Appendix D
Local Government Response Documents

Jumbo Glacier Resort Project

Assessment Report

Technical Advisory Committee,
Environmental Assessment Office
Public Input, Jumbo Glacier Resort
April 27, 2004
Dear Mr. Glassman,
As you are aware, the District of Invermere has until May 26th to complete its response to
the Environmental Assessment process concerning Jumbo Glacier Resort. This time
frame conflicts significantly with the request for the Technical Advisory Committee
response of April 23, 2004. In an effort to assist members of the Technical Advisory
Committee, the Council, in its regularly scheduled meeting held on April 27, 2004
approved the following.
The following is a highlight of many of the areas that may be contained in the District’s
final submission to the Environmental Assessment Office. These issues should not be
construed as either support or opposition to the project, but rather as needed changes to
existing services in Invermere to meet the needs of the Jumbo Glacier Resort if the
Province approves the project.
Issues 1

Waste Management System: The District of Invermere will not have our
Consulting Engineers study the proposed Waste Management System. We are
assuming that the appropriate provincial authority is responsible for
evaluating the project to ensure provincial standards will be met. However,
our concerns are really in the application and maintenance of the Waste
Management System once approved in principle. Discussions with colleagues
in Fernie, Golden (Kicking Horse), and our own observations (Panorama)
indicate that even new systems do not necessarily operate as intended. If the
project is approved, then, the engineering of the waste management systems
used at Jumbo Glacier must be of a highest caliber to ensure that the Jumbo
creek and other related waterways are not affected by the project. In addition,
appropriately trained and paid personnel have to be in place to ensure that the
system is monitored and is performing to the standards as engineered.

Issues 2

Storm Drainage: The District of Invermere will not have our Consulting
Engineers study the proposed Storm Sewer System. We are assuming that the
appropriate provincial authority is responsible for evaluating the project to
ensure provincial standards will be met. Again, as we are a downstream
community, any sediment and extra run-off will have an adverse effect our
surrounding environment – the Columbia Valley Wetlands. The wetlands is a
world class environmental wonder, and because of that, significant economic
spin-offs have been generated in Invermere – eco-tourism, Wings over the
Rockies, second home owners, timeshare participants and the like. Therefore
all storm water issues during construction and on completion of the project
must be contained on site and not be discharged into the Toby Creek and or
any other water system.
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Issue 3

Bridges. To access the Panorama/Jumbo Road, visitors must enter into
Invermere from highway 93/95. In doing so, they will cross the Athelmere
Bridge that spans the Columbia River at the eastern end of The District of
Invermere, then they must cross the Toby Creek Bridge in the north west end
of The District of Invermere. Both of these bridges are under the maintenance
responsibility of the District of Invermere. The additional traffic volumes will
require more regular maintenance as well as a shortening of the predicted life
span of these bridges. As the proposed Jumbo Glacier Resort is outside of the
municipality, the District of Invermere does not have the financial instruments
under the Community Charter. Therefore, some type of long term financial
mechanism must be established by government, to allow the District of
Invermere to tax users accordingly (share of property tax, share of gas tax,
share of property sales tax etc.) or some other type of compensation plan will
be required. Otherwise it will be the residents of Invermere who will be
subsidizing the Resort.

Issue 4

Roads: To access the Panorama/Jumbo road, day skiers and visitors to Jumbo
must drive through a portion of Invermere. The added traffic will require
changes to the existing roadway to ensure safety and proper traffic flow. Two
areas of specific concern will be the intersection at the top of the railway
bridge and panorama road, where a turn right lane and a set of lights may be
required. The other major concern is an ‘S” curve in the Panorama road as it
approaches Invermere’s Industrial area. The added traffic may require that the
road be straightened out, as it may no longer meet the standards required for
the volume of traffic predicted. Finally, the roadbed itself may be required to
be upgraded, as it may not be up to the standard required for the predicted
volume of traffic. Given that the roadway in question used to be part of the
MoT road maintenance system, the Ministry should have the background
information and expertise to calculate the costs of these changes, as well as
the ability to fix the ‘S’ curve as the straightening of the road would go
through the provincial road maintenance yard. Again, some type of long-term
financial mechanism must be established by government, to allow the District
of Invermere to tax users accordingly to pay for the up keep of the road.

Issue 5

Hospitals: Funding for Hospital services appear to be tied to stable population
figures of a community rather than the temporary population that is normally
associated with resort communities. In this specific case, the catchment area
would change from approximately 9,000 people to 13,000+ per day (700
Jumbo employees plus an average of 3,477 visitors a day at the resort). This
“shadow” population will need emergency medical services as they are here
for recreation and thus may be more accident prone than during normal dayto-day activity. As a consequence, additional emergency services in
Invermere Hospital should be increased to cover these 4,177 more people.
Otherwise the District of Invermere would be subsidizing the Resort through
less service being made available to the community.
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Issue 6

Ambulance: Given the experience with Panorama Resort, it is a certainty that
increased ambulance services will be required for the Jumbo Glacier Resort.
The road distances will increase the time that ambulance attendants will be out
on call. Again, staffing levels will have to be increased to meet the needs of
4,177 more people a day who will be engaging in higher risk recreation
activities. Otherwise it will be the citizens of Invermere that will be
subsidizing the proposed resort through reduced service to its citizens.

Issue 7

Jaws of Life: The Invermere Volunteer Fire Department currently responds to
motor vehicle accidents within a radius of 60 to 80 kms outside of our
jurisdiction. Given the added volume of traffic that will be required to meet
the daily objectives of Jumbo Glacier Resort, the probability of more call outs
in the area is inevitable. To effectively meet these increased needs, it may be
necessary to upgrade the initial response vehicles such that the appropriate
rescue tools are available to meet the increased demand.

Issue 8

Policing: The police detachment at present has 10 officers for all of the Upper
Columbia Valley. This translates into approximately 1 officer per 1,000
permanent residents. The addition of 4,177 people into the area will require
the addition of a minimum of 4 more officers just to simply maintain the
existing level of policing in the valley. Otherwise it will be the citizens of
Invermere and the Columbia Valley that will be subsidizing the proposed
resort through reduced service to its citizens.

In addition to the above, the final submission may deal with other issues that Council
feels relevant to the project, such as public sentiment, possible governance issues and the
like.
If you have any questions or concerns on any of the above, please contact me, or Patrick
Robins, CAO for the District of Invermere.
Yours truly,
Brian Mc Laughlin
Brian Mc Laughlin
Councillor for the District of Invermere
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Mark, Robert, Joanne, Gerry, and Patrick Robins.
Attached is a draft letter to the Technical Advisory Committee for the Jumbo EAO
project.
The TAC members were to provide their comments by Friday april 23, 2004. My initial
understanding from the committee was that our role was not really a technical one like
the other members, and so we would not really be having a response o make as a member
of the technical committee.
However, I was asked by the manager of the project if we could put something in so that
the committee and the proponent would have a heads up to our final submission due the
25th of May.
The following is from a brief discussion that I had with Brian N. and initial comments
that I had made to the EAO.
Please read and see if you feel comfortable with this response if we decide to submit one
to the technical committee.
Brian
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