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Northwest Species at Risk Committee: Agenda 
 

Town of High Level Office 
High Level, AB 

 
Tuesday, September 18, 2018 at 11:00 a.m. 

 
AGENDA 

 
1. Call to Order 

2. Adoption of the Agenda 

3. Acronyms Reference Page: For Information    Page 2 

4. Adoption of the Minutes       Page 5 

5. 17th North American Caribou Workshop     Page 17 

6. Nature Conservancy of Canada and Ducks Unlimited   Page 19 

7. NWSAR Minister Sohi and ADM Evans’ Letters: For Information Page 23  

8. Review of Section 11 Conservation Agreements and SARA  Page 29 

9. NW Pilot Project Update       Page 31 

a. ABMI Quote for NW Pilot Project Services    Page 31 

b. fRI Research Quote for NW Pilot Project Services   Handout 

10. NW Pilot Project Funding and Partners/Project Support Discussion 

11. NWSAR Budget Report       Handout   

12. Committee Member Updates: (Short) Round Table Discussion 

13. ESRI ArcMap Software License Quotes     Page 39 

14. Research Paper: Request for Permission to use NWSAR Data  

15. Terms of Reference: For Information     Page 41  

16. Next Meetings Date(s) 

17. Meeting Adjournment 
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Acronyms Reference Page 
 

ABMI: Alberta Biodiversity Monitoring Institute 
 
ACA: Alberta Conservation Association 
 
AFPA: Alberta Forest Products Association 
 
ALSA: Alberta Land Stewardship Act 
 
AL-PAC: Alberta-Pacific Forest Industries Inc. 
 
ATA: Alberta Trappers Association 
 
AUMA: Alberta Urban Municipalities Association 
 
CAPP: Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers 
 
CBD: Convention on Biological Diversity 
 
CPCA: Canadian Petroleum Contractors Association  
 
COSEWIC: Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada 
 
DMI: Daishowa-Marubeni International Ltd. 
 
DUC: Ducks Unlimited Canada 
 
ECCC: Environment and Climate Change Canada 
 
FCM: Federation of Canadian Municipalities 
 
FMU: Forestry Management Unit 
 
FPAC: Forest Products Association of Canada 
 
fRI: Foothills Research Institute  
 
GOA: Government of Alberta 
 
GOC: Government of Canada 
 
IUCN: International Union for Conservation of Nature 
 
LiDAR: Light Detection and Ranging 
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LuSEE: The Land-use Social, Environmental, and Economic Decision Support System 
 
NRCan: Ministry of Natural Resources Canada  
 
NCC: Nature Conservancy of Canada 
 
NAEL: Northern Alberta Elected Leaders 
 
NWSAR: Northwest Species at Risk Committee 
 
OECMs: Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures 
 
PSAC: Petroleum Services Association of Canada 
 
RMA: Rural Municipalities of Alberta 
 
SMC: Southern Mountain Caribou 
 
SARA: Species at Risk Act 
 
SFI: Sustainable Forestry Initiative 
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Northwest Species at Risk Committee: Minutes 
 

Town of High Level Office 
High Level, AB 

 
Wednesday, August 1, 2018 at 11:00 a.m. 

 
PRESENT: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
REGRETS: 
 

Crystal McAteer 
Eric Jorgensen 
Terry Ungarian 
 
Linda Halabisky 
Miron Croy 
Jacquie Bateman 
Jessica Juneau 
Sunni-Jeanne Walker 
Amber Bean 
 
Lisa Wardley 
Mike Morgan  
Michelle Farris 
Chris Mitchell 
Jason Ruecker 
Keith Hutchinson 
 

Vice Chair, Mayor, Town of High Level  
Councillor, Mackenzie County  
Reeve, County of Northern Lights (via 
teleconference) 
Councillor, County of Northern Lights 
Councillor, Clear Hills County 
Councillor, Mackenzie County   
Councillor, Town of Rainbow Lake 
Councillor, Town of Manning 
Councillor, Clear Hills County  
 
Chair, Deputy Reeve, Mackenzie County  
Councillor, Town of High Level  
Mayor, Town of Rainbow Lake 
Councillor, Town of Rainbow Lake 
Reeve, Clear Hills County 
Councillor, Town of Manning 
 

ADMINISTRATION: 
 
 
 
 
ALSO PRESENT: 

Byron Peters 
Hayley Gavin 
 
 
 
Diana McQueen 
Brendan Powell 
 
Chelsea Doi 
Lesley Koopman  

Deputy CAO, Mackenzie County 
Regional Land Use and Environmental 
Project Manager/ Recording Secretary, Town 
of High Level 
 
DMC Consulting (via teleconference) 
Councillor, M.D. of Opportunity (via 
teleconference) 
Municipal Intern, Mackenzie County 
Planner, Mackenzie County  

 
MOTION 
 

 
1. Call to Order 

 
 Crystal McAteer called the meeting to order at 11:04 a.m. 

 
 
18-08-001 

2. Adoption of the Agenda 
 
MOVED by Miron Croy 
 
That the agenda be adopted as presented.  
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CARRIED 
 
Linda Halabisky joined the meeting at 11:05 a.m. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18-08-002 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Adoption of the Minutes  
 
Questions about the previous minutes from the group: 
 
Is 100 caribou per herd, the number that defines a stable 
population? – Although the number of 100 has come up several 
times, we don’t think there actually is a stated population number 
to achieve; it is more that the population trend must be going in a 
positive direction, over several years.  
 
Did we ask why the government is concentrating their resources 
and funds on West-Central and Northeast caribou herds? – Yes, 
the government are concentrating on recovering herds in areas 
which are more lucrative and have the most economic activity. The 
northwest was suggested for conservation by the government and 
others as a passive management strategy – it appears the 
northwest candidate conservation areas are about meeting the 
government’s 17% lands protection target, where there is the least 
amount of resource activity, and a win on the caribou file. The 
caribou herds which have active/threatened legal action appear to 
be forcing the government to use their resources and funds in these 
areas in response to the legal action.  
 
It seems if we were partners with the forestry companies that we 
need to involve the First Nations in our pilot projects? – It was clear 
from a Tolko perspective, that there was a huge emphasis put on 
involving the local First Nations in our ground-truthing activities.     
 
MOVED by Sunni-Jeanne Walker 
 
That the minutes from the June 21, 2018 NWSAR Committee 
meeting be adopted as presented. 
 
CARRIED 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Northern Alberta Elected Leaders (NAEL) Presentation  
 

Chair and Vice Chair presented an update on NWSAR’s activities 
from May–July 2018 to 60+ elected officials and CAOs at Northern 
Alberta Elected Leaders’ meeting in Valleyview, on July 13, 2018. 
The NWSAR update included details on: 
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18-08-003 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. GOA’s Ottawa caribou delegation trip 
2. NWSAR’s emergent resolution at FCM’s conference 
3. Draft details of NWSAR’s NW caribou pilot project 
4. GOA and forestry rep attendance at NWSAR’s June 21 

meeting 
5. Overview of NWSAR’s August 1st meeting actions    

 
During the Ottawa delegation trip, it appeared evident that the 
Federal government does not want to impose Emergency 
Protection Orders – it seemed like a last resort tactic. They want to 
see solutions and positive progress.   

 
Dave Gervais, Reeve – M.D. of Greenview mentioned that NAEL 
would look at their finances to see whether they are able to provide 
us with some financial support – we will follow up with NAEL on 
their financial contribution support.  
 
Has the province asked the federal government to amend their 
Species at Risk Act legislation? – No, there won’t be time for the 
province to re-write the legislation – NWSAR could look at providing 
amendments to Section 11 of the SARA? It’s a case of altering 
some of the wording to reflect practicalities on the landscape. 

 
NWSAR did previously offer to write our own version of Section 11. 
If the committee agrees we could draft an emergent resolution for 
the 2018 Fall RMA and AUMA conventions?  

 
MOVED by Sunni-Jeanne Walker  

 
That administration review Section 11 of the Species at Risk Act 
and provide a proposed amendment, for NWSAR review at the next 
meeting.      

 
CARRIED  
 

5. Rural Municipalities of Alberta NWSAR Resolution 
 

The 2016-17 Alberta Environment and Parks annual report 
mentioned that AEP would look to include privately-owned and 
municipal protected lands in their 2020 17% protected lands target 
– if they satisfy the criteria of international and national protected 
lands or Other Effective Area-Based Conservation Measures 
(OECMs) definitions.  
 
Eric Jorgensen joined the meeting at 11:34 a.m. 
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18-08-004 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The 2016-17 AEP annual report also mentioned that OECMs are 
awaiting the development of international guidelines. In 2017, 
international guidelines were developed for OECM and the 2017-
18 AEP annual report does not mention that they will use these new 
guidelines to assess whether privately-owned or municipal 
protected lands will be included in their 17% target. 
 
AEP’s 2018-2021 business plan describes how privately-owned 
and municipal protected lands that may meet international criteria 
are currently excluded from their 17% target, as datasets are 
incomplete. AEP estimates that privately-owned and municipal 
protected areas represent less than 0.25% of the 17% target. 

 
It doesn’t appear that the recent announcement of the world’s 
largest protected boreal forest (FMU A9) is included in their current 
total of 12.54% - the 2017-18 AEP annual report states that 12.54% 
includes federally and provincially protected areas only. 

 
Let’s check the Nature Conservancy Canada (NCC) website to see 
whether the total land mass of protected NCC land for Alberta is 
available – if it is not, then let’s contact them and ask. 

 
Last year NWSAR met with Ryan Adam at Natural Resources 
Canada (NRC), Minister Sohi is now Minister of NRC. Perhaps we 
could ask Ryan and Minister Sohi to help us with understanding at-
arms length bodies, such as the International Union on 
Conservation of Nature, who are defining criteria for protected 
lands and OECMs, which provincial governments are following. 
The ENGOs won’t relieve the political pressure until the 
governments achieve the percentage targets they’ve committed to. 
 
MOVED by Eric Jorgensen  

 
That NWSAR contact Minister Sohi and Ryan Adam asking for 
support in addressing the issues NWSAR has identified related to 
the 17% terrestrial lands targets made federally, with a similar 
follow up provincially with the appropriate ministerial staff. 
 
CARRIED  
 
Administration needs to check whether Ryan Adam still occupies 
his position at Natural Resources Canada. 
 
What has Alberta Minister of Energy done to support NWSAR? 
Clear Hills County have questioned the Minister frequently; little 
support has been received. What about Minister O’Neil Carlier? On 
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agriculture and bison files he has been very supportive, little 
support has been seen on the caribou file.  

 
Jacquie Bateman joined the meeting at 11:43 a.m. 

 
Perhaps we should set up meetings with the Alberta Ministers of 
AEP, Energy and Forestry RE amendments to Section 11 of the 
Species at Risk Act, and an update on our NW pilot projects – this 
will provide them with an opportunity to lend their support to our 
activities, prior to next year’s election.  
 
The ministers will most likely be present at the Alberta Forest 
Products Association (AFPA) conference, at the end of September 
in Jasper. We could connect with them there? 

 
We should work with AFPA to get NWSAR back on the panel again 
at their conference. We could provide a presentation on 
amendments to Section 11 of the Species at Risk Act and our NW 
pilot projects – showing our progress with solutions. 
 
Each NWSAR member municipality should have representation at 
the conference.      
 

6. NWSAR Pilot Project 
 
a. Admin steps, research questions and project goals 
 

NWSAR administration provided an overview of administrative 
actions on the pilot project development since the last meeting.  
 
We should include the Red Earth caribou herd in NWSAR’s pilot 
project.  

 
Although the outcome of NWSAR’s Goal 1 does not appear to 
matter to the GOA, it may matter to the Federal government.  
 
COSEWIC came up with the 65% disturbance threshold through 
their 2008 scientific committee. Melanie Dickie of ABMI, has been 
showing the data they collected, which shows how certain 
vegetation heights are slowing the wolves down. Our project is 
collecting data that is current.  

 
We’re unsure whether northwest data has ever been verified on the 
landscape – each report we see for the northwest, they are desktop 
study across the board. Best guess estimates, at best.  
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If we change any of the variables for identifying candidate 
restoration areas, are we doing the study the same way that the 
GOA would approach it? Are there guidelines we should follow? 

 
The government have disregarded findings from other groups. Or 
have simply asked for research model inputs.  
 
The GOA do have several guidelines documents, it is worth 
reviewing these to establish what processes we should follow to 
ensure we are following their standards, when developing models 
or collecting data. 

 
Abandoned wells are now the responsibility of the GOA to reclaim; 
this could be a good variable to prioritize for township selection. 
Selecting abandoned wells wouldn’t limit the study area to just the 
well site – it would include the townships, of which the abandoned 
well sites are apart of (including all seismic and other linear 
features).  

 
It could be worth overlaying the final candidate restoration areas 
analysis with the caribou GPS collar data and the new vegetation 
inventories to seek more effective areas for restoration. Identifying 
restoration of linear features needs to have good outcomes for 
caribou. We would also have to complete additional stakeholder 
engagement, if we were to take this step.  

 
NWSAR should request caribou GPS collar data from Parks 
Canada for Wood Buffalo National Park. 

 
Crystal McAteer called a meeting recess at 12:31 p.m. 

 
b. ABMI comments and questions for NWSAR RE 

project goals 
 

Crystal McAteer reconvened the meeting at 1:03 p.m. 
 
Administration provided an overview of draft research questions, 
goals and methods to complete the NW pilot project – for discussion 
with the group.  

  
The local trappers already have cameras set up out in the bush, 
perhaps there are opportunities to work with them to obtain 
cameras at a cheaper rate, than proposed by ABMI. 

 
Perhaps, we should look to include input from ENGOs on 
environmentally significant areas – criteria for township selection.   
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Combine the multiple criteria items of working with locals; the ability 
to work with all people on the land in the NW, including Indigenous 
Peoples.  
 
Goal 1: as soon as energy companies obtain approval for any type 
of activity, disturbance is assigned to databases – companies can 
get an approval, but never drill/complete activities and the 
disturbance is visible on government maps and databases. 
NWSAR would like to proceed with Goal 1, ground-truthing ABMI’s 
layer. 
 
Prioritizing criteria for township selection: 
 

1. Caribou presence/habitat use in Spring and Winter (GPS 
collar data and Indigenous Knowledge) 

2. Within an existing or candidate conservation area 
3. Environmental significance 
4. Severity/intensity of historically burnt areas 
5. Abandoned wells and linear disturbance presence 
6. Ability to work with people on the land in the NW, including 

Indigenous Peoples 
7. Ease of access  

 
Terry Ungarian joined the meeting via teleconference at 1:28 p.m. 

 
Do we have any use for oilfield maps? – they have all the 
information and current disturbances on them. Could contact 
companies to obtain current maps of infrastructure and assets?  

 
Perhaps we could check with Alberta Energy Regulator, their 
database could be an easy source for this information – cost? 
 
The fly-bys and ground-truthing of Goal 1 would provide us with 
current data though – and we wouldn’t have to wait for approval 
from X companies to obtain maps and data.  
 
The vegetation inventories would provide us with current height and 
type of vegetation – permanent and seasonal growth along linear 
features. Species type may be useful for other projects (such as 
ACP grant deliverable) as well as providing context on the types of 
vegetation that could attract other ungulate species and predators 
(such as bears) to linear features – increasing likelihood of 
interactions with caribou.   
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Would the vegetation species data be publicly available? This may 
present further issues for our region, if certain species are found to 
be at risk or could have Listings up-graded because of our data. 
Could we make this proprietary information, available upon request 
to NWSAR? – let’s discuss this with ABMI. 

 
The camera and audio recording devices component to this project 
could become quite expensive. Cameras are $1,000 each, and the 
recommended number of cameras is 75 per caribou range. 
NWSAR would own the cameras. There are options to make this 
cheaper – we could alternate the cameras between ranges every 
year. Essentially then, we be collecting data for each herd every 2 
years instead of every year. For the audio devices, we wouldn’t 
have a choice but to do this – ABMI only has 50 audio devices that 
they can rent out to us every year, so these would have to moved 
from one range to another every year. All devices (if moved) must 
be placed back in the exact same location. 
 
There are some very strict rules that the camera deployment project 
must follow – we cannot skidoo right up to a tree and attach a 
camera, and then skidoo to the next one. This is meant to be a 
passive observation data collection exercise. Leaving trails like 
skidoo tracks influences animal movements and could lure animals 
to our camera traps. No dogs are allowed, and bait sites cannot be 
set up.  
 
The wolverine project conducted by GOA, Alberta Conservation 
Association and Alberta Trappers Association used bait sites to lure 
wolverines – once captured, they tranquilized them, tagged them 
and fitted them with GPS collars. Cameras need to be set up on 
heavily used roads and trails – we’d drive as far as we could and 
then walk to where we set up the cameras.  
   
Perhaps we should contact Alberta Conservation Association and 
Rob Brown (local outfitter) to see whether we can get a quote for 
camera deployment – they may be cheaper. We should make sure 
the quality of the cameras is as good or better.  
  
Eric Jorgensen left the meeting at 1:55 p.m.  

 
Can we ask for ABMI to complete the field work first? – Fall and 
Spring 2019, and they could complete the desktop study/analysis 
during winter 2018-19 – that way we could start seeing results 
sooner for the disturbance and vegetation components of the 
project.  
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18-08-005 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Eric Jorgensen returned to the meeting at 2:01 p.m. 
 

Are there other companies that can complete this study? – the 
reason we chose ABMI was from a credibility perspective. They are 
an impartial research group, and they also provide the disturbance 
mapping to the government and many other studies.   

 
Can we try to get the research completed by Fall 2019? – we could 
prioritize ranges and goals? – let’s discuss with ABMI. 
 
Receiving preliminary results sooner will help us showing progress 
to the provincial and Federal governments; during meetings we 
could provide these results and information on our whole plan with 
expected deliverables and timelines.  
 
NWSAR administration could complete some of the easier 
components of these projects in-house to save costs. 
Administration would require access to software though; ArcMap’s 
spatial analysis tool would be required to complete this. 
 
Perhaps, NWSAR members could all contribute towards obtaining 
a software license with the spatial analyst tool for 12 months?  

 
Miron Croy left the meeting at 2:17 p.m. 

 
What about the data that Silvacom has obtained through the LuSEE 
project? Could we meet with the forestry companies to explicitly ask 
for data from the projects completed by Silvacom?  

 
Terry Ungarian should reach out to DMI asking for the likelihood of 
access to the data generated by the forestry LuSEE project. 
 
How much does the software cost for 12-month license with the 
spatial analyst tool? – there are different levels from basic – 
advanced, we’d have to check which level is required to complete 
these tasks.  
 
Jacquie Bateman left the meeting at 2:21 p.m. 

 
MOVED by Amber Bean 

 
That administration review what type of software license is required 
to complete tasks for the NW pilot project and ACP grant 
deliverable and provide the estimated costs at the next meeting, for 
NWSAR review. 
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CARRIED 
 
Jacquie Bateman and Miron Croy returned to the meeting at 2:26 
p.m.   

 
NWSAR will need to further discuss the use of new data collected 
being used by ABMI to develop scientific manuscripts. There are 
risks associated with this; need clarification and acknowledgment.   

 
NWSAR will prioritize the goals for the Chinchaga range first; 
results for this range should be delivered first. Let’s get a price for 
4 townships per range, give us an idea of what 2 townships per 
range would cost, before we start scaling back on the project.  

 
Eric Jorgensen left the meeting at 2:48 p.m. 

 
NWSAR also needs to get estimates for air support, we could 
provide in-kind air support contributions to the project. 
 
Eric Jorgensen returned to the meeting at 2:56 p.m.     

 
7. 17th North American Caribou Workshop 
 

Northern Alberta Elected Leaders (NAEL) indicated they had some 
surplus funds to share with us, perhaps we could ask for them to 
fund this trip for NWSAR administrative support to attend the 
conference? 

 
NAEL said they’d establish a committee to discuss what types of 
activities they could fund for. 

 
If NWSAR is going to Ottawa to attend this conference, we should 
coincide it with other meetings – discussing updates on our pilot 
project progress and other activities with ministers, etc.  

 
Ministers and or key staff from the relevant Federal ministries would 
be at the conference, so would field experts and others, the 
connections we’d make alone, would provide the value in attending. 
Even if NAEL wouldn’t fund for committees members to attend, our 
respective councils could fund the committee member attendance. 
 
NWSAR agrees to seek NAEL funding to send NWSAR 
administrative support to the conference.   

 
NWSAR could apply to present at the conference – show what 
we’re doing with ABMI and Calgary Zoo. Presentation abstracts are 
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18-08-006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

due August 3rd. We could send one, if we are selected and have 
not yet finalized out projects, we could always pull out of presenting. 
The 3 presentation categories would actually be applicable for our 
group – let’s be a presence as a presenter. 
 
MOVED by Jacquie Bateman 

 
That NWSAR sends a letter to each NWSAR municipal member 
describing the importance of attending this conference, providing 
the estimated costs, and requesting that at least one actively 
involved committee member be able to attend.    

 
CARRIED 
 
The County of Northern Lights has cancelled their August Council 
meeting. If we hear back from NAEL before our next meetings, we 
could include their contribution in the letters to the respective 
councils, as our council’s fees may reduce, should NAEL choose to 
fund our registration fees.     

  
NWSAR members would like to see an Acronym Page included in 
future agenda packages and minutes.   
 

8. Committee Member Updates 
 

The Calgary Zoo has confirmed our meeting on August 17th in 
Calgary.  
 
One of their agenda items was for NWSAR to provide their 
perspectives on the boreal caribou situation – administration should 
complete this by August 14, for all NWSAR meeting attendees to 
review. 
 
NWSAR is missing out on the national connections we’ve made 
with FPAC, regional municipalities and others. Did we receive the 
municipal email list from FPAC? Yes, we could start sending our 
approved minutes to that contact list of municipalities?  
 
Providing an update with key highlights from our approved minutes 
to this group would be more effective.   
 
Terry Ungarian left the meeting at 3:36 p.m. 
  

9. Terms of Reference  
 

Received for information purposes.  
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18-08-007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10. Next Meeting Date(s) 

 
MOVED by Crystal McAteer 
 
That the next NWSAR meeting date will be:  
 

 Tuesday September 18, 2018 @ 11:00 a.m. at Town of High 
Level 

 
CARRIED 

  
 
 
18-08-008 

11. Adjournment   
 
MOVED by Jessica Juneau  
 
That Northwest Species at Risk Committee meeting be 
adjourned at 3.42 p.m. 
 
CARRIED 
 

 These minutes were adopted this ___ day of ________ 2018 
 
 
 

Lisa Wardley, Chair 
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17th North American Caribou Workshop 
Delta Marriott Hotel City Centre Ottawa, Canada 

 
Dates: October 29 – November 2, 2018 
 
NWSAR members and administration attending the conference: 

 

Attendee 
Pre-Conference 

Workshop 
Oct 29th 

Conference 
Oct 30th – Nov 1st 

Post-Conference 
Activity 
Nov 2nd 

Lisa Wardley       

Crystal McAteer      

Eric Jorgenson       

Amber Bean      

Terry Ungarian      

Jessica Juneau       

Byron Peters       

Hayley Gavin       

 
Pre-Conference Workshops include: 
 

1. Climate Change 101 – Max. participants: 50 people 
2. Indigenous Talking Circle – Max. participants: Unlimited 

 
More Info: http://www.nacw2018.ca/pre-conference-workshops  
 
Post-Conference Activities include: 
 

1. Eastern Ontario Model Forest Tour – Max. participants: 50 people 
2. Field Trip to Kitigan Zibi – Max. participants: 25 people 
3. Collections Tour at the Canadian Museum of History – Max. participants: 25 people 
4. Hike at Gatineau Park – Max. participants: 30 people 

 
More Info: http://www.nacw2018.ca/post-conference-activities  
 
Question: Who do we want to meet with at the federal level during the conference? 
 
Note: One topic of discussion could be funding for NW pilot project.   

http://www.nacw2018.ca/pre-conference-workshops
http://www.nacw2018.ca/post-conference-activities
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Nature Conservancy of Canada 
 
NWSAR expressed an interest in seeing the total area that Nature Conservancy Canada 
(NCC) protects/owns. Since 1962, NCC has conserved 2.8 million acres across Canada 
(approx. 1.1 million hectares) = 0.11% of Canada’s land mass. 

Source: Nature Conservancy of Canada Website (2018) 
 

 In 2015-16, NCC conducted 5 projects in Alberta with a land value of $9,016,899 
conserving 6,118 acres with a total of 746 volunteers.  
 

 For comparison, NCC conducted 32 projects in British Columbia with a land value 
of $27,383,301 conserving 16,677 acres with a total of 845 volunteers, in 2015-16. 
 

 For additional comparison, NCC conducted 4 projects in Saskatchewan with a land 
value of $2,657,878 conserving a total of 7,793 acres with a total of 96 volunteers, 
in 2015-16.   

 
More info: http://2016.natureconservancyreport.ca/en/year-in-review/national/  
  

 In 2016-17, NCC conducted 4 projects in Alberta with a land value of $11,551,720 
conserving 2,406 acres of land with a total of 782 volunteers. 
 

 For comparison, NCC conducted 2 projects in British Columbia with a land value 
of $2,077,000 conserving 421 acres with a total of 561 volunteers, in 2016-17. 
 

 For additional comparison, NCC conducted 4 projects in Saskatchewan with a land 
value of $401,000 conserving 487 acres of land with a total of 76 volunteers, in 
2016-17.  

 
More info: http://www.natureconservancyreport.ca/en/year-in-review/national/  

http://2016.natureconservancyreport.ca/en/year-in-review/national/
http://www.natureconservancyreport.ca/en/year-in-review/national/
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The 2017-18 data is not yet available online.  
 
Through NCC’s eco-regional planning process, the NCC identified almost “100 natural 
areas that are critical for the protection of Canada’s natural habitats and species.” NCC’s 
goal is to advance conservation within those priority areas.  
 
More Info: http://www.natureconservancy.ca/en/what-we-do/conservation-process/our-
work-in-natural-areas.html?_ga=2.182064868.217377008.1535386125-
1382787974.1531410474  
 
See also (undated) map: 
 

Source: Nature Conservancy of Canada Website (2018)   
 
Map PDF Version: 
http://www.natureconservancy.ca/assets/images/graphics/nat/maps/NCC_NACP_Map-
1500px-pdf.jpg  

 

http://www.natureconservancy.ca/en/what-we-do/conservation-process/our-work-in-natural-areas.html?_ga=2.182064868.217377008.1535386125-1382787974.1531410474
http://www.natureconservancy.ca/en/what-we-do/conservation-process/our-work-in-natural-areas.html?_ga=2.182064868.217377008.1535386125-1382787974.1531410474
http://www.natureconservancy.ca/en/what-we-do/conservation-process/our-work-in-natural-areas.html?_ga=2.182064868.217377008.1535386125-1382787974.1531410474
http://www.natureconservancy.ca/assets/images/graphics/nat/maps/NCC_NACP_Map-1500px-pdf.jpg
http://www.natureconservancy.ca/assets/images/graphics/nat/maps/NCC_NACP_Map-1500px-pdf.jpg
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Ducks Unlimited Canada  
 
The goal of Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) is “to ensure abundant wetlands and 
waterfowl for generations to come while improving Canadian lives.” 
 
More info: http://www.ducks.ca/our-work/  
 
Since 1938, DUC have completed more than 9,720 projects which have “conserved, 
restored and positively influenced” 127 million acres (approx. 51.4 million hectares) of 
habitat across Canada (an area nearly the size of the Yukon) = 5.14% of Canada’s land 
mass. Not all of this land is conserved/protected – DUC’s website does not provide a 
breakdown of how much is protected, versus restored, versus “positively influenced”.   

 
Ducks Unlimited (in the US) 

 
In the US, Ducks Unlimited (not DUC) owns a limited supply of land. In many instances 
Ducks Unlimited will purchase/receive land by way of donation, complete all restoration 
works and impose conservation easements, the land is then re-sold to a wildlife agency 
or private individual with similar interests in protecting the natural values of the land. 
 
More info: http://www.ducks.org/conservation/land-protection/land-acquisition  
   

http://www.ducks.ca/our-work/
http://www.ducks.org/conservation/land-protection/land-acquisition
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August 27, 2018 
Honourable Amarjeet Sohi 
Minister of Natural Resources Canada 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, ON 
K1A 0A6 
  
RE: Canada’s 2010 Convention on Biological Diversity Commitment 
 
Dear Minister Sohi: 
 
Northwest Species at Risk Committee (NWSAR) would like to congratulate you on your 
recent appointment as Minister of Natural Resources Canada. 
 
As you are aware, in 2010 the Convention on Biological Diversity adopted the Strategic 
Plan for Biodiversity, which included 20 global biodiversity goals known as the Aichi 
Targets. All parties to the convention including the Government of Canada agreed to 
achieve these targets with the inclusion of Aichi Target 11 which aims to protect 17% of 
terrestrial areas and inland waters, and 10% of coastal and marine areas across Canada 
by 2020. Alberta Environment and Parks has also committed to achieving the protection 
of 17% of terrestrial areas and inland waters by 2020 in the province of Alberta.  
 
As of the end of 2016, the Government of Canada recognized that 10.5% of terrestrial 
areas and inland waters, and 0.96% of coastal and marine areas are protected, through 
federally protected areas. NWSAR questions how provincial, municipal and privately-
owned protected areas fit into the Government of Canada’s 2020 target. 
 
We applaud the Governments of Canada and Alberta for establishing the National 
Advisory Panel, National Steering Committee and an Indigenous Circle of Experts to 
advise the governments on achieving Canada’s international commitment. However, the 
Local Government Advisory Group is yet to be formalized which means that a key 
advisory capacity and communication component for local level governments is missing 
from this national commitment discussion. 
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Earlier this month NWSAR achieved 98% support for a resolution we sponsored at the 
Northern Zone meeting of Rural Municipalities of Alberta, regarding our concerns on this 
topic. This resolution will be debated at Rural Municipalities of Alberta Fall Convention in 
Edmonton this November. 
 
As we approach 2020, municipalities across Canada could see proposals for an increase 
in federal and provincial protected spaces to achieve their respective 17% targets.  
 
For example, through caribou range planning, Alberta Environment and Parks has 
proposed to permanently protect approximately 1.6 million hectares of land in the NWSAR 
region for Bistcho, Yates, Caribou Mountains and Chinchaga herds; these areas would 
qualify and report towards their 17% target. (1.6 million hectares equates to approximately 
15.8% of Mackenzie County’s; 15.1% of County of Northern Lights’ and 2% of Clear Hills 
County’s geographic land-bases).  
 
Additional protected spaces have the ability to reduce municipal tax assessment and 
provincial royalties from natural resource industries, which can impact municipal service 
capacities and operating budgets, significantly affecting our northern resource-based 
communities.  
 
For some context, the NWSAR region measures approximately 120 square kilometers 
with a vastly distributed population of around 30,000 people. Sustainable growth 
opportunities in the north pose significantly reduced impacts to the surrounding natural 
environments, than the footprints of large urban centers. The viability factor of northern 
resource-based communities is vulnerable to large-scale land-use zonation amendments, 
such as large protected areas.      
 
While we understand that this commitment is largely driven under the Environment and 
Climate Change Canada Ministry, NWSAR would appreciate a response from you on how 
your Ministry is advocating at the federal Cabinet level for the Natural Resources portfolio. 
In light of a commitment, which could jeopardize jobs and hinder sustainable community 
growth opportunities in many rural regions across Canada.  
 
As a region significantly dependent on the natural resource industries, we would 
appreciate you sharing with us how you will support industry and in particular northern 
communities; we welcome any solutions you can provide to us on this complex federal 
commitment.  
 
I would also like to impress that while we recognize the federal and provincial efforts to 
diversify our economy, we do not yet have the infrastructure required in order to swiftly 
transition to other economic opportunities.        



 

 
 

 
 

Page 03 
 

 

 
On behalf of NWSAR, I would like to thank you in advance for your response. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me at: lisa@mackenziecounty.com or 780-841-5799 with any 
questions or concerns that you may have.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 
 
 

Lisa Wardley  
Chair, NWSAR Committee 
Deputy Reeve, Mackenzie County 
 
cc:  Northwest Species at Risk Committee 

Ryan Adam, Director of Issues Management, Natural Resources Canad

mailto:lisa@mackenziecounty.com
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August 27, 2018 
Michele Evans 
Assistant Deputy Minister 
Economic Development Division 
Economic Development and Trade 
5th Floor Commerce Place 
10155 – 102 Street 
Edmonton, AB 
T5J 4L6 
  
RE: Alberta’s 2010 Convention on Biological Diversity Commitment 
 
Dear Assistant Deputy Minister Evans: 
 
As you are aware, in 2010 the Convention on Biological Diversity adopted the Strategic 
Plan for Biodiversity, which included 20 global biodiversity goals known as the Aichi 
Targets. All parties to the convention including the Government of Canada agreed to 
achieve these targets with the inclusion of Aichi Target 11 which aims to protect 17% of 
terrestrial areas and inland waters, and 10% of coastal and marine areas across Canada 
by 2020. Alberta Environment and Parks has also committed to achieving the protection 
of 17% of terrestrial areas and inland waters by 2020 in the province of Alberta.  
 
As of June 2018, Alberta Environment and Parks recognized that 12.54% of Alberta is 
protected, through 8.24% federally and 4.3% provincially protected areas NWSAR 
questions how municipal and privately-owned protected areas fit into the Government of 
Alberta’s 2020 target. 
 
We applaud the Governments of Canada and Alberta for establishing the National 
Advisory Panel, National Steering Committee and an Indigenous Circle of Experts to 
advise the governments on achieving Canada’s international commitment. However, the 
Local Government Advisory Group is yet to be formalized which means that a key 
advisory capacity and communication component for local level governments is missing 
from this national and provincial commitment discussion.
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Earlier this month NWSAR achieved 98% support for a resolution we sponsored at the 
Northern Zone meeting of Rural Municipalities of Alberta, which is asking for: 
 

1. Alberta Environment and Parks to recognize all municipal and privately-owned 

protected areas that qualify to be included in their reporting towards their 2020 

target; and 

2. Alberta Rural and Urban Municipal Associations collaborate on developing an 

inventory of all municipal and privately-owned protected areas for timely delivery 

to Alberta Environment and Parks for consideration. 

This resolution will be debated at Rural Municipalities of Alberta Fall Convention in 
Edmonton this November. 
 
As we approach 2020, municipalities across Canada could see proposals for an increase 
in federal and provincial protected spaces to achieve their respective 17% targets.  
 
For example, through caribou range planning, Alberta Environment and Parks has 
proposed to permanently protect approximately 1.6 million hectares of land in the NWSAR 
region for Bistcho, Yates, Caribou Mountains and Chinchaga herds; these areas would 
qualify and report towards their 17% target. (1.6 million hectares equates to approximately 
15.8% of Mackenzie County’s; 15.1% of County of Northern Lights’ and 2% of Clear Hills 
County’s geographic land-bases).  
 
Additional protected spaces have the ability to reduce municipal tax assessment and 
provincial royalties from natural resource industries, which can impact municipal service 
capacities and operating budgets, significantly affecting our northern resource-based 
communities. 
 
For some context, the NWSAR region measures approximately 120 square kilometers 
with a vastly distributed population of around 30,000 people. Sustainable growth 
opportunities in the north pose significantly reduced impacts to the surrounding natural 
environments, than the footprints of large urban centers. The viability factor of northern 
resource-based communities is vulnerable to large-scale land-use zonation amendments, 
such as large protected areas.       
 
While we understand that this commitment is largely driven under the Alberta 
Environment and Parks Ministry, NWSAR would appreciate a response from you on how 
your Ministry is advocating at the provincial Cabinet level for the Natural Resource and 
Economic Development portfolios. In light of a commitment, which could jeopardize jobs 
and hinder sustainable community growth opportunities in many rural regions across 
Alberta. 
 
As a region significantly dependent on the natural resource industries, we would 
appreciate you sharing with us how you will support industry and in particular
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northern communities; we welcome any solutions you can provide to us on this complex 
provincial commitment.  
 
I would also like to impress that while we recognize the federal and provincial efforts to 
diversify our economy, we do not yet have the infrastructure required in order to swiftly 
transition to other economic opportunities.        
 
On behalf of NWSAR, I would like to thank you in advance for your response. Please do 
not hesitate to contact me at: lisa@mackenziecounty.com or 780-841-5799 with any 
questions or concerns that you may have.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
 

Lisa Wardley  
Chair, NWSAR Committee 
Deputy Reeve, Mackenzie County 
 
cc:  Northwest Species at Risk Committee 
 
 
  

mailto:lisa@mackenziecounty.com
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Review of Section 11 Conservation Agreements and SARA 
 
At the last NWSAR meeting, Motion 18-08-003 was carried: 
 

That administration review Section 11 of the Species at Risk Act and provide a 
proposed amendment, for NWSAR review at the next meeting. 

 
Upon administrative review, there may have been some confusion surrounding the action 
of this Motion. The previous suggestion about the GOA developing a Section 11, was 
about the GOA developing their own Species at Risk legislation – the provincial Wildlife 
Act doesn’t mention the term Species at Risk. The federal SARA is therefore the 
legislation and tool which recovery planning for at-risk species is to comply with, on non-
federal lands.  
 
Sections 11 and 13 of the SARA are as follows: 
 
Stewardship 
 
Conservation agreements – species at risk 
 
11 (1) A competent minister may, after consultation with every other competent minister, 
and with the Canadian Endangered Species Conservation Council or any of its members 
if he or she considers it appropriate to do so, enter into a conservation agreement with 
any government in Canada, organization or person to benefit a species at risk or enhance 
its survival in the wild. 
 
Contents 
 
(2) The agreement must provide for the taking of conservation measures and any other 
measures consistent with the purposes of this Act, and may include measures with 
respect to: 
 

(a) Monitoring the status of the species; 
(b) Developing and implementing education and public awareness programs; 
(c) Developing and implementing recovery strategies, action plans and management 

plans; 

(d) Protecting the species’ habitat, including its critical habitat; or 
(e) Undertaking research projects in support of recovery efforts for the species. 

 
Funding agreements 
 
13 (1) A competent minister may enter into an agreement with any government in Canada, 
organization or person to provide for the payment of contributions towards the costs of 
programs and measures for the conservation of wildlife species including programs and 
measures under an agreement entered into under sub-section 11(1) or 12(1). 
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Under Section 11(2)(e), NWSAR has the option of applying for and entering into a section 
11 conservation agreement with the federal government. In line with the emergent 
resolution NWSAR took to FCM, the issue here is the implementation of Section 11: 
 
The federal 2018 Action Plan for Boreal Woodland Caribou listed provincial and territorial 
governments as partners to explore entering into Section 11 conservation agreements 
with. 

 
What about other levels of government, organizations and individuals, as SARA lists? 

 
Section 11 of the SARA has been under-utilized – the draft Section 11 agreement for the 
conservation of SMC in BC is the first time Section 11 of the SARA has been used. 
 

SARA was adopted in 2002, yet Section 11 had never been utilized until last year. 
 

NWSAR’s emergent resolution called for municipalities to be recognized partners in the 
exploration of conservation agreements for at-risk species in the near term, including 
Boreal Woodland Caribou. 
 

If NWSAR falls short on funding for our pilot project, NWSAR could work with FCM to 
apply/negotiate for a Section 11 conservation agreement under Section 11(2)(e). 

 
Something to be considerate of is the 65% undisturbed habitat threshold requirement for 
Boreal Woodland Caribou and the SMC winter ranges, as well as the federal reporting on 
unprotected critical habitat every 6 months, under Section 63 of the SARA.  
 
Section 63 of the SARA is as follows: 
 
Progress reports on unprotect portions of critical habitat 
 
63 If in the opinion of the Minister any portion of the critical habitat of a listed species 
remains unprotected 180 days after the recovery strategy or action plan that identified the 
critical habitat was included in the public registry, the Minister must include in that registry 
a report on the steps taken to protect the critical habitat. The Minister must continue to 
report with respect to every subsequent period of 180 days until the portion is protected 
or is no longer identified as critical habitat.   

 
The fact that ECCC designated the land within the Boreal Woodland Caribou range 

boundaries as critical habitat is crucial here. ECCC will report every 6 months on any 
critical habitat on non-federal lands that is unprotected. 

 
Even if caribou ranges achieve 65% undisturbed habitat, this may not satisfy the 

Minister’s obligations under Section 63 if there is no legal, enforceable protection which 
provides certainty that the land will not be destroyed in the future by human activity. The 

inclusion of wildfire disturbance in the habitat disturbance threshold becomes more 
significant here.  
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Northwest Pilot Project Update 
    

NWSAR Admin steps since August 1, 2018: 
 

 Met with CAPP in Calgary – provided an overview of pilot project goals, discussed 
possibilities of project funding, availability and access to cost-effective LiDAR data. 
CAPP cannot fund project alone; may be interested as part of a larger GOA/FRIAA 
funding initiative. Anticipate LiDAR access results soon.    

 Met with ABMI in Edmonton to finalize project scope and details for the final cost 
estimate and methodology. 

 Provided FPAC with an overview of the pilot project and had a brief discussion on 
FPAC project funding opportunities – FPAC cannot fund and recommended 
seeking SFI funding. 

 Provided the GOA with an overview of the pilot project seeking answers to their 
willingness to lend support to the project, and/or their ability to provide funding for 
the project. Also asked for their insight into access to cost-effective LiDAR data for 
the Northwest. 

 Received a methodology and cost-estimate from ABMI.  

 Provided an overview of the pilot project; requesting a methodology and cost-
estimate from fRI Research. 

 Coordinating a meeting with forestry companies to explore collaborative working 
and data sharing opportunities – October 4th @ 2:00pm in Peace River: to be 
confirmed.  

 Connecting with the LuSEE project leads at Silvacom and requesting access to a 
list of datasets with sources and descriptions input into the Lower Peace Region 
analysis. 

 
a. ABMI Quote for NW Pilot Project Services  

 
Goal 1: Baseline Disturbance 
 
To determine the accuracy of anthropogenic disturbances in 5 NW caribou ranges. 
 
Costs: 
 

 Data comparison/validation: $10,000 

 Flight time (sub-contracted) – 4 townships in 5 ranges: $15,000 

 Project management: $2,500 

 Total: $27,500 
 
Note: Quote includes the camera and flight time – this work requires a fixed-wing aircraft 
that would allow a GoPro to be attached under the wing.  
 
Timeline: Needs to occur during snow-free period – Fall 2018 or Spring 2019 (depending 
on mobilization of funds). Does not require green-up vegetation conditions. 



Northwest Species at Risk Committee 
Administration Lead: Byron Peters, Mackenzie County  
 

32 
 

 
Deliverables:  
 

 Video footage of distribution and type of footprint 

 Document summarizing the accuracy of existing footprint inventory compared with 
fly-over data 

 Map and spatial data of geo-referenced human disturbance in each of the selected 
townships 

 
Goal 2: Vegetation Inventory Phase 1 
 
Estimating vegetation height from existing LiDAR (2007) data for the entire Chinchaga 
range. 
 
Costs: 
 

 Data extraction and summary: $4,800 

 Project management: $400 

 Total: $5,200 
  
Note: NWSAR requires permission from GOA to use this data. 
 
Timeline: Can be completed anytime, contingent on permission from GOA. 
 
Deliverables: 
 

 Document summarizing the state of vegetation recovery (height) on seismic lines 
within the Chinchaga range 

 Raw data summary of vegetation height on seismic lines within Chinchaga 

 Information on recovery of harvest areas based on age since harvest 
 
Goal 3: Wildlife Densities and Monitoring 
 
The use of remote cameras and automated recording units (audio) are the current best 
approach for surveying abundances for multiple species simultaneously. The use of these 
technologies allows for: 

 
1. Density estimation for species of interest 
2. Simultaneous data collection for all vocalizing species and medium to large sized 

mammals 
3. Standardized protocols to allow for comparison with regional/provincial datasets 
4. Involvement of local hunters, trappers, Indigenous Peoples and citizens in data 

collection 
 
Note: NWSAR would need to secure helicopters if equipment is to be deployed by air. 
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  Potential locations for deployments of camera/ARU clusters (ABMI, 2018) 

 
 Costs: 
 

 Site selection: $5,000 

 Camera and equipment purchase (375 units owned by NWSAR): $187,500 

 ARU (audio) rental (25 units): $20,000 

 Training for volunteers: $9,000 

 ABMI Travel: $5,000 

 Camera data processing: $17,000 

 ARU data processing: $15,000 

 Analysis and data summary: $6,400 

 Project management: $5,000 

 Total: $269,900 

 
Timeline: Equipment could be deployed during October 2018 if accessing by aircraft OR 
December 2018/January 2019 if accessing by road, once ground is frozen. 
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Deliverables: 
 

 Training session for local volunteers to deploy cameras and ARUs 

 Raw data summary of wildlife observations 

 Access to original images and recordings through online account 

 Document providing density estimates for each species of interest 

 Densities can be summarized for each range and cluster – a map of camera 
deployments with respective densities of interest, or figures outlining densities can 
be provided 

 
Goal 4: Vegetation Inventory Phase 2 
 
Involves two data components: 
 

1. Remotely sensed data to determine vegetation height in other 4 caribou ranges 
2. Ground-truthing data to sub-sample vegetation heights and densities with boots 

on the ground 
 

1. Remotely Sensed Data: 
 
Option 1: Fly-overs in Summer 2019 – combine Goals 1 and 4 using oblique imagery 
and photogrammetry methods. 
 
Costs:  
 

 Data collection (baseline disturbance and vegetation combined): $35,000 

 Data analysis and summary: $30,000 

 Project management: $3,000 

 Total: $68,000 
 
Deliverables: 
 

 Goal 1 deliverables 

 Photogrammetry for 4 townships in each of the 4 caribou ranges 

 Document summarizing vegetation recovery for 4 townships in each of the 4 
caribou ranges  

 
Option 2: Altalis 2m LiDAR (2013) data for Bistcho range. 
 
Costs: 
 

 Bistcho range 2m LiDAR (2013) data: $350,000 

 Height extraction: $8,000 

 Total: $358,000 
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Deliverables: 
 

 Document summarizing vegetation recovery for Bistcho range as of 2013 
 
Option 3: OGL Engineering LiDAR (2005 – 2015) for 63,700km2 of NW caribou ranges. 
 
Costs: 
 

 Purchase existing (orange) LiDAR (2005 – 2015) with densities ranging from 1.1 
– 5 points/m2: $1,528,800 

 Purchase new (light purple) LiDAR data at 4.2 points/m2: $1,238,500 

 Height extraction for 4 ranges: $35,000 

 Total: $2,802,300 – cheaper by removing collection of new data for Chinchaga 

Existing LiDAR coverage (orange) vs. areas where new LiDAR data could be collected (light purple) – 
(ABMI, 2018) 

 

Deliverables: 
 

 Full cover LiDAR data for all ranges  
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 Document detailing state of vegetative recovery on disturbance features across all 
caribou ranges 

 
Option 4: Cost-effective LiDAR 
 
ABMI is currently exploring alternative and cost-effective methods for acquiring LiDAR 
data. ABMI are testing new methods and should have results to share soon.  
 

2. Ground-Truthing Data: 
 
This component involves boots on the ground surveying to assess vegetation recovery. 
Surveys will be implemented to inventory the species, heights and densities of vegetation 
currently on identified disturbances. Sub-sample field data is used to compare metrics of 
re-growth to estimates collected by remote sensing data. 
 
Costs: 
 

 Protocol development and sampling locations: $4,000 

 Field work staff (2 people x 2.5 months): $25,000 

 Accommodations: $18,000 

 Travel (Truck and Gas): $11,500 

 Daily Allowance: $5,200 

 Analysis and summary: $15,000 

 Project management: $5,000 

 Total: 83,700 

 
Timeline: Summer 2019 
 
Deliverables: 
 

 Raw data on vegetation state for selected townships within each of the 5 caribou 
ranges 

 Report summarizing state of vegetation recovery 

 Report comparing on-the-ground data measurements to remotely sensed data 
measurements (contingent on both components being implemented) 

 
Goal 5: Identifying Candidate Restoration Areas 
 
The goal is to rank areas within each caribou range, using townships as the scale of 
measurement, to identify priority areas for habitat restoration activities. This analysis is 
completed using existing data as a coarse filter based on: 
 

1. The potential reduction in disturbance that can be accomplished by restoring non-
permanent features within the township. 
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2. The density of seismic lines within each township, which is the primary driver of 
the cost of restoration. 

3. Additional weighting criteria such as Traditional Land-use, potential future 
development by industry, or ground access. 

 
Costs: 
 

 Analysis and data summary: $10,000 

 Project management: $1,000 

 Total: $11,000 
 
Timeline: Can be completed any time 
 
Deliverables: 
 

 Map and spatial data with priority levels and intermediate calculations (percentage 
disturbed, cost to restore, weighting) to townships for restoration, across all 5 
caribou ranges. 

 
All costs do not include GST or an estimate of administrative support. 
 
Summary of NWSAR responsibilities: 
 

1. Recruit and coordinate volunteers for monitoring equipment deployment and 
maintenance 

2. Secure airtime (helicopters) to deploy monitoring equipment – optional 
3. Request permission from GOA to access Chinchaga (2007) LiDAR data 
4. Conduct final township selection 
5. Prepare performance and summary reports 
6. Secure airtime for baseline disturbance surveys (this requires fixed-wing aircraft) 

Note: may not be an option if it is desired to also collect photogrammetry, in which 
case we would need to sub-contract) 

7. ABMI and NWSAR to re-connect regarding cost-effective LiDAR 
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ESRI ArcMap Software License Quotes 
 

 
Town of High Level License Options 

 

Product: Perpetual QTY Year 1 Year 2/MTC Year 3/MTC 3yr Cost 

ArcGIS Desktop 
Standard Single Use 

License 
1 $2,075.00 S1,020.00 $1,020.00 $4,115.00 

ArcGIS Spatial 
Analyst for Desktop 
Single Use License 

1 $4,153.00 $1,200.00 $1,200.00 $6,553.00 

Total $6,228.00 $2,220.00 $2,220.00 $10,668.00 

 

Product: 1yr Term QTY Annual Fee Annual Fee Annual Fee 3yr Cost 

ArcGIS Desktop 
Standard Single Use 

1yr Term License 
1 $1,170.00 $1,170.00 $1,170.00 $3,510.00 

ArcGIS Spatial 
Analyst for Desktop 
Single Use 1yr Term 

License 

1 $1,200.00 $1,200.00 $1,200.00 $3,600.00 

Total S2,370.00 $2,370.00 $2,370.00 $7,110.00 

 
These prices do not consider any price increase that may occur post April 2019. 

 
Only difference between the two licenses (besides the cost): 
 
Perpetual License: If you do not renew the maintenance (MTC) after Year 1, you can 
continue to use ArcGIS Desktop and Spatial Analyst for as long as you wish, at its last 
current version (i.e. when new updates are available the software cannot be updated). 
 
1yr Term License: If you do not renew the annual term, the license will expire and you 
can no longer use the ArcGIS Desktop or Spatial Analyst until you renew your term 
license. 
 
Both licenses provide access to technical support, any software upgrades or updates, a 
Level 2 Named Licence with credits for ArcGIS Online platform, access to data on the 
ArcGIS Online platform.    
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 

NORTHWEST SPECIES AT RISK COMMITTEE 
 
Background: 
 
The northwest region of Alberta encompasses high economic development value in a 
variety of natural resource sectors. Notwithstanding this, the region is requested to carry 
the highest burden of environmental protection of any other region within Alberta.  
 
Current and proposed Provincial policy and strategies requires the Lower Peace Region 
to subsidize economic activity in other regions; to allow, both, the Federal and Provincial 
governments to achieve conservation targets for the natural environment. Cumulatively, 
multiple conservation initiatives and species at risk recovery strategies have the ability to 
negatively impact the rural communities of northwest Alberta. 
 
We, the local tenants of this region have collaborated; in an attempt to secure smart 
economic growth, a sustained quality of life, and well-balanced environmental protection 
for our future generations. Through the use of optimal adaptive management, transparent 
stakeholder engagement, and effective environmental stewardship; we endeavour to 
achieve this purpose.        
 
Purpose: 
 
To collectively provide and share information, ideas and resources; relating to the 
continued and future prosperity of northwest Alberta. Instill effective regional adaptive 
management and transparency which allows all stakeholders to play a vital role in shaping 
our collective future. Develop tangible solutions founded upon an evidence-based 
approach, to ensure a balance of smart economic growth, a sustained quality of life, and 
an enhanced natural environment; for all of our businesses, communities and wildlife.      
 
Responsibilities: 
 
To ensure that any impending species recovery or conservation initiative, that has the 
ability to affect the smart growth of northwest Alberta; is prefaced with a thorough regional 
socio-economic impact analysis. 
 
To proactively work with all other levels of government, including the First Nations; to 
create well-balanced working groups; with all key stakeholders relevant to impending 
conservation areas and species recovery. 
 
Emphasizing that, northwest Alberta currently encompasses a vast amount of protected 
lands. Impending species recovery and conservation initiatives should aim to enhance 
the value of these areas for species at risk recovery and biodiversity, rather than seeking 
to protect unjustifiable additional areas of land. 
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Structure: 
 
Two councillors and an alternate appointed by each of the founding municipalities. 
 
Alternates may attend all meetings. 
 
Founding municipalities consist of: 
  

 County of Northern Lights 

 Mackenzie County 

 Town of High Level 

 Town of Rainbow Lake 

 Clear Hills County 

 Town of Manning 

Associate membership is available to other municipalities. Associate members shall not 
have voting rights.  
 
Mackenzie County is the administrative lead for the committee, with administrative 
support from each of the founding municipalities. 
 
The administrative lead will prepare and provide the agenda for all meetings.   
 
Meetings are open to the public as per Section 197 and Section 198 of the Municipal 
Government Act. 
 
Meetings may, in part, be closed to the public if matters to be addressed are recognized 
under; Section 197(2) of the Municipal Government Act, and/or Division 2 – Part 1 of the 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.    
 
The committee shall pursue grant opportunities to fund any larger projects, with 
Mackenzie County as the grant sponsor and/or lead. 
 
Quorum and Costs: 
 
Decisions shall be reached by consensus, consisting of two appointed members from 
each of the founding municipalities. Alternates shall not be considered for consensus 
unless standing in for an appointed member. 
 
Meetings shall be hosted by the Town of High Level, at the Town of High Level Office, 
and meeting costs will be shared by the founding municipalities.  
 
Each Municipality and other delegates are expected to cover the costs of their members. 
Additional costs, such as those derived from committee motions, will be subject to 
additional discussion and approval from each of the founding municipalities. 
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All decisions reached by consensus; which are within the scope of the Terms of 
Reference, are binding upon all municipalities. 
 
Associate members shall pay a $1000 annual Associate Membership fee.  
 
Communication:  
 
An electronic data sharing forum will be created and maintained, with access for all of the 
committee members, and meetings will be scheduled quarterly, or as required by the 
Chair. 
 

 FINANCIAL TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

NORTHWEST SPECIES AT RISK COMMITTEE 
 
 
Financial Responsibility: 
 
The Town of High Level shall be the party responsible for administration and management 
of all financial matters relating to the Northwest Species at Risk Committee. 
 
Funds held in trust by the Town of High Level will only be used to further the goals of the 
Northwest Species at Risk Committee.  No funds will be released by the Town of High 
Level without approval by consensus of the Northwest Species at Risk Committee.   
 
The Town of High Level will develop and maintain a budget report for the Northwest 
Species at Risk Committee which will provide all known revenues and expenses.  At no 
time will the Town of High Level reimburse expenses incurred by the Northwest Species 
at Risk Committee that will exceed those funds held in trust for the Northwest Species at 
Risk Committee as described in the budget report. 
 
In the event of dissolution of the Northwest Species at Risk Committee, any remaining 
funds held by the Town of High Level after all expenses due have been paid, will be 
returned to the funding partners as a proportional share of the amounts originally 
invested. 
 


