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SUBJECT: Potable Water Strategic Discussion Paper 
                      

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This report is coming forward through the collaboration of the Chief Administrative Office the Infrastructure 
and Operations Department. 
 
 
Issues involving water supply have dominated discussions in and around Rocky View County as of late.  
Since the Alberta Government “closed” the Bow River to new water licenses, many communities and private 
companies have been scrambling to meet their desired water objectives. In addition, Provincial policy has 
also supported and fostered the creation of a market for water licenses adding a new dynamic to this 
environment. Indeed, for Rocky View County, addressing water related issues has required a great deal of 
time and energy on behalf of both Council and Administration.   
 
 
However, if one was to look at acquiring a new license for a specific project or an area as a micro level 
discussion, certainly no less important is the macro, or the need to consider water and wastewater across an 
entire community such a Rocky View County.  This has perhaps become even more important since the 
approval of the County’s Growth Management Strategy (GMS) and its implications toward more 
comprehensive land use planning.  As the GMS began to take shape it became clear that the traditional 
means of supplying certain services needed to change.  For example, it could be argued that until recently 
the County has taken somewhat of a secondary role toward water servicing.  For the most part, development 
proposals requiring higher service levels were required to meet their needs through their own efforts and 
then only confirming solutions before County approvals were granted.  The GMS however now contemplates 
nodes and corridors as appropriate forms of development and therefore comprehensive servicing plans are 
required.  Equally clear is the need for the County to address matters relating to capital investment, 
interconnectivity, and ownership and facility operations when considering infrastructure development.  But 
what about existing systems? 
 
 
As previously stated, the County’s past practice for approvals has resulted in a vast number of independent 
systems being developed over the years.  Ranging in size, these are operated through different models such 
as Homeowner Associations, Co-ops and Utility Companies.  As time has progressed some systems are 
performing well while others struggle to meet capital replacement needs and Alberta’s drinking water 
standards.  As costs and technical standards increase small systems are challenged.  Likewise, efficiencies 
and economies of scale have not necessarily been considered. 
 
 
The purpose of this report is to present to Council a Strategic Water Discussion Paper intended to set the 
stage to do just that.  Given the diverse stakeholder group that exists within the County this document is 
intended to help create a common understanding and to form the basis for discussion and consultation.  The 
attached Discussion Paper sets out to identify issues and some potential “solutions” for consideration.  It is 
suggested that following today’s discussion, copies would be sent to each system owner in advance of 
consultations.  The goal is to build consensus toward a game plan including strategic objectives prior to 
formal direction and action is taken by the County and/or its utility corporation Aqueduct.  Issues around 
network development, market area and franchises will be discussed.  Asset evaluations and high level 
system status checks will need to be undertaken and perhaps as of yet unknown issues further explored.  At 
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the end of the day, the intent is to have a clearer understanding of what exists today and what tomorrow 
might look like in Rocky View County as it relates to potable water delivery systems. 
 
 
That being said, there is however, a second area of exploration that must be mentioned at this time.  A 
complete servicing picture cannot be created without exploration of the Wastewater issue as well.  The Triple 
Bottom Line approach requires a clear understanding of complete community development and water and 
wastewater are critical pieces of this puzzle. Administration would suggest that as greater consensus is 
reached on potable water delivery it will then be possible, and appropriate, to have meaningful discussions 
around wastewater servicing on a community wide basis.  It is anticipated this can begin in the fall of 2010 or 
early 2011. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That Council accepts the Strategic Water Servicing Discussion Paper as information and support the 
commencing of consultation with system owners in advance of creation of a Potable Water Servicing 
Strategy.  
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,   

 
 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Robert Coon 
Chief Administrative Officer 
 
RC/mw 
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INTRODUCTION 
Strategic planning by definition is a high level statement of how to accomplish a 
specific goal.  The County’s strategic objective of establishing a long term safe, 
secure, and economically viable potable water supply is a relatively clear goal.  
However, the path to reaching that goal for our varied communities is somewhat 
less clearly defined.  Indeed this document is intended to frame some of the 
issues and challenges for further focused discussion, policy formation and 
implementation planning.  Specifically Rocky View must identify and address 
many situations that have developed over many years as well as recent 
developments at a provincial and local level.  Through this process the County 
will be required to call upon existing community resources as well as those yet to 
be established.  A difficult task but critical none the less. 
 
CONTEXT 
Since 2004 Rocky View County (“the County”) has had to contemplate how it 
moves from showing nominal interest to active participation in the provision of 
water services within its boundaries.  Formulating a water license for commercial 
development in the Balzac area was a three year process challenged by media 
scrutiny, local politics and changing regulations in the Bow River basin.  That 
process emphasized the need for a change in County direction on how potable 
water service is delivered to key development areas (particularly commercial 
industrial). 
In the last two years the County had been a key player in the development of a 
servicing strategy for the Calgary Metropolitan Plan. Additionally, the County has 
also formatted its own Growth Management Strategy, mapping fifty year planned 
growth.    
Through these processes it has become clear that the County requires a strategy 
to deal with the provision of water (and waste water) services within its 
boundaries and potentially in conjunction with some of its neighbours as well.  
Unlike most urban municipalities the County has no licence dedicated to its entire 
land mass for providing water to its residents.   Many water co-ops or private 
utility companies, servicing from 2 to 1500 residents, have grown within the 
County in response to the need for water service.  There are now 70 water 
delivery entities in the County outside of stand alone private water well systems. 
The County’s geography also provides both barriers and opportunities for water 
systems operation.  There is a significant elevation gain going East to West and 
in some places South to North. Therefore the efficiency of gravity movement 
versus pumping of water needs to be carefully considered as we seek solutions.  
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There are large independent distribution systems in the East, West and North of 
the County that could become “spines” for those geographic areas.   
The County is divided by the City of Calgary and this division limits system 
placement to a horseshoe shaped collar around the City with resulting increases 
in lengths of needed linear infrastructure.  Additionally, the service providers in 
the County vary from those supplying a higher density population in a relatively 
small area (eg: Langdon Water Works) to those supplying equally as many 
customers over a much broader area (eg: Rocky View Water Co-op). 
The gradual escalation of the drinking water standards in the province and the 
age of some systems have provided many operators of these systems with 
challenges as a results of the requirements to upgrade in-ground infrastructure 
and/or treatment facilities to meet performance expectations and standards.  
Often, provincial regulators will turn to the municipality for solutions when there 
are problems with these non-municipal   systems.  Equally, many of our residents 
have moved to the County from urban areas and expect their water service to be 
municipal owned and operated.   
The confluence of all these issues, the Growth Management Strategy, water 
system improvement requirements, commercial development demands, 
geography, existing and failing infrastructure, owners’ operational requirements, 
legislated expectations and a better understanding of the need for the County to 
control the service delivery brings focus to the need for a strategic servicing plan.  
 
TRENDS 
The continual enhancement of drinking water quality requirements is one key 
driver for this document.  Many of the 70 systems are well kept and operated, 
however, many are not.  Water systems were installed in response to 
development approval granted by the County or Regional Planning Commission,  
however, once installed these systems have been subject to other regulatory 
agencies such as AENV and Health Board. The system owners have also 
struggled with finding qualified operators who understand the requirements, with 
the potential capital upgrade costs required to meet expected standards, and 
with the maintenance of their buried infrastructure.   
The County has only one contractual agreement with a water system owner at 
this time.  That agreement is a franchise agreement with Langdon Waterworks 
Ltd., who services a relatively large population base.  The franchise agreement 
outlines the operating area and some service and water allocation expectations 
for new and existing developments.  As a result, this agreement should form a 
starting template for the kind of agreement the County would plan to have with 
other operators who may wish to continue operating as an independent entity. 
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In addition, the County has also initiated some action to consolidate existing 
water systems. Agreements are being reached with two specific Water Co-ops to 
consolidate the treatment of water for their respective systems into one new 
County operated treatment plant. This plant will service all the Co-op’s existing 
customers as well as the Hamlet of Bragg Creek.  The negotiating process for 
this consolidation has alerted the County to other solutions and agreements for 
similar efforts in the future.    
Seeming to counter the move of the County to consolidate the systems is interest 
by several business ventures to invest in the water utility business in the County.  
As a result of a County direction to “bring a water licence to the table to ensure 
development”, several companies believe that the opportunity to be a water 
provider may be a profitable enterprise.  This leaves the County in the position of 
developing policy that may require a different process than acquisition alone.  
The closure of the Bow River Basin to further water allocations in 2006 created 
other issues that add context and complexity to strategic planning.  A licence 
application in the system now, in broad terms, needs confirmation of off-stream 
storage capability to reduce the risk of water shortage.  As well, partnerships 
formed prior to water supply being an issue, such as the County’s participation in 
the founding of the Kneehill Regional Water Services Commission (KRWSC), 
now take on greater significance.  Water suppliers to the County that have supply 
origins in other jurisdictions, such as Mountain View and Red Deer Counties 
provide water into Rocky View for the Towns of Crossfield and Irricana and 
indeed directly to some County based businesses.  These situations therefore 
present opportunities to examine other water supply options.     
Other considerations become equally important in this closed river basin 
environment.  For example, much of the east side of the County is actually part of 
the Red Deer River basin.   
While commonly understood at the local level this fact has been lost on many as 
the County explored water servicing options.  One can only surmise the larger 
geographic base of the Red Deer River Basin has contributed to this fact.  The 
initial backlash from other local governments that spilled over into the media was 
not expected.  Indeed Rocky View’s water woes became the focus of provincial 
debate.  The perception that water was gong to leave the Red Deer Basin 
became Council’s reality. 
That being said, water allocations in the Red Deer River are not as limited as 
they are in the Bow River and there is a possibility of access to that water 
through the KRWSC.  Follow up negotiations with the KRWSC and the Town of 
Drumheller, who treats the water for the KRWSC, have led to an agreement to 
supply water to the Hamlet of Kathryn in Rocky View.  
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New players have also entered the water supply picture when scarcity was 
perceived.  The Western Irrigation District has made water available to the 
County through the recognition of savings in their system.  The savings realized 
through enclosing some of their system in pipelines, thereby eliminating 
evaporation, flow through and seepage losses were made available through a 
licence transfer, for other uses, in this case municipal use.   
Over the last three years, the Calgary Regional Partnership (CRP) has also 
staked a position in the water supply business.  The focus of the CRP has been 
on examining and planning for the potential water supply to urban style 
developments from a central supplier (Calgary) or from sub-regional centres such 
as Cochrane.  Studies conducted have focused on triple bottom line analysis 
which has been over-shadowed by the economic considerations.  Clearly, supply 
from a single plant through pipelines is, in most instances, less expensive than 
building and operating several new water treatment plants.   
Conclusions reached by the CRP assume that only urban style development is 
economically feasible to service and sets aside any other development 
opportunities. That leaves many of the developments contemplated outside 
urban nodes searching for solutions for water services.  Politics aside, the 
studies and conclusions of the CRP should not be lost on the County.  Fewer 
treatment plants and longer trunk lines are still less expensive than building and 
operating several treatment plants. 
The discussions above put the County in a position to carefully consider its 
needs and long term directions, thereby charting its own course for the supply of 
water to its constituents. 
 
INFORMATION AVAILABLE 
The County has a variety of studies it has had produced or has been a partner to.  
These vary from studies about servicing specific areas and studies on existing 
licence availability, to studies on the condition of existing infrastructure that could 
be part of a spine for a service delivery model.  The County also has several 
studies in its possession undertaken by developers suggesting or examining 
servicing options for their developments. 
Likewise, Rocky View has produced its first ever Growth Management Strategy 
(GMS) that outlines a fifty year view of development and settlement within the 
County.  The GMS provides a document intended to clarify water servicing 
direction and priorities as well as a blueprint to evaluate the economics and a 
time frame for servicing.  Simultaneously to the GMS, County Council has 
prepared a three year strategic plan coupled with a first three year budget 
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process to outline their priorities.  Those priorities include the production and 
approval of this servicing strategy.  
The County has also received Provincial Cabinet approval and prepared the 
required bylaws and Agreements for its municipal corporation, Aqueduct Utilities 
Inc.  Aqueduct Utilities is considered to be a key instrument in the implementation 
of the County’s vision of ensuring municipal utility services are delivered under a 
focused business model. 
The County’s relationships with its many neighbours will also provide access to 
information that may also help shape its approach to servicing the County from 
within or from outside its boundaries.  With all the above information in hand and 
understood, a plan is required to attain the stated goal.  
 
STRATEGIC PLANNING DISCUSSION 
 
With the previous stated context in mind, this document will discuss a number of 
items and issues for consideration, and in some cases decisions, in order to 
create an environment for actions.  These include: 
 
1) policy development required 
2) framework for developing service areas 
3) principles for considering connectivity 
4) options for securing water supply 
5) roles and responsibilities for the Utility Corporation 
 
POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
Prior to any action there is a need for policy development and adoption by 
Council to provide direction and clarity to administration, system operators and 
developers about how water services are delivered in the County.  Without those 
policies and their coordination with other planning documents, including the 
Growth Management Strategy, Rocky View is left without formal direction and 
unable to supply consistent answers to concerns raised by constituents. These 
policies should outline: 
 
! The County’s intent, and extent to which it will coordinate actions, in 

consolidating service providers and controlling water servicing in the 
County and the financial options to be considered 

! New development servicing policy outlining County expectations or 
requirements to connect with existing or develop new service 
infrastructure  
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! The County’s direction and understanding of the extent to which users will 
pay for water service provision 

! The role the municipal corporation may play in the development or 
consolidation process. 

! The role communities, community associations or other municipalities may 
play in the development or consolidation process. 
 

Development and approval of policies will give administration additional direction 
for the development of procedures and processes to define the requirements for 
the development of water supply.  These tools such as a criteria “check list” or a 
financial health measurement model would make decisions and direction clearer.  
Equally, policies developed will be coordinated with existing planning and 
approvals policies to ensure understanding around water supply for any potential 
water supplier or developer, comprehensive and non ambiguous. 
With appropriate policies that deal with these items, administration and Council 
will both have a solid base from which to discuss and achieve the aspirations of 
consolidation and control of water service operations. An example of a draft 
policy on “Water Supply Management” is shown in Schedule B.  Examples such 
as this and other polices to deal with matters outlined within this document would 
be brought to the Policy Review Committee and ultimately Council as an 
immediate follow up to acceptance of this document. 
 
FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING SERVICE AREAS 
The studies and information available on existing systems provide an overview of 
the numbers, types and sizes of the water systems in the County.  For example, 
studies by Morrison Hershfield and Terasen Utility Services (2002 - 2004) in fact 
identified long term consolidation options for the many service providers in the 
Springbank area.  As a result some initial thought has already been focussed on 
the issue.  In addition, there are both co-ops and private water supply companies 
operating throughout the County.  Consolidation has already commenced 
through the purchase of some of the private water companies by larger 
companies. Provincial regulations are causing others to look at the options 
available to them. 
For example, some of the operators have received orders from the Province to 
upgrade their systems, in particular their treatment facilities, to meet current 
regulations.  In some cases owners have contracted the operation of their 
systems to larger operating companies to ensure operator expertise is available.  
Many of the water systems are contiguous to similar sized operations serving 
similar communities and could easily be interconnected.  However, this has 
never been mandated. 

Potable Water Strategic Discussion Paper – January 26, 2010                                           Page 6 of 39  



 
 

POTABLE WATER STRATEGIC DISCUSSION PAPER 
January 26, 2010 

 

Several co-ops have approached the County in recent years and requested they 
be consolidated into whatever plans the County might have for servicing new and 
existing areas.  Others have been approached by new development in the area 
to consider combining their systems into one new system and are seeking 
County direction.  However, it has been indicated that some residents are not 
comfortable with having a non-municipal entity providing them with water and 
have expressed a concern over private for-profit suppliers.  
   
The geographic location along with the capability of a supplier will be a key factor 
in the County’s strategy to consolidate. In simple terms a glance at the County 
would suggest that a consolidation of providers by geography may make ultimate 
sense. For example, the east side of the County could see no more than one or 
two providers.  Existing large supplies in the west part of the County (Bearspaw) 
could be approached to explore service options.  Further, any plans for service 
provision in the Springbank area, with due regard to the work done by Terasen, 
could be split north and south of Highway 1.   
 
Likewise, the north corridor from the City of Calgary to Airdrie could be serviced 
by the proposed Balzac water plant and system.  In the end however, to properly 
consolidate, it is probable that there will need to be consideration and 
consultation regarding the aspirations of suppliers currently operating. 
 
Geographic logic is, however, recognized as not the only factor.  While it might 
be one of the over arching considerations to simplify any long term vision of 
service provision there are several other pieces to the puzzle. 
 
 
PRINCIPLES FOR CONSIDERING CONSOLIDATION 
The following factors, and perhaps others, will need review and analysis when 
taking into consideration the consolidation, dissolution, connection and operation 
of existing systems: 

 
! Age, capacity and condition of the system. 

 
An assessment of the age, capacity and condition of a system will be 
important in order to determine the compatibility of combined systems and 
capital upgrades that may be required to enable the systems to be joined. 
For example, when considering the consolidation of two systems into one 
to service a larger area, it may be found that the distribution pipes of one 
system cannot withstand the water pressure that is required for the other 
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system. In this case, a retro-fit may be required to replace infrastructure of 
one system to match the requirements of the other system. 
 
Similarly, in the consolidation of several systems, the treatment facilities of 
one system may be looked at as the logical treatment centre for the 
consolidated system. That particular treatment facility, if old, may be so 
outdated that it would not be able to produce a quality of water required 
under today’s regulatory standards. A new treatment facility may have to 
be built or an alternative treatment facility considered. In some cases, it 
may be more economically feasible to allow a particular system to operate 
independently rather than consolidating it with other systems operating in 
the same geographical area. 
 

! Water source type. 
 

Consideration of the source of raw water feeding systems proposed for 
consolidation will be important to determine compatibility with the 
proposed treatment processes. A treatment facility that was treating water 
from one particular source may have to be modified or re-built to be able 
to treat water that was used by other systems in the consolidation. This 
would be particularly evident if combining groundwater and surface water 
sources into one treatment process. In addition, mixing groundwater 
sources with surface water sources in the same system could be 
problematic from a regulatory approval standpoint. 

 
! Water licence size and capacity of system. 

 
Presumably when combining and consolidating systems, the water 
licences of the individual systems would also be combined and 
consolidated so that at least all previous users of the newly formed 
system will be accommodated. It will be important to know then what the 
combined licence amount is in order to ascertain if more users can be 
added to the consolidated system or if additional licence will be required 
to service the existing users. 
  
Similarly, an assessment of actual usage compared to licensed amount 
will give an idea of the capacity to expand services of the consolidated 
system. An understanding of the capacity of the system in terms of the 
amount of water it can produce, including fire protection flows, and the 
quality of that water will also assist when consolidating systems. 
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!  License transfers may provide interesting challenges for the County.  
Specifically Alberta Environment has begun a process of “claw back” 
when licenses are transferred from one party to another.  Rocky View 
County’s acquisition of a license from the Western Irrigation District 
carried a price tag of $1.5 million as a result of their 10% claw back policy.  
This issue will have to be explored further with the Alberta Environment to 
determine when the policy will be implemented and to what extent. 

 
The second specific aspect of license transfers to be addressed by Rocky 
View County will be who holds the license upon transfer.  Given that the 
Alberta Government has created a monetary value for water licenses (a 
market) a formal policy will be required by Rocky View to ensure uniform 
application and a clear understanding of expectations. 

 
! Type and aspirations of current organization.  (Asset/Liability Acquisition) 

 
In some cases, a system may be owned and operated by a small group of 
residents who are serviced through the system. In this situation this 
organization may easily give up control of its system to have the 
municipality look after it and relieve them of the burden. In other cases, a 
system may be considered by its owner(s) as a way maintain control of 
the community the system services or as a means to develop and grow a 
water supply business. The degree to which the organization currently 
owning and operating a system and licence is willing to release control of 
the system will be important considerations for consolidation. 

 
! Regulatory status of the system. (Operations) 

 
The level with which a system proposed for consolidation meets current 
regulatory requirements will have a bearing on the usefulness of including 
the system in a consolidation. Significant costs may be realized if repairs 
or upgrades are needed to bring the system into compliance.  It may be 
more feasible to let such a system continue to operate on its own while 
other strategies are considered. 

 
! Current and future financial arrangements.  (Operating and Capital Cost  

Recovery) 
 
! A look at the financial arrangements the current operator has with the 

County or others will be necessary to estimate the cost of acquiring 
systems and to develop a financing and cost recovery plan for the 
consolidation. 
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Information on existing water systems is provided in Schedule “A” can be used in 
the analysis for considering connectivity. With the principles outlined above being 
acceptable, Schedule “C” outlines in more detail some of the factors that will 
need analysis as consideration is given toward consolidation or acquisition of 
water supply systems. The various sections of that schedule can be limited or 
expanded as required. 
 
 
OPTIONS FOR SECURING WATER SUPPLY 
As suggested earlier, water supply is not only available through the licensing and 
allocation process with Alberta Environment.  There is the possibility of procuring 
water through other large providers as well as the purchase of existing licenses 
at time of development. On several occasions the County has approached 
commissions and suppliers within and outside its boundaries to understand or 
establish the opportunities to access water. In most cases the critical decision is 
financial support or capability for the extension of infrastructure into the County. 
Short term cost considerations alone however should not deter the County from 
carefully consideration of these options as development needs become clearer.  
As part of the strategic consideration and planning for supplying water to agreed 
growth areas within the County it will be important to review possible outside 
water supply options and compare and contrast where possible the outcomes of 
such options.  This review should include: 
 
! Documents and studies on the possible providers and their capabilities. 
! The Calgary Metropolitan Plan (CMP) and its vision of regional servicing 

options 
! Existing agreements or option agreements for services with major 

providers in and outside the County. 
! Waste water solutions that may be needed to coordinate with water supply 

options 
! Geographical demand in possible service areas in accordance with the 

GMS projections. 
! Cost estimates already prepared for the options as well as consideration 

of other solutions and their possible costs. 
! Provincial policy and practice that might impact the services if provided. 
! Water licences available or possibly available in the SSRB and their 

impact on County supply options. 
! Possible costs of licences and transfers. 
! Infrastructure needs for any option.  
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AQUEDUCT: ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITES 
 
The County has incorporated a new municipally owned and controlled 
corporation under the Business Corporations Act - Aqueduct Utilities Corporation 
(“Aqueduct”) - for the purposes of assuming ownership and operation of present 
and future water and wastewater assets of the County.  This is very similar to the 
approach and course of action taken by the City of Grande Prairie, the County of 
Grande Prairie, and the Town of Sexsmith in the creation of Aquatera Utilities 
Inc., as well municipal utilities such as EPCOR and ENMAX.  As well Aqueduct 
will be the County’s point of contract with independent system authorized to 
operate in Rocky View County. In other words, the corporation will be a 
municipally-owned business enterprise, servicing private customers.  
 
In this regard, key characteristics of Aqueduct should be noted: 

a)  Scope - the corporation is ultimately expected to fulfil a role of owning and 
operating treated water production and distribution system assets and 
services, wastewater collection and treatment systems and assets, and 
solid waste collection and disposal assets. Initial focus will be on water 
systems. 

Perhaps unique to Rocky View and therefore Aqueduct will also be the 
need for a formal relationship with existing utility service providers.  As 
previously discussed there are a number of existing water utility operators 
who have found a role within the County.  Rocky View will have to provide 
direction and framework for Aqueduct to integrate and manage these 
companies within the County’s service delivery model. 

b) Transition – The initial undertaking by Aqueduct will be the water 
treatment, conveyance and distribution system assets for the East Balzac 
currently under development. As other water systems are approved, 
funding and/or acquisition of those additional water production and 
distribution systems will be added to the corporation’s property and/or 
operational responsibilities.  Managing/coordinating independent systems 
will be through various mechanisms available such as market agreements 
or franchises.  Additionally, Aqueduct will also commence dealing with 
wastewater collection and treatment systems and services. Lastly, 
provided that prior phases proceed successfully, the corporation may 
explore opportunities to undertake solid waste and storm water services 
and facilities. 
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c)  Structure - the share structure of the corporation has been created in 
order to accommodate a variety of common voting, common non-voting 
and non-voting preferred shares, in order to accommodate the possible 
introduction of further municipal partners and the transition of additional 
complementary utility assets and services.  The need for different share 
classes is related to the manner in which assets of a shareholder are to 
be transferred and the need to be flexible in this regard.  Upon 
incorporation, the sole shareholder initially was and continues to be the 
County. 

d)  Management - The number of Directors to be appointed will be within the 
range of 1 to 9 and 1/4 of the Directors of the corporation must be 
Canadian residents.   Consideration should be given to recruiting directors 
from the industry and the community, in order to draw upon a broad range 
of experience, knowledge and expertise.  Also Council must decide on the 
issue of appointment to the Board from Council, while not a requirement, 
further consultation should be given. Similarly, the intent is to recruit 
Aqueduct’s Administration from experienced management that will exist 
and operate separate and apart from the County’s day to day operations. 

 
Aqueduct Goals, Objectives & Vision 
 
The County’s principal goals for Aqueduct could be stated as: 
 
a)  Capital Expansion, Growth & Infrastructure - development within the 

County requires that the County address general demands for water and 
wastewater utility systems and services (inevitably leading to expansion 
and upgrade of water and/or wastewater treatment facilities and other 
infrastructure).  It is envisioned that Aqueduct, by taking on the County’s 
infrastructure and operations of water and wastewater services, could 
begin to position itself first as a local service provider.   However, broader 
opportunities may exist. 

Additionally, within the appropriate business case/model, there will be the 
potential for consolidating existing service providers (or this may be done 
by the County and the results then transferred to Aqueduct).  Through this 
process there will be the potential to reduce the number of stand alone 
water facilities within the County, and contribute to sensible, long term 
solutions as advocated for in the Provincial “Water for Life” strategy and 
associated documents.  This will assist in the provision of safe and 
efficient utility services required by residents of the County.   
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b) Service Quality - a primary goal should be improvement to the quality of 
service and security of water quality and supply.  Properly maintained 
facilities and trained operators are very important to ensure the safety of 
treated water, particularly when dealing with surface water as used in 
many areas of the County.  Alberta Environment has identified issues that 
smaller systems throughout the Province will face in the near future.  
Many smaller or stand alone operations will require significant upgrades 
and will continue to have difficulty meeting current operation and training 
standards.  Aqueduct has the potential to be a leader in addressing intra-
regional operations and maintenance capacities.  

c)  Cost of Service - maintaining and improving upon the quality of the 
service, while also maintaining a cost structure that is as good, or better, 
than average for the similar municipal utility services or the industry at 
large.  Keeping in mind that the costs of the services provided should be 
supported through the rates charges, to provide sustainable systems.  
Aqueduct could assist in realizing efficiencies through economics of scale. 

d)  Conservation - Aqueduct in conjunction with Municipal Policy can be a 
focused vehicle for leadership in the area of water conservation through 
implementing conservation practices and strategies within the service 
area.  As noted in the Water for Life Strategy documents, water is a 
limited resource, and as such conservation and recovery methods need to 
be considered in the long range planning for these utilities.  This is difficult 
to accomplish within the current fractional service environment in the 
County.  Aqueduct can be a leader supported by implementing new 
County policies and pursuing and implementing new technologies, 
encouraging conservation and reduced usage practices, which will applied 
to the whole of the Aqueduct service area. 

e)  Isolate and Allocate Utilities Costs - ensuring that costs associated with 
the provision of utilities are kept apart from the County’s, and allocated to 
those who are benefiting from the services.  Specifically, this means 
ensuring that ratepayers overall do not absorb the capital, operation and 
maintenance costs associated with the utility systems in addition to the 
cost of the commodity.  This is a private utility rate model of operation (a 
model required by the Alberta Utilities Commission, formerly the Public 
Utilities Board), and one that ensures that the costs and burdens of utility 
services follow the benefits of received from that service (i.e. user-pay 
system).  
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f)  Municipal Debt and Leverage - a major cost of utilities is the capital cost 
of constructing the system assets, and the associated carrying costs for 
the debt required to finance most of those costs.  As the County has 
statutory limits placed on borrowing capacity, large scale investments in 
underground infrastructure place financial constraints on other service 
delivery matters.  Given that utility services can function as a stand alone 
business unit, Aqueduct is an effective vehicle to balance the County’s 
competing demands for services.  As a result this frees up municipal  
finances, services and infrastructure (e.g. a community programs, 
recreational facilities, roads, etc.) thereby better meeting local priorities 
while delivering enhanced utility services. 

As Aqueduct does not have a predetermined debt limit, it may follow 
construction financing options in as much as the market conditions will 
allow.   

g)  Independence - Aqueduct is designed to operate at “arms length” from 
the County.  Aqueduct is to be an independent business enterprise, which 
services customers through water and wastewater system assets owned 
or managed by Aqueduct.  Likewise Aqueduct will establish contractual 
arrangements with private operators for those systems that will be 
integrated into an overall delivery network or system. 

As the market place for skilled workers is still tight, and the County is 
moving into services delivery not already directly provide (i.e. treated 
water), the concept of beginning with a fully staffed utility corporation is 
likely not a realistic possibility at this time.  Accordingly, the medium term 
strategy of Aqueduct will likely be to utilize contracted operating services 
for the purposes of carrying out day to day operations.  The existing 
wastewater system owned by the County is operated under an operations 
agreement, and will likely remain as so for the time being.  The proposed 
water system will be operated under a similar arrangement with a private 
party.  In this manner, the organizational structure of Aqueduct may be 
kept to a bare minimum (e.g. General Manager, Controller, and 
associated staff required for billing and accounting), and the operational 
staff accessed through private parties.  The full realization of Aqueduct’s 
potential and corporate growth will develop over time through sound 
business modelling. 
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Water Infrastructure 
 
While the wastewater system and infrastructure currently exists, and would be 
transferred to Aqueduct pursuant to either shareholders investment or 
shareholder loan, the East Balzac water system and infrastructure is to be 
constructed by the County and transferred to Aqueduct.  To this end, Aqueduct 
will eventually be party to an agreement with a selected proponent to operate the 
Balzac Area water system.  Principal matters to such an arrangement are: 

 
1. Parties - the private party and Aqueduct.  Aqueduct will hold various utility 

assets transferred from the County, which will include an intake, water 
treatment plant, treated water transmission line, treated water reservoir 
and Balzac area (ASP defined) distribution systems. 

 
2. Financing - it is expected that the County will have collected sufficient 

contributions or levies to pay for the system.  For any financed portion the 
financing, subject to the financer’s approval will be transferred to 
Aqueduct’s balance sheets. 
 

3. Ownership - Aqueduct owns the water system assets throughout the term. 
 

4. Operations - the private party carries out all operational responsibilities to 
the end of the term. 

Aqueduct shall remain the corporate service provider to the East Balzac 
customers, and holder of necessary agreements to supply the utility service 
within the specified area (pursuant to Section 45 of the Municipal Government 
Act).  The concurrence of the County’s auditors with respect to the segregation of 
the financial statements of Aqueduct and the County is necessary – the basis for 
segregation being that while Aqueduct might be a “reporting entity” as a result of 
being controlled by the County, Aqueduct is a separate and distinct business 
enterprise, and shares no liabilities with the County (i.e. no shared obligations, no 
municipal guarantee).   
 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The County is at a key point in its development, control and delivery of water 
services within its boundaries. In order to provide certainty to its constituents, 
developers and its current service providers there is a need to agree on a long 
term strategy for delivering services throughout.  There is little doubt that  among 
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other things solutions will be influenced by geography, the status of existing 
systems, the aspirations of new developers, the constraints of the watersheds in 
which we  live and work as well the fiscal and physical realities with which we 
must deal.   
 
It is necessary that Rocky View clearly understand the varied perspectives that 
will contribute to agreements that will need to be reached with existing and new 
operators.  It is important to be aware of the wants and needs of existing 
operators and customers and the constraints on meeting or improving on those 
expectations. It is fundamental that administrative procedures and tools be 
established that are consistent and transparent as we develop and enact 
agreements with operators and constituents alike to reach the required goals. 
Clear direction on the start up, operation and expectations of the municipal utility 
corporation, Aqueduct Utility Corp Ltd and the role it will play in service is 
required. The foundation of all these actions is that policies be developed, 
supported and approved by Council that clearly guide towards the envisioned 
goal.   
 
The water portion of servicing this document has provided an outline of issues 
and identification of policy direction and processes required to better structure 
and manage the provision of water servicing in the County. Through this 
document and policies that will be brought forward, Council will be in the position 
to realize progress on service delivery and consolidation within the next year. To 
this end, next steps would be: 
 
1. Water servicing policy(ies) approved by Council and reviewed with 

appropriate agencies. 
2. Development of a geographically based plan for consolidation including 

possible sub regional waste water solution considerations.  
3. Coordinated analysis of and discussions with existing operations to 

understand current status (financial, technical and aspirational). 
Negotiation of appropriate agreements with larger existing service 
providers. 

4. Completion of Bragg Creek and Balzac water systems and reaching 
operation with both under policy model. 

5. Refine the Aqueduct financial model and Aqueduct becoming operational. 



 
 

Schedule “A” 
Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

 
 

Water Mains Inside Rocky View County Excluding Springbank Area 
   

System 
Name 

No. 
Labelle

d on 
Resear

ch 
Study 

Sect
or 

Locatio
n 

Proximit
y To 

Ag
e 

Number 
of 

Connectio
ns 

Lengt
h of 

Mains 
(m) 

Sour
ce 

Treatme
nt 

Orga
ni-

zation 

Licens
e 

(m3/da
y) 

Use *  
(m3/da

y) 

AENV 
Issues 

Outstandi
ng 

County 
Financing 

Fire 
Hydran

ts 
 

*Use = Max Day 
Demand 

Bearspaw 
Manor 
Estates S1 NW 

NW-19-
25-02-
W05M 

Rocky 
View 
Water 
Co-op 
LTD., 

Bearspaw 
Ridge 
Water 
Co-op, 

Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre, 
Block 6 
Water 
Co-op 
Ltd. 

199
0 24 1,500 SW   Co-op   26 

No 
Expired 
May 
2009   2 S1 

Bearspaw Manor 
Estates 

Bearspaw 
Ridge 
Water 
Co-op S2 NW 

SW-29-
25-02-
W05M 

Rocky 
View 
Water 
Co-op 
LTD., 

Bearspaw 
Manor 

Estates, 
Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre, 

197
9 42 600 SW   Co-op   144 

No 
Expired 
Februar
y 2007   3 S2 

Bearspaw Ridge 
Water Co-op 
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Block 6 
Water 
Co-op 
Ltd. 

Bearspaw 
Village 
Co-op 
Ltd. S3 NW 

NE-13-
25-03-
W05M 

Bearspaw 
Manor 

Estates, 
Bearspaw 

Ridge 
Water 
Co-op, 
Twelve 

Mile 
Coulee, 
Blazer 
Water 

System 
Ltd., 

Emerald 
Bay 

Water 
and 

Sewer 
Co-op 
Ltd. 

197
4 96 4,500 SW   Co-op 983 766 

No 
Expired 
August 
2005     S3 

Bearspaw Village 
Co-op Ltd. 

Blazer 
Water 
Systems 
Ltd. S4 NW 

SW-07-
25-02-
W05M 

Emerald 
Bay 

Water 
and 

Sewer 
Co-op 
Ltd., 

Bearspaw 
Village 
Co-op 
Ltd., 

Blueridge 
Water 

198
8 20 4,000 SW   

Privat
e   112 

No 
Expired 
May 
2005   11 S4 

Blazer Water 
Systems Ltd. 
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Utility, 
Elkana 
Estates 
Water     
Co-op 

Block 6 
Water 
Co-op 
Ltd. S5 NW 

NE-24-
25-03-
W05M 

Rocky 
View 
Water 
Co-op, 

Bearspaw 
Ridge 
Water 
Co-op, 

Bearspaw 
Ridge 
Water 
Co-op, 

Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre  

199
0 7 500 SW   Co-op   21 

No 
Expired 
Februar
y 2008     S5 

Block 6 Water Co-op 
Ltd. 

Blueridge 
Water 
Utility  S6 NW 

NE-18-
25-02-
W05M 

Bearspaw 
Village 
Co-op 
Ltd., 

Twelve 
Mile 

Coulee, 
Blazer 
Water 

Systems 
Ltd., 

Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre 

198
2 18 600 SW   Co-op     

No 
Expired 
Decemb
er 2008     S6 

Blueridge Water 
Utility  
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Elkana 
Estates 
Water 
Co-op S7 SW 

SW-13-
23-05-
W05M 

Mountain 
View 
Park 

Water 
and 

Sewer 
Co-op, 
Fawn 
Hills 
North 
Water 
Co-op, 

Wintergre
en 

Woods 
Water 

Utility Ltd. 
197
3 66 5,000 SW   Co-op   406 

No 
Expired 
Decemb
er 2008 No No S7 

Elkana Estates 
Water Co-op 

Rocky 
View 
Water 
Co-op 

S8 = 
RV NW 

Greater 
Bearsp
aw and 
North 

Balzac 
Area 

Covering 
SW 

Sector of 
County 198

9 757 
200,0
00 SW   Co-op   2585 

No 
Expired 
Jan 1, 
2009   37 S8 

Rocky View Water 
Co-op 

Twelve 
Mile 
Coulee S9 NW 

NE-18-
25-02-
W05M 

Blueridge 
Water 
Utility, 

Bearspaw 
Village 
Co-op 
Ltd., 

Blazer 
Water 

Systems 
Ltd., 

Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre 

199
0 66 1,000 SW   Co-op   415 

No 
Expired 
Feb. 1, 
2006   1 S9 Twelve Mile Coulee 
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Wintergre
en 
Woods 
Water 
Utility Ltd. S10 SW 

NE-25-
23-05-
W05M 

Mountain 
View 
Park 

Water 
and 

Sewer 
Co-op, 
Fawn 
Hills 
North 
Water 
Co-op, 
Elkana 
Estates 
Water 
Co-op 

197
7 50 3,500 SW   

Privat
e   263 

No 
Expired 
August 
1, 2009 No No 

S1
0 

Wintergreen Woods 
Water Utility Ltd. 

 
 
 
 

Bearspaw 
Acres Water 
Co-op G1 NW 

SW-07-26-02-
W05M 

Cherry Valley II Water Co-op 
Ltd., Horseshoe Bend Water 

Utility, Goodwater Utilities Co-
op, Rocky View Water Co-op 1983 6 500 GW   Co-op 85.2   ?     G1 

Bearspaw 
Acres Water 
Co-op 

Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre G2 NW 

NW-19-25-02-
W05M 

Bearspaw Manor Estates, 
Bearspaw Ridge Water Co-op, 

Block 6 Water Co-op Ltd., 
Twelve Mile Coulee, Blueridge 
Water Utility,Bearspaw Village 

Co-op Ltd.  1980 1 0 GW   Community   15       G2 

Bearspaw 
Glendale 
Centre 

Biggar Heights 
Co-operative G3   

? ? 

1980 7 0 GW   Co-op 59         G3 
Biggar Heights 
Co-operative 
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Big Hill Creek 
Estates Co-op G4 NW 

SW-30-26-03-
W05M 

Cochrane Lake Private 
Waterline, Diamond C Water 
Co-op Ltd., lake View Circle 

Residents Association, Mount 
View Estates, Mount Vista 

Estates Co-op Ltd 1979 15 800 GW   Co-op 45.9         G4 
Big Hill Creek 
Estates Co-op 

Cherry Valley 
II Water Co-op 
Ltd. G5 NW 

NW-13-26-03-
W05M 

Bearspaw Acres Water Co-op, 
Goodwater Utilities Co-op, 

Horseshoe Bend Water Utility, 
Rocky View Water Co-op 

1982 ? 500 GW   Co-op 19.7 18       G5 

Cherry Valley 
II Water Co-op 
Ltd. 

Cochrane 
Lake Private 
Waterline G6 NW 

E-28-26-04-
W05M, 27-26-04-

W05M 

Big Hill Creek Estates Co-op, 
Diamond C Water Co-op Ltd., 

lake View Circle Residents 
Association, Mount View 

Estates, Mount Vista Estates 
Co-op Ltd ? ? 300 GW   Private           G6 

Cochrane 
Lake Private 
Waterline 

Country Green 
Estates Co-op G7 SE 

NE-31-23-27-
W04M 

Lake Ere Estates Ltd, High 
Point Estates 

? ? 800 GW   Co-op           G7 
Country Green 
Estates Co-op 

Dewttis Pond 
Water Co-op G8 NW 

NE-31-26-01-
W05M Sterling Subdivision 

? ? 400 GW   Co-op           G8 
Dewttis Pond 
Water Co-op 

Diamond C 
Water Co-op 
Ltd. G9 NW 

NE-22-26-04-
W05M 

Big Hill Creek Estates Co-op, 
Cochrane Lake Private 

Waterline., lake View Circle 
Residents Association, Mount 

View Estates, Mount Vista 
Estates Co-op Ltd 1997 12 1,000 GW   Co-op 19.6 41.4 

No 
Expired 
in Feb. 
2008   2 G9 

Diamond C 
Water Co-op 
Ltd. 
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Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

Fawn Hills 
North Water 
Co-op G10 SW 

NE-15-23-05-
W05M 

Mountain View Park Water and 
Sewer Co-op, Elkana Estates 

Water Co-op, Wintergreen 
Woods Water Utility Ltd. 

1978 12 600 GW   Co-op 65.5 28.5   No No G10

Fawn Hills 
North Water 
Co-op 

Georgian Del-
Rich Utility Co-
op G11   

NE-29-25-28-
W04M, SE-29-
25-28-W04M 

Prairie Royale Water Co-op, 
Prairie Royale II 

1977 26 2,500 GW   Co-op 52.4 24       G11

Georgian Del-
Rich Utility Co-
op 

Glenmara 
Estates Water 
Co-op G12 NW 

NE-07-26-03-
W05M Rocky View Water Co-op 

? ? 400 GW   Co-op           G12

Glenmara 
Estates Water 
Co-op 

Goodwater 
Utilities Co-op G13 NW 

SW-05-26-02-
W05M 

Rocky View Water Co-op, 
Bearspaw Acres Water Co-op, 

Bearspaw Manor Estates, 
Bearspaw Ridge Water Co-op 

1978 7 300 GW   Co-op 65.5 19.2       G13
Goodwater 
Utilities Co-op 

High Point 
Estates G14 SE 

SE-12-24-28-
W04M 

Lake Ere Estates Ltd., Country 
Green Estates Co-op 

1975 30 2,000 GW   Co-op 170 135.9       G14
High Point 
Estates 

Hill Spring 
Meadows G15   

NW-32-26-02-
W05M NONE 

1977 16 800 GW   Co-op   63.6       G15
Hill Spring 
Meadows 

Horseshoe 
Bend Water 
Utility  G16   

NE-11-26-03-
W05M 

Bearspaw Acres Water Co-op, 
Cherry Valley II Water Co-op 

Ltd., Rocky View Water Co-op, 
Goodwater Utilities Co-op 

1978 7 400 GW   Co-op 32.8 13.5       G16

Horseshoe 
Bend Water 
Utility  
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Lake Ere 
Estates Ltd. G17 SE 

SW-12-24-28-
W04M 

High Point Estates, Country 
Green Estates Co-op 

1975 18 ? GW   ? 65.5         G17
Lake Ere 
Estates Ltd. 

lake View 
Circle 
Residents 
Association G18 NW 

NE-21-26-04-
W05M 

Cochrane Lake Private 
Waterline, Diamond C Water 

Co-op Ltd.,Big Hill Creek 
Estates Co-op, Mount View 

Estates, Mount Vista Estates 
Co-op Ltd ? ? 300 GW   Co-op           G18

lake View 
Circle 
Residents 
Association 

Langdon 
Water Works G19   

NE-19-24-28-
W04M,E-22-23-

27-W04M, 23-23-
27-W04M 

NONE 

1995 432 18,000 GW   Private 982 1258 

No 
Expires 
August 1, 
2005   15 G19

Langdon 
Water Works 

Lansdowne 
Estates Water 
Co-op G20 SE 

Annexed from 
Town of 

Chestermere 

Annexed from Town of 
Chestermere 

1978 24 1,100 GW   Co-op 131 82 

Yes - 
Expires 
Oct. 
2011   1 G20

Lansdowne 
Estates Water 
Co-op 

Mount View 
Estates G21 NW 

NW-21-26-04-
W05M 

Cochrane Lake Private 
Waterline, Diamond C Water 
Co-op Ltd., lake View Circle 

Residents Association, Big Hill 
Creek Estates Co-op, Mount 

Vista Estates Co-op Ltd 1980 11 400 GW   Co-op 39.3 41       G21
Mount View 
Estates 

Mount Vista 
Estates Co-op 
Ltd. G22 NW 

SE-26-26-04-
W05M 

Cochrane Lake Private 
Waterline, Diamond C Water 
Co-op Ltd., lake View Circle 

Residents Association, Mount 
View Estates, Big Hill Creek 

Estates Co-op 1976 17 1,000 GW   Co-op 52.4 35.7 

Yes - 
Expires 
Aug. 
2011     G22

Mount Vista 
Estates Co-op 
Ltd. 
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Mountain View 
Park Water 
and Sewer Co-
op G23 SW 

SE-15-23-05-
W05M 

Fawn Hills North Water Co-op, 
Elkana Estates Water Co-op, 
Wintergreen Woods Water 

Utility Ltd. 
1998 8 500 GW   Co-op       No 1 G23

Mountain View 
Park Water 
and Sewer Co-
op 

Primez Creek 
Water Co-op G24 SW 

SE-02-24-04-
W05M NONE 

1984 6 300 GW   Co-op           G24
Primez Creek 
Water Co-op 

Prairie Royale 
Water Co-op G25 NE 

SEC-33-25-28-
W04M Georgian Del-Rich Utility Co-op 

2000 12 500 GW   Co-op           G25
Prairie Royale 
Water Co-op 

Prairie Royale 
II G26 NE 

SEC-33-25-28-
W04M Georgian Del-Rich Utility Co-op 

20000 15 2,500 GW   Co-op     

Yes 
Expries 
June, 
2010     G26

Prairie Royale 
II 

Prairie 
Schooner 
Estates G27 SE 

SW-29-23-28-
W04M NONE 

1996 30 1,500 GW   Co-op 52.4         G27

Prairie 
Schooner 
Estates 

Prince of 
Peace Village G28 SE 

NE-19-24-28-
W04M NONE 

1998 76 2,000 GW   Private 196.2   

Yes 
Expires 
May, 
2010     G28

Prince of 
Peace Village 

Rolling Heights 
Water Co-op G29 NE 

SW-22-26-29-
W04M Rocky View Water Co-op 

1978 6 300 GW   Co-op 13.1 11.7       G29
Rolling Heights 
Water Co-op 
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(being completed for all systems) 
 

Sterling 
Subdivision  G30 NW 

SW-06-27-01-
W05M Dewttis Pond Water Co-op 

? ? 200 GW   Co-op           G30
Sterling 
Subdivision  

Toki 
Subdivision  G31 SW 

NW-33-25-04-
W05M NONE 

1979 14 400 GW   Co-op 13.1       7 G31
Toki 
Subdivision  

Tower Ridge 
Utilities G32 SW 

W-10-25-04-
W05M NONE 

1978 13 1,200 GW   Co-op 32.8         G32
Tower Ridge 
Utilities 

Westbrook 
School G33   

? ? 
< 
1970 1 0 GW   Community   1.5       G33

Westbrook 
School 

Willow Vale 
Estates G34 SE 

NE-04-24-27-
W04M Willow View Estates 

? ? ? ? ? Co-op ? ? ? ? ? G34
Willow Vale 
Estates 

Willow View 
Estates G35 SE 

SE-09-24-27-
W04M 

Willow Vale Estates ? ? ? ? ? Co-op ? ? ? ? ? G35
Willow View 
Estates 
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Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

Spring Bank Water Mains 

System 
Name 

No. 
Labelled 

on 
Researc
h Study 

Secto
r Location Proximity 

To Age 
Number of 
Connection

s 

Lengt
h of 

Mains 
(m) 

Sourc
e Treatment Organizatio

n 

License 
(m3/day

) 
Use *  

(m3/day) 

AENV 
Issue

s 

Outstandin
g County 
Financing 

Fire 
Hydrants 

762205 
AB LTD 
- (O/A 
Deer 
Haven 
Estates 
Water 
System
) MH1 SW 

SE-16-25-
03-W05M, 
NE-16-25-
03-W05M, 
NE-09-25-
03-W05M 

North 
Springban
k Water 
Co-op, 

Emerald 
Bay Water 
and Sewer 
Co-op Ltd., 
Srpingban
k Airport   32 1,993 GW 

Sodium 
Hypochlorite Co-op   

54.00757
2   - 

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 

Calling 
Horse 
Estates 
Water MH2 SW 

SE-2-25-3-
W5M 

Deer 
Springs 

Water Co-
op, 

Emerald 
Bay Water 
and Sewer 
Co-op Ltd., 

North 
Springban
k Water 
Co-op, 

Salt Box 
Coulee 
Water 

Supply Co. 
Ltd., 

Windmill 
Estates 
Water   14 2740 GW 

Sodium 
Hypochlorite Co-op   

see salt 
box 
coulee     

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 
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Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

Cal Alta MH3 SW 

water 
treatment 

plant 
located - 

NW 10-24-
3-W5M 

Elbow 
Valley Co-
op, Elbow 
Valley Co-

op, 
Srpingban
k Airport, 

Springban
k 

Meadows 
Water Co-

op Ltd.   32 5,064 GW 

2-1170 DIA 
Pressure 
Filters + 
Chlorine 
Filtration Private   137     

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 

Cullen 
Creek 
Water MH4 SW 

SE 24-24-
3-W5M 

Westridge 
Water 

Utility Ltd., 
Country 
Estates 
Water, 
Poplar 
View 

Water Co-
op, Murray 

Acre   17 913 GW None Co-op   18     

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 

Country 
Estates 
Water MH5 SW 

NW 24-24-
3-W5M 

Cullen 
Creek 
Water, 

Westridge 
Water 

Utility Ltd. 198
0 16 785 GW Chlorination Co-op   ?     

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 

Deer 
Springs 
Water 
Co-op MH6 SW 

Connectio
n starts in 
SE 2-25-3-

W5M 

Emerald 
Bay Water 
and Sewer 
Co-op Ltd., 

Salt Box 
Coulee 
Water 

Supply Co.   11 1,311 GW 
Sodium 
Hypochlorite Private   

see salt 
box 
coulee     

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 
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Schedule “A” 
Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

Ltd., 
Calling 
Horse 

Estates 
Water, 
North 

Springban
k Water 
Co-op, 

Windmill 
Estates 
Water 

Elbow 
River 
Estates 
Co-op MH7 SW 

Water 
Source 

and 
Treatment 
located - 

SW 11-24-
3-W5M 

Glencoe 
Golf + 

Country 
Club, 

Mountain 
River 

Estates, 
Westridge 

Water 
Utility Ltd.   66 7,740 SW 

KaMn4 
Potassium 
Permanganat
e Co-op   208     

Morrison 
Hershfield 
did not 
count 
hydrants 
inside 
Springban
k 

 
 
 

Elbow Valley 
Co-op MH8 SW 

Connection starts in 
SE 33-24-3-W5M 

Cal Alta, Srpingbank Airport, 
Springbank Meadows Water Co-op 

Ltd., Deer Springs Water Co-op, 
North Springbank Water Co-op 

 14 1,595 GW 

2-1170 DIA Pressure 
Filters + Chlorine 
Filtration Co-op  7   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Emerald Bay 
Water and 
Sewer Co-op 
Ltd. MH9 SW 

Water Source and 
Treatment located 
SW 12-25-3-W5M 

762205 AB LTD - (O/A Deer Haven 
Estates Water System), North 

Springbank Water Co-op  149 5,157 SW Sodium Hypochlorite Co-op  455   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 
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Schedule “A” 
Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

Glencoe Golf + 
Country Club MH10 SW 

Water Source and 
Treatment located 
SW 12-24-3-W5M 

Westridge Water Utility Ltd., Mountain 
River Estates, Elbow River Estates 

Co-op 
 67 1,844 SW 

Full WTP - Pressure 
Multimedia Filtration and 
Disinfection (NaHcl) Private  218   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

 
 
 
 

Mountain 
River 
Estates MH11 SW 

Water Source and 
Treatment located NE 

10-24-3-W5M 

Westview Water Co-op Ltd., Murray Acre, 
Spring Gate Water Co-op, Westridge Water 

Utility Ltd., Glencoe Golf + Country Club, Elbow 
River Estates Co-op 

 16 1,430 GW Chlorination
Co-
op  200   

Morrison Hershfield did 
not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Murray Acre MH12 SW 

Water Source and 
Treatment located 
SW 23-24-3-W5M 

Westridge Water Utility Ltd., Spring Gate Water 
Co-op, Westview Water Co-op Ltd., Mountain 

River Estates 
 7 290 GW NONE 

Co-
op  

No Meters 
are 
Installed   

Morrison Hershfield did 
not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

North 
Springbank 
Water Co-op MH13 SW 

Water Source and 
Treatment located SW 

12-25-3-W5M 

762205 AB LTD - (O/A Deer Haven Estates Water 
System), Emerald Bay Water and Sewer Co-op 
Ltd., Calling Horse Estates Water, Deer Springs 
Water Co-op, Windmill Estates Water, Salt Box 

Coulee Water Supply Co. Ltd.  216 22,893 GW Chlorination
Co-
op  500   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count 
hydrants inside 
Springbank 
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Schedule “A” 
Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
 

Poplar View 
Water Co-op MH14 SW 

Water Treatment located 
SW 30-24-2-W5M, Water 

Pump house Located 
SW 5-25-2-W5M 

Cullen Creek Water, Westridge Water Utility Ltd., 
Country Estates Water, Springshire Water Supply 

Ltd. 
 196 13,365 SW Full WTP  

Co-
op  802   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count 
hydrants inside 
Springbank 

 
 
 

Salt Box Coulee 
Water Supply 
Co. Ltd. MH15 SW 

System Originates in SW 
12-25-3-W5M,  Water 

Treatment Plant in SW 1-
25-3-W5M 

Deer Springs Water Co-op, Calling Horse 
Estates Water, No. Labeled on Research 
Study, North Springbank Water Co-op, 

Windmill Estates Water 
 18 2,797 GW

Sodium 
Hypochlorite Private  107   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Srpingbank 
Airport MH16 SW 

Well + Pump house 
located in SE-5-25-3-

W5M 

Cal Alta, Elbow Valley Co-op, 762205 AB 
LTD - (O/A Deer Haven Estates Water 

System), North Springbank Water Co-op, 
Deer Springs Water Co-op 

 1 1,021 GW
Sand Filtration 
& Chlorination Co-op  48   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Springbank 
Meadows Water 
Co-op Ltd. MH17 SW 

Well Located in SE 28-24-
3-W5M 

Westview Water Co-op Ltd., Cal Alta, 
Elbow Valley Co-op, Murray Acre 

 6 224 GW Chlorination Co-op  10   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Spring Gate 
Water Co-op MH18 SW 

Well is Located in SW 13-
24-3-W5M 

Springshire Water Supply Ltd., Westridge 
Water Utility Ltd., Cullen Creek Water, 

Glencoe Golf + Country Club 
 13 551 GW None Co-op  36   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Springshire 
Water Supply 
Ltd. MH19 SW 

Water Source and 
Treatment located in SW 

13-24-3-W5M 

Spring Gate Water Co-op, Westridge 
Water Utility Ltd., Cullen Creek Water, 

Glencoe Golf + Country Club 
 13 824 GW

Sodium 
Hypochlorite Co-op  ?   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 
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Existing Operations Information Spreadsheet 

(being completed for all systems) 
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Westridge 
Water Utility 
Ltd. MH20 SW 

Wells Located in NE 6-
24-2-W5M, Treatment 
Plant Located in NW 8-

24-2-W5M 

Spring Gate Water Co-op, Springshire Water Supply 
Ltd., Glencoe Golf + Country Club, Elbow River 

Estates Co-op, Cullen Creek Water, Poplar View 
Water Co-op, Country Estates Water, Elbow River 

Estates Co-op  700 90,000 SW
Full 
WTP Private  2800   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count 
hydrants inside 
Springbank 

Westview 
Water Co-op 
Ltd. MH21 SW 

Located in SW 21-24-
03-W5M 

Springbank Meadows Water Co-op Ltd., Murray Acre, 
Mountain River Estates 

 20 727 SW None Co-op  40   

Morrison Hershfield 
did not count 
hydrants inside 
Springbank 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Windmill 
Estates 
Water MH22 SW 

Storage Reservoir 
Located in SW 2-

25-3-W5M 

Emerald Bay Water and Sewer Co-op Ltd., Salt 
Box Coulee Water Supply Co. Ltd., Calling Horse 
Estates Water, North Springbank Water Co-op, 

Deer Springs Water Co-op 
 30 1,771   

Sodium 
Hypochlorite 

Co-
op  

see salt 
box 
coulee   

Morrison Hershfield did 
not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 

Springview MH23 SW 

? ? 

 ? ? GW None 
Co-
op  ?   

Morrison Hershfield did 
not count hydrants 
inside Springbank 



 
Schedule “B" 
Draft Policies 

 

 
POLICY      #4XX 
  Title: 

 
Water Systems Management 

 
 
Legal References: 

! Water Act 
! Municipal Government Act 
! Subdivision and Development 

Regulation 
! Alberta Water for Life 

Strategy 
 

 
Policy Category: 

 
Infrastructure & Operations 

 
Cross References: 
Supercedes:   
Strategic Plan/Vision:   
Policies:   
Procedures:   
Other:   

 
Adoption Date:   
 
Effective Date:   
 
Revision Date(s):   

 
Purpose:  The County, under section XXX of the MGA, holds the 
responsibility for providing “municipal services” to its constituents.  
This policy provides an outline of the County’s role in management of 
water service provision including water treatment and distribution 
systems. 
 
Definitions: 
 
“AUC” means Alberta Utilities Commission 
 
“AENV” means Alberta Environment (provincial government 
department) 
 
“Potable Water” means treated water that is fit for human 
consumption as per existing provincial and federal guidelines. 
 
“Regional Partnerships” means watershed planning and advisory 
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Schedule “B" 
Draft Policies 

 

councils or other regional groups who lead watershed assessment and 
planning in a region  
 
“Rocky View” means the Rocky View County 
 
“Water Conservation” means the planned protection, improvement and 
use of natural resources, including but not limited to rivers, streams, 
wetlands, lakes, and other water bodies. It includes controlling the use 
of water to minimize consumption and maximize users at lower 
consumption and protecting and managing water supply from, and 
effluent return to, the water sheds.  
 
“Water Resources” means all water on or under the surface of the 
ground, whether in a liquid or solid form. 
 
“Water Users” mean all consumers of water in Rocky View, including, 
but not limited to, residents, industry, businesses, and agricultural 
operations. 
 
“Water Suppliers” means all water co-ops and potable water supply 
companies operating within, to planning to operate within or external 
to, the County. 
 
Statement:  
 
1.1 Rocky View supports and encourages the provision of potable 

water to its constituents through effective, technically sound 
water treatment facilities operated by qualified operators. 

1.2 Rocky View envisions that as its population and residential, or 
commercially developed land increases in size within the County 
it will take the lead role in operating and owning new water 
treatment and delivery systems within the County. 

1.3 Rocky View intends to consolidate the number of potable water 
delivery systems within the County into significantly fewer, 
larger operations and realizes it will need to consider the 
geographic limitations, economic realities and infrastructure 
limitations as it works towards that goal. 

1.4 Rocky View will enter into franchise agreements with all existing 
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Draft Policies 

 

potable water suppliers that outline water quality expectations, 
operator qualifications, franchise boundaries, appropriate 
emergency response plans and reporting expectations of the 
water supplier.  Such agreements shall not be contradictory to 
AUC or AENV requirements.  

1.5 Rocky View will work with existing water suppliers to arrive at a 
suitable consideration for operating under a franchise agreement 
or to transfer operation responsibility, and ownership where 
practical, to the County or its agent.   

1.6 Rocky View will work cooperatively with water suppliers, the 
AUC, AENV and County constituents, while consolidating water 
supply systems, with the intention of minimizing risks in the 
supply of potable water. 

1.7 Rocky View will not provide, nor allow private suppliers to 
provide, potable water for landscaping purposes in 
commercial/industrial developments.  Reuse of rainwater and 
landscaping that recognizes the value of water as a resource will 
be expected and encouraged. 

1.8 Rocky View will examine all options for providing safe potable 
water including agreements with municipal neighbours and/or 
existing water commissions that may be a potable water source. 

1.9 Rocky View will develop bylaws, procedures, and implementation 
strategies in support of this policy. 
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Schedule C 

A Listing of Detailed factors needing consideration in  
each considered consolidation or acquisition 

 
Until Aqueduct Utilities Corporation Ltd. is established and functioning, the 
following should be considered when looking into new development approvals. 
 
The following could be considered as the criteria against which we would 
measure not only our willingness or ability to discuss change of ownership or 
operation on existing structures but also our willingness to initiate discussions 
about consolidation into a larger system or regional solution. 
 
1) Consider options that include making agreements with developers about 

the long term process of taking over their water/waste water infrastructure.  
Issues that need resolution or consideration are: 

 
! Conversation and policy direction prior to development about 

ownership of the water allocation licence on transfer of        
infrastructure. 

! Definition of the steps in the approvals process where the water and 
waste water infrastructure ownership is discussed. 

! Impact of ownership and operations on the rates, AUC discussions 
about change of ownership. 

! Actual ownership transfer of the infrastructure; timing, step in the 
approval process, settlement of financial transactions. 

! Operating contract extensions or completions with contract 
operators, contract conditions acceptability. 

 
There is need for policy discussion and development that clarifies the County 
position on the ownership and operations of systems.  At the same time there is a 
need for investigation and development of approaches either through the County 
or in conjunction with the development of the role of Aqueduct (see 7) that deal 
with operational issues.  Those would include: 
 
2) Ground water or surface water supply/Validity of supply 
 

1) How expensive is treatment, 
2) How dependable is the source 
3) What does the licences include for conditions 
4) Would it make sense to change to different supply 

 
3) History of proposed operators 
 

1) What is County history with the operator 
2) Operating costs and philosophies 
3) Are they “high maintenance”  
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Schedule C 

A Listing of Detailed factors needing consideration in  
each considered consolidation or acquisition 

 
4) Do we have contracts with other operators in the area that could be 

expanded 
5) What does AENV or AUC think? 

 
4) Fire protection expectations 
 

1) Policy in place 
2) Infrastructure upgrades required or expected 
3) Insurance implications 

 
5) Proximity to existing operator 
 

1) Possible sharing 
2) Possible connections 
3) Implications of source 

 
6) Possibility of extension of existing versus new systems 
 

1) Cost 
2) Technical considerations 
3) Neighbours 
4) Owners 

 
7) Consider funding challenges/opportunities on new and consolidated 

systems when assuming operational responsibility for existing systems. 
 

! (Grant) Funding opportunities 
! Capital upgrades required and funding approaches 
! Capital reserves contributions 
! Local improvement taxes 
! Cost for interconnectivity (who bears, what criteria, ANEV interests, 

AUC interest) 
 
8) Consideration of operating agreement type for new and existing service 

providers. 
 

!  Establish delivery capacity of the County with respect to quality of 
service, response times, regulatory compliance and depth of 
qualification within the organization. 

!  Review the geography with the operator and discuss a reasonable 
area to contract. 
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Schedule C 

A Listing of Detailed factors needing consideration in  
each considered consolidation or acquisition 

 
!  Define the expectations and authority of the County for 

independent service providers under agreement and in compliance 
with statutes (MGA, Water Act, EPEA, etc.). 

!  Define the County’s role in the on-going operations and rate setting 
for the various systems and the working relationship with the 
Alberta Utilities Commission. 

!  Review and development of applicable Franchise and Service 
Agreements and development of criteria for determining when 
these agreements need to be applied. 

!  Establish a strategy and timeline for the County’s options for future 
operations under a franchise or other agreement. 

!  Develop a plan for dealing with non-conformance to operating 
agreements. 
o Reporting  
o Warning process 
o Criteria for what constitutes non compliance 
o Expected remedies 
o Communication strategy 

 
9) Analysis of water systems operations processes. 
 

! Type of operating agreement with the County or its Utility 
Corporation applicable (Franchise Agreement, Servicing 
Agreement) and in what circumstances these agreements would 
be used. 

!  Qualifications of operating personnel required for the type and size 
of a particular system. 
o AENV regulations 
o AUC expectations 
o County expectations – constituents 
o Best practices 

!  Service capacity of systems and licence types. 
o Volume 
o Quality 
o Fire protection 
o Connections 
o Infrastructure knowledge 

!  Importance of customer satisfaction and working relations with 
regulatory agencies such as Alberta Environment, Health Region 
and Alberta Utilities Commission. 
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Schedule C 

A Listing of Detailed factors needing consideration in  
each considered consolidation or acquisition 

 
!  Relevant planning processes involved (GMS, CRP, MDP, LUB, 

concept plans, subdivision and land use approvals, development 
permits) and intent with respect to servicing. 
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