Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee
Jubilee Centre Council Chamber
9909 Franklin Avenue, Fort McMurray

Wednesday, June 07, 2017
6:00 p.m.

Agenda
Call To Order

Adoption of Agenda

Minutes of Previous Meetings

1.

Minutes of Wood Buffalo Recovery Meeting - May 17, 2017

Presentations

2.

Rob de Pruis, Insurance Bureau of Canada re: Insurance Update

3.

Jane Barter, Psychosocial Coordinator and Angela Henhoeffer, Social and
Community Development Coordinator, Recovery Task Force re: People Pillar
Update

4.

Jenelle Hart, Environment Supervisor, Recovery Task Force, re: Phase III Soil
Testing

5.

Ciarán Thompson and Collin Toews, Engagement Strategist's, Recovery Task
Force re: Stakeholder Engagement Update

New and Unfinished Business

Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Meeting - Wednesday, June 07,
2017

Page 2 of 2

6.

2017 Capital Budget Amendment – Waterways Zone 3 Slope Stability
- scheduled delegations: Margo Firman on behalf of Monica Thompson and
Steve Russell re: Waterways Slope Stability - Acquisition of 7403 Cliff Avenue
- delegations

7.

Sub-Committee Reports

8.

Wildfire Recovery Team Update

9.

Roundtable

Adjournment

Minutes of a Meeting of the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee held in the Council
Chamber at the Municipal Offices in Fort McMurray, Alberta, on Wednesday, May 17,
2017, commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Present:

M. Farrington, Vice Chair
N. Aubrey
J. Bancarz (via teleconference)
K. McGrath, Councillor
M. Giles
K. Jenkins
A. Vinni, Councillor

Absent:

K. Fleury
S. Germain, Councillor

Administration:

D. Woodworth, Team Lead, Recovery Task Force
A. Rogers, Chief Legislative Officer
S. Soutter, Legislative Officer

Call To Order
Vice Chair M. Farrington called the meeting to order at 6:06 p.m., and sent regrets on behalf of
K. Fleury and Councillor S. Germain.
Adoption of Agenda
Moved by M. Giles that the agenda be adopted as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Minutes of Previous Meetings
1.

Minutes of Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Meeting - April 19, 2017
Moved by K. Jenkins that the minutes of the Wood Buffalo
Recovery Committee meeting held on April 19, 2017 be
approved as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Entrance
N. Aubrey and Councillor A. Vinni entered the meeting at 6:08 p.m.
Reports
Before moving into the 2017 Capital Budget Amendment – Waterways Slope Stability, M.
Farrington, Vice Chair, disclosed that her former employer, Athabasca Tribal Council, owns the
property at 7413 Cliff Avenue.
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2017 Capital Budget Amendment - Waterways Slope Stability
(6:09 p.m. to 7:40 p.m.)

Moved by Councillor K. McGrath that the Wood Buffalo
Recovery Committee recommend to Council that:
1.

2.

the Municipality proceed with acquisition, at pre-fire
value, and mitigation of the following properties
identified in the Waterways Slope Stability Assessment
Report dated March 10, 2017:
 All 15 properties located within Zone 3A;
 One privately held lot in Zone 4 (being 7119 Cliff
Avenue); and
 Five selected properties within Zone 3 (being 7308,
7310 and 7312 High Avenue; 7211 and 7213 Cliff
Avenue); and
the 2017 Capital Budget be amended as outlined in
Attachment 3 (Capital Budget Amendment – Waterways
Slope Stability Land Acquisition and Regrading, dated
May 11, 2017) be approved.

Erin O’Neil, Operations Manager, Recovery Task Force, provided an overview of the report
noting that the Waterways Area Slope Stability Assessment revealed constraints to
redevelopment within the study area. It was proposed that 21 properties be acquired to mitigate
slope stability concerns. It was also indicated that a capital budget amendment is required in
order to move the recommendation forward.
Colin Furber, resident, addressed the Committee with concerns relative to rebuilding.
Najwa Karamujic, resident, addressed the Committee regarding the reluctance of the home
builders relative to rebuilding in the Waterways area due to the risks associated with the slope
movement.
Ron McGill, resident, spoke in favour the recommendation.
Margo Firman, resident, supported the recommendation and acquisition of her property. It
was noted that consideration should be given to the concerns raised by residents that do not
benefit from this acquisition.
Kunal Nagpal, home builder, indicated that it would be beneficial to know the anticipated
timelines for the rebuild of the remaining properties not included in the acquisition as many
residents are reaching their limit for additional living expenses provided by their insurance
companies. Concerns were also noted regarding obtaining construction insurance and the
requirement to “build in-place” on insurance policies.
Monica Thompson, resident, noted concerns regarding the value of her property.
Voting then occurred on the motion presented by Councillor K. McGrath.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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The following motion was then presented by Committee Member, M. Giles. With the consent
of the Committee, delegations were heard with respect to the motion.
Moved by M. Giles that administration prepare a report to be
presented at the June 7, 2017 Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee meeting or sooner at a special meeting, which
addresses the potential acquisition of the remaining Zone 3
properties by the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo.
Monica Thompson, resident, spoke in favour of the recommendation.
Najwa Karamujic, resident, spoke in support of the recommendation.
Colin Furber, Waterways resident, spoke in favour of the recommendation.
Tom Holland, Waterways resident, spoke in favour of the recommendation.
Jim Rogers, Waterways resident, spoke to benefits of the recommendation.
Margo Firman, resident, sought clarity on the recommendation.
Brittany McCormick, resident, raised concerns with regard to rebuilding.
Voting then occurred on the motion presented by M. Giles.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Exit
N. Aubrey exited the meeting at 7:41 p.m.
Recess
A brief recess occurred between 7:41 p.m. and 7:59 p.m.
Presentations
3.

Bonnah Carey and Laura Serrano; Fuse Social re: Results of the 3rd Social
Profit Sector Wildfire Impact Survey
(8:00 p.m. to 8:16 p.m.)

Bonnah Carey and Laura Serrano; Fuse Social, presented the results of the third Social Profit
Sector Wildfire Impact survey that was conducted to identify challenges and needs of social
profit organizations.
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Dan Stuckless, McMurray Metis and Harvey Sykes re: Rebuild of Metis Historic
Site, Recovery of Indigenous People and Reconciliation
(8:17 p.m. to 8:55 p.m.)

Peter Fortna, Dan Stuckless, McMurray Métis, and Harvey Sykes addressed the Committee
asking for consideration to work with Administration on exploring a formal lease agreement that
would assist in the recovery of the indigenous community by rebuilding a Metis Historic Site that
was lost during the wildfire. It was noted that McMurray Métis Elder and Board Member, Harvey
Sykes, lost his home which served as a touchstone to the indigenous community.
Moved by Councillor A. Vinni that the Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee recommend to Council:
That the request be referred to Council with a view to having the
McMurray Metis work collaboratively with Administration to bring
forward a recommendation for Council’s consideration no later
than June 13, 2017.
Jay Telegdi, resident, spoke in favour of the recommendation.
Brian Fayant, resident, spoke in favour of the recommendation.
Voting then occurred on the motion.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Exit and Return
Councillor M. McGrath exited the Chamber at 8:55 p.m. and returned at 9:08 p.m.
5.

Guy Choquet, Director of Operations, Canadian Red Cross re: One-Year Update:
Alberta Fire Recovery
(8:56 p.m. to 9:12 p.m.)

Guy Choquet, Director of Operations, Canadian Red Cross, provided an update on their one
year report highlighting the support that has been provided to the community and small
businesses.
6.

Erin O'Neil, Operations Manager, Recovery Task Force re: Soil Stockpile
Management
(9:13 p.m. to 9:15 p.m.)

Erin O'Neil, Operations Manager, Recovery Task Force, provided an updated on Soil
Stockpile Management, indicating that a site has been located in the rear west corner of Abram’s
Landing. The contract has been awarded to CLH contracting and discussions have been held
to ensure that the existing uses on the site are not impacted by the stockpiling.
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Dennis Warr, Mitigation Supervisor and Stephen Fudge, FireSmart Specialist,
Recovery Task Force re: Releaf Canada Update
(9:16 p.m. to 9:23 p.m.)

Dennis Warr, Mitigation Supervisor, and Stephen Fudge, FireSmart Specialist, Recovery
Task Force, provided an update on Releaf Canada and upcoming reforestation projects,
indicating that a ceremonial tree planting program will be held on May 23, 2017.
New and Unfinished Business
8.

Impacts of Life Cycle of Municipal Landfill - 2016 Wildfire
(9:24 p.m. to 9:35 p.m.)

Dawny George, Director, Engineering and Environmental Services and Fred Brown,
Manager, Environmental Services, reported on the impacts to the lifecycle of the Municipal
Landfill as a result of disposal of debris and materials from the wildfire affected areas, as well as
the financial impacts to the landfill.
Moved by Councillor A. Vinni that the report titled “Impacts to Life
Cycle of Municipal Landfill – 2016 Wildfire” be received as
information.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
9.

Sub-Committee Reports
(9:36 p.m. to 9:40 p.m.)

Councillor A. Vinni, Environment Sub-Committee, provided an update on progress to date.
K. Jenkins, Rebuild Sub-Committee, provided an update on the rebuild progress to date.
M. Giles, Economy and Mitigate Sub-Committees, provided an update on initiatives to date.
10.

Wildfire Recovery Team Update
(9.41 p.m. to 9:43 p.m.)

Dana Woodworth, Recovery Team Leader, provided an update on the tasks of Wood Buffalo
Recovery Task Force to date.
Adjournment
As all scheduled business matters had been concluded, Vice Chair M. Farrington declared the
meeting adjourned at 9:44 p.m.

Chair

Chief Legislative Officer
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Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Request for Presentation
Completed requests to make a public presentation must be received by 12:00 noon on the Monday immediately prior to the
scheduled meeting. Presentations are a maximum of 5 minutes in duration.

Presentation Information
Preferred Date of Presentation

June 7, 2017

Name of Presenter(s)

Rob de Pruis

Organization Represented

Insurance Bureau of Canada

Topic

Insurance update

Please List Specific
Points/Concerns

Insurance statistical information as of the one year mark.

Action Being Requested of
Council

N/A. For information only.

Are you providing any supporting documentation (ie: Powerpoint)?

__XX_ Yes

___ No

If yes, the documentation must accompany this request, as handouts will not be distributed at the meeting. To ensure that your documents meet
minimum standards, please see presentation guidelines on the next page.
Supporting documents may be e-mailed to Legislative.Assistants@rmwb.ca.
As per Procedure Bylaw No. 14/025, a request to make a presentation may be referred or denied.

Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo Wildfire
Insurance Industry Update

Presented by Rob de Pruis
Director, Consumer & Industry Relations
Western
June 7, 2017

It’s been a tough year.

2

About Insurance Bureau of Canada
 National industry association for

Canada’s private home, auto
and business insurers

P&C industry
employs
122,500
Canadians

 Its members make up 90% of

the P&C insurance market
 Works with governments to

Insurers pay
$9 billion in
taxes

ensure affordable insurance
 Champions key issues and

educates consumers

In Canada,
insurers paid
$31.7 billion in
claims

 Includes 126 insurers in Alberta
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The wildfire’s impact on insurance
With an estimated

$3.7 billion in
insured damages, this is

the most costly
wildfire in Canadian
history, and the 2nd

costliest wildfire in
the world.
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The wildfire’s impact on insurance
50,000 Total Claims
5,000
Commercial
Claims
(average $310,000
per claim)

18,000
Auto Claims
(average $6,000 per
claim)

27,000
Personal
Property Claims
(average $77,000 per
claim)
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IBC has been a partner since Day 1

200+
Days IBC was in
Fort McMurray
between May 14
and Dec. 31, 2016

Days Ahead
Insurance industry
will remain until the
community is back
on its feet
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Support from the start

Living Expenses
Issued for food & accommodation

28,000
In-person interactions with
residents
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Early arrival of adjusters

1,200
Insurance adjusters helped
residents get their claims
started right away
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White goods program

12,000
Fridges and freezers
recycled through this
insurer-led program
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Debris removal and recycling program
Industry-led collection of:

103,994
Metric tons of concrete

56,880
Metric tons of ash and debris

2,843
Metric tons of metal
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IBC consumer media activity
1,300
Tweets

21 million
Impressions from tweets

182,000
Views on YouTube

360,000
Facebook impressions

270
Reactive media interactions
were wildfire related
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Support for residents

40,000
Visits to www.ibc.ca

250,000
Printed materials
distributed

6,400
Contacts through IBC’s
Consumer Information
Centre
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Education for residents
IBC offered residents
various opportunities
to meet with its
experts through
 Province-wide town

halls
 Back to Business

Resource Centre
 Local meetings
 Community events
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Listening and learning

Focus Groups
•

Customer feedback

Reports
• Industry’s learnings
• Economic impact

Dialogue
• Continues
14

Listening to insurance customers

115
Calls about Fort McMurray to
date

822
Calls for all of Alberta in 2016

3,864
Calls for all of Canada in 2016
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Summary of complaints to GIO


Problems/limitations with
additional living
expenses



Builder/contractor
qualifications



Poor communication or
follow-up from adjusters



Disputes over valuation



Business interruption
denials



Delays
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What stood out? Post-traumatic stress




Calls to GIO made it clear
that a form of PTSD was
prevalent among residents
due to:


Dealing with the emotional toll of
the wildfire



Being homeless for an extended
time



Facing unresolved issues with
no clear end in sight

Don’t underestimate the
emotional effect of
catastrophic events.
17

Insurers are in it for the long haul.

18

People Pillar Update
June 7, 2017
Jane Barter, Psychosocial Coordinator
Angela Henhoeffer, Social and Community Development Coordinator

www.rmwb.ca

Topics
• Health and Wellness Update
• Community-Driven Event Planning: Lessons Learned

www.rmwb.ca
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Health and Wellness Update
What Is Wellness?
• Wellness is about paying attention to yourself and
practicing self-care. It means appreciating and
exploring who you are, building inner resources to
reduce stress, and creating a confident and positive
outlook on life.
• Why is it important?

www.rmwb.ca
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Health and Wellness Update
Ongoing Wellness Activities:
• Body Movement
•
• Direct Support
•
• Here For You
• Interactive Team Building •

www.rmwb.ca

Stress Management
Workshops
Mindfulness Workshops
Welcome Home

4

Health and Wellness Update
So far we’ve helped:
• 1,100 teachers
• 500 students
• 138 NSUUR clients
• 408 Metis Local

www.rmwb.ca

• 60 local businesses
• CARE Wood Buffalo, First
Responders, IBC, staff,
community organizations,
etc.
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Health and Wellness Update
Progress to date and the road ahead:
• Continue to reach out and be available to all residents
• Continue with ongoing and emerging needs
• Partnering with AHS to deliver E-Prep Workshops
across the region
• Recovery takes the whole community
• Recovery takes time
www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
May 3rd Community Gathering
•
•
•
•

What was our intention?
What happened?
Lessons Learned
Measures of Success

www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
What was our intention?
• Organize a community-driven event to commemorate
the anniversary of the 2016 Wildfire
• Bring community together to support emotional
recovery

www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
What happened?
• 12 spiritual groups participated
• 25 different organizations hosted more than 50 hours
of health and wellness activities
• 60+ volunteers
• 12 arts and cultural activities
• 17 business and corporate partners
• 22,500 residents gathered
www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
Lessons Learned: What could be improved?
• Streamline media processes
• Increase social media and on-site communications
• Improve mobility-challenged accessibility

www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
Lessons Learned: What went well?
• People came and connected
• Venue suited the occasion
• Public transportation was utilized
• Expectations were managed
• Media mitigation was successful
• Variety of food and activities were offered
www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
Measures of success:
• Sharing our story – We told our story well and the
country listened
• Significant community group involvement
• Abundant offers of corporate partnerships and support
• Demonstrated community confidence
• Evident sense of well-being
• Public response
www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
Public Response – Social Media
• Positive overall response from the public provides
evidence of the success of the community-led event
planning method.
• Residents continually expressed gratitude for the event
taking shape in a way that was reflective of community
desires and inclusive of all community groups.

www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
Public Response – Quotes
• “Was there and big thanks”
• “It was a lovely day. Thank you so much!”
• “Really great thing to do today! Big thanks!”
• “It was so nice, wasn't too much, it was just enough. Thank
you”
• “And the wonderful trappers tent from the McMurray Métis”
• “Amazing!”
www.rmwb.ca
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Community-Driven Event Planning
Public Response – Shares and Impact
• Event: 570 interested; 349 responded ‘attending’
• Mental Health Post: 29,353 people reached / 114 shares
• Transit Post: 7,438 reached / 17 shares
• Schedule Post: 25,090 reached / 124 shares
• Nadia’s Facebook Live Video: 8,264 reached / 17 shares
• RMWB Thank You Canada Post: 42,456 reached / 198 shares
• Final Post: 7,404 reached / 1 share
www.rmwb.ca
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Thank You

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase III Soil Sampling Program
in the RMWB
Presentation to the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee

June 7, 2017
Jenelle Hart, Environment Supervisor
www.rmwb.ca
1

Agenda
Purpose of this presentation
•
•
•
•
•

www.rmwb.ca

Term Definitions
Review Phase I Sampling Outcomes
Review Phase II Sampling Outcomes
Sampling Locations
Announce Phase III Sampling Outcomes

2

Term Definitions
Tier 1 Ecological Guidelines
• These chemical parameters, if exceeded, may impact the
health of sensitive receptors
• Often, the most sensitive receptor is an aquatic organism
or plant
• They do not typically impact human health

www.rmwb.ca
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Term Definitions
Tier 2 Human Health Guidelines
• These chemical parameters, if exceeded, may impact the
health of humans
• Explores how each chemical may affect human health if
directly exposed for long periods of time
• This is also very dependent on the physical health of the
individual
• For the protection of aquatic life, Tier 2 guidelines are
applicable to contaminants within 300 m of surface water
bodies
www.rmwb.ca
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Phase I Ash and Air Sampling
Phase I consisted of sampling ash and debris resulting
from the fire to assess potential contaminants of concern in
burned urban and forested areas.
• Level of risk is related to the volume of ash and level of
damage in the neighbourhoods
• Samples showed exceedances in ecological guidelines,
not human health

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase I Ash and Air Sampling
(continued)
• Tackifier was used to control the ash until it could safely
be disposed of at the landfill
• Mobile air monitoring showed no evidence of ash
migrating to non-impacted areas from the most affected
areas

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase II Soil Sampling
Phase II consisted of an assessment of unburned soil from
community gardens and burned soil in residential areas.
The Results are:
• Ecological guidelines exceeded, no human health
guidelines were exceed
• Of approximately 60 sample locations, each location had
67 parameters tested for, as well as an 18 additional
parameters for those samples chosen for Dioxins and
Furans.
• Of the 4,020 parameters (which excluded Dioxins and
Furans), 61 exceeded tier 1 guidelines or 1.5%
www.rmwb.ca
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Phase II Soil Sampling
What does that mean:
• 61 parameters that exceeded include pH levels,
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs), and Metals
• An example of an exceedance is anthracene
• Result = 0.022mg/kg
• Tier 1 ecological guideline is 0.0046mg/kg
• Tier 2 human health guideline is 24,000mg/kg

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase II Soil Sampling
(continued)
• Safe to plant a garden and consume food from the
garden
• Exceedances were below the human health based
guidelines

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Sampling Locations

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase III Soil Sampling
The intent of this testing was to assess the levels of
contaminants of potential concern for human health and
ecological guidelines, following remedial activities from the
wildfire.
• Testing was completed in close proximity to the areas in
Phase II
• To understand the extent of soil quality impacts to human
health and ecological guidelines
• Verify if additional remediation work is needed

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase III Soil Sampling
Results are:
• Ecological guidelines exceeded, human health
guidelines did not exceed
• Of approximately 247 sample locations, each location
had approximately 78 parameters tested, as well as 45
additional parameters for those samples chosen for
Dioxins and Furans.
• Of the 19,266 parameters (which excluded Dioxins and
Furans), 213 exceeded tier 1 guidelines or 1.1%
• 48 out of the 213 exceedances were soluble pH
www.rmwb.ca
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Phase III Soil Sampling
What does that mean:
• 213 parameters that exceeded Tier 1 guidelines include
pH levels, Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs),
and Metals
• An example of an exceedance is anthracene
• Result = 0.101mg/kg
• Tier 1 ecological guideline is 0.0046mg/kg
• Tier 2 human health guideline is 24,000mg/kg

www.rmwb.ca
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Phase III Soil Sampling
(continued)
• The remediation work has removed all ash and soil
contaminants of concern
• Exceedances were below the human health based
guideline
• Tackifier aided in assuring no contaminates migrated
during the removal of burned structures
• No additional testing will be required after the rebuild is
completed

www.rmwb.ca
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Thank you

www.rmwb.ca
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Stakeholder Engagement Update
June 7, 2017
Ciarán Thompson, Engagement Strategist
Collin Toews, Engagement Strategist

www.rmwb.ca

Overview
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Here for You Brand
Types of Engagement
Engagement Tactics
Recent Topics
Upcoming Sessions
Collaboration
Looking back

www.rmwb.ca
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• We continue to build upon the established Here
for You brand at all of our events
• Since the last update to Committee (April 19),
we’ve had 14 public sessions
• Engaged with approximately 5,500 residents
www.rmwb.ca
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Types of Engagement
•
•
•
•

Bi-weekly information sessions at McMurray Experience
Participation in community events
Targeted sessions/Issue-specific presentations
Meetings with key stakeholders
- Bi-weekly meetings with First Nation and Métis
representatives
• Focus groups

www.rmwb.ca
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Engagement Tactics
•
•
•
•
•

Formal presentation with question and answer period
Community Conversation led by residents
Informal open house engagement
Written summary reporting
Social Media
- Facebook Live, Live Tweeting

www.rmwb.ca

5

Recent Topics
• Waterways Slope Stability
• Re-greening Projects
- Firebreak Rehabilitation
- Trail Restoration
- Hazardous Tree Removal
- Reforestation
• FireSmart
• Construction Management Teams
www.rmwb.ca
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Upcoming Sessions
• Bi-weekly sessions on Wednesdays at McMurray Experience

• June 8, from 5 – 8 p.m.
• Starting June 21, sessions held at Urban Market
• Northlands Tree Planting Event
• June 10, Eagle Ridge
• Wildfire Community Preparedness Day
• Gregoire Lake Estates, Anzac, Fort McMurray
• June/July 2017
www.rmwb.ca
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Collaboration
• Every effort is made to collaborate with municipal partners,
community groups and stakeholders when preparing and
executing engagement
• Focus on continuing to build on the relationship with
Indigenous communities

• Ensuring municipal partners are aware of feedback and
concerns from residents about current projects

www.rmwb.ca
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Looking Back
• On August 18, 2016 the
first Here for You session
took place at MacDonald
Island Park
• Since then, we’ve hosted
48 public sessions

www.rmwb.ca
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Looking Back
• We’ve held public
information sessions at 16
different locations across
the Municipality.
• In total, we’ve had
approximately 8,650
participants.

www.rmwb.ca
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Questions?

www.rmwb.ca
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WOOD BUFFALO RECOVERY
COMMITTEE REPORT
Meeting Date: June 7, 2017

Subject: 2017 Capital Budget Amendment – Waterways Zone 3
Slope Stability
APPROVALS:

Erin O’Neill, Operations Manager
Dana Woodworth, Team Leader

Recommendations:
THAT the following be recommended to Council:
1. THAT the Municipality proceed with the acquisition, at pre-fire value, and mitigation of
the properties identified in red on Attachment 1 (Waterways Report – Additional Proposed
Land Acquisitions, dated May 25, 2017); and
2. THAT the 2017 Capital Budget be amended as outlined in Attachment 2 (Capital Budget
Amendment – Waterways Zone 3 Slope Stability Land Acquisition and Regrading, dated
May 25, 2017).
Summary:
On May 17, 2017 the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee (WBRC) passed the motion “that
Administration prepare a report to be presented at the June 7, 2017 Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee meeting or sooner at a special meeting, which addresses the potential acquisition of
the remaining Zone 3 properties by the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo.” Based on this
motion, the acquisition of these 14 properties was reviewed by the Recovery Task Force, Planning
& Development, Engineering, Financial Services and Legal Services in a combined planning
session. This provided an opportunity to examine more data and consider public safety risks as
well as financial implications over the long term. It was identified that by weighting the focus and
recommendation from a mitigation perspective versus a pure rebuild lens, there is a clear
opportunity to create a more resilient community. This goal is a key component of the Wildfire
Recovery Campaign Plan; therefore, the Recovery Task Force and Administration recommends
that the 14 properties be acquired and mitigated by the Municipality.
Background:
On May 17, 2017 the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee recommended to Council the acquisition
of 21 properties located within Zone 3A, Zone 3 and Zone 4 of the Waterways Slope Stability
Report. This recommendation was subsequently approved by Council on May 23, 2017. The
mandatory acquisition of these 21 properties was linked to the high risk associated with the
movement of colluvium soils and needed mitigation measures to achieve an acceptable level of
safety for rebuilding. This recommendation did not consider the acquisition of the bulk of the
remaining Zone 3 lots as rebuilding on these lots did not present the same risk as the 21 properties

Author: Erin O’Neill
Department: Recovery Task Force
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from a simple Factor of Safety perspective. The lower risk level is due to the existing Cliff Avenue
retaining wall, the soil structure of the abutting zones, the stabilization measures to be taken on the
21 properties as well as the requirement for individual lot level mitigation.
The resolution of the WBRC requested that Administration address the potential acquisition of the
remaining Zone 3 properties. These properties are unique in that they are physically located on the
slope, not on the top of bank or at the toe of the slope. The 14 lots under consideration do not
include the Athabasca Tribal Council building nor the properties located along Hughes Avenue
despite small portions of these properties being in Zone 3. They are primarily located within Zones
1 and 2 which are not on the slope, and therefore do not have the same stability concerns associated
with Zone 3.
The Recovery Task Force contacted the property owners, had follow up discussions with Thurber
Engineering and held a planning session with Engineering, Planning & Development, Legal
Services, and Financial Services to determine a recommendation for the 14 properties. The
outcomes of these actions are discussed below.
Contact was successfully made with 13 of the 14 property owners to determine their interest in
rebuilding or acquisition by the Municipality. Based on the discussion with the property owners,
there is no single recommendation that would satisfy all parties. Some want to build regardless of
the risk or potential cost of individual lot level mitigation; some have already made the decision
not to rebuild and are interested in an acquisition and others want more information prior to making
a decision (acquisition price or Municipalitys acceptance of home warranty risk).
As a result of the discussion with Thurber Engineering and the planning session with the various
administrative departments; the Recovery Task Force is recommending that the 14 properties be
acquired based on a long term view that weighs community-level mitigation over individual
rebuild consideration. Notwithstanding that the recommendation to allow the 14 properties to
rebuild from a purely technical perspective is defensible; if one considers lifecycle infrastructure
costs and the potential future mitigation costs versus the estimated $4 million to acquire the 14
properties, there is a net financial benefit to acquisition. Furthermore, the acquisition provides an
opportunity to create a more resilient community. The factors leading to these deductions are
explained below.
Lifecycle Infrastructure Costs:
While the current water and sewer systems have no capacity issues; they will need to be upgraded
at a future date based on urban rehabilitation timeframes as outlined in the municipal infrastructure
master plans. The urban rehabilitation for this area which would include water, sewer, roads, and
curbs is expected to cost approximately $6 million. This estimate is based on current dollar values
and does not include potential additional capital investment to mitigate any geotechnical
challenges for the infrastructure upgrade.
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Potential Future Mitigation Costs:
While rebuilding can occur within this area provided careful planning, construction and
maintenance practices are followed; the long term risk of a significant event is substantive. A
change in the water table due to a breakage in a water main, ponding of water on the slope, or
prolonged wet weather; an unauthorized excavation; or any number of other factors could
individually or collectively require the Municipality to incur repair and/or mitigation costs easily
exceeding the $4 million dollar acquisition cost for these properties.
There is an historical example of this. The existing Cliff Avenue retaining wall was constructed
because of a landslide in the Cliff Avenue roadway in 1997. First appearing as some settlement
in the shoulder of the road and cracks in the pavement; the movement in the ground stretched and
broke a water main and became an active land slide. It required that a retaining wall be constructed
along the northeast shoulder of the road with deep drilled concrete piles. The likely factors leading
to the failure included: fill placed to build out Cliff Avenue gradually straining the underlying
colluvium soil; undermining the slope from an excavation made at the base of the slope to increase
the flat useable area in the yard of one of the residences; and the significant increase in the localized
water table as a result of the water main break. In 1997, the cost to construct the Cliff Avenue
retaining wall was approximately $2 million.
The Opportunity:
The Waterways Slope Stability analysis indicated that “if a brand new subdivision was being
planned we would recommend that this area be avoided for development as it brings with it some
inherent risks of damage to infrastructure due to slope movements if careful planning, construction
and maintenance are not followed.” While from a purely technical rebuild standpoint; this area
could be rebuilt based on an individual’s risk tolerance level; however, this perspective primarily
addresses the geotechnical risk. The recommendation within this report is based on a broader risk
assessment which includes the financial risk, public safety risk and the increase in risk over time
due to: potential land disturbances that could occur at an individual lot level; seasonal fluctuations
in the water table; or interaction of Municipal operations or services.
Refocusing on risks, the conversation changes from how to expedite rebuild to how to seize an
opportunity for mitigation and long term resiliency. Based on the key priorities within the
Mitigation Pillar of the Recovery Campaign Plan “consider transformative opportunities through
land use planning that better positions the RMWB from both public safety and future growth
perspectives;” the Recovery Task Force views the acquisition of the 14 properties as an
opportunity to create a more resilient community.
Insurance Bureau of Canada (IBC) Considerations:
Most insurance policies include a ‘build in place’ requirement. On March 23, 2017 the Recovery
Task Force sent a letter to the Insurance Bureau of Canada. IBC advised that they are prepared to
facilitate discussions with insurers with respect to all aspects of the re-building process including
surveying insurers to determine their individual positions with respect to same site policy term
waivers in Waterways.
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Based on follow up discussions with IBC, insurers with properties within the zones that have been
identified as high risk would consider waiving the same site requirement. This would be subject
to certain conditions including that it was mandated by the Municipality to not rebuild on the same
site in Waterways.
Given that the acquisition of these 14 properties would be mandatory rather than voluntary and
that the assessed risk of rebuilding is unacceptable when viewed through a broader risk lens; it is
reasonable to assume that the factors identified by the Insurance Bureau of Canada to waive the
build in place requirement have been addressed within this recommendation.
Alternative:
Do not acquire the 14 properties located within Zone 3. From a technical perspective, rebuilding on
these lots would be based on individual property owner risk tolerance. As such, not acquiring the
additional 14 properties is a reasonable alternative, understanding that mitigation will be done at the
individual lot level and the Municipality accepts that in the long term an investment is required for
urban rehabilitation and potential future mitigation costs.
Budget/Financial Implications:
The appraisal that was conducted for the area also included lot specific appraisals of these 14
properties. The pre-fire acquisition price for the 14 properties is $3.5 million.
In the case where residents are willing to sell their property to the Municipality, a normal purchase
process would be followed. However, if residents are unwilling to sell the property or disagree
with the appraisal value, the Municipality would proceed with the expropriation of these properties
as directed in ADM-250. Under the Expropriation Act, the acquisition price is based on current
market value as opposed to pre-fire value however the Municipality is responsible for all costs to
the land owner and compensation is ultimately determined by the Land Compensation Board. As
such, the exact value of the acquisition cannot be determined until the potential expropriation
process is complete.
An additional $500,000 would be required to mitigate the areas similar to the 21 properties. This
cost includes a geotechnical report that considers the mitigation required such as recontouring and
revegetation of the area. Therefore, the total acquisition and mitigation cost is estimated to be $4
million.
Rationale for Recommendations:
The long-term cost of the urban rehabilitation for the area and the potential future mitigation far
exceeds the short-term acquisition price. From a pure cost benefit analysis there is a rationale to
proceed with the acquisition of the 14 properties. This, coupled with creating a more resilient
community by not rebuilding on a slope and fully addressing the interdependent risks in all zones,
further justifies proceeding with the acquisition.

4/5

WOOD BUFFALO RECOVERY COMMITTEE REPORT – 2017 Capital Budget Amendment – Waterways Zone
3 Slope Stability

Strategic Plan Linkages:
Pillar 2 – Building Balanced Regional Services
Pillar 4 – Building an Effective Land Strategy
Pillar 6 – Building a Sustainable Region
Campaign Plan Linkages:
Mitigate Pillar – Consider transformative opportunities through land use planning that better
positions the RMWB from both public safety and future growth perspectives
Rebuild Pillar – Understand and address the full extent of wildfire damage across the RMWB
Attachments:
1.
2.

Waterways Report – Additional Proposed Land Acquisitions
Capital Budget Amendment – Waterways Zone 3 Slope Stability Land Acquisition and
Regrading
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CAPITAL BUDGET AMENDMENT
Council
CURRENT PROJECT NAME:
AMENDED PROJECT NAME:

Waterways Zone 3 Slope Stability Land Acquisition and Regrading
Group I/O

Revenue I/O

New Project

Expense I/O

ORDER CODES (if assigned):
CURRENT PROJECT BUDGET
Year
2016 & Prior

Annual Cost

$

2017
2018
2019
Thereafter
TOTAL

Fed Grants

-

$

$

Prov Grants

-

$

$

Reserves

-

$

$

Other Sources

-

$

$

-

$

Debenture Financed

$

-

$

CURRENT COST AND COMMITMENT
As at

Current Budget

$

Actual to Date

-

$

-

Commitments

$

-

Available

$

-

DESCRIPTION/RATIONALE FOR BUDGET AMENDMENT

The Recovery Task Force is recommending that the 14 remaining properties in Zone 3 be acquired based
on a long term holistic view (mitigate considerations) rather than a technical standpoint that recognizes a
level of risk tolerance in allowing people to reconstruct their home on a slope (rebuild considerations).
Notwithstanding that the recommendation to allow the 14 properties to rebuild from a purely technical
perspective is reasonable; if one considers lifecycle infrastructure costs of $6M and the unknown
potential future mitigation costs versus the estimated $4 million to acquire the 14 properties, there is a
net financial benefit to acquisition. Furthermore, the acquisition provides an opportunity to create a more
resilient community.

AMENDED PROJECT BUDGET
Year
2016 & prior

Annual Cost

$

2017
2018
2019
Thereafter
TOTAL

$

Fed Grants

Prov Grants

$
4,000,000
4,000,000 $

-

$

4,000,000 $

-

Reserves

$

$

-

$

-

Other Sources

Debenture Financed

-

$

$

$
4,000,000
4,000,000 $

$

-

$

4,000,000 $

-

$

-

Budget Change
TOTAL

$

FISCAL RESPONSIBLITY POLICY CRITERIA:
Will the change result in an efficient administrative and project delivery process?

n/a

Will the change result in an addition or cancellation of a capital project?
Will the underlying scope change alter the nature and type of capital project?

Yes
n/a

Where additional funding is required, are the funds from a combination of savings from fully tendered projects, other
uncommitted sources such as grants and offsite levies, and cash flow management with other capital projects?
Will the change result in Council set debt and debt service limits being exceeded?
In order for this to be a Fiscal Management Policy Amendment the questions above must answer, Yes, No, No, Yes, No, respectively.

PROJECT ACCOUNTABILITY
PROJECT MANAGER ASSIGNED

Keith Smith

Date:

DELIVERY DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR

Jamie Doyle

Date:

SPONSOR DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR

Dana Woodworth

Date:
Date:

CPSC CHAIR
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

Date:

Elsie Hutton

Last updated: January 2017

Yes
No

Council Meeting Presentation Request
Completed requests to make a public presentation must be received by 12:00 noon on the Wednesday immediately prior to
the scheduled meeting. Presentations are a maximum of 5 minutes in duration.

Presentation Information
Preferred Date of Presentation

June 7, 2017

Name of Presenter(s)

Margo Firman on behalf of Monica Thompson and Steve Russell

Organization Represented
Topic

Waterways Slope Stability – Acquisition of 7403 Cliff Avenue

Please List Specific
Points/Concerns
Action Being Requested of
Council

Acquisition of 7403 Cliff Avenue

Are you providing any supporting documentation (ie: Powerpoint)?

_x__ Yes

___ No

If yes, the documentation must accompany this request, as handouts will not be distributed at the meeting. To ensure that your documents meet
minimum standards, please see presentation guidelines on the next page.
Supporting documents may be e-mailed to Legislative.Assistants@rmwb.ca.
As per Procedure Bylaw No. 14/025, a request to make a presentation may be referred or denied.

WATERWAYS ZONE 3
PROPERTY ACQUISITION
7403 Cliff Avenue
Presentation from: Monica Thompson & Steve Russell
To be presented by: Margo Firman
Date: June 7, 2017

HISTORY
PROPERTY

 Fort McMurray residents since the late 1970’s and continue
to have strong ties to the region through business
operations as well as the many friends who reside in Fort
McMurray.
 The log home located at 7403 Cliff Avenue was constructed
in the 1940’s and the property included subsequent
additions in later years: an addition to the house, a three-car
garage, and a timber frame boathouse.
 The property is 12,500 square feet and is two lots on a single
title.
 Purchased the property in 2001 from friends who had
owned the home since 1976.
 At no time were slope stability issues or concerns identified
at the time of purchase nor at any point thereafter.

HISTORY
OWNER MITIGATIONS

 Remediation's were completed to address the bowing of
one wall in the basement.
 French Drain system installed to address surface water
runoff issues on the property.
 Implemented solutions to redirect surface runoff on and
around our property in response to the absence of
municipal water collection and drainage systems.

POST WILDFIRE
RECOVERY

 We watched our neighbourhood burn from the bank of the
Clearwater River with our neighbour, Mrs. Elsie Cardinal, so
we knew evacuation day that our home was destroyed.
 Positive insurance claim process with an experienced
adjuster.
 Focus on accelerating retirement property construction.

Our recovery is not about
“going home”. Instead, it is the
ability to move forward mentally,
emotionally, and financially
elsewhere.

DISCUSSION
WATERWAYS AREA SLOPE
STABILITY ASSESSMENT
(QU6007)

“If a brand new
subdivision was being
planned we would
recommend that this
area be avoided for
development…”
5.4.4. Zone 3 – Previously
Developed Colluvium Slope

“This area includes
portions of the
colluvium slope that
have never been
developed before.
These slope areas, in
general, appear to be
more active than the
areas that were
previously
developed.”
5.4.6. Zone 4 – Colluvium Slope and
Uplands – Development Not
Recommended

DISCUSSION
WATERWAYS AREA SLOPE
STABILITY ASSESSMENT
(QU6007)

SITE PLAN SHOWING SURFICIAL
GEOLOGY AND OBSERVATIONS
MADE DURING SITE
RECONNAISSANCE
(DWG No. 15479-1)
OVERLAY WITH:
SITE PLAN SHOWING TEST HOLE
LOCATIONS (DWG No. 15479-3)

DISCUSSION
COST-BASED DECISIONMAKING

 RMWB is positioned to make cost-effective decisions
based on existing geotechnical data and ROM
estimates of mitigation expenses.
 Acquisition of the remaining 14 Cliff Avenue properties
is less than 1% of the 2017 Capital Budget.
 RMWB is able to mitigate liability in a way that is
financially responsible and within their control.

 Property owners have the same considerations;
however, the scale of the expenditure is significantly
higher and they have far less control over said costs.
 Owners have little influence over municipal mitigations
that have a direct impact on their property.

DISCUSSION
MITIGATION –OWNER
EXPENDITURES

 Until a site specific geotechnical assessment is
completed for a property, the owner is faced with much
uncertainty regardless of whether they are rebuilding
or selling.
 A full evaluation can cost in excess of $25,000 – a
significant expense to incur to “see” what is possible.
 Property owner capacity, both financial and time, to
undertake site level geotechnical assessment,
engineering and construction to implement necessary
requirements, and complete surface level water
mitigation.
 Site specific geotechnical recommendations may result
in significant changes to a home construction project
(i.e. placement, size, etc.).

RMWB

DISCUSSION
MITIGATION – SHARED
RESPONSIBILITIES

 Mitigations for hazard lands in Zone 4 behind Cliff Avenue
properties (7403 through 7417) have not been identified.
 In the absence of municipal water collection and drainage
systems on and around Cliff Avenue, what will the RMWB
introduce to the area to share in mitigation efforts?
PROPERTY OWNERS

 The wildfire and the demolition that followed destroyed
many mitigations that were put in place over many years
by property owners.

 Individual lot level mitigations are required and must be
put in place if re-development is supported.

DISCUSSION
BEST PRACTICES FROM
OTHER URBAN CENTRES

 Comparison of the Municipality’s Land Use Bylaw
99/059 p. 5 General Regulations s. 62 Development
Setbacks from Slopes to the best practices of other
urban centers indicates that the age of the regulation
does not sufficiently take into consideration new
information and practices.
 The Municipality’s LUB pertaining to development on
slopes does not currently refer to “factor of safety”,
although the use of this reference is best practice in
other jurisdictions.

DISCUSSION
BEST PRACTICES FROM
OTHER URBAN CENTRES

 In the case of slopes, Edmonton and Calgary identify
hazard lands as those that have a factor of safety of
less than 1.5 against being affected by a slope failure.
 We submit that the RMWB will want all rebuilds to
meet acceptable standards for slope stability
mitigation and would not want to have property
owners take risks that are unacceptable in other
communities.

 Reference Attachment A – Notes on Waterways Slope
Stability Assessment Zone 3 Properties by M. Firman
dated March 16, 2017.

SUMMARY

 If this was a new development, the recommendation
would be to avoid the area.
 More active slope movement in Zone 4 at rear of
property.
 Cost-prohibitive geotechnical, construction, and
mitigation expenses.
 Scale of financial impact to the RMWB is minimal as
compared to the property owners.

 Re-development is inconsistent with best practices in
other communities.
 Risks and liabilities to the owner are too onerous.

REQUESTS
1 -ACQUISITION

PROPERTY ACQUISITION

 That our property, located at 7403 Cliff Avenue, be
considered for acquisition by the RMWB.

 Until such time that the property is made saleable
and/or sold, we will continue to experience both
financial and emotional hardship in attempting to
realize our recovery.

REQUESTS
2 –ONGOING MONITORING

ONGOING MONITORING OF ZONE 4

 Should the RMWB choose to not exercise the option of
property acquisition, that serious consideration be given
for ongoing monitoring of the slope movement in Zone 4.
 The purpose is to ensure that municipally held hazard
lands do not negatively impact those properties that are
re-developed.

 Home construction costs will exceed most insurance
depreciated cost value assessments and current market
values; hence the need to better support residents’ reinvestment in Cliff Avenue through monitoring efforts.

APPENDIX A
NOTES ON WATERWAYS SLOPE STABILITY
ASSESSMENT ZONE 3 PROPERTIES

Margo Firman
MARCH 16, 2017

NOTES ON WATERWAYS SLOPE STABILITY
ASSESSMENT ZONE 3 PROPERTIES
MEETING: THURSDAY, MARCH 16, 2017 (M. FIRMAN, E. O’NEILL, AND D. WOODWORTH)

QUESTIONS FOR THE FOLLOWING SUBJECT AREAS:
1.

Here for You – March 7, 2017 Session;

2.

Thurber Engineering Ltd. Report – March 10, 2017 File 15479;

3.

RMWB policy acquisition framework and/or funding to acquire lands;

4.

Taxpayers’ future legal liabilities and legal precedent; and

5.

Practices of other urban centres for consideration.

HERE FOR YOU – MARCH 7, 2017 SESSION
•

The session shared a high-level summary of the slope stability assessment completed by Thurber
Engineering Ltd.

•

Based upon the information available at that session, it was felt by some attendees that the next steps for
the Recovery Team and the Recovery Task Force were unclear and that further research was required.

•

With the release of the Thurber report dated March 10, 2017 and examination of the details, the
responses from residents may have been very different and the message(s) to the Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee the next evening may also have changed.

THURBER ENGINEERING LTD. REPORT
1.

Page 2/18 – “Water levels were noted during and after completion of the drilling.”
QUESTION: How do the seasonal factors affect the outcomes of these findings? Will future water level
readings be taken during periods of high and extended rainfall or groundwater infiltration (spring is a
critical time)? Tied to page 9/18 notation that “these are all relatively short-term readings and the
stabilized water levels could be higher”.

M. FIRMAN

pg. 2

03.16.2017

2.

Page 5/18 – S. 4.5. Present Surface Conditions makes note of the reconnaissance findings our items of
note are:
• A – most of the large trees have some sort of fire damage
• D – indications of slow creep slope movements…
• E – More active landslide areas were also observed mostly along the west side of the study area.
• G – This wall (retaining) was noticeably bowed out suggesting that it was not strong enough to
withstand the forces of the moving colluvium soil.
QUESTION 1: Drawing 15479-1 notes areas where more active slope movements were noted during the
side visit. When overlaid with drawing 15479-7, these two areas are behind properties on High Avenue
(Area A) and Cliff Avenue (Area C) respectively. What does this mean for these properties’ slope stability?
QUESTION 2: Will there be an additional site reconnaissance later in the year as the initial work was
completed during the winter months?

3.

Page 10/18 Note of “potential movement in the clay (colluvium) in the upper 2.5m below ground
surface” for SI TH16-C1 (East of our property) and no data for SI TH16-A1 (south east).
QUESTION: What might it be in Area A directly behind our properties?

4.

Page 10/18 – The “valley slope where a steeply (approaching 28 degrees to the horizontal) inclined
Oilsand escarpment is present between approximately elevation 280-295 m.”
QUESTION: How does this relate to the slope stability behind our properties given that “the valley slope is
only marginally stable and that there is potential for variable rates and depths of creep movement…the
loss of the tree cover due to the 2016 wildfire will make the slope even more prone to movement”?

5.

Page 11/18 – Discussion of the landslide that occurred in 1997 along Cliff Avenue and we noted parallels
in the conditions prior to the event that were somewhat comparable to High Avenue.

6.

Page 13/18 – Table 5.2 Results of the Stability Analyses clearly shows that none of the properties in zones
3, 3A, and 4 meet the minimum factor of safety requirements (1.3), nor can they meet it (1.5) through
reconstruction efforts.
QUESTION: Why is Zone 3 considered adequate at this time? Particularly so when it is in the centre of
Zones 3A and 4 where development is not recommended.

7.

Page 15/18 – The report noted that there may be a willingness by homeowners to accept the risks in Zone
3 based on their previous home.

M. FIRMAN

•

When these homes were built, the variables for consideration were very different from today.

•

Additionally, the information available about the overall hillside contained in the Thurber report
can also be used.

•

The site specific geotechnical reporting can now be considered within the broader scope of this
more recent reporting data.

•

In the absence of slope stability mitigation efforts by the RMWB, a rebuild is an incredibly risky
scenario from our perspective.
pg. 3

03.16.2017

QUESTION: Prior to the landslide that took place in 1998, there was another in 1973. What are the details
of this event?
8.

9.

Page 15/18 – “Surface runoff should be controlled to direct surface water into storm drainage systems.”
•

There are no collection points on High Avenue, Tomlinson Street (except a manhole), and Cliff
Avenue for surface runoff.

•

To a large extent, this task has been self-managed by homeowners.

•

For our street and much of Cliff Avenue, this surface runoff is directed to the curbside gutters on
McCormick Drive in front of the Athabasca Tribal Council.

•

Surface water drainage systems will need to be put in place by the RMWB to avoid erosion of the
slope.

Page 18/18 – The assessment that the Zone 4 areas “in general, appear to be more active than the areas
that were previously developed.” and are not recommended for development for several reasons.
•

The three developed properties on High Avenue appear to have been a result of fortuitous timing
for the owners. Otherwise, these would have been repurchased back by the Provincial
Government when all other lots were deemed environmental reserve.

•

The RMWB Waterways Report map includes these properties in Zone 3 as previously developed
colluvium slope; however, these are most closely associated with Zone 4 and its environmental
reserve counterparts.

•

The subdivision, development, and acquisition of hazard lands (reserve) is a very convoluted
story to follow. A breakdown of this information has been requested from Dan Fitzgerald,
Planner, and he continues to piece it together. We suggest speaking with him.

QUESTION: Aside from the fact that these were developed, why are these not included in the colluvium
slope and uplands area? The group of three High Avenue properties are bordered on three sides by the
Environmental Reserve (Zone 4).
10. Page 18/18 – “There should be no clearing of trees and vegetation in the valley slope, except for those
that pose a risk to public safety.” and “Re-vegetation of this area should be promoted to improve the floor
cover and reduce surface infiltration and erosion.”
QUESTION: What plan is in place to accomplish these two recommendations? What timeframe is
necessary for re-vegetation and subsequent growth to offset the decay of fire damaged trees?

M. FIRMAN
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RMWB POLICY ACQUISITION FRAMEWORK AND/OR FUNDING TO ACQUIRE LANDS
Inquiries have been made with the Planning and Development to determine if the RMWB has an existing, proactive
acquisition plan for hazard lands. Other larger urban centres, such as the City of Edmonton, have established a
reserve fund to purchase properties considered hazard lands from owners when presented with the opportunity to
do so. This allows for individual owners to stay in place should they choose to do so and for the City of Edmonton
to mitigate any future taxpayer liabilities by removing these properties from the market.
Because the RMWB does not have a similar policy in place for land acquisition and assembly, a homeowner in an
area of Waterways with slope stability issues such as Zone 3 (or 3A) could request that the RMWB consider their
offer through the current guidelines and have it declined. Without policy direction to seek these opportunities and
respond to them, there is no motivation or rationale for a property owner to expect acceptance. Simply put, there
is no reason for the Municipality to purchase it.
As an individual without a comprehensive understanding of the Municipality’s land acquisition strategy, the
perception is that the RMWB primarily utilizes the expropriation method in response to its current and/or planned
capital project needs. It is responsive. One of the lessons of the wildfire is the need to more proactively assume a
role in mitigating liability. Urban development areas change over time, erosion and the formation of slopes is a
natural part of the evolution of the topography in Waterways, updated knowledge and practices enable better
decision-making, and there is a break in the status quo in this instance. Has this opportunity been given serious
consideration by the Task Force?
Ultimately, tragedies such as the wildfire present the Municipality with the opportunity to reset all the affected
properties to meet the current code and policy requirements. For many property owners identified in the slope
stability report, this reset and updating is being made at their financial expense – not their insurer in some
instances. This was made clear at the Here for You Session as well as at the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee.
AN IMPORTANT AREA OF CONCERN FOR CLARIFICATION REGARDING EXPROPRIATION:
The current practice is to pay fair market value for land(s) based upon an independent third-party property
assessment. In the case of Zone 3A, what methodology will be used? Post-slope stability survey results would
indicate that these lands are essentially unusable and therefore of very little value within the market. How would
the RMWB proceed in its negotiations and treatment of said properties?

TAXPAYERS’ FUTURE LEGAL LIABILITIES AND LEGAL PRECEDENT
The perception surrounding the slope-stability assessment tends to be that it is “owner-centred” thus far.
Foremost, a slope could destroy facilities (houses, buildings, etc.) constructed on the land within a slope area and
injure or kill the people within them at that time. The debris from a slope failure could also destroy or cover
facilities below a slope, also injuring or killing people.
The risk assumed by property owners: should a slope failure occur or damage because of slope creep, these
damages are likely not covered through an insurer.
Dialogue with respect to the burden of care that is the RMWB’s responsibility, as well as the legal liability to
taxpayers, has remained largely out of focus to date. This will likely change when discussion moves from rough
M. FIRMAN
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order of magnitude costs to construct erosion/slope stability protection to more concrete dialogue about
mitigation costs versus land acquisition.
The Papadopoulos et al. v. Edmonton (City) court decision in 2000 resulted in the courts awarding Papadopoulos
$750,000 and finding the City negligent and the homeowners contributorily negligent. After the 1992 landslide,
the City was ordered to pay the homeowner despite that fact that the owner had violated two conditions of the
restricted convents on title. In the case of Waterways property owners within the slope area, they are within their
rights to initiate litigation, and a much stronger case could be made against the Municipality.

PRACTICES OF OTHER URBAN CENTRES FOR CONSIDERATION
REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WOOD BUFFALO
While reviewing the Thurber Engineering Ltd. report, further investigation to assess the Municipality’s Land Use
Bylaw 99/059 p. 5 General Regulations s. 62 Development Setbacks from Slopes and the best practices of other
urban centres yielded some interesting information.
The RMWB land use bylaw is as follows:
62. Development Setbacks from Slopes
62.1 A minimum building setback of 30.0 m is required from the top or bottom of an escarpment slope or
any other steep slope where the grade exceeds 30 % unless the Development Authority is satisfied by a
submission of a geotechnical engineering study prepared (signed and stamped) by a professional engineer
that a lesser setback is warranted.
62.2 Where a slope is unstable a minimum building setback of 30.0 m is required from the unstable portion
of the slope.
62.3 Where a development permit has been issued pursuant to Section 62.1 the Development Authority
may require that a security deposit be submitted to the Municipality to ensure that development is carried
out in conformity with the approved engineering and construction measures.
This is a very straightforward and brief set of development requirements that has been in place for many years
(1999) that appears to leave a great deal of discretion by the RMWB and reliant on the site-specific geotechnical
review.
QUESTION: The age of the regulation, in relation to new information and practices, may lead one to ask if this is
sufficient and reflective of the community’s needs over the last two decades. Perhaps this is a question best suited
to the Planning and Development Department for response?
CITY OF EDMONTON
The City of Edmonton adopted a policy in 2010 entitled Development Setbacks from River Valley/Ravine Crests to
address “all new or redeveloping areas abutting the River Valley and Ravine System provide for separation of
development from the river valley or ravine”. Although there is much value from the policy generally, the area of
interest is s. 1.19 Estimated Long Term Line of Stability (Figure 4).
M. FIRMAN
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QUESTION: Does the Municipality consider the potential for continued erosion at the slope toe (erosion allowance)
for a given period, plus an allowance for slope instability (stable slope allowance), plus an allowance for equipment
to access the site if a slope fails as the City of Edmonton has?
The Estimated Long Term Line of Stability is determined by the City of Edmonton by “using slope stability analysis
and engineering assessment adopting a minimum long term factor of safety. The development setback associated
with the adopted minimum long term factor of safety is intended to provide a margin of safety for the
development of roads, infrastructure, and buildings in proportion to the potential for loss to property and loss of
life.” In this case, the long-term factor of safety for development is 1.5 with a buffer zone to the urban
development line with a factor of safety of 1.3. All other areas less than a factor of safety of 1.3 are considered
hazard lands and zoned as Environmental Reserve.
In the findings reported the Thurber Engineering Ltd. document, Table 5.2 Results of the Stability Analyses findings
show that Section A-A conditions (both existing and demonstrated) are all below a factor of safety of 1.3.
QUESTION: Why would a factor of safety less than 1.3 be considered acceptable when 1.5 is the generally
recommended minimum?
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS
Other communities also have similar local state-of-practice where, in the case of slopes, hazard lands are those
that have a factor of safety of less than 1.5 against being affected by a slope failure. The assessment of the
stability of a slope considers the most conservative condition that the slope could reasonably be expected to
experience (i.e. “worst case” condition), such as groundwater levels, etc.
QUESTION: What position does the Municipality take in this regard? What were the considerations within the
Thurber Engineering Ltd. analysis (low, medium, or high on the conservative scale)?

GENERAL QUESTIONS
1.

Which slope failure location is currently being used for the 30 m setback requirement in LUB 99/059 s.
62.2: (a) the toe of the slope (Lower Cliff Alley/Hughes Avenue); or (b) the most recent slope failure on
Cliff Avenue in 1997?

2.

Referencing the LUB 99/059, what is the relationship between High Avenue properties and the upland
slope when the “setback of 30.0 m is required from the top or bottom of…any other steep slope where
the grade exceeds 30%”? During our home development, the focus was on the bottom (not the top) as
well as our site-specific grade/slope. Has anything changed post-fire or as an outcome of the Thurber
Engineering Ltd. report?

3.

Has the Insurance Bureau of Canada been asked to provide their perspective regarding potential liabilities
for properties located in Zones 2 – 4 in Waterways? Will this be shared with residents by IBC at a future
public meeting?

4.

Is there a possibility of funding from the Disaster Relief Program for slope mitigation measures?

M. FIRMAN
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SUPERSEDES:
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PREPARED BY:

Sustainable Development

TITLE:

Development Setbacks From River Valley/Ravine Crests

Policy Statement:
To many residents, the North Saskatchewan River Valley and Ravine System is Edmonton's finest
feature. Preservation of and public access to it are key to our quality of life. The City requires that
design of development in all new or redeveloping areas abutting the River Valley and Ravine System
provide for the separation of development from the river valley or ravine as generally illustrated in
Figure 1, and as further described in the following Policy and Procedures. This separation shall be
created through establishment of a scientifically-derived Urban Development Line demarcating the
boundary between developable upland area (urban development) and non-developable upland area or
Environmental Reserve. Further, this separation shall be accomplished by such other legal, planning
and technical measures necessary to achieve the purpose of this Policy. The only exception shall be in
the Downtown and existing river valley communities where development has already occurred either on
the slope or in the floodplain of the River Valley and Ravine System.

Figure 1
Urban Development and Environmental Reserve

Note: See Policy Definition 1.32 for a more precise definition of Urban Development Line.
This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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The purpose of this policy is to:
1. Ensure that urban development is reasonably safe from environmental hazards, such as slope
instability and failure, flooding or fire that may result in loss to persons and property.
2. Protect the River Valley and Ravine System from urban development that may compromise its
integrity and long term stability.
3. Maximize access for local residents and the general public to a continuous circulation system along
the entire length of the Upland Area Abutting the River Valley and Ravine System. Public access is
provided for circulation and amenity purposes, connection to the park system within the River Valley
and Ravine System, slope repair and geotechnical monitoring, fire fighting, emergency and public
safety, drainage control, and for dealing with encroachment issues.
4. Ensure preservation of the River Valley and Ravine System as a significant visual and natural
amenity feature, contributor to the ecological functionality of the City’s natural areas system, and
recreational opportunity for the citizens of Edmonton.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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OBJECTIVES AND DEFINITIONS
The following preconditions and definitions are specific to this Policy and implement the
four objectives outlined in the purpose of this policy. Definitions used are capitalized.
The preconditions and definitions are then applied to "Procedures” which explain how
and when the Policy will be implemented.
OBJECTIVES
Ensure that urban development is reasonably safe from environmental hazards,
such as slope instability and failure, flooding or fire that may result in loss to
persons and property.
1.01

A number of measures shall be undertaken to ensure the reasonable safety of
urban development.
An assessment of environmental hazards shall be conducted within lands
Abutting the Crest. The study area shall be established as a function of the
slope height or vertical distance between the Crest and Toe of the Slope.
The Estimated Long Term Line of Stability shall be the primary scientific
methodology for determining slope instability and failure. An Urban
Development Line, which primarily delineates developable and nondevelopable land, shall be established on the Upland Area.
Fire risk shall be considered in the context of the Wildland/Urban Interface and
evaluated under the Wildfire Hazard Assessment System.
For Major Slopes where the geotechnical assessment identifies landslide
hazards or areas deemed to be of higher geotechnical risk, a TOB Roadway
shall be the predominant form of urban development used.

1.02

The City shall register a Restrictive Covenant by way of a caveat on the title of
properties backing onto the top of bank, describing building restrictions and other
restrictions necessary to protect both urban development and the River Valley
and Ravine System.

1.03

Reasonable compensation shall be provided to an owner required to develop a
TOB Roadway. This compensation is to offset higher servicing costs and lost
development opportunities associated with a TOB Roadway. The area of the
TOB Roadway right of way and any residual land between the roadway and the
Urban Development Line shall be deducted from the gross area at the time of
subdivision to reduce the municipal reserve entitlement for the affected lands.
This residual land shall be incorporated and maintained as part of the adjoining
open space. Unless otherwise provided for by the City, the TOB Roadway shall
adhere as closely as possible to the Urban Development Line.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.

CITY POLICY

Page 4 of 19

Protect the River Valley and Ravine System from urban development that may
compromise its integrity and long term stability.
1.04

The previously mentioned assessment of environmental hazards and the
determination of a development boundary shall describe lands that are not
developable for urban development on the Upland Area.

1.05

The River Valley and Ravine System shall be protected through the City’s taking
of Environmental Reserve at the time of subdivision. TOB Restrictive
Covenants shall enshrine additional development restrictions to protect top of
bank lands and the valley slopes based on the technical recommendations
provided in the geotechnical assessment report. A TOB Roadway and protected
greenspace with fronting-on top of bank development shall provide a further
measure of protection in comparison to backing-on development.

Maximize access for local residents and the general public to a continuous
circulation system along the entire length of the Upland Area Abutting the River
Valley and Ravine System. Public access is provided for circulation and amenity
purposes, connection to the park system within the River Valley and Ravine
System, slope repair and geotechnical monitoring, fire fighting, emergency and
public safety, drainage control, and for dealing with encroachment issues.
1.06

A number of measures shall be undertaken to maximize public access for local
residents, the general public, and civic purposes. Planning for public access
begin at the area structure plan level to ensure strong neighbourhood
connectivity. Much of the technical assessment will be done at the
neighbourhood planning level. Public access is maximized when it is based on
barrier-free design, highly visible, safe, readily accessible, connected,
uninterrupted, open to multi-use, and ensures vehicle parking and roadway
access (where necessary). Wayfinding and Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) principles improve the quality of public access.
Public access shall be provided along the entire TOB for circulation, amenity, and
civic purposes. Public access will be accommodated through a combination of
TOB Roadway and TOB Walkway. The walkway will be situated on lands
preferably designated as Environmental Reserve and will be provided along the
entire length of the Upland Area, subject to the technical specifications identified
in the geotechnical assessment report.

1.07

Public access to a TOB Walkway from a public roadway shall accommodate Public and
Emergency Access in order to encourage public access for circulation and amenity
purposes, and to provide appropriate access for fighting wildland fires.

1.08

The area abutting a minimum of 30% of the Urban Development Line shall be
comprised of either a TOB roadway or land use for municipal purposes (e.g.
park) in new plan areas to ensure the objectives of this policy are achieved and
to address the following factors:

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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Major Slopes where geotechnical assessment identifies areas deemed to
be of higher geotechnical risk;
Public access that ensures curbside parking spaces for public parks and
access into the River Valley and Ravine System;
A combination of continuous, uninterrupted public access (i.e. Roadway
and Walkway) along the entire TOB interface;
Civic needs including (but not limited to) geotechnical monitoring and
repair, drainage management, fire fighting, and public emergency access;
Public access for circulation and amenity purposes to outlying areas
within the city;
Visual Connection with the River Valley and Ravine System, Wayfinding
and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) within a
neighbourhood;
Public access to Vistas and Views along the TOB; and
Ecological separation (i.e. buffer) from urban development and private
encroachment.

Additional TOB Roadway may be required to achieve the aforementioned factors
based on final technical and planning assessments and recommendations. In
particular, additional TOB Roadway or alternatively, additional setbacks shall be
incorporated in those areas, identified by Administration, with significant Vistas or
Views to facilitate the provision of public promenade amenities and access.
Findings and recommendations from both technical studies and assessments will
be used to inform TOB Roadway design at the neighbourhood level.
The TOB roadway requirement shall be measured as a percentage of the entire
length of the Urban Development Line. The TOB Roadway shall be generally
coterminous with the urban Development Line and shall be measured as set out
in Schedule A. Where additional land is taken beyond the Urban Development
Line for municipal purposes fronting on a top of bank roadway (e.g. park), the
calculation shall include the length of the Urban Development Line used for that
purpose and shall be measured as set out in Schedule B.
Ensure preservation of the River Valley and Ravine System as a significant visual
and natural amenity feature, contributor to the ecological functionality of the
City's natural areas system, and recreational opportunity for the citizens of
Edmonton.
1.09

Coordination of relevant City policies and plans such as the Natural Area
Systems Policy C531, Urban Parks Management Plan, Ribbon of Green, the
North Saskatchewan River Valley Area Redevelopment Plan, and A Plan of
Action for the Capital Region River Valley Park with top of bank development
shall begin at the area structure plan level to ensure strong planning integration
below and above the top of bank. Much of the technical assessment will be
done at the neighbourhood planning level.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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1.10

A number of measures shall be undertaken to enhance the visual appreciation
and experience associated with the River Valley and Ravine System.
Identification of Vistas and Views along with a strong Visual Connection (e.g.
View Corridor) to the River Valley and Ravine System shall begin at the area
structure plan level to ensure a high quality of public access. Much of the
technical assessments will be done at the neighbourhood planning level.

1.11

Ecological Network function, design, and mechanisms for acquiring lands
within the Upland Area for conservation shall be identified through Ecological
Design Report in the preparation of future statutory and non-statutory land use
plans.

1.12

This policy and the North Saskatchewan River Valley Area Redevelopment Plan
work together to ensure that appropriate boundaries on the slopes and top of bank
or Upland Area are identified to preserve the River Valley and Ravine System.

1.13

The City will work with property owners and developers of lands adjacent to
and/or wholly or partially within the North Saskatchewan River Valley and Ravine
System to acquire lands necessary to achieve relevant municipal planning
objectives. Where possible, the City will encourage and promote the donation of
all or a portion of these lands through innovative measures such as, but not
necessarily limited to, income tax receipts (i.e. split receipting) for eco-gifts,
environmental reserve easements, transfer of development rights, eco-trusts and
non-credit municipal reserve dedication.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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DEFINITIONS
1.14 Abutting means the top of bank area within a distance deemed close enough to the
river valley or ravine crest to require an environmental hazards assessment. This is
determined by the horizontal distance along the upland area equal to eight times the
slope height, taken as the difference between the geodetic elevation of the crest and toe
of the slope. See Figure 2.
Figure 2.

Abutting

1.15

Crest means the dividing line between the slope and its Upland Area. The Crest is also
referred to as the top-of-the-bank (TOB) line. Where the river valley or ravine contains
several terraces, the Crest is the valley break, slope edge or distinct topographic change
between the Upland Area and the River Valley and Ravine System. The Crest is used to
determine the area of study for the environmental hazards assessment, as well as to
determine the minimum Public Upland Area Setback. See Figure 3.
Figure 3.

Crest

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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1.16

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) means the design and
effective use of the built environment to reduce fear and incidence of crime while
improving overall quality of life.

1.17

Ecological Network means a coherent system of natural and/or semi-natural landscape
elements that is configured and managed with the objective of maintaining or restoring
ecological functions as a means to conserve biodiversity. Edmonton’s Ecological
Network structure includes:
(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

1.18

Regional Biodiversity Corridor – The North Saskatchewan River Valley is the
most critical component for wildlife movement and ecological processes in
Edmonton;
Biodiversity Core Areas – Natural areas large enough to support entire
populations of different species and may also serve as an important linkage;
Linkages – Non-linear stepping-stones and linear ecological corridors provide
structural and or functional connections between biodiversity core areas and the
regional biodiversity corridor. These may take the form of either natural linkages
(i.e. sites dominated by naturally occurring patterns of native vegetation such as
natural areas, naturalized parks or stormwater facilities) or semi-natural linkages
(e.g. sites with more manicured green space such as active recreation parks,
cemeteries, schoolyards, non-naturalized stormwater facilities or public rights of
ways); and
Matrix – Background ecosystems or land uses within which habitat patches (core
areas and linkages) lie on a landscape (e.g. sites found within agricultural,
residential, commercial and or industrial lands that contribute to the overall
habitat and or level of connectivity within the Ecological Network.

Environmental Reserve means land (as per Section 664(1) of the Municipal
Government Act) that consists of:
(a)
(b)
(c)

Swamp, gully, ravine, coulee or natural drainage course;
Land that is subject to flooding or is, in the opinion of the subdivision authority,
unstable; or
A strip of land, not less than six metres in width, abutting the bed and shore of
any lake, river, stream, or other body of water for the purpose of:
(i)
Preventing pollution, or
(ii)
Providing public access to and beside the bed and shore.

Section 671(1) of the MGA states that Environmental Reserve must be left in its
natural state or be used as a public park. Under Section 676 of the MGA, a council may,
by bylaw, after giving notice in accordance with Section 606 and holding a public hearing
in accordance with Section 230, use an Environmental Reserve for a purpose not
specified in Section 671(1). Notwithstanding Section 671, roads, public utilities, and oil
and gas pipelines or transmission lines may be placed on reserve land.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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Environmental Reserve, as illustrated in Figures 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 is further explained
by this Policy and demarcated generally by the Urban Development Line, to include:
(a)
(b)
(c)
1.19

The upland area that is unstable and non-developable due to slope instability or
other physical conditions as identified in the geotechnical assessment report and
characterized by the Estimated Long Term Line of Stability;
The Upland Area that is non-developable due to other environmental hazards
such as flooding and subsidence or ground collapse due to mines, excavations
or sinkholes;
Any other land contemplated as Environmental Reserve under the Municipal
Government Act, whichever is the greater.

Estimated Long Term Line of Stability means the line demarcating the transition
between ‘stable’ and ‘unstable’ Upland Areas relative to the Abutting river valley or
ravine slopes. This line is an estimate of the Upland Area not expected to undergo
movement (i.e., slumping, settling, creeping or sloughing) for a period of time and is
determined by a combination of the minimum estimated long term factor of safety and
future instability factors.
The Estimated Long Term Line of Stability is determined using slope stability analysis
and engineering assessment adopting a minimum long term factor of safety. The
development setback associated with the adopted minimum long term factor of safety is
intended to provide a margin of safety for the development of roads, infrastructure, and
buildings in proportion to the potential for loss to property and loss of life. See Figure 4.
Figure 4.

Estimated Long Term Line of Stability/Urban Development Line

Note: See Policy Definition 1.32 for a more precise definition of Urban Development Line.
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The analysis and assessment of the Estimated Long Term Line of Stability
also allows for future instability factors. Future instability factors include such
considerations as: the estimated toe erosion over a period of 150 years; the anticipated
increase in groundwater levels in a developed urban drainage basin; any anticipated or
planned removal of vegetation; any planned placement of fill, re-grading, or related
changes in surface water regime; and any instability associated with other physical
conditions, such as mines excavations and sinkholes, where applicable. All relevant
future instability factors are to be considered over a period of at least one life cycle of
development or the estimated life expectancy of the structure.
In ‘fronting on’ TOB development situations, where there is a TOB Roadway, a minimum
estimated long term factor of safety of 1.3, incorporating future instability factors, is used
to establish the boundary of the road right-of-way abutting the non-developable Upland
Area. This boundary will be deemed to be the Urban Development Line where it is
greater than the setback required for other environmental hazards or the minimum
Public Upland Area Setback.
In ‘backing on’ TOB development situations, where there is no TOB Roadway, a
minimum estimated long term factor of safety of 1.3, incorporating future instability
factors, is used to establish the rear property line for development. This boundary is
deemed to be the Urban Development Line where it is greater than the setback required
for other environmental hazards or the minimum Public Upland Area Setback. A
minimum estimated long term factor of safety of 1.5, incorporating future instability
factors, is used to establish the rear foundation of any primary dwelling or structure.
Based on engineering assessment consistent with the current local state of practice in
geotechnical engineering, the recommended setback lines for development and
structures shall be determined by the Geotechnical Engineer, and shall be in accordance
with the concept of an Estimated Long Term Line of Stability. The recommended
development setback lines shall also be suitably documented as part of the geotechnical
report submitted for review by the City. The role of the Geotechnical Engineer through
their judgment and experience in understanding the site-specific issues and geological
setting, and in recognizing the complexities of geotechnical behaviour and the inherent
limitations in models and theories, is of considerable importance. The management of
geotechnical risk is distributed amongst the many aspects of the overall investigation,
analyses and engineering assessment.
1.20

Major Slope means a slope with inclination greater than 15 degrees and height greater
than 10 metres. For non-uniform slope geometries, a Major Slope shall also be
indicated by the presence of any intermediate portion of the slope, with inclination
greater than 15 degrees and height greater than 10 metres, between two areas of
different slope angle.

1.21

Minor Slope means a slope with inclination less than 15 degrees and height less than
10 metres.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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1.22

Moderate Slopes means slopes with inclination greater than 15 degrees but having
height less than 10 metres.

1.23

Natural Areas means an area of land or water dominated by native vegetation and
relatively undisturbed by human activity. Such areas could include grasslands, forests,
wetlands, peatlands or riparian areas. Areas such as groomed parks, sports fields and
schoolyards are not natural areas.

1.24

Public and Emergency Access means public access from a roadway to a TOB
walkway for both public circulation and emergency access. This access is designed to
allow a higher level of pedestrian and vehicular access limited to emergency vehicles, a
hard surfaced multi-use trail within a connected right-of-way that accommodates a fire
hydrant. The spacing of this access is, generally, at regular intervals of 120 metres.
See Figure 5.
Figure 5.

Public and Emergency Access with Backing On TOB Development

Note: See Policy Definition 1.32 for a more precise definition of Urban Development Line.

1.25

Public Upland Area Setback means the minimum upland area that is setback from the
crest in order to provide for public access, circulation, and civic purposes including
geotechnical monitoring and repair, fire fighting, emergency and public safety, drainage
control, and dealing with private encroachment issues. A TOB Roadway shall not be
located within the setback area. The minimum public upland area setback shall be a
minimum 10 metres to 15 metres.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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Restrictive Covenant means a legal instrument entered into by the property owner and
the City which contains terms and restrictions on the use of the property which the
property owner must abide by and may include the following:
(a)
(b)
(c)

(d)

That the City of Edmonton is not liable for any damages resulting from bank
instability, failure or any other environmental hazards;
Restrictions pertaining to the required setbacks for development and structures,
site grading and fill placement, surface drainage, slope protection and the
maintaining of existing vegetation;
Restrictions that prohibit the construction or installation of swimming pools,
ornamental ponds or similar water retention structures, as well as permanent
sprinkler or irrigation systems, and other restrictions pertaining to water
management and special drainage systems, and;
A restriction based on the recommended guidelines for Priority Zone 1, from
“FireSmart: Protecting your Community from Wildfire.”

The Restrictive Covenant will apply to property on or abutting to the Upland Area. The
Restrictive Covenant is applied as a subdivision condition.
1.27

River Valley and Ravine System means the existing or former North Saskatchewan
River and its tributary creeks, including the slope or bank up to the Crest.

1.28

Toe of the Slope means the lowest point of the river valley or ravine in cross section.
The Toe of the Slope shall be used in the determination of the area of study for the
environmental hazards assessment. See Figure 2.

1.29

Top-of-the-Bank (TOB) Roadway typically means a public vehicular roadway situated
on the developable Upland Area adjacent and generally parallel to the Urban
Development Line or the Public Upland Area Setback, whichever is the greater. In
addition, a TOB Roadway may be further setback from the Urban Development Line on
the developable Upland Area to accommodate public development such as stormwater
lakes or parks. See Figure 6.
Figure 6.

Fronting On Top-of-the-Bank (FOTOB) Development Situation

Note: See Policy Definition 1.32 for a more precise definition of Urban Development Line.
This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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1.30

Top-of-the-Bank (TOB) Walkway means a public walkway situated within the Upland
Area, on the river valley/ravine side of the Urban Development Line, and aligned
approximately, parallel to the adjacent Crest. This walkway will be situated on lands
preferably designated as Environmental Reserve where technically feasible and
provided along the entire length of the Upland Area. See Figure 7.
Figure 7.
Backing on Top-of-the-Bank (BOTOB) Development Situation

Note: See Policy Definition 1.32 for a more precise definition of Urban Development Line.

1.31

Upland Area means the generally flat land located above the valley break, escarpment
or Crest of the river valley or ravine. See Figures 2 and 3.

1.32

Urban Development Line generally means the line demarcating the transition between
lands suitable for urban development and non-developable land such as Environmental
Reserve on the Upland Areas Abutting the River Valley and Ravine System. In
calculating the Urban Development Line for new urban development requiring
subdivision, this Line will generally take the greater of the environmental hazard risk due
to slope instability and failure as determined by the Estimated Long Term Line of
Stability, subsurface conditions such as mines, excavations or sinkholes, or flooding or
any other lands contemplated as Environmental Reserve under the Municipal
Government Act.
The Urban Development Line shall generally be used to measure setbacks for structures
as well as the TOB Roadway requirement in new plan areas or as otherwise specified in
this policy. Where the minimum Public Upland Area Setback is greater than the Urban
Development Line, the Urban Development Line will be adjusted to reflect the greater
setback. A TOB roadway shall not be located in this Public Upland Area Setback. See
Figures 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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Figure 8.
Urban Development Line (UDL)

1.33

View Corridor means the line of sight identified as to height, width, and distance of an
observer looking toward an object of significance to the community. For the purpose of
this policy, the principal View Corridor will be environmental where the River Valley and
Ravine System contains unique natural features to Edmonton that should be preserved
for education and passive recreation.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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Visual Connection means the cumulative visual experience and relationship between
the Upland Area and River Valley and Ravine System perceived by an observer. See
Figure 9.

Figure 9.
Visual Connection

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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1.35

Vistas and Views means the visual appreciation of the River Valley and Ravine System
taken from the Upland Area (vista) and below the Crest within the river valley or ravine
(view), by an individual. See Figure 10.

Figure 10.
Vistas and Views

1.36

Wayfinding means the process of using spatial and environmental information to
navigate oneself within the built or natural environment.

1.37

Wildland / Urban Interface means areas where homes and businesses are built among
trees and other combustible vegetation. The largest and most significant wildland/urban
interface in Edmonton is the Upland Area adjacent to the North Saskatchewan River
Valley and Ravine System. Fires can move from forest, bush, or grassland areas into
the community or from the community into adjacent wildlands.

1.38

Wildfire Hazard Assessment System means a structured and practical approach for
assessing the hazard posed by wildfires to interface homes, facilities, or communities.
This approach is outlined in the document, “FireSmart: Protecting Your Community from
Wildfire”.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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AREA OF APPLICATION
This Policy applies to Upland Areas Abutting the Crest of the North Saskatchewan River Valley
and Ravine System. Most though not necessarily all of the river valley and ravine system in
Edmonton is located found within the boundaries of the North Saskatchewan River Valley Area
Redevelopment Plan (ARP, Schedule A) Bylaw 7188 and Section 811(Appendix I) of the City’s
Zoning Bylaw 12800. Notwithstanding the Area Redevelopment Plan or Zoning Bylaw
boundaries, the boundary is a general boundary and is subject to more precise determination
where such location is established through the approval of plans of subdivision or survey plans
of the Crest. In such cases, the boundary will be amended to reflect the more precise
boundary.

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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SCHEDULE A - Top of Bank Roadway Measurement February 2010

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.
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SCHEDULE B - Top of Bank Roadway Measurement

Schedule “B”

This policy is subject to any specific provisions of the Municipal Government Act or other relevant legislation or Union Agreement.

