circumstances where scientific 

uncertainty exists, and once engaged, additional protective measures should be put in place. 

Therefore, the Director when faced with scientific uncertainty and potential environmental 

damage, has two potential courses of action. The Director may require additional terms and 

conditions such as monitoring, and amending, which allow the Director to be responsive should 

environmental consequences occur. Alternatively, in the much more extreme cases of scientific 

uncertainty and greater risk of consequences, the Director can choose to deny the application for 

the authorization. Ms. Alexander also argued the Director failed to meet the purpose of the Act in 

issuing the Approvals as he relied on untested assumptions, errors, omissions, and uncertainties in 

making his decision to issue the Approvals and in doing so failed to ensure the protection of the 

environment in the face of uncertainty, as required by section 2(a) of the Act which states: 

“2 The purpose of this Act is to support and promote the conservation and 
management of water, including the wise allocation and use of water, while 
recognizing 

(a) the need to manage and conserve water resource and to ensure a 
healthy environment and high quality of life in the present and the 
future;” 

[97] While the Board recognizes section 2 of the Act states its purpose is to support and 

promote the conservation and management of water, the Board notes that the remainder of section 

2 also requires the Director to consider and balance other competing factors when making his 

decision including “the need for Alberta’s economic growth and prosperity”. As will be discussed 

later in this Report and Recommendation, at the hearing the Board heard submissions regarding 

the need of the Town for additional residential development. The Town explained to the Board 

 
49  Mikisew Cree First Nation v. Director, Northern Region, Regional Services, Alberta Environment re: 
TrueNorth Energy L.P. (21 April 2005), Appeal No. 02-144-D (A.E.A.B), 2005 ABEAB 20 (“Mikisew”), at paragraph 
52. 
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that it had considered several options when designing the Project, but the proposed design was the 

only one that followed the natural drainage pattern and was the most economic. The Board also 

heard from the Town that the Project complied with the provisions of the Act and applicable AEP 

policies and guidelines, the purpose of which is to ensure the Town addressed environmental risks 

and mitigation measures applicable to the proposed Project as part of pre-development planning 

process. In addressing compliance with the Act and AEP guidelines and policies, the Town 

explained it developed a detailed MSMP, responded to the Director’s SIRs and undertook 

extensive public consultation. The Town further elaborated the MSMP included a detailed 

monitoring plan and a commitment to participate in a Lake Management Plan which the Town 

stated recognized the need to ensure the Project operated as modeled. 

[98] It is the Board’s view that the Town’s application for the Project contained more 

than vague assurances that the Town would assess environmental risk in the future. On its face, 

the Town’s application contained detailed modeling and plans to ensure environmental risks were 

addressed and mitigation measures formed part of the Approvals; applicable legislation and policy 

requirements were met; and the Town considered both the need for the continued economic growth 

of the Town of Blackfalds and the need to ensure the conservation and management of water. 

V. Evidence and Arguments 

A. Intervenors 

[99] Aurora asked the Board to uphold the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals. 

Mr. Ron Henschel, Manager of Development for Aurora Heights Management Ltd., presented on 

behalf of Aurora at the hearing. Mr. Henschel provided history of the stormwater management 

concept for their residential development. Mr. Henschel stated the original stormwater 

management plan was for a closed system that would have retained all water on site. Over the last 

seven years, with the concurrence of AEP and the Town, the concept evolved into a 7.1 hectare 

“naturalized sustainable wetland.”  The naturalized sustainable wetland consisted of a storm pond 

forebay for sediment removal that would feed into the Town’s proposed outfall and would have 

little impact on Lacombe Lake as shown in Stantec modeling. Mr. Henschel noted Aurora was 

currently using a temporary pond for its existing development but was still waiting for final 

approval of its stormwater management system. Mr. Henschel explained final approval would not 
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be provided until Aurora could connect to the NW Stormwater Management System and without 

the Approvals, Aurora would not have an outfall for its housing development. Mr. Henschel 

indicated Aurora could build 20 or 30 more homes with its temporary pond but without the 

Approvals, Aurora would be incurring costs to operate and maintain the site and would not be 

receiving income. Mr. Henschel stated this would make Aurora unviable. 

[100] Aurora submitted the nature of the site of the proposed naturalized sustainable 

wetlands for its development had changed over time, and provided aerial photos from 1994 and 

1997, with the 1994 photos showing almost no standing water, and the 1997 photos showing 

significant standing water. Aurora supplied a wetland report from CPP Environmental that 

speculated the wetlands currently existing were due to road development, railway construction, 

and urban development, and that the historical natural status of the wetland was ephemeral. 

[101] Aurora submitted it is possible Lacombe Lake water levels have been disrupted 

by past development and as a result water had pooled in the proposed naturalized wetlands area. 

Aurora argued the outfalls from the development could help restore Lacombe Lake to a more 

natural historical level and AEP’s change from requiring an on-site containment system to an 

outfall feeding into a natural watershed was an attempt to help balance and sustain wetlands and 

lakes in the same watershed. 

[102] Aurora submitted they have incurred substantial expenses for the stormwater 

design and preliminary construction to ensure the stormwater design concept for the residential 

development was consistent the MSMP, and contaminants and sediments were naturally filtered 

through a wetland that was sustainable, natural, and aesthetically pleasing. Mr. Henschel submitted 

the stormwater management facility designed by its consultants followed or exceeded current 

Alberta environmental standards. 

[103] Aurora described their stormwater management plan to the Board, which they 

submitted was designed to self-contain snow melts and rainfall on-site through a catchment area 

and berm, treat stormwater prior to discharge, and to provide a low rate of discharge of water into 

the naturalized wetland around their site. Aurora further submitted their plan included a naturalized 

sustainable wetland designed to connect to Pond A of the Project and to restrict drainage rates to 

the pre-development flow rate of 2.0 L/s/ha in accordance with the MDP. 
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[104] Aurora noted there were other sources of possibly polluted water flowing into 

Lacombe Lake that was affecting water quality. Aurora argued it would be a mistake to assume 

water flow from their development would negatively affect water quality as site development 

addressed volume and quality of the water being discharged. 

B. Appellants 

1. Ms. Anita Alexander – Appellant 

[105] Ms. Alexander owns property on the east side of Lacombe Lake. She stated she and 

her family have owned property on Lacombe Lake since 1960 which they used and enjoyed for 

recreational purposes including swimming, boating, viewing birds and wildlife, and relaxation.50 

[106] At the hearing, Ms. Alexander stated the appeals before the Board were about 

“errors, omissions, inconsistencies, and misinterpretations that resulted in the Director incorrectly 

and unreasonably issuing the approvals in question.”  She further stated, “[u]nlike some appeals 

where it’s a battle of experts as to whether certain adverse impacts are not likely to occur, these 

appeals are about errors and omissions apparent on the face of the record.” 

[107] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director failed to properly consider the evidence before 

him and erred in law in issuing the Approvals. Ms. Alexander requested the Approvals be 

overturned, the Board recommend the Minister direct the Director to consider alternatives to the 

Project that do not drain stormwater from northwest Blackfalds to Lacombe Lake, and further the 

Board make such recommendations to the Minister as the Board deems necessary to protect the 

recreational and ecological value of Lacombe Lake. 

[108]  Ms. Alexander presented the following evidence and arguments advancing four 

main arguments at the hearing: 

1. The Director erred as he failed to identify an adequate outlet. 

2. The Director erred as he failed to require a comprehensive water quality 
study. 

3. The Director erred as he failed to require a detailed hydrogeological field 
investigation. 

 
50  Affidavit of Anita Alexander affirmed May 13, 2021, at paragraph 1. 
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4. The Director erred as he failed to consider the cumulative environmental 
impacts of the authorized activities. 

5. The Director erred as he failed to require adequate monitoring downstream 
of the NW Stormwater Management System. 

An Adequate Outlet was not Identified 

[109] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director erred in issuing the Approvals as the Town 

failed to identify an adequate outlet for the Project as required by Approval 1 and the Director did 

not address the cumulative environmental impact of the authorized activities on water flow, levels, 

and shoreline erosion. 

[110] Ms. Alexander submitted Approval 1 required the Town identify an adequate outlet 

that meets the requirements of the “adequate outlet” definition set out in Condition 1.1(h) of 

Approval 1. This definition provides that if alterations or changes in water flow, level or impacts 

on siltation or erosion or the aquatic environment are ‘measurable’ the outlet is not adequate.51  

Ms. Alexander argued that the Project caused measurable changes in water flow and level and had 

a measurable adverse effect on the aquatic environment of Lacombe Lake, therefore Lacombe 

Lake could not be an adequate outlet as argued by the Director. 

[111] Ms. Alexander argued the Director, in error, applied the definition of adequate 

outlet set out in the 2006 SGDs and 2018 AEP Fact Sheet. The 2006 SGDs contain a definition of 

adequate outlet52 that is similar to that found in condition 1.1(h) of Approval 1, but when the 2006 

 
51  Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 27 to 31. See also Water 
Act Approval No. 00387959-00-00 at Condition 3.3 as follows: 

“Prior to commencement of construction, the Approval Holder shall either obtain an easement 
registered against title to the lands or right of access occupation for all storm water outfall(s) and 
discharge route(s) to an adequate outlet(s).” 

 Further Condition 1.1(h) defines ‘adequate outlet’ as follows: 

“Adequate Outlet” means a storm drainage discharge outlet to a receiving body that does NOT 
measurably: 

i. Alter the flow or level of the water body receiving the storm drainage, whether temporarily or 
permanently, 

ii. Change or be capable of changing the location of the water or the direction of flow of water 
in the water body receiving the storm drainage, 

iii. Cause or be capable of causing the siltation of water or the erosion of any bed or shore of the 
water body receiving the storm drainage, and 

iv. Cause or be capable of causing an adverse effect on the aquatic environment.” 
52  Storm Guidance Document (March 2006) at page 6. 
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SGDs are read together with the definition of ‘measurable’ found in the 2018 Fact Sheet, an outlet 

would be considered adequate even if a change, alteration or effect is measurable, provided it is 

insignificant.  The definition of ‘measurable’ found in the 2018 Fact Sheet is as follows: 

 “[m]easurable changes, alterations or effects are those that can be measured using 
current technologies; and when compared to the pre-development storm flow 
conditions demonstrate that a change, alteration or effect has or has not occurred or 
is insignificant.”53 [Emphasis added.] 

Ms. Alexander argued the effect of applying the definition of the adequate outlet found in the 2006 

SGDs and the 2018 Fact Sheet would mean that where a change, alteration or effect is measurable 

but insignificant, all other elements of the definition of adequate outlet set out in the Approval 

would be irrelevant and not considered. She submitted, that a change is “measurable” if it can be 

measured by current technologies and if the reference to “significance” relied on by the Director 

had any application, it only applied to the question of whether any adverse effect was significant.54 

[112] Ms. Alexander submitted the Stantec modeling showed measurable changes in 

water flow or level of Lacombe Lake and as a result Lacombe Lake was not an adequate outlet for 

the Project. She argued post-development outflows from the Lake ranged from a 9.1% increase 

over pre-development outflows (from 0.055 m3/s to 0.060 m3/s)55 for the single event analysis for 

a 1:2-year storm event as set out in the Hydrological Assessment; to a 235% increase (from 222 x 

103m3 pre-development to 524 x 103m3 post-development)56 as set out in the Water Quality 

Assessment; to a 931.6% increase as described in the continuous simulation analysis for Scenario 

4 over the pre-development condition.  Ms. Alexander noted the continuous simulation model 

developed by Stantec showed the post-development maximum level of Lacombe Lake could 

increase from 0.031 metres to 0.231 metres over pre-development levels based on the differing 

continuous simulation scenarios modeled.57  Ms. Alexander submitted these were measurable 

 
53  2018 Alberta Environment factsheet, Water Act; Storm Water Management at paragraph 148. 
54  Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 31 to 35. 
55  Town of Blackfalds Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management Plan (May 30, 2018) at Table 5.4 
“Continuous Simulation Downstream Hydraulic Characteristics”, Director’s Record Tab 345. 
56  Town of Blackfalds Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management Plan (May 30, 2018), Appendix C, at 
Table 11, Director’s Tab 345. 
57  Town of Blackfalds Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management Plan (May 30, 2018) at Table 5.4, 
Director’s Tab 345. 
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increases in both Lacombe Lake outflow and levels and therefore Lacombe Lake was not an 

adequate outlet for the Project as defined by the 2006 SGDs and the Approval.  Ms. Alexander 

stated the failure of the Project to meet the requirements under condition 1.1(h)(i) of Approval 1 

was sufficient grounds for the Board to overturn the Approvals. 

[113] Ms. Alexander also argued it was incongruous for the Director to argue an adequate 

outlet was not required for the Project or the inclusion of a requirement for an adequate outlet in 

Approval 1 was inadvertent as the record showed the Town or AEP referenced the intent to require 

an adequate outlet for the Project multiple times, including in correspondence with Aurora.58 

[114] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director’s conclusions in his Decision Statement are not 

supported by the evidence because the increased lake levels and flows predicted by the MSMP 

would exacerbate historic lake level issues and cause measurable increases in shoreline erosion, 

siltation, and loss of property values. Ms. Alexander alleged in arguing Lacombe Lake was an 

adequate outlet for the Project, the Director did not address the cumulative environmental impact 

on Lacombe Lake which already suffered from high water levels. 

[115] Ms. Alexander described to the Board how Lacombe Lake had historical issues 

with flooding impacting the use of Lacombe Lake which should have been considered by the 

Director when assessing the need for an adequate outlet. She detailed how Lacombe Lake had 

experienced a rapid increase in water levels of the lake due to the construction in the 1970’s of a 

weir at the outlet of the lake to Whelp Brook. She noted the weir was constructed 2 feet higher 

than the level agreed upon by the County of Lacombe and lake property owners which caused 

Lacombe Lake to flood.59  Ms. Alexander described how a beach used by her family on her 

property was flooded and how her family had constructed a retaining wall. Ms. Alexander provided 

photographic evidence from 2017 showing the retaining wall had become submersed in the lake.60  

Ms. Alexander confirmed a portion of the retaining wall remained under water. 

 
58  Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraphs 56 and 57 and 
Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 36 to 39. 
59  Affidavit of Ms. Anita Alexander affirmed May 13, 2021, at paragraphs 5 to 9. 

60  Affidavit of Ms. Anita Alexander affirmed May 13, 2021, at photograph E-3. 
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[116] Ms. Alexander also provided additional photographic evidence of flooding from 

2019 and 2020. The photographs showed in 2019 the weir structure obstructed with mud, sticks 

and debris interfering with the flow of water from Lacombe Lake through the weir to Whelp 

Brook61 and in 2020 damage to and loss of trees located on an area of her property referred to as 

the “Point”.62  Ms. Alexander acknowledged while the flooding due to the weir has been mitigated 

in part by the changes made in 2018 and 2019, she submitted shoreline flooding continued at her 

property, the Point was now difficult to access, and hundreds of trees had been lost or damaged 

due to rising lake levels. 

[117] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director in error relies on the modeled post-development 

unit discharge rate of 0.477 L/s/ha for a 1:100-year storm event being less than the required MDP 

unit discharge rate of 2.0 L/s/ha to show the Project would not adversely impact the lake and as 

justification for his decision to issue the Approvals.  Ms. Alexander alleged the unit discharge rate 

failed to address whether increases in the water flow and water level were “measurable;” are not 

evidence the Project would not cause any significant adverse effect on the lake; are based on 

regional data; and are without field confirmation for Lacombe Lake watershed. Ms. Alexander 

also noted the MSMP does not explain how the post-development single event unit discharge rate 

of 0.477 L/s/ha for a 1:100-year storm event, as shown in the Stantec modeling, would be 

76% lower than the pre-development discharge rate despite the addition of 490 hectares of urban 

development to the catchment area that drains into Lacombe Lake.63 

A Comprehensive Water Quality Study was not Required 

[118] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director erred in his decision to issue the Approvals as 

he failed to require a comprehensive water quality study and failed to address the errors, omissions, 

and inconsistencies in the Town’s application regarding water quality. 

[119] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director’s conclusion that there was no adverse impact 

on water quality because of the Project was inconsistent with the recreational and biological 

 
61  Affidavit of Ms. Anita Alexander affirmed May 13, 2021, at photographs G-1, G-2, and G-3.  
62  Affidavit of Ms. Anita Alexander affirmed May 13, 2021, at photographs H-1, H-2, and H-3 
63  See Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraph 66 to 68 
and Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2012, at paragraph 22 to26. 
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importance of the lake and failed to follow the guidance found in the 1999 SMGs at sections 5.3 

and section 5.3.1 that relate to the need for a water quality assessment and data collection.64   

[120] Ms. Alexander submitted the 1999 SMGs required a comprehensive study as there 

was potential to aggravate an existing water quality problem 65 and under the 1999 SMGs, the 

Project fell into the category of stormwater discharges requiring a more comprehensive analysis 

because a “municipal water supply, recreational area or particularly sensitive biological resource 

is likely to be affected”.66 

[121] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director erred in relying on the Water Quality 

Assessment as it only provided an analysis of a single pollutant: phosphorous; was not based on 

collecting site-specific field data; and included unsupported assumptions from which the Director 

drew unsupported conclusions. 

[122] Ms. Alexander submitted the Director failed to explain the difference in the pre-

development discharge flow rate of 32,000 m3/year67 used in the MSMP for hydrological modeling 

and the pre-development discharge flow rate of 222,000 m3/year68 used in modeling for the Water 

Quality Assessment. 

[123] Ms. Alexander also submitted the Director failed to explain why post-development 

increases in discharge volumes from Lacombe Lake used in the MSMP hydrological modeling 

ranged from 35.0% for Scenario 6, the most likely scenario under the continuous simulation 

modeling, to 931.6% for Scenario 4, the most conservative scenario under continuous simulation 

modeling, to 235% in the Water Quality Assessment.69 

[124] Ms. Alexander argued the Director erred in relying on the Water Quality 

Assessment modeling to conclude there would be a small decrease in concentration of total 

 
64  Storm Water Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta (1999) at paragraph 5.3. 
65  See Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraph 84 where 
Ms. Alexander referred to the second paragraph of section 5.3 and the first paragraph of 5.3.1 of the (1999) SMGs and 
Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 45 to 49. 
66  Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta (1999), at paragraph 5.3. 
67  Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management Plan at 5.11, Director’s Record, Tab 345. 
68  Water Quality Study at 16, 19, Director’s Record, Tab 348. 
69  See Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management Plan at 5.11, Director’s Record, Tab 345 and Water 
Quality Downstream of Proposed Development, Table 11, Director’s Record, Tab 348. 
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phosphorus in the lake.70  Ms. Alexander submitted if the 35% increase in outflow volumes from 

the lake as shown in Scenario 6, the most likely scenario, was applied to the water quality 

modeling, phosphorus concentrations in the lake would increase from 0.021 mg/L in pre-

development conditions to 0.033 mg/L post-development, a 57% increase in phosphorus 

concentration in the lake.71 

[125] Ms. Alexander submitted the Director erred as he failed to consider that post-

development phosphorous load on the lake would double from 38 kg/year to 81 kg/year and 

phosphorus uptake in the lake would increase from 33 kg/year to 71 kg/year based on a removal 

efficiency in Lacombe Lake of 88%.72  Ms. Alexander alleged the Director’s statement that “it was 

unlikely the Stormwater Management System will result in any measurable change in cumulative 

load or water quality for total phosphorus in Lacombe Lake”73 was not supported by the Water 

Quality Assessment and the Environmental Quality Guidelines for Alberta Surface Waters 

requirement that there be no increase in total phosphorous over existing conditions for Alberta 

lakes.74  Ms. Alexander also noted that the Director failed to consider AEP’s Senior Fisheries 

Biologist’s statement that the “Upper Battle River watershed had significant alterations and 

landscape changes where water quality is known to be a high concern”…and “[a]dding more 

nutrients will only contribute to this issue”.75 

[126] Ms. Alexander argued the Director erred in relying on the Water Quality 

Assessment as it failed to properly model the deterioration of the removal rate of phosphorus 

through the multiple ponds leading to an inaccurate conclusion regarding the total removal rate of 

phosphorous.76  Ms. Alexander argued a 50% removal rate for phosphorus maintained through 

 
70  Water Quality Downstream of Proposed Development at 16, Director’s Record, Tab 348. 
71  Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraphs 40 and 41. 
72  See Water Quality Downstream of the Proposed Development letter dated May 8, 2020, from Stantec 
Consulting Ltd. to Town of Blackfalds at page 19. 
73  Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraph 42. 
74  Alberta Environment and Sustainable Development, Environmental Quality Guidelines for Alberta Surface 
Waters, (2018), at 39, Director’s Record, Tab 339. 
75  See Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraphs 92-95 and 
Jason, Cooper, Senior Fisheries Biologist, Alberta Environment and Parks, “Email to Gordon Ludtke’, (July 4, 2017) 
at Director’s Record, Tab 197. 
76  Rebuttal Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated June 20, 2021, at paragraph 43. 
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three wet ponds in a series, resulting in an 88% removal rate, was unsupportable.  She noted the 

Town acknowledged such rates may not be maintainable. 

[127] Ms. Alexander submitted the Director erred in his reliance on the Water Quality 

Assessment as it failed to provide a detailed assessment of other pollutants including nitrogen, 

metals, chloride, oil, and grease or to consider the effect on the temperature of the lake as result of 

storing water in retention ponds. Ms. Alexander alleged the Water Quality Assessment improperly 

assumed similar removal rates for different pollutants, did not consider the pre-development 

condition of Lacombe Lake with respect to the specific pollutant, and did not determine the impacts 

of different contaminants on the lake. 

[128] At the hearing, Ms. Alexander explained to the Board that stormwater would affect 

Lacombe Lake very badly and the Project lacked baseline testing in Lacombe Lake for other 

chemicals such as copper and zinc. Ms. Alexander stated she was also concerned about any amount 

of stormwater entering the lake due to the size of the northwest Blackfalds development and her 

experiences with the weir and backflow from Whelp Brook causing damage to Lacombe Lake. 

Ms. Alexander stated the Town should be responsible for managing their own stormwater and a 

closed system would be preferrable. 

[129] Ms. Alexander submitted the Director and AEP’s Senior Water Administration 

Engineer, Mr. Ludtke, erred by rejecting AEP’s Water Quality Specialist’s request for additional 

information regarding the potential impacts of the Project to downstream water quality and 

determining such information requests could be deferred to future monitoring. Ms. Alexander 

argued the Director should have had that information available to him when he rendered his 

decisions on the Approvals.77 

A Detailed Hydrogeological Field Investigation was not Required 

[130] Ms. Alexander alleged the Director erred in his decision to issue the Approvals as 

he failed to require a detailed hydrogeological field investigation as recommended by Mr. Bing 

Han, Regional Hydrogeologist with AEP. 

 
77  Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraphs 110 to 112. 
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[131] Ms. Alexander submitted that email correspondence showed Mr. Han had 

recommended that additional field studies be completed to confirm the findings of the 

Hydrogeological Assessment and that stormwater infiltration rates in the study area be confirmed 

through direct measurements in the field or laboratory testing. Ms. Alexander argued the Director 

erred in relying on the desktop Hydrogeological Assessment to issue the Approvals as he failed to 

require the Town complete the field studies. 

The Cumulative Environmental Impacts of the Authorized Activities were not Considered 

[132] Ms. Alexander submitted the Director erred as he failed to conduct a proper analysis 

and consider the cumulative environmental effect of the changes in water flows, water levels and 

water quality on the recreational use and ecological values of Lacombe Lake. 

[133] Ms. Alexander submitted the MSMP contained no analysis of the potential impacts 

of increased water flows and levels or changes in water quality on shoreline vegetation, fish, 

waterfowl, shore nesting birds or other wildlife found at Lacombe Lake. Ms. Alexander explained 

to the Board that hydrological modeling relied on the Lacombe Lake weir and Whelp Brook 

culverts being free of debris, a situation that has not been achieved with any regularity for many 

years and argued that predicted water levels and flow rates may not be correct. Ms. Alexander 

further submitted that while the Director concluded increases in water flows through the lake of 

35.0% to 931.6% and increases in water levels of 0.008 metres to 0.231 metres were not 

significant, he provided no analysis of the impact on recreational use or ecological value of 

Lacombe Lake. 

[134] Ms. Alexander stated that Lacombe Lake and her property are home to a wide 

variety of plant and animal species. At the hearing, Ms. Alexander’s expert witness, Mr. Greg 

Wagner, professional wildlife biologist, provided evidence regarding the potential impact of 

increased water levels because of the Project. Ms. Alexander argued Mr. Wagner’s preliminary 

analysis was an example of the type of study that should have been required by the Director and 

completed by the Town regarding shoreline vegetation, waterfowl, and other shoreline resident 

species and that the Director erred in relying on post-development monitoring to identify potential 

environmental impacts after they have occurred. Ms. Alexander also noted that under Scenario 4, 

Mr. Wagner stated most species would be impacted by the predicted increases in water levels and 
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there would be some loss of nests. However, Ms. Alexander also acknowledged under Scenario 6, 

Mr. Wagner’s study showed, except for the Black Tern, birds breeding in nearshore habitats would 

likely be minimally impacted by the water levels increases predicted.78  Ms. Alexander also 

submitted the Director should have defined acceptable lake levels, operational limits, water quality 

objectives and management plans before, not after approving the Project. 

Monitoring Downstream of the NW Stormwater Management System was not Required 

[135] The Director in his Decision Statement stated the Town had addressed concerns 

regarding stormwater quality affecting the aquatic environment by committing to monitor 

stormwater quality at the outlet of the linear wetland and Lacombe Lake for five years.79  

Ms. Alexander alleged the Director failed to address Lacombe Lake water quality concerns 

because proposed water sampling downstream of the linear wetland was required only if land 

access was available.  Ms. Alexander submitted in failing to require such monitoring, the Director 

failed to require monitoring that would determine the quality of stormwater discharged into the 

Lake. 

2. Ms. Antonietta Davis – Appellant 

[136] Ms. Davis has owned property on Lacombe Lake since 2011. Ms. Davis represented 

herself at the hearing and presented the following evidence and arguments: 

1. The Director erred as he did not require the Town to identify an adequate 
outlet for the Project; and 

2. The Director erred as he failed to require an adequate study and 
monitoring of Pond D water levels, water flows and water quality both 
pre- and post-development. 

The Town Failed to Identify an Adequate Outlet for the Project 

[137] Ms. Davis argued the Director did not require the Town to identify which water 

body was the adequate outlet for the NW Stormwater Management System. Ms. Davis submitted 

 
78  See Mr. Greg Wagner’s report prepared May 2021, “Assessment of the Effects of the Town of Blackfalds 
Area Master Stormwater Management Plan on the Birds of Lacombe Lake where Mr. Wagner provided an analysis 
of birds that could be potentially impacted by the increased water levels predicted under Scenario 4 and 6 of the 
MSMP. 
79  Todd Aasen, “Decision Statement storm water approval and wetland disturbance 0037959-00-00 and 
00391359-00-00, Town of Blackfalds NW Master Drainage Plan” (July 15, 2020). 
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if Pond D was considered the adequate outlet, there was no pre-development study as to what 

effect stormwater would have on the wetland. Alternatively, if Lacombe Lake was the adequate 

outlet, Ms. Davis alleged there is insufficient data to determine pre-development discharge which 

would bring into question the discharge rate modeling found in the MSMP. 

An Adequate Study and Monitoring of Pond D Water Levels, Water Flows and Water Quality 
Both Pre- and Post-development was not Required 

[138] Ms. Davis submitted that the Approvals had a negative impact on Khunen Park’s 

Wetland (Pond D) and Lacombe Lake. Ms. Davis stated there were not enough studies done on 

Pond D, the impact of nutrients entering the lake and the impact on aquatic plants. Ms. Davis 

further stated that the impact of overland stormwater runoff from a residential, commercial, and 

industrial development was not known and stormwater from the Town should not flow into 

Lacombe Lake. 

[139] Ms. Davis described to the Board her concerns as to how stormwater may affect 

the water level of the wetland and sedimentation and soil erosion between Pond D and Lacombe 

Lake. She stated there was a swampy wetland between Pond D and Lacombe Lake that had 

standing water in some areas with water in some areas of the wetland finding its way down a hill 

to Lacombe Lake. Ms. Davis argued that increased water levels in the wetland as result of the 

Project could possibly cause increased water levels, sedimentation, and soil erosion in Lacombe 

Lake. Ms. Davis stated the Water Quality Assessment showed the NW Stormwater Management 

System would increase the water flow to Lacombe Lake by 2 to 3 times the existing flow. This 

may increase the water level in Pond D and increase the rate at which water drains from Pond D 

which could cause increased erosion, a negative impact on the soil, and increased sedimentation 

at the south end of Lacombe Lake. 

[140] Ms. Davis argued Pond D should be monitored post-development as it may have a 

higher water level than pre-development and it should be maintained at a normal level. Ms. Davis 

submitted maintenance of the water level and monitoring of water quality was necessary to 

determine if there is any erosion of Pond D’s shoreline, the impact of the Project on nesting 

conditions for fowl and songbirds at Pond D, and to determine if soil erosion transferred sediments 

and phosphorus to Pond D and eventually Lacombe Lake. 
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[141] Ms. Davis submitted the Director erred as he did not require the Town to complete 

sufficient pre-development water data analysis of Pond D, the Approvals failed to protect Pond D 

and the aquatic life as they did not require measuring for levels of mercury, polycyclic aromatic 

hydrocarbons (“PAHs”), hydrocarbons and pesticides, and the Approvals did not include the 

monitoring of invasive species in all wetlands used in the Project.  Ms. Davis furthered argued the 

Wetland Assessment and Water Quality Monitoring Program did not collect enough water data 

and did not provide a detailed inventory on aquatic life, fish or wildlife data on Pond D and the 

incomplete data would influence future decision making. 

[142] Ms. Davis noted the Water Quality Assessment stated, “the NW development 

would increase the water flow 2 to 3 times the existing flow to Lacombe Lake” and Table 5.4 of 

the MSMP showed the discharge volume from Lacombe Lake, under the various modeling 

scenarios would increase from 4.5% to 1,007.1%.80  Ms. Davis raised concerns regarding the 

ability of Lacombe Lake and the weir located at Whelp Brook to handle the increased water flow 

and the possibility of increased flooding post-development over historic flooding levels as a result 

of backflow from Whelp Brook into Lacombe Lake.  Ms. Davis provided photographic evidence 

showing the backflow of Whelp Brook into Lacombe Lake in April 2020. Ms. Davis stated she 

had seen Whelp Brook backflow into Lacombe Lake with both the weir gate being open and closed 

and to her knowledge the County had never taken steps such as placing cement blocks to stop the 

backflow from Whelp Brook to the lake. 

[143] At the hearing, Ms. Davis stated the Water Quality Assessment “states that the total 

amount of phosphorous entering the lake will double” and noted that “the Director states that the 

impact of total phosphorous load will not significantly impact the quality of Lacombe Lake or its 

aquatic environment.”  Ms. Davis asserted the Water Quality Assessment did not take into 

consideration the total phosphorous load in the groundwater which may increase the phosphorous 

level of the lake and aquatic plant growth, decrease the level of dissolved oxygen and lead to algae 

bloom. Ms. Davis noted Mr. Jason Cooper, AEP Senior Fisheries Biologist had raised concerns 

about phosphorus with Mr. Gordon Ludtke, AEP Senior Water Administration Engineer.81  

 
80  Appellant Ms. Antonietta Davis Submissions dated April 23, 2021, page 3. 
81  Appellant Ms. Antoinette Davis Submissions dated April 23, 2021, at page 4. Ms. Davis refers to the 
statement by Mr. Jason Cooper contained in an email dated July 4, 2017, to Mr. Gordon Ludtke that “Additionally 
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Ms. Davis provided examples of where Lacombe Lake had prolific plant growth such that 

Ms. Davis was unable to use a small electric boat as the vegetation wraps around the motor and 

the Central Alberta Rowing Club had to adjust its route. 

[144] Ms. Davis argued the Director should have required the Town to collect runoff 

samples from the agricultural land on the west side of Lacombe Lake as well as runoff samples 

from the east side of the lake. Analysis of these samples should have included testing for mercury, 

PAHs, and hydrocarbon concentrations. 

[145] Ms. Davis submitted the monitoring programs required by the Approvals did not 

address the full impact of hydrocarbons, PAHs, and mercury and water samples should be taken 

at south and north sides of Lacombe Lake and be supported by photo or videos taken on the south 

side of the lake for aquatic changes, and at Pond D for soil erosion. Ms. Davis explained to the 

Board if the NW Stormwater Management system went ahead there should be a water quality 

monitoring program for the term of the approvals and it should take water samples from Pond D 

to determine the effect of the stormwater on the wetlands. 

[146] Ms. Davis submitted the Lacombe Lake Management Plan should include the 

wetlands used in the conveyance system and up to Whelp Creek and she had concerns over the 

funding and implementation of the plan. 

3. Mr. James Hill – Appellant 

[147] Mr. Hill resides next to the Lacombe Lake. Mr. Hill represented himself at the 

hearing and presented arguments and evidence at the hearing that the Approvals had been given 

without sufficient baseline data being obtained and adequate monitoring being pre-required. 

Mr. Hill stated that the Approvals were issued “without first obtaining all necessary background 

information and consequently, without taking into consideration all the ramifications and possible 

consequences in years to come.”  Mr. Hill argued that until the necessary studies have been done 

and proven beyond a doubt the Project was safe to proceed, the Approvals should be withdrawn. 

 
Lacombe Lake has previously had complaints by local residents about aquatic weed growth…Adding more nutrients 
via storm water ponds will on exacerbate the situation…”. 



 - 40 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

[148] Mr. Hill argued the Town should be concerned Whelp Brook could back up into 

Lacombe Lake as Whelp Brook is one of the more heavily polluted waterways in Canada. Mr. Hill 

submitted clean water coming from the Project area had historically healed Lacombe Lake from 

the damage caused by the back-up of waters from Whelp Brook. 

[149] Mr. Hill submitted the fundamental errors in the Approvals were that the Town had 

relied on third party out-of-date data, had not considered the build-up of phosphorous and nitrogen 

compounds, mercury, and hydrocarbons due to post-development change in flow to the lake and 

had failed to adequately study wildlife in the area. Mr. Hill acknowledged monitoring programs 

for a range of chemicals were provided post-development but stated “those readings will lose a lot 

of their significance if there is no baseline data with which to compare them.”  Mr. Hill argued the 

Town and future developers must collect and monitor data pre-development, during construction 

and in perpetuity, and the results of such monitoring should be made public. 

[150] At the hearing, Mr. Hill stated there may be other sources of contamination to 

Lacombe Lake that have never been measured or assessed. He argued that due to the lack of 

baseline data it is unknown what the combined effect of the other sources of contaminants and the 

stormwater from the NW Stormwater Management System would be. He also stated over time the 

forebays would lose effectiveness which would be evidenced by drifting sediments and impacts 

on plant life. Mr. Hill submitted instead of waiting for these late signs that something had gone 

wrong, it would be reasonable to monitor all areas including Lacombe Lake over the long term. 

[151] Mr. Hill stated if the Project were to go ahead, a Lake Management Plan was needed 

sooner rather than later. He submitted he had concerns regarding the responsibility and obligation 

to pay for remediation and the make-up of the Lake Management Plan members. 

C. Approval Holder 

[152] At the hearing a panel of expert witnesses for the Town provided the Board a 

detailed review of the Project including a review of the hierarchical approach in the Province for 

stormwater management; the timeline and AEP approval process for the Project; public 

consultation and engagement; and an overview of the technical studies and modeling techniques 

used to analyze the impact of the Project on water levels, flow rate and quality throughout the 

Project and on Lacombe Lake as well as future monitoring and reporting commitments.  The Town 
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submitted the proposed NW Stormwater Management System met and exceeded AEP Standards 

and Guidelines. As stated by the Town in their closing statement to the Board, the NW Stormwater 

Management System would operate within its design parameters for a 1:100-year storm event 

without adverse effect to the environment. 

[153] The Town submitted that the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals was 

appropriate, and advanced the following arguments at the hearing: 

1. The terms and conditions of the Approvals were appropriate having regard 
to: 

a. provision of an adequate outlet; 
b. water quality; 
c. cumulative environmental impacts of water flow, quality, and levels; 

and 
d. proposed monitoring program for the Project. 

1. Provision of an Adequate Outlet 

[154] The Town stated it sought a Water Act approval because the Project would alter the 

discharge of water and the wetlands. The Town noted that a pre-existing adequate outlet is not a 

pre-requisite for the Project. The Town argued it had achieved an adequate outlet by being granted 

the Approvals by the Director and the Project aligned with the working standard of an adequate 

outlet under legislated guidance. The Town submitted the robustness of the modeling and Project 

design show there is little impact to downstream water bodies, including peak flow and level; 

direction; volume; siltation or erosion; or aquatic environment which aligned with the working 

standard of an adequate outlet under legislative guidelines. The Town also submitted the Director 

had jurisdiction to apply and rely on the standards AEP set and published from time to time to 

interpret the appropriateness of an application for an approval under the Act.  The Town also stated 

the framework of the legislation is evolving and adaptive as demonstrated by the issuance of the 

recent 2018 Fact Sheet.82 

[155] The Town stated the adequate outlet for the Project was Pond D as it was beyond 

the point in the Project that post-development flow rates could significantly impact downstream 

 
82  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 61, 118 and 
119. 
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receiving bodies, including Lacombe Lake.83  Mr. Brad Dardis, Senior Stormwater Engineer for 

Stantec, explained to the Board there was no overland drainage from Pond A or Pond C.  He 

explained the Project provided for a pipe that drains from Pond A to Pond C. Pond C would drain 

to a constructed linear wetland to allow for natural overland drainage to Pond D which would 

connect the Project with the natural drainage system from Pond D to Lacombe Lake. Mr. Dardis 

stated the adequate outlet was at the point where the constructed linear wetland outlets into Pond D 

but also submitted the Town had completed additional analysis to show that Lacombe Lake was 

also an adequate outlet as it was not adversely impacted by the Project. 

[156] The Town referred the Board to the 2018 Fact Sheet which is an updated bulletin 

guide to the 2006 SDGs and the 1999 SMGs and includes an elaborated definition of adequate 

outlet as follows: 

“For a storm drainage discharge outlet to be considered an adequate outlet, the 
storm drainage system must NOT measurably*: 

 Alter the natural peak flow or level of the water body receiving the storm 
drainage, whether temporarily or permanently. 

 Change or be capable of changing the location of the water or the direction of 
the flow of water in the water body receiving the storm drainage. 

 Cause or be capable of causing the siltation or the erosion of any bed or shore 
of the receiving water body. 

 Cause or be capable of causing an adverse effect on the aquatic environment. 

*Measurable changes, alterations or effects are those that can be measured using 
current technologies; and when compared to the pre-development flow conditions 
demonstrate that a change, alteration or effect has or has not occurred or is 
insignificant.” 84 [Emphasis added by the Town] 

[157] The Town argued the statement in the 2018 Fact Sheet saying the “system must 

NOT measurably” did not mean zero impact but meant “no significant impact”. Thus, an outlet 

that demonstrated only negligible impact on downstream water bodies could be considered an 

adequate outlet for purposes of a Water Act approval. In addition, the Town stated the post-

 
83  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 62. 
84  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 65. 



 - 43 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

development flow rates for the Project to an adequate outlet must also not exceed the pre-

development flow discharge rate set out in the MDP of 2.0 L/s/ha for a 1:100-year storm event.85 

[158] At the hearing, Mr. Dardis explained to the Board the nature and purpose of the 

modeling undertaken by the Town’s consultant, Stantec; how modeling indicated that discharge 

from the Project would not likely have an adverse effect on the environment; and that the Project 

met applicable legislation and AEP standards and policies regarding the determination of an 

adequate outlet.  Stantec completed both single event and continuous modeling stormwater 

analysis for the Project which compared pre- and post-development discharge rates and level of 

Lacombe Lake. The more robust cumulative simulation analysis was required by the Director 

because Lacombe Lake users had historic flooding concerns. Mr. Dardis stated the single event 

analysis was used to consider more infrequent extreme events and to ensure critical infrastructure 

and property were not impacted for up to a 1:100-year storm event. He further explained the 

continuous simulation analysis analysed the day-to-day effect of the Project using 23 years of 

historical precipitation data and considered the effect of back-to-back rainstorms. 

[159] The Town stated the single event analysis showed the post-development discharge 

rate from the Project for a 1:100-year storm event was modeled to be 1.45 L/s/ha which was well 

below the 2.00 L/s/ha standard set by the MDP and met the standard for determination of an 

adequate outlet.  It was also explained by Mr. Dardis, single event modeling of the worst-case 

scenario of a 1:100-year storm event showed water levels in Lacombe Lake would likely increase 

by only 9 cm which, as stated by Mr. Dardis, was “an insignificant change and would not result in 

adverse impacts to the environment or adjacent landowners”.86 

[160] The Town also submitted that the continuous simulation modeling of the Project 

showed the probable change to Lacombe Lake level post-development was negligible. The Town 

submitted the most likely scenario, Scenario 6, showed there was a 1% possibility (or no more 

than 3.65 days a year) that Lacombe Lake levels would exceed pre-development levels by 5 cm 

 
85  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 64, 66 and 67. 
86  Master Storm Water Management Plan dated May 18, 2018, Table 5.2 Single Event Downstream Hydraulic 
Characteristics. 
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and therefore negligible.87  Appendix B provides a graph showing the modeled change in lake 

surface level over time under pre-development conditions and under Scenario 6 (the most likely 

post-development scenario). 

[161] Mr. Dardis clarified for the Board the purpose of including the various scenarios 

used in the continuous simulation analysis and why Scenario 6 of the continuous simulation 

analysis was the most likely scenario. Scenario 6 showed the expected effect on Lacombe Lake as 

the result of building the Project as proposed. He stated Scenario 1 of the continuous simulation 

analysis represented the pre-development scenario which was used for comparison purposes and 

Scenarios 2 to 5 were included to show the incremental benefits of the various best management 

practices proposed as part of the Project. Mr. Dardis further explained to the Board the difference 

between Scenario 4 and Scenario 6 was that Scenario 6 reflected expected infiltration of 

stormwater at the manmade stormwater facilities, whereas Scenario 4 did not. 

[162] Ms. Martine Francis, Project Manager, Stantec, added the purpose of including 

Scenario 7 in the continuous modeling analysis was to show infiltration may occur in other water 

bodies such as Pond A and C as well. She explained Stantec took a more conservative approach 

and relied on Scenario 6 as the most likely scenario as the Town wanted the modeling to reflect 

the Town’s ability to control the development. 

[163] The Town also provided the Board with an explanation of some of the assumptions 

used in the modeling. The Town stated modeling for a single year event was more conservative as 

it assumed no changes to the existing conveyance infrastructure at the outlet to Lacombe Lake or 

at Whelp Brook. If improvements were factored in, the Town submitted there would be a potential 

decrease in peak water level in a 1:100-year flood event by 3 cm. The Town’s modeling also 

anticipated the infrastructure would be in working order because including variables for 

infrastructure degradation would overwhelm the process making the modeling of little use to the 

decision maker. The Town stated maintenance of the infrastructure would be coordinated by the 

Town and Lacombe County and could be addressed in the Lake Management Plan. Finally, the 

Town respectfully stated concerns regarding the height of the weir at the outlet to Lacombe Lake 

 
87  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 73 and 74. 
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was beyond the scope of the Town’s responsibility noting Ms. Alexander in her evidence had 

stated the weir has become more functional in 2019 and 2020.88 

[164] The Town disputed Ms. Alexander’s assertion the Hydrogeological Assessment 

required site-specific confirmation and it was not appropriate that the Director relied on a desktop 

hydrogeological study in issuing the Approvals. The Town argued the Hydrogeological 

Assessment was appropriate as it was undertaken based on the input of the Director and the advice 

of the Town’s expert consultant and it was reliable and proportionate to the Project design and the 

advice of the Town’s consultants. The Town argued the Hydrogeological Assessment being a 

desktop study did not invalidate the results of its assessment since it was informed by the 

professional judgment of the consultants involved, included the mapped geotechnical conditions 

of the study area and the vetted data available. The hydrogeological assessment was also based on 

23 years of historic lake data in relation to storm events, groundwater infiltration, discharge and 

recharge, and evaporation. The Town also argued site specific confirmation would be premature 

as it was unknown at this stage what and when future development proposals would be 

forthcoming. 89 

[165] The Town argued its modeling showed only a negligible change in existing natural 

conditions because of the Project and the Director considered and accepted these findings in 

accordance with applicable legislation and AEP policy and standards. The Town argued that when 

the science and assessments were reviewed in context, anticipated actual change does not signify 

a significant change to Lacombe Lake as asserted by Ms. Alexander in her submissions to the 

Board. 

[166] The Town noted it considered in its analysis that Lacombe Lake existed in a 

drainage system pre-development and that there were concerns that Whelp Brook could back up 

and cause flooding. It was asserted by the Town that the Appellants did not provide any cogent 

information as to the water level or discharge rate Lacombe Lake could tolerate as a 

receiving/discharging water body or potential contribution the Project would cause to flooding. 

 
88  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 70 to 72. See 
also Master Storm Water Management Plan dated May 18, 2018, Table 5.2 Single Event Downstream Hydraulic 
Characteristics. 
89  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 68, 69 and 75. 
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The Town acknowledged Ms. Alexander and Ms. Davis also raised concerns as to the potential 

disruption to nesting birds but provided no evidence that the lake could not handle the post-

development flow rates and lake levels calculated, even in the worst-case scenario, and noted it 

was accepted by the Director that the insignificant fluctuation would not disturb the shoreline. 

[167] When considering the impacts on nesting birds, the Town argued Mr. Wagner relied 

on anecdotal observations of the current situation and did not address whether post-development-

controlled discharge or post-development water quality will materially contribute to significant or 

irreparable harm to nesting birds. The Town provided evidence that anticipated post-development 

flow and water levels mimicked pre-development conditions and therefore the Town did not 

anticipate adverse effects on nesting birds.90  The Town also noted in its closing argument that the 

Wagner report stated increases in lake levels of 10 cm or less would not affect nesting birds. The 

Town pointed out that the 1:100-year storm event analysis showed that lake levels would increase 

9 cm. 

[168] The Town also disputed Ms. Alexander’s assertion that the Director relied on post-

development monitoring to identify any potential environmental impacts. Rather, the Town 

submitted the Director, and the Town interpreted the data to show little impact to water flow or 

levels were expected and that this logic should be extended to vegetation, waterfowl, and other 

shoreline resident species. The Town further submitted the monitoring required, and the 

development of a Lacombe Lake Management Plan, should ensure the Project’s design and 

impacts were as expected as the residential developments were built. 

[169] The Town also submitted if Pond D was not an adequate outlet, it was not fatal to 

obtaining Water Act approval, as the Director and the Board have the power to balance competing 

interests and issue an approval without an adequate outlet. The Town argued the conditions of the 

 
90  See Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 79 where 
the Town stated: 

“As represented… in Stantec’s report, Rebuttal to the Appellant’s Report Wagner 2021 shows water levels 
and flow anticipated post-development largely mimic pre-development levels, and any increase to Lake level 
would be relatively minor and brief in duration. Therefore, any adverse impact on nesting birds (e.g., 
abandonment, increased mortality risks etc.) are not anticipated to be demonstrably different than pre-
development conditions and are not likely to result in long-term populations impacts. (Stantec Rebuttal 2021, 
Page 2)” 
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Approvals through quantity controls relating to discharge rate and water level, water quality, 

wetland assessments and monitoring mitigated potential adverse impact, supplanted the need for a 

pre-existing adequate outlet and provided a means under the Act to proceed with the 

NW Stormwater Management System.91 

2. Impact on Water Quality 

[170] The Town submitted the modeling engaged by Stantec met or exceeded AEP 

guidance. The Town disputed Ms. Alexander’s assertion that the NW Stormwater Management 

System was a “municipal water supply, recreational area, or particularly sensitive biological 

resource [that was] likely to be affected” and as such the 1999 SMGs “required a detailed water 

quality analysis”.92 

[171] The Town argued it was unlikely the receiving water bodies (Lacombe Lake and 

beyond) would be adversely affected and the NW Stormwater Management System fell within the 

second category of stormwater discharge systems described in section 5.3 of the 1999 SMGs: 

 “…which do not, when assess[ed] by themselves, represent a significant receiving stream 
impact but whose cumulative effects may be of concern. The scale of most land 
development projects in Alberta [is] too small to cause substantial water quality impacts 
by themselves or to justify the cost of extensive water quality studies.” 

[172] The Town submitted the Project would likely result in an overall increase in the 

quality of water before it exits the NW Stormwater Management System and would not adversely 

affect Lacombe Lake as suggested by Ms. Alexander. 

[173] Ms. Francis explained the stormwater from northwest Blackfalds would go through 

a “treatment train” of constructed wetlands that provided for removal of larger sediments 

containing potential contaminants in a sediment forebay and extended storage and residence time 

to promote the enhanced treatment of water through aquatic vegetation and biological processes. 

Ms. Francis explained the stormwater would then enter existing wetlands and the linear 

constructed wetlands, where further enhancements to water quality were achieved before 

controlled discharge into Lacombe Lake/Whelp Creek and into the Battle River Basin. 

 
91  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 120. 
92  Initial Written Submissions of Anita Alexander, Appellant dated May 17, 2021, at paragraphs 83 to 85. 
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[174] The Town further submitted it had committed to the Water Quality Monitoring 

Program that included monitoring and reporting at agreed upon locations for a minimum of 

five years at Ponds A and C and downstream receiving waterbodies such as Lacombe Lake. 

Sampling will be compared to pre-construction baseline sampling in accordance with Approval 

1.93 

[175] In response to Ms. Alexander’s submissions regarding the use of a single nutrient, 

phosphorous, for modeling water quality, the Town disputed Ms. Alexander’s assertion the 

Director relied on unsupported assumptions. The Town referred to provisions of Section 5.3 of the 

1999 SMGs: 

“Rigorous analysis of the quality of urban runoff required the collection assessment 
of a great deal of data. It is usually feasible to conduct such a thorough analysis for 
only those situations where stormwater runoff has been recognized as having the 
potential to cause receiving water impairment in critical areas. Simple and 
approximate alternatives have been developed to address most common stormwater 
runoff situations, recognizing that the result will be subject to some degree of 
uncertainty.” 

Mr. David Morgan, Principal, Environmental Services, Stantec, explained to the Board 

phosphorous was a well-accepted indicator of waterbody health and was the driving nutrient 

associated with eutrophication. 

[176] The Town explained to the Board that phosphorus was the appropriate nutrient to 

study and was appropriate for modeling the Project as supported by the 1999 SMG and leading 

literature. Mr. Morgan stated regulators in Alberta did not want to see changes in phosphorus 

loading that resulted in changes in the eutrophication of Lacombe Lake and that is why phosphorus 

concentrations were used for modeling water quality. 

[177]  The Town submitted other nutrients and contaminants were not ignored in the 

Water Quality Assessment as asserted by Ms. Alexander because they are treated similarly by the 

same biological process as the stormwater progresses through the NW Stormwater Management 

System. Further, overall removal rate of these nutrients and contaminants was expected to be 

equivalent or greater than the 80% removal rate expected for phosphorus. 

 
93  See Director’s Record, Tab 346, which is incorporated into Approval 1 as Report No. 00387959-R003. 
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[178] Mr. Morgan further stated modeling showed the concentration of phosphorus 

entering Lacombe Lake after treatment in the NW Stormwater Management System was lower 

than average pre-development phosphorus concentrations entering the lake. Post-development 

concentrations of phosphorus in Lacombe Lake were reduced from 0.021 mg/L pre-development 

to 0.019 mg/L post-development even though the total load increased (Table 11 from Appendix C 

of the MSMP, reproduced below, shows these data in bold). The Town further submitted it was 

well recognized that with respect to hydrocarbons, volatilization and biological processes are very 

effective in removing hydrocarbon by-products.94 

Table 11 Water Quality Pre and Post Development: Total Phosphorus 
 

 
Component 

Load 
(kg/yr) 

Flow to 
Lake 

(m3x103) 

Water 
Quality 
(mg/L) 

 
Comment 

Pre-Development Totals 

Pre-dev. Lacombe Lake Watershed 38 445 0.086 Natural WQ inflow to Lake 
Lacombe Lake (includes Evaporation 
& Settling) 

5 222 0.021 TP in Monitored in Lake = 
0.021 mg/L 

Downstream of Whelp Brook 20 572 0.035 Add in Whelp Brook 

Post Development Totals 

Post-dev. Lacombe Lake + NW Area 81 1049 0.078 Natural WQ inflow to Lake 

Lacombe Lake (includes Evaporation 
& Settling) 10 524 0.019 After Settling 

Downstream of Whelp Brook 25 1176 0.021 Add in Whelp Brook 

Pond Removal = 50%    

Lacombe Lake Removal = 88%    

 
[179] The Town noted Ms. Alexander raised concerns about flow rates used in the Water 

Quality Assessment modeling. Mr. Morgan explained the water quality modeling was designed to 

test the robustness of the system if a larger than expected volume of water went through the system. 

The Town stated the flow rates used in the water quality modeling should not be referenced for 

purposes of evaluating changes in water quantity and potential impact to Lacombe Lake, as the 

water quality modeling flow rates were conservative as they overestimated the expected quantity 

of runoff and assumed zero infiltration of runoff in Ponds A, C and D. 

 
94  Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 99. 
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3. Cumulative Environmental Impacts of the Project 

[180]  Based on the Key Assessments, the Town submitted the cumulative environmental 

impacts of the Project would be plausibly negligible because changes in waterflow through the 

lake would be plausibly negligible when taking attenuation for the Project into account. The Town 

submitted that using the single event analysis for the 1:100-year storm event, the increase in flow 

velocity would be estimated to be 0.007 m/s which was negligible.95  As well, the Approvals had 

conditions to keep discharge rates to the measured pre-development levels set out in the MDP to 

mitigate downstream impact. 

[181] As discussed earlier, the Town submitted that based on the Key Assessments the 

cumulative environmental impact of changes in water quality were modeled and showed a likely 

improvement after the stormwater is treated in the NW Stormwater Management System. As well, 

the Town noted monitoring and testing of water quality was required under Approval 1. 

[182] The Town referred to its earlier submissions regarding modeled changes in the 

water level of Lacombe Lake and submitted increases in water levels were anticipated to be 

negligible. 

[183] The Town argued modeling showed the impacts of water flow and water levels on 

shoreline erosion would be negligible. Pre- versus post-development increase in Lacombe Lake 

outflows of 35% under Scenario 6, the most likely scenario, would not cause erosion or impact 

biodiversity. The Town noted that a 35% increase was the worst-case scenario under wettest 

conditions and that increases were not expected to be long in duration or frequency. 

[184] The Town submitted the Appellant’s own witness, Mr. Wagner in his report found, 

under Scenario 6, the most plausible scenario, nesting birds would not likely be impacted by 

increased water levels. In Scenario 4, the most conservative scenario, which the Town submitted 

did not plausibly reflect true conditions, Mr. Wagner’s report was speculative and did not specify 

what harm to nesting birds would occur. 

 
95   Respondent Approval Holder’s Initial Appeal Submissions dated May 31, 2021, at paragraph 101(i). 
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4. Project Monitoring 

[185] The Town submitted the Approvals, particularly Approval 1, provided numerous 

terms and conditions to address environmental impacts of quality and flow as well as placing other 

continuing responsibilities on the Town for oversight of the Project. Condition 5 of Approval 1 

provided for monitoring for a minimum of five years, the collection of at least one year of 

background data, and reserved the right for the Director to increase monitoring. As well, Condition 

5.4 and 5.5 required the Town to develop, in conjunction with other stakeholders, a Lake 

Management Plan for Lacombe Lake. 

[186] The Town submitted, in addition to monitoring, the Approvals required the Town 

to provide the Director annual summary reports to serve as an indicator of performance of the 

Project and identify any issues or impacts being realized in the system or Lacombe Lake. The 

Town noted there exist broad powers under EPEA and the Act for enforcement and remedial 

measures with respect to adverse impacts being realized on the aquatic environment, human health, 

or public safety. 

[187] Ms. Meghan Chisholm, Environmental Planner, Stantec, described to the Board the 

purpose of the Water Quality Monitoring Program under the MSMP is to ensure water leaving the 

Project meets provincial and federal guidelines and the stormwater management system is 

functioning as designed. Ms. Chisholm indicated there were four proposed sampling locations, one 

being at the downstream discharge point of the NW Stormwater Management System. The Town 

submitted the sample taken at the outfall to the linear wetlands was necessary as it represented the 

water quality of the existing development nodes and was upstream of Lacombe Lake. Ms. 

Chisholm also noted, although it was proposed that samples would be taken from Lacombe Lake, 

as there was a large contributing basin to Lacombe Lake in addition to the proposed development, 

a direct comparison between the quality of water leaving the Project and the water in Lacombe 

Lake was not possible. Ms. Chisholm indicated samples from Lacombe Lake would be used to 

document water quality in the lake at the time of sampling. 



 - 52 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

D. Director 

[188] The Director submitted his decision to issue the Approvals and the terms and 

conditions included in the Approvals was appropriate and the Board should recommend to the 

Minister the Approvals should stand as issued and the appeals be dismissed. 

[189] At the hearing, the Board heard that the Director considered the relevant matters 

and factors in the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin as required by 

section 39(2)(a) of the Act, and concluded that there were: 

 No significant impacts to the: 

o Riparian Environment 

o Aquatic Environment 

 No adverse impacts to: 

o Hydrology, hydrogeology, or hydraulic characteristics 

o Public health and safety 

o Assimilative capacity 

 No significant impact to the connectivity of surface and shallow ground water regime96 

[190] At the hearing Mr. Gordon Ludtke, Senior Water Administration Engineer, 

Approval Coordinator, Lead Reviewer and Mr. Todd Aasen, Designated Director, provided the 

Board an overview of the AEP authorization and review process and authority, a description of the 

authorized activities and the Director’s review and decision process for the applications. 

[191] At the hearing, the Director presented evidence and arguments on: 

1. The decision of the Director to issue the Approvals was appropriate 
having regard to the identification of an adequate outlet; 

2. The decision of the Director to issue the Approvals was appropriate 
having regard to water quality, water quantity and flow rates and impact 
on the environment. 

 
96  Director’s Direct Evidence – Alberta Environment and Parks – June 21, 2021, being Exhibit #2, at page 65 
– discussing the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin. 
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3. The Appellants have not met the onus of demonstrating the Director’s 
decision to issue the Approval was inappropriate. 

4. The terms and conditions of the Approvals are appropriate. 

5. The Appellants have not met the onus of determining the terms and 
conditions of the Approval were inadequate. 

1. Identification of an Adequate Outlet 

[192] The Director disputed Ms. Alexander’s allegations the Director erred in issuing the 

Approvals because an adequate outlet was not identified, and the Town cannot comply with 

condition 3.3 of Approval. The Director argued Ms. Alexander’s submission focused on a 

definition of adequate outlet that was unreasonably narrow as it would effectively prevent the 

approval of any stormwater management system if water flow or level alterations could be 

‘measured’ even if the changes are insignificant. The Director argued Ms. Alexander relied on a 

strict reading of the definition to argue water level changes of 3 to 23 cm are “measurable”. 

[193]  The Director submitted a more reasonable interpretation of ‘adequate outlet’ that 

is supported by the 2006 SGD, is that an adequate outlet is an outlet that performs within its design 

capacity during the peak 1:100-year storm event and will not adversely affect the environment. 

The Director noted the 2006 SGD is a guidance document and is not determinative of whether a 

stormwater system will have an adverse impact on the environment. It also does not require every 

storm drainage project to have an adequate outlet but does require a Water Act approval where an 

adequate outlet does not exist prior to construction and where wetlands will be impacted.97 

[194] The Director further submitted this interpretation accords with AEP’s more 

recent 2018 Fact Sheet which updated the definition of ‘measurable’ as it pertains to an adequate 

outlet as follows: 

“Measurable changes, alterations, or effects are those that can be measured using 
current technologies; and when compared to the predevelopment storm flow 
conditions demonstrate that a change alteration, or effect has or has not occurred or 
is insignificant.” [Emphasis added by the Director] 

 
97  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 142 – 145. 
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The Director noted the 2006 SGDs, and the 2018 Fact Sheet are non-binding policy documents 

that should not be applied with the strictness proposed by Ms. Alexander.98 

[195] The Director explained in his closing arguments the definition of “adequate 

outlet” in Approval 1 is overly restrictive. He acknowledged including such a restrictive definition 

caused confusion which could be corrected by amending the Approval to include the more 

comprehensive definition contained in the 2006 SGDs and the 2018 Fact Sheet. However, it was 

not a basis for reversing the approval decision.99 

[196] The Director further submitted Lacombe Lake was an adequate outlet for the 

NW Stormwater Management System as the increased stormwater flows would not adversely 

impact the lake or aquatic environment. The Director noted the MSMP detailed the effects the NW 

Stormwater Management System would have on Lacombe Lake and argued that based on the 

modeling these effects would not be significant. 

[197] The Director submitted the purpose of condition 3.3 of the Approval was not to 

require an adequate outlet as Ms. Alexander contended, rather it sets out the Town’s 

responsibilities for obtaining a right of access for stormwater outfalls and discharge routes. The 

Director submitted although he considered the lake an adequate outlet, Approval 1 does not import 

a requirement for an adequate outlet through the condition or otherwise.100  The Director explained 

to the Board the purpose of the adequate outlet requirement in Approval 1 was to get consent from 

the County with respect to the flow route to the lake. 

2. Water Quality, Water Quantity and Flow Rates and Impact on the 
Environment 

[198] The Director submitted the decision to issue the Approvals was appropriate having 

regard to water quality, quantity, and flow rates. At the hearing, Mr. Ludtke provided a summary 

 
98  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 147 to 149.  
99  The 2006 SGD states at page 6: “In general terms an outlet is expected to be adequate when: the impact of 
the post-development flow cannot be detected; or the outlet performs within its design capacity during the peak 1/100 
storm event and will not create an adverse effect on the environment.” 
100  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 150 to 153. 



 - 55 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

of the steps taken by AEP when it received the applications for the Approvals and the information, 

documentation, and guidelines he considered in making his recommendations to the Director. The 

Director explained to the Board the independent review process he undertook in making his 

decision to issue the Approvals. 

[199] Mr. Ludtke described the steps taken by AEP upon receipt of the applications for 

the Approvals was as follows: 

1. the application was reviewed for administrative and informational 
adequacy and completeness; 

2. the application was referred to subject matter experts; 

3. public notice was issued; 

4. a detailed review of application was completed; 

5. potential SOCs were assessed; 

6. SIRs were issued, if necessary; and 

7. a merit rationale was completed, and a recommendation was provided to 
the Director.  

[200] The Director stated in considering the applications and deciding to issue the 

Approvals, he considered and applied the relevant legislation and applicable AEP directives, 

guidance, and policy documents in place at the time.101  Mr. Ludtke stated AEP guidelines are to 

“be viewed as a tool to assist in making decisions and not as a rulebook for stormwater 

management solutions”. 

[201] The Director explained, with respect to water quantity issues, AEP guidelines 

recommend a stormwater system should be designed so post-development flow rates do not exceed 

the pre-development flow rates for a 1:100-year storm event and downstream impacts of increases 

in flow quantities must be considered if post-development flow quantities cannot be easily 

maintained to pre-development quantities. 

[202]   Mr. Ludtke stated with respect to water quality, the Alberta Municipal Policies 

and Procedures Manual (2001) generally requires stormwater management techniques to remove 

 
101  See also Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 68 
where the Director indicated that he considered and applied the Water Act, the MDP, the 2013 SMGs, 2006 SGDs, 
the 1999 SMGs, the Municipal Polies and Procedures Manual (2001) and the Alberta Wetland Policy (2013). 
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a minimum of 85% of sediments of particle size of 75 microns. Mr. Ludtke explained other 

nutrients and metals adhere to the sediments and are removed with the removal of larger sediments. 

He also noted additional water quality improvement measures may be required depending on the 

receiving waterbody. 

[203] At the hearing, Mr. Ludtke described the modeling, information and documentation 

and the subject matter specialist technical reviews he considered. Mr. Ludtke noted the 

AEP Hydrogeologist and AEP Limnologist, had requested additional information and analysis but, 

in his professional judgment, Mr. Ludtke found it not necessary. With respect to the 

AEP Hydrogeologist’s request, the Stantec desktop hydrological model was based on the worst-

case scenario assuming no infiltrations in the ponds or wetlands. As reiterated in the Director’s 

closing arguments, Mr. Ludtke believed additional analysis was unnecessary as it was unlikely to 

change the Director’s assessment because it would likely show infiltration in the ponds and 

wetlands which would only reaffirm Stantec’s conclusions and did not provide any additional 

information necessary for the review process. Mr. Ludtke also accepted Mr. Riddell’s 

recommendation that additional hydrogeological information and geotechnical information would 

be available as the individual stormwater systems were developed. With respect to the 

Hydrogeologist’s requests, Mr. Ludtke noted the Town addressed these issues in SIR #1. 

[204] The Director noted that in considering the applications for the Approvals, he 

applied relevant legislation and applicable AEP directives, guidance, and policy documents.102  

The Director described to the Board the information he considered in his independent review and 

how issues raised during the review process were addressed. He stated that he reviewed: 

 
102  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 68 where the 
Director stated the legislation and AEP directives, guidance and policy considered included but was not limited to: 

“(1)  the Water Act…: 

(2) the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin (2014); 

(3) the Standards and Guidelines for Municipal Waterworks Wastewater and Storm Drainage Systems 
(2013)…; 

(4) the Stormwater Guidance Document, the Water Act and EPEA (2006)…; 

(5) the Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta (1999)…; 

(6) the Municipal Policies and Procedures Manual (2001)…; 

(7) the Alberta Wetland Policy (2013). 
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1. the Town’s applications for Approval; 

2. valid SOCs and the Town’s responses to those concerns; 

3. SIRs and responses from the Town; 

4. internal AEP subject matter expert referral comments; 

5. recommendations from AEP Approvals Coordinator/Senior Water 
Administration Engineer, Mr. Ludtke; and 

6. applicable legislation policies and guidelines.103 

[205] The Director reviewed for the Board his authority under section 38 of the Act 

stating he had discretion in issuing the Approvals and noted he had to make “meaningful referrals” 

to subject matter experts in AEP that "address concerns on water management and potential 

impacts to the aquatic environment”. The Director stated he must consider the recommendations 

of the subject matter experts within the context of the regulatory scheme. He also stated he must 

not blindly follow policies and guidelines but must consider them in context of the approval 

applied for. 

[206] The Director explained the Town clearly demonstrated the NW Stormwater 

Management System would have no significant adverse effect to the aquatic environment or other 

water users and would have no significant change to hydraulic, hydrological, or hydrogeological 

effects downstream of the proposed activity.104 

Approval 1 

[207] The Director stated to the Board it was appropriate to issue Approval 1 for the 

following reasons: 

1. proposed works complied with Alberta Standards and Guidelines; 

 
103  See also Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 69. 
104 See also Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 70 
where the Director stated “his decision statement confirms…the activities authorized by the Approvals: 

 meet the Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta, including using conveyance and 
end-of-pipe Best Management Practices…, 

 control storm water runoff and water quality through the use of hybrid stormwater management facilities a 
linear wetland, and natural wetlands prior to discharging into a tributary water course to Lacombe Lake, 

 satisfy the Matters and Factors of the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin, 

 meet the requirements of the Alberta Wetland Policy and associated directives, and  

 will not have a significant impact on the environment or other water users. 
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2. best management practices were proposed to minimize quantity and 
quality concerns; 

3. the Town quantified the residual impacts to the receiving water bodies; 
and 

4. a monitoring plan was proposed to confirm the water quality modelling 
assumptions. 

[208] In making his decision, the Director stated he reasonably relied on Mr. Ludtke’s 

recommendation that Approval 1 be issued (subject to the conditions listed in the Approval) based 

on his assessment of the application, and supporting documents, as revised and supplemented in 

response to the Supplemental Information Requests. The Director also submitted that Mr. Ludtke 

determined the MSMP for the proposed NW Stormwater Management System exceeded the 1999 

SMGs. The Director also stated the additional measures taken by the Town to minimize potential 

impact by their works and to monitor these potential water quality impacts exceeded the typical 

requirement of master drainage plans for stormwater management systems.105 

[209] The Director submitted that the two primary aspects of AEP’s stormwater 

management policies and guidelines are stormwater quality and quantity control. 

Water Quality 

[210] The Director stated he was satisfied the NW Stormwater Management System 

would not have an adverse effect on water quality. The Director argued he reasonably relied on 

the Water Quality Assessment prepared by Stantec which based its analysis on total phosphorus 

and concluded it was unlikely the NW Stormwater Management System would result in a 

measurable change in cumulative load or water quality for total phosphorus in Lacombe Lake.106 

[211] The Director submitted he considered the impact of total phosphorous loading on 

the aquatic environment and Lacombe Lake. The Director noted the Water Quality Assessment 

modeling showed the amount of phosphorus entering Lacombe Lake would double because of the 

Project but found the post-treatment modeled concentration of phosphorus of 0.07 mg/L acceptable 

as the concentration was similar to that of rainwater, less than that found in agricultural or non-

urban runoff, and unlikely to adversely affect the water quality or the aquatic environment of 

 
105  See Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 72 and 73. 
106  See Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 74 to 83. 
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Lacombe Lake.  The NW Stormwater Management System also included methods to mitigate and 

monitor the potential impact of phosphorous. 

[212] The Director submitted he also considered how the design of the NW Stormwater 

Management System removed sediments and other contaminants. The Director stated that the 

proposed hybrid stormwater management facilities were designed to promote sediment removal 

and the NW Stormwater Management System met or exceeded the 2006 SGD minimum 

performance criteria of removing 85% of sediments 75 microns or greater.107  The Director also 

noted the hybrid-type ponds proposed by the Town were analogous to extended detention wet 

ponds and in the 1999 and 2013 SMGs extended wet ponds were said to have a higher than average 

removal efficiency than typical wet ponds.108 

[213] The Director submitted his reliance on the Water Quality Assessment’s analysis of 

phosphorous in assessing overall water quality is reasonable and it was also reasonable to conclude 

ponds and wetlands in a series would ensure relatively high rates of removal of other parameters 

such as nitrogen and metals. Emphasis was placed on phosphorus as a key parameter in judging 

water quality because phosphorus is the limiting nutrient in most freshwater systems, and it 

accelerates eutrophication when present in higher concentrations.109  As well, the Director noted 

as there was sufficient information about runoff concentrations, removal rates, and atmospheric 

deposition for phosphorus and less information about other nutrients and metals, he reasonably 

accepted phosphorus as the appropriate parameter for a mass balance analysis.  The Director also 

concluded, although percentage of overall removal rates for each parameter varied, it was possible 

 
107  See Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 89 and 90 
which states that the “2006 Stormwater Guidance Document provides that the removal of 85% of sediments and 75 
microns or greater is sufficient” and that the “hybrid stormwater management ponds were shown to exceed the 
minimum performance criteria for the removal of Total Suspended Solids (85% removal of 75-um particles) set out 
in the Municipal PPM”. 
108  See Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 88 to 91 
and at paragraph 92 where the Director stated, “As outlined in the 1999 SMGs, extended detention wet ponds have an 
average removal efficiency of 65% for total phosphorus and 55% for total nitrogen, while wet ponds have average 
removal efficiencies of 45% and 35% for same”. 
109  See Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 94 where 
the Director noted the Battle River Management Plan indicated “[b]ased on available water quality data, total 
phosphorus is likely the main parameter forming the basis for degraded water quality in the Battle River.” 
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to infer removal efficiencies for other contaminants based on the removal efficiency of total 

phosphorus. The Director stated that according to: 

“…Table 6-4 of the 1999 SMGs and Table 5.5 of the 2013 Stormwater 
Management Guidelines, the use of certain best management practices, such as wet 
ponds, infiltration basins, show a corresponding reduction in a number of potential 
contaminants, including total phosphorus, total suspended solids, total nitrogen lead 
and zinc.”110  

[214] Finally, the Director submitted additional measures were included in the 

NW Stormwater Management System to address potential impact to water quality as follows: 

1. design features monitor and minimize potential for aquatic invasive 
species to enter the downstream environment; 

2. use of “Source Control” best management practices, Low Impact 
Development strategies in accordance with the 1999 SMGs and Oil and 
Grit Separators in accordance the 2013 SMGs; 

3. stabilization and use of natural wetlands for water quality improvements in 
accordance with 1999 SMGs; 

4. development of an Environment Stewardship Plan to minimize the Town’s 
total impact to the environmental; and 

5. development of a water quality monitoring program.  

Water Quantity and Flow Rates 

[215] The Director stated the Hydrological Assessment showed there was no significant 

change from pre- to post-development in subsurface flow and groundwater discharge to Lacombe 

Lake. 

[216] The Director submitted each of the scenarios used in the water balance modeling 

showed acceptable increases in the water level of Lacombe Lake, particularly for small and more 

common storm events. He submitted single event analysis of the 1:2 to 1:25-year storm events 

showed increases in the maximum water level form 0.00 metres to 0.04 metres, respectively. The 

Director noted Scenario 4, a worst-case scenario, did not provide for any infiltration in storm ponds 

and with moderate infiltration in the general northwest area, Lacombe Lake maximum levels 

would increase by a maximum of 0.231 metres above pre-development conditions and 0.09 metres 

 
110  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 93 to 99. 
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for a 1:100 year storm event. The Director further noted when infiltration was added into the 

modeling in Scenarios 5 and 6, the continuous simulation model showed a maximum lake level 

rise of 0.013 to 0.114 metres. The Director argued the maximum levels pertain to more extreme 

events and wetter conditions that would not occur on a regular or ongoing basis and smaller lake 

level increases are expected for regular climatic conditions.111 

[217] The Director submitted the Town met the MDP’s pre-development discharge rate 

of 2.0 L/s/ha as the post-development discharge rate into Lacombe Lake in a 1:100-year storm 

event was modeled to be 1.45 L/s/ha. The Director submitted routing this water through Lacombe 

Lake slowed down the rate of flow at its outlet to Whelp Brook to 0.477 L/s/ha as the lake acts as 

a large detention pond. The Director also noted additional measures were included in the MSMP 

to address impacts to quantity and flow rates such as hybrid stormwater management ponds and 

natural ponds that facilitate infiltration, use of “source” control best management practices and 

Low Impact Development strategies.112 

Approval 2 

[218] The Director noted the Appellants did not make specific submissions relating to 

potential adverse impacts from the activities authorized by Approval 2. Based on the Director’s 

review of the application for Approval 2, the Director submitted the activities authorized by 

Approval 2 would not have a significant adverse effect on the aquatic environment or other water 

users as the Town’s Wetland Assessment and Impact Report meets AEP policy requirements. The 

Director stated at the hearing the Town provided a surface outlet for the NW Blackfalds 

development area, complied with Alberta Wetland Policy and associated directives, demonstrated 

avoidance and minimization of impacts to wetlands, and paid compensation for the 0.18 ha of 

infilled wetlands. 

 
111  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 103 to 106. 
112  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 109 to 112. 
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3. The Appellants did not Meet the Onus of Demonstrating the Director’s 
Decision to Issue the Approvals was Inappropriate 

[219] The Director submitted the Appellants did not meet the onus of proof to 

demonstrate the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals was inappropriate. The Director argued 

the Appellants did not provide new evidence, site-specific assessments, or expert opinion that the 

Approval activities would adversely affect the environment but relied on the Appellants’ own 

assessment of reports and documents reviewed and considered by the Director and speculated 

additional studies might reveal potential impacts. 

[220] In his closing arguments, the Director argued the basis of the appeals was the 

Appellants alleged the Director did not properly exercise his discretion in issuing the Approvals 

because he did not require sufficient studies or baseline data, erred in not following every internal 

recommendation, and failed to correctly assess the risk. The Director submitted he did properly 

exercise his discretion and it is not his role to demonstrate the Project has zero impact. The Act 

contemplates that activities may impact water and the aquatic environment, and the Director may 

consider the effects on the aquatic environment, hydraulic, hydrological or hydrogeological effects 

of an activity in issuing an approval.113  The Director submitted it is not an absolute requirement, 

but in considering these effects of the Project, the Director properly exercised his discretion. 

[221] The Director further explained it is not the Director’s role to require applicants to 

conduct every possible study and assessment related to every potential risk as argued by the 

Appellants. The Director’s role is to assess each Project on its own merits by applying applicable 

legislation policy and guidelines, assessing adequacy of information and request supplemental 

information if necessary. The Director’s role also required applying discretion in applying internal 

referral recommendations and making an informed decision. The Director argued in this case, the 

record showed the Director considered each subject matter expert’s recommendation within the 

broader context of the regulatory scheme and the purposes of the Act and many were incorporated 

into the SIRs and the Town’s responses. 

[222] The Director submitted to the Board that in the limited circumstances where 

Mr. Ludtke did not accept a recommendation, he properly exercised his discretion to do so as the 

 
113   See section 38(2) of the Water Act, R.S.A. 2000, c. W-3. 
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Town had already met or exceeded the 1999 SMGs and had demonstrated, even in the worst-case 

scenario, insignificant impacts. The Director explained that he had incorporated the Water Quality 

Specialist’s questions into the SIR, and it was only after her second review he determined further 

information was unwarranted, and her concerns could be addressed as part of the Lake 

Management Plan. With respect to the Regional Hydrologist’s recommendation to further assess 

infiltration rates, the Director accepted Stantec’s Hydrogeologist’s recommendation that 

applicable studies would occur once site level work would be carried out and it would not make 

sense to do so at the broader level of a MSMP. The Director stated he reasonably concluded 

additional studies were unnecessary and unlikely to change his assessment. The Director argued 

the reasonable exercise of his discretion, after properly considering the recommendations does not 

constitute an error as alleged by the Appellants.  

[223] The Director also explained it is the applicant’s role to establish the need for a 

project, design a project to meet the need and request a Water Act approval to allow the applicant 

to build the project. If the project is reasonable and meets the considerations under the Act, the 

Director may issue the approval. In the current circumstances, the Director in his closing comments 

submitted he had reviewed the applications and supporting technical reports and modeling; referral 

comments and recommendations; applicable legislation and policies, standards, and guidelines; 

and the SOCs and the Town’s responses. The Director submitted that the Project met or exceeded 

the legislative requirements and AEP’s policies or standards and the Appellants did not provide 

evidence that the modeling was incorrect or that the Project would have an adverse effect on the 

aquatic environment or water users. The Director noted that he and the Town put in considerable 

effort to address the concerns raised by the Appellants. Mr. Ludtke took the extra step of 

incorporating the concerns of the SOCs into the SIRs to ensure they were addressed. The Director 

submitted he considered the effect on aquatic environment, downstream users and landowners and 

based on his review considered the MSMP reasonable and appropriate within the context of the 

Act and the Director properly exercised his discretion when he issued the approvals. 

4. Terms and Conditions of the Approvals are Appropriate 

[224] The Director submitted the terms and conditions of the Approvals adequately 

protect the aquatic environment and Lacombe Lake. He also submitted the Project plans, technical 
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reports, SIR information and design standards limit how the activities are conducted under the 

Approvals and have been verified and assessed by AEP staff and approved by the Director. 

Approval 1 

[225] Approval 1 is for the construction operation and maintenance of the 

NW Stormwater Management System. The Director submitted the NW Stormwater Management 

System design exceeded the applicable 2013 Standards and Guidelines and the 1999 SMGs; 

required that the Project must be constructed and operated in accordance with the MSMP which 

forms part of the Approval; and the terms and conditions imposed an obligation on the Town to 

actively take steps to protect the aquatic environment, Lacombe Lake, and other users from 

potential adverse impacts of Approval 1 activities.114 

[226] The Director stated at the hearing the Town designed a system that mitigated 

potential environmental impact of proposed activities and provided enough information for the 

Director to determine terms and conditions to ensure environmental impacts are minimized. The 

Director submitted the MSMP included extensive mitigation efforts, including special storm 

design, the use of wetlands, the use of best management practices, a monitoring program, and the 

development of a Lake Management Plan, to reduce potential adverse impacts to Lacombe Lake. 

[227] The Director described to the Board the terms and conditions contained in 

Approval 1 are designed to protect the aquatic environment. The Director noted at the hearing and 

in his written submissions, Approval 1 contained conditions designed to mitigate environmental 

impacts including ongoing water quality monitoring (sections 5 and 6), requirements for the hybrid 

storm pond (section 3.1), and storm pond outlet controls (condition 3.4).115 

[228] The Director noted condition 5.1 of Approval 1 required the Town to undertake 

stormwater monitoring by taking 24 samples per year from Pond C, Pond A and Lacombe Lake to 

be analyzed for several parameters, including phosphorus, for a minimum of one consecutive five-

year period in accordance with the Water Quality Monitoring Program. The Director submitted 

this program exceeded the 1999 SMGs recommendations which stated monitoring the 

 
114  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 176 and 186. 
115  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 178 to 181. 
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effectiveness of a stormwater management system in removing various pollutants should occur 

“during the first two years after installation”.116 

Approval 2 

[229] Approval 2 authorized the modification of two wetlands, the infilling of one 

wetland and the construction, operation and maintenance of the linear wetlands and storm trunk. 

The Director described at the hearing that the terms and conditions of Approval 2 imposed an 

obligation on the Town to actively take steps to protect the aquatic environment from potential 

adverse impacts of the activities authorized by Approval 2. At the hearing and in his written 

submissions, the Director described several conditions included in Approval 2 including 

obligations on the Town with respect to monitoring for and repairing erosion and preparation of a 

Siltation and Erosion Control plan (conditions 3.5, 4.0 to 4.1), payment of compensation for 

the infilled wetlands (condition 3.10), minimum normal water elevation for Ponds A and C 

(condition 3.11 and 3.12), and investigation of complaints relating to surface water or groundwater 

interference, including reporting, remediation and mitigation measures (conditions 5.0 to 5.2).117 

5. The Appellants have not Demonstrated the Terms and Conditions of the 
Approvals are Inadequate 

[230] The Director submitted the Appellants have not provided any evidence the 

Approval activities pose a risk to the aquatic environment or other water users and have not 

demonstrated the conditions of the Approvals are insufficient to address any of the impacts they 

alleged. 

[231] The Director disputed the Appellants’ submissions regarding adequacy of the terms 

and conditions related to sampling locations for water quality and water quality monitoring. The 

Director submitted that the Appellants did not provide any evidence that more stringent water 

quality monitoring is necessary or any reasonable suggestions of how the conditions of the 

Approvals could be amended to be more protective. The Director noted the Town is required to 

sample downstream of Pond C which is the last point at which the Town would have care and 

 
116  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraph 183. 
117  Director’s Written Submission Alberta Environment and Parks, May 31, 2021, at paragraphs 188 and 189. 
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control over the inputs into the NW Stormwater Management System and could implement any 

mitigation measure within the boundary of the Approvals. From that point the runoff flows through 

the linear wetland to Pond D which is under the authority of Lacombe County. The Director also 

noted that it would be unreasonable for the Town to be required to monitor lands outside of the 

Approval area for impacts over which it has no control. Finally, the Director submitted that 

although it was suggested that monitoring should continue into perpetuity, AEP had no ability to 

require monitoring in perpetuity as section 38(6) of the Act required approvals to include an expiry 

date. 

[232] The Director also noted conditions 5.0, 5.1 and 5.2 of Approval 1 required the Town 

to monitor water quality for key parameters found in stormwater for at least five consecutive years 

with multiple annual sampling locations. If water quality deteriorates, the Director stated 

conditions 6.1, 6.5, 7.0, 7.1 and 7.2 of Approval 1 required the Town to undertake remedial 

measures and investigate written complaints. As well, Approval 1 required the development of a 

Lake Management Plan for Lacombe Lake in conjunction with other stakeholders to provide for 

monitoring or water quality and other issues. 

VI. BOARD’S ANALYSIS 

[233] Under section 99(1) of EPEA, the Board must provide the Minister with its report 

and recommendations regarding the issues in these appeals. 

[234] The Board considered the oral evidence, arguments, and written submissions 

provided by the Parties, the Director’s Record, and the relevant legislation in making its 

recommendations to the Minister. 

[235] The Board appreciates the participation of the Intervenors at the hearing. The 

Intervenors provided the Board with additional context and background information regarding the 

design and need for the Project. 

[236] Section 38(2) of the Water Act requires, in part, that: 

(2) In making a decision under this section, the Director 
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(a) must consider, with respect to the applicable area of the Province, the matters and 

factors that must be considered in issuing an approval, as specified in an applicable 

approved water management plan, 

(b) may consider any existing, potential or cumulative 

(i) effects on the aquatic environment, 

(ii) hydraulic, hydrological, and hydrogeological effects, and 

(iii)  effect on household users, licensees, and traditional agricultural users, 

that result or may result from the activity, …” [Emphasis added by the Board] 

The Board is of the view that the Director has meet his obligations under both 38(2)(a) and (b) and 

that the impacts under the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin. The 

Director discussed how he met these obligations in his direct evidence.118  Specifically, the 

Director testified that there would be (1) no significant impact to the riparian or aquatic 

environment, (2) no adverse impacts to the hydrology, hydrogeology, or hydraulic characteristics, 

public health and safety, or assimilative capacity of the environment, and (3) no significant impact 

to the connectivity of surface and shallow groundwater regimes.  Based on the evidence presented 

at the hearing and in the written materials, the Board agrees with the Director’s analysis. 

Specifically, at the hearing, the Board heard that the Director considered the relevant matters and 

factors in the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin. The Board finds that 

the Director referenced the correct Approved Water Management Plan for the Project. 

A. Was the Director's Decision to Issue the Approvals Appropriate, 
Having Regard to the Water Act and the Applicable Alberta 
Environment and Parks' Policies and Guidelines? 

[237] This issue consisted of five sub-issues which are addressed below: 

a. an adequate outlet for the stormwater management system; 
b. the analysis and modelling of stormwater quality in accordance with the 

Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta; 

 
118  Director’s Direct Evidence – Alberta Environment and Parks – June 21, 2021, being Exhibit #2, starting at 
page 65 – discussing the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin. 
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c. the risk of potential hydrocarbon contamination to Lacombe Lake as a 
result of the activities authorized by the Approvals; 

d. the stormwater flows used to calculate the water quality impacts of the 
activities authorized by the Approvals; and 

e. cumulative environmental impacts of the activities authorized by the 
Approvals on Lacombe Lake, including: 

i. impacts on water flow through the Lake; 
ii. impacts on water quality in the Lake; 
iii. impacts on water levels on the Lake; 
iv. impacts of water flow and water levels on shoreline erosion; and 
v. impacts of water flow and water levels on-shore nesting birds. 

1. An Adequate Outlet for the Stormwater Management System 

[238] Regarding the first issue in these appeals, the Appellants relied on the definition of 

‘adequate outlet’ contained in Approval 1 to argue the Director erred as he failed to require the 

Town to identify an adequate outlet for the Project as required by Approval 1, and that the changes 

or alterations in water flows, levels and impacts on the environment at Lacombe Lake as a result 

of the Project were measurable and as such Lacombe Lake was not an adequate outlet.  

Ms. Alexander stated that the MSMP estimated changes in outflows from the lake ranged from a 

9.1% increase over pre-development outflows for a 1:2-year storm event under the single event 

analysis to a 931.6% increase over pre-development outflows for Scenario 4 under the continuous 

simulation analysis. Ms. Alexander also noted the continuous simulation modeling presented in 

the MSMP showed post-development maximum lake levels could increase from 0.031 to 0.231 

metres over pre-development levels based on the continuous simulation scenarios modeled. Ms. 

Alexander further submitted that the Project would adversely affect Lacombe Lake due to 

increased shoreline erosion, lake siltation, loss of property values and exacerbation of historic lake 

level issues. 

[239] The Board heard from the Appellants that damage from historical flooding would 

be exacerbated by the overland runoff from the Project. The Board heard evidence the construction 

of a weir by the County at Whelp Creek caused flooding of Lacombe Lake because it was built 

higher than expected and had a history of not being maintained. The Board was provided 

photographic and anecdotal evidence describing damage to the Appellant’s property caused by the 

high-water levels of Lacombe Lake. 
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[240] The Board also heard submissions that meeting the MDP pre-development 

discharge rates at Lacombe Lake post-development for the 1:100-year storm event was not 

evidence of an adequate outlet as it does not address whether the alterations in flow and level were 

measurable, was not supported with field confirmation, and was based on regional data and should 

not have been relied upon by the Director. 

[241] The Board heard submissions from the Town that Pond D met the legislative criteria 

for an ‘adequate outlet’ because beyond that point post-development flow rates could impact 

downstream receiving bodies but, based on the Town’s modeling such impacts were determined 

by the Town’s modeling not to be significant. The Board also heard from the Town that Lacombe 

Lake also met the legislative criteria for ‘adequate outlet’ as Lacombe Lake was not adversely 

impacted by the Project. 

[242] The Board heard from the Director that Lacombe Lake was an adequate outlet for 

the Project and met AEP Guidelines and Policies set out in the 2006 SGDs and the 2018 Factsheet. 

[243] The Director explained to the Board the purpose of defining “adequate outlet” in 

Approval 1 was to require the Town to obtain consent from the County with respect to the flow 

route to the lake, but it did not import a requirement for an adequate outlet. 

[244] The Director by his own admission acknowledged the definition of adequate outlet 

contained in Approval 1 was overly restrictive and could cause confusion. The Director explained 

a more reasonable interpretation of an adequate outlet is an outlet that performs within its design 

capacity during the peak 1:100-year storm event and does not adversely affect the environment. 

[245] The Director argued this interpretation is supported by the 2006 SGD as well as the 

2018 Fact Sheet which contains an updated definition of “measurable”. The 2006 SGD stated: 

“For a storm drainage discharge outlet to be considered an adequate outlet, the 
storm drainage system must NOT measurably*: 

 alter the natural peak flow or level of the water body receiving the storm 
drainage, whether temporarily or permanently; 

 change or be capable of changing the location of the water or the direction of 
flow of water in the water body receiving the storm drainage; 

 cause or be capable of causing the siltation or the erosion of any bed or shore 
of the receiving water body; 
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 cause or be capable of causing an adverse effect on the aquatic environment. 

* Measurable changes, alterations are those that can be measured using current 
technologies; and when compared to pre-development storm flow conditions 
demonstrate that a change, alteration, or effect has not occurred. 

In general terms an outlet is expected to be adequate when: 

 the impact of the post-development flow cannot be detected; or 

 the outlet performs within its design capacity during the peak 1/100-year storm 
event and will not create an adverse effect on the environment.” 119  

[Emphasis added by the Board] 

The 2018 Fact Sheet further stated: 

 “Measurable changes, alterations or effects are those that can be measured using 
current technologies; and when compared to the pre-development storm flow 
conditions demonstrate that a change, alteration or effect has or has not occurred or 
is insignificant.”120 [Emphasis added by the Board] 

[246] The Board heard from the Director that guidelines and policies such as the 2006 

SGDs and the 2018 Fact Sheet are guidance documents and tools to be used by the Director to 

assist in decision-making. They are not absolute legislative requirements and should be applied 

flexibly and in a site-specific manner. 

[247] The Board concurs with the Director that Ms. Alexander’s interpretation of the 

definition of “adequate outlet” contained in Approval 1 is too restrictive since it assumes that a 

negligible but measurable alteration in flow or level would prevent a Project from being approved. 

It is the Board’s view that an adequate outlet is required at the point where the stormwater leaves 

the Project and enters the downstream water bodies. 

[248] The Board heard evidence from the Town that the single event modeling showed 

for a 1:100-year storm event post-development-controlled discharge rate for the Project would be 

1.45 L/s/ha which was below the 2.00 L/s/ha required by the MDP. The Board heard further 

evidence that the 1:100-year storm event modeling showed Lacombe Lake level would rise by 9 

cm. 

 
119  Storm Guidance Document (March 2006) at page 6. 
120  2018 Alberta Environment factsheet, Water Act; Storm Water Management at paragraph 148. 
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[249] The Town also provided evidence to the Board that modeling under Scenario 6 

resulted in a 1% probability (or less than 4 days per year) that the level of Lacombe Lake would 

increase by 5 cm over pre-development levels. 

[250] The Board heard evidence from the Town that post-development lake levels and 

flows were like pre-development lake levels and flows, and water quality would possibly improve 

over pre-development conditions. 

[251] The Board heard evidence that phosphorus concentrations in Lacombe Lake post-

development were less than pre-development and similar to rain water; that phosphorus was a 

well-accepted indicator of lake health; and that the design of the Project and the removal of 

sediment through the system of ponds and wetlands would result in a possible improvement to the 

quality of water in Lacombe Lake due to the removal of contaminants, metals and nutrients prior 

to release of the water from the system. 

[252] Based on the evidence, the Board is satisfied that the impacts of the Project on the 

environment after discharge from the NW Stormwater Management System may be measurable, 

but they are not significant. Further the Board is satisfied that the unit discharge rate for a 1:100-

year storm event for the Project does not exceed MDP guidelines. It is the Board’s view the 

Appellants have not provided persuasive evidence that discharge from the Project would have an 

adverse impact to the environment over pre-development conditions. 

[253] The Board acknowledges the Appellants concerns over historical flood conditions 

at Lacombe Lake caused by the weir construction and lack of maintenance. The Board notes the 

Appellants have indicated it had been remedied in recent years. It is the Board’s view the cause of 

historic flooding is unrelated to the Project and the assessment of the appropriateness of the 

Director’s decision to issue the Approvals must be based on the alterations to water flow and level 

caused by the Project over pre-development conditions, not on changes caused by pre-existing 

infrastructure installed prior to the application for the Project and under control of the County. 

[254] The Board notes much of the Appellants argument regarding the identification of 

an adequate outlet is based on perceived errors, omissions and unsupported assumptions contained 

in the modeling undertaken by the Town and relied upon by the Director in making his decision to 
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issue the Approvals. The Board notes models are intended to be representations and not absolute 

truths. As models represent the conditions and outcomes of the data input into them, they are 

inherently limited despite their usefulness. Consequently, a model will never be an exact 

replication of the real world. Knowing these limitations, accuracy and reliability in this context 

really means useful approximation. 

[255] It is the Board’s view it is not sufficient to speculate that the modeling provided by 

the Town in support of the Project is erroneous or based on unsubstantiated assumptions. The onus 

is on the Appellants to provide sufficient, reliable, and relevant evidence to show on the balance 

of probabilities the Board should recommend to the Minister the decision of the Director should 

be reversed as he failed to require the Town to identify an adequate outlet due to reliance on 

erroneous or unsupported modeling. 

[256] The Board is not satisfied the Appellants met this onus of proof. 

[257] The Board heard from the Town that their consultant, Stantec, completed both 

single event and continuous modeling storm water analysis for the Project, including the use of 

conservative assumptions and differing scenarios, to ensure modeling of water flow and level was 

robust and Lacombe Lake was not adversely impacted. The Board also heard from the Town that 

the Water Quality Assessment modeling was akin to a “stress test” to ensure the Project would 

perform as intended under water flows more than what was expected and that differing flow rates 

in modeling were used for differing purposes. Also, the Board was provided evidence that AEP 

guidelines and policies as well as leading literature accepted phosphorus as an acceptable indicator 

of lake health. 

[258] It is the Board’s view that the Appellants have not provided any evidence to show 

modeling of the effect of the Project on lake levels, flow and quantity was not accurate and reliable. 

The Board is satisfied with the Town’s explanations regarding the use of differing flow rates for 

differing purposes and the need for reasonable assumptions to make modeling useful to the 

decision maker. The Board respectfully notes that the context in which a model is developed must 

be considered and taking modeling results out of context is speculative and not persuasive. 
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[259] The Board finds that the definition of ‘adequate outlet’ contained in Approval 1 is 

too restrictive. The Board also finds that the Project has an adequate outlet as discharge from the 

NW Stormwater Management System does not exceed MDP pre-development standards of 

2.0 L/s/ha for a 1:100-year storm event. The Board accepts the Town’s and Director’s evidence 

that the outlet is adequate as the modeling developed by the Town showed that discharge from the 

NW Stormwater Management System is not likely to cause an adverse environmental impact. 

[260] It is also the Board’s view that the definition of adequate outlet contained in 

Approval 1 should be amended to reflect the complete definition of “adequate outlet” as set out in 

the 2006 SGD and the revised definition of “measurable” as found in the 2018 Fact Sheet. 

2. Analysis and Modeling of Stormwater Quality in Accordance with the 
Stormwater Management Guidelines for the Province of Alberta 

[261] The Appellants asserted that the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals was not 

appropriate as there was insufficient analysis and study and there were errors and omissions in 

quality modeling. 

[262] The Board heard argument from the Appellants that a comprehensive water study 

of Pond D and Lacombe Lake should have been completed prior to the issuance of the Approvals. 

It was also alleged the Director did not follow the guidance found in the 1999 SMGs that required 

a detailed water quality study for the Project. 

[263] The Appellants argued the Director inappropriately relied on the Water Quality 

Assessment because it focused on phosphorus as an indicator of the removal rates for other 

pollutants such as nitrogen, metals, chloride, and hydrocarbons. 

[264] The Appellants also raised issue with the lack of baseline testing in Lacombe Lake 

and Pond D of other pollutants including hydrocarbons prior to the issuance of the Approvals and 

the failure of the Director to consider the concerns and requests of certain AEP subject matter 

specialists for more information. 

[265] At the hearing, the Director described to the Board the review and decision-making 

process for the applications. Mr. Ludtke explained the steps taken by AEP to review the Town’s 

application to determine if the Project had an adverse affect on water quality in Lacombe Lake and 
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Whelp Brook including consultation with the public, review of the Town’s applications including 

the Water Quality Assessment, review by AEP subject matter experts, and consideration of the 

applicability of relevant legislation and AEP guidelines and policies. 

[266] The Board heard evidence from the Town and the Director that the modeling 

showed the Project met or exceeded AEP guidance. The Town disputed Ms. Alexander’s 

submission that the 1999 SMGs required the Town complete a detailed water quality analysis 

because Lacombe Lake was a recreational or sensitive biological resource that would likely be 

affected. The Town argued, as it was unlikely the receiving water bodies would be adversely 

affected by the Project, the Project fell within the second category of stormwater systems described 

in the 1999 SMGs which do not require an extensive water quality study. 

[267] The Town explained to the Board that the stormwater would flow through 

stormwater management facilities throughout the Project where it must meet AEP stormwater 

quality standards before discharge. The Town also explained to the Board that the Project as 

designed would improve water quality as it proceeds through the system and the overall result is a 

net increase in the quality of water which in turn should increase the quality of water in both the 

lake and downstream. 

[268] The Town also described to the Board the methodology used in water quality 

analysis stating the Project used a mass balance assessment for system performance and used 

phosphorus as an overall indicator of system performance which was a recognized industry 

standard and practice and cited in leading literature. 

[269] At the hearing Mr. Morgan also explained to the Board other nutrients were not 

ignored in the Water Quality Study. Other nutrients would be treated by the same processes that 

treat phosphorous as the storm water passes through the Stormwater Management System. Mr. 

Morgan also explained to the Board that modeling predicted the treated stormwater would have a 

lower concentration of phosphorus than average pre-development concentrations and would be 

similar to that of rainwater. 

[270] The Director also explained to the Board the hybrid stormwater management 

facilities were designed to meet or exceed the 2006 SGD minimum performance criteria of 
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removing 85% of sediments of 75 microns or greater. He further explained it was reasonable to 

accept using phosphorus as the appropriate parameter for the mass balance analysis as the 1999 

and 2013 SMGs recognized a corresponding reduction in contaminants, including phosphorous, 

using best management practices such as wet ponds. The Director submitted the Project complied 

with or exceeded AEP policy in addressing post-development water quality. 

[271] Mr. Ludtke also told the Board it was unnecessary to require any further water 

quality study as requested by AEP subject matter experts as further study was unlikely to change 

the Director’s assessment and would likely provide no additional information. 

[272] It is the Board’s view the Director appropriately concluded that the analysis and 

modeling in respect of water quality was in accordance with applicable AEP guidelines. The Board 

accepts the evidence of the Town and the Director that water quality in Lacombe Lake will not be 

adversely affected by the Project. The Board therefore finds a detailed water quality study beyond 

what has already been completed, was not required under the 1999 SGDs. 

[273] As stated earlier, it is the Board’s view that the use of phosphorus as an indicator 

of the performance of the Project is appropriate as it is recognized in AEP guidelines and industry 

practice as well as leading literature. The Board found the Appellants’ submissions regarding 

impacts on water quality to be speculative in nature and to focus in a significant part on the lack 

of study and analysis of other nutrients. However, it is the Board’s view the Appellants have failed 

to provide sufficient, reliable, and relevant evidence that it is inappropriate for the Director to rely 

on AEP guidelines and polices and leading literature supporting the applicability of phosphorus as 

indicator of lake health. 

[274] The Board also notes that the Town has committed to an ongoing sampling and 

monitoring program to ensure the Project operates as designed. 

[275] At the hearing, the Director stated he had discretion in issuing the Approvals and 

he had to make meaningful referrals to subject matter experts, address their concerns, and consider 

their recommendations within the context of the regulatory scheme. 

[276] The Board is of the view that the Director exercised his discretion appropriately in 

respect of the additional information requested concerning water quality. The Board accepts the 



 - 76 - 
 

 

Classification: Public 

Director’s explanation that a further water quality study was not required as it would not provide 

any additional information. 

3. Risk of Potential Hydrocarbon Contamination 

[277] The Appellants raised the potential for hydrocarbon contamination of Lacombe 

Lake because the Project would discharge runoff from an urban area. 

[278] The Board heard evidence from the Town’s expert that the stormwater would move 

through a treatment train of constructed wetlands with an expected improvement in water quality 

before a controlled release into Lacombe Lake and beyond. The Town described the process to the 

Board and explained it was expected that other nutrient and contaminant removal rates would be 

equivalent to or greater than the 80% removal rate expected for phosphorous. 

[279] The Town also submitted that it is well accepted that volatilization and biological 

processes are very effective in removing hydrocarbon by-products and this fact coupled with 

removal of suspended solids of 75 microns or larger created an efficient system that complies with 

the MDP and AEP guidelines. 

[280] The Board finds the Director appropriately considered the potential for 

hydrocarbon contamination of Lacombe Lake in making his decision to issue the approval. The 

Board accepts the evidence that potential hydrocarbon contamination would be removed prior to 

discharge due to the design of the hybrid ponds and the Project. It is the Board’s view the 

Appellants’ submissions regarding potential hydrocarbon contamination were speculative in 

nature and the Appellants did not provide any evidence to show the Project as designed would not 

remove hydrocarbons from stormwater prior to discharge into Lacombe Lake. 

[281] The Board again notes that the Town has committed to a water quality monitoring 

program to ensure the Project operates as designed. 
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4. Stormwater Flows used to Calculate Water Quality Impacts of the 
Activities 

[282] The Appellants challenged the differing flow rates used in water quality modeling 

provided by the Town and relied upon by the Director in making his decision to issue the 

Approvals. 

[283] The Board heard submissions that the science and assessments of the stormwater 

quality modelling must be reviewed in context and differing rates were used in differing 

calculations for differing purposes. 

[284] The Town told the Board the volume testing rates used in the Water Quality 

Assessment were not indicative of actual flow rates because they overestimated the expected 

quantity of runoff to show that the system was robust under such conditions. 

[285] Similarly, the Town explained to the Board the difference between post-

development discharge rates used in the Water Quality Assessment and used in the continuous 

simulation modeling. The Town explained the continuous simulation modeling was part of 

Stantec’s hydrologic and hydraulic analysis which was used to provide an accurate illustration of 

day-to-day runoff conveyance and the effect of back-to-back storms. 

[286] The Town further explained the difference between Scenario 4 and 6 modeled in 

the continuous simulation modeling. Scenario 4 was a very unlikely scenario included as part of 

the sensitivity analysis to demonstrate, when compared to other scenarios, the robustness of the 

controls factored into the Project. 

[287] It is the Board’s view that the Director appropriately relied on the stormwater flows 

used to calculate water quality. The Appellants have not provided the Board with any evidence 

that would persuade the Board that the Town’s experts used incorrect flow rates in determining 

the impact of the Project on water quality. The Board accepts the explanation provided by the 

Town regarding the use of differing flow rates for differing purposes as reasonable. 
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5. Cumulative Environmental Impacts of the Activities Authorized by the 
Approvals on Lacombe Lake 

[288] This issue included five sub-issues: 

1. impacts on water flow through the Lake; 

2. impacts on water quality in the Lake; 

3. impacts on water levels on the Lake; 

4. impacts of water flow and water levels on shoreline erosion; and 

5. impacts of water flow and water levels on-shore nesting birds. 

[289] The Appellants submitted the Director failed to conduct a proper analysis of the 

cumulative environmental effect of changes in water flows, water levels, water quality on the 

recreational and ecological values of Lacombe Lake; on shoreline vegetation, fish, waterfowl, 

shore nesting birds or other wildlife; on shoreline erosion and increased sedimentation due to the 

overland flow of storm water from Pond D to Lacombe Lake.  The Appellants argued the Director 

erred as he failed to consider the historical flooding of Lacombe Lake; he wrongly relied on 

hydrological modeling that assumed the weir and Whelp Brook culvert would be free of debris; he 

failed to complete proper wildlife studies, including of shore nesting birds; and did not consider 

the impact phosphorus would have on aquatic plant growth. 

Water Quality, Flow Rates and Levels 

[290] The Director provided evidence to the Board that the continuous simulation 

modeling showed the Project had an acceptable impact as the increase in lake level was 

0.031 metres under Scenario 6, the most likely scenario. The Director also provided evidence the 

single event modeling showed in the case of a 1:100 year-storm event the increase in lake level 

was 9 cm which was negligible. He explained to the Board that these increases in lake level do not 

occur on a regular or permanent basis and small lake level increases are expected for regular 

climatic conditions. 

[291] The Board was also provided evidence by the Town that for most of the time post-

development lake levels are at or near pre-development lake levels and that post-development there 
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was only a 1% (less than 4 days per year) probability that the normal water level will be exceeded 

by 5 cm. 

[292] The Director also explained to the Board the post-development flow discharge rate 

from the Stormwater Management System to Lacombe Lake of 1.45 L/s/ha and the post-

development flow discharge rate from Lacombe Lake of 0.477 L/s/ha met the pre-development 

discharge rate of 2.0 L/s/ha set in the MDP for the Wolf Creek and Whelp Creek basin which 

includes Lacombe Lake and the northwest Blackfalds area.  He noted that the discharge rates from 

the hybrid ponds will also be designed to meet the MDP release rates. 

[293] The Town submitted for a 1:100-year storm event the impact on waterflow through 

the lake would be 0.007 m/s which the Town argued is negligible and would not foreseeably 

contribute to an accumulated impact. In addition, the Town argued the Approvals also have 

conditions to keep discharge controls in place to mitigate against downstream impact. 

[294] The Town submitted that the maintenance of the infrastructure will be a coordinated 

effort between the County and the Town, and that the continuous modeling simulation did capture 

incidents of flooding by incorporating 23 years of historical precipitation data. As well, 

maintenance of the weir could also form part of the Lake Management Plan. The Director also 

noted the MSMP modeling shows the structure is capable of handling flows from Lacombe Lake. 

Water Quality 

[295] As discussed earlier, the Town provided modeling evidence showing water quality 

could be plausibly improved because of the Project and the concentration of phosphorus in the 

stormwater entering the lake would be like rainwater. 

[296] The Director also noted phosphorus was the key parameter by which to judge water 

quality due to its role as the limiting nutrient in most freshwater systems and accelerating 

eutrophication when present in excess. The Director acknowledged that removal efficiencies for 

various contaminants would vary but he was of the view the ponds and wetlands in a series would 

result in a high rate of removal of various potential contaminants, nutrients, and metals and 

therefore changes in water quality would not have an adverse impact on the environment. 
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[297] The Board’s view is that plants in the lake respond to concentrations of phosphorus 

not the total loading of phosphorus. The Town demonstrated that the Project would have the net 

effect of dropping phosphorus concentrations in Lacombe Lake from 0.021 mg/L to 0.0.19 mg/L. 

Impacts of Water Flow and Water Level on Shoreline Erosion 

[298] As stated above the Director and the Town provided evidence that modeling 

showed increases to water flow and water level above pre-development conditions at Lacombe 

Lake were acceptable. The Director explained there would be no effect on shoreline erosion above 

pre-development conditions and therefore no adverse effect on the environment. 

Impact of Water Level and Water Flow on Shore Nesting Birds 

[299] The Town provided evidence to the Board that anticipated post-development water 

level and flows largely mimic pre-development conditions, and any increases would be minor and 

brief. Therefore, any impacts on nesting birds were not anticipated to be different than pre-

development conditions. The Town noted that in his report Mr. Wagner provided only anecdotal 

observations of the current situation and did not address how a controlled discharge into the lake 

would affect shore nesting birds adversely. Further, under Scenario 6 conditions, the most likely 

scenario, Mr. Wagner found it unlikely water level increases would impact shore nesting birds. 

[300] The Director also noted that even under Scenario 4, Mr. Wagner only indicated that 

the increases in water level could negatively impact some of the birds that nest near shore areas 

but did not indicate what those negative impacts would be. 

[301] The Board finds that the Director appropriately considered the cumulative 

environmental impacts of the activities authorized by the Approval. 

[302] It is the Board’s view the Appellants have not provided any evidence of discharge 

rates and lake levels that could potentially cause an impact on the environment. The Board accepts 

the evidence provided by the Director and the Town that the post-development water levels and 

flow to Lacombe Lake would not be materially different than pre-development water levels and 

flows and the Project would not cause an adverse environmental impact over pre-development 

conditions. 
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[303] The Board also accepts the evidence provided by the Director and the Town that 

the quality of water discharging from the NW Stormwater Management System may plausibly be 

better than pre-development runoff and phosphorus levels will not cause an adverse environmental 

impact as the concentration of phosphorus is like rainwater. It is the Board’s view that the 

Appellants’ submissions regarding contaminants are speculative and anecdotal, and the Appellants 

have not provided persuasive evidence to suggest that the Project will not operate as designed with 

respect to the removal of contaminants. 

[304] It is the Board’s view that the Appellants’ submissions regarding erosion and 

impact on shore nesting birds were also speculative and did not provide any site-specific data of 

potential adverse effects on the aquatic environment. The Board accepts the evidence provided by 

the Director and the Town that the Project will not adversely increase shoreline erosion or 

adversely affect shore nesting birds. Although the Board appreciates Mr. Wagner’s report and 

contribution to the hearing, it is the Board’s view that his evidence was not persuasive as it was 

anecdotal and concluded under Scenario 4 no significant impact on shore nesting birds. 

B. Do the Terms and Conditions of the Approvals Appropriately 
Address the Potential Environmental Impacts of the Activities that 
are Authorized? This Includes but is not Limited to Monitoring that 
Would Determine the Quality of Stormwater Discharging into 
Lacombe Lake? 

[305] Much of the Appellants arguments have focused on the failure of the Director to 

require a pre-development baseline study and assessment and continued monitoring of Pond D and 

Lacombe Lake, including a detailed assessment of pollutants other than phosphorus; a pre-

development study of shoreline vegetation, aquatic life and waterfowl; establishing acceptable lake 

levels and operational limits, water quality objectives and management plans; collecting pre-

development samples of run off entering the lake and pre-development water samples from Pond 

D and Lacombe Lake; and failing to require monitoring of Pond D and Lacombe Lake pre-

development, during construction and in perpetuity. 

[306] The Town explained to the Board the terms and conditions of the Approvals are 

adequate as the Approvals contained specific provisions, above general and standard conditions, 

designed to address environmental impacts including those directing and resulting in the Town’s 
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continued responsible overview of the Project and its impacts. The Town provided evidence to the 

Board that the Town is required to undertake a monitoring program as required by SIR #1 and the 

Water Quality Monitoring Program for a minimum of 5 years. The program requires at least one 

year of background data and is subject to the Director’s right to increase monitoring locations and 

periods and the obligation of the Town to provide annual summary reports to the Director. 

Approval 1 also requires the Town to develop a Lake Management Plan with the County and the 

Lacombe Lake Watershed Stewardship Society. 

[307] The Town provided evidence to the Board that a monitoring location was proposed 

at the discharge point of the system (Pond C) to the linear wetland. Other monitoring locations are 

also specified. 

[308] The Director also submitted the terms and conditions of the Approvals are 

appropriate as they adequately protect the aquatic environment and Lacombe Lake. The Director 

explained to the Board the various conditions contained in each of Approvals 1 and 2 that were 

designed to protect the environment including monitoring obligations imposed on the Town, 

obligations to mitigate the impact of phosphorus loading and other pollutants to Lacombe Lake 

because of the Project; and the development of a Lake Management Plan. The Director noted the 

sampling of discharge at the outlet of the linear wetland allows the Town to confirm their modeling 

and determine whether other potential impacts have occurred. The Director also noted the 

requirement to monitor the effectiveness of the stormwater management system for 5 years 

exceeds the 1999 SMGs recommendation to monitor for 2 years after installation of the system 

and was included to address concerns of the SOC filers. 

[309] Throughout their submissions and the hearing, the Appellants questioned the 

adequacy of modeling and reports; the lack of sufficient studies regarding water quality; and the 

lack of baseline data gathered prior to the issuance of the Approvals. The Board appreciates the 

Appellants’ concern regarding the continued health of Lacombe Lake and beyond. 

[310] It is the Board’s view the monitoring required by the Approvals is adequate as it 

meets or exceeds AEP guidelines and is more onerous than monitoring requirements generally 

imposed on other applicants. The Board accepts the evidence of the Town that it is committed to 

create a Lake Management Plan in conjunction with other stakeholders and the County. The Board 
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also accepts the Director’s evidence that the terms and conditions of the Approvals are designed 

to monitor and ensure there is not an adverse impact to the aquatic environment of Lacombe Lake 

because of the Project. The Appellants’ allegations that additional studies are necessary are 

speculative and not supported by evidence. Further, to require the Town to complete the additional 

studies suggested by the Appellants would put a higher standard on the Town than that imposed 

on other applicants. 

VII. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Conclusions 

[311] The Board found the Director’s decision to issue the Approvals appropriate having 

regard to the Water Act and AEP’s policies and guidelines.121  The Board found the approvals met 

or exceeded AEP stormwater management policies and guidelines and the activities authorized by 

the approvals did not adversely affect the aquatic environment. 

[312] The Board determined the terms and conditions of the approvals appropriately 

address the potential environmental impacts of the activities authorized. However, the Board found 

that the Director erred by including a definition of adequate outlet in Approval 1 that was too 

restrictive, which caused confusion and was not reflective of current AEP policy and guidelines. 

The Board is also of the view that the proposed water quality monitoring program for Approval 1 

should include the collection of an additional sample at the discharge point from the linear wetland 

because this is the last place the Approval Holder has control over surface water flow. 

[313] It is the Board’s view the Appellants have not satisfied the onus to provide 

sufficient evidence and argument to demonstrate to the Board that the decision of the Director 

should be reversed. The Board wishes to be clear about onus. The concerns that are raised about 

the evidence before the Board must be more than speculative. The Board understands that it may 

be difficult for appellants to assess technical information contained in approval applications, and 

that it is expensive for appellants to employ their own technical experts to assess the information 

or gather new information. However, appellants need to provide sufficient, reliable, and relevant 

 
121  See Director’s Direct Evidence – Alberta Environment and Parks – June 21, 2021, being Exhibit #2, at page 
65 – discussing the Approved Water Management Plan for the Battle River Basin. 
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evidence to show on the balance of probabilities that the Board should recommend to the Minister 

the decision of the Director be reversed or varied. The Board believes that this can be done though 

a careful analysis of the evidence before the Board, through a thorough cross-examination, and 

through argument; it need not only be done by bringing technical evidence to the contrary. 

However, as stated, in the circumstances of this case the Board is of the view the Appellants have 

not met this onus.  

[314] The Board recommends Approval 1 be varied to include a more complete definition 

of adequate outlet as provided for in current AEP policy and guidelines. The Board also 

recommends Approval 1 be varied to add monitoring at the discharge point of the linear wetland 

to ensure the system operates as intended. 

[315] The Board recommends all other terms and conditions of the Approvals be 

confirmed as issued. 

[316] Finally, the Board strongly supports the development of a Lake Management Plan 

for Lacombe Lake. In the Board’s view, many of the concerns of the Appellants are best addressed 

as part of the Lake Management Plan. Given the concerns of the Appellants, the Board suggests 

the Town should consider monitoring the water quality coming out of Lacombe Lake as part of 

their contribution to the Lake Management Plan. 

B. Recommendations 

[317] The Board recommends that the Minister: 

1. Confirm Approval 2 in its entirety. 

2. Vary Approval 1 by: 

a. replacing clause 1.1(h) with the following: 

1.1(h) "Adequate outlet'' means a storm drainage discharge outlet to a receiving 
water body that does NOT measurably*: 

i. Alter the natural peak flow or level of the water body receiving the 
storm drainage, whether temporarily or permanently. 

ii. Change or be capable of changing the location of the water or the 
direction of the flow of water in the water body receiving the storm 
drainage. 

iii. Cause or be capable of causing the siltation of the erosion of and bed or 
shore of the receiving water body. 
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iv. Cause or be capable of causing an adverse effect on the aquatic 
environment. 

*Measurable changes, alterations or effects are those that can be measured using 
current technologies; and when compared to the pre-development flow 
conditions demonstrate that a change, alteration, or effect has or has not 
occurred or is insignificant. 

b. replace clause 5.0 with the following: 

5.0 The Approval Holder shall undertake the stormwater monitoring program as 
outlined in Report Nos. 003857959-R001 and 00387959-R003, with the addition 
of a water quality sampling point at the discharge point of the linear wetland.  

VIII. CLOSING 

[318]  With respect to sections 100(2) and 103 of EPEA, the Board recommends copies 

of this Report and Recommendations, and the decision of the Minister, be sent to the following: 

a. Mr. Barry Robinson, Ecojustice on behalf of Ms. Anita Alexander;  

b. Ms. Antonietta Davis; 

c. Mr. William Hill; 

d. Ms. Suzanne Alexander-Smith, Chapman Riebeek LLP on behalf of the 
Town of Blackfalds; 

e. Ms. Nicole Hartman and Mr. Paul Maas, Alberta Justice and Solicitor 
General on behalf of Mr. Todd Aasen, Director, Regional Approvals, 
Regulatory Assurance Division – South, Environment and Parks; 

f. Mr. Ron Henschel on behalf of Aurora Heights Management Ltd.; and  

g. Mr. Joe Tindall on behalf of Mr. Everett and Ms. Bev Loney. 

Dated on December 22, 2023. 
 
-original signed-  
Anjum Mullick 
Board Member and Panel Chair 
 
-original signed-  
Nick Tywoniuk 
Board Member 
 
-original signed-  
Barbara Johnston 
Board Member and Board Chair 
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Appendix A: Diagrams of the proposed stormwater management system. 
 
The diagrams are taken from the Town’s presentation at the hearing. 
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Appendix B: Modeled water level of Lake Lacombe. 
 
Taken from the Town’s presentation at page 30. 
 
The green line is the modeled pre-development scenario lake surface levels, and the blue line is 
the modeled lake surface levels for Scenario 6. 
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ALBERTA 

ENVIRONMENT AND PROTECTED AREAS 

O f~ice of the Minister 

Ministerial Order 
1/2024 

Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act 
R.S.A. 2000, c. E-12 

Water Act 
R.S.A. 2000, c. W-3 

Order Respecting Environmental Appeals Board 
Appeal Nos. 20-011-014 and 20-016 

I, Rebecca Schulz, Minister of Environment and Protected Areas, pursuant to section 100 
of the Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act, make the order in the attached 
Appendix, being an Order Respecting Environmental Appeals Board Appeal Nos. 20-
O 11-014 and 20-016. 

Dated in the Province of Alberta, this 13 h̀ day of February, 2024. 

Rebecca Schulz 
Minister 

204 Legislature Building, 10800 - 97 Avenue NW, Edmonton, Alberta TSK 2B6 Canada Telephone 780-427-2391 

Classification: Protected A 



APPENDIX 

Order Respecting Environmental Appeals Board Appeal Nos. 20-011-014 and 20-016 

With respect to the decision of the Director Regional Approvals, Regulatory Assurance Division 
- South, Alberta Environment and Parks, to issue Water Act Approvals 00387959-00-00 and 
00391359-00-00 to the Town of Blackfalds, I, Rebecca Schulz, Minister of Environment and 
Protected Areas, order the following: 

1. Approva100387959-00-00 is varied as follows: 

(a) Condition 1.1(h) is repealed and replaced with the following: 

"1.1(h) "Adequate outlet"' means a storm drainage discharge outlet to a 
receiving water body that does NOT measurably*: 

i. Alter the natural peak flow or level of the water body receiving the 
storm drainage, whether temporarily or permanently. 

ii. Change or be capable of changing the location of the water or the 
direction of the flow of water in the water body receiving the storm 
drainage. 

iii. Cause or be capable of causing the siltation or the erosion of any bed 
or shore of the receiving water body. 

iv. Cause or be capable of causing an adverse effect on the aquatic 
environment. 

*Measurable changes, alterations or effects are those that can be measured 
using current technologies; and when compared to the pre-development 
flow conditions demonstrate that a change, alteration, or effect has or has 
not occurred or is insignificant." 

(b) Condition 5.0 is repealed and replaced with the following: 

"5.0 The Approval Holder shall undertake the stormwater monitoring 
program as outlined in Report Nos. 003857959-R001 and 00387959-R003, 
with the addition of a water quality sampling point at the discharge point of 
the linear wetland." 

2. All other terms and conditions in Approval 00387959-00-00 are confirmed as is. 

3. Approval 00391359-00-00 is confirmed as is. 

Classification: Public 



 
Contact: info@albertaev.ca 

More information: www.albertaev.ca 
 

Electric Vehicle Association of Alberta  Electrifying our roads one car at a time 

February 9, 2024 
 
Dear Town of Blackfalds, 
 
On behalf of the Electric Vehicle Association of Alberta (EVAA), I am writing to express our sincere 
appreciation for your commitment to sustainability and environmental preservation by installing 
electric vehicle (EV) chargers in your local municipality. Your forward-thinking approach is truly 
commendable and has not gone unnoticed. 
 
As an EV advocacy group, we are thrilled to see the installation of these charging stations in your 
community. The availability of charging infrastructure is a crucial factor in adopting electric 
vehicles, and your efforts will undoubtedly encourage more people to switch to cleaner 
transportation options. 
 
By installing EV chargers, you are helping reduce greenhouse gas emissions and air pollution and 
contributing to our planet's overall well-being. Your dedication to sustainability is an inspiration 
to us all, and it is heartening to see that you are taking steps to ensure a cleaner future for 
generations to come. 
 
We understand that installing EV chargers is not always an easy decision, but your commitment 
to sustainability demonstrates your willingness to take bold steps toward a cleaner future. Your 
efforts will go a long way in promoting the adoption of electric vehicles and reducing our 
dependence on fossil fuels. 
 
Once again, thank you for your leadership and commitment to a sustainable future. Your efforts 
are truly making a difference and are helping to create a cleaner and healthier environment for 
all of us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Angie Thomas 
Electric Vehicle Association of Alberta (EVAA) 
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 

PREPARED BY: Justin de Bresser, Director of Corporate Services 

PRESENTED BY:  Justin de Bresser, Director of Corporate Services 

SUBJECT: Local Government Fiscal Framework 

  
BACKGROUND 
 
Alberta Municipal Affairs provides Municipalities with a source of grant funding for operating and 
capital projects. The Town has relied on Provincial funding for many infrastructure and capital 
projects over the years. Recently, the Province has proposed a new funding program called Local 
Government Fiscal Framework (LGFF) as a replacement for the Municipal Sustainability Initiative 
(MSI) Grant Funding.     
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The LGFF for municipalities is provided with the goal to increase economic activity, increase livability, 
and increase resilience of municipalities in response and adaptation to the effects of disasters, 
extreme weather events, and changing local conditions.  
 
LGFF Grant program is very similar to the former MSI program.  It is allocation-based funding with a 
broad list of eligible projects.  There will be significant discretion for local governments in committing 
funding; it is flexible to carry forward funding to future years and will require applications to determine 
eligibility and annual reporting.  Projects eligible under MSI grant continue to be eligible projects 
under LGFF with an expanded eligibility for broadband infrastructure, and software licenses for asset 
management software.  One benefit of transitioning to LGFF is that the funding pot amount will rise 
and fall annually at the same rate as provincial revenue, The Town will always know the next two 
years of funding allocations.  
 
LGFF Capital allocation formula and program rules have been created: 

• For maximize transparency, comprehensibility, predictability, and equity. 

• Prioritize municipal asset management and resiliency of community infrastructure. 

• Consider municipalities with the greatest needs. 
 
Starting in 2024, the LGFF Capital funding pot will start at $722 Million, $382M for Charter Cities, and 
$340M for Non-Charter Municipalities. The formula allocates 3% of the funding pot as a “needs 
based” funding for populations under 10,000.  The remaining 97% of the funding pot is allocated as 
“General Funding”.  When the formula is put together, each municipality receives a base amount 
($150,000 for 2024) plus a proportionate allocation based on their local population, plus the book 
value of their tangible capital assets, plus KM of local roads, plus the 5-year average of the 
municipality’s accumulated amortization and then those amounts are added to their Needs-Based 
Funding allocation (if they qualify) to determine their total LGFF Capital allocation for the year.   
 
The LGFF program is in effect for the 2024 fiscal year and onward.  The remaining funds granted 
through the MSI program will be completed in the MSI framework and should all be completed within 
five years.    
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The LGFF grant amounts have been calculated based on the formula provided. Our allocation is 
based on our information returns and provincial population census from three years prior.  
 
2023 MSI  $1,191,301  (Final Year of Funding) 
2024 LGFF $1,379,424 
2025 LGFF $1,579,440 
 
Update 
At the February 13th, 2024, Council meeting, discussions with the Council directed this report back 
to the Administration to determine the effect of this reduction in the capital from previous years.  
Finance was very aware of the reduction and accounted for it as such. The current five-year capital 
plan has estimates that align with what the Province has listed with estimates for 2026 to 2028. 
Finance will adjust once the Provincial budget and announcements come out for future years.  
 
The total funding of MSI from 2021 to 2022 has dropped by approximately 36% from historical levels. 
Advocacy work from AB Municipalities indicates the needed increases to the LFGG funding pot to 
historic levels.  
 

 
That Council consider the following motion: 

 
1. That Council receives the Local Government Fiscal Framework report as information.  
 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• LGFF Slide Deck – AB Municipalities  

 
APPROVALS    
 
   

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 

 Department Director/Author 

 



Date

Alberta’s Local Government 
Fiscal Framework (LGFF) 
Capital Funding Program: 
An Overview and the Need for Increased 
Funding for Community Infrastructure

January 10, 2024
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Local Government Fiscal Framework

Transitioning from MSI to LGFF

Municipal Sustainability Initiative

MSI 

Capital 

Basic 

Municipal 

Transportation 

Grant

(BMTG) 

Formula 

applied to all 
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except Calgary 

and Edmonton

Allocation 

formula 

treated each 

municipal type 

differently. 

MSI 

Operating

CapitalOperating

Allocation 

formula 

applied to all 

municipalities. 

Charter Cities 

LGFF Capital 

Pot

Non-Charter 

Municipalities 

LGFF Capital 

Pot

Formula to be 

developed

Allocation 

formula for all 

other 

municipalities 

and Metis 

Settlements. 

LGFF

Operating

CapitalOperating

Allocation 

formula for 
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Edmonton.
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Key benefits of LGFF Capital

1. The funding pot amount will rise and fall annually at the 
same rate as provincial revenue.

• Funding amounts are more likely to keep pace with Alberta’s 
economy.

• Annual changes to the funding pot are based on the change in 
provincial revenue from 3-4 years prior to the funding year.

• Exceptions apply if the province changes a fiscal policy resulting in 
greater than a $100 million change in a revenue source. (note)

• Between 2008 and 2020, provincial revenue grew at an average 
rate of 1.8% annually.

2. Your municipality will always know your next two years of 
funding allocations. 

• Improved ability for municipalities to plan for their financial future. 

Note: The 2025 funding pot was adjusted to reflect the impacts of the fuel tax relief program and reinstatement of Personal Income Tax Indexation in 2022-23.  
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LGFF

LGFF 
Capital

Legislated under the 
Local Government Fiscal 

Framework Act

Charter Cities
$382 million

(2024)

LGFF Act defines the 
allocation formula 

for Calgary and 
Edmonton. 

Non-Charter 
Municipalities
$340 million 

(2024)

Formula announced 
in December 2023. 

LGFF 
Operating

General grant program

2024 forecast = 
$60 million

(same as 2023)

2024 allocations are same as 
2023 MSI Operating. Municipal 

Affairs plans to create a new 
allocation formula for LGFF 

Operating.

Today’s 

focus

Overview of LGFF 
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Targeted Outcomes 
for LGFF Capital

The stated program outcomes for LGFF Capital are: 

• Increased economic activity 

• Increased livability

• Increased resilience of municipalities and Metis 
Settlements in response and adaptation to the effects 
of disasters, extreme weather events, and changing 
local conditions. 



At its start, LGFF Capital will deliver 36% less 
funding than the historical average (2011-2020) 
before the province front-loaded the 2022 and 
2023 funding in the 2021 year
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MSI Capital & BMTG LGFF 2011-2020 Average

LGFF Capital starts 

at $722 million, 

then increases by 

13.6% in 2025 

because of the 

linkage to provincial 

revenue, which 

increased by 13.6% 

three years prior

Source: Figures are based on Alberta Municipal Affairs annual allocation listings. The March 2015 advance of $398.9 million is shown in the 2015 

year and the March 2018 advance of $800 million is split evenly over 2018 and 2019 as per the province’s intent with that advance.  



In 2011, the province invested $420 per Albertan 
for community infrastructure. This year, that 
amount is expected to be only $175 per Albertan.
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Total Provincial Per Capita Funding for Municipal 
Infrastructure (excluding federal funding)

Provincial capital funding for municipalities 2011 level

Source:

Figures are based on ABmunis’ 

calculations using the total of capital 

funding programs delivered by the 

Government of Alberta, excluding 

funding from the Government of 

Canada that flows through the 

Government of Alberta. Figures are 

sourced from the Government of 

Alberta’s annual fiscal plans and 

consist of the Municipal Sustainability 

Initiative Capital, Basic Municipal 

Transportation Grant, Water for Life, 

Municipal Water and Wastewater 

Partnership, Strategic Transportation 

Infrastructure Program, First Nations 

Water Tie-In Program, GreenTRIP, 

Alberta Community Resiliency Program, 

and the Municipal Stimulus Program. 

Population is based on Statistics 

Canada Table 17-10-0005-01,  and 

2024-25 is estimated at 4.3% growth 

based on Statistic Canada’s quarterly 

estimated changes from Q4 2022 and 

Q4 2023. 



If provincial funding for municipal infrastructure 
kept pace with Alberta’s population growth and 
inflation, then LGFF Capital should start at around 
$1.75 billion, not $722 million

The call for LGFF 

Capital to start at 

$1.75 billion was 

approved by 

member resolution 

at ABmunis’ 2023 

Convention. 
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Starting in 2024

Charter Cities

$382 

million

Non-Charter 

Municipalities

$340 

million

The starting amounts of each 
LGFF Capital funding pot

ABmunis will continue to 

advocate for an increase 

in the LGFF Capital 

funding pots.

ABmunis’ did not have 

input on the funding split.



Allocation Formula 
for the Non-Charter 
Municipalities



Municipal Affairs’ goals for the 
LGFF Capital allocation 
formula and program rules

1. Maximize transparency, comprehensibility, 
predictability, and equity.

2. Prioritize municipal asset management and 
resiliency of community infrastructure.

3. Consider municipalities with the greatest 
needs.



Funding 

Pot

Needs-

Based 

Funding

(3%)

Base Amount

$150,000

except 

$60,000 for 

summer 

villages

Urban Pool 

(60%)

Rural Pool 

(40%)

Municipality’s 

Allocation

Population

65% 

weighting

Tangible 

Capital Assets 

(book value)

15% 

weighting

KM of Local 

Roads 

10% 

weighting

Accumulated 

Amortization

(5-year avg)

10% 

weighting

General 

Funding

(97%)

Allocated to urban municipalities with less than 10,000 

population and equalized assessment per capita that is 

less than 80% of the urban average

Allocated to rural municipalities with less than 10,000 

population and equalized assessment per KM of road that 

is less than 80% of the rural average

Urban pool applies to eligible towns, villages, summer villages, Municipality of Jasper, Townsite of Redwood Meadows, Municipal District of Crowsnest Pass, Metis Settlements.

Rural pool applies to eligible municipal districts, counties, improvement districts, and specialized municipalities excluding Jasper and Crowsnest Pass. 

+ + + +

Growth pressures
Capital 

Maintenance
Capital Stock

LGFF Capital Allocation Formula (non-charter municipalities)
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ABmunis’ is seeking several 
improvements to LGFF Capital 

1. ABmunis and member municipalities are advocating for the starting 
amount of the LGFF Capital pot to be increased to $1.75 billion. 

2. Request that the province to collect more comprehensive data on KM of 
local roads including KM of road lanes and the type of surface material to 
create more equitable funding outcomes between municipalities. 

3. Request that LGFF Capital allocation formula integrate tangible capital 
asset data that is currently not reported by municipalities because the local 
infrastructure is managed by a municipality-controlled corporation. 

4. Request that the allocation formula base amount be increased every 3-5 
years based on inflation to support smaller municipalities that are more 
reliant on the base amount. 



One-time funding is not a 
long-term solution

One-time project funding

• Success is reliant on the province posting a surplus and selecting 
your community infrastructure project over other provincial priorities 
such as paying down Alberta’s debt, increasing savings, or funding 
provincial infrastructure projects.

• The province has only posted a surplus in 3 of the last 15 years. 

Increase the LGFF funding pot

• Long-term solution for maintaining each community’s roads, 
sidewalks, water and wastewater systems, recreation facilities, fire 
halls and fire trucks, and other local needs.  

• The Alberta is Calling campaign is attracting tens of thousands of 
people to Alberta and we need to invest in new infrastructure. 

• Without an increase, property taxes will grow considerably, or 
Albertans will see their infrastructure deteriorate.  



300, 8616 51 Avenue NW

Edmonton, AB T6E 6E6

abmunis.ca

hello@abmunis.ca

310-MUNI

Questions

Email questions to advocacy@abmunis.ca

mailto:advocacy@abmunis.ca
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 

PREPARED BY: Justin de Bresser, Director of Corporate Services 

PRESENTED BY:  Justin de Bresser, Director of Corporate Services 

SUBJECT: Neuron Mobility 2023 Season Review 

  
BACKGROUND 
 
At the January 23, 2024 Council meeting, the Neuron Mobility season review was presented through 
the consent agenda. The item was subsequently added to the agenda as a business item with the 
following questions. 
 

1. How was the local spending calculated, and what data do you have to back up the numbers? 
2. How do you enforce underage riders? 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
Responses from Neuron: 
 

1. These numbers are calculated from Neuron survey results. For the spend at local businesses, 
we ask riders how much, on average, they spend per trip, and then we multiply by the number 
of trips. It is not an exact science, but generally we can tell if there are outliers in markets and 
we remove those instances (i.e. someone says they spent $1M). For the spend per e-scooter 
deployed, we take the avg spend per trip and multiply it by the avg number of trips that each 
deployed scooter does in the season. 
 

2. Neuron has zero tolerance for under age riding and when these instances are reported, we 
investigate and remove riders that we confirm are under age. We take safety seriously and 
that is why the Neuron app, as well as the e-scooter communicate age requirements and local 
riding rules. 
 
When a rider is confirmed to breach the age rule, we remove that rider from the platform. 
Riders who attempt to create a new account are unable to, as the account is tied to the phone 
ID. 
 
If underage riding is perceived as an issue, we are always happy to work with you and local 
stakeholders to educate the public and to inform guardians of their responsibility when it 
comes to who can operate an e-scooter. 

 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
None 
 
 
 
 



TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 

REQUEST FOR DECISION 
 

Page 2 of 2 

 

  

ADMINISTRATION RECOMMENDATION  
 

 
That Council considers the following motion: 

 
1. That Council receive the Neuron Mobility 2023 Season Review report as information.  
 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Neuron Mobility - Blackfalds 2023 Season Review 

 
APPROVALS    
 
   

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 

 Department Director/Author 

 



Blackfalds 2023 in Review
January 2024



853

Total trip distance since 
launch of program

Trips taken since May 15th  
(day of launch in Blackfalds)

5,333

Average trip distance
  

2.5 km

Users signed up with 
Neuron in Blackfalds

1,050

Estimated kg of CO2 
emissions averted

Is the average rating 
on Neuron’s services 

4.2/515 m 23 s
Average trip duration

  

13,400+ km

Blackfalds Snapshot: By the numbers



Neuron Rider Insights

Rider Age Percent
16 - 17 12.5%
18 - 24 20.8%
25 - 34 16.7%
35 - 44 41.7%
45 - 54 8.3%

Gender Percent
Male 54.2%
Female 37.5%
Non-binary 0%
Prefer not to say 8.3%



Where our riders spend 
their money*

*Riders were able to select more than one option. 

$40

$7,096

spent at local businesses in Blackfalds in 2023$213K

25%

100%

54%

25%

54%

21%

17%

33%

Economic Impact
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Jolene Tejkl, Planning & Development Manager 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Jolene Tejkl, Planning & Development Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Bylaw 1300.24 - Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
The original Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan (ASP) to guide the future subdivision and 
development of the Aspen Lakes West community was adopted by Council in early 2015. Since then, 
a need for a new school has been identified and land needed to be made available to accommodate 
it. The developers of the Aspen Lakes West community agreed to amend the ASP to accommodate 
the school, which resulted in significant changes to the remainder of the Aspen Lakes development 
concept. The developers are also proposing a new Direct Control District specific to the remainder of 
Anna Close to accommodate townhouse developments with some basement suites. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Highlights of the proposed changes to the original ASP are illustrated in Attachment 1 and listed 
below, with the numbers corresponding with the enclosed illustration: 

1. An approximately 10-acre sized site to accommodate a future school in the centre of the 

plan area. 

2. A proposed new Direct Control District specific to the remainder of Anna Close to 

accommodate three future townhouses comprised of 20 units; 6 of these units will have 1-

bedroom accessory suites (limited to end units or corner lots with lane access). 

3. Shifting the storm pond slightly to the north and reconfigured pond access. 

4. Reconfiguring the future residential in the north-eastern portion of the plan area due to the 

adjustments to the future storm pond and updates to the development setbacks along 

Aspen Lakes. 

5. Updates to the development setback from Aspen Lakes to the east to better protect the 

slope. 

6. Reduction in the size of the future manufactured home park on the north-west portion of the 

plan area. 

7. Removal of an open space area, changes to the future residential road network, and 

changing the future zoning of the residential parcels to Residential Single Dwelling Small 

Lot District (R-1S). 

8. Changes to the road network due to the introduction of the future school site location. 

 
Pre-Council Consultation 
In the spirit and intent of the Public Participation Policy, Lacombe County and all existing landowners 
in the Aspen Lakes West community were provided with a notice of the application to amend the 
Aspen Lakes West ASP and provided with the illustration in Attachment 1 of this report to identify the 
proposed changes. The original and proposed Aspen Lakes West ASP’s are posted on the Planning 
& Development page of the Town’s website for viewing. 
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All preliminary comments received are provided in Attachment 2, and summarized as follows: 

• Concerns about parking on Anna Close with additional units; and 

• Concerns that Aspen Lakes West residents will end up with more “temporary construction 
access” similar to the gravel portion of Vista Trail. 

 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
None 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION   
 

 
That Council consider the following motions: 
 

1. That Council give First Reading to Bylaw 1300.24 - Aspen Lakes West Area Structure 
Plan. 
 

2. Upon giving First Reading to Bylaw 1300.24, That Council set a Public Hearing date for 
March 26, 2024, at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers. 

 

 
ALTERNATIVES  
 

a) That Council refers this item back to Administration for more information or amendments.   
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Concept Plan Showing Proposed Aspen Lakes West ASP Changes  

• Pre-Council Consultation Comments Received  

• Bylaw 1300.24 - Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan. 

• Bylaw 1300.24 Schedule “A”, Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan  

 
APPROVALS    
 

 

 

 

  

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 Department Director/Author 

 



 

 

Aspen Lakes West ASP 2014 Original Concept Aspen Lakes West ASP 2024 Proposed Changes to Concept Plan 
 
 

 

 
 

 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 



 

 
 
 
 
 
January 30, 2024 
 
Town of Blackfalds               emailed to jtejkl@blackfalds.ca 
Attn: Jolene Tejkl         original mailed 
Box 220, 5018 Waghorn St 
Blackfalds, AB T0M 0J0  
 
Dear Jolene, 
 
RE:   Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan  
  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to the Aspen Lakes 
West ASP. This letter is to advise that Lacombe County has no comments or concerns 
regarding the amendments. 

If you require anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 
LACOMBE COUNTY 
 
 
 
 
Cajun Paradis 
Senior Planner 

Telephone   |   403-782-8389 
Email   |   cparadis@lacombecounty.com 
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From:
Sent: February 2, 2024 10:59 AM
To: Jolene Tejkl
Subject: Aspen lakes West ASP

Hey Jolene, 

I'm just reviewing the proposed changes for Aspen lakes West. My only concern with the changes would be parking with 
an additionally 20 units on Anna close. 

My concern with the road construction is that we'll end up with more "temporary construction access" sections in the 
future development area. The current section on Vista trail makes our area look like a joke, and if it was allowed once 
then I'm sure it will happen again. 

FOIP 17
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From:
Sent: February 21, 2024 3:59 PM
To: Jolene Tejkl
Subject: Proposed changes to the Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan

Wrt your proposed “new direct control district” regarding Anna Close, (your concept plan area 2) 
Our concern regarding 1 bedroom accessary suites permitted in some of these units.   
We would hope that serious consideration has been undertaken regarding parking in the area.  It has been our 
observation that other “row housing” developments in the area have put “on street” parking at a premium and cause 
for some neighbourly dispute.  Many of these units are occupied by young working couples with both occupants 
working and potentially driving two vehicles.  This proposal could potentially have four vehicles trying to find suitable 
parking areas at any given time.  As a worst case scenario, four vehicles each 20 feet in length 

We thank you for this opportunity to offer our comments. 

 
 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

FOIP 17

FOIP 17
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BEING A BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF BLACKFALDS IN THE PROVINCE OF ALBERTA TO 
PROVIDE AN UPDATED FRAMEWORK FOR THE SUBSEQUENT SUBDIVISION AND 
DEVELOPMENT ON LANDS LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS THE EAST HALF OF SW 34-39-27-
W4M AND LOT 106 BLOCK 6 PLAN 152 1496 (PT. SE 34-39-27-W4M). 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
A Bylaw of the Town of Blackfalds, in the Province of Alberta, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Municipal Government Act, being Chapter M 26.1 of the Revised Statutes of Alberta, 2000 and 
amendments thereto, to repeal Bylaw 1185/15 and all amendments thereto for the purpose of 
adopting an amended Area Structure Plan for lands located in the Town of Blackfalds legally 
described as the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 (Pt. SE 34-
39-27-W4M). 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 633(1) of the MGA, RSA 2000, Chapter M-26 and amendments 
thereto, for the purposes of providing a framework for subsequent subdivision and development 
of an area of land, a Council may by bylaw adopt an area structure plan. 
 
WHEREAS, the Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan identifies the sequence of development 
proposed for the area, land uses proposed for the area, expected density of population proposed 
for the area generally, and the general location of major transportation routes and public utilities, 
as required by Section 633 of the MGA. 
 
WHEREAS, the area of land upon which the ASP shall apply is legally described as: 
  East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M; and 
  Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 (Pt. SE 34-29-27-W4M) 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Town of Blackfalds, duly assembled hereby 
enacts: 
 
PART 1 – TITLE 
 

1.1 That this Bylaw shall be cited as the “Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan”. 
 

1.2 Schedule “A” shall form part of this Bylaw.  
 

PART 2 – ASPEN LAKES WEST AREA STRUCTURE PLAN  
 

2.1 That the document entitled “Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan” as Schedule 
“A” attached hereto is hereby adopted for the lands located in the Town of 
Blackfalds legally described as the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 
Block 6 Plan 152 1496 (Pt. SE 34-39-27-W4M). 

 
PART 3 – REPEAL  
 

3.1 That Bylaw 1185/15 and all amendments thereto are hereby repealed upon this 
Bylaw coming into effect. 

 
PART 4 – DATE OF FORCE  
 
 4.1 That this Bylaw shall come into effect, upon the date on which it is finally read  

  and passed. 
 
READ for the first time this ________ day of___________________, A.D. 20__. 

 
(RES.              )      

 
___________________________ 

MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER 
 
 

___________________________ 
CAO KIM ISAAK 
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READ for the second time this ________ day of___________________, A.D. 20__. 
 
(RES.        )      
 

___________________________ 
MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER 

 
 

___________________________ 
CAO KIM ISAAK 

 
 
 

READ for the third and final time this ________ day of___________________, A.D. 20__. 
 
(RES.      ) 
 

___________________________ 
MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER 

 
 

___________________________ 
CAO KIM ISAAK 

 
 



Prepared by: 
Stantec Consulting Ltd.

Executive Place 
#1100, 4900 Ross St

Red Deer, AB

Approved December 2014 
Consolidated Bylaw 1283.23

Amendment Bylaw 1300.24
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Area Structure Plan

Town of Blackfalds

Bylaw 1300.24 - Schedule "A"



table of  contents

1.0 INTRODUCTION   1

1.1 PURPOSE   1
1.2 PLAN AREA   1
1.3 POLICIES AND RELEVANT PLANNING DOCUMENTS  4
1.4 ADJACENT PLANNING AREAS   5

2.0 BACKGROUND   7

2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS   7
2.2 HISTORIC AND CURRENT LAND USE   7
2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT   7
2.4 ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT  7
2.5 EXISTING UTILITIES   7

3.0 DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT   9

3.1 OBJECTIVES   9
3.2 RESIDENTIAL   9
3.3 OPEN SPACES  14
3.4 ROADWAYS  20

4.0 SERVICING & IMPLEMENTATION  22

4.1 SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM  22 
4.2 STORMWATER SYSTEM  22
4.3 WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM  23
4.4 FRANCHISE UTILITIES  23
4.5 PHASING  27
4.6 REDESIGNATION AND SUBDIVISION  27

APPENDIX A LAND USE CALCULATIONS

Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan   



FIGURES

FIGURE 1 - LOCATION PLAN

FIGURE 2 - LEGAL BOUNDARY

FIGURE 3 - PLANNING BOUNDARY

FIGURE 4 - EXISTING CONDITIONS

FIGURE 5 - CONCEPT PLAN

FIGURE 6 - CONCEPT PLAN WITH AERIAL

FIGURE 7 - OPEN SPACE NETWORK

FIGURE 8 - WEST PARK DETAIL

FIGURE 9 - TRANSCANADA TRAIL ALIGNMENT

FIGURE 10 - ROADWAY NETWORK

FIGURE 11 - SANITARY SERVICING PLAN

FIGURE 12 - STORMWATER SERVICING PLAN

FIGURE 13 - WATER SERVICING PLAN

FIGURE 14 - PHASING PLAN

TABLES

TABLE 1 - ASPEN LAKES WEST MUNICIPAL RESERVE DEDICATION

TABLE 2 - COMBINED MUNICIPAL RESERVE CALCULATION FOR ASPEN LAKES 

WEST AND AURORA HEIGHTS

TABLE A1 - LAND USE ALLOCATION

TABLE A2 - POPULATION PROJECTION

table of  contents continued

Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan   



1.1     PURPOSE
The purpose of the Aspen Lakes West Area Structure 
Plan (ASP) is to describe the land use framework and 
development objectives for the east half of SW ¼ Sec. 
34, Twp. 39, Rge. 27, W4M and part of the SE ¼ Sec. 34, 
Twp. 39, Rge. 27, W4M, located in the northwest corner 
of the Town of Blackfalds. The Aspen Lakes West Plan Area 
encompasses approximately 38.75 ha (95.75 ac).

On behalf of Brentwood Developments, Stantec 
Consulting Ltd. has prepared the Aspen Lakes West Area 
Structure Plan. 

1.2     PLAN AREA
Aspen Lakes West is located on the northwest edge of the 
Town of Blackfalds, as shown in Figure 1 – Location Plan 
and Figure 2 - Legal Boundary, and is legally described as 
the east half of SW ¼ Section 34, Township 39, Range 27, 
West of the 4th Meridian and Lot 106, Block 6, Plan 152 
1496. 

1.3     ADJACENT PLANNING AREAS
Valley Ridge Estates, located south of the Plan Area 
is primarily low density residential homes. A park site 
located along the north boundary of the development 

has been considered to provide consistency 
by continuing the open space network into 

Aspen Lakes West. 

Aurora Heights is a two quarter section 
residential neighbourhood located east of 
Aspen Lakes West. Aurora Heights provides 
a variety of housing options, complemented 
by an extensive open-space network. The 
east boundary of Aspen Lakes West shares a 
wetland with Aurora Heights, connected by a 
connected trail system. 

Both adjacent neighbourhoods form a logical 
extension of residential areas. 

The Aspen Lakes West and Aurora Heights 
plan boundaries are shown on Figure 3 - 
Planning Boundary.

 1.4     POLICIES AND RELEVANT 
PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The Aspen Lakes West ASP has been prepared 
using the guidelines and policies set forth by 

the Town of Blackfalds for the development of new areas. 
In addition, the following relevant documents have been 
reviewed and referenced in preparation of the ASP:

• Town of Blackfalds Municipal Development Plan 
(2009)

• Town of Blackfalds Land Use Bylaw 2022
• Town of Blackfalds 2007 Master Plan 
• Town of Blackfalds Design Guidelines
• Town of Blackfalds 2015 Wastewater Master Plan
• 2016 Town of Blackfalds Water Model Update
• Town of Blackfalds Northwest Area Master 

Stormwater Management Plan (2018)
• Town of Blackfalds Transportation Study 2015
• Town of Blackfalds Facilities and Needs Assessment
• Recreation, Culture, and Parks Needs Assessment 

and Master Plan (2016)
• North Blackfalds Area Structure Plan (2007)
• Aurora Heights Area Structure Plan (2013)
• Valley Ridge Estate Area Structure Plan (2006)

Information outlined in these documents, as it relates to 
this Plan Area, is described below.

introduction
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figure 1 - location plan
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figure 2 - legal boundary
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1.3.1 MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
The Town of Blackfalds Municipal Development Plan 
(MDP) is intended to serve as a common guide to promote 
orderly development which is appropriate, sustainable, 
efficient, and enhances opportunities for businesses and 
the quality of life of residents. 

The Aspen Lakes West Plan Area was identified in the MDP 
for residential development with the following policies. 
These policies have been referenced in the creation of the 
Aspen Lakes West ASP as they will specifically shape the 
development:

• Residential density for new neighbourhoods shall 
be a minimum of 10 residential units per gross 
developable hectare (4 per gross developable 
acre). 

• The Town may approve a development in excess 
of 17 residential units per gross developable 
hectare (7 per gross developable acre) provided it 
is defined within an approved Area Structure Plan. 

• The Town shall require a mix of housing types 
and forms in all residential neighbourhoods and 
avoid excessive concentration of any single type of 
housing. 

• Multiple family housing sites should not exceed 
1.75 hectares (4.32 acres) unless special site 
characteristics or design features will reasonably 
accommodate large sites within the context of 
the characteristics of the neighbourhood and 
surrounding land uses. 

• Except apartments, densities on multiple family 
housing sites should not exceed 30 units per net 
hectare (12 units per net acre).

• Manufactured homes may be permitted only:
 » on individual lots and only when part of a 

comprehensively designed manufactured 
home subdivision that is suitably integrated 
with the design and character of the residential 
neighbourhood. 

• A variety of parks, including tot lots and 
playgrounds, must be integrated into residential 
development areas.
 » Playgrounds and tot lots should be located on 

local residential streets and accessible to the 
immediate neighbourhood

 » Neighbourhood parks should be centrally 
located and accessible to the entire 
neighbourhood. 

• For all new development, the provision of open 
spaces shall be guided by the Facility and Parks 
Needs Assessment Master Plan or as otherwise 

provided for in an approved Area Structure Plan. 
• The Town will encourage the development of an 

integrated trail system for pedestrians and/or 
bicycles to provide linkages between open spaces, 
community facilities, schools, and the central 
commercial core and housing areas. 

• In residential subdivisions, rear lanes are to be 
provided unless an Area Structure Plan approved 
by Council provides for laneless lots, usually 
adjacent to parks and natural open spaces. 

1.3.2 LAND USE BYLAW
The Town of Blackfalds Land Use Bylaw (LUB) describes all 
available land use districts to be utilized throughout the 
Town. Land uses presented in the ASP representes the 
LUB regulations and expected housing types. 

1.3.3     MASTER PLAN 2007
The Town of Blackfalds 2007 Master Plan identifies all 
future servicing layouts for the Town including roadway 
alignments, sanitary servicing, water servicing, and 
stormwater drainage.  All development within the Plan 
Area will be designed to respect the proposed servicing 
shown in this Master Plan.

1.3.4 DESIGN GUIDELINES
The Town of Blackfalds Design Guidelines (2011) lays 
out the Town’s standards regarding subdivision design, 
servicing, and the construction approval processes. All 
development within the Plan Area will be designed in 
accordance with the Town’s Design Guidelines.

1.3.5  WASTEWATER MASTER PLAN 2015
With the fast growth within the Town and the Lacombe 
County Joint Economics Areas, the Town completed a 
Wastewater Master Plan Update. The Plan identifies 
required new infrastructure as well as upgrades for the  
wastewater collection and treatment systems to keep up 
with the wastewater volume  demands. 

1.3.6 WATER MODEL UPDATE 2016
The Town of Blackfalds completed an update to the existing 
water model based on the current infrastructure and the 
future development plans for the Town.  The updated 
water model provides insight into existing capacities of 
the storage facility volumes, pumping capacity and the 
distribution pipes .
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1.3.7 NORTHWEST AREA MASTER 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN 2018

The Northwest Area Master Stormwater Management 
Plan provides a conceptual design for the overall 
Northwest Area storm drainage system which ensures 
that future development within Northwest Blackfalds has 
the appropriate stormwater management system. The 
conceptual/preliminary designs will provide a valuable 
direction to be followed during subsequent planning and 
development activities, and will facilitate the development 

of funding mechanisms. 

1.3.8 TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The 2015 Transportation Study was created to update 
the known transportation requirements for the Town 
of Blackfalds due to an increased population, and 
development of new residential areas on the east side of 
Highway 2A.

1.3.9 FACILITIES AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT
The purpose of the Blackfalds Facility and Parks Needs 
Assessment Master Plan was to help guide Town Council 
and administration in the future provision of community  
facilities, parks, open spaces, and programs.  The following 
items were identified in the Assessment which may impact 
the development of Aspen Lakes West’s open spaces:

• Non-motorized trails, picnic areas, and child 
playgrounds were noted as high priorities with the 
Blackfalds community

• The TransCanada Trail was identified for 
development with a portion of the trail constructed 
along the west side of the Aspen Lake, and south 
through Aspen Lakes West.

1.3.10 RECREATION, CULTURE,  AND PARKS 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND MASTER PLAN
This Recreation, Culture and Parks Needs Assessment 
and Master Plan has been developed to provide the 
Town of Blackfalds with a roadmap for the future delivery 
of recreation, culture, and parks facilities and services 
over the next 10 years and beyond. The Master Plan is 
built upon the Town’s 2008 Facility and Parks Needs 
Assessment Master Plan and presents a renewed vision 
and desired outcomes for recreation, culture, and parks 
that reflect a growing and evolving community. 

1.3.11 AREA STRUCTURE PLANS  
A number of Area Structure Plans (ASP) relate to Aspen 
Lakes West. Each ASP at minimum, provides direction for 
land use, servicing, roadway alignments, and the open 
space network. Aspen Lakes West recognizes the direction 
and policy of each ASP and has developed a vision that is 
consistent and cohesive.  

1.4    AMENDMENTS
The Aspen Lakes West ASP was approved in 2014, 
as an update to the original Plan, Maclab Area 
Structure Plan, to support changing market conditions 
due to the significant growth of the Town. The 
amendments reflected current trends in land uses and 
desired product types seen throughout the region.  
 
In the updated concept, land uses were changed to 
reflect different housing product types, the roadway 
network was realigned to provide better connectivity 
to surrounding areas, and the size of the manufactured 
home area was reduced. Stormwater management was 
reviewed, and a storm pond was added to the Plan Area. 
 
In 2021, the need for a school within the Town of Blackfalds 
was identified. The Town explored multiple sites and 
discussed options with local developers to identify an ideal 
location that would be appropriate for a school. Aspen Lakes 
West was selected as the ideal site based on its location 
within the Town, connectivity to a collector roadway, and 
size of the parcel. To support the future school site, the 
Aspen Lakes West ASP needed to be updated in 2023.  
 
Additional Concept Plan revisions were made based on 
more recent and accurate information related to the top 
of the slope, environmental reserve requirements, and 
wetland limits along the eastern boundary.

The complete 2023 amendment includes:

• Concept Plan adjustment

• Addition of a school site

• Conformation of the crest and developable area

• Reduction of the Manufacture Home Park

• Review of required infrastructure 

Since 2014, Phase 1, located within the south portion of 
Plan Area has been developed. Phase 1 consists of 184 
lots, through a combination of single-family, duplex, and 
townhome options. 
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figure 3 - planning boundary
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background

2.1     EXISTING CONDITIONS

2.1.1     TOPOGRAPHY
As shown on Figure 4 - Existing Conditions, the Aspen 
Lakes West Plan Area is characterized as having gently 
rolling hills and is currently fenced off into pasture 
sections. Generally, the Plan Area drains from west to 
east with the ground surface elevation ranging from 
approximately 870.0m to 878.0m. There are significant 
slopes in the southern portion of the Plan Area, the most 
considerable of which surround the low point. 

Areas in the northeast portion of the Plan Area also have 
low depressions sloping towards the wetland to the east.

To determine the developable boundary along the 
east of the Plan Area, a Slope Stability Assessment was 
completed to define the necessary setbacks. Stability 
analyses assess the risk to development near crest areas, 
and to determine suitable buffer distances required to 
protect against potential slope movements. Through the 
Slope Stability Assessment, the Plan Area is determined 
to be suitable for residential development based on three 
setback considerations: 

• The crest is defined as the line where there is a 
distinct break in the grade at the top of the slope as 

determined by the intersection of the slope 
angle with the extension of upland surface 
grade.

• A development setback line (DSBL) for 
property lines backing on to natural area 
should be at least 10 m from the crest. 

• The building setback line (BSBL) for 
proposed permanent residential structures 
on any lots backing onto the slopes, should be 
at least 10 m back from the DSBL.

2.1.2     VEGETATION 

With the exception of lightly treed areas along 
the east boundary of the Plan Area, the land is 
mostly cleared. 

2.1.3     SOILS
As indicated in the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Site Investigation, prepared by Parkland 
Geotechnical Consulting Ltd. attached in 
Appendix B, the soil profile encountered in 
the Plan Area included topsoil and extensive 

deposits of fine grained sand and sandy silt with occasional 
zones of interbedded silt and clay. This is considered 
to be the typical soil profile in this area. Based on the 
investigation, the Plan Area is suitable for residential 
development.

2.2     HISTORIC AND CURRENT LAND USE
The Plan Area is undeveloped land currently used for 
agricultural purposes. 

The Alberta Listing of Historic Resources (September 2013) 
does not identify the Plan Area for historical resources; 
as such, the Developer has obtained clearance for the 
development of the site, dated November 23, 2014.

2.3    ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT
A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment for the subject 
site was completed by Parkland Geotechnical Consulting 
Ltd. in 2006. Based on this Phase 1 ESA, the Plan Area was 
given a rating of “low” in terms of environmental risk. 
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figure 4 - existing conditions

87
2.0

87
0.0

87
4.0

88
0.0

868.0

87
8.0

88
2.0

878.0

87
6.

0

87
4.

0

87
6.

0

87
6.

0

878.0

876.0

87
6.0

87
4.0

 87
2.0

878.0

87
5.0

872.5

87
0.

0

87
2.

587
0.

087
0.087

2.5

87
5.0

87
6.0

87
6.

5

87
5.

0

87
2.

5

87
0.

0

87
6.

5
87

0.
0

86
7.

5

V
:\

11
28

\A
C

TIV
E\

11
28

49
51

1\
05

B_
D

W
G

S_
PR

EL
IM

\P
LA

\4
95

11
C

-M
F-

20
22

.D
W

G
Up

da
te

d 
23

/1
2/

07
, 3

:0
6 

PM
;B

y:
 S

ST
A

FF
O

RD
Fig

ur
e 

4.
0 

- E
xis

tin
g 

C
on

di
tio

ns
N.W. 1/4 Sec. 34, Twp. 39, Rge. 27, W.4M.

S.
E.

 1
/4

 S
ec

. 3
4,

 T
w

p.
 3

9,
 R

ge
. 2

7,
 W

.4
M

.
Aspen Lakes Boulevard

Almond Crescent

S.
W

. 1
/4

 S
ec

. 3
4,

 T
w

p.
 3

9,
 R

ge
. 2

7,
 W

.4
M

.
W

. 1
/2

 o
f t

he

Legend
Treed Area
Contour Lines
Outline Plan Boundary

Legend
Topographic Contours

Existing Vegetation

Crest

Development Setback Line (10m from Crest)

Building Setback Line (20m from Crest)

Area Structure Plan Boundary

As
pe

n 
La

ke



3.1     OBJECTIVES
Aspen Lakes West has been designed to be consistent 
with the policies and design principles as identified in 
the Town of Blackfalds’s Municipal Development Plan. In 
addition, the following objectives have been used.

• Create the framework to deliver a high quality, 
comprehensively planned residential area.

• Ensure uses are complementary by considering 
those existing located adjacent to the Plan Area.  

• Accommodate the Plan Area’s natural features.
• Identify development stages to allow for logical 

construction progression.

3.2     RESIDENTIAL 
Provide a mix of housing types and forms. 
Ensure residential density is a minimum of 
10 residential units per gross developable 
hectare. Ensure all multi-family sites are a 
maximum of 1.75ha. Utilize master planning 
to incorporate manufactured home areas.

As described below and shown on Figure 5 
- Concept Plan and Figure 6 - Concept Plan 
with Aerial, a wide range of housing types 
and styles are proposed within Aspen Lakes 
West to provide housing choices for a range of 
income levels, age groups, and family types. 

In addition to accommodating a broad 
spectrum of Blackfalds’s population, the 
Aspen Lakes West community will showcase 
the style of Central Alberta through the use 
of Craftsman architecture. Characterized 
by wood detailing, low-pitched side gable 
roofs, wide overhangs, and exposed roof-
rafter ends; Craftsman homes were popular 
in Alberta between 1905-1945 with a more 
recent resurgence. This style has also been 

used throughout Blackfalds’s downtown revitalization 
projects. 

The overall housing density for Aspen Lakes West 
is envisioned to be 13.63 du/ha (5.52 du/ac). A full 
breakdown of land use calculations is shown in Appendix 
A. 

development 
concept
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figure 5 - concept plan
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figure 6 - concept plan with aerial
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3.2.1     R-1M RESIDENTIAL SINGLE DWELLING MEDIUM LOT
Approximately 9.70 ha (23.96 ac) of the Plan Area will be developed for medium lot residential homes using the 
Residential Single Dwelling Medium Lot District (R-1M). These lots are located along the east portion of the Plan Area.

Typical housing styles in the R-1M district include bungalow, bi-level, and 2-storey homes with or without front attached 
garages. Should homes not include front attached garages, on-site parking spaces will be provided at the rear of the lot 
via a parking pad or detached garage. 

3.2.2     R-1S RESIDENTIAL SINGLE DWELLING SMALL LOT
An area consisting of 2.72 ha (6.73 ac) has been added to the Plan Area for Residential Single Dwelling Small Lot District 
(R-1S). These lots are located along the west boundary of the Plan Area to utilize a small pocket between Vista Trail and 
the west boundary.

Typical housing styles in the R-1S district include bungalow, bi-level, and 2-storey homes with or without front attached 
garages. Should homes not include front attached garages, on-site parking spaces will be provided at the rear of the lot 
via a parking pad or detached garage. 
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3.2.3     R2 MULTI-DWELLING RESIDENTIAL
Approximately 4.17 ha (10.31 ac) of the Plan Area is planned for medium density residential uses using the Residential 
Multi-Dwelling District (R-2). 

The R2 district has been used to accommodate a growing demand for multi-dwelling housing. Housing types envisioned 
for location in this area include duplex homes, although the majority will be row housing. These styles of multi-family 
housing provide a more affordable housing option while offering residents private amenity space and often attached 
garages.

As per the Town of Blackfalds’s Land Use Bylaw, on-site parking will be provided via either front attached garage, rear 
parking pads, or rear detached garages.

3.2.4.1 DIRECT CONTROL ROW HOME SECONDARY SUITES 
To support additional housing options and price points, secondary suites for row homes have been identified within one 
cul-de-sac. These secondary suites will be restricted to end or corner units and must provide one additional parking stall. 

Secondary suites are ideal to provide more affordable housing choices, utilize land in a more efficient manner, and 
introduce new housing options to the Town.

 

3.2.4     R-MHP RESIDENTIAL MANUFACTURED HOME PARK
Approximately 4.36ha (10.77ac) of the Plan Area, located within the northeast corner of the site, will be developed for 
a manufactured home community using the Residential Manufactured Home Park District (R-MHP). 

Manufactured homes are single dwelling unit buildings that are manufactured off-site and can be transported to a 
suitable site where it becomes part of a surface foundation. This style of housing provides a more affordable housing 
opportunity to residents as it enables homeowners to purchase their home while leasing their lot. The manufactured 
home area will be privately owned with internal roadways, snow clearing, garbage pick-up, and professionally managed 
by a land lease community. With the average age of the population increasing, this type of housing is becoming more 
popular for those looking to downsize or snowbirds who spend part of the year abroad.

As per the Town of Blackfalds’s Land Use Bylaw, all manufactured homes must have a size, form, and external appearance 
that is acceptable to the Development Authority in order to establish a superior standard of quality in the community. 
Some of the guidelines identified by the Town of Blackfalds regarding this review include the following:

• all homes must be of new construction
• homes must have a minimum roof pitch of 4:12
• homes must have a roof surface or wood or asphalt shingles, clay or concrete tiles, slate or wood shakes
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• homes must have a minimum roof overhang or eaves of 0.4m from each external wall
• homes must have a length to width ratio of 3:1

In addition to all regulations set by the Town of Blackfalds, all manufactured homes will be subject to strict architectural 
controls, maintenance requirements, age restrictions, and landscape requirements. To complement the surrounding 
Aspen Lakes West community, manufactured homes will include architectural styles and facade treatments similar and 
reflective of homes found elsewhere in the community. 

As per the municipal regulations, a local recreation area totaling a minimum 5% of the land use area will be located 
within the manufactured home park. This area will be programmed with play equipment or other recreational items 
determined in coordination with the Town of Blackfalds. In addition, a common storage area will be provided to house 
seasonal or recreational equipment not capable of being stored on individual parcels. A common fence will also be 
placed surrounding the park to ensure a consistent screening between this and other uses. This fence will be constructed 
of high quality materials and be the responsibility of the park operator to maintain. 

All roadways in the manufactured home park will be private in nature with the condo association taking responsibility 
for maintenance, replacement, snow clearing, and garbage removal. 

3.3     OPEN SPACES
Integrate a variety of parks, including tot lots and playgrounds. Centrally-locate neighbourhood parks. Incorporate non-
motorized trails, picnic areas, and children’s playgrounds. Connect trails to the TransCanada trail located east of the Plan 
Area. 

As shown on Figure 7 - Open Space Network, three main park spaces have been located in Aspen Lakes West. These 
parks have been distributed throughout the neighbourhood to ensure convenient access by all residents and supplement 
park spaces in adjacent neighbourhoods to provide larger and more usable areas. 

A primary neighbourhood park has been located in the north central portion of the Plan Area which will accommodate 
a stormwater management facility, children’s play structure, passive recreation space, and pedestrian trail connections. 
This park is also envisioned as a local destination for residents to engage in passive recreational uses such as dog 
walking, playing catch, picnics, etc. 

There are also two parks that have been identified along the south and east boundaries of the Plan Area. These parks 
are intended to supplement those located in adjacent neighbourhoods to provide larger and more usable open spaces. 
These park spaces will be developed with pedestrian trail connections and periodic rest and refuse areas. 

All park spaces will be developed with the inclusion of trails to accommodate passive recreation for residents. As per 
the Town’s Facilities and Needs Assessment, picnic spaces and children’s play structures may be included in these areas; 
however, such programming will be done during the time of detailed design based on the requirements and preferences 
of the Town of Blackfalds. 
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As per the Land Use Bylaw, Municipal and Environmental Reserves will be zoned Parks and Recreation District (PR), the 
school site and Public Utility Lots will need to be zoned as Public Facility District (PF). 

3.3.1     SCHOOL SITE 
A school site has been included in the central portion of the Plan Area. This 4.05 ha (10.01 ac) site is sized to accommodate 
the school, playgrounds, fields, and associated parking. Aspen Lakes West is an ideal location for the school as it 
will support various neighborhoods in north-west Blackfalds, provide recreation opportunities to both community 
residents and school users, and utilize an extensive network of trails and linkages for access. Development and detailed 
programming of this site will be undertaken by the school board in consultation with the Town.

3.3.2     MUNICIPAL RESERVES
As identified in Table 1 - Aspen Lakes West Municipal Reserve Dedication, a total of 6.18 ha (15.27 ac) has been 
dedicated as Municipal Reserve as shown in Table 1 - Aspen Lakes West Municipal Reserve Dedication. With the 
school site, Aspen Lakes West will over dedicate MR by 2.39 ha (5.92 ac), 6.3% of the developable area. Through the 
Development Agreement for the impacted phase, the Town and Developer will negotiate fair and acceptable terms for 
Municipal Reserves that are deemed to be over dedicated. Compensation for the MR over dedications may take the 
form of reduced off-site levies, reduced developer landscape requirements, or required conditions of the school site.

Table 1- Aspen Lakes West Municipal Reserve Dedication.

Municipal Reserve Dedication Area (ha) Area (ac) % of MR Developable Area
Gross Plan Area 38.75 95.75

Environmental Reserve 0.90 2.23
MR Developable Area 37.85 93.52 100.00%
Required MR Dedication 3.79 9.35 10.0%
Actual MR Dedication 6.18 15.27 16.3%
MR Over Dedication 2.39 5.92 6.3%

3.3.2     TRAILS
As previously noted, a network of interconnected trails and sidewalks will form the pedestrian network for this 
community. The trail network is intended to provide off-street mobility options for residents that are active, safe, and 
connect to adjacent neighbourhoods. 

TransCanada Trail
The TransCanada Trail spans east to west from Newfoundland to Vancouver Island and from Edmonton north to Inuvik 
in the Northwest Territories. Once completed, the TransCanada will connect nearly 1,000 communities across Canada. 
Since it’s start in 1992, the TransCanada Trail is now 75% complete and Blackfalds is proud to include a portion of the 
Trail in their community. The TransCanada Trail runs through Town from north to south connecting Blackfalds with Red 
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figure 7 - open space network
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Deer and Lacombe and includes the only indoor portion of the trail in all of Canada. 

As a portion of Blackfalds’s TransCanada Trail connection, Aspen Lakes West will include a 3.0m paved multi-purpose 
trail near the east boundary of the development. This trail will continue into Aurora Heights to the east and Valley Ridge 
Estates to the south. 

To identify the significance of this particular trail in the community, and provide directional identification for trail users, 
a unique wayfinding element will be included as shown on Figure 9 - TransCanada Trail Alignment. 

To facilitate the continuation of this trail through residential areas, a 2.5m sidewalk will be provided. This connection will 
be separated from the roadway with boulevard landscape to increase user safety and trail durability. 

Traffic calming will be used where the TransCanada Trail crosses the roadway in Aspen Lakes West to maximize pedestrian 
user safety. Methods of traffic calming will be determined in consultation with the Town of Blackfalds at the time of 
detailed design. 

3.3.3     STORMWATER MANAGEMENT FACILITY
A stormwater management facility has been located in the north central portion of the Plan Area. While providing a 
functional purpose, the storm pond will also create a recreational amenity for the neighbourhood. Passive recreation 
elements surrounding the facility will include pedestrian trail connections, seating nodes, and refuse containers.
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3.4     ROADWAYS
Provide rear lanes except in areas adjacent to parks and natural open spaces. 

3.4.1     COLLECTOR ROADWAYS
As shown on Figure 10 - Roadway Network, a main collector roadway runs north/south through the Plan Area. This 
roadway will be designed using a 22.0m wide right-of-way, 12.0m wide carriage way, and 1.5m separated sidewalks and 
a 3.0m boulevard on either side of the roadway.

A secondary collector roadway runs west/east along the south portion of the Plan Area. This roadway will be designed 
using the same standard as that listed above.

Both roadways have been designed to efficiently transport motorists through the neighbourhood while minimizing 
traffic on local roadways.

3.4.2     LOCAL ROADWAYS
Standard Local 
The system of local roads has been planned to provide access to individual development clusters while discouraging 
outside traffic from short-cutting. These roadways will have an 18.0m wide right-of-way with a 10.0m wide carriage way 
and 1.5m monolithic sidewalks on both sides of the roadway.

Modified Local
This roadways will have an 18.0m wide right-of-way with a 10.0m wide carriage way and 1.5m monolithic sidewalk on 
one side of the roadway.  On the other side, a 2.5m separated sidewalk will be provided as part of the Trans Canada Trail.
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figure 10 - roadway network
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4.1     SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM
The proposed sanitary sewer system for the Aspen Lakes 
West Plan Area will link into the Town’s existing 250mm 
diameter system along the Aspen Lakes Boulevard as 
shown on Figure 11 - Sanitary Sewer Servicing. The 
existing 250mm diameter sewer has capacity to handle 
the projected discharge flows generated from the full 
build-out of Aspen Lakes West. 

The southern portion of the lands will gravity feed 
towards the existing sanitary sewer tie-in on Aspen Lakes 
Boulevard. This will include phase 1 in its entirety. The 
remainder of the land, phases 2 through 5, will gravity 
drain towards the low point in the north portion of the 
Plan Area. An interim lift station is required in the north 
end to pump the discharge to a south gravity sewer as 
required. Ultimately, the lift station will be abandoned 
when a regional lift station is constructed on the lands to 
the north with Aspen Lakes West connecting in to it. From 
this ultimate lift station, effluent will be pumped west and 
then south through the industrial lands to connect with 
the regional sanitary system. The location of the interim 
lift station is conceptual in nature, the final location and 
details will be determined in the Servicing Study. 

All sanitary sewer facilities will be designed in accordance 
with the Town of Blackfalds Design Guidelines and will 

become the responsibility of the Town to 
maintain after a two year maintenance period. 

4.2     STORMWATER SYSTEM

4.2.1     MINOR DRAINAGE SYSTEM
The minor system will consist of underground 
piping and catch basins to capture and convey 
stormwater flows, up to and including the 
1:5 year storm event, towards the proposed 
SWMF. In general, the storm system will follow 
the proposed road grades. 

A small portion of the Plan Area located in the 
southeast portion of the site will discharge 
into the existing system within Aspen Lakes 
Boulevard and utilize the existing storm outfall 
located at the south end of the Aspen Lake. 
The remainder of the lands will drain into 
the minor storm piping system and discharge 
into the proposed SWMF which also outlets 
to Aspen Lake. Phase 1 will require storage 
infiltration ditches as an interim solution. 
Infiltration ditches will be removed in future 

phases of development as the stormwater management 
pond will be required. 

As highlighted in the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation prepared by Parkland Geotechnical 
Consulting Ltd. in October 2006 for Aspen Lakes West 
Plan Area, groundwater was not encountered upon 
completion of the four boreholes that were drilled. A more 
detailed geotechnical investigation will be completed in 
the near future to determine if groundwater is present 
and determine if storm sewer service connections are 
required. At the very least foundation weeping tile and 
a sump pump will be utilized in the absence of a storm 
service connection. The sump pump will discharge water 
either to the surface or to a storm sewer service if one is 
provided. 

A Slope Setback document was prepared in 2023 by 
ParklandGEO to consider development setback along the 
east boundary slope. It is recommended that all discharge 
from lots adjacent to the slope; downspouts and weeping 
tile/sump systems must be directed to the front of the 
lot away from the slope. Storm discharge requirements 
for impacted lots will determined during detailed design 
of the associated phase and may be identified on title 
to ensure home owners are informed of general slope 

servicing and 
implementation
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development guidelines. 

4.2.2     MAJOR DRAINAGE SYSTEM
The major storm drainage system will consist of a network 
of surface drainage paths, generally along roads, lanes 
and pathways, which will convey water, typically in excess 
of the 1:5 year event, overland towards the permanent 
SWMF. The SWMF will be designed to detain storm events 
up to and including the 1:100 year storm event and treat 
the water prior to discharging at a pre-development 
controlled release rate into the existing infiltration pond 
to the east. The release rate of 2 L/s/ha for the 1:100 year 
storm event will be utilized. 

In the event where a storm is greater than the 1:100 year 
event or some other unforeseen incident occurs that 
prevents the SWMF from discharging as per the design, 
an overland emergency overflow will be incorporated into 
the design of the SWMF to convey water safely towards 
the existing infiltration pond to prevent property damage 
within the community.  

The stormwater facility is envisioned be designed as 
a hybrid wet and infiltration pond, and will provide 
stormwater retention and passive recreation opportunities 
for neighbourhood. All stormwater management facilities 
will be designed in accordance with the Water Act approval 
00387959-00-00 and will become the responsibility of the 
Town to maintain after a two year maintenance period. 

The pond will also be constructed to accommodate 
discharge from a stormpond in the industrial development 
to the southwest. Stormwater will be pumped out of 
the industrial stormpond and into Aspen West’s gravity 
system at a point along the west boundary.

The pond will include an outlet that will discharge into 
Aspen Lake to the east and eventually drain to the north 
and  into Lacombe Lake. It is our understanding that this 
outlet and control is currently under review with the Town 
of Blackfalds and Alberta Environment. 

Figure 12 – Stormwater Servicing Plan shows the 
principal elements of both the minor and major drainage 
systems in the Plan Area.

4.3     WATER DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
The water distribution network within the Plan Area will 
in general follow the transportation network throughout 
the site as this will create an ideal grid network system. 

Services within the community will be an extension of the 
Town of Blackfalds’ existing watermain system.

In order to provide water servicing to Aspen Lakes West, 
the existing distribution main in Aspen Lakes Boulevard will 
be extended into the development from the current stub 
location. As shown on Figure 13 - Water Servicing Plan, 
this existing 250mm diameter watermain will continue to 
the proposed north south collector Vista Trail. From there 
a proposed 250mm diameter main will continue north 
and south and will be stubbed at property line to provide 
future connections to the development to the north and 
to the proposed development Valley Ridge Estates to the 
south. Since neither of these communities are developed 
to the property line the only available connection would 
be along Aspen Lakes Boulevard. This connection will be 
utilized until such time the Town of Blackfalds requires 
a second connection. It is anticipated that the second 
distribution connection will be with Valley Ridge Estates 
to the south. There may also be an opportunity to provide 
connections to the proposed industrial development to 
the west however exact locations will be determined in 
the future during the development of those lands.  

The water system for the Plan Area will be modeled to 
determine the peak domestic and fire flow demands. 
From this the watermains will be sized to accommodate 
these demands at full build out of the Plan Area. As per 
the Town of Blackfalds Design Standards, the minimum 
residual line pressure under maximum day plus fire flow 
conditions shall be 150 KPa at ground level of any point in 
the system and a minimum 300 KPa residual line pressure 
during peak hour flow conditions. (Design Guidelines, 
May 2011). 

The internal distribution network will comprise of a series 
of 150mm to 200mm water mains that will be installed 
along the local roadways, lanes and public utility lots 
where required to create internal looping. 

The proposed alignment of the water lines within Aspen 
Lakes West is illustrated on Figure 13.0 - Water Servicing 
Plan.  

All water mains in this development will be designed in 
accordance with the Town of Blackfalds Design Guidelines 
and will become the responsibility of The Town of 
Blackfalds to maintain after a two year maintenance 
period.
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figure 11 - sanitary servicing plan
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figure 12 - stormwater servicing plan

N.W. 1/4 Sec. 34, Twp. 39, Rge. 27, W.4M.

S.
E.

 1
/4

 S
ec

. 3
4,

 T
w

p.
 3

9,
 R

ge
. 2

7,
 W

.4
M

.

Aspen Lakes Boulevard

Almond Crescent

S.
W

. 1
/4

 S
ec

. 3
4,

 T
w

p.
 3

9,
 R

ge
. 2

7,
 W

.4
M

.
W

. 1
/2

 o
f t

he

Vi
st

a 
Tr

ai
l

V
:\

11
28

\A
C

TIV
E\

11
28

49
51

1\
05

B_
D

W
G

S_
PR

EL
IM

\P
LA

\4
95

11
C

-M
F-

20
22

.D
W

G
Up

da
te

d 
23

/1
2/

21
, 3

:2
2 

PM
;B

y:
 S

ST
A

FF
O

RD
Fig

ur
e 

12
.0

 - 
St

or
m

 S
ew

er
 S

er
vi

ci
ng

Legend
Storm Sewer Servicing
Flow Direction

Outline Plan Boundary

Manhole

To Existing Outlet

Temporary Storage Infiltration Ditch (Phase 1)
Storm Water Management Facility (SWMF)

Fu
tu

re
C

on
ne

ct
io

n

O
ut

fa
ll t

o
A

sp
en

 L
ak

e

Legend
Storm Sewer Servicing

Flow Direction

Manhole

Temporary Storage Infiltration Ditch 
(Phase 1)

Stormwater Management Facility 

Area Structure Plan 
Boundary



figure 13 - water servicing plan
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4.4     FRANCHISE UTILITIES 

Shallow utilities will be required for this development. 
These utilities include power (Fortis), telephone (Telus), 
cable (Shaw), and gas (ATCO) and will be extended from 
the existing community to the east, Aurora Heights.

4.5     PHASING
As shown on Figure 14 - Phasing Plan, development of 
Aspen Lakes West is proposed to be undertaken in five 
phases. 

4.5.1     PHASING CONSIDERATIONS
Staging of development is dependent upon many factors 
one of which includes servicing. Infrastructure services 
to this development will be extended into the Plan Area 
from the existing neighborhood to the east. As this 
development will require a lift station and a stormwater 
management facility, it will also be advantageous to 
determine the phasing boundaries around the servicing 
capacity available. 

As Aspen Lakes Boulevard will be the primary entrance 
to this community, it is logical for Phase 1 to be located 
in this area of the community. Phase 1 in its entirety 
will be serviced with water and gravity sanitary services 
by extending the infrastructure from the existing 
development to the east. Temporary ponding storage 
can be utilized as an option to defer the development 
of the SWMF.  It is proposed a small portion of Phase 1 
will tie into the existing infrastructure along Aspen Lakes 
Boulevard which discharges into the south outfall of the 
existing infiltration pond. 

Development beyond Phase 1 will require the 
commissioning of the lift station and the construction of 
the SWMF. 

The phasing boundaries shown are conceptual in nature 
and may vary from those shown when redesignation 
and subdivision applications are made. Development 
phases will be completed with the logical and economical 
extension of municipal services with the intent of 
meeting the needs of the regional and local housing 
market. Portions of separate phases may be developed 
concurrently if there is sufficient demand and/or if 
municipal servicing is made more efficient as a result. 

4.6     REDESIGNATION AND SUBDIVISION
Redistricting and subdivision applications to conform to 
the land use designations described in this Area Structure 
Plan will be undertaken as necessary. Guided by The Town 
of Blackfalds Municipal Development Plan, redesignation 
and subdivisions must conform to the uses identified 
in The Town of Blackfalds Land Use Bylaw and all 
applicable statutory plans in addition to the informational 
requirements necessary for each application.

26Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan   



figure 14 - phasing plan
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Appendix ALAND USE CALCULATIONS
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Table A1 - Land Use Allocation.

Land Use Category Hectares Acres % of NDA Dwelling 
Units1

% of Housing 
Stock

Gross Plan Area 38.75 95.75
Environmental Reserve 0.90 2.23
Net Developable Area (NDA) 37.85 93.52 100.00%
Residential 20.95 51.77 55.4% 516 100.0%

R-1M Residential Medium Lot 9.70 23.96 25.6% 199 38.7%
R-1S Residential Medium Lot 2.72 6.73 7.2% 70 13.6%
R-MHP Residential Manufactured Home 4.36 10.77 11.5% 74 14.3%
R-2 Residential Multi-Dwelling -Duplex 0.81 2.00 3.9% 26 5.0%
R-2 Residential Multi-Dwelling -Row Home 2.91 7.19 13.9% 131 25.4%
Direct Control Multi-Dwelling -Row Home 0.45 1.11 2.1% 15 3.0%

Open Space 8.70 21.51 23.0%
Municipal Reserve (Open Space) 2.13 5.26 5.6%
Public Facility (PF - School Site) 4.05 10.01 10.7%
Public Utility Lot (PUL) 0.65 1.61 1.7%
Stormwater Management Facility (PUL) 1.87 4.63 5.0%

Transportation 8.20 20.24 21.6%

Collector Roadways 2.44 6.02 6.4%
Local Roadways 4.34 10.72 11.5%
Lanes 1.42 3.50 3.7%

Residential density: 13.63 du/ha (516 u/37.85 ha)

Table A2 - Population Projection.

Residential Land Use Calculation Ha Ac Units Household Size Population2

Single Detached Residential 16.78 41.47 343 - 960
R1M Residential Medium Lot 9.70 23.96 199 2.8 557
R1S Residential Medium Lot 2.72 6.73 70 2.8 196
RMHC Residential Manufactured Home 4.36 10.77 74 2.8 207

Duplex and Multi-Family Residential 4.17 10.31 172 - 480
R2 Residential Multi-Dwelling  (Duplex) 0.81 2.00 26 2.8 72
R2 Residential Multi-Dwelling (Townhome) 3.36 8.30 146 2.8 408

Total 20.95 51.77 516 - 1,440

1 Units are based on minimum lot size regulations in the Town of Blackfalds Land Use Bylaws. 
2 Population is based on an average household size of 2.8 persons, as recorded in the 2011 federal census for the Town of Blackfalds.
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Jolene Tejkl, Planning & Development Manager 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Jolene Tejkl, Planning & Development Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Bylaw 1302.24 - Aspen Lakes West Phase Redistricting 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
Bylaw 1302.24 proposes to amend Land Use Bylaw 1268/22 (LUB) to bring in a new Direct Control 
District #4 specific to the remainder of Anna Close, redistrict Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 0173 (the 
remainder of Anna Close) to the DC-4 District, redistrict the future school site to Public Facility District 
(PF), and the remainder of the undeveloped portion of the Aspen Lakes West community to Urban 
Reserve District (UR).  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
The proposed redistricting is in line with the updates to the Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan 
that are also currently in the formal adoption process. The following subsections correspond to the 
amending Bylaw 1302.24 provided in Attachment 1: 
 
Amendments 2.1 and 2.2 
These amendments propose bringing in a new Direct Control District #4 (DC-4) into the LUB to 
accommodate a type of development that is currently prohibited in LUB 1268/22; row housing with 
accessory suites. The proposed DC-4 District would allow for three row housing buildings, comprised 
of 20 units, six of which are intended to have accessory suites, but only in end units or corner lots 
because they have an additional yard to accommodate access and windows.  
 
As currently written, the LUB limits accessory suites to single detached dwellings which cannot be 
varied due to the way the use definition has been worded. The LUB also allows accessory suites to 
be up to 2 bedrooms and requires 2 parking stalls to accommodate each suite.  
 
The DC-4 District proposes to limit the accessory suites to 1 bedroom and 1 parking stall and 
proposes to reduce the minimum width of a parking stall to 2.5 m (the LUB requires each parking 
stall to be a minimum of 2.7 m in width). The number of parking stalls required for a 1-bedroom suite 
is consistent with the Cities of Red Deer and Lacombe, and Town of Sylvan Lake, however the 
proposed 2.5 m width is narrower than what those municipalities require, ranging from 2.75 m to 2.6 
m. 
 
Administration had concerns about the minimum parking stall width and requested that the DC-4 
District be amended to prohibit any variances to the parking still width or required number of parking 
stalls. This amendment has been made to the DC-4 District proposed under this Bylaw, therefore if 
the additional parking required and the stall width to accommodate an accessory suite cannot be 
achieved, the Development Authority will refuse the application for an accessory suite. 
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Section 2.4 of the LUB provides specific regulations on amendments to create Direct Control District. 
This section states a Direct Control District shall only be used for the purpose of providing for 
developments that require specific regulation unavailable in other Land Use Districts.  
 
Due to the prohibition on accessory suites in row housing developments, and the proposed reduction 
in the number of required parking stalls for a 1-bedroom suite, it is the Department’s opinion that the 
proposed DC District #4 meets the requirements of Section 2.4 of the LUB. 
 
Also of note is the entity empowered to render decisions on Development Permit Applications in the 
DC-4 District is proposed to be subdelegated to the Development Officer, who always has the 
opportunity to refer the application to the Municipal Planning Commission.  
 
A copy of the proposed Direct Control District #4 and the rationale for proposing it is provided in 
Attachment 2.  
 
The pre-Council consultation did not decipher between the proposed Aspen Lakes West ASP 
amendments and the LUB amendments because they’re interlinked and trying to split the two 
conversions can be confusing. Administration did receive comments expressing concern about 
parking on Anna Close with the additional proposed units; a copy of the submissions is provided in 
Attachment 3. 
 
Amendment 2.3 
This amendment proposes to redistrict the remainder of Anna Close to the new DC-4 District. Aside 
from the accessory suites within row housing and reduced parking required for the accessory suites, 
the development standards will be the same as the current R-2 District on Anna Close. Anna Close 
already has one 6-unit row house built. With the DC-4 District having the same building height 
maximum, yard and landscaping requirements as this existing row house, the additional row housing 
that will be built with the DC-4 District will be consistent with what is already built. 
 
Amendment 2.4 
This amendment proposes to redistrict the future school site envisioned in the Aspen Lakes West 
amended ASP to Public Facility District (PF), which is consistent with the districting of the schools 
within Blackfalds.  
 
Amendment 2.5 
This amendment proposes to redistrict the remainder of the Aspen Lakes West community to Urban 
Reserve District (UR), a holding district with limited development opportunities to preserve the land 
for eventual development in line with the governing ASP. When the developer is ready to proceed 
with their next development phase, they will be required to submit a LUB Amendment Application to 
redistrict the lands in conformance with the approved ASP when they submit their subdivision 
application.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
None. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION 

That Council consider the following motions: 

1. That Council give First Reading to Bylaw 1302.24 - Aspen Lakes West Phase 
Redistricting.

2. Upon giving First Reading to Bylaw 1302.24, That Council set a Public Hearing date 
for March 26, 2024, at 7:15 p.m. in Council Chambers.

ALTERNATIVES 

a) That Council refers this item back to Administration for more information or amendments.

ATTACHMENTS 

• Bylaw 1302.24 - Aspen Lakes West Phase Redistricting

• Direct Control District #4 Rationale and Proposed DC-4 District

• Landowner Comments specific to Proposed DC-4 District

APPROVALS 

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 

Department Director/Author 



 
 

TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 
BYLAW 1302.24   

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 Bylaw 1302.24 - Redesignation of the Aspen Lakes School Site to PF District, Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 

0173 to DC-4 District, and the remainder of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 
to Urban Reserve District (UR). 
  b 

 

BEING A BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF BLACKFALDS IN THE PROVINCE OF ALBERTA TO 
AMEND LAND USE BYLAW 1268.22 SCHEDULE ‘A’ 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
A Bylaw of the Town of Blackfalds, in the Province of Alberta, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Municipal Government Act, being Chapter M 26.1 of the Revised Statutes of Alberta, 2000 and 
amendments thereto, for the purpose of amending Schedule ‘A’ of Land Use Bylaw No. 1268.22 
to include Direct Control District #4 (DC-4), redistrict a portion of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-
W4M to Public Facility District (PF), Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 0173 to Direct Control District 
#4 (DC-4), and the undeveloped remainder of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 
Block 6 Plan 152 1496 within Pt. SE 34-39-27-W4M be redistricted to Urban Reserve District 
(UR). 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 641(1) of the MGA, RSA 2000, Chapter M-26 and amendments 
thereto, require every municipality to pass a Land Use Bylaw. 
 
WHEREAS, notice of the intention of Council to pass a bylaw has been published in the Lacombe 
Express on _____ and _____ in accordance with Section 606 of the Municipal Government Act, 
RSA 2000, and amendments thereto and the Public Notification Bylaw; 
 
WHEREAS, a Public Hearing was held on ____, to allow the general public to provide input into 
the proposed Bylaw amendments; 
 
NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Town of Blackfalds, duly assembled hereby 
enacts the amendments to Schedule ‘A’ of Bylaw 1268.22: 
 
PART 1 – TITLE 
 

1.1 That this Bylaw shall be cited as the “Redesignation of the Aspen Lakes School Site 
to PF District, Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 0173 to DC-4 District, and the remainder 
of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 to Urban 
Reserve District (UR)”. 

 
PART 2 – AMENDMENTS 
 

2.1 That Schedule “A” as attached form part of this Bylaw and be included as Schedule 
A5 – Direct Control District #4 (DC-4). 
 

2.2 That Schedule “A” table located on page 162 of Land Use Bylaw 1268.22 be 
updated to include the following: 

 

Part 8 A4 DC-4 Lots 38-57, Block 
14, Plan 162 0173 

Bylaw 1302.24 

 
 

2.3 That Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 0173 be redistricted from Residential Multi-
Dwelling District (R-2) to Direct Control District #4 (DC-4), as shown in Schedule 
“B” as attached and forming part of this Bylaw.  
 

2.4 That a portion of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M be redistricted from 
Residential Multi-Dwelling District (R-2) and Residential Single Dwelling Medium 
Lot District (R-1M) to Public Facility District (PF), as shown in Schedule “B” as 
attached and forming part of this Bylaw. 

 
2.5 That the undeveloped remainder of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 

106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 within Pt. SE 34-39-27-W4M be redistricted from 
Residential Manufactured Home Park District (R-MHP), Residential Single 
Dwelling Medium Lot District (R-1M), Residential Multi-Dwelling District (R-2), and 
Parks and Recreation District (PR) to Urban Reserve District (UR), as shown in 
Schedule “B” as attached and forming part of this Bylaw.  

 
PART 3 – DATE OF FORCE 
 
 3.1 That this Bylaw shall come into effect, upon the date on which it is finally read  

  and passed. 
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____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2 Bylaw 1302.24 - Redesignation of the Aspen Lakes School Site to PF District, Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 

0173 to DC-4 District, and the remainder of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 
to Urban Reserve District (UR). 
  b 

 

READ for the first time this ________ day of___________________, A.D. 20__. 

 
(RES.              )      

 
___________________________ 

MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER 
 
 

___________________________ 
CAO KIM ISAAK 

 
 
READ for the second time this ________ day of___________________, A.D. 20__. 
 
(RES.        )      
 

___________________________ 
MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER 

 
 

___________________________ 
CAO KIM ISAAK 

 
 
 

READ for the third and final time this ________ day of___________________, A.D. 20__. 
 
(RES.      ) 
 

___________________________ 
MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER 

 
 

___________________________ 
CAO KIM ISAAK 

 
 

  



 
 

TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 
BYLAW 1302.24   

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

3 Bylaw 1302.24 - Redesignation of the Aspen Lakes School Site to PF District, Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 

0173 to DC-4 District, and the remainder of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 
to Urban Reserve District (UR). 
  b 

 

Bylaw 1302.24 - Schedule “A” 
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4 Bylaw 1302.24 - Redesignation of the Aspen Lakes School Site to PF District, Lots 38-57 Block 14 Plan 162 

0173 to DC-4 District, and the remainder of the East Half of SW 34-39-27-W4M and Lot 106 Block 6 Plan 152 1496 
to Urban Reserve District (UR). 
  b 

 

Bylaw 1302.24 - Schedule “B” 
 
 

 
 



 

  
  
 

Stantec Consulting Ltd. 
1100-4900 50 Street 
Red Deer AB  T4N 1X7 

January 23, 2024 

Project/File: Aspen Lakes West Direct Control 

Jolene Tejkl 
Box 220, 5018 Waghorn St 
Blackfalds, AB T0M 0J0 
 

Dear Jolene Tejkl, 

Reference: Aspen Lakes West Direct Control 

Over the last few months, Aspen Lakes West Development Inc. has been working with home builders to 
complete Anna Close. Through this effort, the need for accessory suites in townhouses has been identified. 
Based on discussions with the Town, review of the Land Use Bylaw and needs of the builders, we have 
prepared the following rational and attached Draft Direct Control District. 

The need for more affordable housing continues to be a priority in most communities. By providing for 
accessory suites within a townhouse, a resident is provided with an opportunity to own and rent out a 
secondary suite where they may not have been able to previously. Smaller housing options and creating 
additional price points is a direction many municipalities have started to explore or embraced to meet 
housing needs that are continuously evolving. The creation of more affordable housing options and 
increasing density are important to the Town. 

The development of an accessory suite within a townhouse is currently not in line with certain regulations 
within the Land Use Bylaw. A Direct Control District has therefore been proposed and created to address 
these non-conforming items. A Direct Control District created specifically for the Plan Area provides the 
Town with control over the development while reducing the risk of making amendments to existing land use 
districts. 

Proposed in Anna Close, the Direct Control District pertains to three townhouse buildings, comprised of 20 
units, six of which will have accessory suites. The construction of these units would complete the 
development of the close. Anna Close has always been identified as townhouse lots and is ideal for 
accessory suites due to the location, access to lanes, and direct connection to Vista Trail. 

The proposed Direct Control District outlines regulation that deviates from the Land Use Bylaw, which 
include: 

• Accessory Suites shall only be within an end or corner lot, with lane access -  End unit lots are 
wider due to required side yards. The additional side yard has greater accessory suite options by 
allowing for side windows, additional width for parking, and more flexibility on individual access.  

• Accessory Suites shall contain a maximum of one bedroom -  By limiting the accessory suite to one 
bedroom, the number of tenants is generally lower. This provides additional housing while 
potentially reducing the population and parking needs for the area.  



November 24, 2023 
Jolene Tejkl 
Page 2 of 2  

Reference: Aspen Lakes West Direct Control 

  
  

 

• Provide one additional parking stall for each bedroom. Parking is always a concern with higher 
density development. By developing accessory suites on end units only, adequate parking can be 
provided within the additional side yard. The current parking bylaw requires two stalls for a 
secondary suite however changing this to be inline with other higher density residential parking 
requirements is proposed. Since a one-bedroom suite is proposed, one parking spot per bedroom 
is reasonable.   

• Accessory Suites shall have parking stalls with a minimum width of 2.5m - A minimum lot width for 
an end unit is 7.6m. This provides room for 3 parking stalls with a width of at least 2.5m. While the 
current minimum parking stall width in Blackfalds is 2.75m, a reduction of 0.25 width to 2.5m width 
is consistent with required parking stall widths in other land use bylaws and street parking stalls.  

We trust that the presented information is adequate to allow for review and circulation of this Direct Control 
District. Please do not hesitate to let me know if there is any additional information you require for this 
amendment. 

Regards, 

STANTEC CONSULTING LTD. 

 

 
 
 
Shane Stafford C.Tech, CPT 
Senior Planning Technologist 
Phone: 403.392.0170 
shane.stafford@stantec.com 

 

stantec.com 

Attachment: [DC-4.pdf] 

https://www.stantec.com/


Schedule A5 – Direct Control District #4 (DC-4) 

Purpose 
 

The purpose of Direct Control District #4 is to allow for Accessory Suites in Row Housing on Lots 38 
to  57 inc lus i ve , Block 14, Plan 162 0173. 

 
Permitted Uses 
 

• Accessory Uses 
• Row Housing 

• Accessory Suite 

• Home Based Business 1. 

Development Criteria 
 

a) The land and Buildings in this Land Use District shall be developed in accordance with the 
Residential Multi-dwelling District (R-2) in addition to the Development Standards noted below. 

b) The Development Officer shall review and approve the Development Permit application based on 
its compliance with the Development Standards noted below.  

c) No variances or relaxations will be granted for parking stall width or number of parking stalls 
required.  

 
Accessory Suite Development Standards 
 

Accessory Suites: 
a) Must be located on an individual dwelling unit located on its own titled lot. 
b) Shall only be within an end or corner unit, with lane access. 
c) Shall have a floor area that does not exceed the ground floor area of the principal building. 
d) Contain a maximum of one bedroom. 
e) Have a separate entrance from the principal dwelling, either from a common indoor landing or directly 

from the side or rear of the building. 
f) Comply with the Province of Alberta’s Building Code and Fire Code. 
g) Provide one additional parking stall for each bedroom. 
h) Have parking stalls with a minimum width of 2.5m. 
i) Parking stalls shall be hard surfaced. 
j) Tandem parking shall not be permitted as a method for meeting the parking requirements 

for an accessory suite. 
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From:
Sent: February 2, 2024 10:59 AM
To: Jolene Tejkl
Subject: Aspen lakes West ASP

Hey Jolene, 

I'm just reviewing the proposed changes for Aspen lakes West. My only concern with the changes would be parking with 
an additionally 20 units on Anna close. 

My concern with the road construction is that we'll end up with more "temporary construction access" sections in the 
future development area. The current section on Vista trail makes our area look like a joke, and if it was allowed once 
then I'm sure it will happen again. 

FOIP 17
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From:
Sent: February 21, 2024 3:59 PM
To: Jolene Tejkl
Subject: Proposed changes to the Aspen Lakes West Area Structure Plan

Wrt your proposed “new direct control district” regarding Anna Close, (your concept plan area 2) 
Our concern regarding 1 bedroom accessary suites permitted in some of these units.   
We would hope that serious consideration has been undertaken regarding parking in the area.  It has been our 
observation that other “row housing” developments in the area have put “on street” parking at a premium and cause 
for some neighbourly dispute.  Many of these units are occupied by young working couples with both occupants 
working and potentially driving two vehicles.  This proposal could potentially have four vehicles trying to find suitable 
parking areas at any given time.  As a worst case scenario, four vehicles each 20 feet in length 

We thank you for this opportunity to offer our comments. 

 
 

Sent from Mail for Windows 

FOIP 17

FOIP 17
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Kim Isaak 
Chief Administrative Officer 

 Department Director/Author 

 

MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services 
 
SUBJECT: Community Initiatives Grant – Red Deer Ladies Fastball Association 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 

In 2024, the Town budgeted $15,000 for the Community Initiatives Grant to help local groups improve 
their programs and events. This not only helps them establish themselves as a self-sufficient group 
and generate buy-in/memberships, but it also takes pressure off the Town to plan programs.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 

A  Community Initiatives Grant application was received from the Red Deer Ladies Fastball Association, 
the committee responsible for hosting the 2024 Women’s Canadian Fast Pitch Championship that will be 
held here in Blackfalds.  The Championship event is being held from August 7-11, 2024, at the Sterling 
Industries Sports Park.   
 

The grant request of  $5,000 is to offset costs related to putting on the event, including the opening 
ceremonies, welcome kits, host fees, food, etc.  This event is expected to bring teams from across our 
country to our community to compete for the National Championship. It has been 25 years since this 
Championship was held in Alberta.    
 

This Red Deer Ladies Fastball Association’s application was brought forward to the February 7, 2024, 
Recreation, Culture and Parks Board Meeting, where it was recommended that Council approve their 
request for $5,000 from the Community Initiatives Grant budget. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The Community Initiatives Grant program has a budget of $15,000. 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION   
 

 
That Council consider the following motion: 
 

1. That Council provide funding to the Red Deer Ladies Fastball Association from the 
Community Initiatives Grant in the amount of $5,000.00. 

 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

•  Community Initiatives Grant Application - Red Deer Ladies Fastball Association 

 
APPROVALS    
 



FOIP 17
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Alberta Community Partnership Grant Application – Regional 

Recreational Facility 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
At the February 12, 2024, Regular Meeting of Council, Lacombe City Council unanimously agreed to 
refer the matter of a tri-party Alberta Community Partnership Grant Application for a Regional 
Recreational Facility to the IDP/ICF Committee of the City of Lacombe, Lacombe County, and the 
Town of Blackfalds. The matter was tabled by Lacombe County Council at their meeting of February 
22, 2024, so that a review of the current state of recreation in the County could be provided to Council 
at a Committee of the Whole Meeting. Administration for Lacombe County advised that they 
anticipate that the review will be provided to Council at a Committee of the Whole in June. The 
request is now before Council for the Town of Blackfalds to consider whether it would like to take part 
in the discussion to submit a tri-party grant application. 
 
The report that was presented to the City of Lacombe Council contained the following excerpt:  
 

“Council has expressed interest in exploring a shared Regional Recreation Complex. 
Considering the significant costs involved, a collaborative effort is proposed with the Town 
of Blackfalds and Lacombe County. A tri-municipal facility strategically located between the 
communities could provide shared high-quality recreation infrastructure and contribute to 
long-term financial viability for all three communities. The long-range plans of all three 
municipalities support the exploration of shared service provision. This Request for Decision 
proposes an initial step – getting input from the IDP/ICF Committee about whether or not to 
submit a grant application for a Feasibility Assessment.” 

 
The Alberta Community Partnership Grant Program provides up to $200k per project and one of the 
outcomes of the program is to explore the feasibility of regional municipal service delivery to respond 
to community priorities.  
 
The report from the City of Lacombe is attached to provide additional information to assist with 
Council’s decision making.   
 
DISCUSSION 
 
While the Town of Blackfalds has exceptional recreational facilities, there is growing pressure for ice 
availability at present, and we anticipate this will continue to grow as our user groups grow and 
express interest in renting additional ice times.  
 
Budget surveys have identified that some residents would prefer to have a year-round pool, but 
overall, there is general satisfaction with the Town’s recreational facilities.  
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
There are no financial implications to applying for the Alberta Community Partnership Grant.  
 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION   
 

 
That Council consider the following motion: 
 

1. That Council postpone the request from the City of Lacombe on the discussion of a tri-
party Alberta Community Partnership Grant until such time that Lacombe County Council 
has made their determination on the matter.  
 

 
ALTERNATIVES  
 

a) That Council refer this item back to Administration for additional information.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Request for Council Decision – City of Lacombe 

 
APPROVALS    
 

 

 

 

  

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 Department Director/Author 
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SUBJECT: Alberta Community Partnership Grant Application - Regional 
Recreation Facility 

PREPARED BY: Matthew Goudy, Chief Administrative Officer 
PRESENTED BY: Guy Lapointe, Director of Community Services 
DATE:  February 12th, 2024 

FILE:  71/461 

PURPOSE: 

This report seeks Council approval to explore the development of a long-range plan for a new 

Recreation Complex, through a collaborative effort between the Town of Blackfalds, Lacombe 

County, and the City of Lacombe. The proposed facility aims to address the growing demand for 

recreational facilities and spread the associated costs among the benefiting communities. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION(S):  
1. THAT Council refers the matter of a tri-party Alberta Community Partnership Grant 

Application to the Intermunicipal Development Plan & Intermunicipal Collaborative 
Framework Committee of the City of Lacombe, Town of Blackfalds, and Lacombe 
County, for their consideration.  
 

RELATED PRIOR MOTION(S):  
1. N/A 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

Council has expressed interest in exploring a shared Regional Recreation Complex. Considering 

the significant costs involved, a collaborative effort is proposed with the Town of Blackfalds and 

Lacombe County. A tri-municipal facility strategically located between the communities could 

provide shared high-quality recreation infrastructure and contribute to long-term financial 

viability for all three communities. The long-range plans of all three municipalities support the 

exploration of shared service provision.  

 

This Request for Decision proposes an initial step – getting input from the IDP/ICF Committee 

about whether or not to submit a grant application for a Feasibility Assessment.  

 

ANALYSIS: 

During recent budget workshops, the City of Lacombe Council expressed interest in exploring 

the development of a new recreation complex. However, given the potential scale of this 

project and the significant costs associated with constructing and operating such a facility 

(ranging between $40M and $80M+), it is worth considering a collaborative effort between the 
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City of Lacombe, Lacombe County, and the Town of Blackfalds. A tri-municipal facility 

strategically located between the two urban communities could provide high-quality recreation 

infrastructure without any one municipality bearing the entire cost. 

Residents of the City of Lacombe, Town of Blackfalds, and Lacombe County have a desire for 

increased recreational facilities. Additional ice time, indoor swimming facilities, general 

gymnasium space for activities like indoor soccer, volleyball, pickleball, and basketball, as well 

as climbing walls, are some of the facilities that could be offered within a regional complex. 

Residents have expressed this desire for new recreation opportunities through the City of 

Lacombe Recreation and Culture Master Plan and the Town of Blackfalds Recreation, Culture, 

and Parks Needs Assessment and Master Plan.  

The benefits of a shared facility would be that costs would be spread out, and residents from all 

communities would still have access to quality recreational facilities. The Town of Blackfalds, 

the City of Lacombe, and Lacombe County would all benefit from the facility. The Lacombe 

County Recreation Plan notes that rural residents living within a 30-minute drive would 

particularly benefit, but even those further out would have additional opportunities for 

themselves and their families.  

A shared facility halfway between the City of Lacombe and the Town of Blackfalds would be 

only 10 minutes away from residents in each urban community, making it easily accessible. A 

shared facility would also facilitate the intermixing of the communities and strengthen 

community bonds. The project could potentially be serviced by connections to the North Red 

Deer Regional Wastewater Service Commission and the North Red Deer River Water Services 

Commission, which already connect the City of Lacombe to the Town of Blackfalds and the City 

of Red Deer through Lacombe County. These utilities have the capacity to serve both a regional 

recreational facility and the potential commercial and residential development that would 

accompany it. 

Recreation Master Plan Endorsements 

The three communities have a demonstrated history of successful collaboration, providing 

shared services to residents. Unsurprisingly, this commitment to exploring regional solutions is 

reflected in their respective planning documents.  

The City of Lacombe Recreation and Culture Master Plan acknowledges the value of shared 

recreation, stating that: 

https://lacombeca.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/public/EXWHIunKLmxGjuSoXEwUkOwBdZprfz8OWSLwfV6RsDlerA
https://lacombeca.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/public/EXWHIunKLmxGjuSoXEwUkOwBdZprfz8OWSLwfV6RsDlerA
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjN_tKI9YWEAxXDmIkEHf5mCLkQFnoECBYQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.blackfalds.ca%2FHome%2FDownloadDocument%3FdocId%3D374cb0f1-6182-41da-8b4e-3ba628d3ac55&usg=AOvVaw1hjs1qaPxj0BQn55jIbzCg&opi=89978449
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjN_tKI9YWEAxXDmIkEHf5mCLkQFnoECBYQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.blackfalds.ca%2FHome%2FDownloadDocument%3FdocId%3D374cb0f1-6182-41da-8b4e-3ba628d3ac55&usg=AOvVaw1hjs1qaPxj0BQn55jIbzCg&opi=89978449
https://www.nrdrwwsc.ca/
https://www.nrdrwwsc.ca/
https://www.nrdrwsc.ca/
https://www.nrdrwsc.ca/
https://lacombeca.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/public/EXWHIunKLmxGjuSoXEwUkOwBdZprfz8OWSLwfV6RsDlerA
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The City, its partners and regional residents will all benefit from a renewed and 
enhanced approach to service delivery with the ultimate goal of intensifying the benefits 
of recreation and culture investment throughout the community. 

Similarly, the Town of Blackfalds Recreation, Culture, and Parks Needs Assessment and Master 

Plan notes that: 

Another important focus area of the Master Plan is regional collaboration. A number of 
the Strategic Directions identify opportunities to enhance regional partnerships and 
cooperation in the areas of service delivery and infrastructure provision. Doing so will 
efficiently lever available resources and avoid duplication on a regional level; working 
with the City of Lacombe and Lacombe County to enhance the quality of life throughout 
the region. 

Lastly, the Lacombe County Recreation Plan’s Capital projection identifies over $30M for a 
Regional Leisure Centre & Pool, while also noting the potential value of other Regional Projects:  
 

Regional – Potential Projects  
– Lacombe Fieldhouse  
– Lacombe Visual & Performing Arts Centre  
– Leisure Pool  
– Central Leisure Centre  
– Blackfalds Twin Arena  
– Lacombe Twin Arena  

 
Strategic Plan Endorsements 

The strategic plans of the three municipalities are also unanimous in their endorsement of 

shared service provision.  

The Lacombe County 2022 – 2027 Strategic Plan includes an action to: 

Expand long-term asset planning through partnerships with regional municipalities. 

The City of Lacombe’s 2023 – 2026 Strategic Plan commits to: 
Supporting expansion of community programming through partnerships.  

The Town of Blackfalds 2024 – 2026 Mid-Term Strategic Plan highlights regional partnerships as 
a point of pride and identifies Regional Grant Collaboration as a crucial activity. One of the 
actions identified in the Plan: 

The Town pursues provincial, county, and regional funding opportunities, relationships 
and partnerships. 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjN_tKI9YWEAxXDmIkEHf5mCLkQFnoECBYQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.blackfalds.ca%2FHome%2FDownloadDocument%3FdocId%3D374cb0f1-6182-41da-8b4e-3ba628d3ac55&usg=AOvVaw1hjs1qaPxj0BQn55jIbzCg&opi=89978449
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwjN_tKI9YWEAxXDmIkEHf5mCLkQFnoECBYQAQ&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.blackfalds.ca%2FHome%2FDownloadDocument%3FdocId%3D374cb0f1-6182-41da-8b4e-3ba628d3ac55&usg=AOvVaw1hjs1qaPxj0BQn55jIbzCg&opi=89978449
https://lacombeca-my.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/personal/mgoudy_lacombe_ca/EfvgIIJExBJPrZ2aeGj8czIBQivyh2DY718RTdBeGekKOQ?e=SCS3kN
https://www.lacombecounty.com/en/our-government/resources/Documents/2022-2027-Strat-Plan_FINAL.pdf
https://lacombeca.sharepoint.com/:b:/g/public/ESdCnHKb1exBp01M1XlqO0UBMx_i6Vrly37JNXqpzXMHpQ?e=iAghyH
https://www.blackfalds.ca/Home/DownloadMeeting/fb25b814-9efd-4889-8d5d-c55178bd7f2f?isEnglish=True
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Next Steps 

One effective way to explore this idea further would be to conduct a Feasibility Assessment 
funded by the Alberta Community Partnership Program. This grant program provides up to 
$200K per project, with the objective of improving the viability and long-term sustainability of 
municipalities. One of the key program outcomes is to explore the feasibility of regional 
municipal service delivery, to respond to community priorities. Communities can take on a role 
as ‘managing partner’, which is the partnership member that submits the grant application on 
behalf of the partnership, enters into the grant agreement, receives and manages the grant 
funds on behalf of the partnership, and reports to the ministry on the project. All other formal 
partners are referred to as project participants.  
The managing partner and project participants must confirm their project involvement through 

council resolutions or motions. The resolutions or motions should confirm support for their 

involvement in the project and designate a managing partner.  

Administration recommends Council refer this idea (an ACP Grant Application) to a tri-party 

meeting of the IDP/ICF Committee members of the City of Lacombe (including alternate), Town 

of Blackfalds, and Lacombe County. This would ensure each community is represented by three 

Council members. The IDP/ICF committee are responsible for intermunicipal development plans 

and intermunicipal collaboration frameworks between the three communities.  

The primary aim of the tri-party meeting is to get a recommendation from the group to each 

respective Council to support an ACP grant application for a feasibility assessment of an inter-

municipal shared regional recreation facility, which would benefit the residents of all three 

communities.  

At the Lacombe & District Recreation, Parks & Culture Board meeting held on February 1st, 

2024, the following motion was passed in support of the proposed ACP grant application: 

"The Lacombe & District Recreation, Culture and Parks Board endorses exploring the 

potential for a multi-party recreation complex, through a Feasibility Assessment funded 

by the Alberta Community Partnership." 

STRATEGIC PLAN ALIGNMENT: (LINK) 
Managing Community Resources 
 Sustainable infrastructure 

Building the Community 
 Increasing accessibility of City services 

Supporting the Community 
 Supporting expansion of community programming through partnerships 
 Supporting a healthy community 

https://www.alberta.ca/alberta-community-partnership
https://www.flipbookpdf.net/web/site/902f90eba7f48e1a87500fea10509f3a03bba6a1FBP21485678.pdf.html
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY: (LINK) 

 

No public engagement is proposed for the decision as to whether or not to refer this matter to 

the tri-party IDP/ICF Committee. However, should an ACP Grant application be successful, 

significant engagement will be needed to successfully complete the Feasibility Assessment.  

 

POTENTIAL MOTION(S): 
 

1. [Recommended] THAT Council refers the matter of a tri-party Alberta Community 
Partnership Grant Application to the Intermunicipal Development Plan & 
Intermunicipal Collaborative Framework Committee of the City of Lacombe, Town of 
Blackfalds, and Lacombe County, for their consideration.  

OR 

2.  [Alternative] THAT Council requests additional information on the concept of a 
shared recreation facility.  

OR 

3. [Alternative] THAT Council acknowledges receipt of this report.  

OR 

4. [Alternative] THAT Council direct Administration on how to proceed. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 

N/A 

https://www.lacombe.ca/DocumentCenter/View/1768/1121101-2018PO---Public-Participation-Policy?bidId=
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Alberta Mid-Sized Towns Mayors' Caucus 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
Over the last several months, a group of Central Alberta Mayors have met to discuss the creation of 
an advocacy group. This group is called the Alberta Mid-Sized Towns Mayor’s Caucus. This group 
is modelled after the Mid-Sized Cities Caucus, which has had significant success in its lobbying 
efforts. The caucus is aimed at mid-sized Towns with populations between 1,000 and 14,999. The 
objectives of the caucus include the following: 

• Recognition of the unique needs and interests of the membership and to develop strategies 
to respond and advocate; 

• Provide a forum for information; and 

• Advocate for the mid-size towns through ongoing communication to upper levels of 
government, other municipalities, groups and organizations.  

 
A draft of the Terms of Reference is attached to this report for additional information.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
While the population of the Town of Blackfalds will most likely be on the higher end compared to 
other mid-sized towns it is of note that varying populations don’t necessarily mean that those Towns 
don’t face similar challenges. Administration believes that the benefit of becoming a member of the 
caucus outweighs the minimal cost. The annual membership will be between $250 - $500, and the 
bi-monthly meetings can be attended personally or virtually, which would eliminate travel costs. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
$250-$500. If Council wishes to proceed with membership the annual membership will be included 
with the spring budget adjustment.  
 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION   
 

 
That Council consider the following motion: 
 

1. That Council approve the Town of Blackfalds membership in the Alberta Mid-Sized Towns 
Mayors’ Caucus.  

 

 
ALTERNATIVES  
 

a) That Council refer this item back to Administration for additional information.  
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Alberta Mid-Sized Towns Mayor’s Caucus Draft Terms of Reference 

 
APPROVALS    
 

 

 

 

  

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 Department Director/Author 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Alberta Mid-Sized Towns Mayors’ Caucus 
 

 

Terms of Reference 
1. Purpose 

 

Strengthen the significance and position of mid-sized cities towns as a relevant and important voice 
within the province-wide framework, collaborating, strategizing, and advocating to come up with 
creative ways to address matters that directly impact mid-sized cities towns. , and advocating for 
recognition of an Alberta urban mid-size town agenda. Delete (yellow)….repeating advocating 

 

 
2. MCMC MTMC Statement 

 
The MTMC is a solution-based organization focusing on  with the focus of advancing the interests 
of mid-sized towns. (we might want more added to this statement?)  The Alberta Mid-Size Cities 
Towns Caucus encompasses represents 77 84 24 urban centres towns with a populations between 
1200 1000 and under 500,000 15,000 14,999., Or - Our province is home to 84 towns within this 
population.with nearly 35 Provincial constituencies and constitutes a population of almost one 
million _____ people., which includes 77 towns an approximate population of 337,492 with _____ 
provincial constituencies representing this population.  Our voice and action are is important to 
the needs of Albertans. Delete last sentence?  
 

NEW OPTION: The Alberta Mid-Sized Towns Caucus identifies mid-sized towns as those with 
populations between 1000 and 14,999, of which there are 84 towns with such populations within 
our province. 

 

3. Objectives 

 
a) Recognize the unique needs and interests of the membership and develop strategies to respond 

and advocate for such. 
b) Provide a forum for information, and best practice sharing, and developing creative solutions 

to issues that are of mutual interest. 
c) Advocate for the needs and interests of mid-size cities towns through ongoing communication with the 

following: 
i) the Provincial Government 
ii) the Federal Government 
iii) the Alberta Municipalities 
iv) other municipalities, including member municipalities 
v) other groups/organizations as determined by a majority of the membership 

d) Support the enhancement of members through networking and information sharing. 
 

4. Membership Requirements 
 



a) Members of the MCMC MTMC must 
i) be a municipality located within the Province of Alberta, and: 

(1) an recognized city  incorporated town, or 
(2) a town with a population of between *1200 1000 and 14,999 15,000 or more less, or. 
(3) a specialized municipality with an urban centre of 20,000 or more. 

ii) have populations under 500,000. 
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ii) Pay the annual membership fee in the amount of  $2,000$250 ( or $500)/year. 
Memberships run January 1 to December 31, and fees shall be due by January 31.  Note: 
Membership to discuss and finalize amount (based on information presented on January 
12 and 19). 

 
iii) b)  
b) *Towns with populations under 1200 can request consideration for membership through presentation to 
the Executive Caucus Committee who will present to the MTMC membership for review and vote on 
membership. ( I am not sure I am a fan of this idea…what is village and summer village population threshold?) 

 
5. Membership, Representation & Voting 

 

Each member municipality shall have one vote and shall be represented by their respective Mayors. 
Should a Mayor be unable to attend a meeting, an alternate member from their Council may attend 
on their behalf and have voting privileges. A Mayor may also send a proxy vote to an agenda item, 
by emailing their vote to the Chair. 

 
Meetings may take place without a quorum of the MCMC MTMC membership; however, matters 
requiring a vote shall not be called without a quorum of the voting membership being present. 
Quorum shall be as defined by the Municipal Government Act (i.e., the majority of the voting 
members that comprise the Mid-Sized Cities Towns Mayor’s Caucus). Abstentions must be noted in 
the meeting minutes and tie votes shall be considered defeated. However, the overarching goal of 
the MCMC MTMC shall be consensus building and collaboration. 

 

The Membership Fee shall create a seed funding pool that will be used towards expenses of hosting 
meetings. and will be distributed as outlined in Appendix A attached to this TOR. As the MCMC 
Membership reduces or grows, the seed money distribution shall be adjusted accordingly and as 
decided by the MCMC Membership. Host Municipalities must keep an accounting of the funds spent 
on meeting events and send a final report to the Chair Municipality. All dollar funds distributedions 
outlined in Appendix A shall be reviewed and shared with members during the Chair’s annual 
reporting. annually by the Membership.  Host Municipalities shall submit an invoice to the Chair 
Municipality for reimbursement of costs for hosting meetings. 
 
Any funds remaining in the seed funding pool at the end of each year shall be used for initiatives as 
determined by the MTMC Voting Membership. 
 

6. Appointment of Caucus Committees 
 

a) Executive Caucus Committee 
Every two years in November, the MCMC MTMC shall elect a minimum of three mayors to 
represent the MCMC MTMC as the Executive Caucus Committee. The Executive Caucus 
municipalities shall be assigned funds as outlined in Section 5 above, Appendix A, to cover 
administrative tasks and costs related to administrating hosting the MCMC MTMC bi-
monthly meetings. The Executive members shall be appointed as follows: 
i) Chair 

The Chair shall chair the meetings, prepare meeting agendas, and ensure meeting minutes 
are recorded. The Chair municipality shall be the main administrative municipality for the 
MCMC MTMC and shall be responsible for collecting and distributing the membership fees 
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and seed funding. The Chair shall provide the membership with an annual financial report 
and Budget. (Discuss addition of Accounts Receivable/Payable municipality? This would 
simplify the managing municipality that would be consistent for more than 2 years)  

ii) Vice-Chair 
The Vice-Chair shall preform the meeting duties of the Chair in the absence of the Chair. The 
Vice-Chair municipality shall be the secondary administrative municipality, proving 
assistance to the Chair municipality where necessary. 

iii) Executive Board Member 
The Executive Board Member shall provide additional support where necessary. 
 

iv) Additional Executive Board Members 
Where the MCMC MTMC membership determines appropriate, an additional two members 
may be appointed to the Executive as general Board Members. 

b) Caucus Host Committees 
Every year, two municipalities shall be appointed by the membership to host and organize the 
bi-annual MCMC  in-person meetings as described in this TOR. 

 

c)b) Administrative Caucus Committee 
Shall May be the CAOs of the member municipalities. CAOs of member municipalities can 
participate in the ACC. The Administrative Caucus Committee will meet as necessary and may 
be invited to participate in the regular meetings of the MCMC MTMC and may assist with the 
MCMC MTMC objectives. 

 

7. Meeting Schedule 
 

a) a) The MCMC MTMC shall meet in-person bi-monthly in a virtual setting on the third Wednesday 1st 
Thursday of that month January, March, May, July, September (ABmunis Conference), and November, 
commencing at 3:00 p.m. , with the following exceptions 

months where an in-person meeting is scheduled, the standing monthly meeting shall be cancelled. Joining virtually will 
be an option. 

 
 
i) b) June and December standing meetings shall be cancelled as these are generally busy months for 

municipalities. 
b) Bi-annually, the MCMC shall meet in person. Executive Caucus Committee Meeting hosts Hosts shall be 
appointed by the membership annually and shall be distributed as evenly as possible throughout the 
province in order to create equitable travel for the membership in general. Considering the vast area of 
representation, virtual meetings will be available. Caucus hosts shall: 

i) Plan and organize the Caucus agenda and activities (see Appendix A). 
ii) Identify and invite government representatives and other guest speakers. 
iii) Coordinate local and provincial post-caucus media release. 
iv) Receive  MCMC MTMC seed money to aid in the costs of hosting the event, as outlined in 

appendix A to Section 5 of this ToOR.  
iv) c)  

Once a year, meet in person at the annual ABmunis conference., T. T the Host shall be determined by the 
MCMC MTMC membership in advance and be provided MCMC MTMC seed money as outlined in Appendix 
A, Section 5 to aid in covering costs of the event. (not sure what this means?)  
 

c)         d)  
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d) Once a year in person at the annual Calgary Stampede for one day of business in addition to the 
networking opportunities (Premier’s Stampede Breakfast, Minister events, etc.). The Host shall be determined by 
the MCMC membership in advance and be provided MCMC seed money as outlined in Appendix A, to aid in 
covering costs of the event. 
This schedule may be changed through a majority vote of the MCMC MTMC membership. Slight adjustments to      
          the  general meeting schedule may also be made at the discretion of the Chair where it is determined     
e)           reasonably necessary. 

 

8. Best Practice Sharing 
 

During each meeting, whether in-person or virtual, the membership will aim to have one 
presentation to share municipal best practice or a topic of interest. Presenting municipalities may be 
appointed at the monthly meeting prior, or as determined by the membership. Example topics 
include: budgeting, snow removal, agreements with neighbouring counties, recreation planning, 
asset management, governance/committee structures, public engagement, etc. 

 
9. 8.  Advocacy 

 
Recognizing that the MCMC MTMC can only effectively advocate for a limited number of municipal 
initiatives or issues, the membership shall ensure to keep advocacy items to a minimum, 
determining which are of the highest priority and thus garnering the main focus of the membership. 
Priority ranking may change, as municipal environments and issues change and as determined by 
the membership. 

 

As the administrating municipalities, the Executive Caucus Committee shall work together to ensure 
the initiatives are advanced and to build an advocacy framework/plan to present to the MCMC 
MTMC for approval. 
 
The MCMC MTMC may take on other small advocacy initiatives where time and resources 
permit and where the MCMC MTMC membership feel such initiatives are necessary and 
important to the group. 
 
 
 
 
 

10.9. Confidentiality Communication (all new) 

As a Caucus wanting to present a unified voice on advocacy initiatives, it is important to present consistency 
in messaging. Unless the membership directs otherwise, the Chair of MTMC is recognized as the official 
spokesperson, and, in the absence of the Chair, it is the Vice Chair. This includes commenting publicly on the 
decisions and business of MTMC. (this could also be added: MTMC members will refrain from publicly 
commenting on the decisions or business of MTMC and will defer all such comments to the Chair as the 
MTMC spokesperson.) 

 
The MCMC MTMC meetings shall be held in closed session and not open to the public; however, an outside party may be 
invited to speak to a topic of interest. Members should ensure confidentiality of the meetings remains intact, unless 
otherwise determined by the MCMC MTMC Membership (e.g. for a press release).  
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Appendix A 
Budget 

 

Executive Caucus Committee Funding – Chair Municipality $12,000/year 
Executive Caucus Committee Funding – Vice-Chair Municipality $ 8,000/year 
Caucus Host Committee Municipality One* $ 5,000/year 
Caucus Host Committee Municipality Two* $ 5,000/year 
AM Meeting Host Municipality* $ 2,000/year 
Stampede Meeting Host Municipality* $ 2,000/year 
TOTAL $34,000/year 

 
*All Host Municipalities must keep an accounting of the dollars spent on the meeting event and send a 
final report to the Chair Municipality. This accounting will be shared with the membership during the 
Chair’s annual financial report. Any unused funds must be returned to the Chair Municipality and be 
deposited back into the seed funding pool. 

 

Any funds remaining in the seed funding pool shall be used for Advocacy initiatives or as determined by 
the MCMC Voting Membership. 
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Appendix B 
Appendix A 

Agenda Building and Workflow Best Practice 
 

1. Mayors or Administrators may request that general items be added to a meeting agenda. 
2. Requests to have an outside party attend a meeting, should allow to have a meeting prior to 

their attendance, in order for the membership to prepare for the visit. 
a. Invitesations to outside parties should remain consistent and be sent by the Chair 

Municipality on behalf of the members. 
3. Matters that may require a formal resolution from member municipalities must be brought 

forward with sufficient time to allow for this to happen. 
4. For consistency, any correspondence or documentation drafted by a member municipality on 

behalf of the MCMC MTMC, 
a. shall be sent to the Chair municipality for distribution to the group. 
b. where necessary, shall be done in a timely manner to align with item 3 outlined within 

this Appendix B A. 
c. where necessary and once finalized, shall be forwarded to the appropriate party by the 

Chair municipality. 
d. Where signatures are required, Letters of Support the Chair municipality shall 

confirm permission to include signatures of a municipality and will accompany 
correspondence or letters sent on behalf of MTMC;  and, where a Letter of 
Support this cannot be confirmed or has not been received where permission is 
not granted, such signatures that municipality shall not be included. 

5. Electronic signatures shall be held by the Chair municipality and shall be applied in 
accordance with 4(d) of this Appendix B.  
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MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Parkland Airshed Management Zone – Membership Request 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
The Parkland Airshed Management Zone (“PAMZ”) is a multi-stakeholder non-profit organization that 
was formed in 1997 to monitor and address air quality issues within west central Alberta. The PAMZ 
consists of membership from area municipalities that include The City of Red Deer, Town of Bentley 
and Counties of Red Deer, Clearwater, Lacombe, and Mountain View. PMAZ is extending an 
invitation to the Town of Blackfalds to become a member. The membership is based on a per capita 
calculation, which would require the Town of Blackfalds to pay a membership fee of $3,938.29 for 
2024. 
 
A letter of request is attached to this report, which outlines some of PMAZ 2023 achievements.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Council discussed a membership request from PAMZ on February 9, 2021, at which time 
Administration suggested that the item be brought forward to Council when the Environmental 
Stewardship Strategy was complete. On October 12, 2021, the Environmental Stewardship Strategy 
Final Report was approved. Administration could not find any information on whether the membership 
request was brought forward after that time.  
 
The Environmental Stewardship Strategy identified membership in PAMZ as one of the strategies for 
the plan.  
 
The benefits of becoming a member include the following: 
 

• Cost-effective solutions for meeting environmental responsibilities: 

• Access to air quality expertise, especially important for municipalities with limited resources; 

• Consistent messaging to all residents in the region regarding air quality; 

• An important connection between air quality and land use planning; 

• A forum to work with other stakeholders and neighbouring municipalities on air quality issues; and 

• Another connection with regulatory and legislative bodies.  
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
$3,938.29. If Council wishes to proceed with membership the annual membership will be included 
with the spring budget adjustment.  
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION   
 

 
1. That Council consider the request from Parkland Airshed Management Zone to become a 

member.   
 

 
ALTERNATIVES  
 

a) That Council refer this item back to Administration for additional information.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Parkland Airshed Management Zone – Letter of February 5, 2024 

 
APPROVALS    
 

 

 

 

  

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 Department Director/Author 

 











 
TOWN OF BLACKFALDS 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 
REQUEST FOR DECISION 

 
Page 1 of 2 

 

 

MEETING DATE: February 27, 2024 
 
PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
PRESENTED BY:  Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
SUBJECT: Treaty Six Land Acknowledgement Review 
 

 
BACKGROUND  
 
On August 10, 2021, Council approved a motion to amend the Council Procedural Bylaw to include 
a Treaty Six Land Acknowledgement. In a Notice of Motion that was prepared by Councillor Stendie, 
it identified that Council had discussions following a presentation on reconciliation from Lloyd 
Desjarlais, Manager of Indigenous Student Services at Red Deer College, about beginning each 
meeting of Council with a thoughtful land acknowledgement. The land acknowledgement that is 
currently in place is as follows: Blackfalds Town Council acknowledges that we are on Treaty 6 
territory, a traditional meeting ground, gathering place, and travelling route to the Cree, Saulteaux 
(So-toe), Blackfoot, Métis, Dene (De-nay) and Nakota Sioux (Sue). We acknowledge all the many 
First Nations, Métis, and Inuit whose footsteps have marked these lands for centuries. 
 
Recently, there have been inquiries from patrons asking if the Town of Blackfalds would put up signs 
within the various facilities with the Treaty 6 land acknowledgement. Administration believes that this 
would be an appropriate action, and upon initial discussion with Council, it was identified that it would 
be timely to have a review of the current Treaty 6 land acknowledgement to include consultation and 
engagement with local indigenous elders and representatives. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Administration has contacted Raye St. Denis from Samson Cree Nation to inquire about their interest 
in working with the Town of Blackfalds on the Treaty 6 land acknowledgement. Ms. St. Denis 
responded with her interest and that she would reach out to one other representative who she felt 
would be of value to the process.  
 
Administration can work directly with the representatives and bring forward recommendations to 
Council. Alternatively, Council could establish an ad-hoc working group consisting of Council 
members, representatives of Samson Cree Nation and Administration. If Council wishes the latter as 
per the Council Procedural Bylaw, a Terms of Reference would need to be developed and approved 
for the working group.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
There would be no financial implications to the establishment of an ad-hoc working group to review 
the Town of Blackfalds Treaty Six Land Acknowledgement.  
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ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION   
 

 
That Council consider the following motion: 
 

1. That Council direct Administration to draft up a Terms of Reference for the Treaty Six Land 
Acknowledgement Review Ad-hoc Working Group and to bring it back to the next Regular 
Meeting for Council’s consideration and subsequent establishment of an ad-hoc working 
group.  

 

 
ALTERNATIVES  
 

a) That Council refers this item back to Administration for additional information.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
None 
 
APPROVALS    
 

 

 

 

  

Kim Isaak,  
Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 Department Director/Author 
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