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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

 
[1] The County of Vermilion River (the “County”) has worked with the City of Lloydminster 

(the “City”) since approximately 2013 to evaluate the City’s desire to annex land from the 
County.  Despite the efforts of both parties which occurred during those 7 years, the County 
and the City were unable to reach an agreement on any matters arising from the City’s desire to 

annex land from the County.  
 

[2] During that 7-year period of negotiations, the County attempted to work with its urban 
neighbour and recognized the desire of the City to plan for the City’s growth and fo r future 
development within the City.  Throughout, the County acted in good faith, attempting to come 
to a resolution which would be in both parties’ interests. 
 
[3] The City prepared its own 2013 Growth Study.  The City and the County agreed to a 

joint regional growth study in 2019 (the “2019 JRGS”).  Those studies were based upon growth 
forecasts.  In turn, those growth forecasts were based upon assumptions regarding population 

and economic growth at 2013 and 2019.  
 

[4] In late 2020, the County received the City’s annexation application.  In its application, 
the City asks the Municipal Government Board (the “Board”) to recommend the annexation of 
23.5 quarter-sections from the County to the City.   

 
[5] The City relies on the 2013 Growth Study and 2019 JRGS in support of its application. 

The Board provided the City the opportunity to provide updated reports in support of its 
application and the City elected not to do so.  

1.2 Outline of the County’s Submissions  
 
[6] The County’s submissions:  
 

a. outline the evidence that it will be submitting to the Board at the merit hearing 

scheduled for June 14, 2021; and  
 

b. provides the County’s evaluation of the 15 annexation principles and whether the 
City’s annexation application accords with those principles.  

 
[7] In Part 2 – Growth Forecasts 2020-2051, these submissions provide an overview of the 
County’s Growth Forecasts 2021-2051. 

 
[8] In Part 3 – Evaluation of Land Need and Assessment of the Annexation Area, these 

submissions provide an overview of the County’s three land need reports.  The first report is the 

County’s Alternative Land Needs analysis.  The next two reports examine the assumptions used 
by the City in the 2019 JRGS and the 2013 Growth Study.   
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[9] In Part 4 – Fiscal Impact Analysis, these submissions provide an overview of the 
County’s Fiscal Impact Assessment. 

 
[10] In Part 5 – Review of Annexation Principles, these submissions provide the County’s 
assessment of whether the City’s annexation application meets the Board’s 15 principles of 

annexation.  
 

[11] In Part 6 – Conclusion and County Request, the County sets out its conclusions and 
request for the Board.  

1.3 Summary of the County’s Position  

 

[12] The County’s position is that annexation is not a right.  The City must establish that it 
requires the land proposed to be annexed based on reasonable and reliable growth projections 

and with consideration of the available land within the City’s own boundaries.   
 

[13] Annexation must consider the financial costs on the responding municipality.  The City 
must provide appropriate compensation to the County for any land it may annex.  
 
[14] The County asks that the MGB refuse the annexation application on the basis that:  
 

a. The City has not demonstrated it requires the 23.5 quarter-sections for future 

growth on 35-year time horizon; and  
 

b. The compensation offered by the City significantly undervalues the 23.5 quarter 
sections requested in the annexation application. 

1.3.1 The City does not require 23.5 quarter-sections on a 35-year time horizon  
 

[15] The City’s annexation application is based on the City’s 2013 Growth Study and 2019 
JRGS.  The assumptions of population and economic growth contained in those studies are no 

longer valid assumptions and do not reflect the current reality.   
 

[16] There have been significant changes in the economic forecast for the Lloydminster area 
over the past five years which have caused a dramatic change in the growth forecasts for the 
City.  In particular, two major events have dramatically changed the anticipated growth of the 
City, being:  

 
a. The significant downturn for oil and gas industry and the corresponding impact 

on the economic outlook for Northern Alberta, particularly on the City; and 
 

b. The COVID-19 pandemic and associated recovery period. 
 

[17] The County has the City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts - 2021-2051 report 

prepared by Applications Management Consulting Ltd. (“Applications Management”) regarding 
the population and employment of forecast for the Lloydminster area and the City of 

Lloydminster (the “Growth Forecasts report”). (Appendix 1)  
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[18] This Growth Forecasts report provides an updated population and employment forecast 
for the City and surrounding area which accounts for the downturn of the oil and gas industry 
and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.  
 
[19] The updated Growth Forecasts demonstrate that the City’s estimated population and 

employment growth is overstated in light of current and expected economic conditions.  
 
[20] In this regard, the County has prepared three reports which evaluate the City’s land 
need and the City’s analysis: 

 

a. City of Lloydminster and County of Vermillion River Joint Regional 
Growth Study Alternative Land Needs Analysis report which considers 

the Growth Forecasts report and provides an alternate land needs analysis (the 
“Alternative Land Needs Analysis”) (Appendix 2) 

 
b. Review and Comparisons of Initial & Final Assumptions of City of 

Lloydminster and County of Vermillion River Joint Regional Growth 
Study (2019) report evaluating the initial and final assumptions in the 2019 
JRGS  and the impact of the changes in assumptions (the “2019 Assumptions 

Report”) (Appendix 3); and 
 

c. Planning Review of City of Lloydminster (2013) Growth Study report 
evaluating the assumptions in the City’s 2013 Growth Study (the “2013 
Assumptions Report”) (Appendix 4). 

 

[21] The County’s position is that the City has failed to demonstrate that it requires the 23.5 
quarter-sections on 35-year time horizon given the current economic forecast.  The City had the 

opportunity to provide updated reports to the Board in support of its annexation application and 
chose not to do so.  The County’s position is that the City’s application does not meet the 

requirements of Annexation Principle 4. 

1.3.2 The Compensation Offered by the City Significantly Undervalues the 23.5 
Quarter-Sections  

 
[22] The County disputes the City’s analysis of the fiscal impact of its proposed annexation 
on the County.  The County had the Fiscal Impact Analysis of the Annexation Proposed by the 
City of Lloydminster report (the “Fiscal Impact Analysis Report”) (Appendix 5) prepared 

which examines:  
 

a. The loss of taxes to the County:  Total 2020 tax loss is equal to 
approximately $224,000.  Net operating expenditures (expenditures minus 
revenues) are estimated to total $35,000 per year, resulting in a net loss to the 

County of approximately $189,000 per year.  Using a 5-year declining balance 
approach to determining total compensation, the amount required would be 

$567,000.  This should be considered a minimum amount of compensation to 
the County for loss of net tax revenues. 
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b. The value of assets to be transferred:  The value of the assets that would 
be transferred to the City if the annexation were to proceed (the roads) is 
estimated to total $4.446 million (2019). 

 
c. The opportunity cost to the County:  The County’s opportunity cost arising 

from the lost tax revenue from the 2 quarter-sections adjacent to Highway 16 
has been estimated based on development of these lands in the County to a 
standard consistent with other development in the County along Highway 16.  It 
is estimated that at build out these lands would generate over $1 million of 
municipal tax revenues for the County.  Assuming that these lands would build 

out over a 20-year timeframe, the total net present value of this loss to the 
County is estimated at $6.35 million.   

 
[23] The County’s position is that the City’s analysis of the fiscal impact of the proposed 

annexation is deficient and does not meet the requirements of Annexation Principle 9.   
 
[24] The City’s fiscal analysis of the its proposed annexation does not evaluate the City’s 
financial position without annexation and as a result no conclusion can be reached regarding 
the expected impact annexation will have on City ratepayers.  This deficiency provides no 

information on whether the annexation as proposed by the City is in the public interest, from a 
financial perspective.  Further, it is arguable as to whether the financial forecast provided for in 
the With Annexation Scenario ‘fully’ meets the requirements established in Annexation Principle 
9.  
 
[25] Finally, using the City’s analysis to construct a financial forecast of the City’s situation 

without annexation, it is estimated that annexation will result in higher taxes in the City than 
without annexation.  Over the analysis period (2025-2051) taxes in the With Annexation 

Scenario are estimated to be, on average, 5.7% higher than would be the case without 
annexation.   

 
[26] Further, based on the updated Growth Forecast report, the City’s proposed tax 

protection of 30 years does not adequately protect the landowners as this land is likely to 
remain undeveloped at the end of this term of tax protection.  

2. GROWTH FORECASTS 2020-2051 
 
[27] The County disputes that the City requires the 23.5 quarter-sections on a 30-year time 

frame.  The City’s reports are based upon work completed in 2013 and 2019.  However, over 
the past five years, there have been two significant issues which are not reflected in the City’s 
analysis: 

 
a. A structural shift in the expectations for economic activity in the oil and gas 

sector; and  

 
b. The COVID-19 pandemic and associated recovery period. 
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[28] These two events are anticipated to have a long-term, structural impact on the growth 
of the City and its land needs.  
 
[29] The City’s analysis did not factor in the downturn in the oil and gas sector or the COVID-
19 pandemic in its assessment of land need.  The City relied upon City of Lloydminster’s 2013 

Growth Study and 2019 JRGS, despite the significant change to the economic forecasts for the 
province of Alberta and Lloydminster area between 2019 and 2020.  
 
[30] The City had an opportunity to prepare and submit updated reports after its initial 
annexation submissions made in the fall of 2020.  The City filed its annexation application with 

the Board on October 13, 2020.  In the preliminary hearing of February 25, 2021, the Board 
granted the City until March 25, 2021 to provide any updated reports.  However, the City did 

not file additional reports which accounted for either the downturn in the oil and gas industry or 
the COVID-19 pandemic, choosing to rely on the City of Lloydminster’s 2013 Growth Study and 

2019 JRGS set out in its annexation application (Board’s Exhibit 1).   
 
[31] The County requested Applications Management prepare the Growth Forecast report for 
the City for the period of 2020 through 2051.  The purposes for this report are: 
 

a. to provide an updated analysis of population and employment in the City; 
 

b. to provide the foundation for an evaluation of the City’s land and infrastructure 
needs; and 
 

c. to inform the County’s Fiscal Impact Assessment. 

 
[32] Appendix A to the Growth Forecast report has compared the three previous reports 

prepared forecasting the employment and population of the Lloydminster study area.   
 

[33] Applications Management has provided a summary of the updated forecasts and how 
they compare to the Medium-High growth scenario from the 2019 JRGS relied upon by the City 

in its annexation application. 
 
[34] The Growth Forecast report shows that, when updated to reflect the downturn in the 

energy sector and the COVID-19 pandemic, the 2019 JRGS significantly overestimates total 
employment, total population growth and total population even where compared to a the 

current “High Scenario” as summarized in the following table:  

 

Scenario 
Total 
Employment 

Total 
Population 

2021 Low 22,368 jobs 43,364 people  
2021 Medium 25,203 jobs  49,097 people 

2021 High 28,201 jobs  55,818 people 
2019 Medium-High 36,419 jobs  67,080 people 

Amount the 2019 High/Medium overestimates 
Growth compared to the 2021 High Scenarios 

8,218 jobs  11,262 people 

 

 

007



[35] The base year (2020) employment figure and base year (2020) population figure have 
each been adjusted downwards.  The 2019 JRGS has failed to account for a decrease in the 
base year (2020) employment figure due to slower growth than the previous forecast.  The 
base year (2020) employment figure has been adjustment downward by 3,310 jobs as a result 
of the downturn in the energy sector between 2016 and 2020 and the impact of COVID-19 in 

2020.  Similarly, the base year population (2020) has been adjusted downward by 3,756 due to 
the slower growth.   

 
[36] The County’s Growth Forecasts report is included as Appendix 1 to the County’s 
submissions.  

3. EVALUATION OF LAND NEED AND ASSESSMENT OF THE ANNEXATION AREA 

3.1 B&A Alternative Land Needs Analysis 
 

[37] In light of the updated Growth Forecasts Report, it was determined that there was a 
need to re-examine the City’s assessment of its land needs.   

 
[38] The County asked B&A Planning Group to utilize the most current population and 
employment forecasts and to provide an alternative land needs analysis that demonstrates the 
land need outputs when adjustments are made to some of the key inputs.  
 
[39] The key inputs adjusted in the Alternative Land Needs Analysis are: 

 
a. Updated population and employment projections based on the Growth Forecasts 

report; 
 

b. A redistribution of the provincial growth between the Alberta and Saskatchewan 

sides of the City of Lloydminster consistent with the initial assumptions during 
the JRGS process, and 

 
c. A sensitivity analysis of the developability of constrained lands (i.e., utility rights 

of way and well setbacks) between the concept of “minimum land supply” and 

“maximum land supply” as outlined in the 2019 JRGS. 
 

[40] B&A Planning Group identified three options, all of which result in less land being 
required for City growth.  Those options are: 
 

a. Option #1:  When the updated population and employment projections are 
input into the model, this results in a land need of 8.4 to 9.8 quarters, as 

opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in the annexation application, 

a difference of 13.6 to 13.7 quarters.1 

 

1 Option 1 provides for new growth projections, but no adjustments to growth distribution and updated 
modelling. 

008



b. Option #2:  When the population and employment distribution of growth 
between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster are 
redistributed from a 70%/30% split to a 60%/40% split a land need of 15.9 to 
17.8 quarters is identified, as opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters 
proposed in the annexation application, a difference of 5.7 to 6.1 quarters. 

Option #2 accepts the 2019 JRGS population and employment projections and 

only accounts for redistribution or population and employment as noted.2  

 

c. Option #3:  Finally, when both the population and employment projections and 
growth redistribution assumptions are included in the analysis the land need of 

6.0 to 7.2 quarters, as opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in 

the annexation application, a difference of 16.0 to 16.3 quarters.3 
 

[41] These options are summarized in the table set out below:  
 

Annexation 
Land Need 

2019 JRGS 
Option 

#1 
Option 

#2 
Option 

#3 
City’s 

Application 

Assuming 
Minimum Land 

Supply 

22.0 9.8 17.8 7.2 23.5 

Assuming 
Maximum Land 

Supply  
19.8 8.4 15.9 6.0 22.0 

[The information in this table can be found at Table 25 of the Alternative Land Needs 
Analysis.]  

 
[42] The Board’s acceptance of any of the three options would see a smaller annexation area 
being required by the City.  

 
[43] The County’s Alternative Land Needs Analysis is included as Appendix 2 to the County’s 

submissions. 
 

3.2 B&A – Review of Assumptions in City/County Joint Regional Growth Study 

2019  
 
[44] During the development of the 2019 JRGS, there were many negotiations and 

assumptions that took place, including some notable changes made following the City’s 
withdrawal and re-entry into the process in 2017-2018.  

 
[45] As part of its assessment of the City’s determination of the amount of land to be 

annexed for this annexation hearing, the County had B&A Planning Group evaluate the initial 

2 Option 2 accepts the 2019 JRGS population and employment projections and only accounts for 
redistribution of population and employment as per adjustments as noted. 
3 Option 3 uses new growth projections / adjustments to growth distribution and updated modelling.  
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and final assumptions which formed the base of the JRGS 2019, specifically, the following 
changed assumptions: 
 

a. Study Horizon extended from 30 years (2045) to 35 years (2051);  
 

b. Increase of population growth rate from the medium growth scenario of 1.9% to 
a medium-high growth scenario of 2.2%;  

 
c. Increase of employment growth rate from the medium growth scenario of 1.5% 

to a medium-high growth scenario of 2.1%;  

 
d. Considering Scenario 6A and Scenario 6B of the growth disaggregation scenarios 

to just using Scenario 6A; and 
 

e. Adjustment of the provincial allocation of 60% of disaggregated growth to 
Alberta side and 40% of disaggregated growth to Saskatchewan side to 70% 
Alberta and 30% Saskatchewan. 

 
[46] The purpose of the review is to illustrate the impact of the changed assumptions 

following the City’s re-entry into the process in 2017-2018 on the City’s gross developable land 
needs which are, in part, the basis for the City’s 2020 annexation application.  
 
[47] The analysis revealed the following impacts arising from the assumption changes: 
 

a. Gross developable residential land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 

from 4.8 quarter sections to 10.1 quarter sections. 
 

b. Gross developable commercial land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 
from 1.1 quarters to 2.6 quarters in Alberta. 

 
c. Gross developable industrial land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 

from 0.2 quarters to 4.0 quarters. 
 
d. Gross developable institutional land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 

from 0.5 quarters to 0.8 quarters in Alberta. 
 

e. Overall gross developable land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased from 

6.6 to 17.7 quarter sections. 
 
[48] The County’s 2019 Assumptions Report is included as Appendix 3 to the County’s 
submissions. 

3.3 B&A – Review of Assumptions in City of Lloydminster’s 2013 Growth Study 
 

[49] As part of its assessment of the City’s determination of the amount of land to be 
annexed for this annexation hearing, the County had B&A Planning Group evaluate the 

assumptions which formed the base of the City’s 2013 Growth Study.  
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[50] B&A Planning Group identified the following key assumptions from the 2013 Growth 
Study which may warrant reconsideration in light of the current reality and projected future 
growth:   

a. The 2013 Growth Study used growth rates which reflected the prior 15-30 years 
of growth in the City.  Future growth for the next 30 years is not projected to 

sustain this historical high growth rate.  A revised methodology should include in-
depth modelling that accounts for a variety of factors that may impact future 
growth rates. 
 

b. The 2013 Growth Study considered all zoned and subdivided land within the city 

as absorbed, even where this land had not been developed.  The inclusion of 
these lands represents an overstatement of land supply given that these lands 

can accommodate people and jobs. 
 

c. The 2013 Growth Study considered the 97.1 hectares of land immediately north 
of the Husky asphalt plant as absorbed land.  The 2013 Growth Study did not 
address that Husky employment would be directed to Husky controlled lands. 
requirements and associated land needs. 
 

d. The 2013 Growth Study does not include considerations for redevelopment or 
intensification within existing areas.  
 

e. The 2013 Growth Study selected a low residential density of 19 dwelling units 
per net residential hectare.  The City’s Municipal Development Plan targets a 
minimum of 20 units per net residential hectare.  At a minimum, the 

methodology should alight with the statutory plan minimum residential density.  
 

f. The non-residential density targets within the 2013 Growth Study (industrial and 
commercial lands) are based on low density at 0.2 FAR based and assume most 

development within the City will continue to have significant outdoor storage and 
parking requirements.  Moderate increases in density (0.25-0.3 FAR) that are in 

line with current development trends in other Alberta municipalities should be 
considered for future industrial and commercial development over the next 30 
years in the City. 

 
[51] The County’s 2013 Assumptions Report is included as Appendix 4 to the County’s 

submissions. 

4.  FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

 
[52] The County’s Fiscal Impact Analysis has been prepared by Applications Management.  
The County’s Fiscal Impact Assessment: 
 

a. Analyzes the long-term fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation and associated 
compensation on both municipalities;  
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b. Considers potential taxation impacts on County and City residents as a result of 
annexation; and  

 
c. Reviews the City’s Fiscal Impact Assessment Report (the “City’s FIA report”). 

 

[53] The County’s Fiscal Impact Analysis Report is included as Appendix 5 to the County’s 
submissions. 

4.1 Long term fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation and associated 

compensation on the County 
 

[54] Applications Management reviewed the impact of the proposed annexation on the 

County in three separate areas.  Its conclusion is that the County would be negatively 
financially affected by the City’s proposed annexation.  Applications Management examined the 

financial impact to the County in relation to: 
 

a. The direct impact of annexation; 
 

b. The loss of County assets; and 
 
c. The County’s opportunity cost of annexation.  

 

[55] Direct Impact of Annexation:  As a result of annexation, the County will experience 
a direct loss of tax revenues from the proposed annexation area.  Applications estimated that 

the current gross municipal tax revenues of $224,000.  Adjusting this value for the change in 
municipal expenditures and revenues associated with the annexation area results in a net direct 

cost to the County of $139,000.  It is proposed that this impact be paid over a period of 5 

years, at a declining rate.  The sum of these payments is estimated to be $567,000.  
 

[56] Loss of Assets:  The County currently has assets in the proposed annexation area that 
are estimated to currently value $4.446 million.  This includes the net book value of 7.78 km of 

roads.4   
 
[57] Opportunity Cost of Lost Development Potential:  The City and County have been 
discussing the potential for development of lands along Highway 16 immediately west of the 
City for several years.  It is collectively recognized that these lands hold the potential for 
significant development.  It is estimated that the loss to the County of allowing the City to 

annex these lands would be a total of $12.75 million over a twenty-year development period. 
The present value of this stream of lost municipal tax revenues (at a 5% discount rate) is 

approximately $6.35 million.  This represents approximately 40% of the present value of future 
development and taxation of this development by the City if annexation were approved. 
 

[58] The compensation that the County should reasonably expect from the City as a result of 
the proposed annexation is $11.363 million.   

 
 

4 See Tab 21 – County of Vermilion River Policy FI 010 Tangible Capital Assets Policy.  

0012



4.2 Fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation on Annexation Area Ratepayers 
 
[59] The City’s FIA report does not provide an analysis of the potential impact of the 
annexation on ratepayers in the proposed annexation area.  However, the City has suggested 
that tax protection be offered to landowners in the annexation area “in the absence of a 

triggering event annexation area properties for the 30-year period (2020-2051): 
 

a. be taxed at the lower of County or City tax rates, and 
 

b. have their tax status “grandfathered” resulting in properties with exempt tax 

status in the annexation land continuing to enjoy exempt tax status in the City.”  
 

[60] The County agrees with the need for tax protection for County land owners in the 
annexation area.   

 
[61] However, the County notes that its analysis suggests that the City’s land need is less, 
and perhaps significantly less land, than what is included within the City’s annexation 
application.  If the Board is prepared to recommend that all of the City’s requested land area be 
annexed, then the period of tax protection should be increased since it is unlikely that the City 

will be able to utilize all of the land sought to be annexed within the +/- 30 year window 
identified by the City.   

 
[62] County land owners who are annexed should be protected from a tax increase for the 
appropriate time frame.  The County suggests that the timeframe projected by the City does 
not adequately protect annexation area land owners and that should the Board recommend 

annexation, the appropriate period of tax protection be provided to County land owners.  

4.3 Applications Management Review of the City’s FIA Report  
 

[63] The purpose of the County’s review of the City’s FIA report was to assess whether the 
City has conducted a complete review of the financial impact of its proposed annexation.   

[64] Based on the review of the City’s FIA report, Applications Management has concluded 

that there are sufficient deficiencies in the financial forecast to raise questions regarding the 
forecast results provided.  

 
[65] The methodology in the City’s FIA report includes inflation.  This inclusion of inflation 

affected the ability to determine the impact from the changes resulting purely from annexation. 

[66] The City’s FIA report includes a straight calculation of the annual municipal property tax 
rates based on reported municipal revenues and expenditures (see City’s FIA report, Table 14) 

which resulted in fluctuations of municipal property tax rates ranging from an 11% decrease to 
a 16% increase.  The City’s FIA report “smoothed” these tax rate results over three year 
groupings.  The “smoothing” masks the actual result of the analysis, making interpretation of 

the results difficult.  
 

[67] In relation to the review of the Capital Plan in the City’s FIA report, Applications provides 
specific comment on: 
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a. Reinvestment costs associated with existing assets;  
 

b. Reinvestment costs associated with new assets; and  
 

c. Growth projects related to the proposed annexation area. 

 
[68] Applications Management’s conclusions in relation to this area are: 
 

a. The capital expenditure forecasts in the City’s FIA report are understated and 
that the full costs of servicing the proposed annexation area, including the 

lifecycle costs to maintain the assets in the proposed annexation area, are not 
incorporated into the City’s financial analysis.   

 
b. The financial impacts of the entire proposed annexation area before the Board 

have not been considered.  The City’s FIA report covers a forecast period of 
2020-2051.  However, the City’s proposed annexation area includes lands that 
will be developed beyond the 2051 period.  It is unclear to what extent the 
capital projects in the defined Capital Plan may address these land areas, or 
what incremental infrastructure servicing and costs are required to accommodate 

these outstanding annexation land areas, and the subsequent lifecycle costs to 
maintain these assets. 

4.4 Long term fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation and associated 
compensation on the City 

 
[69] In its analysis, Applications Management has reviewed the fiscal impacts on the 
municipal operations of the City in two scenarios:  one analyzes the fiscal position of the City 
without annexation; and the second analyzes the fiscal position of the City with annexation.   
 

[70] The fiscal impact analysis of the City’s proposed annexation is estimated to result in 
higher municipal taxes for City ratepayers.   

 
[71] Applications Management’s conclusion was that the proposed annexation will result in 

the City’s financial position being worse than without annexation.  This conclusion persists 

across an evaluation of the City’s annexation as proposed using growth projections and related 
financial information as provided in the City’s FIA report and when this analysis is compared to 

a financial forecast for the City using the Updated Growth Forecasts. 
 

[72] Applications Management provided its conclusions based on the following:  
 

a. Long Term Municipal Tax Costs:  Based on its analysis, Applications 

concluded that the City will incur the equivalent to a municipal tax cost as high 
as 13 per cent.  On average, Applications Management estimated that the With 
Annexation Scenario tax rates will be 5.7 per cent higher over the forecast period 
2025 to 2051 than in the Without Annexation Scenario. 
 

b. Municipal Debt Load:  Based on the capital plan provided in the City’s FIA 
report and the adjustments as defined in Applications Management’s Appendix A, 
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the municipal debt load on a per capita basis is projected to stabilize over the 
last half of the forecast period and the City’s municipal debt limit and debt 
service limits remain well within the allowed limits as prescribed by Alberta 
Municipal Affairs. 

 

c. Reduced Operating Expenditures:  Based on growth projected for the City, 
Applications Management concluded that City operating expenditures will be 
expected to be reduced on a per capita basis reflecting the capture of economies 
of scale in the delivery of municipal services.  These benefits are greater in the 
With Annexation Scenario as a result of the growth allocated to the With 

Annexation Scenario. 
 

[73] When the City’s annexation as defined in the City’s FIA report is compared to a financial 
forecast prepared using the Updated Growth Forecasts, Applications Management estimated 

that the annexation as defined in the City’s FIA report will result in higher municipal tax rates.  
Overall, the municipal tax rates are estimated to be 1.3% higher using the City’s annexation as 
defined in the City’s FIA report as compared to that using the Updated Growth forecasts. 

5 REVIEW OF ANNEXATION PRINCIPLES  

 
[74] Having regard for the reports that it has submitted to the Board, the County provides 
the below comments in regard to the principles of annexation established by the Board in its 

2007 annexation recommendation in City of St. Albert, MGB 123/06 at page 31/113 (Appendix 
9). 

 
[75] Each principle is listed below and is followed by the County’s response to the principle 
and to the City’s submissions.   

 
Principle 1 

Annexations that provide for inter-municipal cooperation will be given considerable 
weight.  Cooperative inter-municipal policies in an inter-municipal development 
plan will be given careful consideration, weight and support so long as they do not 
conflict with Provincial policies or interests.  

 
[76] There is no question that the City and the County have negotiated over a significant 
period of time in relation to the annexation.  The County also does not dispute that the IDP 

identifies a number of the quarter sections in the annexation area for future City expansion. 
 
[77] However, the IDP is not a “rubber stamp” for the City’s annexat ion.  The fact that the 
land is identified for future City growth is not, in and of itself, a justification for annexation.  The 
City must still establish that it requires the identified land for growth for the development 

window that it has identified.  The City has not established the need for 23.5 quarter sections. 
 

[78] The City has relied upon the City’s 2013 Growth Study and the 2019 JRGA as the basis 
for its request for 23.5 quarter sections of land.  The County acknowledges that it participated 

in the 2019 JRGS.  However, those studies are dated and no longer reflect the reality facing the 
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City.  The 2019 JRGS does not reflect the real, and significant, impact of changes to the oil and 
gas sector, which is one of the City’s economic drivers.   

 
[79] Further, the City’s growth forecasts do not examine the impact that COVID -19 has had 
on the City.   

 
[80] These impacts have not been addressed by the City, despite the fact that it could have 
updated its reports to take these impacts into account, and to re-evaluate its land need. 

 
[81] The County did agree to modify initial study assumptions to final assumptions in the 

2019 JRGS.  The magnitude of impact the change to these assumptions had on the City’s gross 
developable land requirements and corresponding land need was significant.  The County 

agreed to modify the study assumptions with an expectation that when compensation was 
being discussed, similarly robust provisions would be offered to the County.  However, the 

parties have not been able to agree upon compensation. 
 

[82] While intermunicipal cooperation and intermunicipal policies should be given weight, 
they do not override the other 14 principles, nor do they eliminate the City’s need to establish 
the need for the identified land area on current, relevant, and robust studies.   

 
[83] The County’s position is that this principle has not been met. 

 
Principle 2 
Accommodation of growth by all municipalities (urban or rural) must be 
accomplished without encumbering the initiating municipality and the responding 

municipality’s ability to achieve rational growth directions, cost effective utilization 
of resources, fiscal accountability and the attainment of the purposes of a 

municipality described in the Act.  
 

[84] The County disputes the City’s assertions regarding the fiscal impact of the proposed 
annexation on it.  As identified in the County’s Fiscal Impact Analysis (discussed at Part 4 of 

these submissions), annexation of the 23.5 quarter sections of land would have a significant 
fiscal impact on the County through the direct loss of taxes, the loss of County assets and the 
County’s opportunity cost of annexation.   

 
[85] The County questions the City’s conclusion regarding the fiscal impact of the proposed 

annexation on the City as set out Part 4. 

 
Principle 3 
An annexation or annexation conditions should not infringe on the local autonomy 
given to municipalities in the Act unless provisions of the Act have been breached or 
the public interest and individual rights have been unnecessarily impacted.  

 
[86] The County does not take the position that the proposed annexation will impact its local 

autonomy.  However, as the City has overstated its land need, there will be lands annexed from 
the County which may not be viable for urban development for an extended period of time.  

Yet, these lands will be subject to restrictions are a result of being in an urban municipality that 
may limit the use and development of their lands for a prolonged period.  
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Principle 4 
An annexation must be supported by growth projections, availability of lands within 
current boundaries, consideration of reasonable development densities, 
accommodation of a variety of land uses and reasonable growth options within each 
municipality (initiating and responding municipality). 

 
[87] As set out in the County’s reports, the County disputes the City’s stated land need.  The 
City’s annexation application and growth projections do not reflect the current reality and 
projected economic and population growth due to the impact of the oil and gas sector and 
COVID-19.   

 
[88] The County has provided an Alternative Land Use Analysis based upon the current 

Growth Forecasts Report, and analyses of the assumptions in the City’s 2013 Growth Study and 
the 2019 JRGS.   

 
[89] The Growth Forecasts Report and Alternative Land Use Analysis have attempted, as 
much as is possible, to reflect the same methodology used in the previous growth forecasts 
relied upon by the City.  When faced with the choice of assumptions that would favour the 
City’s position or hinder it, the County’s report drafters chose the assumptions that would 

favour the City’s position.  Despite that, the conclusions reached are that the City’s projections 
ask for far more land than can be justified based on current growth projections and land needs 
analysis. 

 
[90] The Alternative Land Needs Analysis provides 3 options, all of which reflect a City land 
need significantly less than requested in the City’s  annexation application:  

 
a. Option #1: When the updated population and employment projections are 

input into the model, this results in a land need of 8.4 to 9.8 quarters, as 
opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in the annexation application, a 

difference of 13.6 to 13.7 quarters.  
 

b. Option #2: When the population and employment distribution of growth 
between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster are 
redistributed from a 70%/30% split to a 60%/40% split a land need of 15.9 to 

17.8 quarters is identified, as opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in 
the annexation application, a difference of 5.7 to 6.1 quarters.  

 

c. Option #3: Finally, when both the population and employment projections and 
growth redistribution assumptions are included in the analysis the land need 
ranges from 6.0 to 7.2 quarters, as opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters 
proposed in the annexation application, a difference of 16.0 to 16.3 quarters. 
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Annexation Land 

Need 
2019 JRGS 

Option 

#1 

Option 

#2 

Option 

#3 

City’s 

Application 
Assuming Minimum 

Land Supply 
 

22.0 9.8 17.8 7.2 23.5 

Assuming Maximum 

Land Supply  

19.8 8.4 15.9 6.0 22.0 

[The information in this table can be found at Table 25 of the Alternative Land Needs Analysis.]  
 
[91] As provided for in the Town of Bow Island, MGB-059-01, the presence of a significant 

amount of undeveloped land within a municipality can lead to a conclusion that the annexation 
is premature.  The recommendation for annexation should be based upon evidence that the 

greater public interest would be served by annexing the lands.  The County’s position is that the 
City has not provided evidence of the greater public interest.  
 

[92] In addition to any decisions referenced by the City, the County may reference the 
following decisions in respect of Principle 4 and any other Principle : 

 
a. Town of Bow Island, MGB-059-01 (Appendix 10); and 

b. Summer Village of Rochon Sands, MGB-055-11 (Appendix 11). 
 
Principle 5 
An annexation must achieve a logical extension of growth patterns, transportation 
and infrastructure servicing for the affected municipalities. 
 

[93] The County objects to the annexation on the basis that the City has not justified the 
amount of land to be annexed based upon the City’s land need.   

 
Principle 6 
Each annexation must illustrate a cost effective, efficient and coordinated approach 

to the administration of services. 
 

[94] The City has not addressed the issues associated with this principle in its FIA.  The City 
has not provided any specific information that directly addresses the issues of cost 

effectiveness, efficiency or coordination of approach in delivering municipal services.   
 
Principle 7 
Annexations that demonstrate sensitivity and respect key environmental and 
natural features will be regarded as meeting provincial land use policies.  
 

[95] The County takes no issue with the City’s submission on this point.  
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Principle 8 
Coordination and cost effective use of resources will be demonstrated when 
annexations are aligned with and supported by inter-municipal development plans, 
municipal development plans, economic development plans, transportation and 
utility servicing plans and other related infrastructure plans.  

 
[96] The County disputes that the City requires the 23.5 quarter-sections on a 35-year time 
horizon.  As such, the County questions the ability of the City to service these parcels in a cost-
effective and timely manner.  

 

Principle 9 
Annexation proposals must fully consider the financial impact on the initiating and 

responding municipality.  
 

[97] This principle requires annexation proposals to ‘fully’ consider the financial impact on the 
initiating and responding municipality.  The County asserts that the City has not fulfilled this 
requirement and, therefore, the City’s analysis should be critically examined before being 
accepted by the Board.   
 

[98] The City’s FIA report does not include any substantive analysis that demonstrates an 
analysis of the impact of the annexation.  There is no assessment measuring the change 
resulting from annexation to a change in the absence of annexation (the “status quo” or do 
nothing option).  The City’s FIA report does not provide options, but presents a single scenario 
that embodies the City’s proposed annexation.  As a result, the City’s FIA report does not 
present any ‘impact’ analysis results.  

 
[99] The City’s FIA report is predicated upon the report writer’s conclusion that municipal tax 

rates that do not increase at a rate faster than 3 per cent per year, and that this satisfies the 
public interest question of whether the proposed annexation is better than not annexing from a 

financial perspective.  The assertion (regarding 3%) is not supported by evidence or scholarly 
articles.  Even if the Board were to accept the report writer’s assertion, the question is not 

whether the City can afford the annexation, but rather whether the rate payers in the City 
would be better off with the annexation than without it.   The City’s FIA report provides no 
information to help decision makers on this question.  As a result, the City’s FIA report provides 

no insight into whether the annexation, as proposed, is in the public interest.  
 

[100] The only report before the Board which provides a full impact analysis is the one 

provided by the County.  As such, the County urges the Board to accept the conclusions in the 
County’s Fiscal Impact Analysis report.  

 
[101] The City’s FIA report attempts to determine if the annexation as proposed by the City 
will allow the City to remain solvent from a financial point of view.  The test provided in the 

City’s FIA report is whether municipal tax rates fall below an average annual increase of 3 per 
cent.  However, Principle 9 asks the annexing municipality to “fully consider the financial impact 

on the initiating and responding municipality.” 
 

[102] It is not clear that the City’s FIA report meets the test of being ‘fully’ inclusive of all the 
factors that could affect the City’s financial position and resulting municipal tax rates.  As 
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provided for in the County’s FIA report, any analysis regarding the “full financial impact” should 
be fulsome in its attempt to project the future.   

 
[103] The City’s FIA report relies on the presumption that tax rates that fall below 3% per 
year will “determine if the annexation plan is viable”, but provides no supporting evidence of to 

the origins of this presumption.  The County’s FIA report questions this assumption, noting that 
there are numerous examples of municipalities that have experienced municipal tax increases 
over periods of time in excess of 3 percent that have continued to operate, while some 
municipalities that have not increased municipal tax rates face dissolution.   
 

[104] In addition to any decisions referenced by the City, the County may reference the 
following decisions in respect of the financial impact on the initiating and responding 

municipality and any other Principle:   
 

a. Town of Okotoks, MGB 007/17 (Appendix 12)  
b. Town of Drayton Valley MGB 058-11 (Appendix 13)  
c. Town of Drayton Valley, MGB-016-12 (Appendix 14) 
d. Town of High River, MGB 060/11 (Appendix 15) 
e. City of Red Deer, MGB 083/09 (Appendix 16) 

f. City of Airdrie, MGB 012/12 (Appendix 17) 
g. Town of Stettler MGB 071/10 (Appendix 18) 
h. City of Calgary, MGB-079-07 (Appendix 19) 
i. City of Edmonton, MGB-050-18 (Appendix 20) 
j. Town of Okotoks, MGB 007/17 (Appendix 21)  
 

Principle 10 
Inter-agency consultation, coordination and cooperation is demonstrated when 

annexation proposals fully consider the impacts on other institutions providing 
services in the area.   

 
[105] The County does not take issue with the City’s consultation efforts.  

 
Principle 11 
Annexation proposals that develop reasonable solutions to impacts on property 

owners and citizens with certainty and specific time horizons will be given careful 
consideration and weight. 

 

[106] As set out above, the County has concerns with the tax protection provisions.  The 
County’s alternative land needs analysis indicates far less land is required for the annexation 
“horizon” of +/- 30 years.  Thus, if the Board does recommend the requested 23.5 quarter 
sections for annexation, it will have to consider the length of time for which tax protection will 
be offered to landowners in the annexation area.   

 
[107] Given the County’s analysis, the duration of tax protection for the owners of the 23 .5 

quarter sections needs to be significantly increased. 
 

[108] The County does not have any concerns with the proposed triggering events. 
 

0020



Principle 12 
Annexation proposals must be based on effective public consultation both prior to 
and during any annexation hearing or proceedings. 
 
[109] The County does not take issue with the City’s public consultation efforts. 

 
Principle 13 
Revenue sharing may be warranted when the annexation proposal involves existing 
or future special properties that generate substantive and unique costs to the 
impacted municipality(s) as part of the annexation or as an alternative to 

annexation. 
 

[110] The County’s response to Principle 13 has been set out more fully with its discussion 
under Principle 9.   

 
[111] The County notes the opportunity cost from a prospective loss of the two quarter 
sections along Highway 16.   

 
[112] The County reiterates its submissions on Principle 9.  Revenue sharing is not a 

reasonable option as the County disputes that the City will need to develop the 23.5 quarter-
sections in the 35-year time horizon.  

 
Principle 14 
Annexation proposals must not simply be a tax initiative. Each annexation proposal 
must have consideration for the full scope of costs and revenues related to the 

affected municipalities. The financial status of the initiating or responding 
municipality(s) cannot be affected to such an extent that one or the other is unable 

to reasonably achieve the purposes of a municipality as outlined in Section 3 of the 
Act. The financial impact should be reasonable and be able to be mitigated through 

reasonable conditions of annexation. 
 

[113] The City has not offered reasonable compensation to address the financial impact on the 
County of annexation.  Further, the County reiterates its submissions on Principle 9.  

 

Principle 15 
Conditions of annexation must be certain, unambiguous, enforceable and be time 

specific. 

 
[114] The County does not object to the wording of the conditions proposed by the City.  The 
County objects to the City’s basis for the proposed annexation.  While the words of the 
condition are clear, the County asserts that the need for the annexation, and thus, for the 
conditions, has not been established.  

 
[115] The County also objects to the proposed tax protection by the City as it does not 

adequately protect County landowners.  
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6.  CONCLUSION AND COUNTY REQUEST 
 
[116] The County objects to the City’s request to annex 23.5 quarter sections of land from the 
County.   
 

[117] While the City may require some land, it has not justified the amount of land requested.  
The onus is on the City to establish the amount of land it requires. Further, the County asserts 
that the City’s FIA report does not fully assess the impact of the annexation and significantly 
underestimates the financial impact of the annexation on the County.   

 

[118] The County is requesting that the Board not recommend the City’s annexation 
application. 

 
Respectfully submitted this 30th day of April, 2021. 

 

 
______________________ 
Shores Jardine LLP 
Per:  G. Stewart-Palmer, Q.C. 
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Introduction 
Purpose 
This analysis provides updated forecasts for population and employment for the City of Lloydminster.   
Since the 2019 Joint Growth Study was completed there have been multiple changes impacting the long-
term forecast for the region, requiring an updated analysis for an assessment of the City’s land and 
infrastructure needs. Additionally, these forecasts have been used to inform the Fiscal Impact Analysis 
of the City’s proposed annexation.  

This study provides a 31-year forecast, from 2020 through 2051, for the population and employment 
growth within the City. It includes detailed annual projections of population and employment growth 
which have been developed using Applications’ population and employment forecasting model. The 
forecast timeframe corresponds to the analysis submitted by the City in support of its annexation 
request.  

Study Area 
The study area used to develop the current forecasts is the same as that used for the 2019 Joint Growth 
Study, which includes all, or portions of the following municipalities: 

• City of Lloydminster (all) 
• County of Vermilion River (partial including a portion of Division 5 of the County) 
• R.M. of Britannia (partial), and 
• R.M of Wilton (partial) 

The Study Area is depicted in the figure below.   

0029



Applications Management Consulting Ltd. 

2 
City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts (2020-2051) 
 

Study Area1 

 

While the updated growth forecasts have included the Study Area depicted above, all the growth 
forecast results presented below pertain to the City of Lloydminster.   

Current Growth Forecast 
Historical Changes 
Three growth forecasts have been prepared for the Lloydminster region leading up to the City’s 
annexation applications.  These are as follows: 

• City of Lloydminster Comprehensive Growth Strategy (2013) 
• City of Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River Joint Growth Study Population & 

Employment Forecast (2015) 
• City of Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River Joint Growth Study Population & 

Employment Forecast (2019) 

The most recent employment and population forecast for the Lloydminster study was completed in 
2019. The 2019 Joint Growth Study completed by Applications Management Consulting was an update 
to a previous study completed in 2015, adding a new scenario based on the previous growth 

 
1 (Applications Management Consulting Ltd., 2019) 
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assumptions. The 2019 Joint Growth Study advanced the base year of the analysis from 2015 to 2016 
based on the Federal Census. This adjustment was made to reflect the current available population and 
employment data from the Federal Census.  However, no adjustments to the forecast were made to 
account for the changes in local economy that occurred between 2016 and 2019.  

Since 2019, there have been two main reasons for the shifting expectations about the regions’ economic 
outlook, a structural shift in the expectations for economic activity in the Oil and Gas sector, and the 
Covid-19 pandemic and associated recovery period. Between 2016 and 2019 significant changes were 
happening in the Oil and Gas sector, including significant downward adjustments in prices and other 
structural changes.   

Since 2019, the expectations for the Oil and Gas sector’s recovery from the 2015/16 price drop have 
been revised downward. In 2019, data for the Oil and Gas sector still appeared to follow a similar trend 
to previous downturns, supporting a reasonable expectation that the sector would follow a similar path 
to recovery. In the last two-years the economic climate for the sector has changed due to increasing 
supply of oil from other countries, and the ongoing demand shift towards energy sources with lower 
carbon emissions. This shift in competition from increased supply reduces the market power of Oil and 
Gas products, leading to a structural shift in the expectations for both oil prices and production.  

The second major change since the 2019 Joint Growth Study forecast was completed is the impact of the 
Covid-19 pandemic, which led to high unemployment in 2020 and into 2021. In the Prince Albert and 
Northern Saskatchewan economic region, which includes the Saskatchewan portion of Lloydminster, the 
2020 unemployment rate was 7.6%, while the Camrose-Drumheller economic region, which includes the 
Alberta portion of Lloydminster, had an unemployment rate of 10.7%.2,3  The high unemployment rate 
for 2020 means that the base year employment is not only lower than was previously expected, but also 
lower than employment levels reported in 2016 Federal Census. The Covid-19 pandemic impacts on the 
economy are on-going at the time of completing this analysis. These impacts will continue to influence 
the level of economic activity and growth in both the broader and local economic landscape. These 
impacts have been included in the updated forecasts presented in this report.4   

Additionally, it can be expected that the Covid-19 pandemic will have some structural changes on the 
level of economic activity and employment going forward.  These effects are expected to be both 
general to the broader economy as well as the local Lloydminster region.  It is expected these structural 
changes associated with Covid-19 will reduce the need for workers.  The potential structural changes 
associated with Covid-19 have not been incorporated in this update of the growth forecasts.  As a result, 
the updated growth prospects for Lloydminster may overstate actual growth. 

A comparison of this study’s results to the previous forecasts is available in Appendix A.  

 
2 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
3 The economic regions are the most granular geography available for recent Lloydminster related unemployment 
data. The highest three-month unemployment rate was 10.8% for the Prince Alberta and Northern Saskatchewan 
economic region and 13.4% for the Camrose-Drumheller economic region. (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
4 This analysis assumes that the there will be no ongoing impacts from the Covid-19 pandemic after recovering in 
2024. The only long-term impact of the pandemic would be to lost growth potential during the recovery years.  
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Study Area Base Profile 
In 2016 the Federal Census reported a population of 31,410 for Lloydminster, which represents 
population growth of 13.1% compared to 2011. Within the City 11,765 people resided in the 
Saskatchewan portion and 19,645 in the Alberta portion. The population for Lloydminster is estimated 
to have grown by 2.1% a year between 2006 and 2020, most of which occurred prior to 2016 as the 
average growth rate from 2016 to 2020 was 0.7% per year.5 For the 2006 to 2020 period the local 
growth was driven by the Saskatchewan portion of the City, which had a 3% average growth rate while 
the Alberta portion had a 1.5% annual growth rate. Based on these growth rates the 2020 population is 
32,388 for the City itself.,6 The historic growth of the City on both the Alberta and Saskatchewan side is 
depicted in the figure below. 

City of Lloydminster:  Historical Population Growth7 

 

While the City’s population growth over the period 2001 to 2016 has been relatively stable, the location 
of this growth in the City has shifted significantly from the Alberta side to be more balanced and in the 
period 2011-2016 growth on the Saskatchewan side of the City exceeded that in Alberta.   

Other Study Area Base Year Population Estimates 
The population for the areas within the Study Area, outside of the City of Lloydminster, include portions 
of the County of Vermilion River, R.M. of Wilton, and R.M. of Britannia. These areas are not wholly 
included in the Study Area and an estimate of the 2020 population within the Study Area was prepared 
for the analysis. 

Base Year Employment Calculation 
In 2016 the Federal Census reported employment of 17,925 in Lloydminster.8 As there is no public 
source for estimates of Lloydminster employment between census years, the 2016 census employment 
has been adjusted based on the sector trends within Alberta and Saskatchewan. The estimate for 2020 
employment for the City of Lloydminster is 16,586. The declining employment from 2016 to 2020 can be 
attributed to the changing energy sector and high unemployment in 2020.  

Scenario Overview9  
In the short term, each of the scenarios focus on recovering from the Covid-19 pandemic. All three 
scenarios assume that sector recovery will be complete by the end of 2024. As this is a long term 

 
5 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
6The 2020 estimate is based on the 2016 population adjusted based on Statistics Canada annual population 
estimates for the Alberta and Saskatchewan portions of the city.  
7 Statistics Canada Community Profile 2001, 2006, 2011, 2016 
8 (Statistics Canada, 2017) 
9 The low and high scenarios incorporate diversification as an economic driver in Lloydminster. Diversification 
propels the employment growth further then and helps to minimize the impact of the Oil and Gas boom and bust 
cycle. The diversification options align with the Lloydminster strategic plan and build on current strengths that 

Population Growth From Previous Period Share of Growth From Previous Period
Year Alberta Sask Total Alberta Sask Total Alberta Sask Total

2001 13,148         7,840            20,988         
2006 15,910         8,118            24,028         2,762            278                 3,040            91% 9% 100%
2011 18,032         9,772            27,804         2,122            1,654            3,776            56% 44% 100%
2016 19,645         11,765         31,410         1,613            1,993            3,606            45% 55% 100%
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forecast the type of recovery primarily only impacts the forecasts through any structural changes at the 
end of the period. Beyond the recovery period the three scenarios incorporate different assumptions 
about how the industries grow within the region.  

• Low scenario: The Low Scenario assumes that the Oil and Gas sector maintains positive growth over 
the forecast period, as demand for Oil and Gas products declines over the period. While growth for 
Oil and Gas remains low the Manufacturing sector finds opportunity for additional growth, leading 
to diversification and some protection from the natural boom and bust cycles of the energy sector.  

• Medium scenario: The Medium Scenario assumes that local Oil and Gas sector is able to innovate 
and grow amongst the changes to the energy sector. The Oil and Gas sector’s growth is assumed to 
come from a combination of slower decline for the global demand as well as local innovation to 
identify growth opportunities. In this scenario other sectors continue to grow but not at a rate that 
would be considered diversification of the local economy.  

• High scenario: The High Scenario assumes similar growth to the Medium Scenario for the Oil and 
Gas sector, but also incorporates diversification through independent growth of other sectors. There 
is diversification assumed for the Manufacturing sector, and additional growth in the local 
Agriculture sector allowing for additional diversification and local independence.  

Sector Forecast Assumptions 
Driver Industries 
Oil and Gas 
The energy sector, specifically Oil and Gas, is an important part of the Lloydminster economy. The 
relationship between Lloydminster growth and oil prices is evident when comparing historical prices and 
population growth. Going back until the 1970s, periods of significant population growth coincide with 
periods of high oil prices. Between 1971 and 1986 oil prices averaged $19 per barrel, reaching a high of 
$37 per barrel, in that same period the local population grew by 4.7% a year.10 After 1986 oil prices did 
not reach the $35 per barrel price again until 2003; and during that period population growth averaged 
1.3% a year.11  After 2003 a similar relationship is observed with average oil prices of $67 a barrel 
between 2003 and 2016, reaching a high of $103 a barrel, at the same time population growth increased 
to an average of 2.7% a year. The 2016-2020 the average price of $49 per barrel of oil, which is 44% 
lower than the average price seen in 2011-2015.  

Part of the connection between Lloydminster to the Oil and Gas sector is the local Cenovus Upgrader. 
The upgrader has been a part of the local economy since the 1940’s when Husky first relocated their 
refinery to Lloydminster. In the 1990’s Husky expanded their Lloydminster operations to establish the Bi-
Provincial Upgrader, that was purchased by Cenovus in early 2021.12 Along with the upgrader 
Lloydminster is also home to the Cenovus asphalt refinery, which uses heavy oil to produce over 30 
types and grades of asphalt.13 As the demand for heavy oil declines, the Bi-Provincial Upgrader and 

 
have potential for independent growth. The diversification assumptions are not at the expense of current 
strengths, instead adding additional capacity into the local economy. 
10 (Amadeo, 2021) 
11 Population growth rate is based on 1986 to 2001 due to data availability.  
12 (Zinchuk, 2021) 
13 (Cenovus Energy, 2021) 
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Asphalt Refinery allows Oil companies to convert the heavy oil products, that are common in the region, 
to alternative products expanding the market for the local Oil and Gas sector.14   

While the last five-years have proven difficult for the Oil and Gas sector, it still remains one of the 
largest employers in the region directly providing 15% of employment in Lloydminster and supporting 
further employment in the region through the spillover effects from the increased demand in the supply 
chain. In 2016, the local Oil and Gas sector employed 2,770 people in Lloydminster.15,16 Taking into 
consideration the sector changes, Oil and Gas sector employment is estimated 2,524 jobs in 2020.17,18 
Given the importance of the sector to the local economy it is unlikely that Lloydminster would fully 
diversify away from energy over the forecast period, but rather shift to opportunities in other sectors to 
while supporting the energy sector.  

In addition to the direct employment associated with the Oil and Gas sector, it supports employment in 
other sectors of the region due to the spillover effects, which are indirect jobs supported by the 
increased supply demand from the energy sector. Using the economic multipliers from Statistics Canada 
shows the difference in direct and spillover employment for a million dollars of output from the 
conventional and non-conventional oil production industries.19 On average in Alberta, between 2014 
and 2017, every million dollars of oil production from conventional operations directly added 1.2 local 
jobs, while every million dollars of oil from non-conventional production directly added 0.6 local jobs.20 
The spillover effects from conventional Oil and Gas extraction supported 3.3 additional jobs, while non-
conventional extraction supports 2.2 additional jobs. 

Given the differences in employment between the two Oil and Gas extraction industries, the demand by 
extraction type plays an important role in the long-term employment expectations of the sector. 
Overall, the conventional extraction has remained reasonably constant over the last 10 years, while the 
less labour intensive non-conventional oil sector has seen a 75% increase in production. If this trend 
continues, then increased production will not require the same employment growth as would have 
previously been expected. The following chart shows the evolving production of oil in Alberta from the 
conventional and non-conventional sources between 2011 and 2020, as well as the active drilling rigs in 
Alberta in January of each year. 21

,
22 The opposing trends between production and the active drilling rigs 

highlights the increased economic output from the non-conventional oil and gas sources.  

 
14 (Lloydminster Heavy Oil ) 
15 Oil and Gas sector refers to the Mining, Oil and Gas extraction North American Industry Classification System 
sector.  
16 (Statistics Canada, 2017) 
17 Estimated based on provincial employment growth from Statistics Canada. (Statistics Canada, 2021). (Statistics 
Canada, 2021) 
18 The Oil and Gas sector employment includes 500 employees from the Cenovus/Husky operations. 
19 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
20 Conventional refers to Oil and Gas extraction (except oil sands) and non-conventional refers to Oil sands 
extraction. 
21 (Government of Alberta, 2021) 
22 (Government of Alberta, 2021) 
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Alberta Oil Production by Extraction Type 

 

Researchers have shifted their outlook for the Oil and Gas sector since the 2015/16 price shock, 
consistently giving a less optimistic view than in previous years. In the 2021 energy outlook the 
Conference Board of Canada states “While Canada’s energy sector is poised to benefit from the growth 
in global demand, it will gradually evolve into a less lucrative industry”, suggesting that the sector’s 
future is poised to change.23 Preparing for the changes to the sector will allow for the Lloydminster 
economy to adapt to the evolving sector. The Lloydminster economic development strategy 
acknowledges the need for adaption and to explore transformational opportunities in the Oil and Gas 
sector, which puts a focus on preparing the sector to change with the market. The changes to the sector 
appear to be focused on changes in demand for energy, competition from alternative energy, and 
changes in the demand from the US market. 24 

U.S. Energy Information Administration  
Historically 99% of Alberta’s international exports of Oil and Gas products have gone to the U.S.25  In 
recent years, the US has increased domestic production of petroleum oil products, decreasing the 
reliance on international imports, reducing the international market for Alberta oil products. In 2016 the 
US had net imports of 4.8 million barrels a day of petroleum and other liquid products, but by 2020 the 
US was already a net exporter, showing net exports of 0.4 million barrels per day. The U.S. Energy 
Information Administration provides 30-year forecasts including the demand for petroleum product 
from international markets. These forecasts show that if the oil prices maintain the current price point 
US production will decline, increasing demand from international markets, but if oil prices increase, they 
will continue or expand their domestic production, and remain a net exporter.26 

 
23 (The Conference Board of Canada, 2021) 
24 (U.S Energy Information Administration, 2021) 
25 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
26In the high scenario brent crude price reaches $173 /bbl., in the reference case, brent crude prices reach 
$95/bbl., and in the low scenario brent crude prices reach $45/bbl.  Brent crude is an international benchmark 
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Canada Energy Regulator: Canada’s Energy Future 2020: Energy Supply and Demand Projections to 2050 
Domestically industry leaders in Canada expect the sector to adapt and change. The Canada Energy 
Regulator (CER) provides a detailed forecast for the energy sector in Canada, including production and 
prices.27 The CER analysis provides two scenarios:28 

• The Reference Energy System Scenario (Reference) assumes that climate change initiatives remain 
at their current effort, and there is little technological innovation in the energy sector. These 
assumptions result in higher global demand, and with that strong prices for oil products. In the 
reference scenario crude oil production in Alberta and Saskatchewan will see up to 2% annual 
growth.  

• The Evolving Energy System Scenario (Evolving) assumes that there continued advancement in the 
development of lower carbon technologies and increased climate change policies. Under this 
scenario the demand for oil products declines as green energy options become more competitive, 
leading to oil prices settling around the 2016 price point. Due to the lower oil prices and changes in 
demand crude oil production will decrease by 0.6% a year, declining a total of 17% for the 30-year 
period. 

The following chart shows the historical and forecasted oil prices behind the CER production for the 
Reference and Evolving scenarios. The prices are in real terms based on 2019 $US per barrel. The 
chart includes the price for both Western Canadian Select (WCS) and the Western Texas 
Intermediate (WTI).29 The WCS is the relevant price for Alberta oil, however the differential between 
the two indicates the competitiveness of the WCS oil, the closer the two are the more competitive 
WCS is assumed to be. This differential between the two, done as the WCS minus the WTI, is also 
include in the chart for comparison. As the chart shows oil price between 2012 and 2020 trended 
downward, with 2019 WCS prices 47% lower than in 2012.30 Moving forward the prices for the 
reference scenario recover and settles approximately 30% higher than in 2019, while the prices 
evolving scenario only regain approximately 90% of the 2019 value.  

 
price for crude oil, it is priced out of the UK and is the benchmark price for about two-thirds of the global crude oil. 
(Oil Sands Magazine, 2018) 
27 (Canada Energy Regulator, 2020) 
28 (Canada Energy Regulator, 2020) 
29 WTI is priced out of Oklahoma while WCS is priced out of Hardisty, Alberta. The differential represents the 
current difference in price for WCS compared to the WTI benchmark. (Oil Sands Magazine, 2018) 
30 2020 prices due to short term changes in the industry and the global pandemic of 2020 the 2020 prices saw a 
further decline of 60% from 2019 putting the 2020 WCS prices 78% below that of 2012. 

0036



Applications Management Consulting Ltd. 

9 
City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts (2020-2051) 
 

Canadian Energy Regulator: Oil Prices, Historical and Forecasted  

 

Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers, 2019 Crude Oil Forecast, Markets and Transportation.  
An alternative scenario for Crude Oil in Canada comes from the Canadian Petroleum Producers 
Association (CAPP) 2019 Crude Oil Forecast. The 2019 CAPP study forecasts that Canadian production 
for crude oil will increase by 1.27 million b/d to6.34 million barrels per day between 2019 and 2035, this 
is equivalent to a 1.4% annual increase.,31 In comparison, the previous forecast from CAPP estimated that 
the Canadian oil production would reach 7.5 million barrels per day by 2030. One thing to note is that 
the Oil and Gas sector is not homogenous, and the different products have their own expected future. 
From the CAPP study the sector will see slightly higher growth for Western Canada, with an annual 
growth rate of 1.7%. This growth is primarily driven by the oil sands, which see an average annual 
growth of 2.3% while heavy oil from conventional mines is expected to decline by 0.7% a year.  

Alberta Energy Regulator, ST98 Alberta Energy Outlook 2020 
A final forecast that focuses on the Alberta sector comes from the 10-year forecast from the Alberta 
Energy Regulator (AER). The AER forecasts that Petroleum Services Association of Canada (PSAC) region 
4, which includes Lloydminster, will see an average decline in oil production between 2.4% and 2.8% a 
year from 2020 to 2029.32 Across Alberta, with the exception of the north east, heavy oil production is 
expected to decline between 1.6% and 2.8%, which indicates that Lloydminster may face a larger decline 
than other parts of Alberta. The following chart shows the price assumptions that were used for the AER 
production forecast. Similar to the CER forecasts the prices show a short term rebound followed by a 
flattening curve. The prices in the CER chart are indexed to 2019, while the AER prices are nominal and 
allow for inflation. The AER price forecast shows similar growth to other sources, including the 40-year 
energy forecast from the Conference Board of Canada which sees the WTI price reach US$70/bbl. 

 
31 (Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers, 2019) 
32 (Alberta Energy Regulator, 2020) 
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around 2040, and stays below US$100/bbl. through to 2040.33 Assuming the AER average differential 
that would put the WCS prices under US$88/bbl.  

Alberta Energy Regulator: Oil Prices, Historical and Forecasted  

 

Sector Growth Assumptions 34 
The three scenarios used for the updated Lloydminster employment forecast take into consideration the 
different sector outlooks, while acknowledging the opportunity for the sector to gain some of the 
market share through innovation and investment.  

• Low – In the Low Scenario the sector has moderate growth over the forecast period. In the short 
term the sector rebounds with an annual growth rate of 4.1%, while this does increase employment 
above the 2016 levels it does not regain all the employment lost compared to the previous report’s 
low forecast. This scenario assumes that the local sector is able to find some growth opportunities 
so as to not see a negative growth rate, instead remaining relatively steady with an annual growth 
rate of 0.5% a year for the remainder of the forecast. Between the short term and long-term growth 
rates the sector sees an average annual growth rate of 1%, which aligns with the annual growth rate 
from the CER for Alberta and Saskatchewan crude production when averaging the two scenarios.  

• Medium – In the Medium Scenario the short term has a similar rebound to the Low Scenario with an 
average growth rate of 4.5%. The medium short term growth rate does bring the employment to 
pre-pandemic levels as reported in the previous study. As the Medium Scenario assumes little 
diversification in the local economy, it is assumed that there will be a local focus on advancing the 
Oil and Gas sector. Given this the remainder of the forecast sees an average annual growth rate of 
1.3%, taking some of the market share from other energy sources. This puts the average annual 

 
33 (The Conference Board of Canada, 2021) 
34 Recent forecasts for the Oil and Gas sector show decreasing expectations for the long-term Oil and Gas 
production. Forecasts with a regional perspective suggest that oil production around Lloydminster will likely see 
low, or even a negative, growth, while Alberta wide forecasts have a higher growth rate due to the inclusion of the 
oil sands. The medium and high scenarios incorporate the forecasts for the broader geographical region to allow 
the local sector to identify opportunities to adapt to the changing market through innovation and investment.   
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growth for the full forecast period at 1.7% which aligns with the CAPP forecast for Western Canada 
Crude Oil Production.  

• High – The High Scenario assumes that the local economy has similar Oil and Gas growth to the 
Medium Scenario but also incorporates diversification. In the short-term Oil and Gas recovers by 5% 
a year. For remainder of the period the sector sees a growth rate of 1.4% which aligns with the CAPP 
forecast for crude production in Canada. This long-term forecast falls slightly higher than that of the 
Medium Scenario due to increased demand from the other growth industries in the region.  

Manufacturing 
In 2016, the City of Lloydminster had 725 people working in the Manufacturing sector, approximately 
4% of the City’s employment.35 In 2020, Lloydminster is estimated to have 697 people working the 
Manufacturing sector.36,37 The current local sector shows its strength in oil and agri-food manufacturing 
due housing the largest bio-diesel plant and one of the largest canola crushing facilities in Canada.38  Into 
the future the sector is expected to diversify with a focus on advancing the food Manufacturing sector 
while maintaining manufacturing supports for the Oil and Gas sector. This diversification is based on the 
historical growth of Food manufacturing from 2015 to 2019 as both Alberta and Saskatchewan have 
both seen rapid growth in Food manufacturing employment, with average annual growth rates of 6.3% 
for Alberta and 5.5% for Saskatchewan. In addition, this expectation aligns with the City of Lloydminster 
economic development strategy, which includes targeting the value-added Agriculture sector and 
related Manufacturing sector. 39 

Sector Growth Assumptions  
All three scenarios for this analysis assume that the Manufacturing sector will help drive economic 
activity in the region. Industrial manufacturing will maintain its current strength, and grow with the 
energy sector, and advancement in the Food Manufacturing industry will help diversify the sector and 
the local economy.  

• Low: In the Low Scenario the Manufacturing sector has an average annual growth rate of 1.5% over 
the 31-year period. In the short term the sector rebounds to pre-pandemic levels with a growth rate 
of 3.4% followed by steady growth averaging 1.2% for the remainder of the forecast. In this scenario 
the Manufacturing sector has the highest growth of all driver sectors as it increases the local 
economy diversifies away from traditional Oil and Gas towards food manufacturing.  

• Medium – In the Medium Scenario the Manufacturing sector has an average annual growth rate just 
over 2%. In the short term the sector rebounds at a rate of 6.9% returning to a higher level than in 
the Low Scenario. For the remainder of the forecast the sector has an average annual growth rate of 
1.3% on par with Oil and Gas. By keeping on par with the long-term growth rate of the Oil and Gas 
sector manufacturing does not emerge as a diversification leader, instead grows with the economy 
of the region.  

• High – In the High Scenario the Manufacturing sector has an average annual growth rate of 2.3%. In 
the short term it is expected to rebound at a slightly lower rate than the medium scenario, growing 

 
35 (Statistics Canada, 2017) 
36 Estimated based on provincial employment growth from Statistics Canada. 
37 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
38 (Community Profile - City of Lloydminster, 2018) 
39 (Lloydminster Economic Development Office, 2018) 
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at 5% a year, this gradual growth allows for a stable base for continued long term growth. In the 
long term the sector sees growth rates averaging at 1.8%, which the highest of all sectors in the 
scenario. This assumes that the Manufacturing sector grow on top of the local economic growth, 
helping to diversify the economy along with the recovering Oil and Gas sector. 

Agriculture 
In 2016, the Federal Census found that 258 people worked in the Agriculture sector in Lloydminster, 
representing 2% of the municipal workforce.40 Through the last few years, the sector has remained 
relatively stable growing approximately 3 jobs despite the economic downturn during the recent 
pandemic.41 It is expected that in each of three scenarios the Agriculture sector will see early growth in 
the forecast period due to shifting demand in the recovery from Covid-19. which will align the sector 
with the growth expectations from the previous analysis. Beyond the Covid-19 recovery the sector will 
see little to moderate growth as there are additional space limitations facing the Agriculture sector. It is 
expected that in the long-term growth will be tied to investment in innovation and/or infrastructure.  

Between Alberta and Saskatchewan, the Agriculture sector has not had consistent growth. From 2015 to 
2019 the sector decreased employment by a total of 2%, or -0.3% a year. Crop and animal production 
drove this decline with employment decreasing by 3% over the period, while employment in Animal 
production declined by only -0.1% over the five-year period. The historical data shows that in years 
where one part of the sector decreases employment the other will likely see a similar increase, 
indicating an adaptability in the sector employment pool.42 This adaptability allows for the sector to 
remain relatively stable in difficult times, and adapt to new demands in the region.  

Sector Growth Assumptions  
• Low – In the Low Scenario the Agriculture sector is expected to see short term growth as the sector 

regains its traction. By 2024 the sector will have reached the pre-pandemic employment estimates 
from the 2019 Joint Growth Study.43 However, following the short term the sector will see no 
additional growth, keeping driver employment steady through the remainder of the forecast. This 
represents a scenario with little innovation to the regional Agriculture sector. Due to the recovery 
period the Low Scenario total growth is equivalent to an average growth rate of 1.2% over the 31-
year period.  

• Medium – In the Medium Scenario the short-term is expected to see some recovery.  Post-recovery 
the Medium Scenario incorporates modest growth for the remainder of the forecast period, 
approximately 0.2% a year. The average annual growth rate is 1% for the full forecast period.  

• High– The High Scenario takes a different approach to the other two. Instead of quick recovery in 
the short term that would align the sector with the previous growth expectation it is assumed that 
the sector will see consistent growth of just over 1% through the whole 31-year period. While this 
has a similar total growth to the Medium Scenario, it does not rely on recovery to be the primary 
growth mechanism instead allowing for the sector to grow with the increased demand from the 
local community and the expanding Food manufacturing sector.  

 
40 (Statistics Canada, 2017) 
41 Estimated based on provincial employment growth from Statistics Canada. (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
42 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
43 (Applications Management Consulting Ltd., 2019) 
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Transportation and Warehousing  
Lloydminster’s market access due to its transportation connectivity is one of the natural strengths for 
the local economy. Market access is essential for growing any goods producing industries such as Oil and 
Gas or Food Manufacturing. Lloydminster has identified the Transportation and Warehousing sector as 
one of the pillars of economic development in the strategic plan. Growing the Transportation and 
Warehousing sector facilitates growth in the local economy by supporting trade opportunities for the 
other sectors.  

In 2016, the census found that 780 people in Lloydminster worked in Transportation and Warehousing.44 
In 2020 the sector is estimated to have declined by 16%, brining the Lloydminster employment to 658.45 

Sector Growth Assumptions  
The Transportation and Warehousing sector was modelled with moderate growth in all three scenarios.  

• Low – In the Low Scenario the sector is expected to stay relatively constant with growth of only 0.3% 
per year in the short term. This low growth assumes that other sectors need to rebound before 
there is sufficient demand for the Transportation and Warehousing sector’s recovery. As this 
scenario assumes diversification through food manufacturing, with a higher demand for imported 
agriculture products the transportation sector would need to maintain a level of growth that allows 
for ease of access to other parts of the province. To estimate this relationship the remainder of the 
forecast has moderate growth for the Transportation and Warehousing sector, averaging at a 
growth of 1% a year. Through the entire forecast period the sector sees an average annual growth of 
0.9%. 

• Medium – The Medium Scenario is similar to the Low Scenario, with a larger recovery in the short 
term, estimated at 0.6% a year, followed by a 1% average annual growth for the remainder of the 
forecast. The Medium Scenario assumes that the growth in the region is primarily due to the Oil and 
Gas sector, with little diversification. Overall, for the entire forecast period the sector sees an 
average annual growth of almost 1%. 

• High– The High Scenario differs from the other two by having higher growth in the short term 
followed by lower ongoing growth through the remainder of the scenario. In the short term the 
sector is expected to rebound and expand with average growth of 6%. This growth is modelled early 
in the forecast period to facilitate the economic growth of other sectors as the economy diversifies, 
representing a changing transportation system with expansion of the local warehousing to store 
locally produced goods. Once this expansion period is complete at the end of the short term the 
growth decreases to a moderate average growth rate of 0.7%. Overall, the average annual growth in 
the High Scenario is 1.4%.  

Support Sectors 
The remaining sectors are considered support sectors. This falls into two different subcategories, though 
they do overlap. The first is community support sectors that grow with the population to provide local 
services to the region. The second is industry supporting sectors, these are sectors that do not drive the 

 
44 (Statistics Canada, 2017) 
45 Estimated based on provincial employment growth from Statistics Canada (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
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regional economic climate on their own but instead provide goods and services to other industries 
within the region. 

The community supporting sectors includes the Education, Healthcare and social assistance, 
Accommodation and food service, Retail trade, Real estate, Finance and insurance, and other related 
sectors. These sectors support the local community within the study area and demand from the broader 
region. These support sectors represent 51% of the study area employment in 2020 and grow with the 
population demand in each of the forecasts.46  

The industry supporting sectors get most of their growth through additional demand from the local 
industries. This includes Professional, scientific, and technical services, Wholesale trade, and 
Administrative and support, waste management and remediation services. While investment in these 
sectors can lead to additional growth beyond that of the primary drivers, there is little benefit if the 
demand from the local economy is not there to consume the new supply. For these sectors, the growth 
was estimated based on their relationships with the primary drivers. 

Population Forecasts Methodology  
This section provides information on the methodology and assumptions used in generating the 
population forecasts. The methodology used in the model to project population includes an 
employment-based method to project net migration combined with the ‘Standard Component method’ 
of projecting population growth. The Standard Component method considers factors such as fertility 
and mortality rates as well as natural aging to forecast annual natural changes to the population. The 
employment method is used to project annual net migration. The basic assumption behind the 
employment method is that, as a region’s economy grows, there will be an increased demand for 
workers. If the local population and associated labour force is not able to meet this demand, there will 
be an increase in net migration to fill the shortage of workers. The migration of these new workers and 
their families will increase the population of the City and further increase the demand for local goods 
and services.  These considerations are included in the growth forecasts.  

This methodology of projecting the population is consistent with the methodology used in the Joint 
Growth Study. However, the assumptions used in the analysis have been updated to reflect more 
current historical data where that data is available.  

Population forecasts were prepared for the Study Area for the forecast period 2020-2051 and then 
disaggregated to the municipalities within the Study Area47. All forecast results presented in the sections 
below are those for the City of Lloydminster based on its assumed share of Study Area growth.   

 
46 The population support sectors assume that employment per capita is consistent with the historical per-capita 
rates. Generally, support employment would shift over time, but by keeping it constant the estimates assume that 
through the entire forecast period the community will have the same number of workers in the Education, 
Healthcare, and other support sectors per person.  
47 The City of Lloydminster’s share of Study Area population and employment has been held constant over the 
forecast period, while it declines in previous studies.   Population forecasts were prepared for the Study Area for 
the forecast period 2020-2051 and then disaggregated to the municipalities within the Study Area. In this analysis, 
it was assumed that the City of Lloydminster would maintain its current share of the Study Area population and 
employment over the forecast period. In the Joint Growth Study analysis, it was assumed that the City of 
Lloydminster’s share of population and employment would decline by the end of the forecast period.  
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Standard Component Method with Net Migration 
The Standard Component Method is recognized reliable method for preparing population forecasts. It is 
considered more reliable than some other approaches since it takes into consideration fertility, 
mortality and migration rates of the population for the area being studies.  Further, it projects the 
individual components of the population growth rather than the population as a whole. By utilizing this 
approach, an estimate of age and gender can be provided for each forecast year which are internally 
consistent with the total population, working age population and employment forecasts.  

The Standard Component Method includes: 

• Natural Increase: Change in population related to births and deaths. 
• Net Migration: Change in population related to inflow of migrants and outflow of migrants.  

Natural Increase 
Natural increase is one component of population growth. Natural increase is determined by calculating 
the number of births, deaths and advancing the age of the population in each year of the forecast. 
Surviving members in each age-cohort proceed into successive age-cohorts for each year of the forecast. 
For each of the 5-year age-cohorts between 0-84 years, it is assumed that one-fifth of the surviving 
members of the age-cohort move up the next age category each year. 

Natural population change for a given age-cohort is calculated by subtracting the number of deaths from 
cohort survival figures. Births are accounted for by adding the number of births to the 0 to 4 age-cohort. 

Fertility Rates 
The model calculates the number of births and advances the age of the population in each of the 
forecast years. Surviving members in each age cohort or age group proceed into successive age groups 
in each year of the forecast. For the 5-year age categories between 20-84 years, it is assumed that one-
fifth of the surviving members of the age group is moved up the next age category each year. 

The 2011 through to 2020 fertility rates for Alberta Health Region Zone 3 (Central Zone) were available 
from the Alberta Interactive Health Data Application.48 The fertility rates for Alberta Health Region Zone 
3 will be used as a proxy for the City of Lloydminster region rates.49 The Alberta Interactive Health Data 
Application was the same source for the data in the Joint Growth Study. In this analysis, the baseyear 
fertility rates have been maintained over the forecast period50.  The fertility rates can be changed in the 

 
 
48 Alberta Interactive Health Data Application Age-Specific Fertility Rates - Sub-Provincial 
49 Alberta Health Region 3 (Central Zone) includes the City of Lloydminster. 
50 In this analysis the base year fertility rates have been maintained over the forecast period although historically 
local, provincial and national rates have fallen and are expected to continue to decline. Over the past few decades, 
the overall birth rate (as measured by the number of live births as a proportion of the female population aged 15 
to 49) has declined from 5.3% in 1991 to 4.4% in 2018 in Canada, and from 6.0% to 5.0% in Alberta over the same 
period.50 However, age-specific fertility rates have exhibited disparate trends over time. At both the national and 
provincial levels, fertility rates across age groups below 30 years have dropped precipitously, while rates in the 
relatively older age groups have increased. In this analysis, maintaining the fertility rates over the forecast period 
leads to more population growth.  
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model based on the availability of data. Appendix B provides the fertility rates by age cohort used in this 
analysis. 

Mortality Rates 
The 2011 through 2020 mortality rates were calculated by age and gender for the Camrose-Drumheller 
Economic Region51 from Statistics Canada.52 Mortality rates by age and gender were calculated by 
dividing the total deaths by age and gender into the Camrose-Drumheller Economic Region population 
by age, and then using the average of the rates from 2011 through 2020.53 This is the same geography 
that was used in the analysis for the Joint Growth Study. The mortality rates can be changed in the 
model based on the availability of data. Appendix B depicts the mortality rates by age cohort and gender 
used in this analysis. 

Net Migration 
Net migration is the second component of population growth. Where employment growth exceeds the 
natural increase in the labour force54 for the Study Area, net migration is assumed to provide the 
required workers match the demand for employment.  

Net migration is defined as the difference between in and out migration. To calculate net migration, a 
migration profile for each age-cohort and gender is used. The profile is a breakdown of all migrants by 
gender and age-cohort. This profile determines the distribution of net migrants across age-cohort and 
gender categories. For this analysis, the net migration profile has been calculated using the profile of 
migrants to the Camrose-Drumheller Economic Region.55 Note that an age-cohort may have a negative 
percentage in its profile. This is to reflect the fact that some age-cohorts are more likely to migrate out 
of the region than others. Appendix C provides the projected components of population growth (births, 
deaths, net migrants) for the Study Area by scenario over the forecast period. 

Population and Employment Forecast Results  
Population Forecast to 2051 
The following graphs depict the population forecasts for the City of Lloydminster for 2020 to 2051. The 
population in Lloydminster is projected to grow from 32,096 in 2020 to 43,364 in 2051 for the Low 
Scenario. This represents an annual average growth rate of 1%. In the Medium Scenario, Lloydminster 

 
51 The Camrose-Drumheller Economic Region was used as a proxy for the City of Lloydminster.  The Alberta portion 
of the City of Lloydminster is located within the Camrose-Drumheller Economic Region.  The same geographic area 
was used in the Joint Growth Study.  Using a broader geographic area to estimate the historical average mortality 
rates reduces volatility that occurs in the data.   
52 Statistics Canada. Table 17-10-0137-01  Population estimates, July 1, by economic region. 
53 The Camrose-Drumheller Economic Region includes the City of Lloydminster. 
54 In this analysis projecting a declining labour force participation rate drives the need for more workers into the 
region.  Historically between 2001 and 2016, the Lloydminster labour force participation rate has ranged between 
75%-78%.  In 2020, the participation rate is estimated at 77% and it has been assumed that the labour force 
participation rate will decline over the forecast period to 73%. This decline in the labour force participation rate 
will increase the need for migration to satisfy employers need for workers. This assumption will lead to higher 
population growth over the forecast period, than if the participation rate was held constant over the forecast 
period.  
55 Table 051-0060 Components of population growth by economic region, sex, and age group for the period from 
July 1 to June 30, based on the Standard Geographical Classification (SGC) 2011. 
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population is projected to grow from 32,096 in 2020 to 49,097 in 2051. This represents an annual 
average rate of employment growth of 1.4%. In the High Scenario, Lloydminster population is projected 
to grow from 32,096 in 2020 to 55,818 in 2051. This represents an annual average rate of employment 
growth of 1.8%. 

Population Forecast 2020 to 2051 

 

Population Forecast by Age 
Over the forecast period, there is a slight shift in the demographic profile of the population by age 
within the City of Lloydminster.  

• In 2020, the City of Lloydminster population is made up of 22% 0–14-year-olds, 67% 15-64 years 
of age, and 11% 65+ years and older. 

• In the Low Scenario by 2051, the City of Lloydminster population is made up of 21% 0–14-year-
olds, 64% 15-64 years of age, and 14% 65+ years and older. 

• In the Medium Scenario by 2051, the City of Lloydminster population is made up of 23% 0–14-
year-olds, 64% 15-64 years of age, and 13% 65+ years and older. 

• In the High Scenario by 2051, the City of Lloydminster population is made up of 23% 0–14-year-
olds, 65% 15-64 years of age, and 12% 65+ years and older. 
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• The High Scenario has the largest share of the 0-14 and 15-64 population by age by 2051 
because of higher levels of migration and the migration profile that reflects a younger age 
profile. 

The following charts show the population by age distribution between 2020 and 2051 for each scenario.  

Population by Age Low Scenario 

 

Population by Age Medium Scenario 
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Population by Age High Scenario 
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Employment Forecast to 2051 
The following graphs depict the Lloydminster employment forecasts for 2020 to 2051. The employment 
in Lloydminster is projected to grow from 16,586 in 2020 to 22,368 in 2051for the low scenario. This 
represents an annual average growth rate of 1%. In the medium scenario, Lloydminster employment is 
projected to grow from 16,586 in 2020 to 25,203 in 2051. This represents an annual average rate of 
employment growth of 1.4%. In the high scenario, Lloydminster employment is projected to grow from 
16,586 in 2020 to 28,201 in 2051. This represents an annual average rate of employment growth of 
1.7%. 

Employment Forecast 2020 to 2051 
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Lloydminster Employment by Sector and Scenario, 2020 and 2051 

 

Details of the sector breakdown for each scenario are available in appendix B. The above chart shows 
that the distribution of employment between industries stays relatively consistent for each scenario. 
The average annual growth for the Oil and Gas sector was similar to the total employment growth, 
keeping the share of local employment that work in Oil and Gas relatively consistent. The Low and High 
scenarios, both of which incorporated diversification assumptions, saw average annual growth rates of 
0.7% and 1.5% for the Oil and Gas sector, with the share of local employment decreasing slightly to 14%. 
The Medium Scenario, with little diversification, saw an average annual growth rate of 1.4% and the 
share of local employment increasing to 16%. Over the 31-year forecast period employment in Oil and 
Gas is expected to increase between 25% and 60% compared to 2020 sector employment.  

The Manufacturing sector is another area that the region expects to see strong growth in all three 
scenarios with a total employment increase between 70% and 115% over the 31-year period. The 
growth in the Manufacturing sector increases its share of local employment from 4.2% in 2020 up to 
5.3%/5.2%/5.3% (low/medium/high). With the growth in the Manufacturing and Oil and Gas sectors the 
Construction sector also sees additional demand through the time period, growing its share of local 
employment from 7.6% in 2020 up to 7.9% /8.1%/8.3% for the three scenarios. The construction sector 
sees total employment growth between 40% and 86% over the 31-years. 

With the growing population the City will see additional demand for support services. Looking at the 
Healthcare and social assistance and Education sectors shows that the annual growth rate is increasing, 
but the employment share declines over the 31-year period. In 2020, the Healthcare and social 
assistance sector accounted for 8% of total employment, and at the end of the forecast period the share 
is at 7.9%/7.9%/8.0% in the three scenarios. Similarly, the Education sector was 7.5% of the local 
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employment in 2020 and in 2051 is estimated to represent 7.3%/7.3%/7.4%. While their share is 
decreasing both sectors see a total employment increase of 32.4% in the low scenario, 48.6% in the 
medium and 67.9% in the high scenario.56 

Summary of Findings 
The growth prospects for the Lloydminster area have changed dramatically over the past five years.  A 
review of the historic growth of the City and the health of the energy sector reveals a very strong 
relationship.  This is evidenced by the significant proportion of energy sector employment that exists in 
the City.  Based on the 2016 federal census, approximately 15% of the City’s workers are directly 
employed in the Oil and Gas sector.  In addition to this, other workers in other sectors have direct 
linkages to the energy sector.  As a result, the prospects for growth of the City will be largely tied to the 
fortunes of Alberta’s energy sector and how it affects production activity in the Lloydminster region. 

Since the 2015 City of Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River Joint Growth Study Population & 
Employment Forecast was prepared, energy prices have declined from 93 $US/bbl in 2014 to an average 
of 42 $US/bbl in 2020.57  Prices have firmed up recently, but forecasters have consistently been revising 
their long-term projections of prices downward.  In addition to weakening prices, the energy sector has 
been undergoing structural changes that affect how energy produced.  This includes leaner operations 
and a greater reliance on technology and capital investment, reducing the labour component of 
production.  Given the significance of the energy sector to the Lloydminster region, this has a significant 
impact on the region’s growth prospects.   

Many factors have contributed to the declining prospects of the Western Canadian energy sector, 
including lack of progress on pipeline development, greater competition in the supply of oil, especially 
from our biggest customer – the United States, and the global trend towards ‘green’ energy.  As a result, 
the expected growth for this sector has been reduced from that prepared in 2015 and the final forecasts 
prepared for the Joint Growth Study in 2019.  In spite of these impacts, our updated projection for the 
energy sector employment in Lloydminster will see an increase in employment in each of the forecast 
scenarios, albeit lower than previous forecasts.   

The second major change affecting the growth of the Lloydminster region has been COVID-19, as it has 
affected economic activity globally.  Compounding the downward trend associated with the energy 
sector, the pandemic has slowed growth and resulted in significant changes to the level of economic 
activity and how business is conducted.  The most significant impact of COVID-19 on the economic 
forecasts has been how it contributes to reduced growth from the last Federal Census (2016) to now.  As 
a result, the current 2020 population is estimated to be approximately 3,800 people lower than was 
previously projected.  This lower starting point for the forecast has an impact on the total population for 
the City at the end of the forecast period.  Additionally, it is expected that COVID-19 will continue to 
work its way through the economy resulting in slower growth through to the end of 2024.   

 
56 The similar growth rates are because the sectors grow with the population demand. 
57 West Texas Intermediate (source to be provided) 
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Some modifications have also been made to the other key driver industries for the region, which 
generally indicate that there will continue to be some diversification of economic activity which will help 
to maintain the projected growth for the region.  

A summary of the updated forecasts and how they compare to the 2019 Medium/High growth scenario 
relied upon by the City in their annexation application is provided below: 

• Total employment is projected to increase from 16,586 in 2020 to 28,201 in the High 
Scenario, 25,203 in the Medium Scenario and 22,368 in the Low Scenario.  Each of these 
forecasts is lower than the Medium/High employment forecast used by the City to support 
their annexation.  The Medium/High 2051 employment forecast is 36,419 which is 8,218 
higher than the current High employment forecast. 

• The base year (2020) employment figure was also adjusted reflecting slower growth than 
anticipated in the previous forecast.  This represents a downward adjustment of 3,310 jobs 
as a result of the downturn in the energy sector between 2016 and 2020 and the impact of 
COVID19 in 2020.   

• Total population growth is based on the Standard Component Method with net migration.  
This incorporates aging of the population, including fertility and mortality rates.  Net 
migration has been determined to balance the labour force of working age population with 
the demand for workers as determined from the employment forecasts. 

• Total population is projected to increase from 32,096 in 2020 to 55,818 in the High Scenario, 
49,097 in the Medium Scenario and 43,364 in the Low Scenario.  Each of these forecasts is 
lower than the Medium/High population forecasted used by the City to support their 
annexation.  The Medium/High 2051 population forecast is 67,080 which is 11,262 higher 
than the current High population forecast. 

• As with employment, the base year (2020) population has been adjusted downward to 
reflect slower growth in the City than expected since 2016.  This adjusted 2020 base year 
population is 3,756 lower than previously projected for 2020.   
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Appendix A Previous Studies 
In previous years there have been several studies forecasting the employment and population for the 
City of Lloydminster and local study area. Each study provides an updated view of the future based on 
the current economic climate, which has significantly shifted since first 2013. These shifts are primarily 
due to the changes in the global Oil and Gas sector. The most recent study was finalized in 2019, 
however in the last two years more data has become available changing the economic outlook for the 
Oil and Gas sector. In 2019 the data on Oil and Gas suggested the sector would follow a similar path to 
recovery as previous downturns, since then it has become apparent that the sector is experiencing a 
structural change. These structural changes are due to new global competition and an on adoption of 
energy source with lower carbon footprints. While Oil and Gas is on the path to recovery it will likely 
never regain its previous strength.  

Comparing the AER 10-year forecast for 2019 and 2020 provides an example of the shifting expectations 
for the sector. In 2019 the AER 10-year forecast estimated that PSAC 4 would see crude production 
decline by 0.8% a year while the 2020 forecast estimates the average annual growth to decline 
somewhere between 2.4% and 2.8%.58,59 The prices between the two forecasts are another example of 
this structural shift. The following chart shows the WCS high and low prices used in both forecasts. In 
2020 there is a sharp decline in prices and does not show a full recovery in the 10-year period. While this 
graph is a strong indicator that the decline in 2020 is a structural shift it should also be noted that the 
prices do recover indicating that while the shift has a structural impact on the sector, there is still 
economic opportunity and growth in the future.  

Alberta Energy Regulator, WCS 10-year price forecast from 2019 and 2020 

 

Report Comparison  
Since 2014 there have been three reports forecasting the employment and population for the City of 
Lloydminster. The previous reports are: 

 
58 (Alberta Energy Regulator) 
59 (Alberta Energy Regulator, 2020) 
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• City of Lloydminster Comprehensive Growth Strategy (2013) 
• City of Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River Joint Growth Study Population & 

Employment Forecast (2015) 
• City of Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River Joint Growth Study Population & 

Employment Forecast (2019) 

As the 2019 study is an update to the 2015 study it only the 2019 version will be used for the following 
comparisons. 

For both population and employment, the 2013 and 2019 studies are reasonably consistent. The 2013 
study was undertaken prior to the 2015 decline in oil prices, while the 2019 study was done when the 
sector appeared to be on track for recovery. The current study differs from other two from the start. In 
2020 the employment and population were already below the previous forecasts due to sluggish growth 
rates from a slow recovery in the Oil and Gas sector. 2020 then brought an unprecedented shock from 
the Covid-19 pandemic, which slowed economic activity in Canada reducing the national GDP by 5% 
compared to 2019.60  

The following chart show a comparison of the population forecasts for the City of Lloydminster. As a 
comparison, for the 2013 and 2021 reports the High Scenario is used and the Medium-High is used for 
the 2019 Joint Growth Study.  

Comparison of Population Forecasts for the City of Lloydminster 

 

 

 
60 (Statistics Canada, 2021) 
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• In the 2013 Growth Study High Scenario population was forecasted to increase from 32,671 
n 2016 to 58,983 by 2041.  An average annual growth rate of 2.4%.   

• In the 2019 Joint Growth Study Medium-High Scenario, the population was forecasted from 
31,410 in 2016 to 67,080 by 2051. An average annual growth rate of 2.2%.   

• In the latest High Scenario (2021), the population is forecasted from 32,096 in 2020 to 
55,818 by 2051.  An average annual growth rate of 1.8%.   

 

The following chart show a comparison of the employment forecasts for the City of Lloydminster. As a 
comparison, for the 2013 and 2021 reports the High Scenario is used and the Medium-High is used for 
the 2019 Joint Growth Study.  

 

Comparison of Employment Forecasts for the City of Lloydminster 

 

• In the 2013 Growth Study High Scenario employment was forecasted to increase from 
20,969 n 2016 to 36,567 by 2041.  An average annual growth rate of 2.2%.   

• In the 2019 Joint Growth Study Medium-High Scenario, the employment was forecasted 
from 18,236 in 2016 to 36,419 by 2051. An average annual growth rate of 2.0%.   

• In the latest High Scenario (2021), the employment is forecasted from 16,586 in 2020 to 
28,021 by 2051.  An average annual growth rate of 1.7%.   
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Even assuming no other changes in the forecast, the lower base shifts the final estimates. Applying the 
ISL 2013 growth rates to the 2020 base data would see a population of 54,447 and employment of 
28,719 in 2041. Doing the same with the 2019 Joint Growth Study growth rates puts the population at 
63,643 and employment at 33,241. In addition to the lower base population and employment for 2020 
the local economic growth is expected to be lower than previously thought, leading to the further 
decline in forecasted population and employment.  
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Appendix B Employment by Sector and Scenario 
 

  2051  
2020 Low Medium  High 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 258 317 319 358 
Mining and Oil and Gas extraction 2,524 3,149 3,916 4,027 

Utilities 92 129 149 171 
Construction 1,255 1,760 2,041 2,331 

Manufacturing 697 1,187 1,321 1,499 
Wholesale trade 564 793 854 1,065 

Retail trade 2,765 3,487 3,914 4,423 
Transportation and warehousing 658 880 938 1,142 

Information and cultural industries 134 214 222 228 
Finance and insurance 476 633 712 805 

Real estate and rental and leasing 333 441 495 559 
Professional, scientific and technical services 1,052 1,682 1,742 1,793 
Management of companies and enterprises 13 36 39 40 

Administrative and support, waste  
management and remediation services 464 742 768 791 

Educational services 1,239 1,640 1,841 2,081 
Healthcare and social assistance 1,333 1,765 1,981 2,238 

Arts, entertainment and recreation 123 169 192 219 
Accommodation and food services 1,127 1,495 1,679 1,899 

Other services (except public administration) 1,029 1,369 1,539 1,742 
Public administration 450 481 540 610 
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Appendix B Fertility / Mortality Rates 
 

Alberta Health Zone 3 Fertility Rates by Age of Mother61 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
15to19 2.1% 1.9% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 1.3% 1.5% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8% 
20to24 7.3% 7.6% 7.4% 7.3% 7.5% 6.6% 6.3% 5.6% 5.2% 5.1% 
25to29 13.6% 13.3% 12.9% 13.0% 13.1% 12.7% 11.8% 12.0% 11.2% 11.0% 
30to34 10.5% 9.7% 10.3% 10.6% 10.8% 10.6% 10.3% 10.5% 10.5% 10.0% 
35to39 4.2% 4.3% 4.2% 4.3% 4.1% 4.3% 4.3% 4.2% 4.5% 4.1% 
40to44 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 
45to49 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

 

  

 
61 Alberta Interactive Health Data Application Age-Specific Fertility Rates - Sub-Provincial 
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Camrose Drumheller Male Age-Specific Mortality Rates62 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
0 to 4 years 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
5 to 9 years 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

10 to 14 
years 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

15 to 19 
years 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

20 to 24 
years 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

25 to 29 
years 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 

30 to 34 
years 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

35 to 39 
years 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 

40 to 44 
years 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 

45 to 49 
years 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 

50 to 54 
years 0.4% 0.6% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 

55 to 59 
years 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 

60 to 64 
years 1.2% 1.4% 1.0% 1.2% 1.1% 1.1% 0.9% 1.1% 0.9% 0.9% 

65 to 69 
years 1.6% 1.6% 1.8% 1.7% 1.5% 1.7% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 

70 to 74 
years 3.1% 2.5% 2.6% 2.7% 2.3% 2.9% 2.3% 2.5% 2.6% 2.6% 

75 to 79 
years 4.4% 3.6% 4.5% 3.9% 4.0% 4.0% 5.2% 3.4% 3.6% 3.6% 

80 to 84 
years 7.1% 7.4% 7.7% 7.8% 7.6% 6.1% 7.7% 6.5% 6.8% 6.4% 

85+ 14.9% 15.4% 14.0% 15.0% 15.7% 16.6% 14.6% 14.5% 14.6% 15.1% 

 
62 Statistics Canada. Table 17-10-0137-01  Population estimates, July 1, by economic region. 
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Camrose Drumheller Female Age-Specific Mortality Rates63 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
0 to 4 years 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
5 to 9 years 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

10 to 14 
years 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

15 to 19 
years 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 

20 to 24 
years 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

25 to 29 
years 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 

30 to 34 
years 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

35 to 39 
years 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

40 to 44 
years 0.1% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 

45 to 49 
years 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 

50 to 54 
years 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 

55 to 59 
years 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 

60 to 64 
years 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 

65 to 69 
years 1.3% 0.9% 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% 0.7% 1.3% 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 

70 to 74 
years 2.1% 1.9% 1.8% 0.8% 1.7% 1.4% 1.8% 1.6% 1.8% 1.8% 

75 to 79 
years 2.9% 2.5% 3.1% 2.3% 2.7% 2.6% 2.6% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 

80 to 84 
years 4.6% 5.3% 5.5% 4.4% 5.2% 4.9% 5.1% 4.9% 5.2% 5.2% 

85+ 13.0% 12.7% 13.0% 12.3% 13.2% 12.2% 12.3% 13.0% 13.4% 13.5% 

 
63 Statistics Canada. Table 17-10-0137-01  Population estimates, July 1, by economic region. 
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Appendix C Components of Population Growth  
 

Study Area Components of Population Growth – Low Scenario 
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Study Area Components of Population Growth – Medium Scenario 
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Study Area Components of Population Growth – High Scenario 
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Executive Summary 

In 2015, the County of Vermilion River and the City of Lloydminster agreed to prepare a 
Joint Regional Growth Study (JRGS) to support annexation negotiations and intermunicipal 
planning between the two municipalities. The JRGS process spanned 2015 to 2019 and was 
approved by both Councils in June 2019. Based on the findings of the JRGS, and other 
studies and plans, an Annexation Application was submitted in 2020 by the City of 
Lloydminster to annex approximately 23.5 quarter sections from the County of Vermilion 
River, to support growth to 2051. 

There were many negotiations and assumptions that took place during the development of 
the JRGS, including some notable changes made following the City’s withdrawal and re-
entry into the process in 2017-2018. In addition, since the JRGS was undertaken from 2015 
to 2019, there have been some significant unanticipated economic changes including a 
downturn in the oil and gas industry, and the Covid-19 pandemic.  

The purpose of this report is to provide an alternative land needs analysis that 
demonstrates the land need outputs when adjustments are made to some of the key 
inputs. The key inputs that will be adjusted in this sensitivity analysis are: 
 

• Updated population and employment projections based on an updated assessment 
completed by Applications Management Consulting Ltd in the City of Lloydminster 
Growth Forecasts - 2021-2051 report; 

• A redistribution of the provincial growth between the Alberta and Saskatchewan 
sides of the City of Lloydminster consistent with the initial assumptions during the 
JRGS process, and 

• Reconsideration of the developability of constrained lands (i.e. utility rights of way 
and well setbacks) between the concept of “minimum land supply” and “maximum 
land supply” as outlined in the JRGS. 

A supplementary analysis summarizing the impacts on annexation land need when the City 
of Lloydminster is viewed as a whole and not separated interprovincially has also been 
provided in Appendix B.  

To outline this alternative land need analysis, B&A has attempted to replicate the 
methodology in the 2019 JRGS as close as possible. However, in some cases the inputs 
utilized were not explicitly stated in the 2019 JRGS and therefore alternative assumptions 
have been utilized. The source of data inputs and assumptions utilized have been detailed 
throughout. 
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At a high level the analysis includes a summary of the existing land supply, an overview of 
the updated population and employment growth projections, a summary of the land 
demand generators used to translate people and jobs into land, an identification of gross 
developable land need based on these inputs and a translation of the gross developable 
land need into an annexation land need. The impacts of varying the three key inputs have 
been detailed throughout. 

Overall, the 2020 Annexation Application represents a logical application of the findings of 
the 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study to a specific annexation area. However, as 
demonstrated in this alternative land need analysis, there were multiple assumptions that 
may have led to an exaggeration of the overall land need, and thus an annexation greater 
than is required to support 35 years of growth for the City of Lloydminster. 

As summarized in the Table 25 of this report, and varying based on the use of the minimum 
or maximum land supply values: 

 
• Option #1: When the updated population and employment projections are input 

into the model, this results in a land need of 8.4 to 9.8 quarters, as opposed to the 
22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in the annexation application, a difference of 13.6 to 
13.7 quarters. 

• Option #2: When the population and employment distribution of growth between 
the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster are redistributed 
from a 70%/30% split to a 60%/40% split a land need of 15.9 to 17.8 quarters is 
identified, as opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in the annexation 
application, a difference of 5.7 to 6.1 quarters. 

• Option #3: Finally, when both the population and employment projections and 
growth redistribution assumptions are included in the analysis the land need ranges 
from 6.0 to 7.2 quarters, as opposed to the 22.0 to 23.5 quarters proposed in the 
annexation application, a difference of 16.0 to 16.3 quarters. 

Therefore, if the Municipal Government Board in its assessment of the 2020 Annexation 
Application and this Alternative Land Need Analysis sees merit in adjustment of any of the 
key assumptions noted, then a lesser annexation area should be considered.  
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1.0 Overview 

1.1 Joint Regional Growth Study 
In 2015, through the Intermunicipal Annexation Negotiation Committee (IANC), the County 
of Vermilion River and the City of Lloydminster agreed to prepare a joint regional growth 
study (JRGS) to support annexation negotiations and intermunicipal planning between the 
two municipalities. “The goal of the JRGS [was] to develop a mutually agreed upon and 
beneficial growth scenario, informed by a comprehensive planning and technical analysis, 
for the area in and around the City of Lloydminster” (JRGS, p.1). The JRGS process spanned 
2015 to 2019 and was approved by both Councils in June 2019. Over this period there were 
a considerable number of assumptions and inputs that eventually led to identified land 
need and recommendations of the Study. 

B&A Planning Group and Applications Management Consulting Ltd served as a sub-
consultant to ISL Engineering throughout this process and provided a variety of supporting 
services and assumptions contributing to the JRGS. 

1.2 Purpose of Report 
In the Municipal Government Board Annexation Principles, principle four (4) states “An 
annexation must be supported by growth projections, availability of lands within current 
boundaries, consideration of reasonable development densities, accommodation of a 
variety of land uses and reasonable growth options within each municipality (initiating and 
responding municipality).” 

The Joint Regional Growth Study is a thorough analysis that details the above 
requirements. Growth projections were provided by Applications Management and 
summarized in Section 3.3, an absorption analysis reviewing the study area absorption and 
available land supply is included in Section 2.4, which resulted in the identification of land 
requirements for residential, commercial, industrial and institutional land uses in Section 
3.4. The development densities for residential growth were cited in Appendix D, but the 
employment densities were not explicitly stated in the JRGS with the process described 
broadly in Section 3.4.2. Overall, the JRGS intended to conclude with recommendations 
that represent the “accommodation of a variety of land uses and reasonable growth 
options within each municipality”. 

Throughout the process, the City and County agreed upon a variety of assumptions that 
were eventually utilized to identify the final land needs in the JRGS. The basis of these 
assumptions were identified through a variety of analysis methods and respective 
municipal interests. 
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As detailed in the “Review & Comparison of Initial & Final Assumptions of City of 
Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River Joint Regional Growth Study (2019)”, prepared 
in support of the annexation hearing, and outlined in Section 3.3 of the JRGS, there were 
several key assumptions that were adjusted following the City of Lloydminster’s 
withdrawal and re-entry into the JRGS process between November 2017 and August 2018. 
 
These amended assumptions included: 

1) The update of the population and growth forecasts to include 2016 census 
information, and extension of the study horizon from 30 years to 35 years. 

2) The change in selected growth scenario from the medium growth scenario to a 
medium-high growth scenario. 

3) The change in the growth disaggregation scenarios between the County/RMs and 
the City. 

4) The change in provincial growth allocation between the Alberta and Saskatchewan 
sides within the City of Lloydminster from a 60%/40% distribution to a 70%/30% 
distribution.  

The adjustment of these key assumptions had significant impacts on the results of the 
study and identification of land need. 

Since the JRGS process was commenced in 2015 and concluded in 2019 there have been 
some serious and unanticipated economic changes. First was a significant downturn in the 
oil and gas industry which normally operates on a boom-and-bust cycle, and second is the 
impact of the Covid-19 pandemic. Therefore, it is our assertion that some of the key inputs 
into the land need analysis may warrant reconsideration. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an alternative land needs analysis that 
demonstrates the land need outputs when adjustments are made to some of the key 
inputs. The key inputs that will be adjusted in this sensitivity analysis are the population 
and employment forecasts and the provincial growth allocation. 
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1.3 Methodology 
To outline this alternative land need analysis, B&A has attempted to replicate the 
methodology in the 2019 JRGS as close as possible. However, in some cases the inputs 
utilized were not explicitly stated and therefore alternative assumptions have been 
utilized. The source of data inputs and assumptions utilized have been detailed 
throughout. 

The steps to identify the alternative land need scenarios are as follows: 
Section 2.0: Identify the availability of lands within the current City boundaries. 
Section 3.0: Identify growth projections for population and employment. 
Section 4.0: Identify land demand generators for population and employment   
growth. 
Section 5.0: Identify land requirements based on specified growth projections and 
land demand generators. 
Section 6.0: Identify developability of potential lands to accommodate growth.  
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2.0 Land Supply Analysis 

This section details the existing development conditions within the study area and 
specifically the remaining developable lands within the City of Lloydminster available to 
accommodate potential future growth.  

The land supply analysis detailed in Section 2.4 of the JRGS identified the lands within the 
subject municipalities (City of Lloydminster (AB/SK), County of Vermilion River (AB), RM of 
Brittania (SK), RM of Wilton (SK)) that should be considered absorbed, unabsorbed, 
undevelopable, and constrained. A detailed method was utilized in 2016 to specify the land 
areas that should fall into each category and therefore none of the assumptions or outputs 
of this land supply analysis are being adjusted for the purpose of this sensitivity analysis. 
Notwithstanding, one exception has been undertaken by breaking out the Husky owned 
lands within the City of Lloydminster from the absorbed industrial land supply. 

A summary of Tables 18, 19 & 20 from the JRGS are provided in Table 1: Summary of Land 
Supply in the City of Lloydminster and visualized in Figure 1: Consolidated Land Supply 
Analysis, Map 6 from the JRGS. 

Figure 1: Consolidated Land Supply Analysis 

                       
Source: Map 6: Consolidated Land Supply Analysis, 2019 JRGS 
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Table 1: Summary of Land Supply in the City of Lloydminster 
  Total 

Lloydminster AB Portion SK Portion 

  Gross Area 
(ha) 

Gross Area 
(ha) 

Gross Area 
(ha) 

A Gross Area 4,343.3 2,453.6 1,889.7 
 

U
nd

ev
el

op
ab

le
 L

an
ds

 Environmental Reserve 3.1 3.1 0.0 
Lakeland College 27.3 27.3 0.0 
Lloydminster Agricultural Exhibition 
Association Grounds 27.6 0.0 27.6 

Lloydminster Airport 195.0 195.0 0.0 
Lloydminster Golf & Curling Centre 61.2 0.0 61.2 
Lloydminster Sanitary Landfill 193.7 0.0 193.7 
Rail 68.2 23.8 44.4 

B Total Undevelopable and Unavailable 
Lands 576.0 249.1 326.9 

   
C (A-B) Gross Developable Land Supply 3,767.3 2,204.5 1,562.8 

   

Co
ns

tr
ai

ne
d 

La
nd

s 

Utility ROW (Potential Residential) 15.6 2.3 13.3 
Well Setbacks (Potential Residential) 74.3 2.1 72.2 
Constrained Residential 89.9 4.4 85.5 
Utility ROW (Potential Commercial) 7.4 6.8 0.6 
Well Setbacks (Potential Commercial) 12.7 4.9 7.8 
Constrained Commercial 20.1 11.7 8.4 
Utility ROW (Potential Industrial) 20.6 7.7 12.9 
Well Setbacks (Potential Industrial) 22.4 10.6 11.8 
Constrained Industrial 43.0 18.3 24.7 

D Total Constrained Lands 153.0 34.5 118.5 
  

E (C-D) Gross Developable and Unconstrained 
Land Supply 3,614.3 2,170.0 1,444.3 
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Ab
so

rb
ed

 L
an

ds
 

Residential 643 431.4 211.6 
Commercial 196.2 143.8 53.4 
Industrial (Excl. Unavailable Husky Lands) 415.4 316.7 98.6 
Unavailable Husky Lands 188.1 188.1 0.0 
Urban Services 78.7 53.9 24.8 
Total Net Developable Core Land Uses 1521.3 1133 388.3 
Circulation 572.1 357.4 214.7 
Parks and Open Space 289.3 195.7 93.6 
Public Utilities 97 64.1 32.9 
Total Net Developable Overhead Land 
Uses 958.3 617.1 341.2 

F Gross Absorbed Land Supply 2,479.7 1,750.1 729.6 
   

M
in

 L
an

d 
Su

pp
ly

 Residential 603.4 151.5 451.9 
Commercial 89.3 45 44.3 
Industrial 433.2 223.5 209.7 
Parks and Open Space 8.9 0.0 8.9 

G (E-F) Minimum Gross Unabsorbed Land 
Supply  1,134.6 419.9 714.7 

M
ax

 L
an

d 
Su

pp
ly

 Residential + Constrained Residential 693.3 155.9 537.3 

Commercial + Constrained Commercial 109.4 56.7 52.7 
Industrial + Constrained Industrial 476.1 241.8 234.4 
Parks and Open Space 8.9 0.0 8.9 

H (C-F) Maximum Gross Unabsorbed Land 
Supply  1,287.6 454.4 833.2 

Sources: Tables 18, 19 & 20 of Joint Regional Growth Study (2019) 

In the analysis to follow in Section 5.0 the absorption data was used to subtract out the 
land supply currently available within the City that could be utilized to support some of the 
projected future growth. Use of the minimum land supply values assumes constrained 
lands are undevelopable and results in a higher gross land need, while the maximum land 
supply assumes constrained lands are developable and results in a lower gross land need 
by increasing the available supply.  
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3.0 Population & Employment Growth Projections 

A critical input into identifying land needs are growth projections identifying the existing 
population and employment within a study area and extrapolating out the population and 
employment that can be reasonably anticipated within a specified future time period. In 
this case the period utilized in the 2019 JRGS was 35 years, from 2016 to 2051.  

Applications Management Consulting Ltd. supported the JRGS process as a sub-consultant, 
with the preparation of population and employment forecasting, growth disaggregation 
and growth allocation scenarios for the JRGS study area. Early in the process the medium 
growth scenario was the preferred option identified for modelling, identifying an average 
rate of population growth of 1.9%, and an average rate of employment growth of 1.5%. 
After the City of Lloydminster’s withdrawal and re-entry into the JRGS process between 
November 2017 and August 2018 the selected scenario was changed to a mid point 
between the medium and high scenarios referred to as the ‘Medium-High Scenario (6A)’, 
this identified an average rate of population growth of 2.2%, and an average rate of 
employment growth of 2.1%. The Medium-High Scenario (6A) utilized in the 2019 JRGS is 
detailed in Table 36 for forecasted population and Table 47 for forecasted employment, 
corresponding to Table 2: 2019 JRGS Population Growth Projections and Table 4: 2019 
JRGS Employment Growth Projections respectively below.  

The adjustment of the growth scenarios in 2018 had a large impact on the outputs of the 
JRGS land requirements. In addition, there have been significant economic changes since 
the population and employment projections were originally completed in 2016 including a 
substantial downturn in the oil and gas industry, a major industry in the City of 
Lloydminster and surrounding region, and the recent Covid-19 pandemic. Therefore, the 
population and employment growth projections are one of the key inputs that will be 
revaluated in this alternative land needs analysis. An updated City of Lloydminster Growth 
Forecasts - 2021-2051 report has been completed by Applications Management Consulting 
Ltd. and has been included under separate cover as part of the County of Vermilion River 
submission.  

As detailed in the City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts - 2021-2051 the updated 
projections include low, medium, and high growth scenarios. To provide the City of 
Lloydminster the benefit in the selection between these scenarios, the high growth 
scenario was selected for both population and employment forecasts for the purpose of 
this analysis. With respect to population growth, in the high scenario, the City of 
Lloydminster population is projected to grow from 32,096 in 2020 to 55,818 in 2051. This 
represents an annual average rate of population growth of 1.8%. With respect to 
employment growth, in the high scenario, City of Lloydminster employment is projected to 
grow from 16,586 in 2020 to 28,201 in 2051. This represents an annual average rate of 
employment growth of 1.7%. 
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A summary of the updated population and employment projections from Applications 
Management 2021 Analysis (in a comparable format to those utilized in the 2019 JRGS) are 
outlined in Table 3: 2021 Updated Population Growth Projections and Table 5: 2021 
Updated Employment Growth Projections below. 

For comparison purposes and because the absorption analysis was not updated from 2019 
JRGS findings, Table 3: 2021 Updated Population Growth Projections and Table 5: 2021 
Updated Employment Growth Projections carry over the base year of 2016 from the JRGS 
table. In all analyses moving forward the base year of 2016 was utilized to maintain 
consistency with the 2016-2051 35-year growth horizon identified in the 2019 JRGS. 

3.1 Population Growth Projections 
Table 2: 2019 JRGS Population Growth Projections (Medium – High Scenario) 

Geography 2015 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051 
City of 
Lloydminster 31,377 31,415 36,945 41,418 45,832 49,351 53,974 60,670 67,489 

County of 
Vermilion River 294 299 369 454 559 688 847 1,001 1,006 

RM of Wilton 11 11 13 15 16 17 19 21 24 
RM of Brittania 45 46 55 65 78 92 110 130 155 
 Total Study Area 37,727 31,772 37,381 41,951 46,485 50,148 54,949 61,822 68,673 

Source: Table 36: Forecasted Population under Remodelled Medium-High Scenario 6A, 2015–2051of 2019 JRGS 

 
Table 3: 2021 Updated Population Growth Projections (High Scenario) 

Geography 2016* 2020 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051 
City of 
Lloydminster 31,415 32,096  32,636 36,262 40,563 44,374 48,027 51,868 55,818 

County of 
Vermilion River 299  279  284 315 353 386 417 451 485 

RM of Wilton 11  8  8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
RM of Brittania 46  34  35 38 43 47 51 55 59 
 Total Study Area 31,771 32,417  32,962 36,625 40,968 44,817 48,508 52,386 56,376 

Source: Applications Management City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts - 2021-2051, * 2016 data copied from 2019 JRGS 
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3.2 Employment Growth Projections 
Table 4: 2019 JRGS Employment Growth Projections (Medium High Scenario) 

Geography 2015 2016 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051 
City of 
Lloydminster 18,192 18,256 606 3,139 5,591 27,870 30,410 34,039 37,882 

County of 
Vermilion River 592 611 829 1,068 1,313 1,561 1,839 2,195 2,580 

RM of Wilton 323 327 383 443 501 556 616 695 778 
RM of Brittania 18 19 26 34 41 49 56 65 73 
 Total Study Area 19,124 19,213 1,845 4,683 7,446 30,036 32,920 6,994 41,314 

Source: Table 37: Forecasted Employment under Remodelled Medium-High Scenario 6A, 2015–2051 of 2019 JRGS 
Note: The table above seems to have some typos between the years of 2021 to 2046 (as highlighted) but has been transcribed from 
the 2019 JRGS final version. The values listed in 2016 and 2051 appear to be correct and form the inputs in later stages of this 
analysis as net employment growth can be extracted from these values. 

Table 5: 2021 Updated Employment Growth Projections (High Scenario) 
Geography 2016* 2020 2021 2026 2031 2036 2041 2046 2051 
City of 
Lloydminster 18,256 16,586  16,782 18,945 20,754 22,497 24,246 26,085 28,021 

County of 
Vermilion River 611  540  546 617 676 732 789 849 912 

RM of Wilton 327  310  314 354 388 420 453 488 524 
RM of Brittania 19  17  17 19 21 23 25 27 29 
 Total Study Area 19,213 17,453  17,659 19,935 21,839 23,673 25,513 27,449 29,485 

Source: Applications Management City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts - 2021-2051, * 2016 data copied from 2019 JRGS  
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4.0 Land Demand Generator Assumptions 

To translate population and employment growth into land need, several land demand 
generator assumptions must be utilized to convert people and jobs into land. These 
assumptions vary for the different types of land uses and the assumptions have been 
organized below into the following categories: provincial growth allocation, residential, 
commercial, industrial, and institutional. 

4.1 Provincial Growth Allocation 
Given the City of Lloydminster’s unique interprovincial location, one key assumption is how 
much growth is anticipated to be accommodated on the Alberta side vs. the Saskatchewan 
side of the City. This assumption was one of the key inputs changed in 2018 and will 
therefore be one of the variables in our alternative land needs analysis. Initially the growth 
allocation was projected to direct 60% of population and employment growth to the 
Alberta side of the City and 40% of population and employment growth to the 
Saskatchewan side of the City, which was adjusted to a 70%/30% distribution in the final 
2019 JRGS. 

Table 6: Historical City of Lloydminster Provincial Population Distribution 
Year 

Population by Province 
Total Population 

Proportion of Population 
Alberta Saskatchewan Alberta (%) Saskatchewan (%) 

1906 130 389 519 25 75 
1916 294 494 788 37 63 
1926 400 847 1,247 32 68 
1936 498 922 1,420 35 65 
1946 698 1,135 1,833 38 62 
1956 2,506 2,571 5,077 49 51 
1966 3,767 3,304 7,071 53 47 
1976 5,818 4,493 10,311 56 44 
1986 10,201 7,155 17,356 59 41 
1996 11,317 7,636 18,953 60 40 
2006 15,910 8,118 24,028 66 34 
2016 19,645 11,765 31,410 63 37 

Source: Table 3: City of Lloydminster Population History Breakdown by Province, 1906–2016 in 2019 JRGS 
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As detailed in the key observations from Table 3 (Table 6: Historical City of Lloydminster 
Provincial Population Distribution) and Figure 2 of the JRGS: 

• “For the 50-year period between 1906 and 1956, the majority of City of 
Lloydminster’s population lived on the Saskatchewan side of the City. 

• Since 1961, the majority of Lloydminster’s population has lived on the Alberta side of 
the City. 

• Originally representing 25% of Lloydminster’s population in 1906, Alberta’s share of 
the City’s population steadily increased over 99 years to a high of 66% in 2005 
through 2009. Since 2009, Saskatchewan’s proportionate share of Lloydminster’s 
population has steadily increased from 34% to 37% in 2016. 

• Though no extensive study has been undertaken to confirm why the Alberta side has 
grown at a faster rate over the majority of Lloydminster’s history, it may be due to a 
combination of factors could include: the availability of land (larger land base on the 
Alberta side); proximity to civic and commercial amenities (Bud Miller Park and big 
box developments); tax regimes; provincial politics; etc. Meanwhile, the modest shift 
in favour of the Saskatchewan side in recent years may be due in part to a dwindling 
residential land supply in Alberta and the need for downstream infrastructure 
investments on the Saskatchewan side to enable further build-out of the Alberta 
side. Ultimately, the City can play a role in influencing growth trends on either side 
of the provincial border through its future planning decisions.” (JRGS, p.8) 

As demonstrated in Table 6: Historical City of Lloydminster Provincial Population 
Distribution, the population distribution between the provinces has historically been closer 
to the 60%/40% distribution rather than the 70%/30% distribution as utilized in the JRGS. 
Additionally, the point that “the City can play a role in influencing growth trends on either 
side of the provincial border through its future planning decisions” is a critical 
acknowledgement of the impact these assumptions and actions can take on future 
development patterns. By actively directing more growth than has been the historical 
trend to the Alberta size, i.e.. a 70% / 30% distribution, then the land need may be 
exaggerated by not fully utilizing the growth capacity of the Saskatchewan side.  

In fact, in recent years more growth has occurred on the Saskatchewan side as 
demonstrated in the change in population distribution from 2006 to 2016 in Table 6. 
Therefore, a variable to be utilized in the following alternate land needs analysis is a shift 
back to the 60% / 40% growth allocation for both population and employment growth, as 
summarized in Table 7: Provincial Growth Allocation and Table 8: Provincial Growth 
Allocation and Forecast Impacts. 
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Table 7: Provincial Growth Allocation 
 Unit 2019 

Assumption 
Alternate 
Analysis 

Growth Allocation (Alberta / Saskatchewan) Percentage 70% / 30% 60% / 40% 
 
Table 8: Provincial Growth Allocation and Forecast Impacts 

 2019 JRGS (Table 38) Alternate Analysis Alternate Analysis 
(Updated Projections) 

  AB SK Total 
City AB SK Total 

City AB SK Total 
City 

2016 Actual 
Population 19,645 11,765 31,415 19,645 11,765 31,415 19,645 11,765 31,415 

2016 Share 62.5% 37.5% 100% 62.5% 37.5% 100% 62.5% 37.5% 100% 
  

35-Year 
Change 25,255 10,824 36,079 21,644 14,430 36,074 14,642 9,761 24,403 

35-Year 
Share 70.0% 30.0% 100% 60.0% 40.0% 100% 60.0% 40.0% 100% 

  
2051 
Projected 
Population 

44,900 22,589 67,489 41,289 26,195 67,489 34,287 21,526 55,818 

2051 Share 66.5% 33.5% 100% 61.2% 38.8% 100% 61.4% 38.6% 100% 
Source: Table 38: City of Lloydminster Revised Population Forecast with 70/30 Provincial Growth Allocation, Utilized updated 
population projection from Table 3: 2021 Updated Population Growth Projections (High Scenario) above for alternate analysis. 
Note: There appears to be a typo in Table 38 in the 2019 JRGS, as the AB and SK base population adds up to 31,410 and not 31,415. 
As 31,415 was the number cited in the overall City population projections, this has been the number carried forward in subsequent 
calculations. 

Due to the impacts of provincial growth allocation on the identification of land need, a 
supplementary alternative land need analysis has been completed to demonstrate the 
potential gross land needs when the City of Lloydminster is reviewed as a whole and not 
divided between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides. This analysis replicates the 
methodology utilized in Section 5.0 of this report and is included in Appendix B: City Wide 
Alternative Land Needs Analysis. 

4.2 Residential Land Demand Generator Assumptions 
The assumptions for identifying residential land need based on projected population 
growth have been summarized in Table 9: Residential Land Demand Generator 
Assumptions below. These assumptions have been identified based on values listed within 
the JRGS, within the JRGS Appendix D and from calculating the difference between specific 
table values throughout the JRGS. With respect to residential land demand generators, the 
only assumptions that will be adjusted in this alternative land needs analysis are the 
provincial growth allocation and the decimal points utilized when translating hectares to 
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quarter sections (which may simply have been a rounding error in the whole numbers 
shown in the JRGS). 

Table 9: Residential Land Demand Generator Assumptions 
 Unit 2019 

Assumption 
Alternate 
Analysis 

Population Intensification (Population to be 
accommodated within existing developed areas) Percentage 5% - 

Household Size People 2.6 - 
Net Residential Density  Du/NRHa 20 - 
Net Developable Overheads Percentage 35% - 
Contingency - Market Allowance / Flexibility Percentage 10% - 
Contingency - Additional Parks and Open Space Percentage 2% - 
Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 

 

4.3 Employment Land Need Methodology 

4.3.1 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study Methodology 
The process of translating growth into land need is significantly different for residential 
lands compared to employment lands. The relationship between jobs and employment 
land is significantly harder to predict due to (1) the variability in the number of people 
occupying a building based on the nature of the business and (2) the size of the building on 
its parcel based on the FAR and the land use. Due to this unpredictability, there was 
significant debate around the most accurate method to translate jobs into lands to 
accommodate employment growth.  

In the 2019 JRGS Section 3.4.2 detailed at a high level the methods that were utilized, 
which include the “Employment Density Approach”, the “Reasonability Checks Approach” 
and the “Blended Approach”.  

Employment Density Approach: “This approach examined existing employment density 
within the existing absorbed land supply. This method involved an aerial photo review of 
parcels within the commercial and industrial absorbed land supplies (excluding Husky Place 
and the Husky refinery lands in the City) and subtracting those parcels that were 
undeveloped to determine the amount of net developed land. From there, the 2015 
baseline employment figures by development typology (excluding Husky’s direct job 
growth) were applied to the net developed lands to determine existing employment density 
assumptions for commercial and industrial areas. Key inputs from the land demand 
generators deliverable were then applied to determine total non-residential gross 
developable land requirements inclusive of applicable overheads.” (JRGS, p.79) 
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Reasonability Checks Approach: “The land demand generators deliverable includes 
proposed reasonability checks for commercial and industrial land requirements for the City. 
The intent of this proposed check is to compare the land requirements generated by the 
above approach to the current state of absorbed net land supply relationships within the 
City. The proposed reasonability check for (1) commercial is a relationship of 0.25 net ha of 
commercial land for every 0.75 net ha of residential land, and (2) industrial is a relationship 
of 0.4 net ha of industrial and for every 0.6 net ha of residential land. This reasonability 
check was used as a method to evaluate and assess the outputs generated from the 
employment density approach.” (JRGS, p.79) 

Blended Approach: “Based on the use of the employment density approach and the 
reasonability checks completed, the consultant team and the TWG agreed to model non-
residential requirements using a blend of the employment density approach and proposed 
reasonability checks in order to determine the gross developable non-residential land 
requirements and to ascertain non-residential land needs. Recognizing the limitations 
within each of these modelling approaches, the parties agreed to use the midpoint between 
the employment density approach and the reasonability check method as the basis for 
determining non-residential land requirements and land needs.” (JRGS, p.79) 

4.3.2 2020 Alternative Land Needs Analysis Methodology 
Due to the complexity of the method described in the JRGS and the lack of specific 
numerical inputs outlined in the JRGS, or its appendices, a simplified Employment Density 
Approach will be utilized in this alternative land needs analysis for the identification of 
commercial and industrial land needs. Assumptions for the distribution of job growth 
between commercial and industrial development, and the employment density for 
commercial and industrial development have been outlined in Table 10: Commercial Land 
Demand Generator Assumptions and Table 11: Industrial Land Demand Generator 
Assumptions. 

The numbers utilized in the alternative land needs analysis were identified based on 
available North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) data and information 
included in the JRGS. 

The proportion of employment growth to be allocated between the different land uses was 
identified based on available NAICS data and an assumption of how those industries would 
be distributed across commercial, industrial and institutional lands. For example, “[21] 
Mining and oil and gas extraction” jobs would likely be entirely on industrial lands, while 
“[54] Professional, scientific and technical services” would be spread across both industrial 
and commercial lands. Applications Management provided the distribution of jobs across 
the 20 applicable NAICS codes for both the base year and forecast year (2051] as well as 
the proportion that each job code would likely reside within each land use. This analysis 
resulted in the projection that future employment growth would be distributed with 45% 
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of the jobs on commercial lands, 47% of the jobs on industrial lands and 8% of the jobs on 
institutional lands. 

Reasonable development densities for future commercial and industrial development were 
identified through a summary assessment of multiple methods. First, the base year 
employment was compared to the lands identified as absorbed in the 2019 JRGS land 
supply analysis. Second, an attempt was made to identify the assumptions utilized in the 
original JRGS through the reasonability checks approach and the employment density 
approach. Finally, industry research and investigation of employment density targets in 
other municipalities was reviewed for comparison. The identification of “reasonable 
development densities” as required by MGA annexation principle #4, is inherently 
subjective, and an attempt was made to keep the assumptions as close as possible to those 
that may have been utilized in the 2019 JRGS for comparability purposes. Ultimately the 
employment densities identified for the alternate land needs analysis were identified at 45 
jobs per net commercial hectare and 20 jobs per net industrial hectare. Some of the 
analyses noted above can be reviewed in Appendix A: Employment Development Density 
Methodology. 

4.4 Commercial Land Demand Generator Assumptions 
Table 10: Commercial Land Demand Generator Assumptions 

 Unit 2019 
Assumption 

Alternate 
Analysis 

Employment Intensification (Employment to be 
accommodated within existing developed areas) Percentage 5% - 

Proportion of Employment Growth for Commercial Percentage Unknown 45% 

Density: Jobs Per Net Commercial Hectare Jobs/Net 
Ha Unknown 45 

Net Developable Overheads – Non-Residential   30%  - 
Contingency Percentage 12% - 
Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 
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4.5 Industrial Land Demand Generator Assumptions 
Table 11: Industrial Land Demand Generator Assumptions 

 Unit 2019 
Assumption 

Alternate 
Analysis 

Employment Intensification (Employment to be 
accommodated within existing developed areas) Percentage 5% - 

Proportion of Employment Growth for Industrial Percentage Unknown 47% 

Density: Jobs Per Net Industrial Hectare Jobs/Net 
Ha Unknown 20 

Net Developable Overheads – Non-Residential  30% - 
Contingency Percentage 12% - 
Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 

 

4.6 Institutional Land Demand Generator Assumptions 
Section 3.4.3 of the JRGS details the Institutional (Urban Service) Land Requirements and 
Land Needs process as follows: “Using the combined totals of the residential and non-
residential land requirements and the institutional assumption from the land demand 
generators deliverable, the institutional land requirements were generated using ISL’s 
model.” (JRGS, p.80) 

Based on Table 44 of the JRGS it appears that an assumption of 4% of the combined gross 
residential, commercial, and industrial land needs (excluding contingencies) was utilized to 
identify the institutional land need. This assumption will be carried forward in the 
alternative land needs analysis as outlined in Table 12:  Institutional Land Demand 
Generator Assumptions. 

Table 12:  Institutional Land Demand Generator Assumptions 
 Unit 2019 

Assumption 
Alternate 
Analysis 

Percentage of Gross Developable Area Assumption Percentage 4% - 
Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 

4.7 Land Supply Assumptions 
In the analysis to follow in Section 5.0 the absorption data from Table 1 was used to 
subtract out the land supply currently available within the City that could be utilized to 
support some of the projected future growth. Use of the “Minimum Land Supply” values 
assumes constrained lands are undevelopable and results in a higher gross land need, 
while the “Maximum Land Supply” values assumes constrained lands are developable and 
results in a lower gross land need by increasing the available supply. Throughout this 
report both options were demonstrated for comparison purposes. 
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5.0 Land Need for Population & Employment Growth 

5.1 Land Need for Projected Residential Population Growth 
To translate the projected population growth into residential land need, the land demand 
generator assumptions are applied to the population growth projections to identify the 
residential lands required to accommodate 35 years of growth. Table 13: Alternative 
Residential Land Need Analysis details the analysis that was likely implemented to identify 
the City Residential Land Need Requirements summarized in Table 39 of the JRGS.  

The process for this analysis this are as follows: growth values are identified, translated 
into net land need, converted into gross land need, have an additional contingency applied 
(market allowance and additional parks and open space factors), have the existing land 
supply available within the City removed, finally identifying the gross land need beyond the 
City of Lloydminster boundaries. As demonstrated in the land supply analysis detailed in 
Section 2.0, a critical assumption is whether constrained lands (i.e.. utility rights-of-way 
and well setbacks) are considered developable or undevelopable. Although this does not 
impact the identification of overall land need, it does impact the assessment of available 
supply within the city and thus land need beyond the existing City boundaries. Table 13 
below breaks out this assumption with two different outcomes depending on whether the 
maximum or minimum land supply numbers are utilized.  

As stated in the previous sections the key input assumptions that will be reviewed in this 
sensitivity analysis are the projected population growth and thus the expected population 
change between 2016 and 2051, and the provincial growth allocation between the Alberta 
and Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster. Option #1 demonstrates the 
residential land need if only the growth projection input is changed, Option #2 
demonstrates the residential land need if only the provincial growth allocation is 
changed, and Option #3 demonstrates if both are changed. 
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Table 13: Alternative Residential Land Need Analysis 
    Alternate Analysis 
Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 39) 

Option 
#1 

Option 
#2 

Option 
#3 

2/3 2016 Base Population People 31,415 31,415 31,415 31,415 
2/3 2051 Projected Population People 67,489 55,818 67,489 55,818 

 Population Change (Total) People 36,074 24,403 36,074 24,403 
7 Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 70% 70% 60% 60% 
 Population Change (AB) People 25,255 17,082 21,644 14,642 

9 Population Intensification Percentage 5% 5% 5% 5% 
 Greenfield Pop. Growth (AB) People 23,992 16,228 20,562 13,910 

9 Household Size People 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.6 
 Dwelling Unit Growth Dwl.Units 9,228 6,241 7,909 5,350 

9 Net Residential Density Du/nrha 20 20 20 20 
 Net Residential Land Need Hectares 461.4 312.1 395.4 267.5 

9 Net Developable Overheads - 
Residential Percentage 35% 35% 35% 35% 

 Gross Residential Land Need Hectares 709.8 480.1 608.3 411.5 

9 Contingency - Market Allowance 
/ Flexibility Percentage 10% 10% 10% 10% 

9 Contingency - Additional Parks 
and Open Space Percentage 2% 2% 2% 2% 

 Gross Residential Land Need + 
Contingency Hectares 795.7 537.7 681.4 460.9 

Assumption: Constrained Lands are undevelopable. The minimum land supply is subtracted. 

1  
(Min) 

Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) (Minimum) Hectares 151.5 151.5 151.5 151.5 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 644.2 386.2 529.9 309.4 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 10.1 6.0 8.2 4.8 
Assumption: Constrained Lands are developable. The maximum land supply is subtracted. 

1 
(Max) 

Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) (Maximum) Hectares 155.9 155.9 155.9 155.9 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 640.9 381.8 525.5 305.0 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 10.1 5.9 8.1 4.7 

Note: There are some minor differences in the outputs as calculated vs. as demonstrated in the 2019 JRGS which we have assumed is 
due to rounding errors. 
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5.2 Land Need for Projected Commercial Employment Growth 
As stated in Section 4.3, due to the complexity of the employment land requirement 
methodology detailed in the 2019 JRGS, and the lack of specific numerical inputs utilized 
within that methodology, a simplified Employment Density Approach will be utilized in this 
alternative land needs analysis. As detailed in Table 14: Alternative Commercial Land Need 
Analysis the land demand generator assumptions have been applied to the employment 
growth projection to identify the net commercial lands required to accommodate 35 years 
of growth. Net commercial land requirements are then converted to gross commercial land 
requirements utilizing the net developable overheads assumption. A contingency factor 
(market allowance and additional parks and open space factors) of 12% is applied. Finally, 
the overall gross land requirements are reduced by the available land supply within the 
City to identify the land needs beyond the City of Lloydminster boundaries. Like the 
residential land need analysis, the additional assumption of whether constrained lands 
(i.e.. utility rights of way and well setbacks) are developable or undevelopable impacts the 
identification of land need outside of the City and therefore have been broken out into two 
different outcomes in Table 14 below. 

As outlined above, the key input assumptions that will be reviewed in this sensitivity 
analysis are the projected employment growth and thus the expected employment change 
between 2016 and 2051, and the provincial growth allocation between the Alberta and 
Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster. Option #1 demonstrates the land need if 
only the growth projection input is changed, Option #2 demonstrates the commercial 
land need if only the provincial growth allocation is changed, and Option #3 
demonstrates if both are changed. 
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Table 14: Alternative Commercial Land Need Analysis 
    Alternate Analysis 
Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 41) 

Option 
#1 

Option 
#2 

Option 
#3 

4/5 2016 Base Employment People 18,256 18,256 18,256 18,256 
4/5 2051 Projected Employment People 37,882 28,021 37,882 28,021 

 Employment Change (Total) People 19,626 9,765 19,626 9,765 
6 Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 70% 70% 60% 60% 
 Employment Change (AB) People 13,738 6,835 11,776 5,859 

10 Employment Intensification Percentage 5% 5% 5% 5% 
 Greenfield Empl. Growth (AB) Jobs 13,051 6,494 11,187 5,566 

10 Proportion of Growth to 
Commercial Percentage Unknown 45% 45% 45% 

 Commercial Employment 
Growth Jobs - 2,922 5,034 2,505 

10 Jobs per Net Commercial Ha Jobs Unknown 45 45 45 
 Net Commercial Land Need Hectares 133.1 64.9 111.9 55.7 

10 Net Developable Overheads – 
Non-Residential Percentage 30% 30% 30% 30% 

 Gross Commercial Land Need Hectares 190.2 92.8 159.8 79.5 
10 Contingency Percentage 12% 12% 12% 12% 

 Gross Commercial Land Need + 
Contingency Hectares 213.0 103.9 179.0 89.1 

Assumption: Constrained Lands are undevelopable. The minimum land supply is subtracted. 

1  
(Min) 

Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) (Minimum) Hectares 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 168.0 58.9 134.0 44.1 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 2.6 0.9 2.1 0.7 
Assumption: Constrained Lands are developable. The maximum land supply is subtracted. 

1  
(Max) 

Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) (Maximum) Hectares 56.7 56.7 56.7 56.7 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 156.3 47.2 122.3 32.4 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 2.5 0.7 1.9 0.5 

Note: There are some minor differences in the outputs as calculated vs. as demonstrated in the 2019 JRGS which we have assumed is 
due to rounding errors. 
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5.3 Land Need for Projected Industrial Employment Growth 
As stated in Section 4.3, due to the complexity of the employment land requirement 
methodology detailed in the 2019 JRGS, and the lack of specific numerical inputs utilized 
within that methodology, a simplified Employment Density Approach will be utilized in this 
alternative land needs analysis. As detailed in Table 15: Alternative Industrial Land Need 
Analysis the land demand generator assumptions have been applied to the employment 
growth projection to identify the net industrial lands required to accommodate 35 years of 
growth. Net industrial land requirements are then converted to gross industrial land 
requirements utilizing the net developable overheads assumption. A contingency factor 
(market allowance and additional parks and open space factors) of 12% is applied. Finally, 
the overall gross land requirements are reduced by the available land supply within the 
City to identify the land needs beyond the City of Lloydminster boundaries. Like the other 
land need analyses, the additional assumption of whether constrained lands (i.e.. utility 
rights of way and well setbacks) are developable or undevelopable impacts the 
identification of land need outside of the City and therefore have been broken out into two 
different outcomes in Table 15 below. 

As outlined above, the key input assumptions that will be reviewed in this sensitivity 
analysis are the projected employment growth and thus the expected employment change 
between 2016 and 2051, and the provincial growth allocation between the Alberta and 
Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster. Option #1 demonstrates the land need if 
only the growth projection input is changed, Option #2 demonstrates the residential land 
need if only the provincial growth allocation is changed, and Option #3 demonstrates if 
both are changed. 
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Table 15: Alternative Industrial Land Need Analysis 

 Alternate Analysis 

Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 42) 

Option 
#1 

Option 
#2 

Option 
#3 

4/5 2016 Base Employment People 18,256 18,256 18,256 18,256 
4/5 2051 Projected Employment People 37,882 28,021 37,882 28,021 

 Employment Change (Total) People 19,626 9,765 19,626 9,765 
6 Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 70% 70% 60% 60% 
 Employment Change (AB) People 13,738 6,835 11,776 5,859 

11 Employment Intensification Percentage 5% 5% 5% 5% 
 Greenfield Empl Growth (AB) Jobs 13,051 6,494 11,187 5,566 

11 Proportion of Growth to 
Industrial Percentage Unknown 47% 47% 47% 

 Industrial Employment Growth Jobs - 3,052 5,258 2,616 
11 Jobs per Net Industrial Ha Jobs Unknown 20 20 20 

 Net Industrial Land Need Hectares 299.5 152.6 262.9 130.8 

11 Net Developable Overheads – 
Non-Residential Percentage 30% 30% 30% 30% 

 Gross Industrial Land Need Hectares 427.9 218.0 375.6 186.9 
11 Contingency Percentage 12% 12% 12% 12% 

 Gross Industrial Land Need + 
Contingency Hectares 479.2 244.2 420.6 209.3 

Assumption: Constrained Lands are undevelopable. The minimum land supply is subtracted. 

1  
(Min) 

Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) (Minimum) Hectares 223.5 223.5 223.5 223.5 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 255.6 20.7 197.1 -14.2 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 4.0 0.3 3.0 -0.2 
Assumption: Constrained Lands are developable. The maximum land supply is subtracted. 

1 
(Max) 

Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) (Maximum) Hectares 241.8 241.8 241.8 241.8 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 237.4 2.4 178.8 -32.5 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 3.7 0.0 2.8 -0.5 

Note: There are some minor differences in the outputs as calculated vs. as demonstrated in the 2019 JRGS which we have assumed is 
due to rounding errors. 
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5.4 Land Need for Projected Institutional Employment Growth 
As detailed in Section 4.6, to identify the institutional land need, the total gross residential, 
commercial, and industrial land needs (identified in Tables 13, 14 & 15 above) were 
multiplied by 4% to identify the gross institutional land need. This method has been 
outlined in Table 16: Alternative Institutional Land Need Analysis with the bottom half of 
the table corresponding to Table 44 in the JRGS. 

Within the institutional land need analysis, there is no difference in outcomes if 
constrained lands are considered developable or undevelopable. The inputs for gross land 
required + contingencies for residential, commercial, and industrial lands are the values 
prior to removing the available land supply within the City. In addition, there is no 
identified land supply for institutional uses in either the maximum or minimum scenarios 
of the land supply analysis to be subtracted from the gross land need. Therefore, only one 
outcome for the JRGS and three alternate analysis options have been identified. 

As with the other land uses above, the key input assumptions that will be reviewed in this 
sensitivity analysis are the projected employment growth and thus the expected 
employment change between 2016 and 2051, and the provincial growth allocation 
between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of the City of Lloydminster. Option #1 
demonstrates the land need if only the growth projection input is changed, Option #2 
demonstrates the residential land need if only the provincial growth allocation is changed, 
and Option #3 demonstrates if both are changed. 
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Table 16: Alternative Institutional Land Need Analysis 
    Alternate Analysis 
Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 44) 

Option 
#1 

Option 
#2 

Option 
#3 

13 Gross Residential Land Required 
+ Contingency Hectares 795.7 537.7 681.4 460.9 

14 Gross Commercial Land 
Required + Contingency Hectares 213.0 103.9 179.0 89.1 

15 Gross Industrial Land Required + 
Contingency Hectares 479.2 244.2 420.6 209.3 

9/10/11 Contingency Assumption (12%) Percentage 12% 12% 12% 12% 
 

 Gross Residential (ha) excl. 
Contingency Hectares 710.5 480.1 608.3 411.5 

 Gross Commercial (ha) excl. 
Contingency Hectares 190.2 92.8 159.8 79.5 

 Gross Industrial (ha) excl. 
Contingency Hectares 427.8 218.0 375.6 186.9 

 Total Non-Institutional (ha) Hectares 1328.5 790.9 1143.7 677.9 
12 Institutional Land Generators Percentage 4% 4% 4% 4% 

 
Gross Institutional Land 
Requirements (No Contingency) 
(AB) 

Hectares 53.1 31.6 45.7 27.1 

1 Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) Hectares 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 53.1 31.6 45.7 27.1 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 0.8 0.5 0.7 0.4 

Source: Table 44: City Institutional Land Requirements in 2019 JRGS 
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5.5 Summary of Alternative Land Need Analysis 
Based on the updated population and employment projections provided by Applications 
Management in 2021, a potential redistribution of growth between Alberta and 
Saskatchewan and the identification of reasonable employment development density 
assumptions the identified land needs identified in this alternative analysis vary 
significantly from the conclusions of the JRGS and corresponding annexation application. 

Table 17: Alternative Land Need Analysis Summary (Minimum Land Supply) demonstrates 
the difference in identified land need, when subtracting out the minimum land supply 
available within the existing City limits from the identified gross developable land need: 

• Option 1 included updated population and employment projections resulting in an 
alternative land need of 17.5 quarters to 7.7 quarters (9.8 quarter difference).  

• Option 2 included an alternate distribution of growth between the Alberta and 
Saskatchewan sides of Lloydminster resulting in an alternative land need of 17.5 
quarters to 14.0 quarters (3.5 quarter difference).  

• Option 3 included both updated population and employment projections and an 
alternate distribution of growth between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of 
Lloydminster, resulting in an alternative land need of 17.5 quarters to 5.7 quarters 
(11.8 quarter difference).  

Table 17: Alternative Land Need Analysis Summary (Minimum Land Supply) 
   Alternate Analysis 

Land Uses 
2019 JRGS   
(Table 45) 

Option # 1 Option #2 Option #3 

Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters 

Residential 644.2 10.1 386.2 6.0 529.9 8.2 309.4 4.8 
Commercial 168.0 2.6 58.9 0.9 134.0 2.1 44.1 0.7 
Industrial 255.7 4.0 20.7 0.3 197.1 3.0 -14.2 -0.2 
Institutional 53.1 0.8 31.6 0.5 45.7 0.7 27.1 0.4 
Total Gross 
Difference 1,121.0 17.5 497.4 7.7 906.7 14.0 366.4 5.7 

Source: Table 45: Summary of Gross Developable Land Needs by Land Use, Joint Regional Growth Study (2019) 
Note: Table 45 in the JRGS cites a total of 17.7 quarters in the Total column which is likely due to a slight rounding error from the 
utilization of different decimal points.  
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Table 18: Alternative Land Need Analysis Summary (Maximum Land Supply) demonstrates 
the difference in identified land need, when subtracting out the maximum land supply 
available within the existing City limits from the identified gross developable land need: 

• Option 1 included updated population and employment projections resulting in an 
alternative land need of 17.1 quarters to 7.2 quarters (9.9 quarter difference).  

• Option 2 included an alternate distribution of growth between the Alberta and 
Saskatchewan sides of Lloydminster resulting in an alternative land need of 17.1 
quarters to 13.5 quarters (3.6 quarter difference).  

• Option 3 included both updated population and employment projections and an 
alternate distribution of growth between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of 
Lloydminster, resulting in an alternative land need of 17.1 quarters to 5.1 quarters 
(12.0 quarter difference).  

Table 18: Alternative Land Need Analysis Summary (Maximum Land Supply) 
   Alternate Analysis 

Land Uses 
2019 JRGS 
 (Table 45) 

Option # 1 Option #2 Option #3 

Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters 

Residential 640.9 10.1 381.8 5.9 525.5 8.1 305.0 4.7 
Commercial 156.3 2.5 47.2 0.7 122.3 1.9 32.4 0.5 
Industrial 237.4 3.7 2.4 0.0 178.8 2.8 -32.5 -0.5 
Institutional 53.1 0.8 31.6 0.5 45.7 0.7 27.1 0.4 
Total Gross 
Difference 1,087.7 17.1 463.0 7.2 872.3 13.5 332.0 5.1 

Source: Table 45: Summary of Gross Developable Land Needs by Land Use, Joint Regional Growth Study (2019) - Ultimate 

The above analysis identifies the gross developable land need outside of the existing City 
of Lloydminster boundaries for the core land uses - residential, commercial industrial, and 
institutional. To identify a land need for annexation purposes the developability of the 
lands targeted for growth (annexation) must also be identified. The total land need for 
annexation purposes will be a combination of the gross developable land need and the 
undevelopable lands on the subject quarters. 
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6.0 Land Needs and Developable Lands 

6.1 JRGS Developable Lands Review and Recommendations 
Section 4.0 of the JRGS includes a detailed analysis of the opportunities and constraints of 
the lands within the study area. This analysis included a review of features such as land 
use, fragmentation, natural environment, and energy infrastructure. In addition, the 
serviceability of the study area through an analysis of infrastructure opportunities and 
constraints was also completed. This analysis provides an overview of the development 
potential lands outside the City of Lloydminster that could potentially accommodate the 
growth identified in the land need analysis.  

Table 19: Detailed Land Supply and Developability Evaluation of Lands Adjacent to 
Lloydminster (Table 46 in JRGS) summarizes the undevelopable, constrained, and 
developable lands on 25.5 possible quarter sections located in the County of Vermilion 
River and adjacent to the City of Lloydminster Boundary. According to the JRGS “The 
detailed examination process consisted of quantification of the amounts of undevelopable 
and constrained lands within the 25.5-quarter section area to support and inform future 
discussions between the County and the City relative to potential annexation to 
accommodate forecasted gross developable land needs over the study horizon.” In theory, 
these 25.5 quarters represented a maximum possible annexation, within which the land 
need identified through the detailed land need analysis over the study horizon could be 
accommodated. 

The JRGS did not identify specific lands that should be proposed for annexation, but 
instead recommended that the process and findings of the study be used to inform a 
potential annexation application and other policy updates. Table 19 below corresponds to 
the quarters identified in Figure 2: Undevelopable and Constrained Land Quantification by 
Quarter Section, which is Map 20 in the JRGS. 
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Figure 2: Undevelopable and Constrained Land Quantification by Quarter Section  

           
Source: Map 20: Undevelopable and Constrained Land Quantification by Quarter Section, JRGS 2019 (*Numbers Added)                             
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Table 19: Detailed Land Supply and Developability Evaluation of Lands Adjacent to 
Lloydminster  

  Undevelopable Lands (ha) 
Maximum 

Unabsorbed Land 
Supply Including 

Constrained 
Lands in Gross 
Developable 

Hectares (Ha) 

Constrained 
Lands (ha) Minimum 

Unabsorbed Land 
Supply Excluding 

Constrained 
Lands in Gross 
Developable 

Hectares (Ha) 

Quarter 
No. & 

Proposed 
Annexation 

Area 

Gross 
Area of 
Quarter 
Section Pr
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1 (N) 67.8  2.5 4.3  61.0 3.0 2.9 55.1 
2 (N) 66.2  8 5.5  52.7 1.3 0.1 51.2 
3 (N)  67.9  0.8 3.7  63.4 2.6 0.3 60.5 
4 (N) 66.2  3.9 4  58.4 5.0  53.4 

5 (NW) 64.5   4.3  60.1 0.1  60.0 
6 (NW) 64.7   3.2  61.5 2.2 3.1 56.2 
7 (NW) 64.7 1.9 0.8 6.1  55.9 1.8  54.0 
8 (W) 66.2 2.5 6.6 8.1  49.1   49.1 
9 (-) 67.9  2.2 14  51.6 0.1  51.5 

10 (-) 64.7 28.7 0.5 7.2  28.2   28.2 
11 (W)  66.2 2.9 4.6 6.7  52.1   52.1 

12 (SW) 64.5  7.3 1.2  56.0 7.2 24.5 24.4 
13 (SW) 64.7 2 12 3.9  46.8 3.1  43.6 
14 (SW) 66.4  0.7 5.4  60.3 8.1  52.2 

15 (S) 64.8  6.5 5.7  52.6 2.7 5.9 44.0 
16 (S) 66.6  0.7 7.4  58.5 1.7 3.4 53.5 
17 (S) 64.9  5.7 5.9  53.2 1.2 2.0 50.1 
18 (S) 66.6  0.5 7.6  58.6  0.5 58.0 
19 (S) 64.8  0.6 6.6  57.7   57.7 
20 (S) 64.5   4  60.4  9.4 51.1 
21 (S) 66.1  3.5 5.6  56.9  0.1 56.8 
22 (S) 64.6  5.6 4.4  54.6 2.1 3.1 49.3 
23 (S) 66.4   6  60.3 1.2 10.1 49.1 
24 (S) 64.7   7.7  57.0  0.6 56.4 
25 (A) 64.5 2   59.3 3.2  3.2 0.0 
26 (A) 34.7   4.2 30.6 0.0   0.0 
TOTAL 1,675.8 40.1 73.0 142.7 89.9 1,330.1 43.3 69.2 1,217.5 

Source: Table copied directly from Table 46: Detailed Land Supply and Developability Evaluation of Lands Adjacent to Lloydminster in 
2019 JRGS 
Note: A reference for how the specific quarters in Table 19 (Table 46 in JRGS) above corresponds to Figure 2 (Map 20 in JRGS) and 
annexation areas (Figure 3) was not provided, but was added in for comparability in this report. 

As demonstrated above, the identified land need of 1,087.7 to 1,121.0 gross hectares 
(Tables 17 & 18) should be accommodated across more than the identified 17.1 - 17.5 
quarters due to the development constraints on the subject lands to accommodate that 
growth in the County of Vermilion River. As summarized in Table 19 although the gross 
area of the study area quarter sections totals 1,675.8 hectares, the actual developable 
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lands on those quarters range between 1,217.5 and 1,330.1 gross hectares. Therefore, the 
alternate land need analysis should also take the developability of the subject lands into 
consideration.  

6.2 Annexation Application Preliminary Land Uses in Annexation Area 
The annexation application goes one step further to identify the specific lands proposed 
for annexation and the potential land use distribution of the core land uses within them. 
Table 20: Preliminary Land Use Breakdown of the Proposed Annexation Areas was copied 
from Table 5.1 in the 2020 Annexation Application and summarizes the lands proposed for 
annexation. Two additional rows were added in the table to break out undevelopable and 
constrained lands from the total to maintain consistency with the approach taken in the 
JRGS which was variable in its consideration of utility rights-of-way and well setbacks as 
developable or undevelopable. 

With respect to the core land uses the annexation proposes 618.0 ha of gross developable 
residential lands, 148.1ha of gross developable commercial lands, 350.9 ha of gross 
developable industrial lands and 89.9 ha to accommodate airport expansion, resulting in a 
total gross developable area of 1206.9 ha (or 1117.0 ha of core land uses), which is close to 
the land need identified in the JRGS, but significantly higher than the need identified in the 
alternative analysis options.  

A further comparison of the developability analysis and proposed annexation areas 
compared with the land need identified in the alternative analysis is outlined in Section 
6.3. 
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Table 20: Preliminary Land Use Breakdown of the Proposed Annexation Areas  
 Proposed Annexation Area (ha) 

 South South 
west West North 

west North Airport Total 

Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation Areas 653.6 196.1 134.1 193.2 260.0 97.8 1534.7 

 

Environmental Reserve 23.1 20. 6.8 0.8 15.2 0.0 65.9 
Future Arterial 48.5 8.4 5.6 11.7 0.0 1.1 75.4 
Future Bypass 
Interchange 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 

Previously Absorbed 
Land 0.0 2.0 2.9 1.9 0.0 2.0 8.9 

Rail 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 5.3 
Regional Park 0.0 24.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 24.4 
Road 10.1 2.5 12.8 0.0 6.4 1.6 33.3 
Total Gross 
Undevelopable Land 83.7 57.3 30.5 14.4 24.5 4.7 215.2 

Utility Right-of-Way 8.9 18.4 0.1 4.1 11.9 0.0 43.3 
Well Setback 35.1 24.5 0.0 3.1 3.4 3.2 69.3 
Total Gross Constrained 
Land 44 42.9 0.1 7.2 15.3 3.2 112.6 

Total Gross 
Undevelopable & 
Constrained Land 

127.7 100.2 30.6 21.6 39.8 7.9 327.8 

 

Residential 492.9 88.6 36.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 618.0 

Commercial 33.0 7.3 40.4 33.4 34.1 0.0 148.1 

Industrial 0.0 0.0 26.6 138.2 186.1 0.0 350.9 

Airport 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.9 89.9 

Total Gross Developable 
Land 525.9 95.9 103.5 171.6 220.2 89.9 1206.9 

Source: Table 5.1: Preliminary Land Use Breakdown of the Proposed Annexation Areas in 2020 Annexation Application 
Note: Undevelopable and constrained lands broken out in consistent manner as JRGS. 
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Figure 3: Lands Proposed for Annexation 

       
Source: Map 3.1: Existing and Proposed Municipal Boundaries, 2020 Annexation Application 
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Figure 4: Preliminary Land Uses within Proposed Annexation 

      
Source: Map 5.1: Preliminary Land Uses Within Annexation Areas, 2020 Annexation Application 

00103



6.3 Summary of JRGS, Annexation Application & Alternative Analysis  

6.3.1 Summary of Land Needs with Minimum Land Supply 
Table 22: Land Need and Proposed Annexation Summary (Minimum Land Supply) below 
demonstrates a comparison between the gross land need identified for the core land uses 
(residential, commercial, industrial & institutional) in the JRGS, and the three alternative 
analysis options as compared to the lands recommended for annexation in the 2020 
Annexation Application. This table utilizes the minimum land supply values for both the 
available land supply within the City of Lloydminster (Table 1) and the developability 
analysis for potential annexation lands in the County of Vermilion River (Table 20), which 
assumes that constrained lands are undevelopable. 

The “Total Gross Developable Land Needs” in Table 22 are pulled from the land need 
identified in Table 17, and those outlined in the Annexation Application. The “Total Gross 
Undevelopable & Constrained Land” and “Gross Area of Proposed Annexation” values were 
provided in the Annexation Application based on the spatial analysis completed and the 
areas demonstrated in Figure 4: Preliminary Land Uses within Proposed Annexation. In lieu 
of identifying specific quarters to accommodate the land need identified in the alternative 
analysis options, a general assumption about the proportion of developable to 
undevelopable and constrained lands has been summarized in Table 21: Proportion of 
Developable to Undevelopable & Constrained Lands. As outlined, it is assumed that an 
average proportion of 78.6% developable lands, to 21.4% undevelopable & constrained 
lands would comprise the proposed annexation area. Utilizing this proportional 
relationship to identify the “Total Gross Undevelopable & Constrained Land” totals for the 
JRGS and Alternative Analysis Options, we can identify the approximate total areas that 
should be annexed under each scenario. In summary: 

• The 2020 Annexation Application proposes an Annexation of 23.5 quarters. 
• The JRGS identifies an annexation land need of 22.0 quarters (which would increase 

to 23.5 with the inclusion of the airport lands).  
• Option 1 identifies an annexation land need of 9.8 quarters. 
• Option 2 identifies an annexation land need of 17.8 quarters. 
• Option 3 identifies an annexation land need of 7.2 quarters. 
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Table 21: Proportion of Developable to Undevelopable & Constrained Lands 
 Preliminary Annexation (ha) Proportion 
Total Gross Developable Land 1,206.9 78.6% 
Total Gross Undevelopable & 
Constrained Land 327.8 21.4% 

Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation Areas 1,534.7 100.0% 

 

Table 22: Land Need and Proposed Annexation Summary (Minimum Land Supply) 
  Alternate Analysis Preliminary 

Annexation Gross 
Developable Land 

(ha) 
(Table 20) 

Land Use 

JRGS Gross 
Land Need 
Summary 

(ha)  
(Table 17) 

Option # 1 
Gross Land 

Need 
Summary (ha) 

(Table 17) 

Option #2  
Gross Land 

Need 
Summary (ha) 

(Table 17) 

Option #3  
Gross Land 

Need 
Summary (ha) 

(Table 17) 
Residential 644.2 386.2 529.9 309.4 618 
Commercial 168.0 58.9 134.0 44.1 148.1 
Industrial 255.7 20.7 197.1 -14.2 350.9 
Institutional 53.1 31.6 45.7 27.1  
Airport     89.9 
Total Gross 
Developable Land 
Need (78.6%) 

1,121.0 497.4 906.7 366.4 1,206.9 

Total Gross 
Undevelopable & 
Constrained Land 
(21.4%) 

304.5 135.1 246.3 99.5 327.8 

Gross Area of 
Proposed 
Annexation (ha) 
(100%) 

1,425.5 632.5 1,153.0 465.9 1,534.7 

Gross Area of 
Proposed 
Annexation 
(Quarters) 

22.0 9.8 17.8 7.2 
23.5 

*23.7 calculated 
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6.3.2 Summary of Land Needs with Maximum Land Supply 
Table 24: Land Need and Proposed Annexation Summary (Maximum Land Supply) below 
demonstrates a comparison between the gross land need identified for the core land uses 
(residential, commercial, industrial & institutional) in the JRGS, and the three alternative 
analysis options as compared to the lands recommended for annexation in the 2020 
Annexation Application. This table utilizes the maximum land supply values for both the 
available land supply within the City of Lloydminster (Table 1) and the developability 
analysis for potential annexation lands in the County of Vermilion River (Table 20), which 
assumes that constrained lands are developable. As shown in Table 20, 112.6 ha of 
constrained lands have been identified in the potential annexation area, which equates to 
approximately 1.7 quarters of land which under this scenario would be considered 
developable and eliminated from the overall land need. 

The “Total Gross Developable Land Needs” in Table 22 are pulled from the land need 
identified in Table 17, and those outlined in the Annexation Application. The “Total Gross 
Undevelopable Land” and “Gross Area of Proposed Annexation” values were provided in 
the Annexation Application based on the spatial analysis completed and the areas 
demonstrated in Figure 4: Preliminary Land Uses within Proposed Annexation. In lieu of 
identifying specific quarters to accommodate the land need identified in the alternative 
analysis options, a general assumption about the proportion of developable to 
undevelopable lands has been summarized in Table 23: Proportion of Developable to 
Undevelopable Lands. As outlined, it is assumed that an average proportion of 84.9% 
developable lands, to 15.1% undevelopable lands would comprise the proposed 
annexation area. Under this assumption constrained lands would be utilized for 
development thereby increasing the potential supply to accommodate the identified land 
need. Utilizing this proportional relationship to identify the “Total Gross Undevelopable & 
Constrained Land” totals for the JRGS and Alternative Analysis Options, we can identify the 
approximate total areas that should be annexed under each scenario. In summary: 

• The 2020 Annexation Application proposes an Annexation of 22.0 quarters. 
• The JRGS identifies an annexation land need of 19.8 quarters . 
• Option 1 identifies an annexation land need of 8.4 quarters. 
• Option 2 identifies an annexation land need of 15.9 quarters. 
• Option 3 identifies an annexation land need of 6.0 quarters. 
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Table 23: Proportion of Developable to Undevelopable Lands 
 Preliminary Annexation (ha) Proportion 
Total Gross Developable Land 1,206.9 84.9% 
Total Gross Undevelopable Land 215.2 15.1% 
Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation Areas 1,422.1 100.0% 

 

Table 24: Land Need and Proposed Annexation Summary (Maximum Land Supply) 
  Alternate Analysis Preliminary 

Annexation Gross 
Developable Land 

(ha) 
(Table 20) 

Land Use 

JRGS Gross 
Land Need 
Summary 

(ha)  
(Table 18) 

Option # 1 
Gross Land 

Need 
Summary (ha) 

(Table 18) 

Option #2  
Gross Land 

Need 
Summary (ha) 

(Table 18) 

Option #3  
Gross Land 

Need 
Summary (ha) 

(Table 18) 
Residential 640.9 381.8 525.5 305.0 618 
Commercial 156.3 47.2 122.3 32.4 148.1 
Industrial 237.4 2.4 178.8 -32.5 350.9 
Institutional 53.1 31.6 45.7 27.1  
Airport     89.9 
Total Gross 
Developable Land 
Need (84.9%) 

1,087.7 463.0 872.3 332.0 1206.9 

Total Gross 
Undevelopable 
Land (15.1%) 

193.9 82.6 155.5 59.2 215.2 

Gross Area of 
Proposed 
Annexation (ha) 
(100%) 

1,281.6 545.6 1,027.9 391.1 1422.1 

Gross Area of 
Proposed 
Annexation 
(Quarters) 

19.8 8.4 15.9 6.0 22.0 
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6.4 Identifying Specific Lands for Annexation 
A proportional approach was outlined in Section 6.3 to identify the approximate total area 
required to support the land need under each scenario. In submitting an annexation 
application, the specific quarters would need to be identified. For the current 23.5 quarter 
annexation being proposed the specific area is demonstrated in Figure 3: Lands Proposed 
for Annexation and Figure 4: Preliminary Land Uses within Proposed Annexation and 
summarized in Table 20: Preliminary Land Use Breakdown of the Proposed Annexation 
Areas.  

There are multiple inputs that contribute to the identification of specific annexation areas 
including: 

• The land needs by land use and their logical extension of the existing development 
pattern. 

• The development constraints on lands targeted for growth (ex. land use, 
fragmentation, natural environment, and energy infrastructure) (Map 16 in JRGS). 

• The serviceability of lands targeted for growth (Map 18 in JRGS). 

• The consideration for a contiguous development pattern and logical municipal 
boundary. 

• The perspectives of landowners on lands targeted for growth. 

These factors may wish to be considered in a potential revision to the annexation area 
based on the alternative land need analysis outlined in this report. 
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7.0 Conclusion 

Overall, the 2020 Annexation Application represents a logical application of the findings of 
the Joint Regional Growth Study to a specific annexation area. However, as has been 
demonstrated throughout this report, there were multiple assumptions that may have led 
to an exaggeration of the overall land need, and thus an annexation greater than is 
required to support 35 years of growth for the City of Lloydminster. 

First, the population and employment growth projections were initially raised in 2018 from 
the medium scenario to a medium-high scenario, increasing the anticipation of growth to 
be accommodated. Since those projections were completed almost 5 years ago, there have 
been significant economic changes that may warrant a revaluation of these projections. 
This revaluation has been detailed in the Applications Management Consulting Ltd City of 
Lloydminster Growth Forecasts - 2021-2051 report and have been applied to the 
identification of land need in Alternative Analysis Options #1 and #3. 

Second, the distribution of growth between the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides of the City 
of Lloydminster emphasize growth on the Alberta side to a greater extent than historical 
trends have demonstrated. The assumption that 70% of growth would be accommodated 
on the Alberta side and 30% on the Saskatchewan side artificially inflates the possible land 
need with a planning assumption. This assumption underutilizes the land supply that is 
currently available on the Saskatchewan side of the City of Lloydminster. Therefore, 
Alternative Analysis Options #2 and #3 demonstrate the land need impacts of a shift back 
to a 60% / 40% distribution. 

Finally, as demonstrated in dual scenarios throughout both the JRGS and this report, the 
assumption about whether constrained lands (i.e.. utility rights-of-way and well setbacks) 
should be considered developable or undevelopable can contribute to 
underrepresentation of the available land supply, and thus an increase in the overall 
identified land need. These were characterized as “Minimum Land Supply” assuming that 
constrained lands are undevelopable and “Maximum Land Supply” assuming the 
constrained lands are developable. Although, options for both were included throughout 
the JRGS, it is clear in Table 22 that the annexation assumption utilized the “Minimum Land 
Supply” assumptions in the final application. As demonstrated in Table 1, within the City of 
Lloydminster there are 153.0 ha of constrained lands and as demonstrated in Table 20, 
within the proposed annexation area in the County of Vermilion river there are 112.6 ha of 
constrained lands. In total this constrained land assumption represents 265.6 ha or 4.1 
quarters of land which were considered undevelopable in the annexation application, 
when in fact should be considered constrained but at least partially developable. 
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In conclusion, it is our assertion that based on the most up to date information available 
today and a reconsideration of some of the key assumptions that were utilized in the 2019 
JRGS and translated into the 2020 Annexation Application, the proposed annexation 
includes significantly more lands than will be required to accommodate 35 years of growth 
(to 2051). 

If the Municipal Government Board in its assessment of the 2020 Annexation Application 
and this Alternative Land Need Analysis see merit in adjustment of any of the key 
assumptions noted, then the impact on the annexation land need is demonstrated in Table 
25: Summary of Lands Required for Annexation. 

Table 25: Summary of Lands Required for Annexation 
 2019 JRGS Option #1: 

Updated 
Population & 
Employment 
Projections 

Option #2: 
Adjusted 
Provincial 

Distribution 

Option #3: 
Updated 

Projections and 
Adjusted 
Provincial 

Distribution 

Proposed 
Annexation 

 

Annexation Land Need 
Assuming Minimum Land 
Supply 

22.0 9.8 17.8 7.2 23.5 

Annexation Land Need 
Assuming Maximum Land 
Supply 

19.8 8.4 15.9 6.0 22.0 

Note: Constrained Lands = utility rights-of-way and well setbacks. Minimum Land Supply: Constrained lands are considered 
undevelopable. Maximum Land Supply: Constrained lands are considered developable. 
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Appendix A: Employment Development Density Methodology 

2016 Existing Development Density Calculation 

 Industrial Commercial Institutional 
(Urban Service) 

2016 Employment (excl. ~500 Husky Jobs) 
(18,256-500) 17,756 

Proportion of Jobs (Percentage) 47% 45% 8% 
Proportion of Jobs (Jobs) 8,345 7,990 1,348 
2016 Net Absorbed Employment Land Supply  
(excl. 188 ha of Husky lands) (603.5-188) 

415.5 196.2 78.7 

Jobs per Net Ha 20 41 17 
 
Commercial Land Need Analysis – Density Calculation 

Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 41) 

4/5 2016 Base Employment People 18,256 
4/5 2051 Projected Employment People 37,882 

 Employment Change (Total) People 19,626 
6 Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 70% 
 Employment Change (AB) People 13,738 

9 Employment Intensification Percentage 5% 
 Greenfield Employment Growth (AB) Jobs 13,051 

9 Proportion of Growth to Commercial Percentage 45% 
 Commercial Employment Growth Jobs 5,873 

9 Jobs per Net Commercial Ha   45 
 Net Commercial Lands Required Hectares 133.1 

9 Net Developable Overheads – Non-Residential Percentage 30% 
 Gross Commercial Lands Required Hectares 190.2 

9 Contingency Percentage 12% 
 Gross Commercial Land Requirements + Contingency Hectares 213.0 

1 Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (AB) Hectares 45.0 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 168.0 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 2.6 
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Industrial Land Need Analysis – Density Calculation 
Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 42) 

4/5 2016 Base Employment People 18,256 
4/5 2051 Projected Employment People 37,882 

 Employment Change (Total) People 19,626 
6 Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 70% 
 Employment Change (AB) People 13,738 

10 Employment Intensification Percentage 5% 
 Greenfield Employment Growth (AB) Jobs 13,051 

10 Proportion of Growth to Industrial Percentage 47% 
 Industrial Employment Growth Jobs 6,134 

10 Jobs per Net Industrial Ha   20.5 
 Net Industrial Lands Required Hectares 299.5 

10 Net Developable Overheads – Non-Residential Percentage 30% 
 Gross Industrial Lands Required Hectares 427.8 

10 Contingency Percentage 12% 
 Gross Industrial Land Requirements + Contingency Hectares 479.129576 

1 Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (AB) Hectares 223.5 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 255.6 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 4.0 
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Appendix B: City-Wide Alternative Land Needs Analysis 

Given the unique interprovincial context of the City of Lloydminster the distribution of land 
need within the city on either Alberta or Saskatchewan side can have a significant impact 
on the identification of land need and the rural municipality from which that land need 
should be annexed from. If the distribution of growth does not match the available land 
supply, then that means lands could be identified for annexation whose growth could be 
accommodated within the existing supply. 

If all the growth was allocated to the City of Lloydminster as a whole, and all the land 
supply on both the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides was considered available to support 
that growth, then the overall deficit of land supply can be identified, and subsequently 
identified for annexation from the appropriate rural jurisdiction.  

To consider the impacts of this City-Wide perspective the analysis completed in Sections 
5.0 and 6.0 of the main report, in Tables 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 22 & 24 has been replicated 
below with an allocation of 100% of the growth and a subtraction of the minimum and 
maximum land supplies available on both the Alberta and Saskatchewan sides.  

When reviewing the outputs of the minimum land supply analysis (which assumes 
constrained lands are undevelopable) it is clear that the land need has been 
overestimated. The JRGS identifies a land need of 22.0 quarters from Vermilion River, 
mirrored by the Annexation application which requests 23.5 quarters (including 1.5 
quarters for airport expansion) from the County of Vermilion River. If 100% of the growth 
is allocated to the City as a whole, and all available (minimum) land supply is subtracted 
from that need, then a City-wide annexation requirement of 21.3 quarters is required. This 
would theoretically be drawn from the County of Vermilion River the RM of Wilton and the 
RM of Brittania, whereas the current annexation application is proposing more area to be 
annexed from the County of Vermilion River alone. If the updated population and 
employment projections are also taken into consideration, then this City-wide annexation 
requirement is further reduced to 3.6 quarters.  

When reviewing the outputs of the maximum land supply analysis (which assumes 
constrained lands are developable) the land need is also overestimated. The JRGS identifies 
a land need of 19.8 quarters from Vermilion River, mirrored by the Annexation Application 
would hypothetically request 22.0 quarters (including 1.5 quarters for airport expansion) 
from the County of Vermilion River. If 100% of the growth is allocated to the City as a 
whole, and all available (maximum) land supply is subtracted from that need, then a City-
wide annexation requirement of 17.0 quarters is required. This would theoretically be 
drawn from the County of Vermilion River the RM of Wilton and the RM of Brittania, 
whereas the current annexation application is proposing more area to be annexed from 
the County of Vermilion River alone. If the updated population and employment 

00113



projections are also taken into consideration, then this City-wide annexation requirement 
is further reduced to 0.6 quarters.  

Overall, this City-wide analysis is intended to demonstrate the impacts that provincial 
growth allocation and an underrepresentation of land supply can have on the identification 
of land needs.  
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City-Wide Residential Alternative Land Need Analysis 
    City-Wide Analysis 

Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 39) 

2019 JRGS 
Growth 

Projections 

Updated 
Growth 

Projections 
2/3 2016 Base Population People 31,415 31,415 31,415 
2/3 2051 Projected Population People 67,489 67,489 55,818 

 Population Change (Total) People 36,074 36,074 24,403 
7 Growth Allocation Percentage 70% 100% 100% 
 Population Change (AB) People 25,255 36,074 24,403 

8 Population Intensification Percentage 5% 5% 5% 

 Greenfield Population Growth 
(AB) People 23,992 34,270 23,183 

8 Household Size People 2.6 2.6 2.6 

 Dwelling Unit Growth Dwelling 
Units 9,228 13,181 8,916 

8 Net Residential Density Du/nrha 20 20 20 
 Net Residential Land Need Hectares 461.4 659.0 445.8 

8 Net Developable Overheads - 
Residential Percentage 35% 35% 35% 

 Gross Residential Land Need  Hectares 709.8 1,013.9 685.9 

8 Contingency - Market Allowance 
/ Flexibility Percentage 10% 10% 10% 

8 Contingency - Additional Parks 
and Open Space Percentage 2% 2% 2% 

 Gross Residential Land Need + 
Contingency Hectares 795.7 1,135.6 768.2 

 

1 (Min) Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (Minimum) Hectares 151.5 603.4 603.4 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 644.2 532.2 164.8 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 10.1 8.2 2.5 
 

1(Max) Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (Maximum) Hectares 155.9 693.3 693.3 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 640.9 442.3 74.9 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 10.1 6.8 1.2 
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City-Wide Commercial Alternative Land Need Analysis 
    City-Wide Analysis 

Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 41) 

2019 JRGS 
Growth 

Projections 

Updated 
Growth 

Projections 
4/5 2016 Base Employment People 18,256 18,256 18,256 
4/5 2051 Projected Employment People 37,882 37,882 28,021 

 Employment Change (Total) People 19,626 19,626 9,765 
6 Growth Allocation Percentage 70% 100% 100% 
 Employment Change (AB) People 13,738 19,626 9,765 

9 Employment Intensification Percentage 5% 5% 5% 

 Greenfield Employment Growth 
(AB) Jobs 13,051 18,645 9,276 

9 
Proportion of Greenfield 
Employment Growth to 
Commercial 

Percentage Unknown 45% 45% 

 Commercial Employment 
Growth Jobs - 8,390 4,174 

9 Jobs per Net Commercial Ha Jobs Unknown 45 45 
 Net Commercial Land Need Hectares 133.1 186.4 92.8 

9 Net Developable Overheads – 
Non-Residential Percentage 30% 330% 330% 

 Gross Commercial Land Need Hectares 190.2 266.4 132.5 
9 Contingency Percentage 12% 312% 312% 

 Gross Commercial Land Need + 
Contingency Hectares 213.0 298.3 148.4 

 

1 (Min) Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (Minimum) Hectares 45.0 89.3 89.3 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 168.0 209.0 59.1 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 2.6 3.2 0.9 
 

1(Max) Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (Maximum) Hectares 56.7 109.4 109.4 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 156.3 188.9 39.0 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 2.5 2.9 0.6 
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City-Wide Industrial Alternative Land Need Analysis 
    City-Wide Analysis 

Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 42) 

2019 JRGS 
Growth 

Projections 

Updated 
Growth 

Projections 
4/5 2016 Base Employment People 18,256 18,256 18,256 
4/5 2051 Projected Employment People 37,882 37,882 28,021 

 Employment Change (Total) People 19,626 19,626 9,765 
6 Growth Allocation Percentage 70% 100% 100% 
 Employment Change (AB) People 13,738 19,626 9,765 

10 Employment Intensification Percentage 5% 5% 5% 

 Greenfield Employment Growth 
(AB) Jobs 13,051 18,645 9,276 

10 
Proportion of Greenfield 
Employment Growth to 
Industrial 

Percentage Unknown 47% 47% 

 Industrial Employment Growth Jobs - 8,763 4,360 
10 Jobs per Net Industrial Ha Jobs Unknown 20 20 

 Net Industrial Land Need Hectares 299.5 438.2 218.0 

10 Net Developable Overheads – 
Non-Residential Percentage 30% 30% 30% 

 Gross Industrial Land Need Hectares 427.8 625.9 311.4 
10 Contingency Percentage 12% 12% 12% 

 Gross Industrial Land Need + 
Contingency Hectares 479.129576 701.0 348.8 

 

1 (Min) Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (Minimum) Hectares 223.5 433.2 433.2 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 255.6 267.8 -84.4 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 4.0 4.1 -1.3 
 

1(Max) Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (Maximum) Hectares 223.5 476.1 476.1 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 255.6 224.9 -127.3 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 4.0 3.5 -2.0 
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City-Wide Institutional Alternative Land Need Analysis 
    City-Wide Analysis 

Source 
Table Land Need Inputs Unit 

2019 JRGS 
(Table 44) 

2019 JRGS 
Growth 

Projections 

Updated 
Growth 

Projections 

12 Gross Residential Land 
Required + Contingency Hectares 795.7 1,135.6 768.2 

13 Gross Commercial Land 
Required + Contingency Hectares 213.0 298.3 148.4 

14 Gross Industrial Land Required 
+ Contingency Hectares 479.2 701.0 348.8 

8/9/10 Contingency Assumption (12%) Percentage 12% 12% 12% 
 

 Gross Residential (ha) excl. 
Contingency Hectares 710.5 1013.9 685.9 

 Gross Commercial (ha) excl. 
Contingency Hectares 190.2 266.4 132.5 

 Gross Industrial (ha) excl. 
Contingency Hectares 427.8 625.9 311.4 

 Total Non-Institutional (ha) Hectares 1328.5 1906.2 1129.8 
11 Institutional Land Generators Percentage 4% 4% 4% 

 
Gross Institutional Land 
Requirements (No 
Contingency) (AB) 

Hectares 53.1 76.2 45.2 

1 Total Unabsorbed Land in 
Boundary (AB) Hectares 0.0 0.0 0.0 

 Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 53.1 76.2 45.2 
 Hectares per Quarter Section Hectares 64 64.75 64.75 
 Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 0.8 1.2 0.7 
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City-Wide Alternative Land Need Analysis (Minimum Land Supply) 
 Alberta Only City-Wide Analysis 

Land Uses 
2019 JRGS (Table 45) 2019 JRGS Growth 

Projections 
Updated Growth 

Projections 
Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters 

Residential 644.2 10.1 532.2 8.2 164.8 2.5 
Commercial 168.0 2.6 209.0 3.2 59.1 0.9 
Industrial 255.7 4.0 267.8 4.1 -84.4 -1.3 
Institutional 53.1 0.8 76.2 1.2 45.2 0.7 
Total Gross 
Land 
Difference 

1,121.0 17.5 1,085.3 16.8 184.7 2.9 

 

City-Wide Alternative Land Need Analysis (Maximum Land Supply) 
 Alberta Only City-Wide Analysis 

Land Uses 
2019 JRGS (Table 45) 2019 JRGS Growth 

Projections 
Updated Growth 

Projections 
Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters Gross Ha Quarters 

Residential 640.9 10.1 442.3 6.8 74.9 1.2 
Commercial 156.3 2.5 188.9 2.9 39.0 0.6 
Industrial 237.4 3.7 224.9 3.5 -127.3 -2.0 
Institutional 53.1 0.8 76.2 1.2 45.2 0.7 
Total Gross 
Land 
Difference 

1,087.7 17.1 932.4 14.4 31.8 0.5 
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City-Wide Land Need and Proposed Annexation Summary (Minimum Land Supply) 
   City-Wide Alternate Analysis 

Land Use 

JRGS Gross Land 
Need Summary 

(ha)  
(Table 17) 

Annexation 
Application (ha) 

(Table 20) 

2019 JRGS Growth 
Projections (Table 

17) 

Updated Growth 
Projections (Table 

17) 

Residential 644.2 618 532.2 164.8 
Commercial 168.0 148.1 209.0 59.1 
Industrial 255.7 350.9 267.8 -84.4 
Institutional 53.1  76.2 45.2 
Airport  89.9   
Total Gross Developable Land 
Need (78.6%) 1,121.0 1,206.9 1,085.3 184.7 

Total Gross Undevelopable & 
Constrained Land (21.4%) 304.5 327.8 294.8 50.2 

Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation (ha) (100%) 1,425.5 1,534.7 1,380.1 234.9 

Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation (Quarters) 22.0 

23.5 
*23.7 calc. 

21.3 3.6 

 
City-Wide Land Need and Proposed Annexation Summary (Maximum Land Supply) 

   City-Wide Alternate Analysis 

Land Use 

JRGS Gross Land 
Need Summary 

(ha)  
(Table 17) 

Annexation 
Application (ha) 

(Table 20) 

2019 JRGS Growth 
Projections (Table 

17) 

Updated Growth 
Projections (Table 

17) 

Residential 640.9 618 442.3 74.9 

Commercial 156.3 148.1 188.9 39.0 

Industrial 237.4 350.9 224.9 -127.3 

Institutional 53.1  76.2 45.2 

Airport  89.9   
Total Gross Developable Land 
(84.9%) 1,087.7 1,206.9 932.4 31.8 

Total Gross Undevelopable 
Land (15.1%) 193.9 215.2 166.3 5.7 

Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation (ha) (100%) 1,281.6 1,422.1 1,098.6 37.5 

Gross Area of Proposed 
Annexation (Quarters) 19.8 22.0 17.0 0.6 
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City Wide Summary of Lands Required for Annexation 

 Alberta Side Only City-Wide Alternate Analysis 
 2019 JRGS Proposed 

Annexation 
2019 JRGS 

Growth 
Projections 

2021 Updated 
Growth 

Projections 
Annexation Land Need 
Assuming Minimum Land 
Supply 

22.0 23.5 21.3 3.6 

Annexation Land Need 
Assuming Maximum Land 
Supply 

19.8 22.0 17.0 0.6 

Note: Constrained Lands = utility rights-of-way and well setbacks. Minimum Land Supply: Constrained lands are considered 
undevelopable. Maximum Land Supply: Constrained lands are considered developable. 
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KEY PROJECTS

Recent Notable Projects

• Westerra Neighbourhood Plan, 2014, City of Regina

• Westerra Phase 1 Concept Plan, 2014, City of Regina

• SE Regina Neighbourhood Plan, 2014, City of Regina

• City of Regina Growth Study & Annexation Rationale, 
2013, City of Regina

• Prairie Creek Business Park Master Plan, 2012, Regina 
Municipality of Wood Buffalo

• East Victoria Concept Plan, 2015, City of Regina

• Prairie Creek Business Park, Phase 1, 2 and 3 Land Use 
and Subdivision Approval, 2015, Fort McMurray

Master Planning, Land Use & Development Approvals

• Southeast Regina Secondary Plan, City of Regina, for 
Harvard Developments, City of Regina, Long Lake 
Investments and Dream (2015)

• East Victoria Commercial Concept Plan, City of Regina, 
for Harvard Developments, and Nanaksar Gurdwara 
Temple Group (2015)

• Westerra Secondary Plan, City of Regina, for Harvard 
Developments (2014) 

• Westerra Phase 1 Concept Plan, City of Regina, for 
Harvard Developments (2014)

• Cowboy Trail Business Park Outline Plan and Phase 
3 Subdivision Approval, Mountain View County, for 
Doubletree Development Corporation (2014) 

• North Kodiak Lands Outline Plan and Development 
Support, City of Lloydminster, for Husky Energy (2014) 
Prairie Creek Business Park Outline Plan, Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 Zoning and Subdivision Approval, RMWB, for 
Pacific Investments and Develoopment Ltd. (2013) 

• Husky Energy Main Office Building Area Structure 
Plan, City of Lloydminster, for Husky Energy (2013)

• Bredo Outline Plan, Red Deer County for Lance Bredo 
(2013) 
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• Ghost River Rediscovery Centre Concept Plan and 
Land Use Amendment, Mountain View County, for 
Ghost River Rediscovery Society (2013) 

• OMNI Conceptual Scheme, Rocky View County, for 
Genesis Development Corporation (2013) 

• Netook Crossing North Residential Community / 
Golf Course Outline Plan, Mountain View County for 
Neurouese Properties (2013) 

• Netook Crossing Outline Plan, Phase 1 Zoning and 
Subdivision Approval Review, Mountain View County, 
for Neuroese Property (2011).

Research and Development Feasibility

• Industrial Land Review and Opportunity Assessment, 
City of Saskatoon, for Tri Star Lands (2015)

• Greenfield Land Analysis, City of Calgary, for Genesis 
Land Development Corporation (2015)

• Greenfield Land Analysis, Calgary Region, for Genesis 
Land Development Corporation (2014)

• Secondary Suite Appeal Board Submission, Town of Olds 
(2010)

• CityView Municipal Software Design and 
Implementation, Mountain View County (2009) 

• Regional Water Supply Inventory and Assessment, for 
PREDA, (2006)

• Town of New Amsterdam, Guyana, Solid Waste 
Management Plan, for CIDA and UMP-LAC (2004)

• Town of New Amsterdam, Guyana, Priority Action 
Plan(s), for CIDA and UMP-LAC (2004)

• Recreational Property Market Assessment, Thompson 
Nicola Region District (2002) 

• Circle Creek Property Summary Report for R-450 
Holdings Ltd (2002)

• Regional Transportation Committees Analysis, for Peace 
River Regional District (2002)

• Comprehensive Environmental Development Plan, 
Energy Report, for the City of Dawson Creek (2002)
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Statutory Land Use Plans, Growth Studies and 
Annexation Support

• City of Lloydminster Growth Study Review, for County of 
Vermilion River (2014)

• City of Beaumont Growth Study Review, for Leduc County 
(2014) 

• City of Regina Growth Study and Annexation Rationale 
Summary Report, for City of Regina (2013)

• MDP Review and Update, Mountain View County (2011)

• Land Use Bylaw Review and Update, Mountain View 
County (2011)

• Town of Peace River Growth Study Review, for MD of 
Peace and Northern Sunrise County (2007)

• Hamlet of Cleardale Area Structure Plan, Clear Hills 
County (2006)

• Northern Lakes Area Redevelopment Plan, Town of 
McLennan (2006)

• Muncipal Development Plan, Town of McLennan (2006)

• Quenville Huband Local Area Plan, for Regional District 
of Comox-Strathcona (2003)

• St. Isidore Growth Study and Development 
Recommendations, Société des Compagnons (2006)

• Village of Cumberland Heritage Management Plan, for 
Village of Cumberland (2002)

Research and Development Feasibility Cont.

• Industrial Land Review and Opportunity Assessment, 
City of Saskatoon, for Tri Star Lands (2015)

• Greenfield Land Analysis, City of Calgary, for Genesis 
Land Development Corporation (2015)

• Greenfield Land Analysis, Calgary Region, for Genesis 
Land Development Corporation (2014)

• Secondary Suite Appeal Board Submission, Town of 
Olds (2010)

• CityView Municipal Software Design and 
Implementation, Mountain View County (2009) 

• Regional Water Supply Inventory and Assessment, for 
PREDA, (2006)

• Town of New Amsterdam, Guyana, Solid Waste 
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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this report is to provide a review and comparison of the Joint Regional 
Growth Study (JRGS) initial and final assumptions and outcomes to illustrate the 
corresponding impact on the City of Lloydminster gross developable land needs which are, 
in part, the basis for the City’s of Lloydminster’s 2020 annexation application.  

B&A Planning Group reviewed and analysed the initial and final growth study assumptions 
and outcomes as contained within the Joint Regional Growth Study as approved by the City 
of Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River in June 2019. 

The report summarizes the impact of transitioning from the initial to final growth 
assumptions in relation to the City of Lloydminster’s projected population and employment 
growth and subsequent gross developable land requirements.  

The analysis reviewed the impacts of the following assumption changes: 

• Study Horizon extended from 30 years (2045) to 35 years (2051); 

• Increase of population growth rate from the medium growth scenario of 1.9% to a 
medium-high growth scenario of 2.2%; 

• Increase of employment growth rate from the medium growth scenario of 1.5% to a 
medium-high growth scenario of 2.1%; 

• Considering Scenario 6A and Scenario 6B of the growth disaggregation scenarios to 
just using Scenario 6A; 

• Adjustment of the provincial allocation of 60% of disaggregated growth to Alberta 
side and 40% of disaggregated growth to Saskatchewan side to 70% Alberta and 
30% Saskatchewan; and 

As a result of the change arising from the initial to final growth study assumptions, the 
following impacts within Alberta occurred: 

• Gross developable residential land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 
from 4.8 quarter sections to 10.1 quarter sections.   

• Gross developable commercial land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 
from 1.1 quarters to 2.6 quarters in Alberta. 

• Gross developable industrial land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased from 
0.2 quarters to 4.0 quarters. 

• Gross developable institutional land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased 
from 0.5 quarters to 0.8 quarters in Alberta. 

• Overall gross developable land need beyond boundary in Alberta increased from 6.6 
to 17.7 quarter sections.   
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1.0 Overview 

1.1 Joint Regional Growth Study Process 

In 2015, through the Intermunicipal Annexation Negotiation Committee (IANC), the County 
of Vermilion River and the City of Lloydminster agreed to prepare a joint regional growth 
study (JRGS) to support annexation negotiations and intermunicipal planning between the 
two municipalities. In support of the JRGS process, B&A Planning Group served as a sub-
consultant to ISL Engineering. Applications Management Consulting Ltd, also acting in the 
capacity of a sub-consultant, supported the JRGS process via the preparation of population 
and employment forecasting, growth disaggregation and growth allocation scenarios for 
the JRGS study area establishing key inputs used in conjunction with other factors to 
evaluate land requirements required to support projected growth within the JRGS study 
area including that of the City of Lloydminster.   

In January 2016, the IANC endorsed the medium growth scenario of Applications 
Managements’ population and employment forecasts (2015–2045). Based on the criteria 
and assumptions agreed upon by the IANC, the initial growth study assumptions and 
outcomes were presented to the IANC Committee by the consultant team and technical 
working group in July 2017. The initial growth study assumptions and outcomes were 
presented based on the approved JRGS terms of reference and work plan.  

The City of Lloydminster withdrew from the joint regional growth study process in 
November 2017. The City rejoined the JRGS process under certain conditions, and the 
Intermunicipal Annexation Negotiation Committee (IANC) was given direction to restart 
the JRGS process in May 2018. In August 2018, the joint growth study process resumed 
with the consulting team and the IANC Technical Working Group (TWG). As part of project 
recommencement, the TWG agreed to not revisit all of the initial growth study 
assumptions and to proceed with a different approach on finalizing certain JRGS 
assumptions.   

Based on the subsequent growth study process, final growth study assumptions and 
outcomes were presented in the 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study. The revisions made 
between the initial and final assumptions had a significant impact on JRGS outcomes 
including but not limited to the City of Lloydminster’s gross developable land requirement 
and land need. The JRGS forms part of the City of Lloydminster’s annexation application as 
filed with the Municipal Government Board.  
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1.2 Purpose of Report 

The purpose of this report is to provide a review and comparison of the Joint Regional 
Growth Study (JRGS) initial and final assumptions and outcomes to illustrate the 
corresponding impact on the City of Lloydminster gross developable land needs which are, 
in part, the basis for the City’s of Lloydminster’s 2020 annexation application.  

B&A has undertaken the following methodological approach to support the evaluation and 
quantification of impacts: 

- Review and analysis of the initial growth study assumptions and outcomes as 
contained within the Joint Regional Growth Study as approved by the City of 
Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River in June 2019. 

- Review and analysis of the final growth study assumptions and outcomes as 
contained within the Joint Regional Growth Study as approved by the City of 
Lloydminster and County of Vermilion River in June 2019.  

- Evaluation and quantification of the difference between the initial and final growth 
study assumptions both in absolute and percentage terms and classification of the 
magnitude of impact based on review of completed. 

- Comparative analysis of the City of Lloydminster’s gross developable land needs 
under the initial and final growth study assumptions to establish the overall 
magnitude of impact relating to the modification of these assumptions as it relates 
to the City of Lloydminster’s gross developable land needs and annexation 
processes underway. 
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2.0 Population Growth Forecast 

Initial Assumptions (2017) 

Applications Management’s Joint Growth Study Population & Employment Forecasts (2015-
2045), Working Paper, Draft 5 was provided to the IANC committee in January 2016, and is 
included in Appendix A of the final version of the JRGS. 

The purpose of the study was to provide a 30-year population and employment forecast, 
2015 to 2045, for the Study Area that includes the City of Lloydminster, and portions of the 
County of Vermilion River, R.M. of Britannia, and R.M. of Wilton.   A population and 
employment forecasting model was used to develop project growth for each of the three 
scenarios described below:  

• Low Scenario:  This scenario represents a continuation of the current slowdown in 
the economic growth in the Study Area, including lower growth in the oil industry, 
which does not recover to pre-oil price declines of 2014. Under this scenario, 
population in the Study Area was projected to grow from 31,727 in 2015 to 45,911 
by 2045, which represent an annual average rate of population growth of 1.2%. 

• Medium Scenario:  This scenario represents the ‘best guess’ as to the growth which 
can be expected for the Study Area and assumes that energy prices recover to levels 
which will remain below levels that existed prior to the oil price declines of 2014. 
Under this scenario, population in the study area was projected to grow from 
31,727 in 2015 to 56,390 in 2045, which represents an annual average rate of 
population growth of 1.9%. 

• High Scenario:  This scenario represents an ‘optimistic’ picture of future growth 
that can be expected for the region including a return of oil prices to levels at or 
above those that existed prior to the oil price declines of 2014. Under this scenario, 
population in the study area was projected to grow from 31,727 in 2015 to 64,659 
in 2045.  This represents an annual average rate of population growth of 2.4%.   

As summarized on Page 75 of the JRGS, the IANC had initially endorsed the ‘medium 
growth scenario’ outlined in Applications Management’s population and employment 
forecasts (2015 – 2045). The medium population growth scenario was determined to be a 
1.9% annual average growth rate.  This growth scenario and corresponding population and 
employment forecast served as the primary input of forecast population and employment 
growth under the JRGS initial assumptions.   
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Final Assumptions (2019) 

When the City of Lloydminster rejoined the JRGS process in August 2018, the IANC 
Technical Working Group (TWG) agreed that the ‘medium growth scenario’ population and 
employment forecasts would be updated as follows: 

• To reflect the 2016 federal census and adjust the base year; 

• To extend the study horizon from 30 to 35 years to account for the extended 
process and time that had passed since the JRGS was initiated in 2015. The new 
study horizon ended in 2051; and 

• To explore the application of a ‘medium-high growth scenario’ that would serve as a 
mid-point of the previous ‘medium’ and ‘high’ growth scenarios developed by 
Applications Management. This assumes a midpoint in the driver industry growth 
rates between the initial medium and high scenarios.  This midpoint was an average 
annual growth rate of 2.2%. 

The medium-high growth scenario was determined to be a 2.2 % annual average growth 
rate.  This updated growth scenario and corresponding population and employment 
forecast served as the primary input of forecast population and employment growth under 
the JRGS final assumptions.   
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3.0 Employment Growth Forecast 

Initial Assumptions (2017) 

The initial employment growth assumption endorsed by the IANC under the ‘medium 
growth scenario’ was an annual average employment growth rate of 1.5%.  The three 
scenarios initially considered included:  

• Low Scenario: The employment in the Study Area projected to grow from 19,124 in 
2015 to 25,592 by 2045.  This represents an annual average rate of employment 
growth of 1.0%.   

• Medium Scenario:  The Study Area employment projected to grow from 19,124 in 
2015 to 30,323 in 2045.  This represents an annual average rate of employment 
growth of 1.5%.   

• High Scenario: The Study Area employment projected to grow from 19,124 in 2015 
to 36,476 in 2045.  This represents an annual average rate of employment growth 
of 2.2%. 

 

Final Assumptions (2019) 

Based on the direction of the IANC Technical Working Group (TWG), Applications 
Management prepared an updated working paper in May 2019, included as Appendix C in 
the final JRGS report, that incorporated the revised assumptions and a revised study 
horizon.  

The Medium-High Scenario was prepared for a 35-year time period, from 2016 to 2051.  In 
this scenario, the Study Area employment is projected to grow from 19,191 to 39,718 jobs.  
This represents an annual average employment growth rate of 2.1%.   
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4.0 Population and Employment Growth Disaggregation 

Applications Management in conjunction with ISL and B&A worked on the development of 
a series of disaggregation scenarios to examine the disaggregation of forecasted 
population and employment growth to the municipalities situated within the study area. 
The examination explored various options and scenarios for disaggregation of projected 
population and employment growth amongst the four municipalities contained within the 
study area.   

Initial Assumptions (2017) 

The City of Lloydminster and the County of Vermilion River selected Scenario 6A and 
Scenario 6B as the final two disaggregation scenarios under the medium growth scenario 
for the purposes of modelling and determination of land requirements. Both scenarios 
maximized the County and City population and employment growth opportunities, 
however, Scenario 6A slightly exceeded the 2045 growth forecast, while Scenario 6B was 
adjusted to match the 2045 population and employment control totals of the medium 
growth scenario.  The parties agreed to use the midpoint of Scenario 6A and Scenario 6B 
for the purposes of disaggregating projected population and employment growth under 
the JRGS initial assumptions.  

Final Assumptions (2019) 

Through the final growth study process, the parties agreed that a disaggregation scenario 
that allowed for a wide range of employment growth opportunities to all municipalities 
(i.e., both low and high intensity industrial development) and enabled the City to realize its 
status quo share of population growth (i.e. rather than redirect some of its proportionate 
share of population growth to the County) was the preferred scenario for updated 
modelling purposes.  

The existing disaggregation Scenario 6A, which satisfied this requirement, was carried 
forth in all updated modelling. The parties agreed to use Scenario 6A, applied to the 
medium-high population and employment growth scenario for the purposes of 
disaggregating projected population and employment growth under the final JRGS initial 
assumptions.  

Table 1: Population and Employment Growth Disaggregation Scenarios provides an 
overview of the various growth disaggregation scenarios and assumptions evaluated and 
discussed extensively throughout the Joint Regional Growth Study process.   
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Table 1: Population and Employment Growth Disaggregation Scenarios 
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5.0 Provincial Growth Allocation 

Throughout the JRGS process, the allocation of forecast and disaggregated growth 
between the Alberta and Saskatchewan side within the City of Lloydminster was a key 
factor reviewed under both the initial and final JRGS assumptions. In 2016, the share of the 
actual population in the City of Lloydminster was 62.5% in Alberta (19,645 people) and 
37.5% in Saskatchewan (11,765).  The following provincial growth allocation options within 
the City of Lloydminster were considered and discussed at length throughout the JRGS 
process by the technical working group and IANC: 

- 50 % of disaggregated growth to AB side / 50 % of disaggregated growth to SK side 
- 60 % of disaggregated growth to AB side / 40 % of disaggregated growth to SK side 
- 70 % of disaggregated growth to AB side / 30 % of disaggregated growth to SK side 
- 40 % of disaggregated growth to AB side / 60 % of disaggregated growth to SK side 
- 30 % of disaggregated growth to AB side / 70 % of disaggregated growth to SK side 

 

Initial Assumptions (2017) 

Under the JRGS initial assumptions, the five provincial growth allocation options for the 
City of Lloydminster were reviewed and discussed in order to arrive at agreeable 
assumptions for distribution of population and employment growth within the City. After 
discussion of historical and emerging growth trends and preliminary modelling of 
provincial growth allocation scenarios at the horizon year, the TWG recommended to use a 
growth allocation within the City of 60% to Alberta (AB) and 40% to Saskatchewan (SK). 
This 60/40 was in general alignment with the current population split between the 
provinces in 2015, 62.9% in Alberta and 37.1% in Saskatchewan.  A summary of forecast 
population under the medium growth scenario, mid point of Scenario 6A/6B disaggregation 
and the allocation of this population growth on a 60 % to Alberta and 40 % to 
Saskatchewan basis is summarized in Table 2 (based on Table 35 in the final JRGS).  

Table 2: City of Lloydminster Provincial Growth Allocation under Initial JRGS Assumptions 

Provincial 
Allocation 

(%) 

2015 City of Lloydminster Base 
Population 

2045 City of Lloydminster 
Horizon Population 

2015 Base 
Population 

Distribution (%)   

2045 Horizon 
Population 

Distribution 
(%) 

AB SK AB SK Total AB SK Total AB SK AB SK 
60 40 19,740 11,637 31,377 34,375 21,393 55,768 62.9 37.1 61.6 38.4 
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As summarized in Table 2, under these initial assumptions the 2045 horizon population 
distribution was within 1.3 % of the City of Lloydminster 2015 base population distribution. 
The 60/40 growth split was used in subsequent modelling of residential and non-
residential land requirements within the City of Lloydminster and related back to available 
land supply to ascertain land needs. 

Final Assumptions (2019) 

After considerable discussion, the parties agreed to a revised provincial growth allocation 
model that directed 70% of all forecast and disaggregated growth under the medium-high 
scenario to the Alberta side and 30% to the Saskatchewan side. A summary of forecast 
population under the medium-high growth scenario, Scenario 6A disaggregation and the 
allocation of this population growth on a 70 % to Alberta and 30 % to Saskatchewan basis 
is summarized in Table 3.  

Table 3: City of Lloydminster Provincial Growth Allocation under Final Assumptions 

Provincial 
Growth 

Allocation 
(%) 

2016 City of Lloydminster 
Base Population  

2051 City of Lloydminster 
Horizon Population 

2016 Base 
Population 

Distribution (%)   

2051 Horizon 
Population 

Distribution 
(%) 

AB SK AB SK Total AB SK Total AB SK AB SK 
70 30 19,645 11,765 31,410 44,900 22,589 67,489 62.5 37.5 66.5 33.5 

 

As summarized in Table 3, under these final assumptions the 2051 horizon population 
distribution increased by 4% in Alberta and decreased by 4% in Saskatchewan from the 
2016 base population.  The 70/30 growth split was used in subsequent modelling of 
residential and non-residential land requirements within the City of Lloydminster and 
related back to available land supply in order to ascertain land needs. 
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6.0 Land Supply Analysis 

Table 4: Land Supply Analysis Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the 
various land supply criteria evaluated under both the initial and final assumptions of the 
JRGS.  Based on a review of both the initial and final assumptions of the JRGS the only 
observable change was that 71.6 hectares of “transitioning lands” identified as part of the 
initial JRGS assumptions were included within the “unabsorbed core land uses” category as 
part of the final JRGS assumptions. The effect of this change was that it increased the City 
of Lloydminster’s unabsorbed land supply. The City’s maximum gross unabsorbed land 
supply increased from 1216.0 hectares in the initial assumptions to 1287.6 hectares as part 
of the final JRGS assumptions.  

Table 3: Land Supply Analysis Comparative Assessment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Total Gross Area Hectares 4,343.30         4,343.30            0 0.00%

Absorbed Undevelopable Lands Hectares 576.00           576.00 0 0.00%

Absorbed Core Land Uses Hectares 1,521.30         1521.30 0 0.00%

Absorbed Developable Overheads Hectares 958.30           958.30 0 0.00%

Transitioning Undevelopable Lands Hectares 0 0 0

Transitioning Core Land Uses Hectares 71.7 0 71.70-                 -100.00%

Transitioning Developable Overheads Hectares 0 0 0

Unabsorbed Constrained Lands Hectares 153 153 0 0.00%

Unabsorbed Core Land Uses Hectares 1054.1 1125.7 71.60                 6.79%

Unabsorbed Developable Overheads Hectares 8.9 8.9 0 0.00%

Minimum Gross Unabsorbed Land Supply Hectares 1,063.00         1,134.60            71.60                 6.74%

Maximum Gross Unabsorbed Land Supply Hectares 1,216.00         1,287.60            71.60                 5.89%

Minimum Net Unabsorbed Land Supply Hectares 690.95           757.90              66.95                 9.69%

Maximum Net Unabsorbed Land Supply Hectares 790.40           860.50              70.10                 8.87%
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7.0 Land Demand Generators 

Land demand generators were developed and included within the land requirements 
model to determine total gross development land requirements to accommodate 
forecasted growth. Table 5: Land Demand Generators Comparative Assessment provides 
an overview of the various land demand generators that were discussed at length by the 
technical working group throughout the JRGS process. A comparative assessment of initial 
and final assumptions is provided. 

Table 4: Land Demand Generators Comparative Assessment 

 

As shown in the summary assessment, there were no changes between the initial and final 
land demand generator assumptions except for non–residential floor space generators and 
FAR inputs being abandoned as the key method and input to determine non–residential 
land requirements.  

This method involved the application of floor space generators provided by Applications 
Management to forecast employment to arrive at non-residential land requirements. The 
process of using floor space generators and FAR to determine gross employment land need 
was as follows: 

- The total allocated employment job projections were divided by industry 
classifications and based on jobs per square metre assumptions used to establish a 
forecast estimated building area requirements at the horizon year associated with 
projected employment growth. 

- Floor Area Ratio (FAR) was used to convert the total building area to a net land 
requirements.  

- Overheads were applied to the net land requirements in order to calculate gross 
employment land requirements. 

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Husky Employment Jobs Removed Removed 0 0.00%

Population Intensification Percentage 5.00% 5.00% 0 0.00%

Employment Intensification Percentage 5.00% 5.00% 0 0.00%

Household Size in Horizon Year People 2.6 2.6 0 0.00%

Net Residential Density Du/nrha 20 20 0 0.00%

Non-Residential Floor Space Generators Square Meters Abandoned Abandoned 0 0.00%

Commercial Land Floor Area Ratio Floor Area Ratio 0.25 0.25 0 0.00%

Industrial Land Floor Area Ratio Floor Area Ratio 0.20 0.20 0 0.00%

Institutional Land Generators Percentage 4% 4% 0 0.00%

Net Developable Overheads - Residential Percentage 35% 35% 0 0.00%

Net Developable Overheads - Non - Residential Percentage 30% 30% 0 0.00%

Additional Parks and Open Space Percentage 2% 2% 0 0.00%

Market Allowance / Flexibility Percentage 10% 10% 0 0.00%
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However, after translating all key inputs into the model to determine non-residential land 
requirements, there were concerns expressed that the floor space generator approach 
represented net building area as opposed to gross building area, and there was a challenge 
with the parties agreeing to an appropriate overhead markup to address this matter and 
convert net to gross land requirements.  

Upon this generator being abandoned, considerable discussion throughout the JRGS 
process took place regarding the most appropriate methodology to translate projected 
employment growth into employment land requirements.  The following additional 
approaches were examined throughout the JRGS process under both the initial and final 
assumptions: 

- Employment Density Approach – this approach examined existing employment 
density (jobs per net hectare) within the existing absorbed land supply. The 2015 
baseline employment figures by development typology were applied to the net 
developed lands to determine existing employment density assumptions for 
commercial and industrial areas. Employment density was then used to arrive at net 
land requirements. Overheads from the land demand generators were then applied 
to determine total gross employment land requirements. 

- Reasonability Check Approach- The intent of this proposed check is to compare and 
evaluate the land requirements generated by the Employment Density Approach to 
the current state of absorbed net land supply relationships within the City. The 
proposed reasonability check for commercial is a relationship of 0.25 net ha of 
commercial land for every 0.75 net ha of residential land, the industrial relationship 
is 0.4 net ha of industrial for every 0.6 net ha of residential land.  

- Blended Approach- the consultant team and the TWG agreed to model non-
residential requirements using a blend of the employment density approach and 
proposed reasonability checks to determine the gross developable non-residential 
land requirements and to ascertain non-residential land needs. The parties agreed 
to use the midpoint between the employment density approach and the 
reasonability check method as the basis for determining non-residential land 
requirements and land needs.  
 

Under the initial and final JRGS assumptions non-residential land needs were modelled 
under a blended approach consisting of the mid-point between the employment density 
method and the reasonability check method.  
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8.0 Impacts of Initial and Final Assumptions on City of 
Lloydminster Land Requirements 

The following sub-sections and series of tables illustrate the impact of transitioning from 
the initial to final growth study assumptions in relation to the City of Lloydminster’s 
projected population and employment growth and subsequent gross developable land 
requirements and land need.   

8.1 Population Forecast & Residential Land Requirements 

Table 6: Population Forecast Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the Joint 
Regional Growth Study population forecast under the initial and final assumptions of the 
Joint Regional Growth Study. The table illustrates the impacts of the following changes: 

• Study Horizon extended from 30 years (2045) to 35 years (2051); 

• Increase of growth rate from the medium growth scenario of 1.9% to a medium-
high growth scenario of 2.2%; 

• Considering Scenario 6A and Scenario 6B of the growth disaggregation scenarios to 
just using Scenario 6A; and 

• Adjustment of the provincial allocation of 60% of disaggregated growth to Alberta 
side and 40% growth to Saskatchewan side to 70% Alberta and 30% Saskatchewan.  
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Table 6: Population Forecast Comparative Assessment 

 

Growth Rate & Study Horizon 

With the population growth forecast shift from the ‘medium’ (1.94% average annual 
growth rate) to the ‘medium-high’ scenario (2.2% average annual growth rate) and the 
study horizon extended from 2045 to 2051, the City’s population change increased from 
24,391 additional people to 36,074 people, increasing by 11,683 people (47.9% more 
people than proposed in the initial growth study assumptions). 

Population Disaggregation 

There is no significant change in the disaggregation scenario under the initial (Scenario 6A 
& 6B) and final assumptions (Scenario 6A) of the JRGS. Under initial growth study 
assumptions, Scenario 6A projected a growth change of 24,391 people within the city 
between 2015 - 2045. Under Scenario 6B, the projected growth increase was 23,877 
people between 2015-2045. A difference of 514 people between the two scenarios. The 
final growth study assumptions used just Scenario 6A, which by itself would not 
significantly increase the future population projection of the city. However, when Scenario 
6A was coupled with the ‘medium-high’ growth scenario the projected growth of the city 
was 36,074 people.  

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Growth Scenario Descriptive Medium Medium - High High n/a

Base Year Year 2015 2016 1 0.05%

Base Year Population (Total) People 31,377           31,415              38                     0.12%

Base Year Population (AB) People 19,740           19,645              95-                     -0.48%

Base Year Population (AB) Percentage 62.91% 62.53% -0.38% -0.60%

Base Year Population (SK) People 11,637           11,765              128                    1.10%

Base Year Population (SK) Percentage 37.09% 37.45% 0.36% 0.98%

Horizon Year Year 2045 2051 6                       0.29%

Year Duration Years 30 35 5 16.67%

Growth Disaggregation Scenario Scenario 6A/6B (Mid) 6A 6B n/a

Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 60% 70% 10% 16.67%

Growth Allocation to Saskatchewan Percentage 40% 30% -10% -25.00%

Horizon Population (Total) People 55,768           67,489              11,721               21.02%

Horizon Population (AB) People 34,375           44,900              10,525               30.62%

Horizon Population (AB) Percentage 61.64% 66.53% 4.89% 7.93%

Horizon Population (SK) People 21,393           22,589              1,196                 5.59%

Horizon Population (SK) Percentage 38.36% 33.47% -4.89% -12.75%

Population Change (Total) People 24,391           36,074              11,683               47.90%

Population Change Percentage 77.74% 114.83% 37.10% 47.72%

Population Growth (AB) People 14,635           25,255              10,620               72.57%

Population Growth (AB) Percentage 74.14% 128.56% 54.42% 73.40%

Population Growth (SK) People 9,756             10,824              1,068                 10.95%

Population Growth (SK) Percentage 83.84% 92.00% 0                       9.74%

Average Annual Pop. Growth Rate Percentage 1.94% 2.20% 0.26% 13.40%
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Provincial Allocation 

The additional 11,683 city population added in the final assumption was largely allocated 
to Alberta (70%), with 10,620 additional people in Alberta and 1,068 in Saskatchewan 
(30%). This equates to an approximately 72.6% increase in the Alberta population growth 
from the initial ‘medium’ scenario to the final ‘medium-high’ scenario.  

Compared to the 2016 overall distribution of population of 62.5% in Alberta and 37.5% in 
Saskatchewan, the final JRGS assumptions project the distribution of the city’s population 
as 66.5% in Alberta and 33.5% in Saskatchewan by 2051. This increases the city’s Alberta 
population by 4% by 2051 over the baseline situation.  The 70/30 distribution split was 
used within the JRGS even though recent census information indicated that the population 
on the Alberta side slightly decreased from 2015 (19,740) to 2016 (19,645) and the 
Saskatchewan population slightly increased from 11,637 to 11,765 in the same time frame.   

Residential Land Requirements 

Table 7: Residential Land Needs Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the City 
of Lloydminster gross developable residential land requirements and developable land 
need in both the Alberta and Saskatchewan side of the City using both the initial and final 
assumptions.  

Table 7: Gross Residential Land Requirements and Gross Land Needs Comparative Assessment 

 

 
As a result of the average annual growth rate forecast increasing from 1.9% to 2.2% and 
allocating 70% of that population growth to the Alberta side of the city, the final JRGS 
gross developable residential land requirements in Alberta increased by 72.7%, from 460.7 
hectares to 795.7 hectares.  The gross developable residential land requirements beyond 
boundary in Alberta (demand less supply) increased by 108.3% (335 hectares). The gross 
residential developable land need in Alberta increased from 4.8 quarter sections under the 
initial assumptions to 10.1 quarter sections under the final assumptions.  

 

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Gross Residential Land Requirements + Contingency (AB) Hectares 460.7 795.7 335 72.72%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (AB) Hectares 151.5 151.5 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 309.2 644.2 335 108.34%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 4.8 10.1 5.32 111.50%

Gross Residential Land Requirements + Contingency (SK) Hectares 307.1 341 33.9 11.04%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary Hectares 451.9 451.9 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference Hectares -144.8 -110.9 33.9 -23.41%

Gross Land Difference Quarters -2.3 -1.7 0.6 -26.09%
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8.2 Employment Forecast & Non-Residential Land Requirements 

Table 8: Employment Forecast Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the City 
of Lloydminster’s employment growth forecast under the initial and final JRGS 
assumptions. 

The table illustrates the impacts of the following changes: 

• Study Horizon extended from 30 years (2045) to 35 years (2051); 

• Increase of growth rate from the medium growth scenario of 1.5% to a medium-
high growth scenario of 2.1%; 

• Considering Scenario 6A and Scenario 6B of the growth disaggregation scenarios to 
just using Scenario 6A; and 

• Adjustment of the provincial allocation of 60% Alberta side/ 40% Saskatchewan side 
to 70% Alberta/ 30% Saskatchewan; and 
 

Table 8: Employment Forecast Comparative Assessment 

 

Growth Rate, Study Horizon, & Provincial Allocation 

With the employment growth forecast shift from the ‘medium’ to ‘medium high’ scenario 
and the study horizon extended from 2045 to 2051, the future employment change in the 
city increased by 83.3% (8,919 jobs). The initial assumptions predicted 10,707 new jobs 
while the final assumptions predicted 19,626 new jobs. An additional 7,314 jobs were 
added in Alberta when the 70% allocation was applied to the final assumptions, equating 
to an approximately 113.8% increase in Alberta employment growth. Under the initial 
‘medium’ scenario at 60% allocation, the Alberta side within the City of Lloydminster was 
anticipated to accommodate 6,424 jobs, while under the final ‘medium-high’ growth 

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Growth Scenario Descriptive Medium Medium - High High n/a

Base Year Year 2015 2016 1 0%

Base Year Employment (Total) Jobs 18,192           18,256              64                     0.35%

Growth Disaggregation Scenario Scenario 6A/6B (Mid) 6A 6B n/a

Growth Allocation to Alberta Percentage 60% 70% 10% 16.67%

Growth Allocation to Saskatchewan Percentage 40% 30% -10% -25.00%

Horizon Year Year 2045 2051 6 0.29%

Years Duration Yeas 30 35 5 16.67%

Horizon Employment Jobs 28,899           37,882              8,983                 31.08%

Employment Change (Total) Jobs 10,707           19,626              8,919                 83.30%

Employment Change Percentage 58.86% 107.50% 48.65% 82.66%

Employment Growth Allocation (AB) Jobs 6,424.20         13,738.20          7,314.00            113.85%

Embloyment Growth Allocation (SK) Jobs 4,282.80         5,887.80            1,605.00            37.48%

Average Annual Emp. Growth Rate Percentage 1.55% 2.10% 0.55% 35.48%
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scenario at 70% allocation, the Alberta side within the City of Lloydminster was anticipated 
to accommodate 13,738 jobs.  

Commercial Land Requirements 

Table 9: Commercial Land Needs Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the 
City of Lloydminster gross commercial land requirements under the initial and final JRGS 
assumptions. 

Table 9: Commercial Land Needs Comparative Assessment 

 

In 2015, both the Alberta and Saskatchewan side of the city had approximately the same 
amount of unabsorbed commercial land in the city boundary, 45 ha and 44.3 ha 
respectively. Under the initial assumptions, the Alberta side was projected to need an 
additional 70.5 hectares of commercial land for future growth compared to 32.7 hectares 
in Saskatchewan. This equated to a land need of 1.1 quarter sections in Alberta and 0.5 
quarters in Saskatchewan.    

The final JRGS gross commercial land requirements projected 168 hectares of additional 
land in Alberta and 47 hectares in Saskatchewan.  This increased the Alberta commercial 
land requirement by 84.4% over the initial land requirement. The gross land need in 
Alberta (demand less supply) increased by 138% (97.5 hectares). The gross commercial 
land need increased from 1.1 quarters to 2.6 quarters in Alberta.  

Industrial Land Requirements 

Table 10: Industrial Land Needs Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the City 
of Lloydminster gross industrial land requirements under the initial and final JRGS 
assumptions. 

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Gross Commercial Land Requirements + Contingency (AB) Hectares 115.5 213 97.5 84.42%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (AB) Hectares 45 45 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 70.5 168 97.5 138.30%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 1.1 2.6 1.5 136.36%

Gross Commercial Land Requirements + Contingency (SK) Hectares 77 91.3 14.3 18.57%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (SK) Hectares 44.3 44.3 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (SK) Hectares 32.7 47 14.3 43.73%

Gross Land Difference (SK) Quarters 0.5 0.7 0.2 40.00%
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Table 10: Industrial Land Needs Comparative Assessment 

 

In 2015 the Alberta side of the city had 223.5 hectares of unabsorbed industrial land, while 
the Saskatchewan side had 209.7 hectares. The initial JRGS assumptions projected a total 
land need of 238.5 hectares of gross industrial land requirements on the Alberta side 
within the City of Lloydminster, requiring an additional 15 hectares beyond the existing city 
boundary.  

The final JRGS assumptions projected a total industrial land need of 479.2 hectares of gross 
industrial land requirements on the Alberta side within the City of Lloydminster, requiring 
an additional 255.7 hectares of industrial land in Alberta. The gross industrial land 
requirements in Alberta increased by 100.9% and gross land need in Alberta (demand less 
supply) increased by 1604.7% (3.8 hectares). The gross commercial land need in Alberta 
increased from 0.2 quarters under the initial assumptions to 4.0 quarters under the final 
assumptions.  

Institutional Land Requirements 

Table 11: Institutional Land Needs Comparative Assessment provides an overview of the 
City of Lloydminster gross institutional land requirements and land need under the initial 
and final JRGS assumptions. 

Table 11: Institutional Land Needs Comparative Assessment 

 

The final JRGS gross institutional land requirements in Alberta increased by 83.7% and 
gross land need in Alberta (demand less supply) increased by 83.7% (24.2 hectares). The 
gross institutional land need increased from 0.5 quarters to 0.8 quarters in Alberta.  

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Gross Industrial Land Requirements + Contingency (AB) Hectares 238.5 479.2 240.7 100.92%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (AB) Hectares 223.5 223.5 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 15 255.7 240.7 1604.67%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 0.2 4.0 3.8 1900.00%

Gross Industrial Land Requirements + Contingency (SK) Hectares 159 205.4 46.4 29.18%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (SK) Hectares 209.7 209.7 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (SK) Hectares -50.7 -4.4 46.3 -91.32%

Gross Land Difference (SK) Quarters -0.8 -0.1 0.7 -87.50%

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Gross Insitutional Land Requirements + Contingency (AB) Hectares 28.9 53.1 24.2 83.74%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (AB) Hectares 0 0 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Hectares 28.9 53.1 24.2 83.74%

Gross Land Difference (AB) Quarters 0.5 0.8 0.3 60.00%

Gross Institutional Land Requirements + Contingency (SK) Hectares 19.3 22.8 3.5 18.13%

Total Unabsorbed Land in Boundary (SK) Hectares 0 0 0 0.00%

Gross Land Difference (SK) Hectares 19.3 22.8 3.5 18.13%

Gross Land Difference (SK) Quarters 0.3 0.4 0.1 33.33%

00148



9.0 Summary of Gross Developable Land Requirements 

Table 12: Gross Developable Land Need Comparative Assessment provides an overview of 
the City of Lloydminster gross developable beyond boundary land needs under the initial 
and final JRGS assumptions for both the Alberta and Saskatchewan side of the City. 

Table 12: Gross Developable Land Need Comparative Assessment 

 

Key Impacts on Alberta side from Initial to Final Assumptions:  

The following is a summary of the magnitude of impact on the City of Lloydminster’s land 
requirements and the subsequent impact on the County of Vermillion River based on the 
initial and final growth assumptions: 

• Gross residential land needs (beyond boundary) increased by 110.42 % 
• Gross commercial land needs (beyond boundary) increased by 136.36 % 
• Gross industrial land needs (beyond boundary) increased by 1,900 % 
• Gross institutional land needs (beyond boundary) increased by 60 %  
• Gross overall land need (beyond boundary) increased by 168.18 % 
• Gross overall land need (beyond boundary) increased from 6.6 to 17.7 quarters.  

Key Impacts on Saskatchewan side from Initial to Final Assumptions:  

• Gross residential land needs (beyond boundary) decreased by 26.09 % 
• Gross commercial land needs (beyond boundary) increased by 40 % 
• Gross industrial land needs (beyond boundary) decreased by 87.50 % 
• Gross institutional land needs (beyond boundary) increased by 33.3 %  
• Gross overall land need (beyond boundary) decreased by 69.57% 
• Gross overall land need (beyond boundary) decreased from -2.3 to -0.7 quarters. 

 
 
 
 

Growth Study Factor Unit Initial Final Difference % Difference

Residential (AB) - Beyond Boundary Quarters 4.8 10.1 5.3 110.42%

Commercial (AB)- Beyond Boundary Quarters 1.1 2.6 1.5 136.36%

Industrial (AB) - Beyond Boundary Quarters 0.2 4 3.8 1900.00%

Institutional (AB)  - Beyond Boundary Quarters 0.5 0.8 0.3 60.00%

Total (AB) Quarters 6.6 17.7 11.1 168.18%

Residential (SK) - Beyond Boundary Quarters -2.3 -1.7 0.6 -26.09%

Commercial (SK)- Beyond Boundary Quarters 0.5 0.7 0.2 40.00%

Industrial (SK) - Beyond Boundary Quarters -0.8 -0.1 0.7 -87.50%

Institutional (SK)  - Beyond Boundary Quarters 0.3 0.4 0.1 33.33%

Total (SK) Quarters -2.3 -0.7 1.6 -69.57%
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10.0 Conclusions 

The initial outcomes for the Joint Growth Study, as presented in 2017, represented initial 
assumptions based on agreed upon growth trends, land assumptions and the established 
JRGS Work Plan. The initial assumptions and land need requirement was based on the 
‘medium’ growth scenario and allocated 60% of future growth to the Alberta side of the 
city and 40% to the Saskatchewan side. The outcomes of the initial assumptions resulted in 
the requirement of 6.6 gross developable quarter sections of land in Alberta to 
accommodate future City of Lloydminster growth.  

Following the review of said assumptions and associated outcomes, the City of 
Lloydminster withdrew from the JRGS process in November 2017 and returned in May 
2018 conditional upon certain initial JRGS being abandoned and reassessed. As a 
collaborative partner, the County of Vermilion River agreed to the reassessment of 
assumptions and the revision of key assumptions in the JRGS process. The adjustment to a 
‘medium-high’ growth scenario, a 35-year time horizon, and a 70% Alberta/30% 
Saskatchewan growth allocation significantly impacted the overall future gross developable 
land requirements for the City of Lloydminster and subsequent annexation application. 

The following report has documented a comparative assessment of the JRGS initial and 
final assumptions and outlined the magnitude of impact changes to these assumptions had 
in the determination of the City of Lloydminster’s gross developable land requirements and 
subsequent land need. The changes to these assumptions ultimately increased the City’s 
gross overall developable land need (beyond boundary) increased from 6.6 to 17.7 
quarters which has subsequently informed the City of Lloydminster’s annexation 
application.  
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Executive Summary 

The purpose of this paper is to review the key assumptions contained within the 2013 City of 
Lloydminster’s Growth Study, as it relates to the proposed annexation from the County of 
Vermilion River. A subsequent report, the 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study, was completed by 
the City of Lloydminster and the County of Vermillion River in June 2019 and is the more recent 
and applicable Growth Study document for the proposed annexation process. However, the 
2013 Growth Study was included within the annexation application, therefore, B&A Planning 
Group has completed a review of the key assumptions within the report.    

Based upon the review completed, a key limitation of the 2013 Growth Study is the study area 
does not include an evaluation of all lands surrounding the entire city boundary, focusing 
primarily on lands situated to the west of the city. All lands surrounding the city should be 
evaluated to ensure the most sustainable and logical land to develop are chosen for the 
annexation purposes.  

Upon review, the 2013 Growth Study contains several assumptions that may warrant 
reconsideration and revision to ensure an accurate calculation of the City’s existing land supply 
and future required land need. The cumulative impact of all the assumptions within this Study 
suggests that the proposed annexation areas identified within the study may likely represents 
more than 30 years of new land supply for the City of Lloydminster  

The key assumptions identified that may warrant reconsideration in the 2013 Growth Study are 
briefly summarized below: 

1. The methodology used in the Study to determine growth rates reflects the previous 15-
30 years of growth in the city. Future growth for the next 30 years may not sustain this 
historical high growth rate. A revised methodology should include in-depth modelling 
that accounts for a variety of factors that may impact future growth rates. 

2. The analysis of the city’s available land supply considers all zoned and subdivided land 
within the city as absorbed. At the time the study was completed, some of this zoned 
and subdivided land had not been developed and thus still available to accommodate 
population and employment growth. The inclusion of these lands represents an 
overstatement of land supply given that these lands can accommodate people and jobs.  

3. The amount of available industrial and commercial land supply appears to be accurate. 
However, the 97.1 hectares of land immediately north of the Husky asphalt plant has 
been considered as absorbed land. While correctly factoring that Husky owned lands 
may be constrained from absorbing general employment growth, the study did not 
address that Husky employment would be directed to Husky controlled lands. As such, 
net employment growth associated with Husky jobs and associated land requirements 
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have been factored into gross developable industrial land requirements and associated 
land needs.  

4. The Study does not include considerations for redevelopment or intensification within 
existing areas. Although this would have a minor effect on the overall conclusions of the 
Growth Study, based on City policies, it can be expected that some new population and 
employment growth will occur through intensification. 

5. There is a low residential density selected for the Study of 19 dwelling units per net 
residential hectare. The Lloydminster Municipal Development Plan targets a minimum 
of 20 units per net residential hectare. At the very least, the residential density should 
be in alignment with the city’s guiding statutory plan.  Increasing density targets up to 
21 to 25 dwelling units per net residential hectare are well in line with other 
municipalities density targets.  

6. The non-residential density targets within the Growth Study (industrial and commercial 
lands) are based on low density at 0.2 FAR based and assume most development within 
the city will continue to have significant outdoor storage and parking requirements. 
Moderate increases in density (0.25-0.3 FAR) that are in line with current development 
trends in other Alberta municipalities should be considered for future industrial and 
commercial development over the next 30 years in Lloydminster. 

7. The combination of a market allowance, other uses and undevelopable land 
assumptions comprises approximately 54.9% of the total gross land need required 
beyond the City boundaries.  

8. The calculation of land development constraints appears to be fair and accurately 
calculated although worst-case-scenario in nature.  

Based upon the planning review of key assumptions and factors forming the basis of the 2013 
Growth Study, it is the assertion that cumulative impact of the assumptions identified as 
potentially deficient directly impact the stated City gross developable land requirements and 
gross developable land need as summarized within study findings. Further review and 
reconsideration of these assumptions would have direct implications on the study findings 
particularly pertaining to the stated land requirements and annexation area summary.  
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1.0 Overview 

The purpose of this paper is to review the key assumptions contained within the City of 
Lloydminster’s Growth Study (August 2013, ISL Engineering) as it relates to the proposed 
annexation from the County of Vermilion River. The assumptions reviewed include: 

• Study Area 
• Population Growth Rates 
• Available Land Supply 
• Residential Density Scenarios 
• Non-residential Density Scenarios 
• Market Allowance & Institutional Uses 
• Land Development Constraints 

In undertaking this review, a number of other growth studies were examined to identify typical 
strategies contained within growth studies around Alberta. These include: 

• Town of Cochrane, 2001 Growth Study 
• City of Red Deer, 2004 Growth Study 
• City of Calgary, 2006 Growth Study 
• City of Camrose, 2006 Growth Study Update 
• Town of Chestermere, 2007 Growth Study Update 
• City of Grande Prairie, 2008 Growth Study 
• Town of Okotoks, 2014 Growth Study 

1.1 Role of the Growth Study 

The demonstration of land need and requirements is a critical consideration of the Municipal 
Government Board in the evaluation of any annexation application. To help substantiate and 
rationalize need, growth studies are often prepared by the initiating municipality to assess and 
forecast land requirements in relation to existing land supply to determine land need. This 
general approach  supports a municipality in determining whether or not they have sufficient 
land available to accommodate forecast growth or alternatively, whether additional lands 
beyond a municipal boundary may be required.  

A Growth Study uses information such as historic growth rates, population demographics, 
existing development density and forms, existing land supply, forecast population growth, 
forecast employment growth, intensification thresholds, and land demand generators among 
other considerations and factors, to determine land need.  
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Although the information used to support a Growth Study are generally similar, there are no 
concrete standard set of assumptions or methodologies used to develop a Growth Study. 
Assumptions can be deemed as reasonable or unreasonable when reviewed and an evaluation 
must consider location specific factors and observations to determine reasonableness.  An 
analysis of key assumptions contained within the City of Lloydminster Growth Study (2013) is 
provided below. 

1.2 City of Lloydminster’s 2013 Growth Study  

The City of Lloydminster Growth Study was completed by ISL Engineering in August 2013. The 
Study proposes that approximately 27 quarter sections of land are required for annexation to 
accommodate an estimated 30-year future land supply. Of the 27 quarter sections identified, 
24 quarter sections are identified within the County of Vermilion River.  

The Growth Study uses a population and employment growth scenario comparable to fast-
growing municipalities in Alberta. Most of the Growth Study assumptions take a “worst case” or 
“high scenario” approach. In the case of the City of Lloydminster Growth Study, given the large 
number of assumptions used to formulate the growth analysis using “worst case scenario” 
methods, there is an incremental increase in the land area required for annexation. Based on 
our review of these assumptions, this indicates that the annexation lands as identified within 
the 2013 Growth Study may likely represent a longer-term land supply than the 30 years as 
stated.   

The City’s Growth Study is unusual for its lack of analysis on all lands surrounding the City. As 
discussed in Section 2.1 Study Area of this report, it is difficult to compare the feasibility of 
lands surrounding the entire City for annexation purposes when only a portion of them (lands 
primarily to the west of the City situated in the County of Vermilion River) have been analyzed 
for their general suitability to accommodate and support forecast growth. 
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2.0 Analysis of Key Growth Study Assumptions  

Growth studies should be transparent in their assumptions, how the calculations were 
undertaken, and why certain assumptions are chosen over others.  Although the study states 
many of its growth assumptions, it is difficult to exactly replicate the study’s overall findings. 
This appears to be due to the style of presentation, but there are some key assumptions that 
are not stated. All calculations and assumptions used should be presented within the Growth 
Study in order to clearly understand how land assumptions were determined for clarity of all 
parties.  

2.1 Study Area 

Based on our review of the 2013 Growth Study assumptions, a core issue identified is that there 
is no rationale or justification presented as to how the study areas was chosen. One aim of the 
Study is to “establish recommended growth directions that sufficiently address the City’s future 
medium-term growth needs” (p. 1).  The study area serving as the basis of the 2013 growth 
does not evaluate lands surrounding the entire City boundary for their servicing and 
development suitability. There is no clear rationale presented within the Growth Study as to 
why certain lands situated adjacent to the existing municipal boundary of the City of 
Lloydminster were excluded from being evaluated.  In general, growth studies should evaluate 
all lands surrounding the existing municipal boundary. Following this assessment, a preferred 
growth direction is rationalized, and the impacts of annexation are established.   

From the perspective of evaluating the most logical areas for future urban development, the 
Growth Study excluded looking to the east without explaining or justifying this choice. It is 
difficult to state that the lands identified for annexation within the 2013 Growth Study 
represent the most sustainable lands to service and develop when other lands to the east of the 
municipality have not been analyzed. It appears that the existing Intermunicipal Development 
Plan (IDP) between the City of Lloydminster and the County of Vermilion River may have played 
a predominant role in the study area determination and the identification of lands for 
annexation purposes within the County of Vermilion River.  The inclusion of all lands 
surrounding the City of Lloydminster municipal boundary and corresponding evaluation as part 
of this study would be considered a more appropriate and comprehensive approach.   

2.2 Population Growth Forecast 

The Growth Study provides historic population figures and growth rates for the City of 
Lloydminster using a comparison between federal and municipal census history. Table 2: 
Historical Population Growth, 2005-2013, Municipal Census (page 4), indicates that the City of 
Lloydminster’s average annual growth rate ranged from 1.9% to 4.4% between 2005-2013, with 
an average 3% average annual growth rate between the last two federal censuses (2006-2011).  
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Based on the historical review and analysis completed and in consideration of the comparator 
municipalities identified, the three future growth scenarios selected included a low scenario 
(1.5% average annual growth rate), medium (2.1% average annual growth rate) and high (2.5% 
average annual growth rare) as shown in Table 6 (p. 14). These growth rates were selected 
based on a methodology that uses the City’s historic population growth over the last 40 years. 
It also references comparative municipalities, notably the City of Grand Prairie. These average 
annual growth rates are applied to the next 30 years of Lloydminster’s growth to 2041. This 
methodology assumes that the population will continue to grow as per the city’s previous 30-40 
years of growth.  

In this Growth Study, the high growth scenario (2.5% average annual growth) was selected to 
forecast the city’s future population. The Study states this average growth rate is in general 
alignment with the city’s average annual growth rate since 2001.  

However, it is prudent to reconsider the method in which the study projects the City’s growth 
over the next 30 years. Oil exploration and production and investment in the energy sector has 
played a significant part in the economic growth of the greater Lloydminster region and 
previous growth fluctuations. Recent economic reconstructing in the oil and gas sector, the 
outlook of Canadian oil and gas in the world market, and the progressive trend towards 
alternative energy sources may continue to impact and shape the energy sector in the 
Lloydminster area. Assuming the population of the city will grow at or near historic growth 
rates may warrant reconsideration based on current economic trends and near-long term 
projections.  

While it is prudent to choose the high-but-reasonable scenario to ensure sustainable planning 
for future urban development within city limits, it may be unreasonable to assume that the City 
would experience same high growth rates of the previous 15 years sustained over the next 30-
year period. As part of the County of Vermilion River’s response to the annexation application, 
Applications Management has undertaken revised modelling to examine underlying economic 
factors and conditions that may impact growth in the Lloydminster region to further assess the 
reasonableness of relying upon historical growth rates and comparator municipalities as the 
basis for forecast population and employment growth.  

2.3 Employment Growth Forecast 

Section 3.4 of the City of Lloydminster’s 2013 Growth Study examines alternative employment 
growth scenarios correlated with the low, medium and high growth scenarios evaluated. Table 
9 (p. 18) of the Growth Study examines forecast employment growth under these scenarios by 
employment / job type. The employment growth forecast includes 2011 census information 
outlining the distribution of employment type.   
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The Growth Study does not outline the methodological approach undertaken to substantiate 
the employment forecast. It is assumed that in review of the summary table that the 2011 base 
employment information as percentage of base population has been extrapolated over the 
forecast period to arrive at projected total employment and net employment growth. As 
previously outlined this method would place reliance on the underlying growth projections as 
established and would presume that base employment ratios (i.e., job distribution) would 
remain over the entirety of the forecast period. Given that employment growth is tied to a 
range of economic factors and considerations that may vary over the forecast period it may not 
be reasonable to assume that this base employment relationship would be sustained over the 
horizon as outlined.  

2.4 Available Land Supply 

2.4.1 Residential Land Supply  

A key driver of land need is available land supply to accommodate future growth. In order to 
determine requirements for land outside of the city boundary, an inventory is done of available 
supply within the existing city boundary. As summarized in Table 10 (p.19) and outlined in Map 
2: Current Land Supply (p.20), the Growth Study assumes that lands which have been zoned and 
subdivided are absorbed and unavailable to accommodate population and employment 
growth.  

In some cases, there may be lands that have been zoned and subdivided but have yet to 
developed. These lands are still available to accommodate population growth. At the time the 
Growth Study was released in 2014, a desktop review was completed by B&A using available 
aerial imagery to assess absorbed land assumptions in the 2013 Growth Study. The review of 
available aerial imagery (2011 imagery) examined at the time indicated that there were lands 
contained within the 2013 Growth Study identified as absorbed (i.e., zoned and subdivided) but 
had yet to contain any residential development. Based on this observation, the absorbed 
residential lands identified in the 2013 Growth Study may be overstated on the basis that lands 
zoned and subdivided but not yet developed were identified as absorbed and thus removed 
from the available residential land supply to accommodate forecast residential growth.  

 2.4.2 Industrial and Commercial Land Supply  

The industrial and commercial land supply methodological approach of qualifying zoned and 
subdivided yet undeveloped lands as absorbed was carried forward into the industrial and 
commercial land supply assumptions of the 2013 Growth Study. In addition to this assumption, 
the 2013 Growth Study identified approximately 97.1 hectares of industrial land to the north of 
the Husky Asphalt Plant as absorbed lands according to Map 2: Current Land Supply; however, 
these lands do not currently have any development built on them. Map 3: Historic Land 
Absorption by Registered Plan indicates that these lands are “absorbed outside plan 
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registration”. As part of the 2013 Growth Study review, B&A initiated contact with Husky 
representatives to better understand Husky lands with the City of Lloydminster and how said 
lands might be considered and evaluated as part of the Growth Study process.   

Through these discussions it was confirmed that Husky lands would be reserved to 
accommodate Husky employment growth. As such, whilst the 2013 Growth Study land supply 
evaluation removed these lands from the land supply equation, the Growth Study employment 
projections appear not to have removed Husky base employment and corresponding 
employment growth with Husky base jobs from the equation. The collective impact of this 
methodological approach effectively applies all net job growth associated with Husky to 
greenfield growth which in turn has a direct impact on subsequent gross land requirements and 
land needs presented in the Growth Study.  

2.4.3 Redevelopment and Intensification 

The Growth Study does not clearly allocate any future growth to underutilized sites within the 
City. All future growth is expected to occur within greenfield development. In Section 7.1.3 of 
the City’s Growth Study, it is noted that increased residential density will be achieved by 
“encouraging higher density residential redevelopment in mature areas” (p.34). The City’s 
Municipal Development Plan also states on page 38 that higher density redevelopment in 
existing areas is a key strategic goal (City of Lloydminster, 2013). The Growth Study does not 
provide information on how consideration of an intensification or redevelopment factor would 
affect the overall land absorption calculations over time. Although redevelopment in mature 
areas may not impact the Study’s overall outcome as much as larger municipalities (i.e., 
Edmonton, Calgary, Red Deer) a portion of growth should be anticipated to occur in older areas 
of the city. Without accounting for any redevelopment or intensification, the Growth Study 
presumes that 100 % of forecast population and employment growth would be directed at 
greenfield development.  This approach would appear contradictory to the City’s statutory 
planning policy in place at the time the Growth Study was completed. 

2.5 Residential Density Assumptions 

The Growth Study used a residential density assumption based on an evaluation of existing 
density of development within Lloydminster and the goals set out in the City’s Municipal 
Development Plan (MDP). 

• Building density is occurring at 18 dwelling units per net hectare (6.9 units per net acre) 
within Lloydminster (p.34). 

• The City of Lloydminster’s Municipal Development Plan (MDP) strives to achieve a 
residential density goal of 20 dwelling units per net hectare or 8.1 units per net acre 
(City of Lloydminster, 2013, p.64). 
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The Growth Study chooses to use a residential density of 19 dwelling units per net hectare (7.7 
units per net acre) to calculate land consumption which is between the existing development 
density and the goals of the MDP (p.34).  

It is our assessment that the Growth Study should use the minimum residential density target 
set out in the City’s Municipal Development Plan (MDP), which is 20 dwelling units per net 
hectare. Any density below this number would not be achieving the objectives of the MDP. In 
addition, urban municipalities around Alberta have recently been moving to higher density 
targets to ensure long-term fiscal sustainability. The 20 dwelling units per hectare assumption 
contained within the City’s MDP is a relatively low density target. For example, within the 
Capital Region Plan for Edmonton and surrounding municipalities density targets are set 
between 25 and 45+ units per net residential hectare depending on proximity to Edmonton, 
transit, transportation infrastructure and other factors (Capital Region Board, 2009). The 
potential for the City of Lloydminster to increase their residential density target to be in line 
with other urban municipalities at some point within the 30-year growth horizon of this Growth 
Study is likely. The 20 units per net hectare density should be used as the minimum, with the 
potential for even higher densities projected for residential growth in the future.  

Changing the residential density assumption used, even in isolation from other factors that 
warrant consideration, can noticeably impact the annexation outlook. Given the trend towards 
increasing densities in municipal policies across Alberta, it is likely that Lloydminster will also 
increase the density of new communities in the future. This indicates that the proposed 
annexation as outlined in the 2013 Growth Study is likely a longer-term annexation than 30 
years. 

2.6 Non-Residential Density Scenarios  

Section 7.2 examines two non-residential density scenarios based on floor area ratio (FAR). The 
‘Constant Floor Area Ratio’ scenario assumes the City’s current average FAR will remain 
constant over the next 30 years. The current FAR for non-residential uses is an average of 0.2. 
This is indicative of development with minimal multi-storey commercial and industrial buildings, 
a significant amount of outdoor storage (i.e., pipe laydown yards), vehicle-oriented commercial 
services, and limited transit-oriented development (pg. 35 of Growth Study). The ‘Increased 
Floor Area Ratio’ scenario assumes an increased FAR of 0.25. To achieve this scenario, non-
residential development within Lloydminster would take on built forms that are different than 
traditional uses (i.e., industrial uses where activities and storage is indoors, and development of 
more multi-storey commercial and industrial development) (pg. 35 of Growth Study). The 
Growth Study used the ‘Constant Floor Area Ratio’ of 0.2, representing a “conservative 
approach” to non-residential development in the city over the next 30 years.  
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The Growth Study does not differentiate between industrial and commercial land within the 
Study and assumes the same Floor to Area Ratio (FAR) for both types of non-residential lands. 
For the purposes of this report, we have separated industrial and commercial lands in order to 
discuss recent trends in FARs with respect to these different land use categories.  

2.6.1 Industrial Lands  

The study chooses 0.2 FAR, the low-density scenario. 0.2 FAR means that 20% of the site area is 
covered with a one-storey building. This is quite low density development, but it is noted as 
typical of the existing development in the City of Lloydminster. By comparison, the February 
2014 Growth Study for the Town of Okotoks states that: “We assume an average density of 
0.30 FAR to 0.35 FAR on net developable land area for new industrial development, which is 
consistent with typical densities for new industrial developments in most communities in 
Alberta.” (p25). 

As noted in the Growth Study, the 0.2 FAR ratio includes many developments that have 
laydown yards and outdoor storage. As well, the Husky Asphalt plant is located within the City 
and is a large and a-typical consumer of land. The Study does not say if these unusual urban 
scenarios were accounted for in the calculation of the future typical FAR for development 
within the City. The current industrial development trends may be developing non-industrial 
lands at a higher than 0.2 FAR average as assumed within the growth study, particularly if heavy 
industrial land intensive uses such as the Husky Asphalt Plant were included to establish the 
average 0.2 FAR as stated.  

2.6.2 Commercial Lands  

For commercial areas, in the recent experience of B&A Planning Group, typical big box format 
stores and are moving to higher densities by including more pad developments within their 
parking lots. For example, Superstores are now including sites for chain restaurants or other 
stand-alone stores. This kind of adaptation brings the FAR of those developments to 
approximately 0.25 FAR or higher in contrast to the 0.2 FAR as chosen by the Study for 
commercial development.   

This trend towards denser development can be expected to include Lloydminster given the 
nature of chain stores and the city’s increasing role as a regional service center.  This indicates 
that the Growth Study’s higher density development scenario of 0.25 FAR may have been a 
reasonable choice for commercial areas. The Town of Okotoks 2014 Growth Study uses an even 
higher commercial density as a typical development density stating that: “We use an assumed 
average density for new commercial development of 0.30 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) to 0.35 Floor 
Area Ratio (FAR) on the net developable land area. This assumes that most of the floor space 
development is for retail and service space (at about 0.25 to 0.30 FAR) (p22)” (Town of Okotoks, 
2013).  
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2.7 Market Allowance & Institutional Uses  

As part of our analysis, we reviewed a number of other growth studies around Alberta to 
determine the typical approaches used to calculate the land required for annexation. In 
general, most growth studies add additional land requirements beyond residential, industrial, 
and commercial uses for “other land requirements”.   

Other land requirements may include: 

• Land for development inefficiencies or unforeseen development constraints; 
• Land for other land uses such as public amenities or institutional uses that are not 

included within the residential, commercial and industrial land use categories. 

In general, most growth studies add +/- 20% to the overall gross land requirements to account 
for the above-noted land requirements; however, the range for these other land uses is 
between 15% and 40% based on other studies.   

Here is a small sample of how other growth studies include land for other requirements and 
uses: 

• The Town of Cochrane (2001 Growth Study) used a general addition of 15% to the 
overall proposed annexation territory to account for other/unforeseen land 
requirements and development inefficiencies. 

• The City of Calgary (2006 Growth Study) added an additional 15% to the overall 
proposed annexation for “regional uses” such as high schools, regional shopping 
centres, and regional parks. 

• The Town of Chestermere (2007 Growth Study Update) used a figure of 20% for 
additional land requirements such as institutional uses, public parks, freeways, vacant 
land, land unavailable for development, etc. 

• The City of Camrose (2006 Growth Study Update) used a figure of 20% for additional 
land requirements such as institutional uses, public parks, freeways, vacant land, land 
unavailable for development, etc. 

• The City of Red Deer (2004 Growth Study) allocated a total of 37% for parks, schools, 
and institutional uses. 

• The City of Grande Prairie (2008 Growth Study) allocated a total of 40% for parks, 
schools, and institutional uses. 
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The City of Lloydminster 2013 Growth Study is unique in the way that it calculates land for 
other considerations when compared to the other growth studies reviewed. The other studies 
reviewed contained either a general mark-up for market allowance or a land allocation for 
“other land uses and considerations” but not both.  

The 2013 Growth Study includes land requirement for “Institutional and Urban Services” uses 
and market allowance applied to all land use types: 

• Additional land requirement for ‘institutional and urban services’ includes land for other 
uses beyond industrial, residential, and commercial uses, including the airport and 
landfill expansion areas. Table 18 – Future Land Requirements identifies a total of 286.9 
hectares of land for these other uses. Subtracting out 25% market allowance from this 
area, the total land requirement for other uses is 215.2 hectares, or 16.4% (see Table 1 
of this report).   
 

• 25% additional land mark-up for “market allowance” on all land use types. The market 
allowance is for “flexibility to accommodate future growth and to encourage healthy 
competition among developers to the benefit of consumers” (p. 36). This allowance of 
25% has been added to all land uses including residential, commercial, industrial, 
institutional, and urban services (p. 38). The overall effect of the market allowance is to 
add 328.1 hectares to the gross developable land requirements (see Table 2 of this 
report). 
 

• In addition to accounting for other land uses and market allowance provisions as noted 
above, the 2013 Growth Study included an assumption that 30 % of the gross 
developable lands required beyond boundary would be undevelopable to account for 
anticipated development constraints and / or undevelopable lands.  

Based on evaluation of these factors, a total of 54.9% of the total land requirements articulated 
beyond the city limits is proposed to accommodate other land uses, market allowance 
provisions and potential undevelopability and / or development constraints.  

 

 

 

 

00170



 

Table 1: Evaluation of Market Alllowance on Gross Developable Land Requirements Outside of City  

 
Land Use 

Total Future Land 
Required Outside 
City (hectares) 
(Table 18 of 2013 
Growth Study) 
 

Total Future Land 
Required Less Market 
Allowance (hectares) 

Market Allowance 
(hectares) 

Residential 503.6 377.7 125.9 
Low Density 424.7 318.5 106.2 

High Density 78.9 59.2 19.7 
Commercial 284.3 213.2 71.1 
Industrial 237.6 178.2 59.4 
Other Uses 286.8 215.2 71.6 

Institutional & Urban Services 162.6 121.9 40.5 
Airport Expansion 63.8 47.9 15.9 
Landfill Expansion 60.4 45.3 15.1 

Total Gross Developable Lands 1312.3 984.2  328.1 
Undevelopable Lands 393.7 393.7 - 

Total Gross Lands 1706.0 1,377.9 328.1 
 

Table 2: Impact of Other Uses, Market Allowance and Undevelopable Lands on Gross Land Requirements Outside City Boundary 

 Hectares (ha) % of Total Gross Lands Required 
Outside City Boundary 

Total Land for Other Uses Less Market 
Allowance (See Table 1) 

215.2 12.6% 

Market Allowance (See Table 1) 328.1 19.2% 

Undevelopable Lands (See Table 1) 393.17 23.1% 

Total Land Required Outside of City 
for Other Uses, Market Allowance 
and Undevelopable Lands 

936.47 54.9% 
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2.8 Land Development Constraints 

The Growth Study includes a biophysical inventory that extracts wetlands, developed parcels, 
and gas wells from the overall development area. These features have a high level of impact in 
the Lloydminster area and their impact should be considered to ensure an appropriate land 
supply is annexed.  

In terms of oil and gas wells, the Study shows there are a significant number of wells within the 
Study Area.  Because these are regulated by the Provinces, there is no guarantee when they will 
be decommissioned and reclaimed.   

The Study takes a worst-case-scenario approach and assumes that all reclaimed wells or 
reclamation exempt wells will require a larger-than-regulated setback. This is due to an existing 
agreement between the City and Husky which increases the well setback from 5 metres to 35 
metres. However, it should be noted that the Study also identifies wells within the current City 
boundaries. These wells do not seem to have the 35-metre impact on urban development that 
is predicted to affect the Study area. Urban development within the existing City boundary 
encroaches closely on reclaimed well sites. This indicates that there is some potential the 
existing wells will not affect the future urban landscape as dramatically as the Growth Study 
implies.  

According to the Study, the areas that are undevelopable due to wetlands, fragmented area, 
and wells cover about 30% of the gross developable lands within the annexation area. The 
inventory appears to be thorough and is likely an accurate portrait of these constraints, 
although a worst-case-scenario one. As the Study notes, it is difficult to know exactly how each 
of these constraints will be dealt with in the future. For example, it is not known which 
wetlands will become Crown property, taken as Environmental Reserve (ER) by the City, or 
included in the stormwater drainage systems of future developments. For this reason, a worst-
case-scenario approach is likely to increase the overall size of the annexation.  
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3.0 Conclusion 

The 2013 Growth Study contains several assumptions that may require reconsideration and 
revision to ensure an accurate calculation of the City’s existing land supply and future required 
land need. The cumulative impact of all the assumptions suggests that the proposed annexation 
very likely represents more than 30 years of new land supply.  

Furthermore, the study area contained with the Growth Study does not evaluate lands 
surrounding the entire city boundary. It is difficult to state that the lands identified for 
annexation within this report represent the most sustainable lands to service. Other lands to 
the east of the municipality have not been analyzed and it is not stated why they have not been 
chosen as candidates for consideration within the annexation process. This is a key weakness of 
the Growth Study.  

The following bullet points provide a summary of the key assumptions that may require re-
evaluation and refinement to ensure an accurate and appropriate annexation area. 

1. The methodology used in the Study to determine growth rates reflects the previous 15-
30 years of growth in the city. Future growth for the next 30 years may not sustain this 
historical high growth rate. A revised methodology should include in-depth modelling 
that accounts for a variety of factors that impact future growth rates. 

2. The analysis of the city’s available land supply considers all zoned and subdivided land 
within the city as absorbed. At the time the study was completed, some of this zoned 
and subdivided land had not been developed and thus still available to accommodate 
population and employment growth. The inclusion of these lands represents an 
overstatement of land supply given that these lands can accommodate people and jobs.  

3. The amount of available industrial and commercial land supply appears to be accurate. 
However, the 97.1 hectares of land immediately north of the Husky asphalt plant has 
been considered as absorbed land. While correctly factoring that Husky owned lands 
may be constrained from absorbing general employment growth, the study did not 
address that Husky employment would be directed to Husky controlled lands. As such, 
net employment growth associated with Husky jobs and associated land requirements 
have been factored into gross developable industrial land requirements and associated 
land needs.  

4. The Study does not include considerations for redevelopment or intensification within 
existing areas. Although this would have a minor effect on the overall conclusions of the 
Growth Study, based on City policies, it can be expected that some new population and 
employment growth will occur through intensification. 
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5. There is a low residential density selected for the Study of 19 dwelling units per net 
residential hectare. The Lloydminster Municipal Development Plan targets a minimum 
of 20 units per net residential hectare. At the very least, the residential density should 
be in alignment with the city’s guiding statutory plan.  Increasing density targets up to 
21 to 25 dwelling units per net residential hectare are well in line with other 
municipalities density targets.  

6. The non-residential density targets within the Growth Study (industrial and commercial 
lands) are very low density at 0.2 FAR and assume most development within the city will 
continue to have significant outdoor storage and parking requirements. Moderate 
increases in density (0.25-0.3 FAR) that are in line with current development trends in 
other Alberta municipalities should be considered for future industrial and commercial 
development over the next 30 years in Lloydminster. 

7. The combination of a market allowance, other uses and undevelopable land 
assumptions comprises approximately 54.9% of the total gross land need required 
beyond the City boundaries.  

8. The calculation of land development constraints appears to be fair and accurately 
calculated although worst-case-scenario in nature.  

The reconsideration of many of the assumptions within the 2013 Growth Study illustrate 
that the Study likely over accounts for required land need and the time frame is longer than 
30 years. More in-depth modelling and review of the key Growth Study assumptions is 
required to obtain a more accurate representation of the City of Lloydminster’s future 30-
year land need.  
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1. Introduction
The fiscal impact analysis of a boundary change is intended to provide information about how the change 
will affect the public interest.  If the proposed annexation improves the well being of all affected parties from 
all perspectives, then it can be concluded the public interest would be served from the annexation.  The 
fiscal impact analysis must, of course, be considered in the public interest issues from other perspectives as 
well, including planning, economic growth and development and social well being.  

Where annexation benefits one or more groups and results in dis-benefits for another group, consideration 
should be given as to how the negative impacts could be eliminated or at least minimized.  These 
considerations are fully embedded in the Annexation Principles espoused by the Municipal Government 
Board in their Board Order No. MGB 126/06.  

1.1. PURPOSE OF THIS ANALYSIS
The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the potential financial impacts of the proposed annexation viewed 
from each of three perspectives:

City Ratepayers:  This perspective examines how the proposed annexation would affect the 
municipal tax rates for ratepayers who reside in the City of Lloydminster.
County Ratepayers:  This perspective examines how the proposed annexation would affect the 
municipal tax rates for ratepayers who reside in the County, but outside the proposed Annexation 
Area.
Ratepayers in the Proposed Annexation Area:  This perspective examines how the proposed 
annexation would affect the municipal tax rates for ratepayers who reside in the proposed 
Annexation Area. 

These perspectives are each addressed and analyzed against the public interest issues as defined by the 
Annexation Principles.  

Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Annexation by the City of Lloydminster- Final Report 1
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2. Overview of the Proposed Annexation
The City of Lloydminster is proposing to annex some 23.5 quarter sections from the County of Vermilion 
River as noted in the figure below. 

Figure 1:  City of Lloydminster’s Proposed Annexation Area 
1

 2020 Annexation Application City of Lloydminster. September 2020, ISL. 1
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2.1. CURRENT DEVELOPMENT AND ASSETS IN THE PROPOSED AN-

NEXATION AREA
The following assumptions have been made as inputs to this preliminary analysis.

Population - It is estimated that approximately 41 persons currently reside in the proposed 
annexation area.2

Total taxable assessment associated with the proposed annexation area is $20.65 million (based on 
2019 tax year).  This includes just over $4 million of linear assessment.3

Total municipal tax revenues in the proposed annexation area received by the County is 
approximately $224,000 (based on 2020 estimates).4

The value of lost assets is estimated to total $4.446 million.  This is based on current asset value and 
the length of road segment in the proposed annexation area.   This value is estimated as of 2020.  If 5

annexation were to be delayed, the value of assets will change depending on the investment in each 
asset in the interim. 

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment - January 17th, 2020.  Table 19, page 46.2

  City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment - January 17th, 2020.  Table 20, page 46.3

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment - January 17th, 2020.  Table 21, page 47.4

 County of Vermilion River5
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3. Review of the Corvus Report
The City of Lloydminster commissioned Corvus Business Advisors to complete a financial impact 
assessment of the City’s proposed annexation.  The Final Report “City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial 
Impact Assessment” dated January 17, 2020 (Corvus Report) is the final version of this analysis that was 
included in the City’s annexation documentation and has been used as the basis of this review.6

Based upon our review of this report, we conclude this analysis is deficient in meeting the standard set out 
in the Annexation Principles.  

3.1. METHODOLOGY - INFLATION

3.1.1.
The financial assessment presented in the Corvus Report was conducted using a pro forma analysis which 
includes inflation.   Inflation is an important factor when developing financial forecasts to capture the future 7

value of revenues and expenditures.  However, when conducting a fiscal impact analysis, the inclusion of 
inflation in the forecasts clouds the evaluation of the fiscal impact analysis by requiring the analyst to 
separate out and discern the fiscal impacts associated with the analysis at hand (i.e. annexation) from 
changes in revenues and expenditures due to inflation (or market value adjustments in the case of 
assessment).  As a result, it is not possible to determine the ‘impact’ resulting from the change being 
measured (i.e. annexation) from inflation impacts.  

3.2. PROPOSED TAX RATE IMPACTS
The Corvus Report states that the financial impacts of the proposed annexation are best evaluated on the 
basis of whether annual projected total property tax rates of the City with annexation fall below a 
‘sustainability threshold’ to assess whether the financial plan is financially sustainable or not.   As shown in 8

Table 1of the Corvus Report, it is stated that the City’s future tax rate increases fall under the defined 3% 
sustainability threshold for all years of the forecast period (2020-2051).  9

A straight calculation of the annual municipal property tax rates based on the forecasted municipal revenues 
and expenditures in Table 14 of the Corvus Report results in a fluctuation of municipal property tax rates 
year to year.   The annual impacts range from an 11% decrease in tax rates to a 16% increase.  To address 10

this, the tax rate results are ‘smoothed’ over three year groupings in the City’s analysis.  While the resulting 
‘smoothed’ tax rate changes would be more politically acceptable when City Administration seeks to 
approve future municipal tax rates before Council, this creates confusion in understanding the annual 
financial forecasts as provided in the report and the fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation over the 
forecast period.  To align with these smoothed tax rate changes, the forecasted revenues and expenditures in 

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment Version 5.0, January 17, 2020, Corvus Business Advisors6

 Ibid., Section 4.1, page 9.7

 Ibid. Section 4.1, page 9.8

 Ibid. Table 1, pages 6-8.9

 Ibid. Table 14, pages 33-35.10
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the financial plan as presented in the Corvus Report would need to be adjusted accordingly, potentially 
affecting the timing and funding available to proceed with capital projects as defined in the Capital Plan.    11

Any deferral of capital projects beyond what is projected in the Capital Plan can potentially further lead to 
increased project costs.

The following graph summarizes the change in municipal tax rates over the forecast period based on the 
property tax rates as calculated from the financial forecasts presented in Table 14 of the Corvus Report, our 
calculation of the smoothing of the property tax rates, and the smoothed tax rate impacts presented in the 
Corvus Report. 

3.3. CAPITAL PLAN
The capital plan provided in the Corvus Report captures the City’s infrastructure requirements and 
projected capital costs to service development within the City and the portion of the proposed annexation 
area projected to be developed within the 2020-2051 forecast period.   The proposed capital plan totals 
$1.45 billion (nominal dollars) and Table 3 in the Corvus Report provides a summary of how the capital plan 
would be funded:  24.6% tax levy (pay-as-you-go), 7.1% debt, 24.5% reserves, 27.5% off-site levies, 0.6% third 
party contributions, and 15.8% capital grants.   12

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment Version 5.0, January 17, 2020, Corvus Business Advisors11

 Ibid. Table 3, page 17.12
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The capital plan includes capital projects across various municipal service areas and includes a mix of 
replacement and enhancement projects (related to existing assets) as well as growth related projects to 
support projected future growth.  

Upon review of the capital plan, a number of deficiencies are noted and summarized below.

3.3.1.REINVESTMENT COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH EXISTING ASSETS

While the capital plan does include a number of capital projects related to the enhancement and 
replacement of its existing assets, there is some question whether the capital plan includes full consideration 
of capital lifecycle or reinvestment costs across all departments and existing assets.  

To understand the composition of the capital plan,  Applications undertook an exercise to identify each 
capital project as being growth related, a replacement project, or an enhancement project (including lifecycle 
costs, renovations, upgrades, etc.).  Based on this analysis, it was determined that approximately 31% of the 
projected capital plan costs was related to reinvestment (replace / enhance) of existing assets.   Over the 32 
forecast period, reinvestment costs average $14.7 million per year (nominal dollars).  In real dollar terms, 
reinvestment costs average only $10.8 million per year.

A review of the City’s historical financial information shows that amortization costs range from $14.5 million 
in 2013 to $21.1 million in 2019.  This would suggest that reinvestment costs may be understated in the 
City’s capital plan.  Based on the historical data, it appears that the capital plan may be missing some  notable 
reinvestment costs for existing assets related to the airport,  landfill, some protective services, and storm.  In 
addition, reinvestments costs for other service areas represented in the capital plan may also be under 
estimated.  

Further to this, funding sources allocated for reinvestment costs in the capital plan include primarily PAYG, 
reserve funding, and capital grants.  With reserve funds primarily allocated for utility projects, and increasing 
uncertainty regarding the availability of future capital grant funding from senior levels of government given 
the weak economic climate and financial constraints faced by all levels of government, there is a greater 
reliance to fund reinvestment costs through pay-as-you-go or debt if required.  Both these funding sources 
have implications on the City’s financial operations.

While the capital plan allocates $355.9 million to PAYG funding, the Corvus Report identifies $420 million 
for Direct Capital Allocation.   The difference, $64 million, could be applied to additional reinvestment costs 13

not captured in the Capital Plan.  However, this amount averages $2.0 million per year which would likely still 
be insufficient to capture and fund the full range of reinvestment costs.

 Ibid. page 33.13
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Summary of 2020-2051 Capital Plan (Corvus Report) 
14




3.3.2.REINVESTMENT COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH NEW ASSETS

As shown in the table above, growth related capital projects total approximately $975.3 million (nominal 
dollars) and represent 69% of the Capital Plan project costs.   However, the capital plan does not appear to 
address or incorporate any ‘life cycle costs’ or future replacement costs associated with the acquisition of 
new assets.  Most notable is the absence of assets contributed through the development process which are 
paid for by developers but are ultimately the responsibility of the municipality (e.g. neighbourhood roads, 
water, sewer and storm systems).  This also includes the lifecycle costs associated with future major 
infrastructure whose construction is primarily funded by off-site levies, but this infrastructure is added to the 
City’s growing asset base that the City is financially responsible for maintaining and eventually replacing.  

While new assets require less municipal financial commitment in the short term,  municipalities are 
increasingly improving their financial planning practices by setting aside monies into reserves to fund future 
asset lifecycle and replacement costs.  This approach recognizes the future financial obligations a municipality 
has to maintain its assets over their respective asset lives and the subsequent replacement of the assets, and 
prudent financial planning to spread these costs over the life of these assets. 

A review of the City’s historical financial information shows that purchased tangible capital assets for the City 
ranged from $13.2 million to $59.9 million over the 2013 to 2019 period, for an average of $30.2 million per 
year.  In addition to this, contributed tangible capital assets in the City averaged $8.3 million per year over the 
same time period.  Future development of new growth areas with the proposed annexation will only 
continue to add to the inventory of the infrastructure the City will be financially obligated to maintain. 

In our fiscal impact analysis, we included projections of the developer contributed assets and subsequent 
reinvestment costs the City would need to incur to maintain these assets (see Appendix A).

3.3.3.GROWTH PROJECTS RELATED TO THE PROPOSED ANNEXATION AREA

The capital plan includes a number of projects that are deemed to be growth-related.  Though some capital 
projects reference specific areas within the City, a number of projects are not location specific and are 
related to general future growth.  The ability to understand which projects are related to growth within the 
City versus growth within the annexation area is further complicated by the fact that the City has sufficient 
lands within its current boundaries to continue to develop on City lands over the entire duration of the 
forecast period.  

 This table includes our estimated allocation of projects to project type:  Growth, Replace, Enhance.14
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Another observation with the capital plan is that it includes capital projects to support future growth 
anticipated to occur within the 2020-2051 forecast period.  However, the proposed annexation area the 
City is seeking includes lands that will be developed beyond the 2051 period.  It is unclear to what extent 
the capital projects in the defined capital plan may address these land areas, or what incremental 
infrastructure servicing and costs are required to accommodate these remaining annexation land areas. 

Based on the assessment projections provided by Corvus and the analysis undertaken to convert the 
assessment projections to land need, it is estimated that approximately 276 net hectares of residential lands 
and 366 net hectares of non-residential land are consumed in the City over the forecast period.  Table 21 of 
the Joint Regional Growth Study identifies the following unabsorbed (unconstrained) land supply in the City:  
392 net hectares of residential lands, 63 net hectares of commercial lands, and 303 net hectares of industrial 
lands.   Thus, at the end of 2051, it is estimated that the City only develops 70% of its residential land supply 15

and exhausts its supply of non-residential lands.   

Over the same 2020-2051 forecast period, it is estimated that 354 net hectares of residential land and 262 
net hectares of non-residential land are developed in the proposed annexation area.  Figures 1a (City and 
Annexation Area Conceptual Land Use Map) and 1b (City and Annexation Conceptual Staging Map) in the 
Corvus Report identify approximately 4 quarter-sections of non-residential lands in the proposed 
annexation area that remain undeveloped after the 2051 forecast period.

3.4. MEETING ANNEXATION PRINCIPLES
The financial assessment in the Corvus Report is intended to satisfy the Annexation Principles set out by the 
Municipal Government Board.  Specifically,  Annexation Principle #9 states that “Annexation proposals must 
fully consider the financial impact on the initially and responding municipality”.  Based on our review of the 
Corvus Report, it appears the financial forecast presented in this report does not satisfy the requirements of 
Principle #9 for the following reasons:

While the Capital Plan presented in the Corvus Report includes a lot of detail on anticipated projects 
and funding assumptions, our analysis of the plan shows that the capital expenditures forecasts in the 
Corvus Report are understated.  It is our assessment that the full costs of servicing the proposed 
annexation area, including the lifecycle costs to maintain the assets in the proposed annexation area, are 
not incorporated into the City’s financial analysis.   Lifecycle costs associated with new assets acquired 
by the City can represent a signifiant financial obligation to the City.
The financial impacts of the entire proposed annexation area that is before the MGB has not been 
considered.  The financial analysis covers a forecast period of 2020-2051.  However, the proposed 
annexation area the City is seeking includes lands that will be developed beyond the 2051 period.  It is 
unclear to what extent the capital projects in the defined Capital Plan may address these land areas, or 
what incremental infrastructure servicing and costs are required to accommodate these outstanding 
annexation land areas, and the subsequent lifecycle costs to maintain these assets.

 City of Lloydminster and County of Vermillion River Joint Regional Growth Study, June 2019.  Table 21.15
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4. Long Term Fiscal Impacts of the Proposed An-
nexation

For each of the affected ratepayer groups, the approach and key assumptions used in the fiscal impact 
analysis along with the fiscal impact results are presented in this section.  The analysis conducted involves an 
estimation of the fiscal impacts of the City’s annexation as proposed by the City and analyzed in the Corvus 
Report.  Additionally, because the City’s annexation utilizes growth forecasts that do not reflect current 
expectations of growth for the City, the potential fiscal impact of using the Updated Growth Forecasts has 
also been conducted.16

4.1. APPROACH TO THIS ANALYSIS
The analysis provided in this section of the report has been prepared to estimate the potential fiscal impacts 
of the City's proposed annexation from each of the three perspectives:  existing ratepayers in the City, 
existing ratepayers in the County and ratepayers in the proposed Annexation Area.  

4.1.1. GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS IN THE CORVUS REPORT

The allocation of growth as defined in the Corvus Report provides an unusual annexation analysis.  In this 
report, the growth of the City has been ‘artificially’ split between undeveloped areas within the City’s existing 
boundary and in the proposed annexation area lands.   As a result of this split, there are significant areas of 17

undeveloped lands within the existing boundaries of the City, as well as in the proposed annexation area.  As 
a result, measuring the ‘impact’ of annexation creates an unusual interpretation of these results.  Typically the 
‘impact’ of a proposed annexation, at some point in the forecast, exhausts the available supply of land within 
existing boundaries, after which growth is exclusively in the proposed annexation area.  In this instance a 
significant amount of undeveloped lands remain in both the City’s existing boundary and in the proposed 
annexation area at the end of the forecast. 

4.1.2. ‘WITHOUT ANNEXATION SCENARIO’ CONSIDERATIONS

To define the Without Annexation Scenario, information provided in the Corvus Report was reviewed to 
estimate how much development was projected to occur within the current City boundaries and how much 
development would occur within the proposed annexation area.   Projected revenues and expenditures 
were then allocated accordingly to provide an estimate of the City’s financial position without the proposed 
annexation.

The analysis undertaken to define the Without Annexation Scenario included the following elements:

The Corvus report provided separate assessment projections for City lands and Annexation lands.  A 
further breakdown was provided to capture the existing assessment base versus new assessment 
growth, and assessment growth by development type (residential, non-residential).  These assessment 
forecasts were used to determine the population and dwelling units that would be developed in the 
City over the forecast period lands along with the amount of future non-residential development.

 City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts - 2020-2051, Applications Management Consulting, April 2021.16

 Using the factor allocating 70% of the City’s growth to the Alberta side results in undeveloped areas elsewhere in the City at the end of the fore17 -
cast. 
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The residential assessment growth forecasts for both the City and the Annexation Area were 
restated in real dollar terms.  These forecasts informed the share of residential assessment 
growth between the two areas over the forecast period.   The City’s share of new assessment 
was applied to the total population forecast to allocate the population growth that would reside 
in the City over the forecast period.  The projected number of new dwelling units corresponding 
to the City’s population forecast was based on the City’s assumed average household size of 2.6 
people per unit.
For non-residential development, the non-residential assessment growth forecasts were restated 
in real dollar terms and an average assessment per net hectare of development was calculated 
based on the amount of non-residential lands that would be consumed with the 2020-2051 
timeframe (Corvus Report, Section 5.1).  The City’s share of the assessment growth was then 
used to estimate the amount of non-residential development that would be occur in the City.
Based on the assessment projections provided by Corvus and the analysis undertaken to 
convert the assessment projections to land need, it is estimated that approximately 276 net 
hectares of residential lands and 366 net hectares of non-residential land are consumed in the 
City (Without Annexation) over the forecast period.  Table 21 of the Joint Regional Growth 
Study identifies the following unabsorbed (unconstrained) land supply in the City:  392 net 
hectares of residential lands, 63 net hectares of commercial lands, and 303 net hectares of 
industrial lands.   Thus, at the end of 2051, it is estimated that the City only develops 70% of its 18

residential land supply and exhausts its supply of non-residential lands.
Based on the City’s population forecasts, operating revenues and expenditures were projected for 
the Without Annexation Scenario.
In allocating capital costs from the City’s Capital Plan to the Without Annexation Scenario, the 
following assumptions were made:

Capital projects identified as reinvestment costs (Replace, Enhance projects) are capital projects 
related to existing assets in the City and, therefore, were all included in the Without Annexation 
Scenario.
For growth related capital projects, the respective capital costs were allocated to the City on 
basis of the City’s share of cumulative population growth over the forecast period.   Given the 
unique circumstances of this proposed annexation in that the City has available lands within its 
current boundaries to continue to accommodate both new residential and non-residential 
development over the entire forecast period, there was no clear-cut delineation that could be 
made of growth projects specifically related to development in the City compared to 
development in the proposed annexation area.  Many of the projects were related to future 
growth in general, and not location specific.  Thus, an overall approach was taken to allocate all 
future growth projects on the basis of population growth.

Developer contributed assets and associated lifecycle costs were estimated based on the amount of 
residential and non-residential development forecasted in the Without Annexation Scenario.
Similar to the growth projects in the Capital Plan, the proportion of other additional capital costs 
included in the With Annexation scenario that would be relevant to the Without Annexation 
Scenario was also estimated on the basis of population growth.

 City of Lloydminster and County of Vermillion River Joint Regional Growth Study, June 2019.  Table 21, page 64.18
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4.1.3. ‘WITH ANNEXATION SCENARIO’ CONSIDERATIONS

Typically the ‘With Annexation Scenario’ includes the financial implications of all development that occurs on 
lands to be annexed.  Assumptions regarding the development that can be expected to occur on the 
proposed annexation area lands have been based on the Corvus Report.   19

To evaluate the financial impacts of the proposed annexation, several adjustments to the Corvus Report 
were made.

All cost and revenue information has been converted to real 2020 dollars to remove inflation from 
the analysis.  This will allow for a determination of the ‘impacts’ of annexation without the influence of 
inflation.  
The capital plan as provided in the Corvus Report has been adopted in the With Annexation 
scenario with the following adjustments:

An additional $300 million (2020$) in capital costs has been incorporated in the analysis to 
better align the capital expenditure forecasts with historical capital spending.  The capital costs 
were split between the existing city lands (Without Annexation) and annexation area based on 
the growth for each area as informed by the assessment growth assumptions in the Corvus 
Report.  20

Life cycle costs associated with future developer contributed assets have been incorporated in 
the analysis for tax supported infrastructure.  This includes development both on existing city 
lands and in the annexation area. 
The capital expenditure gap noted between 2041 and 2051 has been filled by adding $10 million 
of capital funding in each year split between development on existing city lands and the 
annexation area based on the growth in each area as stated in the Corvus Report.  

Funding of the capital plan as provided in the Corvus Report has been incorporated in this analysis.  
The modifications to the capital plan have been assumed to be funded as follows:

Additional Capital: It is assumed that these projects would be funded from pay-as-you-go. 
Neighbourhood Lifecycle Costs:  It is assumed that these lifecycle costs would be funded from 
pay-as-you-go.
Capital Gap (2041-2051):  It is assumed that these future capital costs would be funded 25% 
pay-as-you-go and 75% debt financed to take advantage of the available debt room in the latter 
years of the forecast period. 

The adjustments to the City’s financial position resulting from the transfer of the proposed 
annexation lands from the County to the City have been incorporated as assumed in the Corvus 
Report.  This includes $20.65 million (2019 tax year) of existing taxable assessment in the County 
that would be transferred to the City following annexation. 
All operating expenditures and non-tax revenues have been estimated using Applications Fiscal 
Impact Analysis model.  This model has been calibrated to the City’s financial statements in 2019 and 
budget information for 2020.  

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment - Final Report Version 5.0, January 17, 202019

 Ibid. Appendix E.20
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4.1.4. KEY ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS AND ISSUES

The fiscal impact analysis presented in this report incorporates the best data available to the consulting team 
at the time the analysis was undertaken.  The following is a summary of the information utilized and the key 
assumptions employed in preparing the fiscal impact analysis.

Timeframe for the Analysis:  The Base Year for the fiscal impact analysis is 2020.  It is assumed the 
annexation would be effective January 1, 2020.  The fiscal impact analysis examines impacts over a 31 
year forecast period beginning in the Base Year (2020) and ending in 2051.  This coincides with the 
forecast period used in the Corvus Report.   21

Inflation:  All projections of revenues, expenditures and assessment, along with corresponding 
impacts, are presented in Base Year (2020) dollars (real dollar terms).  
Financial Information:  All financial and assessment information has been obtained form publicly 
available municipal reports and Alberta Municipal Affairs.  Where available, assumptions regarding 
growth, development, infrastructure requirements and financing of infrastructure by the City of 
Lloydminster have been taken from the Corvus Report.  
Growth and Assessment:  Total growth in the City has been incorporated in this fiscal impact 
analysis as reported in the Corvus Report.  Likewise, the associated changes in the assessment base 
have also been incorporated as reported in the Corvus Report.
Municipal Mill Rates:  The analysis is limited to an examination of the fiscal impacts of the proposed 
annexation on municipal property tax rates, excluding education and other property tax rates.  Base 
Year (2020) municipal tax rates from the Tax Rate Bylaws were used in the analysis.  It was assumed 
that the current splits in municipal mill rates would remain in place over the forecast period.  
Municipal tax rates have been calculated using the estimated net municipal tax requisition against the 
estimated assessment base in each year of the analysis.  No adjustments or ‘smoothing’ has been used 
to modify these results.  
Tax Protection:  It does not appear that the Corvus Report includes consideration of tax protection 
for properties included in the proposed annexation area.  
Compensation for Loss of Assets:  The implications of the proposed compensation to the County 
for transferring existing assets to the City does not appear to have been incorporated in the Corvus 
analysis of the long term financial forecast for the City.  
Compensation for Opportunity Cost of Development on Annexation Area Lands:  The 
implications of the proposed compensation to the County for the loss of development opportunities 
in the proposed annexation area has not been incorporated in the Corvus analysis of the long term 
financial forecast for the City.  

4.2. CITY OF LLOYDMINSTER - FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
The fiscal impact analysis presented for the City of Lloydminster is based on how the proposed annexation 
will affect municipal operations of the City as measured through the change in municipal property tax rates.  
This includes consideration of both the change in net operating costs, future capital investment, as well as the 
change in the City’s assessment base.

 Ibid, page 6.21
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4.2.1. APPROACH TO MEASURING FISCAL IMPACTS

The fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation on the municipal operations of the City of Lloydminster 
result from a comparison of the fiscal position of the City With Annexation to the City Without Annexation.  
This analysis utilizes Applications Management Consulting Ltd.’s Municipal Fiscal Impact Model. 

4.2.2. POPULATION GROWTH

The population growth included in this analysis has been taken from the Corvus Report.

Without Annexation:  The ‘Without Annexation Scenario’ defines growth and a financial forecast for 
the City assuming there is no annexation.  The population growth identified as occurring within the 
City’s existing boundary has been used as the basis of the Without Annexation scenario.  This 
projects the population in the City’s existing boundary to increase to 49,083 by 2051.
With Annexation:  The ‘With Annexation Scenario’ defines growth and a financial forecast for the 
City.  Based on the Corvus Report population growth, total population increases to 67,488 by 
2051.22

Impact of Annexation:  Using the Corvus Report’s growth attributed to the existing areas in the City 
and the proposed annexation area, the population in the annexation area is projected to increase 
18,405 by 2051.
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4.2.3. DWELLING UNITS

Dwelling units have been estimated for the With and Without Annexation Scenarios have been estimated 
assuming an average density of 2.6 persons per dwelling unit.   The resulting allocation and growth of 23

dwelling units and associated assessment follows a pattern similar to that for population growth.  

13
,6

53
 

14
,0

69
 

14
,4

74
 

14
,8

21
 

15
,1

52
 

15
,4

18
 

15
,6

78
 

15
,8

30
 

15
,9

32
 

16
,0

34
 

16
,1

36
 

16
,2

39
 

16
,3

18
 

16
,3

98
 

16
,4

79
 

16
,5

60
 

16
,6

43
 

16
,7

29
 

16
,8

17
 

16
,9

08
 

17
,0

35
 

17
,1

78
 

17
,3

32
 

17
,4

94
 

17
,6

44
 

17
,7

97
 

17
,9

52
 

18
,1

09
 

18
,2

68
 

18
,4

27
 

18
,5

83
 

18
,7

38
 

0

5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

25,000

30,000

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Dwelling Units - Lloydminster

Without Annexation With Annexation

 City of Lloydminster and County of Vermillion River Joint Regional Growth Study, June 2019.  Appendix D.23

Fiscal Impact Analysis of Proposed Annexation by the City of Lloydminster- Final Report 14

00197



Applications Management Consulting Ltd.

4.2.4. OPERATING EXPENDITURES

Operating expenditures were estimated using Applications’ Fiscal Impact Assessment Model incremental 
costing approach where each function area is assigned a fixed and variable cost component.  As a result, 
future operating expenditures are estimates of incremental costs associated with growth, assuming no 
change in level of service provided.   24

When viewing operating expenditures on a per capita basis, it is evident that, with growth, the City will be 
able to capture some economies of scale in delivery of municipal services.  This results from the fixed 
portion of costs in each function area being spread over a larger user base.  Increases in costs result from 
changes in the variable portion of the cost function.  Economies of scale can be expected, to varying 
degrees, in each function area.  

It should be noted that capturing economies of scale will be reduced when the scope or level of services 
increases.  In this analysis, the level of service has been held constant to be able to isolate the implications of 
annexation on the financial picture for the City.  
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 This approach differs from that used in the Corvus Report as documented in Appendix D of the Corvus Report24
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Without Annexation:  The ‘Without Annexation Scenario’ indicates operating expenditures will 
increase from $65 million to $78.6 million by the end of the forecast.  On a per capita basis it is 
expected that some economies of scale will be captured resulting in a decline from $1,811 to 
$1,602.  This assumes that the level of service provided in each function area remains at the 2020 
level.  
With Annexation:  With annexation, total operating expenditures are projected to increase to 
almost $94 million by 2051.  With annexation it can be expected that there will continue to be a 
further benefit of reduced costs per capita, reflecting great capture of economies of scale.   This 
assumes that the level of service provided in each function area remains at the 2020 level.  
Impact of Annexation:  Operating expenditures are projected to increase with annexation, but at a 
decreasing rate.  This reflects the City’s ability to capture economies of scale in delivering municipal 
services to a greater degree with more growth.  This assumes that levels of service remain constant 
over the forecast period.
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4.2.5. OPERATING REVENUES 
Operating revenues were estimated using Applications’ Fiscal Impact Assessment Model by applying a cost 
recovery rate to each function area.  This approach assumes current policies regarding cost recovery for 
utilities through rates as well as cost recovery for other services provided on a fee for service basis are 
consistently applied across each scenario.  
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4.2.6. CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

Capital expenditures for the City were modelled based on information provided in the Corvus Report.   25

However, due to issues identified with these estimates, three adjustments have been made to more fully 
reflect the future capital infrastructure funding requirements for the City.  The details of these adjustments 
are provided in Appendix A.  

Total capital expenditures and the assumed financing of these investments have been incorporated into this 
analysis as follows:

Timing of Investment:  The Corvus Report makes explicit assumptions regarding the timing of capital 
project investments.  This timing has been incorporated as stated and is responsible for the spikes in 
total capital expenditures over the forecast period.  
Annexation Scenario Allocation:  The Corvus Report does not attempt to model a Without 
Annexation scenario.  As a result, there is no information about what the City’s capital expenditures 
would be in this instance.  For the purposes of this analysis, it has been assumed that growth related 
projects would be to provide infrastructure serving growth in both the existing areas of the City as 
well as the proposed annexation area.   The costs associated with these growth related projects 26

have been split between development in existing areas in the City and the proposed annexation area 
based on the projected growth in each.  
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 Growth related projects have been identified as a result of a review of the capital projects provided in the Corvus Report.  26
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The per capita total capital expenditures reveals a general decline in capital spending in the last 11 years of 
the forecast.  This persists in spite of the adjustments made to the capital expenditures as noted in Appendix 
A.  As a result, it may be the case that total long run capital expenditures may be either understated or 
shifted to the early years in the forecast period.  

TAX SUPPORTED CAPITAL PROJECTS 

Based on the financing assumptions provided in the Corvus Report, the net cost that is tax supported is 
depicted in the figure below.  The split of these expenditures to the With and Without Annexation scenarios 
has been assumed to be the same as utilized for the allocation of total capital investment expenditures as 
described above.  

Without Annexation:  The ‘Without Annexation Scenario’ tax supported portion of future capital 
investment is estimated to vary significantly over the forecast period, ranging from $16.3 million in 
2020 to almost $40 million in 2030.  Over the forecast period, tax supported capital expenditures 
are estimated to average $23.35 million per year.  
With Annexation:  The ‘With Annexation Scenario’ also has a wide range of estimated tax supported 
capital expenditures, reaching as high as $50.7 million in 2030.   Over the forecast period, tax 
supported capital expenditures are estimated to average $32.3 million per year.  
Impact of Annexation:  Based on the assumptions outlined above, annexation will result in an 
increase in tax supported infrastructure investment of approximately $9 million per year over the 
forecast period. 
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Comparing the total tax supported capital expenditure chart with the same data presented on a per capita 
basis provides an indication of how growth affects the total capital expenditures in each of the With 
Annexation and Without Annexation scenarios.  

4.2.7. ASSESSMENT BASE

The growth in the City’s assessment base was modelled based on information provided in the Corvus 
Report.  27

Without Annexation:  The ‘Without Annexation Scenario’ (based on the Corvus Report), total 
assessment within the City’s existing boundary is projected to increase from approximately $4.56 
billion to over $6.3 billion by 2051.  This represents a year over year increase in assessment of 1.0 per 
cent. 
With Annexation:  The ‘With Annexation Scenario’ (based on the Corvus Report), total assessment  
within the City’s existing boundary is projected to increase from approximately $4.56 billion to over 
$8.3 billion by 2051.  This represents a year over year increase in assessment of 1.9 per cent.
Impact of Annexation:  Based on the Corvus Report, annexation will increase the City’s assessment 
base by an estimated $2.0 billion, which represents approximately 25% of its projected 2051 total. 

The City’s ‘balanced growth’ as defined by the change in assessment per capita is projected to improve in 
both the With and Without Annexation scenarios.  

4,
56

7,
57

7 

4,
69

5,
39

7 

4,
81

9,
95

6 

4,
92

2,
76

4 

5,
02

0,
05

7 

5,
10

0,
80

9 

5,
17

9,
89

0 

5,
23

3,
79

5 

5,
27

5,
82

6 

5,
31

7,
86

8 

5,
35

9,
88

2 

5,
40

2,
16

6 

5,
43

4,
83

2 

5,
46

7,
80

3 

5,
50

1,
12

2 

5,
53

2,
68

7 

5,
56

4,
62

0 

5,
59

7,
60

6 

5,
63

1,
56

5 

5,
66

6,
49

7 

5,
71

5,
63

9 

5,
76

2,
81

1 

5,
81

3,
65

7 

5,
86

6,
88

8 

5,
91

6,
53

2 

5,
96

7,
08

8 

6,
01

8,
52

5 

6,
06

8,
74

9 

6,
11

7,
59

1 

6,
16

6,
33

5 

6,
21

4,
44

2 

6,
26

1,
98

4 

0

1,000,000

2,000,000

3,000,000

4,000,000

5,000,000

6,000,000

7,000,000

8,000,000

9,000,000

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Assessment ($000) - Lloydminster - (Real 2020$)

Without Annexation With Annexation

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment - Final Report Version 5.0, January 17, 2020.  Appendix D, pages 104-110.27
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Without Annexation:  The ‘Without Annexation Scenario’ (based on the Corvus Report), 
assessment per capita is to remain relatively constant over the forecast period.
With Annexation:  The ‘With Annexation Scenario’ (based on the Corvus Report), assessment per 
capita is projected to decline somewhat as compared to the Without Annexation scenario.  
Impact of Annexation:  Based on the Corvus Report, annexation will not materially affect the City’s 
balanced growth.  
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4.2.8. FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS RESULTS

The impact of the City’s proposed annexation is presented using two metrics:  change in municipal tax rates 
and municipal debt.   

4.2.8.1. MUNICIPAL TAX RATE IMPACTS OF ANNEXATION ON LLOYDMINSTER

The change in the City’s municipal tax rates is presented in the figure below.  These results are modelled and 
do not include inflation as all calculations are presented in this analysis are expressed as real 2020 dollars 
(excluding inflation).  These estimates also do not include any ‘smoothing’, but rather reflect the rates 
required to balance the City’s budget in each year of the forecast.  To determine the ‘impact’ of annexation 
presenting results in real (constant) dollars allows for a determine of this impact without the consideration 
of inflation.

Impact of Annexation:  This analysis indicates that the City’s financial position will deteriorate with 
annexation as reflected by higher estimated tax rates With Annexation than Without Annexation.  
The net impact of these changes begins in 2025 when growth in the proposed annexation area 
starts to become significant.  
Residential and Non-Residential Tax Rates:  The real 2020 dollar municipal tax rates presented 
below for residential and non-residential ratepayers exhibit a similar pattern of change.  This is a 
result of the Base Year (2020) residential to non-residential municipal tax rate split being held 
constant over the forecast period.28
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 Also, as noted in the resulting real 2020 dollar residential and non-residential tax rates, the results for each year balance the municipal budget in that 28

year.  No smoothing or adjustments have been made to these results.  
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The change in municipal taxes required to balance the City’s financial budget in each year is presented in the 
figure below.  The tax increases that result from annexation are calculated and presented below represent 
the equivalent of municipal tax costs that can be expected to result from annexation.  These estimates are 
based on the Corvus Report information with modifications as noted above. 

2020:  There is a small benefit attributed to annexation in the year of annexation, reflected as a 
decline in municipal tax rates.  This is a result of the net tax benefits received by the City as a result 
of the increase in its assessment base being larger than the net costs of delivering services to the 
proposed annexation area.   This benefit is estimated to be equivalent to a municipal tax saving of 29

0.6 per cent. 
2025-2051:  Between 2025 and 2051 the annexation as defined in the Corvus Report results in City 
tax payers facing higher tax rates than if the annexation had not occurred.  Over this period City 
ratepayers would face higher tax rates, which are estimated to be as much as10 per cent higher in 
five of the forecast years in this period.  
Long Term Municipal Tax Impacts:  On average, the City’s municipal taxes would be 5.7 per cent 
higher per year as a result of annexation (2025-2051).  This suggests that annexation, as defined in 
the Corvus Report will result in City taxpayers facing higher tax rates. 
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 This does not include any compensation that may be paid to the County by the City as a result of the annexation.  29
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Municipal Tax Impact of City’s Annexation As Proposed by the City 
30

Note:  These values represent the difference between the estimated municipal tax rates With Annexation as compared to those Without 
Annexation.  Higher bars indicate municipal tax rates are higher With Annexation than Without Annexation.  Negative values indicate a tax 
saving as a result of Annexation. 

It is not possible to compare the results of this analysis with those of the Corvus Report for two reasons.  
First, the Corvus Report does not provide a baseline Without Annexation Scenario which is required to 
estimate the impact of annexation.  Second, the Corvus Report does not provide an estimate of the real 
dollar municipal tax rates over the forecast period.  The Corvus Report analysis provides a combined 
municipal school tax rates with inflation.  Based on this, it is not possible to compare the projected municipal 
tax rates calculated in this analysis with those implied by the Corvus Report.   31

4.2.8.2. MUNICIPAL DEBT AND DEBT LIMIT UTILIZATION

The investment in assets and financing of this investment have been based on the Corvus Report and as 
assumed for the capital plan adjustments presented in Appendix A.  The results of these financing 
assumptions is a general decline in debt per capita from its peak in 2021 to levels consistent with the Base 
Year over the last half of the forecast period. 
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 Based on Corvus Report analysis and assumptions with adjustments noted above.30

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment - Final Report Version 5.0, January 17, 2020, page 33.31
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Based on the projected debt levels and the City’s total revenues, utilization of the City’s Debt Limit and Debt 
Servicing Limit have been calculated.  In each instance the City’s overall position stabilizes to Base Year levels 
in the last half of the forecast period.  

The results vary to a minor degree when comparing the With and Without Annexation scenarios.  The 
results of this analysis indicate that generally the fiscal impact of annexations reflected in the municipal tax 
rate impacts presented above, especially over the last half of the forecast period.  In addition, the utilization 
of debt and debt servicing limits are well within the guidelines established for these parameters by Alberta 
Municipal Affairs.   
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4.2.9. ALTERNATE GROWTH FORECASTS

The fiscal impact analysis presented above provides an analysis of the City’s annexation proposal utilizing the 
City’s growth assumptions and related financial assumptions included in the Corvus Report.  Based on an 
update of the growth prospects for the City of Lloydminster, it is expected the City will not grow at the 
same rate as assumed in the City’s annexation proposal.  A comparison of the population growth used in the 
Corvus Report and that provided in the Updated Growth Forecast report is provided below.

There are two key differences in these growth projections:

Base Year (2020):  Because of the downturn in the economy and COVID19 the City has not grown 
as expected in the forecast used in the Corvus Report.  As a result, there is a population differential 
in the Base Year of 3,756.  
Growth to 2051:  The rate of growth in the Updated Growth Forecast is lower than that assumed in 
the growth forecast used in the Corvus Report.  This, combined with the Base Year (2020) 
adjustment results in a total population differential in 2051 of 11,262 people.  

Because the growth forecast drives the need for land as well as many of the parameters important to the 
fiscal impact analysis, this change in growth expected for the City can potentially have a significant impact on 
the financial position of the City.  

Using the information provided in the Corvus Report and adjustments made to some of this data, as noted 
above, a fiscal impact analysis of the Updated Growth Forecast as compared to City’s proposed annexation 
as defined in the Corvus Report has been prepared.  The results of this analysis indicate that the Updated 
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Growth Forecasts will produce a financial forecast that generally has favourable tax rates as compared to 
those estimated for the City’s proposed annexation as defined in the Corvus Report.  The results of a 
comparison of municipal tax rates between these two scenarios is provided in the figure below.  In each year 
of the forecast there is a municipal tax rate cost of the City’s annexation as described in the Corvus Report 
as compared to that using the Updated Growth Forecasts.  Typically these negative impacts associated with 
the City’s annexation increase over time as additional growth occurs in the City’s annexation analysis as 
compared to the Updated Growth Forecast.  On average, over the forecast period to 2051, the average 
annual municipal tax cost of the City’s annexation is equal to a 1.3 per cent increase in municipal tax rates 
over and above what they would be as estimated for the Updated Growth Forecast.  

Municipal Tax Impact of City’s Annexation As Proposed by the City compared to 
the Updated Growth Forecast 
32

Note:  These values represent the difference between the estimated municipal tax rates With Annexation as estimated for the annexation 
as described in the Corvus Report (with adjustments as noted above) as compared to the estimated municipal tax rates for the City of 
Lloydminster using the Updated Growth Forecasts.  Higher bars indicate municipal tax rates are higher for the City’s With Annexation as 
defined in the Corvus Report than estimated for the Updated Growth Forecasts.  

4.2.10.CONCLUSIONS

Overall, the proposed annexation will result in the City’s financial position being worse than without 
annexation.  This conclusion persists across an evaluation of the City’s annexation as proposed by the City 
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 The With Annexation municipal tax rates calculated for the Corvus Report (with adjustments noted above) is compared to the estimated municipal 32

tax rates using the Updated Growth Forecasts for the City.  
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using growth projections and related financial information as provided in the Corvus Report as well as when 
this analysis is compared to a financial forecast for the City using the Updated Growth Forecasts. 

Based on the analysis provided above, the following conclusions are offered:

Long Term Municipal Tax Costs:  Based on this analysis, it can be concluded that the City will incur 
the equivalent to a municipal tax cost as high as 13 per cent.  On average it is estimated that the 
With Annexation tax rates will be 5.7 per cent higher over the forecast period 2025 to 2051 than 
Without Annexation.  
Municipal Debt Load:  Based on the capital plan provided in the Corvus Report and the adjustments 
as defined in Appendix A, the municipal debt load on a per capita basis is projected to stabilize over 
the last half of the forecast period.  As well, municipal debt limit and debt service limits remain well 
within the allowed limits as prescribed by Alberta Municipal Affairs.  
Reduced Operating Expenditures:  Based on growth projected for the City, it is expected that City 
operating expenditures will be reduced on a per capita basis reflecting the capture of economies of 
scale in the delivery of municipal services.  These benefits are greater With Annexation as a result of 
the growth allocated to the With Annexation Scenario.

When the City’s annexation as defined in the Corvus Report is compared to a financial forecast prepared 
using the Updated Growth Forecasts it is estimated that the annexation as defined in the Corvus Report 
will result in higher municipal tax rates.  Overall the municipal tax rates are estimated to be 1.3% higher 
using the City’s annexation as defined in the Corvus Report as compared to that using the Updated Growth 
forecasts.  

The Municipal Government Board defined 15 Annexation Principles as part of Board Order No. MGB 
123/06.  Principle 9 reads as follows:

Principle 9:  Annexation proposals must ‘fully’ consider the financial impact on the initiating and 
responding municipality.   33

It is the conclusion of this report that the City has not fulfilled this requirement.
Impact:  Principle 9 incorporates the word ‘impact’ in defining the nature of financial analysis that 
should be conducted.  While the title of the Corvus Report incorporates this word, and it is 
sprinkled throughout the report, there is no substantive analysis that demonstrates this analysis has 
been conducted.   The concept of ‘impact’ is well documented in literature on economic and 34

financial impact analysis.   Where financial impact is referenced, it inevitably involves measuring the 35

change resulting from the program or policy option that is being considered, against alternatives, 

 Emphasis added.33

 “Fiscal impact analysis is an analysis of the revenues and costs associated with a particular program, policy, development or other action that is ex34 -
pected to affect costs and revenues. Applied to development, it can be done at different scales and using different methodologies. The fiscal impact 
of a single house, multiple buildings, a proposed development, or the next five years of projected growth can each be analyzed and calculated de-
pending on the need.”  Fiscal Impact Analysis Policies in Rural Communities, Smart Growth America, page 2. https://smartgrowthamerica.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/04/rural-toolkit_fiscal-impact-1.pdf

 “Fiscal Impact Analysis: Applications and Usage in Ontario Municipalities”, Jeffrey Celentano, Western University, 1992, page 51 https://ir.lib.uwo.ca/cgi/35

viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.bing.com/&httpsredir=1&article=1004&context=lgp-mrps 
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which typically include a status quo or do nothing option.   The Corvus Report does not provide 36

options, but rather a single scenario that embodies the City’s proposed annexation.  As a result there 
is no ‘impact’ analysis results presented in the City’s submission.  
Public Interest:  It would appear that the Corvus Report wants the reader to rely upon their 
judgement that municipal tax rates that do not increase at a rate faster than 3 per cent per year, 
satisfies the public interest question of whether the proposed annexation is better than not annexing, 
from a financial perspective.  Unfortunately, regardless of the veracity of the assertion regarding the 
threshold of municipal tax rate increases that will determine what is sustainable, this conclusion says 
nothing about whether annexation will put the City in a more favourable, or less favourable financial 
position than if annexation were not to take place.  The question isn’t whether the City can afford 
the annexation, but rather would the rate payers in the City be better off with the annexation than 
without it.  The Corvus Report provides no information to help decision makers on this question.  As 
a result, the Corvus Report provides no insight into whether the annexation, as proposed, is in the 
public interest. 
Financial Sustainability:  What the Corvus Report does attempt to do is determine if the annexation, 
as proposed by the City, will allow the City to remain solvent from a financial point of view.  The test 
provided is if municipal tax rates fall below an average annual increase of 3 per cent.  Based on our 
review of the financial forecast provided in the Corvus Report, it is not clear that it meets the test of 
being ‘fully’ inclusive of all the factors that could affect the City’s financial position (see Section 3 of 
this report) and resulting municipal tax rates.  The analysis presented by Corvus does not appear to 
be fulsome in its attempt to project the future as noted by the various deficiencies and issues, 
primarily with the capital plan, as noted in Section 3 of this report.  Principle 9 clearly states that the 
analysis should ‘fully’ consider the financial impacts of the proposed annexation.  When the analysis 
does not meet this bar, any conclusions regarding the financial forecast must be viewed with 
suspicion. 
Financial Sustainability and the 3 Per Cent Rule:  The Corvus Report relies on the presumption that 
tax rates that fall below 3% per year will “determine if the annexation plan is viable”.   There is no 37

supporting evidence as to the origins of this ‘magic’ 3% rule.  However, consideration of its affect in 
practice yields it to being a ‘speculative assumption’ at best.  There are numerous examples of 
municipalities that have experienced municipal tax increases over periods of time in excess of 3 
percent that have continued to operate successfully.   Additionally, some municipalities have not 38

increased municipal tax rates to this level and face dissolution.  As a result, it is the conclusion of this 
report that this ‘rule of thumb’ as a measure of ‘sustainability’ is meaningless.  

 “Fiscal impact analysis, a tool introduced in the 1970s, seeks to connect planning and local economics by estimating the public costs and revenues 36

that result from property investments. The fiscal impact of development is the effect of new investment, new construction, new employment, new 
population, new school enrollment and other changes on a government's budget.” Fiscal Impact Analysis: Methods, Cases, and Intellectual Debate, 
Zenia Kotval and John Mullin With research assistance from Maureen Lempke, 2006 Lincoln Institute of Land Policy Working Paper, page 1 https://
www.lincolninst.edu/sites/default/files/pubfiles/kotval-wp06zk2.pdf  

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment, Version 5.0, January 17, 2020, page 37. 37

 Edmonton's residential property tax rate jumped 70% in a decade — here's why, December 2017, https://edmontonjournal.com/news/local-news/38

edmonton-property-taxes-jumped-70-in-a-decade-heres-why/
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4.3. COUNTY OF VERMILION RIVER
Based on the information provided in the Corvus Report, without compensation, the County would be 
financially injured by the City’s proposed annexation.  Three major areas of impact have been identified and 
are discussed below.  

Note that if the annexation were to be not approved, or the annexation area altered, the consideration of 
compensation would need to be revisited based on any adjusted annexation boundary.  

4.3.1. DIRECT IMPACT OF ANNEXATION

The direct impact of the City’s proposed annexation will result in a loss of assessment and a minor saving in 
the cost of delivery municipal services to the ratepayers in the annexation area.  39

It is estimated that the County will transfer approximately $20.65 million of assessment under the 
City’s proposed annexation.  This represents a loss of approximately $224,000 of municipal tax 
revenues in 2020.  
The proposed annexation area has an estimated population of approximately 41 persons and 7.8 km 
of roads. 

The loss of approximately 41 persons represents a 0.50% reduction in the County’s population. 
The loss of approximately 7.8 km of roads represents  persons represents a 0.20% reduction in 
the County’s road network.40

In addition to property taxes, the Corvus Report estimated that there will be a reduction in other 
revenues to the County in the order of $45,000 in 2020.  Based on our review of the County’s 2019 
operating revenues and assessment of service areas relevant to the proposed annexation area, the 
estimated revenue loss is $5,700.  41

Using an average cost approach, the Corvus Report estimates there to be a reduction in County 
costs equal to approximately $118,000 in 2020 as a result of not providing services to the proposed 
annexation area.  

This approach ignores the reality that for many of the cost of service areas the County will not 
feel any appreciable cost saving as the incremental impact on service demand is so small, it will 
not be registered.  
The only service area where there could be a real cost saving would be in maintenance of the 
road network, where the City’s average cost approach estimates these savings to be $70,500 (in 
2019).  As noted earlier, using ‘average’ costs to measure incremental change is not appropriate.  
The average cost includes overheads associated with fixed costs that will not change with a 
change in the scope of services.  In the case of roadway maintenance it is estimated these fixed 
costs could be approximately 40% of the total.
Additionally, the Corvus Report does not consider that the County provides services to both 
urban and rural development.  Road maintenance typically is more costly in urban areas than 
rural areas for various reasons.  As a result, the allocated costs of road maintenance to the 

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment, Version 5.0, January 17, 2020. Section 12.2,39

 County of Vermilion River40

 Alberta Municipal Affairs.  41
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proposed annexation area would be, even using the City’s average cost approach, be less than 
the estimated $70,500.  
Based on our review of the County’s 2019 operating expenditures (without amortization) and 
assessment of service areas relevant to the proposed annexation area, the estimated costs 
associated with the proposed annexation area is $40,900.   For all service areas relevant to the 42

proposed annexation area, County costs were allocated on the basis of population; road-related 
costs were allocated on the basis of road kilometers.   

In the Corvus Report, the net direct impact of transferring the proposed annexation area lands from 
the County to the City is estimated to be a loss of $151,000.  This loss would occur in the first year 
of annexation and continue in perpetuity.  Based on our analysis, the net impact is estimated to be a 
loss of $189,000.

Typically annexation allows for compensation associated with the direct loss of assessable and taxable 
properties in the annexation area.  The calculation of compensation does not typically include consideration 
of direct costs of providing services.  If however, this is included in the calculation, the annual direct impacts 
of annexation would be a net annual loss of approximately $189,000 based on our analysis  Compensation 
may be calculated using various approaches as defined below:

A one time payment equal to the net loss = $189,000
A one time payment equal to the sum of payments over a 5 year period, with the payment in each 
period declining by 1/5 over the period.  This amount = $567,000
A one time payment equal to the sum of payments over a 5 year period, with the payment in each 
period equal to the one year amount.  This amount = $945,000
A one time payment equal to the sum of payments over a 10 year period, with the payment in each 
period declining by 1/10 over the period.  This amount = $1.04 million
A one time payment equal to the sum of payments over a 10 year period, with the payment in each 
period equal to the one year amount.  This amount = $1.89 million

Typically the greater the direct loss of municipal tax revenues, the longer the period of payment and 
greater the amount of compensation to help provide the annexed municipality time to adjust for the loss.  
The Corvus Report recommends that the period of compensation should be two years,  resulting in a 43

calculated transfer of $277,793 as compensation for lost tax revenues.   Based on the analysis above, it 44

would be prudent to provide the County with a minimum of $567,000 for lost tax revenues.  

4.3.2. LOSS OF ASSETS

The Corvus Report concludes that because the assets in the proposed annexation area were funding by 
means other than debt that the County should not be eligible for compensation of transferring these assets 
to the City as part of the City’s annexation.   Erroneously it is concluded that “attempting to create a 45

payment obligation (for loss of assets not debt financed) would result in annexation area landowners being 
‘double charged’ – once when the asset was financed and again upon transfer.”  The City’s position on loss of 
assets is not defendable for the following reasons:

 Alberta Municipal Affairs.42

 City of Lloydminster Annexation Financial Impact Assessment, Version 5.0, January 17, 2020. page 5143

 Ibid page 5844

 Ibid page 5245
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Ratepayers in the proposed annexation area did not pay for the assets in the first instance, and 
would not be paying for them when annexed by the City.  If it were the case that the investment in 
these assets by the County were fully financed from operations (i.e. tax supported), the share of this 
cost to annexation area properties would be very small.  To the extent that financing for these assets 
may have been from grants or other non-tax sources, their contribution would be zero, or even 
smaller than if the County had financed the assets from operations.  
The City’s logic also fails when considering that the assets being transferred have value.  Transferring 
these assets to the City without compensation would represent a ‘windfall’ to City ratepayers.  
Equally, it is a ‘loss’ to the County.  Consider a commercial transaction that involved the sale of a 
building and associated assets (e.g. water/sewer connections, parking, etc) without the seller receiving 
market value compensation for their investment in these assets.  The buyer would reap a ‘windfall’ 
benefit at the expense of the seller.  Obviously the seller would not agree to this transaction.  In this 
commercial transaction example, how the assets were financed may be considered in determining 
how compensation is paid.  If, for example, the assets were fully paid for, the seller would consider the 
net book value (or alternatively the ‘market value’) of the assets as fair compensation for their sale.  If 
a portion of the cost of these assets were debt financed, the seller should be willing to transfer the 
debt that may be outstanding at the time of the sale, and accept payment for the net book value 
associated with the non-debt financed portion of the asset.  Regardless of how the assets were 
financed, if the assets have value, the seller would reasonably expect to be compensated for 
transferring these to the buyer.  In the case of annexation, the ratepayers of the County would be 
disadvantaged by losing these assets if annexation were to be approved, and not receive fair 
compensation for this loss.
The City’s logic also fails if you consider a different kind of asset –one that is mobile – in contrast to 
one that is not mobile (i.e. roads).  Take the sample of equipment that may be required to maintain 
the roads in the annexation area.  If the loss of assets of interest were equipment, which was 
purchased without debt, the County would have the choice to keep these assets if the City were not 
interested in purchasing the equipment from the County.  In this instance, if the City chose to not to 
buy the County’s equipment and use their own or buy other equipment, the County could sell this 
equipment at fair market value.  Only in the instance where the assets are in a fixed location (in the 
annexation area) and not mobile, does the County not have the option of obtaining fair market value 
for these assets, if the City is not willing to provide compensation.  Similarly, City ratepayers, without 
providing the County compensation, will not have to invest in the asset as required to provide 
municipal services to the annexed properties, but will have to obtain equipment to maintain the 
roads. 
Finally, given that the County has fully paid for the assets, and this has been at the expense of the 
County ratepayers, it is unfair that these ratepayers would lose the value of this investment to the 
City because the City is allowed to annex these assets, without providing fair compensation for the 
benefit they will afford the City. 

As a result, the County should be reimbursed for the book value of all assets that are contained within the 
proposed annexation area.  Based on information provided by the County, it is estimated that approximately 
7.78 km of roads would be transferred to the City as a result of the proposed annexation.  Based on current 
asset values (Base Year 2019), the total value of the lost assets to be transferred is estimated to total $4.4 
million.
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Summary of Asset Values:  Roads Within the Proposed Annexation Area 


4.3.3. OPPORTUNITY COST OF ANNEXATION

The Corvus Report states that “There are no significant special properties in the proposed annexation area 
that generate substantive or unique costs that warrant revenue sharing.”   This is a difficult conclusion to 46

accept given that the City and County have for a number of years worked on a Joint Municipal Plan that 
involves lands along Highway 16 west of the City that hold significant potential for development.  These lands 
have been the subject of on-going discussions between the City and County regarding revenue and cost 
sharing consistent with the MGB’s Principle 13 that directs municipalities to consider alternatives to 
annexation for such areas.

Based on work completed for the County, it is estimated that the two quarter sections in the proposed 
annexation area along Highway 16 just west of the City would potentially yield over $270 million of non-
residential assessment, which at buildout, applying the City’s current non-residential tax rate, would generate 
approximately $2.5 million of municipal tax revenue.  This assumes the land would be provided urban 
services to allow for the maximum potential of development on these lands to be realized.  It is considered 
that the ‘opportunity cost of annexation’ to the County would be overstated using an assumption of ‘urban 
services’ as these are services that would be provided with the agreement of the City.  As a result, the 
calculation of the ‘opportunity cost’ to the County of the loss of these lands has been estimated by applying 
a ‘rural service’ standard, which is consistent with existing development in the County along Highway 16 
west of the City.  

It is clear, that without City servicing of these lands their potential for development and taxation would be 
significantly less than would be the case with urban servicing.  Based on development in the County, west 

Asset Value

Road Segment Length (m) Surface Type
Capital Value (per 

km) 2019

RR 11 - North 811 Gravel 435,053 352,828

RR 14 437 Gravel 435,053 190,118

Twp 502 814 Asphalt 1,118,707 910,627

RR 13 - North 779 Oil 559,354 435,737

RR 13 - South A 342 Oil 559,354 191,299

RR 13 - South B 417 Oil 559,354 233,251

Spruce Hill Road 813 Gravel 435,053 353,698

Twp 494 804 Asphalt 1,118,707 899,440

RR 12 947 Dirt 186,451 176,569

RR 11 - South 1,616 Gravel 435,053 703,046

Total 7,780 4,446,613

 Ibid page 5946
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along Highway 16, it is estimated that build out at non-urban cross section, the build out potential 
assessment growth in the two annexation area quarter sections would be approximately $80 million.  Thus 
the opportunity cost to the County would be equivalent to the taxes lost on development of these two 
quarter sections without urban services, which at build out would yield $1.1 million in municipal tax 
revenues at build out (applying the County’s current non-residential tax rate.  Note that this is less than half 
the value of development on these lands using an ‘urban standard’ of servicing.  

Total County Build Out Assessment:  Assuming that development of the two quarter sections along 
Highway 16 immediately west of the City were to be developed to a rural standard (i.e. without City 
servicing) it is estimated that at build out, total assessment of these areas would be approximately 
$80 million.  This is significantly lower than the estimated build out assessment that would be 
generated if these areas were build to an urban standard with City services.
Total County Revenues Lost:  Based on this build out growth to a rural standard, and assuming 
development would occur evenly over a 20 year period, it is estimated the County would collect a 
total of $12.75 million in municipal tax revenues over this period (at current County non-municipal 
tax rates).  At the end of 20 years, at full build out, this development would yield municipal tax 
revenue of approximately $1.1 million.
Present Value of Lost Tax Revenues:  As a result, the County can be expected to lose approximately 
$12.75 million in tax revenues on these lands at build out over a 20 year period.  The Present Value 
of this stream of income is equal to $6.35 million at a 5% discount rate.  

Based on this analysis, the opportunity cost of allowing the City to annex the lands along Highway 16 
immediate west of the City would be $12.75 million over a two year development period.  In Present Value 
terms, this represents a loss of $6.35 million (assuming a 5% discount rate).  This represents approximately 
39% of the Present Value of the stream of revenues the City can be expected to receive as a result of 
annexation and build out of these lands to an urban standard by 2051.  It is recommended that the City 
provide the County this amount of compensation for the lost opportunity of the County being able to plan 
for development and taxation of these lands in the County.  

4.3.4. CONCLUSIONS

The annexation proposed by the City will have an impact on the County in three substantive ways.  Each of 
these impacts and the recommended compensation for the County’s loss are summarized below.

Direct Impact of Annexation:  As a result of annexation, the County will experience a direct loss of 
tax revenues from the proposed annexation area.  In calculating the impact of this loss, it is estimated 
that the current gross municipal tax revenues of $224,000 would be adjusted to reflect the net cost 
(expenditures minus revenues) associated with services delivered to the proposed annexation area.  
This results in a net direct loss to the County of $189,000 per year.  Further it is proposed that this 
impact be paid over a period of 5 years, at a declining rate.  Based on the analysis above, it would be 
prudent to provide the County with a minimum of $567,000 for lost tax revenues.  
Loss of Assets:  The County currently has assets in the proposed annexation area that are estimated 
to currently value $4.446 million.  This includes the net book value of 7.78 km of roads in the 
proposed annexation area.  
Opportunity Cost of Lost Development Potential:  The City and County have been discussing the 
potential for development of lands along Highway 16 immediately west of the City for several years.  
It is collectively recognized that these lands hold the potential for significant development.  It is 
estimated that the loss to the County of allowing the City to annex these lands would be a total of 
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$12.75 million over a twenty year development period.  The present value of this stream of lost 
municipal tax revenues (at a 5% discount rate) is approximately $6.35 million.  This represents 
approximately 40% of the present value of future development and taxation of this development by 
the City if annexation were approved.   
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4.4. ANNEXATION AREA RATEPAYERS
The Corvus Report does not provide an analysis of the potential impact of the annexation on ratepayers in 
the proposed annexation area.  However, it is offered that “in the absence of a triggering event annexation 
area properties for the 32 year period (2020-2051):

a) be taxed at the lower of County or City tax rates, and

b) have their tax status “grandfathered’ resulting in properties with exempt tax status in the 
annexation land continuing to enjoy exempt tax status in the City.”47

It is recommended that if annexation in any form were to be approved, that this tax protection be afforded 
to all ratepayers in the proposed annexation area, subject to acceptable definition of the “triggering event” 
that would result in a loss of this protection.  

 Ibid page 5647
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5. Conclusions
Based on the analysis completed and presented in this report, the following conclusions are supported by 
the analysis:

5.1.IMPACT OF ANNEXATION ON THE CITY

Overall, the proposed annexation will result in the City’s financial position being worse than without 
annexation.  This conclusion persists across an evaluation of the City’s annexation as proposed using growth 
projections and related financial information as provided in the Corvus Report and when this analysis is 
compared to a financial forecast for the City using the Updated Growth Forecasts. 

Based on the analysis provided above, the following conclusions are offered:

Long Term Municipal Tax Costs:  Based on this analysis, it can be concluded that the City will incur 
the equivalent to a municipal tax cost as high as 13 per cent.  On average it is estimated that the 
With Annexation tax rates will be 5.7 per cent higher over the forecast period 2025 to 2051 than 
Without Annexation.  
Municipal Debt Load:  Based on the capital plan provided in the Corvus Report and the adjustments 
as define in Appendix A the municipal debt load on a per capita basis is projected to stabilize over 
the last half of the forecast period.  As well, municipal debt limit and debt service limits remain well 
within the allowed limits as prescribed by Alberta Municipal Affairs.  
Reduced Operating Expenditures:  Based on growth projected for the City, it is expected that City 
operating expenditures will be reduced on a per capita basis reflecting the capture of economies of 
scale in the delivery of municipal services.  These benefits are greater With Annexation as a result of 
the growth allocated to the With Annexation Scenario.

When the City’s annexation as defined in the Corvus Report is compared to a financial forecast prepared 
using the Updated Growth Forecasts it is estimated that the annexation as defined in the Corvus Report 
will result in higher municipal tax rates.  Overall the municipal tax rates are estimated to be 1.3% higher 
using the City’s annexation as defined in the Corvus Report as compared to that using the Updated Growth 
forecasts.  

5.2.IMPACT OF ANNEXATION ON THE COUNTY

The County is expected to be negatively impacted by the annexation as proposed by the City.  These effects 
would be neutralized by payment of compensation by the City to the County as follows:

Direct Impact of Annexation:  As a result of annexation, the County will experience a direct loss of 
tax revenues from the proposed annexation area.  In calculating the impact of this loss, it is estimated 
that the current gross municipal tax revenues of $224,000 would be adjusted to reflect the net cost 
(expenditures minus revenues) associated with services delivered to the proposed annexation area.  
This results in a net direct loss to the County of $189,000 per year.  Further it is proposed that this 
impact be paid over a period of 5 years, at a declining rate.  Based on the analysis above, it would be 
prudent to provide the County with a minimum of $567,000 for lost tax revenues.  
Loss of Assets:  The County currently has assets in the proposed annexation area that are estimated 
to currently value $4.446 million.  This includes the net book value of 7.78 km of roads.
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Opportunity Cost of Lost Development Potential:  The City and County have been discussing the 
potential for development of lands along Highway 16 immediately west of the City for several years.  
It is collectively recognized that these lands hold the potential for significant development.  It is 
estimated that the loss to the County of allowing the City to annex these lands would be a total of 
$12.75 million over a twenty year development period.  The present value of this stream of lost 
municipal tax revenues (at a 5% discount rate) is approximately $6.35 million.  This represents 
approximately 40% of the present value of future development and taxation of this development by 
the City if annexation were approved.  The difference in these estimates is a result of the assumption 
that compensation is based on the County developing these lands to a ‘rural standard’ that would 
not be connected to City services.

5.3.IMPACT OF ANNEXATION ON ANNEXATION AREA RATEPAYERS

In the Corvus Report it is stated that the City would be willing to guarantee annexation area properties be:

a) be taxed at the lower of County or City tax rates, and

b) have their tax status “grandfathered’ resulting in properties with exempt tax status in the 
annexation land continuing to enjoy exempt tax status in the City.”

This tax protection is stated to be in place for a 32 year period from annexation to 2051.   Tax protection 48

would be eliminated subject to a “triggering event” which is not defined in the Corvus Report.  Subject to 
the definition of the “triggering event” it is agreed that tax protection as described should be in place to 
ensure ratepayers in the proposed annexation area do not incur any unnecessary negative impacts 
associated with the proposed annexation.  

 Ibid page 56 At the time of writing this was 32 years.  If the annexation were approved effective 2021 this would be 31 years. 48
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Appendix A:  City Capital Plan Adjustments
The following figure depicts the City of Lloydminster historical total expenditures on capital per capita as 
compared to the Corvus Report capital expenditures per capita adjusted to real 2020 $ and allocated to 
With and Without Annexation scenarios.  Based on the historical period 2010 to 2019, the City spent an 
average of almost $1,100 per capita on capital projects over this 10 year period.  In total, the Corvus Report 
projects capital spending to average only $738 per capita.  This is over 30% below the historical average.  Of 
particular concern is the final 11 years of the forecast where total capital expenditures per capita drop to 
less than $250 per capita (Real 2020 $).  As noted in Section 3 of the report, several issues were identified 
that suggested there were some missing categories of capital expenditures, suggesting that a more realistic 
projection of the City’s capital expenditures would include adjustments to bring the total up closer to this 
historical average.  

Three adjustments were made to the Corvus Report capital plan to bring expenditures to be more fully 
reflective of the future investment required by the City to support the growth projected in the City’s 
annexation application.  These are as follows:

Contingency Plus:  The Corvus Report identifies a contingency for the capital plan that totals 
roughly $100 million in real 2020$.  This contingency does not appear to be sufficient bring the 
capital plan up to the per capita levels suggested by the historic capital spending of the City.  
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Life Cycle Costs Associated With Contributed Assets:  Development will provide the City will 
additional neighbourhood infrastructure, which is initially free, as it is paid for by developers and the 
purchasers of lots and houses.  However, the City has the long term responsibility to maintain and 
reinvest in these assets over time.  These Life Cycle Costs (LCC) do not appear to have been 
incorporated in the Corvus Report capital plan.  Typically these assets include local roads, water, 
sewer and storm infrastructure.  As utility rates will cover the LCC of utility assets, it has been 
assumed that only the LCC of roads would be tax supported and it is these costs that have been 
included in the analysis.
End of Forecast Adjustment (2041-2051):  Finally, even after including the contingency plus and LCC 
adjustments, the last 11 years of the forecast remain significantly below the historical average capital 
expenditures and those that are included in the Corvus Report capital plan.  As a result, an additional 
$10 million per year has been added in each of the final 11 years of the forecast period.

The resulting total capital expenditures per capita used in the fiscal impact analysis of the City’s annexation 
application are summarized in the revised capital plan below.  

Based on the Adjusted Corvus Capital Plan, the average total capital expenditures for the Without 
Annexation are still below the historic average ($929 versus $1,100).  However, the With Annexation 
scenario capital plan is now just above and more compatible with the historic expenditure pattern.  It can 
be expected that long term capital expenditures per capita increase with growth as the demand for 
services increases as does the need for multiple locations of some facilities to ensure similar access and 
public service response times.  It is noted that in spite of the adjustments made, the capital expenditures in 
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the last 11 years of the forecast remain significantly below the average for the rest of the period, and may 
continue to be understated.  
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Appendix 6 

Evidence Summary  
City of Lloydminster 
Growth Forecasts – 2020-2051 
April 2021 Final Report 

Applications Management Consulting Ltd. 
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

Applications Management Consulting Ltd. 
City of Lloydminster Growth Forecasts 2020-2051 Final Report 

1. The County of Vermilion River will be calling Darryl Howery and may call Gurpreet Virdi
of Applications Management Consulting Ltd. to testify at the hearing.

2. They will provide evidence to the Board in relation to the City of Lloydminster Growth
Forecasts 2020-2051 Final Report (the “Report”).  The witness will provide testimony in
relation to:

a. Their qualifications and experience;

b. The purpose and study area of the Report;

c. The current growth forecast, including historical changes, the study area base
profile and a scenario overview;

d. The sector forecast assumptions, including driver industries and support sectors;

e. The population forecasts methodology including the standard component method
with net migration;

f. The population and employment forecast results including population forecast to
2051, population forecast by age and employment forecast to 2051;

g. A summary of the findings; and

h. May address Appendix A, Appendix B Employment by Sector and Scenario,
Appendix B Fertility/Mortality Rates and Appendix C Components of Population
Growth.

Attached are Mr. Howery and Ms. Virdi’s CVs. 
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Darryl Howery 

Profile 

Mr. Howery is a Principal with Applications Management Consulting and a founding partner of 
the firm (1989).  He is responsible for the economics, municipal finance, and public policy areas 
of practice of the firm. 

Mr. Howery taught a third year economics course in Project Evaluation at the University of 
Alberta for two sessions and other individual classes on benefit-cost analysis and economic 
impact analysis. 

Prior to joining Applications, Mr. Howery worked as an economist with Stantec in their 
management consulting division.  

Prior to joining Stantec, Mr. Howery worked as an economist with Alberta Economic 
Development in the Transportation Services Branch. 

Between 1981 and 1983, Mr. Howery was employed by Alberta Treasury as a budget analyst 
with the Budget Bureau.  He was responsible for the analysis and presentation of provincial 
department budgets to senior department officials and provided input on budget related policy 
matters. 

Mr. Howery has appeared before the Municipal Government Board, Natural Resources 
Conservation Board, Alberta Energy Utilities Board and the National Transportation Agency 
providing expert witness testimony on various matters pertaining to economic and financial 
analysis. 

Key Projects 

• Town of Beaumont Annexation – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• Town of Devon Annexation – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• City of Edmonton Annexation – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• City of Grande Prairie – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study City of Lloydminster and the County of Vermilion River
• Alberta Transportation Population and Employment Forecasts (2021)
• City of Calgary Population and Employment Forecasts (2020)
• Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board Population and Employment Forecasts (various)
• City of St Albert – Population Forecast Model
• Parkland County Technical Growth Study – Growth Forecasts and Fiscal Impact Analysis
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Experience – Growth Forecasting 

• Currently working with Fort McMurray Wood Buffalo Economic Development & Tourism
on a labour study.  This includes a comprehensive engagement plan of organizations
across the Region, including within both urban and rural communities.

• Currently working with the Cactus Corridor Economic Development on a labour study.
• Currently working with Alberta Transportation on developing provincial population,

employment and household projections for the provincial transportation model.
• Working with the City of Surrey on refining their building inventory and growth

development model.
• Responsible for development of a variety of inputs to the City of Calgary’s regional

transportation model.  This included the development of 6 scenarios of growth (including
a COVID-19 Scenario) of population, employment, households, dwelling units.

• Responsible for a Best Practices Review of population, employment and household
forecasting approaches for the City of Surrey.

• Responsible for a two-phase Tri-Municipal Labour Market Strategy & Action Plan.
• Responsible for the development of long range population, occupation and employment

forecasts for the City of Edmonton and Edmonton Capital region for the Capital Region
Board.

• Responsible for the development of a labour supply redistribution model used to
evaluate the labour needs and shortages for the Province of Alberta.

• Responsible for the development of a population and employment forecasting model
delivered to various municipalities, including the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo,
City of St. Albert and City of Lethbridge.

• Managed the development of a CRISP Monitoring Framework for Alberta Oil Sands
Secretariat.  The purpose of the monitoring framework is for the Government of Alberta
to be able to monitor the growth occurring across the oilsands areas in the province and
be able to effectively respond to infrastructure demands.  The framework was developed
in Microsoft Excel with a custom user interface.

• Managed the completion of long range (20 and 35 year) population and employment
forecast scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure Sustainability Plan
(CRISP) for the Peace River Oil Sands Area. The model tracks individual oilsands
projects in the region and their related impacts on population and employment over the
forecast period.

• Managed the completion of long range (20 and 35 year) population and employment
forecast scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure Sustainability Plan
(CRISP) for the Athabasca Oil Sands Area.  The model tracks individual oilsands
projects in the region and their related impacts on population and employment over the
forecast period.

• Responsible for the completion of long range (20 and 35 year) population and
employment forecast scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure
Sustainability Plan (CRISP) for the Cold Lake Oil Sands Area.  The model tracks
individual oilsands projects in the region and their related impacts on population and
employment over the forecast period.

• Managed the completion of population and employment forecasts used in the Growth
Study supporting the City of Grande Prairie’s proposed annexation (2014).

• Responsible for the development of long range population, occupation and employment
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forecasts for the City of Edmonton and Edmonton metropolitan region for 2006 to 2041. 
• Responsible for the completion of employment projections for the Capital Region

(Edmonton CMA) by detailed occupation (4-digit NOC) and industry (2-digit NAICS).
• Responsible for the long-range forecast of employment in the Capital Regions major

employment areas, including the Industrial Heartland, Acheson and Nisku.
• Responsible for the long-range economic forecasts used to development commodity

flow projections for Port Alberta.
• Responsible for the completion of employment projections for the RMWB by detailed

occupation (4-digit NOC) and industry (2-digit NAICS).
• Responsible for the development of the Population Forecasting Model for the City of St.

Albert which incorporates projections of economic development and employment.
• Responsible for the completion of long-range population and employment forecasts for

the City of Airdrie.
• Responsible for the economic analysis and long run forecasts of economic activity used

to project water use in the North Saskatchewan River basin.
• Responsible for the preparation of economic forecasts and analysis of economic trends

for Alberta Transportation and Utilities strategic plan.
• Development of forecasts for selected Western Canadian commodity exports and

imports and the evaluation of west coast port capacity requirements.

• Experience – Municipal Finance
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of growth defined in the Sturgeon Valley Area

Structure Plan for Sturgeon County.
• Responsible for the analysis of various revenue and cost sharing alternatives for

Vermilion River County and City of Lloydminster for development along Highway 16.
• Responsible for the financial components of a workshop on ‘smart growth’ for the City of

Fort Saskatchewan.
• Responsible for the financial analysis of Parkland County’s growth as defined in the

Technical Growth Study.
• Responsible for the financial analysis of various Intermunicipal Cooperation Framework

(ICF) initiatives undertaken by municipalities in Alberta.
• Responsible for the completion of the City of Edmonton Long Range Financial Planning

Model.
• Sanitary Servicing Strategy Fund (Edmonton): Applications developed a long-range

funding model to determine the funding available to fund major sanitary sewer project
upgrades. This includes projections of population growth by neighbourhood in the
Edmonton Region and the application of developer charges available to the fund.

• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the City of Edmonton’s proposed
annexation of lands from the County of Leduc.

• Responsible for the development of the Saskatchewan Long Term Infrastructure Model.
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the City of Beaumont’s annexation.
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the Town of Bon Accord’s annexation.
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the City of Grande Prairie’s annexation.
• Responsible for the evaluation of Smart Growth for the City of St. Albert, including a

literature review of the impacts of smart growth, a comprehensive fiscal impact analysis
and analysis of developer impacts.

• Responsible for the development of a municipal Fiscal Impact Model to evaluate the
consequences of development and local government policy changes on the fiscal
situation of municipalities.  This model has been implemented for use by various
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municipalities in Alberta. 
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the Bremner ASP for Strathcona County.
• Conducted a financial and risk analysis of various industrial development options for the

City of Red Deer.
• Responsible for the estimation of the incremental municipal costs of population growth

on the City of St. Albert.
• Responsible for analyzing the financial implications of the City of Edmonton annexing

CFB Namao.
• Responsible for the completion of an economic overview of the Calgary region for the

Calgary Regional Partnership.
• Responsible for the completion of a comprehensive overview of economic and socio-

economic indicators for the South Saskatchewan Land Use Plan.
• Responsible for the review of service delivery options and costs of regionalizing water,

sewer and solid waste services in the Capital Region.
• Completed an analysis of special funding requirements for the City’s of Banff, Jasper

and Canmore with analysis of shadow population and its impacts on municipal service
delivery.

• Responsible for projections of growth and fiscal impact analysis of St. Albert’s
annexation application presented to the MGB.

• Completed an analysis of local government financing in Arizona (Phoenix and Maricopa
County).

• Responsible for the estimation of proposed changes to the regulated provincial M & E
rates and depreciation rates on approximately 20 municipalities in Alberta.

• Responsible for the fiscal analysis of the incorporation of the City of Jasper.
• Responsible for the financial impact analysis of the proposed annexation of areas in the

MD of Brazeau by the City of Drayton Valley.
• Responsible for the analysis of regional economic, financial and social linkages in the

Cold Lake, Grand Centre and CFB Cold Lake region.
• Responsible for the economic and financial evaluation of Flagstaff’s proposed

annexation of the Battle River Generating Station.
• Responsible for the Industrial Tax policy review and analysis for the Regional

Municipality of Wood Buffalo.
• Responsible for the economic, financial and social impact analysis and review of

boundary adjustments and restructuring alternatives for the Village of Lillooet (BC).
• Provided advice and analysis to Strathcona in developing a position for the arbitration of

a financial resolution to Fort Saskatchewan’s proposed annexation of the Dow
expansion.

• Responsible for providing economic and financial input into the GMP of the City of
Spruce Grove.

• Responsible for the analysis of regional economic, financial and social linkages in the
Cold Lake region and the M.D. of Bonnyville.

• Development of an approach to inter-municipal revenue sharing between Fort
Saskatchewan and Strathcona.

• Fiscal impact analysis of the Fort Saskatchewan and Strathcona annexation petitions
filed in 1989.

• Responsible for the evaluation of the municipal tax impacts of privatizing the Edmonton
area airports.

• Fiscal impact analysis on Leduc County and Village of Warburg of Warburg reverting to
Hamlet status.
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• Fiscal impact analysis of the City of Leduc’s 1987 proposed annexation of the Nisku
Industrial Park and the Edmonton International Airport.

Education 

M.A.  Economics - University of Alberta (1981)
Bachelor of Science (General) - University of Alberta
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Gurpreet Virdi 

Profile 

Ms. Virdi is an Associate with Applications Management Consulting. She has extensive 
experience working with municipal and provincial government.  Ms.Virdi has a strong analytical 
background and has worked on population and employment projections for various 
municipalities.  In 2019, she worked with Darryl Howery on the Joint Growth Study for County of 
Vermilion River and City of Lloydminster. She is currently working with the City of Surrey and 
City of Chilliwack on innovating and implementing best practices within their internal growth 
projection models.   

She has effectively managed several complex projects, including collaborating with clients, 
stakeholder and public engagement, and presentations to Council. Ms.Virdi has experience 
developing and implementing stakeholder engagement plans.  This includes previous work with 
different levels of government, industry associations, employers, and residents.   She has 
completed a certificate in IAP2 Planning for Public Participation.   

Key Projects 

• 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study City of Lloydminster and the County of Vermilion River
• Alberta Transportation Population and Employment Forecasts (2021)
• City of Calgary Population and Employment Forecasts (2020)
• Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board Population and Employment Forecasts
• City of Surrey Best Practices Review of Populaton, Employment and Household

Forecasting (2020)
• City of Chilliwack Population and Employment Model (2021)

Experience 

• Currently working with Fort McMurray Wood Buffalo Economic Development & Tourism on
a labour study.  This includes a comprehensive engagement plan of organizations
across the Region, including within both urban and rural communities.  

• Currently working with the Cactus Corridor Economic Development on a labour study.
• Currently working with Alberta Transportation on developing provincial population,

employment and household projections for the provincial transportation model.
• Working with the City of Surrey on refining their building inventory and growth

development model.
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• Responsible for development of a variety of inputs to the City of Calgary’s regional
transportation model.  This included forecasts of population, employment, households,
dwelling units.  

• In 2020, prepared a Best Practices Review of population, employment and household
forecasting approaches for the City of Surrey.

• Led a two-phase Tri-Municipal Labour Market Strategy & Action Plan.  The first phase
included detailed labour market analysis for the Tri-Municipal Region, the three
participating municipalities, and the two indigenous communities.  The second phase 
includes an employer survey, stakeholder discussion groups, stakeholder interviews and 
stakeholder follow-up discussion groups.  The resulting Plan delivers a vision, 
objectives, strategies and monitoring indicators. 

• In 2018, was responsible for the development of population and employment forecasts for
Bow Valley Regional Housing.  This included preparing detailed employment by industry
forecasts and age specific population forecasts for Town of Canmore, Town of Banff, 
MD of Bighorn, and Kananaskis.  This also included preparing forecasts for household 
formation to be utilized for household demand projections.   

• Responsible for the development of a CRISP Monitoring Framework for Alberta Oil Sands
Secretariat.  The purpose of the monitoring framework is for the Government of Alberta
to be able to monitor the growth occurring across the oilsands areas in the province and 
be able to effectively respond to infrastructure demands.  The framework was developed 
in Microsoft Excel with a custom user interface.   

• Responsible for the completion of long range (35 year) population and employment
scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure Sustainability Plan (CRISP) for
the Athabasca Oil Sands Area and the Cold Lake Oil Sands Area. 

• Responsible for the completion of long range (20 year) population and employment
forecasts for the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo.

• Responsible for the completion of long range (20 year) population and employment
scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure Sustainability Plan (CRISP) for
the Athabasca Oil Sands Area. 

• Responsible for the data collection, analysis and report documentation for the completion
of a 50 year forecast of population and employment for the City of Airdrie, used as part
of an annexation. 

• Responsible for the completion of long range K-12 and post secondary study enrollments
at schools in the Capital Region.

• Responsible for the development of long range population, occupation and employment
forecasts for the City of Edmonton and Edmonton metropolitan region for 2006 to 2041.

• Responsible for the long range forecasts of Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
population and employment for the City of Edmonton.

• Responsible for the completion of long range (35 year) forecasts of population and
employment in the Edmonton Region. This involved consultation with each of the 25
area municipalities through the transportation sub-committee of the Alberta Capital 
Region Alliance (ACRA). 

• Responsible for the completion of long range (30 year) forecasts of population and
employment for the City of Grande Prairie.

Education 

B Comm. - University of Alberta 
IAP2 Certificate in Planning for Effective Public Participation 
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Appendix 7 

Evidence Summary  
City of Lloydminster and County of 

vermilion River Joint Regional Growth Study 
Alternative Land Needs Analysis  

Review and Comparison of Initial and Final 
Assumptions of City of Lloydminster and 
County of Vermilion River Joint Regional 
Growth Study (2019) 

Evidence Summary 
Planning Review of the City of Lloydminster 
(2013) Growth Study 

B&A Planning Group 
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

B&A Planning Group 

City of Lloydminster and County of vermilion River Joint Regional Growth Study 
Alternative Land Needs Analysis 

Review and Comparison of Initial and Final Assumptions of City of Lloydminster and 
County of Vermilion River Joint Regional Growth Study (2019) 

Planning Review of the City of Lloydminster (2013) Growth Study 

1. The County of Vermilion River will call Nathan Petherick and may call Kayla McCarthy of
B&A Planning Group to testify at the hearing.

2. They will provide evidence to the Board in relation to the “City of Lloydminster and
County of Vermilion River Joint Regional Growth Study Alternative Land Needs Analysis”
(the “Alternate Land Needs Report”).  The witness will provide testimony in relation to:

a. Their qualifications and experience;

b. The overview of the Alternate Land Needs Report;

c. The Land Supply Analysis as set out at section 2.0 of the Alternate Land Needs
Report;

d. The Population and Employment Growth Projections as set out at section 3.0 of
the Alternate Land Needs Report;

e. The Land Demand Generator Assumptions as set out at section 4.0 of the
Alternate Land Needs Report;

f. The Land Need for Population and Employment Growth as set out at section 5.0
of the Alternate Land Needs Report;

g. The Land Needs and Development Lands as set out at section 6.0 of the
Alternate Land Needs Report;

h. The Conclusions as set out at section 7.0 of the Alternate Land Needs Report;
and

i. May speak to Appendices A, B and C of the Alternate Land Needs Report.

3. Nathan Petherick will provide evidence to the Board in relation to the Review and
Comparison of Initial and Final Assumptions of City of Lloydminster and County of
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Vermilion River Joint Regional Growth Study (2019) (the “2019 Report”).  The witness 
will provide testimony in relation to: 

a. His qualifications and experience;

b. The overview of the 2019 Report;

c. The Population Forecast as set out at section 2.0 of the 2019 Report;

d. The Employment Growth Forecast as set out at section 3.0 of the 2019 Report;

e. The Population and Employment Growth Disaggregation as set out at section 4.0
of the 2019 Report;

f. The Provincial Growth Allocation as set out at section 5.0 of the 2019 Report;

g. The Land Demand Generators as set out at section 7.0 of the 2019 Report;

h. The Impacts of the Initial and Final Assumptions on the City’s Land
Requirements as set out at section 8.0 of the 2019 Report;

i. the summary of Gross Developable Land Requirements as set out at section 9.0
of the 2019 Report; and

j. an overview of the conclusions.

4. Nathan Petherick will provide evidence to the Board in relation to the Planning Review of
the City of Lloydminster (2013) Growth Study (the “2013 Report”).  The witness will
provide testimony in relation to:

a. His qualifications and experience;

b. The overview of the 2013 Report;

c. The Analysis of the Key Growth Study Assumptions as set out at section 2.0 of
the 2013 Report, including the Population Growth forecast and the Employment
Growth Forecast, the available Land Supply, the Residential Density Assumptions,
the Non-residential Density Scenarios, the Market Allowance and Institutional
Uses and the Land Market Constraints; and

d. The Conclusions as set out at section 3.0 of the 2013 Report.
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Appendix 8 

Evidence Summary  
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the Annexation 
Proposed by the City of Lloydminster 

Applications Management Consulting Ltd. 
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SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

Applications Management Consulting Ltd. 
Fiscal Impact Analysis of the Annexation Proposed by the City of Lloydminster 

1. The County of Vermilion River will be calling Darryl Howery and may be calling Drina
Schneider of Applications Management Consulting Ltd. to testify at the hearing.

2. They will provide evidence to the Board in relation to the Fiscal Impact Analysis of the
Annexation Proposed by the City of Lloydminster (the “Report”).  The witness will
provide testimony in relation to:

a. Their qualifications and experience;

b. The overview of the proposed annexation;

c. A review of the Corvus Report, including the methodology, proposed tax rate
impacts and capital plan;

d. The long term fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation including the approach
to this analysis; the City of Lloydminster Fiscal Impact analysis, the County of
Vermilion River, and Annexation Area Ratepayers; and

e. A summary of the conclusions of the impact of the annexation on the City, the
County and Annexation Area Ratepayers.

Attached are Mr. Howery and Ms. Schneider CVs. 
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Darryl Howery 

Profile 

Mr. Howery is a Principal with Applications Management Consulting and a founding partner of 
the firm (1989).  He is responsible for the economics, municipal finance, and public policy areas 
of practice of the firm. 

Mr. Howery taught a third year economics course in Project Evaluation at the University of 
Alberta for two sessions and other individual classes on benefit-cost analysis and economic 
impact analysis. 

Prior to joining Applications, Mr. Howery worked as an economist with Stantec in their 
management consulting division.  

Prior to joining Stantec, Mr. Howery worked as an economist with Alberta Economic 
Development in the Transportation Services Branch. 

Between 1981 and 1983, Mr. Howery was employed by Alberta Treasury as a budget analyst 
with the Budget Bureau.  He was responsible for the analysis and presentation of provincial 
department budgets to senior department officials and provided input on budget related policy 
matters. 

Mr. Howery has appeared before the Municipal Government Board, Natural Resources 
Conservation Board, Alberta Energy Utilities Board and the National Transportation Agency 
providing expert witness testimony on various matters pertaining to economic and financial 
analysis. 

Key Projects 

• Town of Beaumont Annexation – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• Town of Devon Annexation – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• City of Edmonton Annexation – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• City of Grande Prairie – Fiscal Impact Analysis
• 2019 Joint Regional Growth Study City of Lloydminster and the County of Vermilion River
• Alberta Transportation Population and Employment Forecasts (2021)
• City of Calgary Population and Employment Forecasts (2020)
• Edmonton Metropolitan Region Board Population and Employment Forecasts (various)
• City of St Albert – Population Forecast Model
• Parkland County Technical Growth Study – Growth Forecasts and Fiscal Impact Analysis
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Experience – Growth Forecasting 

• Currently working with Fort McMurray Wood Buffalo Economic Development & Tourism
on a labour study.  This includes a comprehensive engagement plan of organizations
across the Region, including within both urban and rural communities.

• Currently working with the Cactus Corridor Economic Development on a labour study.
• Currently working with Alberta Transportation on developing provincial population,

employment and household projections for the provincial transportation model.
• Working with the City of Surrey on refining their building inventory and growth

development model.
• Responsible for development of a variety of inputs to the City of Calgary’s regional

transportation model.  This included the development of 6 scenarios of growth (including
a COVID-19 Scenario) of population, employment, households, dwelling units.

• Responsible for a Best Practices Review of population, employment and household
forecasting approaches for the City of Surrey.

• Responsible for a two-phase Tri-Municipal Labour Market Strategy & Action Plan.
• Responsible for the development of long range population, occupation and employment

forecasts for the City of Edmonton and Edmonton Capital region for the Capital Region
Board.

• Responsible for the development of a labour supply redistribution model used to
evaluate the labour needs and shortages for the Province of Alberta.

• Responsible for the development of a population and employment forecasting model
delivered to various municipalities, including the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo,
City of St. Albert and City of Lethbridge.

• Managed the development of a CRISP Monitoring Framework for Alberta Oil Sands
Secretariat.  The purpose of the monitoring framework is for the Government of Alberta
to be able to monitor the growth occurring across the oilsands areas in the province and
be able to effectively respond to infrastructure demands.  The framework was developed
in Microsoft Excel with a custom user interface.

• Managed the completion of long range (20 and 35 year) population and employment
forecast scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure Sustainability Plan
(CRISP) for the Peace River Oil Sands Area. The model tracks individual oilsands
projects in the region and their related impacts on population and employment over the
forecast period.

• Managed the completion of long range (20 and 35 year) population and employment
forecast scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure Sustainability Plan
(CRISP) for the Athabasca Oil Sands Area.  The model tracks individual oilsands
projects in the region and their related impacts on population and employment over the
forecast period.

• Responsible for the completion of long range (20 and 35 year) population and
employment forecast scenarios for the Comprehensive Regional Infrastructure
Sustainability Plan (CRISP) for the Cold Lake Oil Sands Area.  The model tracks
individual oilsands projects in the region and their related impacts on population and
employment over the forecast period.

• Managed the completion of population and employment forecasts used in the Growth
Study supporting the City of Grande Prairie’s proposed annexation (2014).

• Responsible for the development of long range population, occupation and employment
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forecasts for the City of Edmonton and Edmonton metropolitan region for 2006 to 2041. 
• Responsible for the completion of employment projections for the Capital Region

(Edmonton CMA) by detailed occupation (4-digit NOC) and industry (2-digit NAICS).
• Responsible for the long-range forecast of employment in the Capital Regions major

employment areas, including the Industrial Heartland, Acheson and Nisku.
• Responsible for the long-range economic forecasts used to development commodity

flow projections for Port Alberta.
• Responsible for the completion of employment projections for the RMWB by detailed

occupation (4-digit NOC) and industry (2-digit NAICS).
• Responsible for the development of the Population Forecasting Model for the City of St.

Albert which incorporates projections of economic development and employment.
• Responsible for the completion of long-range population and employment forecasts for

the City of Airdrie.
• Responsible for the economic analysis and long run forecasts of economic activity used

to project water use in the North Saskatchewan River basin.
• Responsible for the preparation of economic forecasts and analysis of economic trends

for Alberta Transportation and Utilities strategic plan.
• Development of forecasts for selected Western Canadian commodity exports and

imports and the evaluation of west coast port capacity requirements.

• Experience – Municipal Finance
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of growth defined in the Sturgeon Valley Area

Structure Plan for Sturgeon County.
• Responsible for the analysis of various revenue and cost sharing alternatives for

Vermilion River County and City of Lloydminster for development along Highway 16.
• Responsible for the financial components of a workshop on ‘smart growth’ for the City of

Fort Saskatchewan.
• Responsible for the financial analysis of Parkland County’s growth as defined in the

Technical Growth Study.
• Responsible for the financial analysis of various Intermunicipal Cooperation Framework

(ICF) initiatives undertaken by municipalities in Alberta.
• Responsible for the completion of the City of Edmonton Long Range Financial Planning

Model.
• Sanitary Servicing Strategy Fund (Edmonton): Applications developed a long-range

funding model to determine the funding available to fund major sanitary sewer project
upgrades. This includes projections of population growth by neighbourhood in the
Edmonton Region and the application of developer charges available to the fund.

• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the City of Edmonton’s proposed
annexation of lands from the County of Leduc.

• Responsible for the development of the Saskatchewan Long Term Infrastructure Model.
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the City of Beaumont’s annexation.
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the Town of Bon Accord’s annexation.
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the City of Grande Prairie’s annexation.
• Responsible for the evaluation of Smart Growth for the City of St. Albert, including a

literature review of the impacts of smart growth, a comprehensive fiscal impact analysis
and analysis of developer impacts.

• Responsible for the development of a municipal Fiscal Impact Model to evaluate the
consequences of development and local government policy changes on the fiscal
situation of municipalities.  This model has been implemented for use by various
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municipalities in Alberta. 
• Responsible for the fiscal impact analysis of the Bremner ASP for Strathcona County.
• Conducted a financial and risk analysis of various industrial development options for the

City of Red Deer.
• Responsible for the estimation of the incremental municipal costs of population growth

on the City of St. Albert.
• Responsible for analyzing the financial implications of the City of Edmonton annexing

CFB Namao.
• Responsible for the completion of an economic overview of the Calgary region for the

Calgary Regional Partnership.
• Responsible for the completion of a comprehensive overview of economic and socio-

economic indicators for the South Saskatchewan Land Use Plan.
• Responsible for the review of service delivery options and costs of regionalizing water,

sewer and solid waste services in the Capital Region.
• Completed an analysis of special funding requirements for the City’s of Banff, Jasper

and Canmore with analysis of shadow population and its impacts on municipal service
delivery.

• Responsible for projections of growth and fiscal impact analysis of St. Albert’s
annexation application presented to the MGB.

• Completed an analysis of local government financing in Arizona (Phoenix and Maricopa
County).

• Responsible for the estimation of proposed changes to the regulated provincial M & E
rates and depreciation rates on approximately 20 municipalities in Alberta.

• Responsible for the fiscal analysis of the incorporation of the City of Jasper.
• Responsible for the financial impact analysis of the proposed annexation of areas in the

MD of Brazeau by the City of Drayton Valley.
• Responsible for the analysis of regional economic, financial and social linkages in the

Cold Lake, Grand Centre and CFB Cold Lake region.
• Responsible for the economic and financial evaluation of Flagstaff’s proposed

annexation of the Battle River Generating Station.
• Responsible for the Industrial Tax policy review and analysis for the Regional

Municipality of Wood Buffalo.
• Responsible for the economic, financial and social impact analysis and review of

boundary adjustments and restructuring alternatives for the Village of Lillooet (BC).
• Provided advice and analysis to Strathcona in developing a position for the arbitration of

a financial resolution to Fort Saskatchewan’s proposed annexation of the Dow
expansion.

• Responsible for providing economic and financial input into the GMP of the City of
Spruce Grove.

• Responsible for the analysis of regional economic, financial and social linkages in the
Cold Lake region and the M.D. of Bonnyville.

• Development of an approach to inter-municipal revenue sharing between Fort
Saskatchewan and Strathcona.

• Fiscal impact analysis of the Fort Saskatchewan and Strathcona annexation petitions
filed in 1989.

• Responsible for the evaluation of the municipal tax impacts of privatizing the Edmonton
area airports.

• Fiscal impact analysis on Leduc County and Village of Warburg of Warburg reverting to
Hamlet status.
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• Fiscal impact analysis of the City of Leduc’s 1987 proposed annexation of the Nisku
Industrial Park and the Edmonton International Airport.

Education 

M.A.  Economics - University of Alberta (1981)
Bachelor of Science (General) - University of Alberta
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Drina Schneider 

Profile

Ms. Schneider is an Associate with Applications Management Consulting.  She has been with 
the firm for 30 years, and has extensive experience in municipal finance, municipal fiscal impact 
analysis, and financial modelling.  She has been responsible for or involved in many of the firm’s 
municipal finance projects, including the development of custom models for client use as well as 
models for internal use to support municipal finance projects.   This includes the development of 
the Capital Module for the City of Edmonton’s Long Range Financial Plan which tracks capital 
projects, project funding (e.g. debt financing, reserves, grants, pay-as-you-go), project timing, 
and capital reinvestment costs (lifecycle costs, and future capital replacement).  She has also 
developed many Municipal Fiscal Impact Models and Frameworks to evaluate the impacts of 
future development on the financial operations of a municipality through consideration of the 
various revenues and expenditures associated with development.  Ms. Schneider was also 
involved in many of the firm’s comprehensive financial analyses to support annexation 
proposals. 

Clients includes urban and rural municipalities within the Edmonton Capital Region and 
throughout Alberta, Government of Alberta ministries, and the private sector.   

Municipal Finance 

In the municipal context, fiscal impact analysis examines the impacts of development / land use 
on a municipality’s financial operations.  This type of analysis requires an understanding of a 
municipality’s role as a service provider to its ratepayers, the different municipal services areas 
that support development, and the opportunities and challenges faced by municipalities to fund 
the services required. 

Municipal Fiscal Impact Models (MFIM) 

Municipal Fiscal Impact Models (MFIMs) provide a structured, consistent and comprehensive approach to 
determine the impact of future development or policy changes on the revenues, expenditures and net fiscal 
flows of a Municipality over a period of time.  Several municipalities have purchased MFIMs.  This includes a 
customized model, a sample analysis (real or fictional growth scenario), and an accompanying user manual. 

• City of Grande Prairie
• City of Edmonton (Long Range Financial Planning Model)
• Rocky View County
• Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo
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• Strathcona County
• Parkland County

Financial Models (Other) 

• City of Edmonton (Long Range Financial Planning Model)
• City of Fort Saskatchewan Budget Model
• City of Edmonton Biosolids Model

Future Growth Studies 

• Bremner & Colchester Growth Management Strategies - Fiscal Impact Analysis of
Recommended Community Design Concepts | Strathcona County (2016): Evaluated and
compared the incremental impacts development of the Bremner and Colchester
recommended community design concepts would have on the financial position of the
County over a 40-year forecast period.

• Colchester Growth Management Strategy - Fiscal Impact Analysis of Three Community
Design Concepts | Strathcona County (2015): Evaluated and compared the incremental
impacts of three Colchester community design concepts on the financial operations of
the County over a 40-year forecast period.

• Bremner Growth Management Strategy - Fiscal Impact Analysis of Three Community
Design Concepts | Strathcona County (2014): Evaluated and compared the incremental
impacts of three Bremner community design concepts on the financial operations of the
County over a 50-year forecast period.

• Smart Growth Fiscal Impact Analysis | City of St. Albert (2009): Evaluation of Smart
Growth for the City of St. Albert, including a literature review of the impacts of smart
growth, a comprehensive fiscal impact analysis and analysis of developer impacts.

• Fiscal Impact Analysis of Future Growth Options | Strathcona County (2004): Evaluated
the impacts of future urban and rural growth options on the financial operations of the
County over a 20 -year period.

Annexations 

Responsible for undertaking the fiscal impact analysis of several annexation proposals in Alberta.   Reports 
were submitted as part of the annexation application, where a formal annexation application was made. 

• City of Beaumont Annexation FIA | Leduc County
• City of Edmonton Annexation FIA | Leduc County
• City of Devon Annexation FIA | City of Devon
• City of Okotoks Annexation FIA | City of Okotoks
• City of Grande Prairie Annexation FIA | City of Grande Prairie

Other Project Experience 
• Responsible for completing the fiscal impact analysis (FIA) of development applications

submitted to the City of St. Albert, as part of the City’s ASP technical requirements to
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support a development application.  (On-going) 
• Responsible for the development of the Capital Module in the City of Edmonton Long

Range Financial Planning Model.
• Review of service delivery options and costs of regionalizing water, sewer and solid

waste services in the Capital Region.
• Fiscal analysis of the incorporation of the City of Jasper.
• Financial impact analysis and review of boundary adjustments and restructuring

alternatives for the Village of Lillooet (BC).

Education 

B Comm. - University of Alberta 
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BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 123/06 

FILE:  AN04/STAL/C-01 

IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the City of St. Albert, in the Province of 
Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation 
from Sturgeon County. 

BEFORE: 

Members: 

R. Scotnicki, Presiding Officer
D. Thomas, Member
B. Ardiel, Member
A. Savage, Member
G. Leadbeater, Member

After careful examination of the submissions from the City of St. Albert (City), Sturgeon County 
(County), affected landowners and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board 
(MGB) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the MGB’s report, shown 
as Appendix D of this Board Order. 

Recommendation 

That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 

The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 

(a) effective January 1, 2007, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the
sketch in Appendix B is separated from Sturgeon County and annexed to the City of
St. Albert,

(b) any taxes owing to Sturgeon County at the end of December, 2006 in respect of the
annexed land are transferred to and become payable to the City of St. Albert
together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of the those taxes, and
the City of St. Albert upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay them
to Sturgeon County, and

(c) the assessor for the City of St. Albert must assess, for the purpose of taxation in
2007 and subsequent years, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it,
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and makes the Order in Appendix C. 
 
Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 29th day of November 2006. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
(SGD.) R. Scotnicki, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX B 
 

A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 
ANNEXED TO THE CITY OF ST. ALBERT 

 

 
 
Annexation Areas 
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APPENDIX C 
 

ORDER 
 

1 In this Order, “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 
sketch in Appendix B. 

 
2 For taxation purposes in 2007 and subsequent years up to and including 2021, the annexed 

land and the assessable improvements to it  
 

(a) must be assessed by the City of St. Albert on the same basis as if they had remained 
in Sturgeon County, and 

 
(b) must be taxed by the City of St. Albert in respect of each assessment class that 

applies to the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it using the 
municipal tax rate established by Sturgeon County. 

 
3(1) Section 2 ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements 

to it in the taxation year immediately following the taxation year in which 
 

(a) the portion becomes a new parcel of land of 16 hectares or less created as a result of 
subdivision or separation of title by registered plan of subdivision or by instrument or 
any other method that occurs at the request of, or on behalf of, the landowner, 

 
(b) becomes a residual portion of 16 hectares or less after a new parcel referred to in 

clause (a) has been created, 
 
(c) is redesignated at the request of, or on behalf of the landowner under the City of St. 

Albert Land Use Bylaw to another designation other than Urban Reserve, 
 
(d) the portion receives a development permit for a commercial or industrial 

development, 
 
(e) the portion is the subject of a local improvement project described in a local 

improvement by-law initiated by or on behalf of  or with the support of the landowner 
pursuant to which the City of St. Albert water and sewer services are made available 
to it, or 

 
(f) the portion is connected to the water or sanitary sewer services provided by the City 

of St. Albert. 
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4 After section 2 ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land in a taxation year, that 

portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed and 
taxed for the purposes of property taxes in the same manner as other property of the same 
assessment class in the City of St. Albert is assessed and taxed. 

 
5(1) In this section, “compensation amount” means the amount of municipal property taxes 

payable to the City of St. Albert under Part 10 of the Municipal Government Act in respect 
of the annexed land for a taxation year. 

 
5(2) The City of St. Albert must pay to Sturgeon County 
 

(a) 100% of the compensation amount on or before December 31, 2007 
(b) 80% of the compensation amount on or before December 31, 2008 
(c) 60% of the compensation amount on or before December 31, 2009 
(d) 40% of the compensation amount on or before December 31, 2010 
(e) 20% of the compensation amount on or before December 31, 2011. 

 
6 In 2009 and later years up to and including 2018, the City of St. Albert must, on December 

31 of each year, pay to Sturgeon County $80,000 as revenue sharing. 
 
7 Notwithstanding the effective date of this Order, for the period January 1, 2007 to March 

31, 2007 inclusive, Sturgeon County is responsible for 
 

(a) the direction, control and management of all roads within the annexed land, 
(b) providing municipal services within the annexed land, and 
(c) any liability that arises from 

(i) the direction, control and management of all roads within the annexed land, and 
(ii) the provision of any municipal services within the annexed land. 

 

Annexorders:M123-06 Page 7 of 113 

00254



 
 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 123/06 
 
 FILE:  AN04/STAL/C-01 
 
 

APPENDIX D 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD REPORT  
TO THE MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS  

RESPECTING 
 

THE CITY OF ST. ALBERT 
PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY 

FROM 
STURGEON COUNTY 
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Map showing the City’s existing boundary, the boundary of the Intermunicipal Development 
Plan Area, the annexation area boundary with geographic sub-areas and the location of other 
relevant features. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Introduction 
 
The City of St. Albert has submitted a 1,336 hectare (3,300 acres) annexation application 
involving lands to the west and north of the current City boundaries. The western expansion is 
bounded by Carrot Creek on the west, whereas the northerly expansion is along Highway 2. 
Generally, this proposed annexation is supported by the neighbouring municipality Sturgeon 
County. In fact, with the exception of one major issue, the annexation has come forward with the 
support of Sturgeon. Otherwise, both municipalities illustrated exceptional goodwill and 
intermunicipal cooperation in all other facets of the annexation proposal. The major issue that the 
initiating municipality, St. Albert and the responding municipality, Sturgeon could not agree to is 
what type of compensation and how large the compensation should be from St. Albert to 
Sturgeon. 
 
As a result of this focused financial issue the MGB directed St. Albert and Sturgeon to prepare 
and submit considerable financial and related information on each municipality and a financial 
impact analysis of the proposed annexation. St. Albert and Sturgeon and the affected land owners 
and interveners were then given full opportunity to respond to these financial impact statements.  
 
General Annexation Area 
 
Overall, during the annexation proceedings the MGB heard support for the annexation. As well, 
the documentation from the St. Albert public consultation process contained support for the 
annexation. After hearing from all the parties and reviewing the extensive documentation, the 
MGB concluded that the annexation as proposed warranted a positive recommendation to the 
Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council. 
 
Although there was some criticism that the population projections utilized by Sturgeon may be 
optimistic there was no extensive disagreement with the proposed annexation area. As a result, 
the MGB concluded that the proposed area represented a rational approach to managing growth 
in the region. The annexation proposal and the supporting local plans of St. Albert and Sturgeon 
provide each municipality with the opportunity to achieve their growth objectives. Without this 
annexation Sturgeon would likely have to take on a significantly different regional role than that 
currently described in its statutory plans. 
 
St. Albert, through the annexation, is able to facilitate regional residential growth and expand its 
non-residential tax base, whereas, Sturgeon is able to expand its residential and non-residential 
growth in a variety of other locations. Most important for St. Albert, because of its historical 
confined role as a residential community, is the ability to have additional lands to accommodate 
non-residential growth along the Highway 2 Commercial corridor. The evidence clearly outlined 
the limited commercial area remaining in St. Albert and the particular lack of large parcels 
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available within the current boundaries to accommodate any big box retail outlets. Thus, this 
annexation assists St. Albert in achieving this significant need. 
 
The proposed annexation area is consistent with all the local planning documents, servicing and 
transportation plans and, more importantly, meets the objectives set out in the St. Albert/ 
Sturgeon Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP). Although the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP 
envisaged incremental annexations, the two municipalities agree a more comprehensive 
annexation should be considered. 
 
The evidence illustrates that the annexation areas are the most practical growth directions for St. 
Albert, are logical extensions of existing land use patterns and current servicing, and allow for 
the best utilization of spare capacity in any of the utility systems and trunk services. As well, 
sufficient planning tools are in place in St. Albert to address any impact on key environmental 
features in the annexation area, the management of agricultural lands and the appropriate density 
to be achieved. 
 
The lands being annexed are generally undeveloped and unsubdivided, and thus can be converted 
relatively easily and without significant cost to more intensive development. This further 
illustrated the logical and practical nature of this annexation proposal. 
 
St. Albert provided an impact analysis on the local School authorities and the conclusion was 
that there would be only a minor impact on any of the authorities as the annexation would result 
in a transfer of jurisdiction for a relatively small number of students. 
 
Both municipalities have agreed that the taxpayers within the annexation area should be given 
the benefits of Sturgeon’s assessment and tax rates for a period of 15 years. This type of 
condition is a common condition to annexations and provides the taxpayers of the newly annexed 
area with the benefits of Sturgeon’s assessment and tax policies for a reasonable period of time. 
The MGB was not convinced that it should recommend extending this 15 year period at this time 
as both municipalities agreed this was a reasonable timeframe and this timeframe conforms to 
the time periods used in other historical annexations. 
 
One intervener, Mr. Blais requested the MGB include his lands in the annexation. These lands 
were not part of the annexation application and the MGB has no authority under the Act to 
include lands not filed in the annexation application by St. Albert. Although the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council may include other lands pursuant to Section 126 of the Act, the MGB 
would not recommend the lands be included since neither St. Albert nor Sturgeon have had the 
opportunity to examine the advantages or disadvantages of including these lands or what 
conditions of annexation might be altered or added as a result of the inclusion of these lands. 
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Financial Compensation 
 
The main issue in this annexation was what financial compensation should be paid by St. Albert 
to Sturgeon. The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP contains policies and directions related to cost and 
property tax sharing but does not contain a prescribed formula. Both municipalities 
fundamentally disagree on how the policies related to cost and revenue sharing in the IDP should 
be interpreted. 
 
St. Albert proposes that it will pay to Sturgeon 
 
1. The City will pay to the County a total of $1.018 million over 10 years, made up as follows: 

(a) $518,000-which equals the net present value of the current taxes derived from the 
annexation area (approximately $35,000) for 25 years applying a 5% discount rate, plus 

(b) $500,000-shared revenue from commercial development in the annexation area. 
 
2. The amount to be paid by the City to the County will be paid in equal annual instalments of 

$101,800 for a period of 10 years commencing with commercial development in the 
commercial corridor. 

 
{*MGB Note: During the hearing, the County clarified that current taxes from the annexation 
area are $73,674.64 rather than the $35,000 referenced by the City. The primary difference is 
that the linear revenue was not originally included. The City did not dispute this figure.} 
 
In contrast, Sturgeon offered St. Albert a proposal containing no tax compensation but rather a 
proposal solely based on a revenue sharing formula. 
 
The County shall receive 37% of the municipal tax revenues from future commercial 
development on portions of the Highway Commercial Area identified below, in accordance with 
the following conditions: 
 

a. The width of the Highway Commercial Area shall be 1/3 of a mile adjacent to and on 
each side of Highway 2; 

b. The tax revenue sharing period shall commence from occupancy authorization on a 
parcel by parcel basis within the Highway Commercial Area and continue for 10 years 
thereafter; 

c. Municipal tax sharing shall apply to all non-residential assessment within the Highway 
Commercial Area, including but not limited to, highway commercial, serviced 
commercial and light industrial uses. The City shall not be required to share any tax 
levies collected for the Recreation Centre nor any other amounts collected pursuant to 
requisitions by third parties;   
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d. The County’s share of the municipal tax revenues from the Highway Commercial Area 
and all improvements thereon shall be received by the County on the first business day 
after June 30 in each year of the tax sharing period; and 

e. All amounts payable by the City to the County shall be paid in cash and are recoverable 
by the County by action in debt. 

 
The figure of 37% is based on the assumption that 26% of the revenue will be required to pay for 
the costs related to the servicing of the commercial area thereby leaving revenues of 74% to be 
shared equally between Sturgeon and St. Albert. 
 
As a result of this proposal, Sturgeon would expect to receive approximately $15,000,000 in 
current dollars from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor developments located in St. Albert 
over the build out and revenue sharing period of the commercial area, which they estimate will 
extend approximately 63 years. 
 
The dispute largely stems from the directive in the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP which incorporates 
principles related to revenue sharing from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor which will be 
annexed into St. Albert. 
 
A number of landowners and interveners questioned the logic of St. Albert providing any 
revenue sharing and suggested that the traditional approach of five years of declining tax 
compensation was sufficient to recognize and mitigate the annexation impact on Sturgeon. A few 
residents of St. Albert even questioned St. Albert’s financial capability to absorb the proposed 
annexation because of the current relatively high taxes in St. Albert.  
 
Analysis 
 
The MGB rejects the arguments that no annexation should occur as the financial information 
presented illustrated that St. Albert needs to be able to achieve greater economies of scale with a 
larger population to provide services in a cost effective manner. In addition, the inability for St. 
Albert to expand its non-residential tax base without annexation would place even further 
financial stress on the existing taxpayers. Therefore, the MGB rejects the option of 
recommending no annexation. 
 
The MGB, in preparing a reasoned recommendation for the Minister and eventually for the 
consideration of the Lieutenant Governor in Council, requested both municipalities provide 
extensive data on the financial status of each municipality and the financial impact of each 
proposal. The MGB examined this financial information in light of the purposes of a 
municipality outlined in section 3 of the Act “to develop safe and viable municipalities”. The 
2006 Municipal Affairs Business Plan, which identifies the goal “financial sustainable and 
accountable municipalities”, and the historical principle that the financial impact on either the 
initiating or responding municipality must be reasonable and allow each municipality after 
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annexation to carry out their municipal mandate. In addition the MGB analyzed the proposed 
annexation and the financial arrangements with the full knowledge of the Provincial Land Use 
Policies which recognize the ability of all municipalities to pursue growth. 
 
The financial data illustrated that Sturgeon is in a strong financial situation in contrast to St. 
Albert, which is facing a number of financial challenges as a result of having a lower than 
average proportion of non-residential assessment. The financial impact analysis illustrated that 
St. Albert would be financially worse off with annexation if the Sturgeon proposal was 
implemented and that the St. Albert proposal would have a manageable financial impact and 
provide Sturgeon with direct financial benefits (10 years of revenue sharing from the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor) and a reasonable transition period for lost property taxes in the annexation 
area. As a result, the MGB cannot recommend the Sturgeon proposal as the condition to be 
attached to the annexation approval. 
 
Although most annexations of this nature would only result in transition tax compensation for a 
five year term, the MGB recommends that the principles of revenue sharing embedded in the St. 
Albert/Sturgeon IDP be acknowledged and recognized. The IDP is a significant intermunicipal 
initiative which meets the provincial objectives of intermunicipal cooperation. Thus, the 
recommended annexation conditions contain revenue sharing for a fixed 10 year period within 
the context of the costs and benefits of the total annexation and not the costs and revenue sharing 
as proposed by Sturgeon. 
 
The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP sets out broad principles for revenue sharing between St. Albert and 
Sturgeon but does not contain a specific formula. Sturgeon argued that the revenue sharing 
should be based on the same rationale as the previous financial arrangements associated with the 
annexation of a parcel of land accommodating the recent Wal-Mart development. This 
agreement resulted in each municipality equally sharing the net taxes after 26% of the revenue 
was allocated to St. Albert for any servicing costs. The MGB cannot accept that this one time 
financial arrangement for a small parcel of commercial land can be used to develop a precedent 
for a revenue sharing formula for a major annexation. In contrast to the small Wal-Mart 
annexation, this large annexation has associated with it significant costs to serve the major 
portion of the annexation that is residential. As well, considerable dispute arose after the Wal-
Mart annexation and even arbitration did not satisfactorily conclude what the net costs should 
have been. The MGB also found that there was limited evidence to support the use of 26% as an 
estimated cost associated with the total annexation area and that it was not acceptable to attempt 
to isolate the costs just to the commercial corridor. Division 6, of the Act related to annexations 
requires an annexation to be evaluated in its broad context. As well, the MGB was not convinced 
that the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP stood for such a narrow view. The IDP requires that any revenue 
sharing must be of mutual benefit and the MGB has concluded that the Sturgeon proposal would 
result in a financial hardship on St. Albert.  
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The MGB was also not convinced that Sturgeon was going to experience or had experienced the 
same type of direct costs that occurred in the Leduc International Airport Annexation or in the 
historical Fort Saskatchewan/Strathcona annexation resulting in the need for substantial revenue 
sharing. Sturgeon was unable to illustrate any intensive expenditures to service the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor, or for that matter, quantify its net costs related to mutually beneficial 
transportation and infrastructure projects in the area. Although the MGB concludes that revenue 
sharing should be included in the annexation conditions, that revenue sharing should be altered 
to fit the financial constraints experienced by St. Albert. The revenue included in the MGB’s 
proposed revenue sharing can still go towards mutually beneficial transportation and 
infrastructure projects. 
 
The revenue sharing recommended in this annexation is based on the principles in the St. 
Albert/Sturgeon IDP and the financial constraints and realities facing St. Albert. A pay out of 
$80,000 per year for 10 years starting at a fixed time confirmed by both parties as being a 
reasonable time for the start up of development of the commercial corridor, being 2008. 
 
The 10 year time frame is also based on the agreed to timeframe in the IDP. The MGB does not 
recommend using “occupancy authorization” as suggested by the municipalities because of the 
practical interpretation difficulties that may well arise. A fixed start date, a fixed term and a fixed 
end date, as recommended by the MGB, provides certainty and predictability. St. Albert and 
Sturgeon have already spent a considerable amount of time and resources on dispute resolution. 
Thus, the conditions for annexation need to be certain. 
 
Although the Sturgeon formula is not recommended, Sturgeon still attains positive results with 
the recommendation put forward by the MGB. Firstly, it receives five years of direct transitional 
tax compensation and secondly, it receives $80,000 of revenue-sharing for a period of ten years. 
These are clear benefits to Sturgeon. Sturgeon can still pursue its growth strategies and is not 
faced with the burden of accommodating high density regional residential growth. This 
compensation recognizes the principle of revenue sharing imbedded in the IDP, recognizes 
Sturgeon for its efforts in intermunicipal cooperation as pronounced in the IDP, recognizes its 
stewardship of the IDP lands subject to annexation and paves the way for a continued working 
relationship with its neighbour. These revenue sharing benefits would not have been 
recommended had it not been for the initiatives in the IDP. 
 
Recommendation 
 
In conclusion the MGB recommends the annexation be approved in accordance with the 
following: 

 
1. The annexation area agreed to by St. Albert and Sturgeon and described in the appropriate 

schedules be annexed from Sturgeon to St. Albert. 
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2. That the annexation be effective January 1, 2007. 

 
3. That any taxes owing to Sturgeon at the end of December 31, 2006 be transferred and 

payable to St. Albert with any lawful penalties and costs. That upon collecting these taxes, 
penalties and costs St. Albert will pay them to Sturgeon. 
 

4. That in 2007 the assessor for St. Albert will assess all properties in the annexation area. 
 

5. That assessment and taxation protection be provided to properties in the annexed area for a 
period of 15 years or until such events occur which result in the property no longer being 
eligible for this assessment and tax condition. 
 

6. That St. Albert pay to Sturgeon the amount of municipal taxes which would have been 
payable to Sturgeon under Part 10 of the Municipal Government Act in respect of the 
annexed land in the 2007 tax year based on the following schedule 

 
(a) 100% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2007 
(b) 80% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2008 
(c) 60% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2009 
(d) 40% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2010 
(e) 20% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2011. 

 
7. That St. Albert pay to Sturgeon a revenue sharing amount of $80,000 each year on or before 

December 31 of each year for 10 years beginning at the end of 2009. 
 
Should subsequent required decisions not be able to facilitate a January 1, 2007 date, all dates 
within this recommendation may have to be adjusted. 
 
In addition, the MGB recommends that the Ministry of Municipal Affairs monitor the various 
financial indicators in the region to determine if at some point in time more innovative solutions 
to managing regional growth are required. 
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PART 3 - ANNEXATION PRINCIPLES 
 
In the absence of criteria authorized by section 76 of the Act and in order to deal with the various 
issues raised by the affected parties, the landowners and the interest groups, the MGB has 
developed a series of annexation principles. The MGB has developed these principles from the 
examination of the annexation provisions in the Act, the Provincial Land Use Policies and 
previous annexation orders and recommendations. These principles are based on significant 
annexation decisions prior to 1995 and a total of nearly 170 annexations processed since the 
introduction of the 1995 Municipal Government Act. In summary, these principles include the 
following: 
 
1. Annexations that provide for intermunicipal cooperation will be given considerable weight. 

Cooperative intermunicipal policies in an intermunicipal development plan will be given 
careful consideration, weight and support so long as they do not conflict with Provincial 
policies or interests. 

 
2. Accommodation of growth by all municipalities (urban or rural) must be accomplished 

without encumbering the initiating municipality and the responding municipality’s ability to 
achieve rational growth directions, cost effective utilization of resources, fiscal 
accountability and the attainment of the purposes of a municipality described in the Act. 

 
3. An annexation or annexation conditions should not infringe on the local autonomy given to 

municipalities in the Act unless provisions of the Act have been breached or the public 
interest and individual rights have been unnecessarily impacted. 

 
4. An annexation must be supported by growth projections, availability of lands within current 

boundaries, consideration of reasonable development densities, accommodation of a variety 
of land uses and reasonable growth options within each municipality (initiating and 
responding municipality). 

 
5. An annexation must achieve a logical extension of growth patterns, transportation and 

infrastructure servicing for the affected municipalities. 
 
6. Each annexation must illustrate a cost effective, efficient and coordinated approach to the 

administration of services. 
 
7. Annexations that demonstrate sensitivity and respect for key environmental and natural 

features will be regarded as meeting provincial land use policies. 
 
8. Coordination and cost effective use of resources will be demonstrated when annexations are 

aligned with and supported by intermunicipal development plans, municipal development 
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plans, economic development plans, transportation and utility servicing plans and other 
related infrastructure plans. 

 
9. Annexation proposals must fully consider the financial impact on the initiating and 

responding municipality.  
 
10. Inter-agency consultation, coordination and cooperation is demonstrated when annexations 

proposals fully consider the impacts on other institutions providing services to the area. 
 
11. Annexation proposals that develop reasonable solutions to impacts on property owners and 

citizens with certainty and specific time horizons will be given careful consideration and 
weight. 

 
12. Annexation proposals must be based on effective public consultation both prior to and 

during any annexation hearing or proceedings. 
 
13. Revenue sharing may be warranted when the annexation proposal involves existing or 

future special properties that generate substantive and unique costs to the impacted 
municipality(s) as part of the annexation or as an alternative to annexation. 

 
14. Annexation proposals must not simply be a tax initiative … . Each annexation proposal 

must have consideration of the full scope of costs and revenues related to the affected 
municipalities. The financial status of the initiating or the responding municipality(s) cannot 
be affected to such an extent that one or the other is unable to reasonably achieve the 
purposes of a municipality as outlined in section 3 of the Act. The financial impact should 
be reasonable and be able to be mitigated through reasonable conditions of annexation … . 

 
15. Conditions of annexation must be certain, unambiguous, enforceable and be time specific. 
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5.8 General Findings 
 
In conjunction with the legislation and general principles described in Section 1.8 of this report, 
the MGB makes the following findings with respect to the land use planning elements of the St. 
Albert annexation proposal. 
 
1. The annexation, as proposed by St. Albert and supported by Sturgeon, represents a rational 

approach to managing growth in the region up to the year 2030. 
 
2. Based on historical growth rates and St. Albert’s assumed future growth rates, the proposed 

annexation area will be largely built out by the year 2030.  
 
3. The annexation substantially conforms to the land use objectives in the IDP and the growth 

goals expressed by St. Albert in its MDP and the fringe area goals and objectives as stated 
by Sturgeon in its MDP. 

 
4. Despite the IDP emphasis on an incremental approach to annexation, Sturgeon and St. 

Albert agree that for the year 2030 a larger annexation area is needed to meet St. Albert’s 
planning needs to 2030. Conditions of annexation must then be evaluated within this 
context. 

 
5. The annexation is a logical extension of boundaries considering existing land use patterns, 

the proposed future land use, future neighbourhoods, transportation and utility planning and 
the various physical features that impact future growth. 

 
6. The annexation area is the most practical growth direction available to St. Albert. 
 
7. St. Albert has existing infrastructure and other municipal services that can be extended and 

expanded, in a cost effective manner, to accommodate the annexation areas,  
 
8. The annexation supports St. Albert’s Economic Master Plan which sets as an objective, a 

better balance between residential and non-residential assessment. 
 
9. Despite the fact that the proposed annexation area is generally in agricultural use and 

involves relatively good agricultural lands, the planning mechanisms used by St. Albert to 
phase development will mitigate against the premature loss of agricultural lands. 

 
10. The proposed annexation area is largely undeveloped thereby reducing the logistics and 

costs of converting low density acreage subdivisions to urban development. 
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11. The lands in the annexation area, when developed, accommodate substantial commercial 

development along Highway 2 and are needed to marginally improve the residential to non-
residential assessment ratio in St. Albert. 

 
12. Very few residents of either St. Albert or Sturgeon raised concerns or objections to the 

proposed annexation. The vast majority of landowners surveyed in the public consultation 
process supported the annexation. 

 
13. Planning mechanisms exist to mitigate and minimize any impacts on environmental features 

in the annexation area. 
 
14. The conditions of annexation with respect to assessment and taxation conditions affecting 

property owners as proposed by St. Albert and supported by Sturgeon  are clear and time 
specific. The time horizon of 15 years is reasonable.  

 
15. The MGB cannot recommend inclusion of a property not included within an annexation 

application. 
 
5.9 MGB Recommendations and Reasons 
 
5.9.1 General 
 
Recommendation 
 
The proposed annexation area is in conformity with the annexation principles outlined in Part 3 
of this report. Accordingly, a positive recommendation to the Minister and the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council is warranted based on the following. 
 
Reasons 
 
From a land use planning and servicing perspective the MGB is satisfied that the annexation is a 
rational approach to facilitating growth. Intermunicipal cooperation is clearly evident in the 
structure and policies of the IDP and the manner in which both municipalities brought this 
annexation forward. Both municipalities clearly outlined that they agree to the annexation area 
and are only in dispute with respect to the final financial arrangements. The MGB, after careful 
review of the IDP, is fully satisfied that with the exception of the dispute related to the financial 
arrangements between the two municipalities, the annexation is fully supported by the IDP. 
 
The MGB accepts that both municipalities have agreed to modify the principle of incremental 
annexations in the IDP and support a larger more comprehensive annexation. The MGB accepts 
this approach as achieving the desired results of improved economies of scale and more long-
term certainty for planning and implementation of necessary services. 
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Although the assumptions related to future population projections were challenged by a number 
of parties, the MGB is satisfied that for the purposes of land use planning and comprehensive 
infrastructure planning, the population projections applied by St. Albert are reasonable upon 
which to base the boundaries of the annexation area. St. Albert clearly functions as a primary 
residential community in the Edmonton Region and the MGB was convinced that role will 
continue into the planning horizon associated with this annexation. St. Albert has demonstrated 
to the MGB that it is prepared to accommodate urban growth within the Edmonton metropolitan 
region and this annexation will meet the medium-term and long-term land needs for residential 
development. 
 
Thus, the annexation facilitates St. Albert’s goals and objectives as enunciated in its MDP as 
well as facilitates Sturgeons goals and objectives as stated in its MDP. Both municipalities are 
able to accommodate growth within the policy constraints set in each of their own plans. Without 
this annexation Sturgeon may be faced with significant growth pressures and taking on a 
significantly differently role within the region than that prescribed in its plans. Having stated that 
Sturgeon has every right to contemplate development in the commercial corridor, it is clear to the 
MGB that there is virtually no land available within the St. Albert city limits to accommodate 
commercial developments that require large parcels of land. By entering into the IDP, the 
municipalities have stated clearly that while both can accommodate growth, Sturgeon does not 
intend to impede the growth direction of St. Albert, and St. Albert does not intend to take actions 
that prevent certain development patterns in Sturgeon as described in the IDP. 
 
Sturgeon is also experiencing limited but stable population growth and is accommodating new 
residential and commercial developments within existing hamlets and new country residential 
development within certain areas of the municipality that are not prime agricultural land. 
Sturgeon had given consideration to accommodating some highway commercial development 
along Highway 2 north of St. Albert, but through the IDP agreed that high density commercial 
development should be accommodated and serviced by St. Albert for the area immediately north 
of the present boundary. Through the action of adopting the IDP with specific references to the 
annexation plans of St. Albert, both municipalities have demonstrated cooperation in 
determining their respective future growth patterns in accordance with one of the fundamental 
principles for evaluating annexation applications, “intermunicipal cooperation”. 
 
As stated earlier, the MGB found that the annexation proposal incorporated a rational growth 
direction to the west and north fully recognizing the constraints of other neighbouring 
municipalities to the south and intensive country residential development to the north-east. 
Servicing patterns facilitate this growth direction and the annexation maximizes the use of any 
spare capacity within the current infrastructure and allows for a logical expansion of that 
infrastructure. The result is the most practical growth direction for St. Albert.  
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Not only does the proposed annexation accommodate intensive residential growth, which both 
municipalities agree should be directed to within the boundaries of St. Albert, the annexation 
provides St. Albert with the opportunity to expand its non-residential land base. There is virtually 
no land currently in St. Albert available for commercial development to meet the commercial 
expansion needs envisaged by the various growth objectives. This opportunity is best met in the 
expansion and development of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. Various planning 
documents and servicing plans support this growth direction for the expansion of the non-
residential land base. The MGB is satisfied that Sturgeon has opportunities to meet its 
commercial and industrial growth objectives at the St. Albert Airport, within existing hamlets, 
along areas of Highway 2 outside the IDP area and in the Heartland Industrial area. It should be 
noted the Heartland Industrial area is the proposed location of a number of heavy oil upgraders 
and related industrial activity. 
 
The MGB also understands that a large residential component is required in this annexation in 
order to attract the large-scale commercial enterprises. It is also clear to the MGB that St. Albert 
must increase its non-residential to residential assessment ratio through the annexation of those 
areas scheduled for commercial development. Generally speaking, Alberta urban communities 
that enjoy stable fiscal circumstances have a non-residential to residential assessment ratio of at 
least 20%. St. Albert’s ratio of 11% indicates an urgent need for improvement so that it does not 
rely so heavily on revenue from residential taxes.  
 
The MGB was also satisfied that St. Albert utilizes and will utilize its planning tools such as 
Area Structure Plans and Land Use Bylaw to ensure that development may be phased in an 
orderly and economic pattern. Although the lands in the annexation area are primarily 
agricultural the use of these planning tools will reduce the premature loss of agricultural lands to 
urban development. As well, these planning tools, along with the policies in the St. Albert MDP, 
illustrate how the key environmental features in the annexation area are being recognized and 
planned for. 
 
The feasibility of this area being annexed into St. Albert is enhanced by the fact that most of the 
area exists in an unsubdivided state thus reducing the difficulty and the ease and cost of 
converting the area to urban development. This further illustrates the logical and practical nature 
of this annexation proposal. 
 
The MGB viewed all the documentation related to the public consultation process and observed 
that the majority of residents providing input and responding to the various surveys provided 
support to the annexation. St. Albert also considered all concerns about growth brought forward 
during a comprehensive public consultation process before the MGB’s public hearing. As a 
result of that process, less than .01% of St. Albert citizens appeared before the MGB to oppose 
the annexation. 
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Some landowners have expressed that St. Albert should not expand and cannot afford to expand. 
The MGB understands this position but, is of the opinion that growth is inevitable and it is better 
to plan ahead for control over the direction and type of growth. Mr. Burkhart and those that 
support his position, claim that St. Albert has a poor track record for the fiscal management in 
developing its infrastructure and that St. Albert should not be placing its citizens in further debt 
through this annexation. In reviewing this matter, the MGB notes that the historical growth of St. 
Albert did not always enjoy the benefit of master plans for land use, servicing and economic 
development strategy. However, St. Albert has recently adopted plans in all these areas that set 
out a strategy to achieve balanced budgets and effective land uses in the long term. In addition, 
the fiscal analysis prepared by St. Albert’s financial expert shows that St. Albert is managing its 
financial matters well and must embrace substantial growth in order to balance its investment in 
infrastructure. Therefore, the MGB must respectfully disagree with the few landowners that 
oppose annexation. The MGB notes that the planning documents setting out growth objectives 
have been adopted by the elected representatives of the whole community after considering any 
concerns expressed during public hearing processes on the MDP and the IDP.  
 
5.9.2 Blais Property 
 
Recommendation 
 
The Blais property not be included in the annexation. 
 
Reasons 
 
A municipality is the only party that can make an application for annexation. If a property owner 
wishes to be included in an annexation the property owner must first approach the initiating 
municipality and get agreement to include the property in the application. 
 
At the MGB hearing, Mr. Blais requested that the MGB consider including his property in the 
annexation decision. In past recommendations of the MGB, it has been made clear that the MGB 
has no authority or desire to include land in its recommendation that was not part of the 
annexation application, whether or not the annexation has been agreed between the affected 
municipalities. Mr. Blais did not present detailed arguments on technical merit and the 
municipalities had no opportunity to consider this request prior to the annexation application 
being submitted to the MGB. As a result, the MGB is not prepared to recommend that the Blais 
property be included in the annexation. 
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5.9.3 15 Year Time Limit on Assessment and Taxation Conditions 
 
Recommendation 
 
The 15 year time limit on the assessment and tax considerations be included as a condition of 
annexation. 
 
Reasons 
 
With regard to the 15 year assessment and taxation relief provision, agreed and requested by the 
municipalities, one landowner, Walter Mis, signalled concern that the benefit should apply 
without a deadline period but simply until the land is redesignated and subdivided. The MGB is 
of the opinion that the 15 year assessment and taxation relief provision is reasonable and 
consistent with other annexation approvals that have been issued throughout the Province over 
the past 11 years. If Mr. Mis’ land is not developed within the 15 year timeframe, St. Albert has 
indicated that it would consider requesting an extension of time for operation of the provision. 
The MGB is satisfied with this response. 
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PART 6 - FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
6.1 Introduction 
 
Because the primary issue between the municipalities focused on cost and property tax sharing, 
the MGB requested that each municipality put forward its sharing proposal before the main 
arguments were submitted and requested responses to several relevant questions related to 
financial, operational matters and current cost sharing initiatives related to the financial proposal 
from each municipality. 
 
The MGB reviewed all this information, the position of the parties, the landowners and the 
interest groups in light of the significant cooperative efforts by St. Albert and Sturgeon with 
respect to intermunicipal planning and the efforts in agreeing to the annexation in principle. Both 
parties approached the MGB in a very professional manner with significant respect for each 
others positions, however, both parties acknowledged the impasse with respect to the specific 
amount and type of financial arrangements needed to implement the annexation. 
 
The Act, in sections 54, 124 and 127 refers to the terms tax sharing, revenue sharing and 
compensation separately and distinctly. The MGB accepts that the legislators would have 
intended that each of these words has a separate and distinct meaning. The Act defines tax as 
follows: 
 
1(1) In this Act, 

(aa) “tax” means  
(i) a property tax,  
(ii) a business tax,  
(iii) a business revitalization zone tax,  
(iii.1) a community revitalization levy,  
(iv) a special tax,  
(v) a well drilling equipment tax,  
(vi) a local improvement tax, and  
(vii) a community aggregate payment levy;  

 
In the context of this annexation matter, tax sharing would mean the sharing of property taxes in 
contrast to revenue sharing which would involve the sharing of all municipal revenues inclusive 
of property tax. 
 
On the other hand, compensation in the context of section 127 of the Act means financial 
compensation for the loss of taxes or the investment in infrastructure associated with one 
municipality annexing territory from another municipality.  
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The IDP refers to the terms “cost sharing” and “municipal property tax sharing”. The IDP 
defines these terms as follows: 
 
“cost sharing” means that municipal property tax generated within a designated geographic 
area would go to cover the direct (and/or indirect) costs, after which any “net” municipal 
property tax would be shared between municipalities upon some mutually agreed-to basis.” 
 
“municipal property tax-sharing” means the sharing between municipalities of the municipal 
portion of the municipal property tax on an agreed-upon formula for a specific geographic area. 
 
The MGB finds the above terms used in the IDP to lack clarity and discusses the different 
meanings given to these terms by St. Albert and Sturgeon later in this annexation report. 
 
6.2 Sturgeon and St. Albert Financial Proposals 
 
A. Sturgeon’s Proposal on Cost and Property Tax Sharing 
 
Sturgeon sets forth the following tax revenue sharing formula to calculate the non-residential tax 
revenues payable to Sturgeon by St. Albert pursuant to the IDP and offers to accept the following 
amounts in full settlement. 
 
Sturgeon shall receive 37% of the municipal tax revenues from future commercial development 
on portions of the Highway Commercial Area identified below, in accordance with the following 
conditions: 
 

a. The width of the Highway Commercial Area shall be 1/3 of a mile adjacent to and on 
each side of Highway 2; 

 
b. The tax revenue sharing period shall commence from occupancy authorization on a 

parcel by parcel basis within the Highway Commercial Area and continue for 10 years 
thereafter; 

 
c. Municipal tax sharing shall apply to all non-residential assessment within the Highway 

Commercial Area, including but not limited to, highway commercial, serviced 
commercial and light industrial uses. St. Albert shall not be required to share any tax 
levies collected for the Recreation Centre nor any other amounts collected pursuant to 
requisitions by third parties; 

 
d. Sturgeon’s share of the municipal tax revenues from the Highway Commercial Area and 

all improvements thereon shall be received by Sturgeon on the first business day after 
June 30 in each year of the tax sharing period; and 
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e. All amounts payable by St. Albert to Sturgeon shall be paid in cash and are recoverable 
by Sturgeon by action in debt. 

 
The figure of 37% is based on the assumption that 26% of the revenue will be required to pay for 
the costs related to the servicing of the commercial area thereby leaving revenues of 74% to be 
shared equally between Sturgeon and St. Albert. 
 
As a result of this proposal, Sturgeon would expect to receive approximately $15,000,000 in 
current dollars from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor developments located in St. Albert 
over the build out and revenue sharing period of the commercial area.  
 
B. St. Albert’s Proposal on Cost and Property Tax Sharing 
 
The City is prepared to share revenue from municipal property taxes with the County as follows: 
 

1. The City will pay to the County a total of $1.018 million over 10 years, made up as 
follows: 

 
(a) $518,000-which equals the net present value of the current taxes derived from the 

annexation area (approximately $35,000) for 25 years applying a 5% discount rate, 
plus 

(b) $500,000-shared revenue from commercial development in the annexation area. 
 

2. The amount to be paid by the City to the County will be paid in equal annual instalments 
of $101,800 for a period of 10 years commencing with commercial development in the 
commercial corridor. 

 
{*MGB Note:  During the hearing, Sturgeon clarified that current taxes from the annexation area 
are 73,674.64 rather than the $35,000 referenced by St. Albert. The primary difference is that the 
linear revenue was not originally included. St. Albert did not dispute this figure.} 
 
6.3 Financial Position of St. Albert and Sturgeon as Reported by the Municipalities 
 
In order to resolve the substantive issue related to the financial conditions related to the 
annexation, the MGB requested the two municipalities to provide specific indicators on the 
financial status of each municipality. 
 
Nichols Applied Management, the financial consultant for Sturgeon described Sturgeon as 
having a “relatively strong fiscal position, measured by the size, composition and growth of its 
assessment base and by County debt levels”. Applications Management Consulting Ltd 
described the fiscal capacity of St. Albert as average to below average when compared to other 
Alberta cities. St. Albert has the lowest proportion of non-residential assessment of all cities in 
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Alberta. The non-residential tax rate is just below the provincial average, reflecting St. Albert’s 
attempt to be competitive for non-residential development, while the residential tax rate is 
relatively high. Of the thirteen cities, only Wetaskiwin at 11.8 and Camrose at 9.8 have a higher 
live municipal tax rate than St. Albert at 9.7. St. Albert collects lower than average operating 
revenues per capita and has below average municipal reserve funds per capita when compared to 
other Alberta cities. In addition St. Albert is just below the average for other cities with respect 
to debt as a per cent of debt limit. Table 6.3.6 illustrates that municipal property taxes paid on a 
“standardized’ dwelling with an assessment of $100,000 is over $950 which is $200 more than 
the provincial average for cities. This would be equivalent to an annual cost of $500 per year 
more on a home with an assessed value of $250,000. 
 

Table 6.3.1 
Primary Sources of Revenue - 2004 

Revenue Source Sturgeon St. Albert
Taxes 46.7% 56.2% 

Sales and User Fees 9.5% 28% 
Grants 29% 4.3% 
Other 14.9% 10.6% 

Source: Submissions of St. Albert and Sturgeon 
 

Table 6.3.2 
Equalized Assessment Per Capita Comparisons 

2005 2003 
5 Counties 5 Cities 8 Counties 13 Cities 

$118,000 to $128,000 $$70,000 to $95,000 $55,000 to $158,000 $45,000 to $148,000 
Sturgeon = $120,000 St. Albert = $80,000 Sturgeon = $111,000 St. Albert = $61,000 

Source: Submissions of St. Albert and Sturgeon 
 

The five county comparison made by Sturgeon includes Parkland County, Leduc County, Red 
Deer County, MD of Foothills and the MD of Rocky View. The five city comparison presented 
by Sturgeon includes Airdrie, Leduc, Spruce Grove, Cochrane, and Okotoks. 
 
The eight county comparison made by St. Albert includes Leduc, Parkland, Strathcona, Lamont, 
Lac Ste. Anne, Thorhild, Westlock and Barrhead. The thirteen city comparison includes Cold 
Lake, Airdrie, Wetaskiwin, Medicine Hat, Spruce Grove, Calgary, Camrose, Leduc, Grande 
Prairie, Edmonton, Lethbridge, Fort Saskatchewan and Red Deer. 
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Table 6.3.3 
Proportion of Non-Residential Assessment 

2005 2003 
5 Counties 5 Cities 8 Counties 13 Cities 

20.9% to 65.4% 14.1%  to 23.2% N/A 20% TO 70% 
48.1% St. Albert  = 10.9% N/A St. Albert = 11% 

Source: Submissions of St. Albert and Sturgeon 
 

Table 6.3.4 
2004 Per Capita Debt 

5 Counties 5 Cities 
$92 to $1086 $574 to $1,002 

Sturgeon = $361 St. Albert = $335 
Source: Submission of Sturgeon 

 
The five counties include Parkland, Leduc, Red Deer, MD of Foothills and Grande Prairie. The 
five cities include Airdrie, Leduc, Spruce Grove, Cochrane and Okotoks. 

 
Table 6.3.5 

Live Municipal Tax Rate on Single Family Residential Comparisons -2003 
Per Capita Eight Counties *3 Sturgeon 13 Cities*2 St. Albert 

Range 4.7-10.8 4.7 4.2-11.8 9.7 
Average 6.1  7.6  

Source: Submission of St. Albert  
 

Table 6.3.6 
Municipal Taxes on $100,000 Residence 

Per Capita Eight Counties*3 Sturgeon 13 Cities*2 St. Albert 
Range $580-$1,090 $480 $410-$1,199 $960 

Average $625  $750  
Source: Submission of St. Albert  

 
Table 6.3.7 

Live Non-Residential Tax Rate -2003 
Per Capita Eight Counties*3 Sturgeon 13 Cities*2 St. Albert 

Range 7.8-17.8 7.7 7.2-19.0 14.0 
Average 9.25  14.0  

Source: Submission of St. Albert  
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Table 6.3.8 
Operating Revenue Per Capita - 2003 

Per Capita Eight Counties*3 Sturgeon 13 Cities*2 St. Albert 
Range $900-$2,250 $1,000 $900-$1,750 $1,100 

Average $1900  $1300  
Source: Submission of St. Albert  

 
Table 6.3.9 

Municipal Reserves Per Capita - 2002 
Per Capita Eight Counties*3 Sturgeon 13 Cities*2 St. Albert 

Range $400-$2300  $160-$1200 $375 
Average $1300  $575  

Source: Submission of St. Albert 
 

Table 6.3.10 
Per Cent of Debt Limit 

Per Capita Eight Counties*3 Sturgeon 13 Cities*2 St. Albert 
Range 1%-51% 21% 6%-44% 26% 

Average 7%  27%  
Source: Submission of St. Albert 

 
*1. The referenced five counties included are Parkland County, Leduc County, Red Deer 

County, Grande Prairie County and MD of Foothills. 
 
*2. The referenced 13 Cities are Wetaskiwin, Camrose, Spruce Grove, Leduc, Grande Prairie, 

Lethbridge, Fort Saskatchewan, Edmonton, Airdrie, Red Deer, Cold Lake, Medicine Hat 
and Calgary. 

 
*3. The referenced eight counties include Parkland County, Strathcona County, Leduc County, 

Lac. St. Anne County, Westlock County, County of Barrhead, Lamont County and County 
of Thorhild. 

 
6.4 Financial Context (MGB Analysis) 
 
In addition to the financial summaries and responses prepared by the financial consultants for 
each municipality, the MGB also undertook further independent analysis because of the 
significance of the financial issues in dispute. Section 120(3) of the Act permits the MGB, in 
addition to the arguments and evidence filed at a hearing, to conduct further analysis and 
investigation. The MGB analyzed the strengths and weaknesses of the financial positions of each 
municipality. Although each municipality, due to their character, will have differing revenue and 
expenditure patterns, a number of financial indicators illustrate the relative financial position of 
each municipality to each other and others in their group. 
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The urban comparison group for St. Albert consisted of Red Deer, Lethbridge, Medicine Hat and 
Grande Prairie with a range in population of 44,631 to 79,082 compared to St. Albert with a 
population of 56,310. The rural comparison group consisted of 19 municipalities ranging in 
equalized assessment of 1.3 trillion to 3.6 trillion with Sturgeon at 2.4 trillion. 
 

Table 6.4.1 
Growth Rates per Annum 

  St. Albert Sturgeon  
Population 1988-2005 2.29% 1.76% 
Equalized Assessments 2000-2005 10.19% 6.5% 
Operating Revenues 2000-2004 8.7% 16.9% 
Operating Expenditures 2000-2004 8.2% 19.3% 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 

Table 6.4.2 
Equalized Assessment Per Capita (in thousands) 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 $54,206 $92,097 
2001 $56,195 $96,315 
2002 $60,418 $100,955 
2003 $63.775 $104,350 
2004 $71,704 $111,746 
2005 $80,025 $119,743 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 

Equalized assessment per capita provides an indicator of a municipality’s ability to generate 
property tax revenue in comparison to similar municipalities. St. Albert, in comparison to other 
urban centres with a population of 40,000 to 76,000, was at the high end of the comparison 
whereas Sturgeon was at the lower end of its comparable rural municipalities.  
 

Table 6.4.3 
Net Municipal Equalized Tax Rate 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 10.3 5.3 
2001 10.0 5.6 
2002 10.2 5.9 
2003 9.6 6.0 
2004 9.5 6.1 
2005 10.5 6.1 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
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Net municipal tax rate is calculated based on total equalized assessment and net municipal 
property taxes. It provides an indicator of the extent to which a municipality is accessing the 
property tax base. St. Albert and Sturgeon are within the mid range of comparable municipalities 
in their group. 
 

Table 6.4.4 
Residential Equalized Tax Rate 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 16.1 10.7 
2001 14.6 9.4 
2002 14.5 9.5 
2003 13.5 9.1 
2004 13.2 8.7 
2005 14.3 8.3 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 

The residential equalized tax rate is calculated based on gross residential property taxes and 
residential equalized assessment. According to this indicator, St. Albert is at the higher range of 
comparable urban municipalities and Sturgeon is in the mid range of similar rural municipalities. 

 
Table 6.4.5 

Non-Res Equalized Tax Rate 
Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 19.6 11.2 
2001 18.9 11.1 
2002 19.1 11.1 
2003 20.3 11.9 
2004 20.1 12.2 
2005 20.8 11.8 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 
Non-residential equalized tax rate is calculated based on gross non-residential property taxes and 
non-residential equalized assessment. St. Albert and Sturgeon are in the upper range in 
comparison to similar municipalities in their group. 
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Table 6.4.6 
% of Non-Residential Assessment 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 11.8 % 53.4% 
2001 11.7% 52.1% 
2002 12.3% 51.4% 
2003 12.4% 52.3% 
2004 11.0% 49.9% 
2005 10.9% 48.2% 

Source: Financial Submissions of St. Albert and Sturgeon 
 

Table 6.4.6 – A 
% of Non-Residential Assessment Comparison - 2005 

 Rural Municipalities Sturgeon 13 Cities St. Albert 
Range 21% - 93% 48% 11%-64% 11% 

Average 64%  24%  
Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 

 
There exists a marked difference in the proportion of non-residential assessment in St. Albert 
versus Sturgeon. St. Albert has a relatively low proportion of non-residential assessment 
compared to other similar urban communities. Sturgeon also has a lower proportion compared to 
other rural municipalities. 
 

Table 6.4.7 
% of Debt Limit Used 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 33.0% 6.0% 
2001 32.0% 5.0% 
2002 27.0% 10.0% 
2003 21.0% 22.0% 
2004 16.0% 16.0% 
2005 18.0% 17.0% 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 

St. Albert’s percent of debt limit has been steadily decreasing over the past five years and is 
within the mid-range of similar urban municipalities. Sturgeon’s percent of debt limit has been 
rising and is also within the mid-range of similar rural municipalities. 
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Table 6.4.8 
% of Debt Service Limit Used 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 42.0% 8.0% 
2001 39.0% 6.0% 
2002 37.0% 8.0% 
2003 34.0% 15.0% 
2004 28.0% 12.0% 
2005 23.0% 12.0% 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 
Although St. Albert’s percent of debt service limit has been decreasing steadily it is the highest 
amongst comparable urban municipalities whereas Sturgeon has been increasing but is within 
mid-range of similar rural municipalities. 
 

Table 6.4.9 
Net Municipal Taxes as a % of Total Revenue 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 57% 57% 
2001 56% 61% 
2002 56% 62% 
2003 56% 63% 
2004 56% 47% 
2005 57% 56% 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 
Although St. Albert and Sturgeon experience a relatively similar indicator, St. Albert is near the 
top of the range of similar urban municipalities while Sturgeon is in the mid to low range of 
similar rural municipalities 
 

Table 6.4.10 
Sales & User Charges as a Percentage of Total Revenue 

Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 27% 13% 
2001 29% 13% 
2002 29% 13% 
2003 30% 13% 
2004 29% 9% 
2005 29% 10% 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
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St. Albert is much more reliant on sales and user charges as a revenue choice and is within the 
mid-point of other similar urban municipalities whereas Sturgeon is less dependent on this 
source of revenue and is also within the mid-point of similar rural municipalities. 
 

Table 6.4.11 
Provincial and Federal Operating Grants as a % of Total Operating Revenue 
Year St. Albert Sturgeon
2000 4.3% 18.8% 
2001 4.0% 14.8% 
2002 4.0% 7.7% 
2003 3.8% 11.2% 
2004 4.3% 29.0% 
2005 5.0% 19.0% 

Source: Financial Advisory Services, Local Government Services Division, AMA 
 
St. Albert is more reliant on its tax base for revenue sources than Sturgeon that is more reliant on 
Provincial and Federal Operating Grants. St. Albert is at the bottom of the range of similar urban 
municipalities whereas Sturgeon is in the mid range of similar rural municipalities.  
 
6.5 Current and Proposed Intermunicipal Agreements  
 
In addition to the financial circumstances of each municipality, current and proposed 
intermunicipal cost sharing arrangements may impact the choice of the best compensation 
arrangement associated with this annexation. As a result the MGB requested St. Albert and 
Sturgeon to outline any existing and future cost sharing arrangements. These are briefly 
described below. 
 
St. Albert and Sturgeon have a mutual aid agreement for fire protection and exchange road 
maintenance services. Sturgeon has permitted St. Albert to extend a water line through Sturgeon 
to serve Wal-Mart and provides a road right-of-way for sewer services to the same development. 
 
Sturgeon notes the use of rural roads, natural areas and recreation facilities by St. Albert 
residents. Sturgeon does not intend to provide services to the annexed area but does undertake to 
use its share of revenue from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor for road upgrading and 
maintenance in the vicinity. 
 
St. Albert notes that citizens of Sturgeon use cultural and recreational services in St. Albert at no 
additional cost even though there is no cost sharing agreement. A cost sharing agreement with 
respect to the new multi-use recreation centre is still in discussion. 
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Sturgeon pays for ambulance service to St. Albert. The last known amount was $44,500 for the 
year 2000; however the agreement expired on March 31, 2006. St. Albert does not contemplate 
providing any additional services to Sturgeon. 
 
St. Albert receives water and sewer treatment services through the Alberta Capital Regional 
Water and Sewer Services Commission. St. Albert provides the distribution and collection within 
St. Albert. Sturgeon is currently a member of the Alberta Capital Region Wastewater 
Commission and the Capital Region North East Water Services Commission. 
 
The Sturgeon Regional Waste Management Authority provides services to Sturgeon, St. Albert 
and other area municipalities. 
 
6.6 Sturgeon’s General Position on Financial Proposals (Summary) 
 
Sturgeon submits their proposed financial proposal, which consists of 26% of the revenue from 
the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor going to St. Albert and the balance of the revenue being 
shared equally is based on the principles of the IDP, represents the opportunity cost to Sturgeon 
for agreeing to the IDP and the annexation, provides for the long term financial stability of both 
municipalities and is fair to both municipalities. The stewardship of the lands prior to annexation 
is fully recognized in the Sturgeon proposal and is supported by regional trade area analysis and 
highway traffic movements. Sturgeon proposes that the pace of revenue sharing would be tied to 
the actual growth rate of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. The amounts offered by St. 
Albert are inconsistent with the principles of the IDP. 
 
Sturgeon submits that their proposed financial arrangement represents a similar division of 
revenue sharing as occurred in the Wal-Mart annexation. This proportion of revenue sharing is 
supported by trade area and traffic movement analysis. Sturgeon argues that the proposed 
revenue sharing is also supported by similar principles used in the Edmonton International 
Airport annexation resolution between the City of Leduc and the County of Leduc and is 
supported by the arrangements approved between the City of Fort Saskatchewan and Strathcona 
County. As well, it is supported by the principles used in more recent annexation agreements. 
 
In addition, Sturgeon agrees to utilize the funds, as directed in the IDP, for road improvements in 
the IDP area to the benefit of both municipalities.  
 
Sturgeon argues that St. Albert’s retention of 26% of the revenues from the commercial corridor 
allocated to servicing costs is reasonable. This proportion is supported by the tax sharing 
agreement between the City and Rural Municipality of Portage la Prairie in Manitoba, the tax 
sharing agreement between the Villages of Binacarth and Russell, and the Rural Municipalities 
of Russell, Shellmouth-Boultin and Silver Creek, Manitoba. In the latter case, 30% of the 
revenue is retained by the host municipality to cover the ongoing costs of servicing the new 
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development. In addition Sturgeon submitted a study in southern New England, USA to support 
the use of the 26% servicing costs. 
 
Sturgeon emphasizes that the typical model of annexation compensation does not reflect the 
revenue sharing principles in the IDP. The IDP represents something more than the typical 
compensation and provides each municipality with additional benefits and would exceed the 
compensation typically awarded. St. Albert’s proposal represents a transitional agreement 
unrelated to the rate of commercial development. Sturgeon states that the IDP provides each 
party with substantial benefits from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor and makes a 
commitment to a fair and equitable sharing which they believe is equal sharing of the net 
benefits. 
 
Sturgeon’s Growth Management Strategy / Forgone Economic Opportunity 
 
Sturgeon does not visualize urbanization other than the growth of existing hamlets such as 
Cardiff, Riviere Qui Barre, Calahoo, Villeneuve, Namao and Alcomdale. Sturgeon is primarily 
agricultural with pockets of country residential and isolated commercial and industrial nodes. It 
is the position of Sturgeon that it has foregone economic development opportunities in the 
Highway 2 Commercial Corridor area in the proposed annexation area and IDP area and, as a 
result of this cooperation with St. Albert, Sturgeon’s financial proposal is warranted and builds 
on this intermunicipal cooperative initiative. 
 
Based on assumptions regarding access to the trunk lines for water and sewer services through 
the Alberta Capital Waste Water Commission, Sturgeon illustrated that it could have physically 
serviced the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor on its own, however, they concur the servicing of 
this area was more cost effective if serviced through and by St. Albert. As a result, this forgone 
economic opportunity should be recognized in the financial arrangements related to the 
annexation. The agreement to minimize premature development in the annexation area comprises 
a significant potential cost in terms of lost development and fiscal opportunity. 
 
If permitted, Sturgeon could access water and sanitary services for the Highway 2 Commercial 
Corridor from St. Albert or through connections to existing water and sanitary sewer lines or 
could independently develop dedicated systems with systems from the Alberta Capital Region 
Waste Water Commission and EPCOR water. This is supported by the feasibility report 
completed by DCL Siemens Engineering Ltd. 
 
Sturgeon estimates that if it developed the commercial corridor the estimated tax revenue from 
the area to Sturgeon would be $10.2 million over the period 2006 to 2030. Sturgeon submits that 
the tax revenue forgone by Sturgeon with annexation is $4.6 million over the same period. 
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Sturgeon’s Fiscal Impact Analysis (Summary) 
 
Sturgeon will forego annually $73,674.64 of municipal tax and linear revenues for the whole 
annexation area. This represents 0.5% of Sturgeon’s total revenue from the 2005 budgeted 
municipal property tax total of $14,563.455 and 0.25% of the total 2005 budgeted revenues of 
$29,672,080. Sturgeon has projected net tax revenues (after costs) for the Highway 2 
Commercial area accruing to Sturgeon, based on Sturgeon retaining municipal jurisdiction to be 
$10.2 million in 25 years, $40 million in 50 years and $124.2 million in 100 years at present tax 
rates. Sturgeon argues this is the cost of the foregone opportunity. 
 
Sturgeon developed financial impact estimates based on the St. Albert financial analysis and 
expressed the alternative financial proposals as follows. 
 

Figure 6.6.1 Tax Impacts of Annexation 
Table 6 Tax Impacts of Annexation Under Alternative Revenue Sharing Proposals 

 
Scenario Average Annual 

Percent Change in 
Municipal Mill Rates 

Total Change in 
Municipal Taxes Over 
Projection Period 

Average Annual 
Change in Municipal 
Taxes Paid on an 
Average House 

Annexation (No 
Revenue Sharing) 

-0.28% -$6,443,873 -$5.84 

Annexation, with 
Revenue Sharing – 
City Proposal 

 
-.21% 

 
-$5,498,516 

 
-$4.4.1 

Annexation, with 
Revenue Sharing – 
County Proposal 

 
0.33% 

 
$4,109,311 

 
$6.93 

Source: Sturgeon Submission 
 
Sturgeon estimated the relative significance of the Sturgeon proposal to each municipality and 
concluded that the Sturgeon proposal would be 5.4% of St. Albert’s 2004 revenues and 1.0% of 
Sturgeons 2004 revenues. Over 25 years the share of revenues would be 1.0% and 0.8% of total 
revenues respectively. Over 50 years the share would be 2.2% and .9%, respectively and over 
100 years the share would be 3.8% and 0.5%, respectively. 
 
Sturgeon’s plan to make up any difference in lost revenue from the annexation area is 
accommodated through Sturgeon’s proposed revenue sharing formula. Sturgeon plans to utilize 
its portion of the revenue share to invest in transportation and infrastructure improvements in the 
vicinity of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor and the regional transportation network. 
 

Annexorders:M123-06 Page 68 of 113 

00287



 
 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 123/06 
 
 FILE:  AN04/STAL/C-01 
 
 
6.7 St. Albert’s General Position on Financial Proposal (Summary) 
 
St. Albert’s financial package made up of elements of tax compensation and revenue sharing 
($1.018 million over 10 years) is based on the principle that the cost and revenues associated 
with annexation must consider the whole annexation area and not just the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor. St. Albert is of the view that its proposal is more consistent with the intent 
of the IDP and that the IDP does not spell out the specific formula to be used. 
 
The revenue from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor is required to fund the costs associated 
with the total annexation area and not just the commercial corridor. St. Albert asserts that its 
proposal better recognizes fiscal balance, is more practical and simple and provides for certainty 
to both municipalities. St. Albert submits that its proposal is within its fiscal capacity to manage 
after consideration of its obligations within the current boundaries and the annexed area. St. 
Albert points out that Sturgeon will provide no services to the annexed area of the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor. 
 
In addition the annexation has a negligible fiscal impact on Sturgeon and the Wal-Mart 
agreement cannot be used as the basis for compensation in this annexation. 
 
St. Albert’s Growth Management Strategy 
 
St. Albert through its various plans visualizes full urbanization including residential and non-
residential development. As a result of recent studies associated with the plan, St. Albert adopted 
an Economic Development Master Plan in 2004 in order to achieve an improved ratio between 
residential and non-residential development. 
 
St. Albert’s Fiscal Impact Analysis (Summary) 
 
Based on St. Albert’s proposal for revenue sharing, the financial impact to St. Albert is 
essentially neutral over the long-term. In the near term, between 2006 and 2017 the St. Albert 
proposal would cause St. Albert’s tax rate to increase moderately. In the mid-term between 2018 
and 2023 the St. Albert proposal would result in relatively equal increases and decreases of the 
tax rate while in the long-term between 2024 and 2030, St. Albert’s tax rate would decrease. This 
input is illustrated in the following chart. 
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Figure 6.6.2 - Impact of Annexation on Tax Rate 

Percent Change in St. Albert's Municipal Tax Rates 

(With Proposed Annexation)
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Source: St. Albert Submission 
 
In addition, St. Albert illustrated how beneficial annexation within the confines of their financial 
proposal would be to the financing of the new regional multi-purpose leisure center. St. Albert 
submits that the annexation proposal, based on their proposed financial arrangement will result in 
appropriate economies of scale for the proposed new regional recreation facility reducing the 
financial burden from $72 per $100,000 of assessment to $42 per $100,000 of assessment by 
2026. 
 
St. Albert’s plan for revenue gained as a result of annexation, especially in the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor is to partially address the disparity between the residential and non-
residential tax base. The revenue from taxes from commercial development will assist in funding 
the infrastructure and services required by the total annexation area. 
 
St. Albert plans to make up any payments to Sturgeon from its annexation compensation 
proposal through St. Albert’s property tax base. St. Albert is of the view that their proposal can 
be reasonably absorbed without financial hardship to its taxpayers.  
 
St. Albert cannot reasonably make up the revenue lost as a result of Sturgeon’s proposal through 
the property tax base without a significant impact on its taxpayers. St. Albert estimates 
Sturgeon’s proposal will cost St. Albert $11.6 million in 2005 dollars. It leaves St. Albert worse 
off than before annexation, increasing tax rates for taxpayers of St. Albert. It leaves Sturgeon 
substantially enriched. With the assistance of Figure 3 and 4 in Exhibit 5 Tab B 11, St. Albert 
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illustrated that based on the two assumptions related to the absorption rate of the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor, St. Albert would be worse off if the Sturgeon proposal was accepted. 
 

Figure 6.6.3 
Sturgeon’s Absorption Rate 

Percent Change in St. Albert's Municipal Tax Rates
 (Including Sturgeon's Rev Sharing Proposal)
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Source: St. Albert Submission 
 
“The result of applying Sturgeon’s revenue sharing proposal and assumptions regarding the 
timing of commercial development is to effectively eliminate all the municipal tax benefits of the 
annexation. Further, it results in the annexation having a negative impact on the City’s 
municipal tax rate in all but three years of the analysis, and in these three years, the benefit of a 
reduced mill rate is less than 1/3 of one percent reduction. 
 
Employing these assumptions, the impact of annexation and revenue sharing as proposed by 
Sturgeon would result in an average annual increase in St. Albert’s mill rate of 1.45% per year 
over a no annexation scenario. When considering this result in light of Section 1.7 of the IDP, 
Sturgeon’s revenue sharing proposal does not provide a municipal tax benefit to the City.” 
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Figure 6.6.4 
St. Albert Absorption Rate 

Percent Change in St. Albert's Municipal Tax Rates
 (Including Sturgeon's Rev Sharing Proposal)
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Source:  St. Albert Submission 
 
“While advancing the rate of commercial development helps to reduce the negative impact of 
Sturgeon’s revenue sharing proposal on the City’s municipal tax rates, it still has a net negative  
impact in each year of the analysis from 2010 to 2030. On average, Sturgeon’s revenue sharing 
proposal adds an additional 0.61% to the City’s mill rate over the analysis period. This is also a 
0.54% increase to St. Albert’s mill rate as compared to the annexation with the City’s revenue 
sharing proposal. 
 
The net impact of Sturgeon’s revenue sharing proposal is to turn the annexation with revenue 
sharing as proposed by the City from a net benefit equal to an average reduction in the City 
municipal mill rate of 0.21% per year, to a net cost by increasing the City’s municipal tax rate 
by an average annual rate of 0.36%. 
 
Thus, even when using the more optimistic commercial growth assumptions that were employed 
by the City, the County’s revenues sharing proposal results in annexation having a net negative 
impact on municipal tax rates.” 
 
The impact of the St. Albert proposal on St. Albert represents .2% on the tax rate. The position of 
St. Albert is that this is a reasonable impact which can be absorbed by St. Albert. 
 
St. Albert concludes that the impact of Sturgeon’s revenue sharing proposal and assumptions is 
to effectively eliminate all the municipal tax benefits of the annexation. It results in the 
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annexation having a negative impact on St. Albert’s tax rate in all but three years. The Sturgeon 
proposal would result in an average annual tax rate increase of 1.4% compared to no annexation. 
This negative impact is reduced as St. Albert assumptions on commercial absorption are realized 
between 2010 and 2030. On average Sturgeon’s revenue sharing proposal adds an additional 
0.61% to St. Albert’s tax rate. With St. Albert’s proposal, the average annual reduction in St. 
Albert’s tax rate will be 0.21 % compared to an increase of 0.33% as a result of the Sturgeon 
proposal. 
 
6.8 Position of Landowners and Interest Groups on Financial Proposals 
 
Ron Dutchak (Badger Holdings) 
 
Mr. Dutchak owns land both inside and outside the annexation area. While Mr. Dutchak does not 
object to the proposed annexation, Mr. Dutchak is of the view that there are serious concerns 
about the proposed revenue sharing proposals. The idea of giving away taxes to another 
municipality is fundamentally wrong, whether or not it is a provision in the IDP. The IDP 
provisions are not binding on the Province. The MGB should not recommend compliance with 
the proposals of St. Albert or Sturgeon. Tax sharing is not a mandate of a municipality. 
 
The proposed tax sharing idea is based on indirect costs that cannot be quantified in a realistic 
manner. Certainly compensation for direct costs can be quantified and are appropriate depending 
on the circumstances. For example, St. Albert should reimburse Sturgeon for any recent capital 
expenditure that is now coming under the jurisdiction of St. Albert. Sturgeon should not be left 
with a debt load for something for which it can no longer collect taxes. Compensation for 
indirect costs is not appropriate. 
 
The City of St. Albert Chamber of Commerce 
 
The Chamber supports the proposed annexation. However, the Chamber does not support the 
payment of tax revenues to Sturgeon. The Chamber takes the position that the stewardship of the 
land should flow, as needed, from one jurisdiction to another. The transfer of these lands from 
one municipal jurisdiction to another should not trigger the transfer of property tax revenues 
from one jurisdiction to another. St. Albert’s commitment to freeze landowner taxes at Sturgeon 
rates for a period of years is adequate compensation, directed to those who are rightfully entitled 
to such consideration. 
 
The right to collect property taxes is given to the municipalities by the Act. The Act does not 
provide for neighbouring municipalities to claim any portion of those property tax revenues. The 
Chamber asserts that Sturgeon has no right to claim any portion of the property taxes collected 
by St. Albert. The tax revenues are required by St. Albert to support the municipality and needed 
to present balanced budgets to its taxpayers. There is no “surplus” to be shared, nor should one 
be created through additional taxation. 
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Submissions of the St. Albert Economic Advisory Committee 
 
This Committee is empowered by St. Albert Council to advise on matters that enhance economic 
development within St. Albert.  
 
The Committee supports the proposed annexation as necessary for St. Albert’s future economic 
health. St. Albert’s tax base is currently heavily weighted towards residential taxpayers. It is the 
Committee’s position that a greater proportion of the commercial tax base is desirable for the 
well being of St. Albert’s citizens. St. Albert’s tax base is comprised of 89% residential and 11% 
non-residential whereas Sturgeon has some of the lowest tax rates in the Province with a non-
residential to residential assessment ratio approaching 50/50. 
 
The goal within St. Albert’s Economic Master Plan is to increase the non-residential tax 
assessment to 20% of the municipal tax assessment, while doubling local employment. St. Albert 
has already suffered lost commercial opportunities due to the lack of available suitable 
commercial land whereby businesses that had sought to establish a presence in St. Albert have 
had to locate elsewhere.  
 
With respect to the property tax sharing, the Committee disagrees with both proposals. The 
Committee views Sturgeon’s proposal as going well beyond what is considered fair and 
equitable. The Committee feels that annexation is only about the change in governing authority 
as envisioned in the Act. The Sturgeon tax proposal goes well beyond compensating for “out of 
pocket” expenses.  
 
With respect to the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor, it is clear that the potential commercial 
value of that land exists because of the proximity to St. Albert. The Committee also understands 
that the agreement reached on the Wal-Mart site was unique and reached on an urgent basis 
without prejudice to any other proposal. That agreement should not be used by the MGB to 
evaluate the property tax sharing idea. The Committee also feels that the potential revenue from 
the Highway 2 corridor is a drop in the bucket compared to major industrial projects in Sturgeon 
already underway or imminent. St. Albert’s offer is too generous; however the Committee would 
support a modest level to compensate Sturgeon for loss of revenue from the area. 
 
St. Albert Annexation Committee (SAC) represented by Richard Plain (Private Citizen Group) 
 
The SAC is a private citizen group and is not a designated committee of St. Albert Council.  
 
SAC submits that the Sturgeon proposal is inadequate since it did not contain a complete fiscal 
impact analysis but rather only focused on the Highway 2 Commercial Area. The St. Albert 
annexation is beneficial provincially since it will provide housing accommodation for the rapidly 
growing labour force in the region. SAC agrees with St. Albert’s financial analysis that 
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annexation will result in a modest increase to mill rates in the short-term, a middle period of 
increased mill rates and in the long-term will see reduced mill rates. If the tax benefits of 
annexation do not occur until the latter period, then the only period in which a positive benefit 
could be shared is in the latter period of annexation. However, this is expected to be modest, if 
any. 
 
The amount of tax revenue generated in the annexation area accruing to Sturgeon is relatively 
modest and would have little impact on Sturgeon if discontinued. The fiscal impact analysis of 
St. Albert does not justify the financial compensation proposal suggested by St. Albert. There is 
no rational economic basis for St. Albert to provide Sturgeon with a $500,000 tax sharing gift. 
The payment of $1.1 million over ten years will only add to the tax burden of St. Albert 
residents. If a one million dollar offer is being made as part of a good will gesture it should be 
left to the full discretion of the St. Albert Council to make. 
 
The Sturgeon proposal very closely resembles the Wal-Mart agreement which should not be used 
as a precedent for a major annexation. Greater consideration must be given to the term of cost 
sharing in the IDP. Sturgeon’s proposal ignores the cost side of the equation. The practical 
application of the determination of costs has been extremely difficult, controversial and nearly 
impossible to achieve. The practical application of the IDP policy has proven to be fraught with 
problems. 
 
The tax surplus suggested by the Wal-Mart proposal is an illusion and since St Albert follows a 
balanced budget there are no surpluses to be shared. The Sturgeon proposal focuses on a specific 
property rather the whole of the area and all the costs related to serving a community. 
 
The payment to Sturgeon for the opportunity for St. Albert to grow would be a historical 
precedent. 
 
The Committee takes the fundamental position that St. Albert should not be required to share any 
revenue or pay any compensation to Sturgeon. However, the Committee suggests that if some 
form of compensation is warranted, the traditional compensation formula should be used 
showing 100% of the property tax revenue for the first year and declining by 20% each year for 
the following four years. These amounts are less any linear revenue and the calculation is 
determined using the base year. The Committee claims that Sturgeon does not presently generate 
any significant revenue from the annexation area and servicing the area may actually place St. 
Albert in a negative fiscal position for the subject territory. 
 
The Committee stressed the sound financial position of Sturgeon relative to St. Albert and 
pointed out the bright financial future expected for Sturgeon as a result of the various heavy oil 
upgraders and industrial projects to be constructed in Sturgeon. St. Albert’s growth is predicated 
on the expansion of the one key non-residential growth generator located in the Highway 2 
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Commercial Corridor. Sturgeon’s opportunity for non-residential growth is far more expansive 
than that of St. Albert and is not limited by constrained boundaries. 
 
6.9 Sub-Issues  
 
In order to present a reasoned recommendation on the annexation application the MGB 
examined the following sub-issues raised by the parties at the hearing. 
 
6.9.1 Financial Capability of St. Albert to Absorb Growth Associated with the Annexation 
 
Mr. Burkart and a few others who attended the annexation hearing raised several concerns 
regarding the size of the proposed annexation and the ability of St. Albert to financially absorb 
the related costs associated with the annexation. These parties identified the significant amount 
of funds needed to fund the gap in existing infrastructure repairs within St. Albert as being a 
major limitation to St. Albert’s ability to absorb new growth. 
 
Findings 
 
1. St. Albert faces additional financial challenges in relation to other similar municipalities and 

Sturgeon as a result of the relatively small non-residential tax base and the higher residential 
tax rate in St. Albert. 

 
2. The MGB accepts 

a. In the short term (first 5 years) annexation will result in a modest increase (0.2%-5%) in 
municipal tax rates. 

b. In the medium term (5 -10 years) further modest increases (0.1%-1.0%) in municipal tax 
rates are expected. 

c. In the long term (10 to 15 years) municipal tax rates are expected to decrease (2.9%). 
 

3. If the population growth rates and commercial growth rates are achieved, there will be a 
modest improvement in the financial status of St. Albert over the long term. 

 
4. Any financial conditions attached to the annexation must recognize the financial challenges 

facing St. Albert and the possibilities that the assumptions related to population growth and 
commercial growth may be optimistic. 

 
5. Although St. Albert faces additional financial challenges relative to other similar 

communities, the financial impact analysis illustrated that St. Albert could absorb the growth 
without significant impact to its ratepayers. 
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Reasons 
 
The financial information illustrates that St. Albert faces additional financial challenges largely 
due to its relatively small non-residential tax base. In contrast, the financial analysis by 
Sturgeon’s financial experts illustrated that Sturgeon is in a strong financial position. 
Considering the Alberta Municipal Affairs goal of “financially sustainable and accountable 
municipalities” the annexation and any financial considerations must be examined in this 
context.  
 
The financial impact analysis prepared by St. Albert illustrated that the impact on tax rates in the 
short term would be relatively low and would fluctuate during the mid-term and would be 
lowered over the long term. The MGB accepts this conclusion on a basis for support of the 
annexation. In addition, the MGB was convinced that the annexation was well supported by a 
variety of planning and engineering reports. The MGB placed considerable weight on the 
financial impact models developed by St. Albert which were extensive and comprehensive. It 
should be noted that the financial impact models also illustrated that the financing of major 
regional projects like the multi-purpose leisure center would benefit from the economies of scale 
related to additional growth. 
 
The MGB was concerned that the fiscal status of St. Albert could deteriorate in the absence of 
annexation since commercial expansion and achieving economies of scale are critical to its 
future. Any major improvements in St Albert’s financial position would be difficult to achieve 
without annexation and would result in increased taxes to St. Albert ratepayers, who are already 
facing a higher burden than other similar centres.  
 
St Albert and Sturgeon have jointly and separately developed policies, plans and practices to 
direct a substantial portion of the regional growth to St. Albert. This is evident by examination of 
the St. Albert MDP, associated plans, and the IDP. As well, the Sturgeon MDP supports this 
conclusion. Without annexation Sturgeon may be forced to undertake a significantly different 
role compared to the role outlined in their current planning documents. Currently Sturgeon lacks 
the fundamental infrastructure to accommodate such extensive and intensive urban growth. 
 
A number of residents raised the concern that instead of pursuing annexation St. Albert should 
focus on upgrading its existing infrastructure. The MGB was satisfied that St. Albert now has a 
comprehensive model and scheduling system to replace existing infrastructure which is capable 
of managing the challenges associated with aging infrastructure. All municipalities face this gap 
to some degree or another. The MGB is not convinced that St. Albert should be singled out and 
not be permitted to facilitate future growth for this reason alone. The MGB is satisfied that St. 
Albert will diligently pursue all financial sources to address any gap. 
 
In addition, St. Albert and Sturgeon have cooperatively developed a solution to accommodate 
regional growth, as evidenced by the policies in the IDP. The arguments of the parties at the 
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hearing were insufficient to convince the MGB that this regional growth strategy should be 
undermined. If the St. Albert annexation did not proceed, Sturgeon would be faced with the 
significant challenge of accommodating all types of growth it has indicated that it is not prepared 
to undertake nor is equipped to do. This is confirmed by the policies in the IDP. 
 
6.9.2 Wal-Mart Agreement  
 
St. Albert and other parties to the annexation hearing pointed out how similar Sturgeon’s 
compensation proposal was to the Wal-Mart agreement and why the principles and formula of 
the Wal-Mart Agreement should not be applied to the current annexation. Sturgeon identified a 
number of principles from the Wal-Mart agreement which should be applied to the current 
annexation proposal. 
 
Findings 
 
1. The Wal-Mart annexation agreement was specific to its unique conditions and circumstances 

and not a basis upon which to establish revenue sharing in this annexation proposal. 
2. The annexation involves a substantial area not incremental as in the Wal-Mart annexation 

and carries a broader range of cost and revenue considerations. 
 
Reasons 
 
The MGB accepts that section 15 of the Wal-Mart agreement clearly states that the terms of that 
agreement cannot be used as precedent related to other annexation lands and the MGB also 
accepts Sturgeon’s position that their current compensation proposal is not solely founded on the 
Wal-Mart agreement. The MGB also accepts the arguments of St. Albert and the other parties 
that a very special agreement designed to facilitate a one time situation on an isolated parcel of 
land cannot be used to develop the principles for a large annexation involving significant long 
term cost and revenue issues. 
 
Even though the Wal-Mart agreement was signed and agreed to, St. Albert and Sturgeon had 
significant problems in determining how costs were to be calculated even after a process of 
arbitration. As a result, the MGB does not find the Wal-Mart agreement a useful tool for 
developing a formula for conditions of annexation that should be certain, unambiguous and time 
specific.  
 
Annexation conditions are implemented by an order of the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
(LGC) and therefore the conditions of annexation must be certain, clear, specific and time 
certain. This will result in very few, if any, amendments to the Order in Council. An Order in 
Council based on similar conditions as the Wal-Mart agreement would not meet these standards. 
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6.9.3 Determination of Costs 
 
Within its formula for revenue sharing, Sturgeon utilizes an estimate of 26% of taxes to cover the 
costs of providing services. Sturgeon submits this was the basis of the Wal-Mart agreement and 
various studies from Manitoba and the United States support this ratio. As mentioned previously, 
St. Albert indicates that the Wal-Mart agreement cannot be used to set precedent and was 
developed for a specific singular development on a confined small area of land. St. Albert argues 
that the annexation and its compensation proposal results in a balance between costs and 
revenues. St. Albert, in its fiscal impact analysis, indicates that the commercial area will not 
result in surplus revenue and will only help maintain a relatively neutral impact on the tax rate 
over the long term over the whole annexation area. 
 
Sturgeon suggests that its proposed 37% revenue sharing is supported by the share of the trade 
area attributable to residents outside of St. Albert which amounts to an estimated 30 to 40 
percent. As well, Sturgeon suggests that its proposed revenue sharing is supported by the share 
of business activity attributable by businesses in the Wal-Mart annexation area to 
residents/customers outside St. Albert, through personal contact with several of those businesses 
and is supported by the traffic movement north and south of St. Albert along Highway 2. 
 
St. Albert counters this argument and evidence by suggesting that the trade area estimates used 
by Sturgeon are incorrect, utilizes population from other centres which are not sharing revenues, 
wrongly applies the trade area share to the gross revenues rather than the net revenues and if 
calculated with just the population of Sturgeon and St. Albert, would result in only 7% of the 
population being attributed to Sturgeon and not 37%.  
 
St. Albert points out that the survey of business in relation to the Wal-Mart annexation area was 
limited and unsupported and, therefore, should be given very little weight. As well, the 
transportation movements are not well substantiated and thus also should be given very little 
weight. 
 
Findings 
 
1. The United States and Manitoba studies provided insufficient depth to determine how the 

ratio of servicing costs was determined. 
 
2. The MGB does not find the United States and Manitoba studies useful in determining the 

appropriate financial arrangements applicable to the St. Albert/Sturgeon annexation. 
 
3. The trade area analysis, business surveys and transportation models had limited statistical 

validity and were given little weight. 
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4. Trade area analysis, business surveys and transportation movements are not a reasonable 

basis on which to base annexation compensation or revenue sharing. 
 
Reasons 
 
Firstly, the MGB does not find the referenced studies have sufficient depth to explain how 
servicing costs were equated to the ratio of approximately 30% of revenues. The references 
simply stated that 30% was used and did not explain the derivation of the 30%, the types of 
services considered, the types of revenues considered, the relationship to senior levels of support 
and the methodology used. The MGB would find an Alberta based study far more convincing.  
 
As well, the United States studies illustrated a wide variation in servicing costs without the 
ability to make comparison to the type and size of municipalities in this annexation proposal. The 
United States and Manitoba references involved smaller urban and rural centres. In addition, the 
context of the revenue sharing application in the United States and Manitoba references was very 
different than the subject case. These referenced cases evolved around a regional tax sharing 
scheme that implemented revenue sharing from all new growth in both the rural and urban 
centres. The current annexation is not based on this type of regional model. Although this type of 
regional revenue and cost sharing may have some potential it would require a considerable 
widening of the scope of the St. Albert/Sturgeon proposals. 
 
The only significant fact that the MGB can observe from the referenced studies is that the costs 
of servicing residential development is considerably higher than the revenue generated from the 
residential development. This tends to support the St. Albert position but is not conclusive. 
 
Although the MGB appreciates the counter argument of St. Albert with respect to not including 
the population of other urban centres within the trade area analysis for determination of revenue 
sharing, the MGB finds the use of these indicators as a support for revenue sharing formula to be 
of little help. Overall, the MGB is not convinced that trade area analysis, business surveys and 
traffic movements provide a foundation or support for compensation or revenue sharing  The 
MGB looks to a more direct relationship between municipal service provision and the associated 
costs and revenues.  
 
6.9.4 Incremental versus Larger Annexation 
 
The IDP identifies a policy of incremental annexation and sets out a sequence for boundary 
adjustments. The proposed annexation combines three incremental phases into one. Sturgeon 
does not object to this larger boundary adjustment subject to satisfactory resolution of cost and 
revenue sharing. St. Albert suggests this larger approach allows for better short, medium and 
long term planning for land use, neighbourhood planning, cost effective transportation and 
infrastructure development and allows for more benefits from economies of scale. 
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Finding
 
1. Both municipalities agree on a larger annexation area rather than the incremental phases 

suggested in the IDP. 
 
Reasons 
 
Even though the IDP discusses incremental annexation applications, the MGB accepts, by joint 
municipal agreement, that a larger area should be considered. The current annexation proposal 
amalgamates three increments into one. The MGB accepts that examining a larger area can 
provide for a more comprehensive approach, better contribute to cost effective delivery of 
infrastructure and result in benefits of economies of scale. A large area provides for increased 
flexibility, predictability and certainty to implement measures to accommodate growth over a 
longer period of time. The accommodation of growth anticipated in this annexation requires 
considerable lead time and certainty. The MGB agrees with St. Albert and Sturgeon that 
combining three annexations phases into one provides for more long term predictability, more 
certainty, additional time to plan infrastructure and a greater ability to achieve economies of 
scale.  
 
6.9.5 Determination of Net Municipal Property Tax and the Meaning of Designated versus 

Specified Geographic Areas 
 
Sturgeon argues that the reference “designated geographic area” in the IDP is limited to the 
consideration of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor whereas St. Albert argues a broader 
consideration of the costs and revenues of the total annexation area. Sturgeon emphasizes the 
IDP’s focus on revenue sharing generated from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor area and 
the previous approach taken in the Wal-Mart annexation. St. Albert counters by pointing out that 
the costs of serving the future residential population must be balanced with the revenues from the 
commercial area and this must be examined within its objective to increase its non-residential tax 
base which is relative low contributing to higher than average tax burden on their residential 
taxpayers. 
 
Findings 
 
1. “Designated geographic area” and “specific geographic area” appears to be two distinct terms 

used in the IDP. 
 
2. The “designated geographic area” is best understood in this proposed annexation if it is 

construed to be the total proposed area of the annexation. 
 
3. The “specific geographic area” from which municipal property tax is to be shared according 

to the IDP is the Highway 2 Commercial corridor. 
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Reasons 
 
The MGB gave a careful reading to the terms “specific geographic area” and “designated 
geographic” area in the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP. Each term is used in a different context thus the 
MGB concludes that the intent of the IDP was to treat these terms differently. 
 
“cost sharing” means that municipal property tax generated within a designated geographic 
area (MGB emphasis) would go to cover the direct (and/or indirect) costs, after which any “net” 
municipal property tax would be shared between municipalities upon some mutually agreed to 
basis.” 
 
“municipal property tax-sharing” means the sharing between municipalities of the municipal 
portion of the municipal property tax on an agreed-upon formula for a specific geographic area. 
(MGB emphasis) 
 
The MGB concludes that the IDP is referring to two different areas. “Specific geographic area” 
is used in the term “municipal property tax sharing” whereas “designated geographic area” is 
used in the term “cost sharing”.  
 
The definition of “municipal property tax sharing” is relatively clear and straightforward and 
makes it relatively easy to provide a meaning to “specific geographic area”. Within this 
definition the words mean the sharing of municipal property taxes from a specific defined area. 
In this annexation that defined area is the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. 
 
However, the term “specific geographic area” is not used in the definition of “cost sharing”. The 
term “designated geographic area” is used in the definition of “cost sharing” in contrast to the 
term “specific geographic area”. This gives rise to the significant difference in approach used by 
St. Albert and Sturgeon in interpreting these clauses and the meaning of designated and specific 
geographic area and ultimately how municipal property tax sharing should be applied in this 
specific annexation.  
 
Although the MGB finds many of the planning concepts and directives in the IDP very clear and 
very positive to resolving disputes, the definition of “cost sharing” appears to lack clarity. It has 
context only in that both current councils must agree. Accepting the scale of this annexation, it is 
difficult to conceive that any Council of St. Albert would have agreed to revenue sharing without 
consideration of the total costs involved. It appears to be a definition of municipal property tax 
sharing and not a definition of cost sharing. In the absence of clarity in the definition, the MGB 
provides a practical meaning which best complements the clear definition of “municipal property 
tax sharing”. As the definition of “municipal property tax sharing” adequately deals with the 
revenue side then the definition of cost sharing must deal with the cost side.  
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In the context of this annexation it is clear that taxes raised from residential property are not 
sufficient to cover all the costs associated with serving the residential property. This cost analysis 
is supported by Sturgeon’s reference to various United States studies. Thus, servicing costs 
cannot be isolated to those costs needed to service the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. In order 
to provide a realistic meaning to “municipal property tax sharing” the costs considered to be 
subtracted from the revenues generated from the specific geographic area the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor must be all the costs associated with the total annexation area, that is, the 
costs to service the residential and commercial properties.  
 
The relatively weak non-residential tax base of St. Albert requires the need to examine any 
municipal property tax sharing within this context. Thus, the MGB concludes that designated 
geographic area referenced in the definition of “cost sharing” must take on a broader meaning 
and refer to the total annexation area.  
 
In order to determine the total impact of the annexation and the appropriate compensation or 
revenue sharing formula the MGB is convinced that there must be a complete understanding of 
all the associated services to be provided to the total area, the associated costs, the revenue 
generated from the total area and the relationship of any part to the whole before it can be 
decided what compensation should be provided and what revenue sharing is appropriate if any is 
appropriate from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. 
 
The MGB’s recommendation on this annexation does not solely turn on this finding. This finding 
is only one of many indicators of a reasonable solution. 
 
6.9.6 Previous Annexation Decisions 
 
Sturgeon argues that equal revenue sharing of 74% of total property taxes after an accounting of 
26% for costs is consistent with previous annexation decisions, especially the Leduc 
International Airport annexation and the annexation between Fort Saskatchewan and Strathcona. 
In the latter two the revenue sharing was approximately 33%. St. Albert points out that of the 
177 annexations processed under the new Municipal Government Act that 163 contained no 
provisions for revenue sharing. Cases involving a percentage of taxes were focused on tax 
compensation decreasing over a three to five year timeframe or a payment for a specific 
investment in an improvement within the annexation area. A few annexations have involved a 
lump sum payment some involving consideration for the neighbouring municipality protecting 
the annexed lands from premature subdivision and other considerations. 
 
Finding: 
 
1. The Leduc and Fort Saskatchewan annexations involved existing revenue sources and not 

future revenue sources. 
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2. The Leduc International Airport and the Fort Saskatchewan/Strathcona annexation were 

undertaken under different provincial land use and growth management policies. 
 

3. The Leduc International Airport involved a unique regional facility generating costs to 
service the residential needs of the employees at the airport for the affected neighbouring 
municipalities. 
 

4. The Fort Saskatchewan/Strathcona annexation also involved a significant regional facility 
generating costs to house employees in the affected neighbouring municipalities. 
 

5. More recent annexations have involved agreements between municipalities for 
considerations other than direct and indirect costs. 

 
Reasons 
 
The MGB observes that the circumstances in the Leduc and the Fort Saskatchewan annexations 
were substantially different from the St. Albert/Sturgeon annexation as described in the 
following. 
 
City of Leduc and Leduc County 
 
One of the issues raised in respect of the 1988 City of Leduc annexation proposal related to a 
sharing of the tax revenue generated by the International Airport. The County did not provide the 
Airport with any of the typical municipal services. The Airport provided its own water, sewer, 
fire protection, policing and solid waste removal. In addition, the Airport was responsible for the 
construction, maintenance and snow removal of roads within the boundaries of the Airport. At 
the same time, the Airport generated $1,282,639 in tax revenue for the County. The City sought 
annexation, arguing that as the City is responsible for the provision of municipal services for the 
airport workforce residing in the City, the City should be the beneficiary of the revenue. 
 
Because of the fact that the Airport generated tax revenue for the County, but did not require the 
provision of County services, it was recommended that revenue sharing would be a reasonable 
alternative to the annexation of the Airport by the City. It was recommended that the revenue be 
shared based upon the percentage of the airport workforce residing in the City of Leduc. As for 
example, if 40% of the Airport workforce resided in the City, then the revenue would be split 
with 40% going to the City and 60% going to the County. The Province accepted this 
recommendation and the resulting agreement remains in force. 
 
City of Fort Saskatchewan and Strathcona County 
 
The City of Fort Saskatchewan sought annexation of the Dow Plant expansion in accordance 
with the Joint General Municipal Plan entered into between the City and Strathcona County. The 
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County objected and filed an application to annex all of the then existing heavy industrial 
development within the City. The County argued that competing interests for the tax revenue 
generated by heavy industry is counter productive to the region. The County argued that heavy 
industry required very little municipal infrastructure other than the housing and related services 
for the workforce. Therefore, as the workforce did not necessarily reside in the municipality in 
which is located the particular industrial development, the more reasonable approach is to annex 
all the City’s industrial development to the County and the revenue generated be pooled with the 
revenue from the County’s northeast industrial development and shared based on location of 
workforce. The formula suggested by the County was that the existing revenue is grandfathered 
and future revenue be allocated based on the total workforce of each municipality. That is the 
total workforce being 100 and each municipality’s workforce being the percentage of the total. 
The City objected because if all the City’s industry was to be pooled, the whole of the County’s 
industry should also be pooled. Further, the concept ignores the fact that Sherwood Park serves 
mainly as a dormitory community for the City of Edmonton workforce. 
 
The then Local Authorities Board (LAB) granted the City’s application and refused the County’s 
proposal. The reasons for annexation were based on the terms of the Joint General Municipal 
Plan and the fact that annexation was for a plant expansion. The LAB rejected the County’s 
proposal as unworkable and unfair in regard to the division of revenues without regard for place 
of employment and type of employment of the total workforce of both municipalities. Following 
annexation, the Province directed the two municipalities to attempt negotiations to determine a 
reasonable and fair method of sharing future revenues generated by heavy industry in the area. 
The municipalities were unable to come to an agreement and the Province directed binding 
arbitration to resolve the issue. The results of the binding arbitration were not made public but it 
is assumed that an agreement is still in place. 
 
Again, the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP or the annexation impacts described by St. Albert and 
Sturgeon make no reference to the potential costs that may be experienced by Sturgeon to 
provide services to employees in the Highway 2 Commercial Area. None of the local planning 
documents reference by policy the need to accommodate any spin-off residential in Sturgeon. 
Although Sturgeon’s local planning policies in the MDP recognize the need to accommodate 
country residential development little focus or any link of this residential development and the 
associated costs of servicing the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor has been made. Thus, the 
MGB assumes that this impact is relatively insignificant. 
 
The annexation decisions in Leduc and Fort Saskatchewan confirm the facts in the United States 
studies which indicated that additional revenue is needed to service residential property other 
than the revenue generated just from the residential area. Substantial residential development 
requires substantial non-residential development to support the associated costs.  
 
Neither the Leduc nor Fort Saskatchewan annexations deal with the sharing of revenue for 
general commercial areas. The sharing of revenue from a general commercial area is only being 
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given consideration in this annexation as a result of the intent of the parties as described in the 
IDP. However, in the absence of the actual intent and the conflicting interpretation of the policies 
in the IDP by St. Albert and Sturgeon, insufficient justification has been provided to share 
revenue to the degree proposed by Sturgeon. 
 
The only direct and indirect cost impact related with the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor area is 
a reference to direct and indirect costs associated with transportation projects in the area adjacent 
to the annexation area. The MGB deals with this impact as a separate issue. 
 
More recent annexations have resulted in two municipalities agreeing to specific compensation 
for the adjacent municipality keeping the annexation area in a relatively undeveloped state. 
Although Sturgeon did argue that this concept is worthy of consideration in this case its primary 
case is not built on this logic nor does the IDP base the property tax sharing on this principle. 
The MGB examines this concept in more detail under the issue of forgone opportunity. 
 
6.9.7 Conformity with IDP Cost/Revenue Sharing Framework 
 
Both municipalities argue that each of their respective compensation or revenue sharing 
proposals meet the policy directives of the IDP. Sturgeon takes the position that their formula is 
grounded in the IDP and the IDP should be considered a binding agreement. On the contrary, St. 
Albert argues that their proposed formula better meets the policy objectives in the IDP and that 
the IDP is not a binding agreement for revenue sharing. 
 
Findings 
 
1. The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP is a proven useful tool for land use planning in the region. 

 
2. The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP is an exemplary initiative in intermunicipal cooperation. 

 
3. The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP is not an agreement to share taxes pursuant to section 55 of the 

Act. 
 
4. The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP is an agreement to agree within a framework of general 

principles. 
 
5. The IDP does not include a specific formula for tax sharing. 
 
6. The IDP does not stand for equal sharing of taxes but rather an equitable sharing of taxes. 
 
7. Neither the MGB, the Minister nor the Lieutenant Governor in Council are bound to the 

provisions of the IDP in the consideration of all the factors related to annexation. 
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8. Within the context of all the factors related to annexations the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP will 

be given considerable weight in the MGB’s analysis and recommendations. 
 
Reasons: 
 
In considering the IDP and its relationship to this annexation the MGB makes the following 
observations. IDP’s generally have proven to be excellent tools for sound planning for those 
areas where municipal growth overlaps. The St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP, which goes beyond land 
use planning with proposals for cost and revenue sharing, is perhaps unique and certainly 
innovative. Conceivably this could be a valid instrument to assist in resolving overlapping 
growth and development issues. In this regard, the MGB notes the IDP advances, as far as 
possible, the Minister’s reported wishes to resolve issues at a local level. However, the MGB 
further notes the operative sections of the IDP involving concepts of revenue sharing are of a 
general nature and lack specifics to ensure clarity of meaning. Moreover, the IDP has no directed 
dispute resolution process, beyond acceptability of any result by both councils, essentially a 
political solution. 
 
The parties here have argued whether the IDP is a binding contract and ask the MGB to make a 
finding in that regard. The MGB however, is acting here in the context of an annexation 
application. Its role is not to make a decision, but to make a recommendation to the Minister and 
eventually have its recommendation considered by the Lieutenant Governor in Council giving 
consideration to all the relevant factors that bear upon it. The IDP, whether a contract or not, is at 
a minimum a mutual declaration of intent to cooperate and to share to some degree in the 
perceived benefits of commercial development in the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. As such 
it is certainly a relevant factor to which the MGB will give weight, not in isolation, but in the 
context of the annexation principles set out in Part 3. 
 
The MGB’s extensive study of the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP, leads the MGB to conclude that the 
IDP is an exemplary planning tool and both municipalities should be applauded for the 
considerable efforts in light of the various disputes related to major proposals in the area. The 
MGB does not take the IDP lightly. It is the foundation for a harmonious relationship between 
two neighbouring municipalities. The IDP also represents a significant achievement in relation to 
the provincial goal of intermunicipal cooperation. Thus, the MGB in this recommendation 
attempts to provide some reasonable meaning to the IDP and its policy directives related to 
annexation and cost and revenue sharing.  
 
The MGB agrees with St. Albert that the IDP is not a binding agreement to share taxes executed 
pursuant to Section 55 of the Act. A binding agreement to share taxes under that section must 
include a means to settle disputes arising from the tax share agreement, which the IDP does not. 
Further, section 631 of the Act, dealing with authority for the preparation of an IDP, does not 
contemplate tax sharing as one of its provisions and an item that, in itself, is appealable to the 
MGB. 
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Accordingly, in the absence of a section 55 agreement, it is only within the context of an 
annexation application that a municipality may request tax sharing be included in an order. The 
IDP it does not set the agreement. This is supported by the clauses in section 2.6.3 and 4.6.3 of 
the IDP and the definition of cost sharing. 
 
1.9 “cost sharing” means that municipal tax generated within a designated geographic area 
would go to cover the direct (and/or indirect) costs, after which any “net” municipal property 
would be shared between municipalities upon some mutually agreed basis. 
 
2.6.3 “In order to facilitate mutually beneficial commercial development, cost and municipal 
property tax sharing agreements may be negotiated. Any agreement will be negotiated in a 
manner that is fair, equitable and beneficial to both municipalities”. 
 
4.6.3 “Any cost and municipal property tax sharing agreements are subject to the lands on the 
commercial corridor being annexed by the City of St. Albert and the approval of each Council of 
the specific agreements.” 
 
After careful reading of the IDP and the relevant policy sections related to the definition of cost 
sharing and the provisions related to cost and revenue sharing, the MGB concludes there is no 
specific formula for revenue sharing in the IDP, only broad principles. There is no specific 
formula that directs 26% of revenues will be subtracted to cover the host municipality’s costs 
with the remaining revenue to be shared equally. Nor does the IDP set a formula that provides 
for tax compensation and revenue sharing in the distinct amounts as proposed by St. Albert. In 
fact the IDP has led to two distinct interpretations and two proposed formulas of which the 
parties have agreed should be placed before the MGB for resolution. 
 
The MGB has also concluded that the IDP does not stand for the principle of equal sharing as 
argued by Sturgeon in its proposed formula because there is no reference in the IDP to equal 
sharing but rather equitable sharing. Equitable sharing is emphasized in the following directives 
in the IDP. The MGB makes specific reference to principle 13 in the IDP 
 
1.7 Guiding Principles 
 
13. Ensure that any cost and revenue sharing initiatives undertaken between Sturgeon County 
and City of St. Albert are fair, equitable and beneficial to both parties. (MGB emphasis)  
 
As well section 2.6.3 references “fair, equitable and beneficial” (MGB emphasis) not equal.  
 
A careful reading of Section 4.6.3 of the IDP does not convince the MGB that this policy directs 
equal sharing. 
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4.6.3 Cost and Municipal 

Property Tax Sharing 
Agreements 

Sturgeon County and City of St. Albert agree to enter into 
cost and property tax sharing agreements for future 
commercial development that may take place along the 
Highway 2 Commercial Corridor, commencing upon 
occupancy authorization for a ten (10) year period (see 
Policy 3.13). Sturgeon County will explore and use its best 
efforts to utilize their portion of the municipal property tax 
sharing to invest in transportation and infrastructure 
improvements in the vicinity of the Highway 2 Corridor and 
the regional transportation network that would be mutually 
beneficial (MGB emphasis) to Sturgeon County and the City 
of St. Albert. 
 
Any costs and municipal property tax sharing agreements 
are subject to the lands on the commercial corridor being 
annexed by the City of St. Albert and the approval of each 
Council of the specific agreements. 

 
The MGB concludes the following key principles from policy 4.6.3. 
 
1. The area from which cost and revenue sharing is to be focused is the Highway 2 Commercial 

Corridor. 
 

2. The sharing will commence from the time of occupancy authorization. 
 
3. The period of sharing will be 10 years. 
 
4. Any revenues going to Sturgeon will be used for regional transportation and infrastructure 

improvements beneficial to both municipalities. 
 
5. Any agreement is subject to the approval of each Council. 
 
The major uncertain element within this policy directive is the meaning of costs. The MGB deals 
with this matter under a separate sub-issue. 
 
1.9.8 Projection and Discount Rates 
 
Sturgeon proposes that the annexation impact should be analyzed based on 100 year projections 
and discount rates of 2% while St. Albert utilizes a 25 – 30 year time horizon and a 5% discount 
rate. Sturgeon argues that the long term financial impact and benefits to St. Albert should be 
recognized and that the Sturgeon proposal only results in a small insignificant and short term 
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financial impact. St. Albert focuses its financial analysis around the time frame for build out of 
the proposed annexation area. 
 
Findings 
 
1. A 100 year impact analysis is too speculative. 
 
2. A 25 to 30 year projection, the expected build out period of the annexation is an acceptable 

limit for the determination of the impacts. 
 
3. The 100 year analysis was limited in its scope and did not consider all the related costs and 

revenues. 
 
Reasons: 
 
The MGB was convinced a 100 year impact analysis was far too speculative and required 
assumption that the status quo would exist for this substantial period of time. The MGB finds 
this unreasonable as historical events and economic growth change rapidly over much shorter 
periods of time. The MGB heard from intervenors of the possible significant growth generators 
that may occur in the region over the short term. This may have a dramatic impact on the 
dynamics of growth, the composition of growth, the revenue and costs experienced by St. Albert, 
Sturgeon and other municipalities in the vicinity. 
 
In addition the 100 year financial impact analysis prepared by Sturgeon was prepared in a very 
narrow context with little consideration to other costs and revenues that may be incurred by St. 
Albert and Sturgeon over such a lengthy period of time. As a result, the MGB placed little 
weight on this analysis.  
 
The MGB found the arguments related to discount rates and the need to convert future revenues 
into current dollars subject to considerable dispute. In addition, this analysis did not consider 
costs in the same context. Nothing in the IDP spoke to consideration of the conversion of future 
revenues to current dollars, as well, there is no precedent in previous annexations to give any 
consideration to convert the compensation into current dollars. 
 
An attempt to introduce discount rates complicates the issues more than simplifies and inhibits 
focusing on a concrete solution. Thus, the MGB does not accept the need to consider discount 
rates and dollar conversion in this annexation. 
 
The solution to this annexation does not rest on the sole determination of discount rates but 
rather on the ability of either municipality to absorb the associated impacts. Within this 
framework, the use of constant current dollars is sufficient to determine the impacts.  
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1.9.9 Transportation Costs In the Vicinity 
 
Section 4.6.3 of the IDP contemplates that any revenue sharing accruing to Sturgeon would be 
directed toward transportation improvements in the IDP area to the benefit of both 
municipalities.  
 
4.6.3 Cost and Municipal 

Property Tax Sharing 
Agreements 

Sturgeon County and City of St. Albert agree to enter into 
cost and property tax sharing agreements for future 
commercial development that may take place along the 
Highway 2 Commercial Corridor, commencing upon 
occupancy authorization for a ten (10) year period ( see 
Policy 3.13). Sturgeon County will explore and use its best 
efforts to utilize their portion of the municipal property tax 
sharing to invest in transportation and infrastructure 
improvements in the vicinity of the Highway 2 Corridor 
and the regional transportation network that would be 
mutually beneficial to Sturgeon County and the City of St. 
Albert. (MGB emphasis) 
 
Any costs and municipal property tax sharing agreements 
are subject to the lands on the commercial corridor being 
annexed by the City of St. Albert and the approval of each 
Council of the specific agreements. 

 
Sturgeon identified a large number of transportation projects and their associated budgeted 
expenditures to illustrate where the funds gained by Sturgeon through revenue sharing would be 
directed. St. Albert during the hearing questioned the location, status of these projects and the 
costs associated with these proposed projects. Sturgeon focused their discussion exclusively on 
transportation related projects. 
 
Findings: 
 
1. The IDP directs that any revenue gained by Sturgeon would be directed to mutually 

beneficial regional transportation and/or infrastructure project. 
 
2. Sturgeon did not identify any current transportation and/or infrastructure expenditures 

directly in the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. 
 
3. A number of road projects were completed in the vicinity and planned for the regional 

transportation network as part of the Sturgeon Transportation Master Plan. 
 
4. The determination of the direct costs to Sturgeon on these projects was vague and unclear. 
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Reasons 
 
Policy 4.6.3 references regional transportation and infrastructure improvements. Because 
Sturgeon discussed this policy solely in the context of transportation facilities, the MGB also 
only examines this policy within the context of transportation. 
 
In a more traditional approach to annexation, it is expected that the initiating municipality would 
compensate the respondent municipality for recent investments in the annexation area in which 
the respondent municipality has been unable to capture a return from taxation, developer 
contributions or the like in the proposed annexed area after consideration of grants. 
 
The IDP appears to expand on this principle by Sturgeon targeting any funds gained from 
revenue sharing to roads in the vicinity of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor and mutually 
beneficial transportation routes in the vicinity. The MGB agrees this provides a basis for inter-
municipal cooperation. 
 
The MGB found the transportation information from Sturgeon very generalized. It was therefore 
unable to rely on the cost estimates to determine the magnitude of net costs occurring to 
Sturgeon and the mutual benefits occurring to St. Albert and Sturgeon in a large number of the 
road projects. 
 
Nonetheless, the determination of the appropriate annexation financial arrangement is not 
determined by the magnitude of the transportation costs alone and must be considered in light of 
the financial impact of the total annexation to both municipalities. 
 
6.9.10 Payments Outside a Municipality 
 
A number of intervening parties from St. Albert raised objection to any funds and tax dollars 
being transferred from St. Albert to Sturgeon. Others were of the opinion that it should be 
constrained to compensation for tax compensation in the annexed area and repayment of recent 
investments in infrastructure. 
 
Finding 
 
1. Sections 54 and 55 of the Act permit a municipality to provide services outside its boundaries 

and to share taxes. 
 
2. As well Division 6 of the Act permits the consideration of compensation and revenue sharing 

within the context of an annexation. 
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3. Whether compensation and revenue sharing should be considered are a matter of facts and 

circumstances. 
 
Reasons 
 
Clearly the Act contemplates that services and taxes can be shared between municipalities either 
through direct agreements between municipalities or as a result of the impact of an annexation. 
Whether compensation and/or revenue sharing ought to occur is dependent on examination of the 
facts of the annexation. In the absence of an IDP, the MGB would look firstly to the more 
standard approach of compensation related to a transition over a set period of time for loss of 
taxes and investment in infrastructure.  
 
However, in this specific case the IDP, a significant initiative in intermunicipal cooperation, 
establishes the fundamental principles for a framework for tax dollars being transferred from one 
municipality to another involving revenue sharing. The MGB accepts that the IDP was adopted 
by two autonomous local governments having authority to do so under the Act. The MGB is not 
convinced by the arguments of the interveners that it should simply ignore this intermunicipal 
initiative especially in light of the stated provincial goals and objectives favouring intermunicipal 
initiatives.  
 
The question that was placed before the MGB by the two autonomous local governments was 
what amount of tax revenue should be transferred. The MGB addresses this specific question 
under the sub-issue titled financial impact. 
 
6.9.11 Forgone Opportunities/Sturgeon’s Growth Options 
 
Sturgeon conceptualized that it could have developed an independent servicing system for the 
Highway 2 Commercial area and that it could have pursued this development strategy but 
decided to forgo this opportunity. As well, Sturgeon argues that it should be compensated for the 
stewardship of the annexed lands and the lands in the IDP as it gave up forgone opportunities to 
a variety of development in the area.  
 
St. Albert argues that its proposed financial arrangement would provide Sturgeon with  
reasonable compensation for this stewardship. St. Albert pointed out that its offer was higher 
then some recent agreements reached between other municipalities involved in annexation. St. 
Albert also questioned the feasibility of Sturgeon developing its own independent servicing 
system. 
 
Findings 
 
1. Under current provincial policies and legislation Sturgeon does have the authority to pursue a 

variety of growth options. 
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2. The IDP and Sturgeon’s MDP recognize a growth strategy that accommodates Sturgeon’s 

growth objectives. 
 
3. The proposed annexation does not inhibit Sturgeon from achieving its growth objectives. 
 
4. The most economical and feasible means of servicing the Highway 2 Commercial area is 

through the servicing system in St. Albert. 
 
5. The Highway 2 Commercial Corridor growth is tied to the residential growth associated with 

the annexation area. 
 
6. The St. Albert financial arrangement does provide for recognition of stewardship and 

intermunicipal cooperation. 
 
Reasons 
 
In support of its argument that they receive an estimated equal “net” share of the tax revenue, 
Sturgeon asks the MGB to consider the lost opportunity revenue that would have been generated 
if the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor was developed under their jurisdiction. In attempting to 
quantify this amount Sturgeon advanced certain assumptions: 
 

(a) that there would be an opportunity for a 50 year build out for this commercial corridor 
(b) that servicing costs would approximate 26% of tax revenues 
(c) cost considerations for the net tax revenues are restricted to the commercial corridor. 

 
With this analysis Sturgeon estimated “net” tax revenues over the build out period at $40 million 
and more over a longer span. 
 
The MGB, in attempting to assess this argument, must first note that costs of 26% set in the 
Wal-Mart area were not agreed to by the parties, even after arbitration and this figure was used to 
cement an agreement that would ensure Wal-Mart (who insisted on a St. Albert location) did not 
vacate this economic opportunity. 
 
Further, the 26% did not attempt to incorporate any portion of the considerable costs to support 
the neighbouring residential development necessary to facilitate the build out of the commercial 
corridor. To accept Sturgeon’s “lost opportunity” argument would appear to lead to either: 
 

(a) Sturgeon retains the commercial corridor and St. Albert accepts the responsibility to do 
the residential build out to surround and sustain it or 

(b) Sturgeon may have to deviate from its MDP and the IDP and perhaps enter into intensive 
residential development to ensure success of the commercial corridor. 
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In the first instance, such a pattern of growth could lead to a situation similar to that encountered 
in the Leduc or Fort Saskatchewan annexations where, as a condition of approval, the 
municipality absorbing the costs associated with the growth becomes entitled to a share of the 
taxes necessary to support those services. 
 
Alternatively, if Sturgeon entered into intensive residential style development they would of 
necessity factor these costs into valuing the “net” worth of the commercial corridor. 
 
In either event, it would appear that costs to Sturgeon would in some fashion include the 
servicing costs of the residential development that supports the development and success of the 
commercial corridor. 
 
Finally, the MGB noted that with the 26% costs projections advanced by Sturgeon was a figure 
derived where St. Albert provided the services; however, no cost figure was advanced in this 
argument for Sturgeon providing these services. Sturgeon acknowledged that the provision of 
these services by themselves would be at a higher cost than what St. Albert could provide. 
Accordingly, the MGB could only give the financial estimate of “lost opportunity” limited 
weight as a factor in determining an equitable revenue sharing settlement. 
 
The MGB recognizes that the Act and the Provincial Land Use Policies authorize both St. Albert 
and Sturgeon to pursue a variety of growth objectives within the context of intermunicipal 
cooperation. The MGB is satisfied that the growth objectives of St. Albert to expand residential 
and non-residential growth can be accommodated in the proposed annexation. 
 
The MGB is also satisfied that the residential and non-residential growth objectives of Sturgeon 
can also be satisfied with the proposed annexation. The various plans recognize the ability of 
Sturgeon to develop non-residential growth at the St. Albert Airport, in the expansion of the 
various hamlets, commercial development along Highway 2 outside the IDP area and heavy 
industrial in the Heartland Industrial Area and in other locations outside the IDP area. There was 
no dispute during the annexation hearing that Sturgeon could not pursue its residential growth 
objectives outlined in its MDP. 
 
Although Sturgeon demonstrated that it might be able to develop an independent system to 
service the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor it did admit that the most economical way to 
service the Corridor was through the existing spare servicing capacity available in St. Albert. 
Thus, Sturgeon did not pursue the alternative independent system nor did it pursue discussions 
with the existing regional service providers to gain approvals for such a system. The MGB 
concludes that there is a benefit to Sturgeon and the ultimate users of the Commercial Corridor 
by having the area serviced through St. Albert.  
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The MGB observes that Sturgeon also recognized in both the IDP and its MDP that it would not 
pursue the intensive residential growth being accommodated by the St. Albert annexation. As 
stated in the studies submitted by Sturgeon from the United States, residential growth does result 
in costs beyond the revenues gained from the residential growth. Thus, Sturgeon not only had 
forgone some commercial opportunities but it had forgone costs associated with the residential 
growth. On balance, the MGB finds the argument of Sturgeon regarding forgone opportunities as 
lacking sufficient depth to warrant any degree of weight. 
 
Throughout the annexation hearing, the commercial growth projected for the Highway 2 
Commercial Corridor was directly linked to the residential growth in the annexation area. All the 
projections tied the commercial growth to the residential growth. Although the MGB 
understands that the growth of the trade area outside the annexation area will contribute to the 
expansion of the commercial corridor, there was insufficient evidence to convince the MGB that 
the major impetus for the commercial corridor growth was the growth of the trade area outside 
the proposed annexation area. Thus, the MGB concludes that the commercial growth in the 
Highway 2 Commercial Corridor is linked closely to the growth of the residential area in the 
annexation area and the current St. Albert population. 
 
However, the MGB accepts that some financial arrangement is necessary beyond the standard 
and historical tax compensation to provide: 
 

 Acknowledgement to the revenue sharing principles imbedded in the IDP and the 
specific revenue sharing proposals submitted by each municipality; and 

 Recognition for stewardship of the IDP lands, and the intermunicipal cooperation 
inherent in the IDP. 

 
6.9.12 Financial Impact of St. Albert’s Proposal vs. Sturgeon’s Proposal 
 
St. Albert submits that its financial proposal recognizes the need for Sturgeon to be compensated 
for any lost tax revenues over an extended period of time and best meets the intent of the IDP by 
providing a reasonable and affordable amount of tax sharing over the 10 year period identified in 
the IDP. More importantly, St. Albert, with the assistance of a financial impact model, stated that 
the Sturgeon financial proposal would result in making the annexation financially unreasonable 
and result in short, medium and long term negative financial impacts on the existing and future 
taxpayers of St. Albert. St. Albert, through its financial modeling, indicated that their proposed 
financial package created a reasonable and acceptable financial impact and in the long term 
would result in a moderately positive impact on St. Albert. 
 
Some of the intervenors argued that the St. Albert financial proposal was excessive and should 
be limited to the standard approach of transition compensation over five years for lost taxes. 
Sturgeon emphasized that the IDP was based on principles and objectives that go beyond the 
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traditional approach and forge a stronger longer term intermunicipal relationship in managing 
regional growth.  
 
Findings 
 
1. There are no significant existing cost sharing programs identified or future initiatives that 

would have a significant bearing on the conclusion leading to the most suitable financial 
arrangement to be considered in this annexation. 

 
2. The choice between the St. Albert proposal and the Sturgeon proposal must be examined in 

light of the fiscal challenges facing St. Albert. 
 
3. If the population and commercial growth projections result in being optimistic, St. Albert 

may not achieve their targeted position and may face additional financial challenges. 
 
4. The impact of the St. Albert proposal would result in a minor increase in tax rates over the 

short term and moderate increases in the medium term and would result in moderate positive 
gains over the long term.  

 
5. The Sturgeon proposal would result in a net negative financial impact to St. Albert. 
 
6. The annexation of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor marginally improves St. Albert’s 

ratio of non-residential to residential land base.  
 
7. Sturgeon would still receive long term positive financial benefits from the St. Albert proposal 

to recognize the stewardship and intermunicipal cooperation evidence in the IDP. These 
benefits would extend beyond the traditional approach to tax compensation contained in 
historical annexations. 

 
Reasons 
 
The number and amount of any existing and future intermunicipal agreements described by St. 
Albert and Sturgeon was surprisingly minimal. Thus, the MGB concluded that these agreements 
would have little impact on the choice between the St. Albert and Sturgeon proposal. The MGB 
then moved on to determining if there was any direct or indirect guidance in the Act, provincial 
policies, historical annexation guidelines or the IDP to set the guide posts for choosing one or the 
other proposal or adopting a different approach in total. 
 
Section 3 of the Act references “viable communities” and Division 6 of the Act dealing with 
annexations indirectly implies with its reference to the possibility of compensation and revenue 
sharing that an annexation must have a reasonable impact on the financial status of the initiating 
and responding municipality. This fundamental principle is echoed in the 2006-2009 Alberta 
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Municipal Affairs Business Plan which includes a goal related to “financial sustainable and 
accountable municipalities” including strategies to improve the long-term municipal 
sustainability. In addition, historical annexations have been viewed in light of having minimal 
impact on the financial status of the affected municipalities. These provincial directives coupled 
with the objectives of the IDP which stress “mutually beneficial policies”, “ensuring that cost 
and revenue sharing initiatives undertaken …. Are fair, equitable and beneficial to both parties”, 
“agreements that are negotiated in a manner that is fair, equitable and beneficial” direct the MGB 
to recommend a solution that is sensitive to the financial status of each municipality. 
 
Within this context the MGB weights the St. Albert proposal, with minor adjustments, as best 
meeting these goals and objectives, especially in the context of the fiscal challenges facing St. 
Albert. This has been well documented in the financial data provided by the municipalities and 
the MGB’s independent analysis. The financial impact analysis presented by St. Albert was most 
convincing and was developed based on a comprehensive financial impact model. This impact 
analysis indicated that anything moderately greater than the St. Albert proposal would result in 
the annexation having a negative financial impact. 
 
6.10 Recommendations and Reasons Related to Financial Arrangements 
 
6.10.1 Analysis  
 
Several alternatives are available to the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council in 
dealing with the issues of this annexation application. These alternatives include amalgamation, 
binding arbitration, rejection of the annexation in total, application of the historical standard tax 
compensation approach, application of the St. Albert financial proposal, application of the 
Sturgeon financial proposal and alternative financial proposals. 
 
6.10.2 Amalgamation 
 
Section 127 of the Act authorizes an annexation order, in addition to setting out the 
compensation from one municipality to another, to dissolve a municipality or provide for the 
formation of a specialized municipality pursuant to section 89 of the Act. As well, Division 5 of 
the Act sets out specific processes and procedures for the consideration of the amalgamation of 
two or more municipalities. 
 
These alternatives were not placed before the MGB by any of the parties and interveners to the 
annexation and would require considerable more analysis, public consultation and consideration. 
Dissolution pursuant to Division 7 of the Act requires considerable due process and study, as 
does amalgamation pursuant to Division 5 of the Act. These associated studies and processes 
have not been completed and requires the consideration of the impact on any adjoining 
municipality. 
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The MGB does not recommend that these alternatives be given serious consideration at this point 
in time; however, due to the financial challenges facing St. Albert it is recommended that the 
Ministry monitor various regional indicators. 
 
6.10.3 Arbitration 
 
Section 127 of the Act authorizes the Lieutenant Governor in Council to send the municipalities 
to arbitration, the process used in the Ft. Saskatchewan/Strathcona annexation. This process 
forces the parties to seek an independent view and focuses the two municipalities to reconsider 
their initial positions. However, this alternative would further draw out this annexation process 
which has already been long and arduous for St. Albert and Sturgeon. From the MGB’s 
perspective this is not the preferred option. 
 
6.10.4 No Annexation 
 
A few of the interveners alluded to this being the preferred option. The MGB rejects this as a 
viable option. In the view of the MGB, recommending denial of this annexation restricts St. 
Albert’s ability to expand its non-residential assessment base. As a result, St. Albert would face 
additional financial challenges without annexation. As well, Sturgeon would face a significant 
challenge to change its growth management strategy in its local plans and operations to 
fundamentally change the nature of its municipality to accommodate the pressures of significant 
regional residential growth. The ability to utilize the existing spare capacity in the major trunk 
servicing in St. Albert would be jeopardized and the result would be increased costs to the 
ultimate new growth. St. Albert’s ability to finance new infrastructure and facilities would 
become an ever increasing burden on the existing tax base without annexation. As a result, the 
MGB recommends that the annexation proceed. 
 
6.10.5 Standard Tax Compensation Approach 
 
The major dispute in this annexation is focused on the appropriate financial arrangement that 
should occur between the initiating municipalities - St. Albert and Sturgeon. Many of the 
interveners argued for the standard declining tax compensation over a fixed period of time and 
were in opposition to any tax transfers from St. Albert to Sturgeon. In the absence of an 
intermunicipal development plan the standard compensation for taxes lost by the recipient 
municipality over a fixed period of time provides for a reasonable starting point to mitigate any 
negative financial impact on the recipient municipality. As a minimum, Sturgeon should receive 
financial compensation in an amount which includes five years of declining tax compensation. 
This provides Sturgeon with a reasonable transition period to adjust to the loss of the tax revenue 
from the annexation area. 
 
However, in this annexation the MGB cannot ignore the significant intermunicipal cooperation 
developed by the two municipalities in the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP. The Act, the Provincial 
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Land Use Policies and other related provincial initiatives, place considerable emphasize on 
intermunicipal cooperation. The MGB gives considerable weight to the principles in the IDP in 
its ultimate recommendation.  
 
This intermunicipal cooperation has resulted in a significant regional strategy to deal with 
regional growth in an orderly and economical fashion. It has established the basis for, and 
hopefully enhanced, intermunicipal cooperation in the future. As a result, the MGB recommends 
that the principles contained within the IDP be given reasonable meaning within the context of 
the total annexation proposal. Financial consideration beyond the standard financial 
compensation will provide recognition for this significant intermunicipal initiative. 
 
6.10.6  Sturgeon’s Financial Proposal 
 
Sturgeon’s financial proposal must be considered within the total context of the annexation 
proposal and within the financial capabilities and constraints of both municipalities. In this case 
St. Albert faces significant financial challenges and the fiscal impact analysis performed by St. 
Albert, largely unchallenged, illustrated that the Sturgeon financial proposal would result in the 
annexation having a negative financial impact on St. Albert. As well, the MGB has determined 
that the Sturgeon Proposal does not align with the principles outlined in the IDP since the IDP 
references “equitable benefits” not equal tax sharing. The Sturgeon proposal was based on equal 
sharing of taxes after net costs were eliminated. In the Sturgeon proposal net costs were 
examined in a narrow sense and did not consider the total annexation. The MGB interprets 
Division 6 of the Act to require a broader examination of annexation and thus interprets the IDP 
and its directives on tax sharing in this broader context. Based on the unsatisfactory financial 
impact of the Sturgeon proposal on St. Albert, the MGB cannot recommend that the Sturgeon 
proposal be implemented in the annexation order. 
 
6.10.7 St. Albert Financial Proposal 
 
In determining an appropriate revenue sharing recommendation, in addition to a consideration 
for tax compensation, the MGB noted that the recommendation could not rely on any specific 
formula contained in the IDP since no such specific formula existed. In determining a specific 
sum over a specified time period the MGB felt it could best meet its obligation for 
recommendations in the circumstances of this annexation by addressing the financial impact on 
each municipality.  
 
The MGB accepted, in general, the position of St. Albert that an overall financial contribution 
much beyond $1 million in total may have a negative impact upon St. Albert and its ratepayers. 
A positive economic result from this annexation is essential for St. Albert given its very limited 
possibilities for non-residential growth. It is much less essential for Sturgeon because of its very 
sound financial status and the variety of non-residential growth options.  
 

Annexorders:M123-06 Page 100 of 113 

00319



 
 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 123/06 
 
 FILE:  AN04/STAL/C-01 
 
 
According to the fiscal impact analysis the St. Albert proposal meets the principles of “equitable 
“revenue sharing in the IDP and the fiscal challenges facing St. Albert. The fiscal impact 
analysis illustrated that the St. Albert proposal would still result in modest financial gains for St. 
Albert as a result of the annexation.  Sturgeon will also still benefit from the financial proposal 
and will receive funds to compensate for any lost taxes in the annexation and will receive 
revenue sharing over a specified period of time. The MGB concludes that the nature of the St. 
Albert proposal better meets the principle of “equitable benefits” pronounced in the IDP and 
examines the impact of annexation in the broader context as required by Division 6 of the Act. 
The financial benefits to Sturgeon, after consideration of the tax compensation, can still be 
directed to regional transportation projects as directed in the IDP, albeit in much more modest 
amounts. This revenue sharing over a fixed period of time provides for the compensation 
referenced by Sturgeon related to stewardship of the IDP area and the principles contained in the 
IDP. 
 
6.10.8 Alternative Financial Proposals 
 
The MGB examined other financial proposals and determined that any modification marginally 
greater than the St. Albert proposal would result in the annexation having negative financial 
impacts on St. Albert. The objective is to mitigate the financial impacts on the initiating and 
responding municipalities. As a result, the MGB gave no further consideration to any alternative 
financial arrangements. 
 
6.10.9 Recommended Modification to the St. Albert Proposal 
 
Although the MGB finds the St. Albert proposal more acceptable overall there are a few 
adjustments that the MGB would recommend to the proposal.  
 
1. Tax Compensation 
 
St. Albert estimated the tax compensation to Sturgeon on the basis of only a part of the property 
taxes generated from the annexation area. St. Albert estimated the taxes generated in the 
annexation to be approximately $35,000 while Sturgeon rebutted this figure and indicated the 
taxes generated in the annexation area is approximately $74,000 (rounded). This discrepancy 
may be as a result of the lack of inclusion of revenue from all the non-residential assessment 
class. The MGB was not given a clear explanation from St. Albert as to the derivation of the 
$35,000 of taxes.  
 
Section 354 of the Act requires that a tax must be applied to all assessment classes and Section 
297 of the Act requires the creation of assessment classes. The non-residential assessment class 
includes machinery and equipment, linear property and other non-residential property. The taxes 
generated in the annexation area would include all existing assessment classes and any 
compensation should be based on the complete property tax base. The principle behind tax 

Annexorders:M123-06 Page 101 of 113 

00320



 
 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 123/06 
 
 FILE:  AN04/STAL/C-01 
 
 
compensation is to provide the responding municipality with a reasonable period of time to 
adjust its budgetary process to the loss of all the property taxes from the annexation area. 
 
As a result the tax compensation must consider the up to date property taxes in the area of the 
annexation and include all the revenue from property taxes based on the taxes generated from the 
area in the tax year. 
 
Even after learning that the amount of the taxes in the annexation area was greater than $35,000, 
St. Albert did not alter their proposed $1.018 million offer. The MGB notes that if one 
interchanges the $35,000 with $73,674 in St. Albert’s offer of tax compensation, over the ten 
year period the net present value of the twenty-five year stream of annual $73,674 payments 
would amount to $1,090,289 rather than the $518,000 based on $35,000 a year payments. 
Adding this to the $500,000 of shared revenue from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor, the St. 
Albert financial offer would total $1,590,289. 
 
However, the MGB notes St. Albert’s emphasize in its financial impact analysis that anything 
moderately in excess of $1.018 million would result in the annexation having a negative impact. 
Accordingly, the MGB’s previous observation regarding St. Albert’s fragile non-residential tax 
base, coupled with the financial impact analysis, leads the MGB to conclude that any amount in 
excess of that offered by St. Albert would be detrimental to that municipality. The MGB 
therefore recommends a financial arrangement with an approximate total near the $1.018 million 
made up of tax compensation and revenue sharing. In addition the MGB rejects the approach of 
using net present value for calculating the transitional tax compensation amount. 
 
Based on the 2006 tax estimate of $73,674, the five year declining tax compensation will result 
in a total transitional payment of approximately $226,023 leaving approximately $800,000 to be 
considered as revenue sharing from the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. This $800,000 of 
revenue sharing is larger than that proposed by St. Albert and better meets the principles outlined 
by Sturgeon.  
 
The base year for the calculation of the tax compensation amount will be the 2007 tax year and it 
is expected that there will be a slight difference in the actual amount of the tax compensation 
compared to the amount projected for 2006. In any case that amount is expected to be minimal 
and the MGB recommends the fixed amount of revenue sharing at $800,000 to be paid in equal 
installments over a 10 year period. 
 
2. Time Horizon 
 
St. Albert includes its proposed tax compensation over a ten year period. It is the view of the 
MGB that compensation for lost taxes in the annexation area is adequately covered by a five year 
time horizon rather than the St. Albert proposal of ten years. Considering the rather undeveloped 
nature of the annexation area, the minimal amount of taxes lost by Sturgeon relative to its large 
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tax base, a period of greater than five years is not warranted. The majority of historical 
annexations focused on a five year time year horizon. Considering the emphasis of the IDP on 
revenue sharing, a shorter time horizon of five years of tax compensation focuses the financial 
solution on the agreed to principle of revenue sharing in the IDP as emphasized by Sturgeon. 
Assuming an implementation date of January 1, 2007 the base year for tax compensation would 
be 2007. Sturgeon would in 2007 receive 100% of the taxes collected in the base tax year 2007, 
80% in the following year, 60% in the next year, 40% in the following years and conclude in the 
fifth year at 20% of the 2007 base year. 
 
3. Net Present Value  
 
St. Albert developed a complex formula for tax compensation based on estimating the net 
present value of the current taxes over a 25 year period assuming a discount rate of 5%. The 
MGB was not convinced that this method of tax transition is necessary and recommends the 
more traditional approach used in historical annexations to develop tax compensation on a 
simple formula of current dollars declining over time. Net present value analysis is an 
appropriate technique used to quantify a future stream of payments in terms of a single one time 
payment in current dollars. In this annexation, neither party addresses a single lump sum 
payment as being more appropriate than a stream of future payments. 
 
4. Start Time for Revenue Sharing 
 
The start date for revenue sharing must be established on a specific certain date and end on a 
specific date rather than on “occupancy authorization” to avoid any questions of interpretation 
requiring further dispute resolution and amendments to the Order in Council. Attaching the 
revenue sharing to individual “occupancy authorization” as suggested by Sturgeon is fraught 
with practical difficulties and interpretations. The MGB can foresee significant difficulties with 
the individual occupancy permit such as disputes related to phased developments, changes in 
development proposed in the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor, consideration of redevelopment, 
administration of a multitude of dates related to income and expense flows, impact of a longer 
absorption rate for commercial development and uncertainty of payments and revenue streams. 
 
As well, the St. Albert proposal to commence revenue sharing at the time of “occupancy 
authorization” of the first development is also fraught with similar kinds of practical difficulties 
and interpretations. The MGB heard from both parties that development would begin in the 
Highway 2 Commercial Corridor between 2006 and 2008. The MGB accepts St. Albert’s and 
Sturgeon’s projected range of start up of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. Thus, the MGB 
recommends that the revenue sharing begin from a fixed date; that date being the tax year after 
the development has begun. For the purposes of this annexation this year would be 2009, 
assuming an effective annexation date of January 1, 2007. This allows time for approvals and 
servicing of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor. The first revenue sharing payment would then 
be due by December 31, 2009. 
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5. Total Amount of Revenue Sharing 
 
The MGB accepts that the St. Albert fiscal impact analysis supports a payout of compensation 
and revenue sharing to Sturgeon of approximately $1.02 million over 10 years. The inclusion of 
this amount will be adjusted as a result of an up to date calculation of the 2007 property taxes 
generated from the annexation area. Assuming the transition of these taxes is spread out over five 
years on an equal declining balance the remaining $800,000 would be revenue sharing spread out 
over 10 years.  
 
This revenue sharing would take place in equal instalments of $80,000 per year for a period of 
ten years. The ten year period was established in the IDP and the MGB accepts this as a 
reasonable time period. Should the annexation become effective on another date other than 
January 1, 2007 then appropriate adjustments to the start date can be made. 
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PART 7 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Preamble 
 
The proposed annexation and the recommended conditions of annexation provide positive 
equitable benefits to St. Albert and Sturgeon. Firstly Sturgeon is able to achieve its chosen 
growth objectives as described in its MDP and in the IDP. This recognizes Sturgeon’s ability to 
accommodate growth within its chosen pattern and growth strategy without being pressured to 
pursue a significantly different role in the region and experiencing the associated costs of that 
expanded role. As well, St. Albert is able to achieve its growth objectives by accommodating 
regional residential growth and expanding its non-residential land base. The proposed annexation 
and associated conditions support these complimentary growth strategies and enhances the 
interdependency between the two neighbouring municipalities. 
 
Eventual occupants in the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor will receive the benefits of 
economical servicing through the spare capacity in St. Albert rather than a more expensive 
alternate system. Sturgeon also benefits both directly and indirectly from this regional growth 
strategy as does St. Albert. St. Albert receives a relatively “clean” annexation area reducing the 
direct and indirect costs of eventual development and servicing which also benefits eventual 
homeowners and businesses in reduced costs.  
 
In return, Sturgeon receives a direct financial return for the cooperation displayed in the IDP in 
providing for a relatively “clean” annexation area and experiences relatively little direct or 
indirect costs to absorb this regional residential growth. This direct financial return can now be 
used to achieve the objectives set out in the IDP with respect to transportation projects in the 
vicinity which would benefit both municipalities. Although this financial return is not as large as 
requested by Sturgeon, it is within the financial ability of St. Albert to absorb. The more 
improved the financial health of St. Albert becomes and the more St. Albert is able to cope with 
its financial challenges through the development of the Highway 2 Commercial Corridor and 
reasonable revenue sharing, the stronger Sturgeon also becomes. As well, the possibility of the 
need for more dramatic alternate solutions to accommodating regional growth is reduced. In 
addition, Sturgeon is provided with a five year period of time to adjust to any loss in tax revenue 
from the annexation area.  
 
St. Albert and Sturgeon are to be commended for the significant efforts and intermunicipal 
cooperation. The proposed annexation and associated conditions have grown out of the “equity” 
principles developed in the St. Albert/Sturgeon IDP. Although St. Albert and Sturgeon disputed 
the end specific financial formula these annexation conditions carry out the fundamental 
principles of the IDP in a more specific and certain manner. In the absence of this significant 
intermunicipal initiative, the annexation results and the regional growth strategy could have 
taken very significant different paths.  
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The annexation conditions provide reasonable protection to property owners in the annexed area 
and allow for a transition from the current low density nature of the area to the ultimate 
intensified development. 
 
In conclusion the MGB recommends the annexation be approved in accordance with the 
following: 
 
1. The annexation area agreed to by St. Albert and Sturgeon and described in the appropriate 

schedules be annexed from Sturgeon to St. Albert. 
 
2. That the annexation be effective January 1, 2007. 
 
3. That any taxes owing to Sturgeon at the end of December 31, 2006 be transferred and 

payable to St. Albert with any lawful penalties and costs. That upon collecting this taxes, 
penalties and costs St. Albert will pay them to Sturgeon. 

 
4. That in 2007 the assessor for St. Albert will assess all properties in the annexation area. 
 
5. That assessment and taxation protection be provided to properties in the annexed area for a 

period of 15 years until such events occur as agreed to by St. Albert and Sturgeon which 
result in the property no longer being eligible for this assessment and tax condition.  

 
6. That St. Albert pay to Sturgeon the amount of municipal taxes which would have been 

payable to Sturgeon under Part 10 of the Municipal Government Act in respect of the 
annexed land in the 2007 tax year based on the following schedule 

 
(a) 100% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2007 
(b) 80% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2008 
(c) 60% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2009 
(d) 40% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2010 
(e) 20% of the tax compensation amount on or before December 31, 2011. 

 
7. That St. Albert pay to Sturgeon a revenue sharing amount of $80,000 each year for 10 years 

beginning in 2009. 
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APPENDIX E 
 
NOTICE OF DECISION NO. DL 106/05 
 
Mr. Bill Holtby Mr. Larry Kirkpatrick 
City Manager County Commissioner 
City of St. Albert Sturgeon County 
5 St. Anne Street 9613 - 100 Street 
St. Albert, Alberta Morinville, Alberta 
T8N 3Z9 T8R 1L9 
 
This is written confirmation of the decision of the Municipal Government Board (MGB) 
following a preliminary hearing held June 21, 2005, respecting the City of St. Albert’s (St. 
Albert) application to annex land currently located in Sturgeon County (Sturgeon). 
 
Before: D. Scotnicki, Presiding Officer 
 A. Savage, Board Member 
 B. Ardiel, Board Member 
 
Purpose of the Preliminary Hearing 
 
The MGB convened a preliminary hearing for the following purposes: 
 
• To determine the completeness of St. Albert’s annexation application. 
• To determine participation by the public for the official public hearing to be held by the 

MGB. 
• To establish dates for commencement of the official public hearing. 
• To establish deadline dates for the exchange of documents between the municipalities and 

the other parties demonstrating an interest in full participation at the public hearing. 
• To outline the nature of additional information required by the MGB, to be provided by St. 

Albert and Sturgeon. 
 
Background  
 
St. Albert has initiated annexation of approximately 1300 hectares of land currently located in 
Sturgeon to be used for residential and commercial purposes. In accordance with sections 117 
and 118 of the Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c. M-26 (Act) St. Albert and Sturgeon 
engaged in mediated negotiations to resolve the terms of the annexation, and St. Albert prepared 
a report on the negotiations, detailing, among other things, matters that could not be agreed upon. 
The report, which is also St. Albert’s application to the MGB for annexation, indicated that the 
following matters had not been resolved: 
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1. rate of taxation for Sturgeon residents whose land will be annexed to St. Albert; 
2. annexation tax sharing with Sturgeon for the annexed land; 
3. transition of maintenance for roadways in the annexation area; 
4. jurisdiction over roads; 
5. revenue and cost sharing for commercial land along Highway 2 pursuant to the 

Intermunicipal Development Policy (“IDP”) Policy 1.7, Principle 13 and Policy 2.6.3 and 
Policy 4.6.3; and  

6. status of the IDP. 
 
Since the preparation of the report on negotiations, St. Albert and Sturgeon have agreed on all 
matters but revenue and tax sharing (items 2 and 5). St. Albert and Sturgeon agree that the 
annexation should go forward with the only items in dispute being those related to revenue and 
tax sharing. St. Albert and Sturgeon ask the MGB to hear the positions of each party on these 
outstanding matters and present a recommendation to the Minister and Cabinet for consideration 
in the final Order in Council. 
 
Public and Landowner Input 
 
Some landowners in both St. Albert and Sturgeon have concerns about conditions of the 
annexation and have requested the right to speak at the merit hearing in this annexation matter. 
 
Specifically, Richard Plain, a resident of St. Albert, submitted that the annexation application is 
incomplete because the public has not been given the opportunity to review the impact of cost 
and tax sharing resulting from the annexation. 
 
Walter Mis, a resident of Sturgeon, submitted that the proposed annexation is not in complete 
agreement with the IDP between St. Albert and Sturgeon. He is also of the opinion that a 
proposal by St. Albert to tax land annexed from Sturgeon at the rates at which the land would be 
taxed if still within Sturgeon for a period of 15 years is an insufficient length of time to protect 
Sturgeon landowners. 
 
Richard Haldane, the solicitor for Landrex Corp., a developer with an interest in land in the 
annexation area, reserves the right to speak in support of the annexation at the upcoming public 
hearing. 
 
Decisions 
 
Part A Completeness of the Application 
 
St. Albert’s application for annexation is complete. 
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Reasons 
 
St. Albert’s report on negotiations is its application to the MGB for annexation. Section 118 of 
the Act requires the report to include, among other things, “a description of the public 
consultation process involved in the negotiations” and “a summary of the views expressed during 
the public consultation processes”. St. Albert has demonstrated that it engaged in public 
consultation and there is a description of its consultation process, with a summary of the public 
views, contained in a stakeholder report dated August 23, 2004 accompanying the full report on 
negotiations. For example, St. Albert held public meetings on December 3, 10, and 11, 2003 to 
consult with the public and sent a questionnaire to affected landowners to get feedback on 
whether landowners were in favour, opposed or undecided on the annexation proposal. A 
summary of the views is contained in sections 9 and 10 of the negotiation report. 
 
Mr. Plain argues that the application is incomplete because St. Albert and Sturgeon did not 
release figures for cost and tax sharing for public review and input. While understandably a 
concern to Mr. Plain, this lack of information does not render the St. Albert annexation 
application incomplete. The MGB is satisfied that the notice of annexation proposal pursuant to 
section 116 of the Act did include proposals for public and landowner consultation. As well, the 
MGB was satisfied that St. Albert’s report on annexation (the application) did meet the 
requirements of the Act by containing a description of the public consultation process and a 
summary of the views of the public. 
 
The Act does not set specific standards as to the adequacy and detail which must be included 
within the required public consultation, however, the MGB is satisfied that the St. Albert public 
consultation process met normal municipal practices used in similar circumstances.  
 
Section 120 of the Act requires the MGB to conduct one or more public hearings if there are 
objections to the annexation. As a result, Mr. Plain and others will have a chance to view all of 
the documents and submissions of St. Albert and Sturgeon in the MGB’s hearing process and 
will have the opportunity to make submissions to the MGB regarding cost and tax sharing, or, in 
fact, any other matter. 
 
Part B Participation by the Public in the MGB Hearing 
 
An annexation hearing before the MGB is a public hearing. 
 
Reasons 
 
The MGB would like to affirm to all those in attendance at the preliminary hearing who 
expressed a desire to participate in the merit hearing that the merit hearing held by the MGB into 
the application for annexation is, as usual, open to the public. Section 120 of the Act requires that 
the MGB conduct one or more hearings and allow any affected person to appear before the 
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MGB. All documents and arguments submitted to the MGB are public documents and available 
to the public. 
 
As several parties indicated a desire to make representations at the hearing, the MGB has 
instructed St. Albert and Sturgeon to make relevant documents, as set out below, available to the 
public and included timelines for written submission by interested parties below. 
 
Part C Dates for the hearing and exchange of documents 
 
The MGB establishes the following instructions and dates. 
 
1. The merit hearing will commence at 10:00 am on November 23, 2005 and will be 

continued on November 24 and 25, and December 5 to 9, as required. 
 
2. For the convenience of landowners and the public, the hearing will be held at the St. Albert 

Council Chambers. 
 
3. St. Albert and Sturgeon shall provide their proposals for cost and revenue sharing to each 

other, with 7 copies to the MGB, to be received by each other and the MGB no later than 
4:30 pm on August 5, 2005. 

 
4. St. Albert and Sturgeon shall exchange main argument and evidence respecting the cost 

and revenue sharing issue, with seven copies to the MGB, to be received by each other and 
the MGB no later than 4:30 pm on September 30, 2005. 

 
5. St. Albert and Sturgeon shall each cause an advertisement be placed in the local newspaper 

one to two weeks before September 30, 2005, indicating that copies of the main municipal 
arguments and evidence on cost and revenue sharing will be available for collection or 
viewing by the general public at the respective municipal offices commencing on 
September 30, 2005 during regular office hours. A copy of St. Albert’s documents shall be 
made available for viewing at Sturgeon’s office and a copy of Sturgeon’s documents shall 
be made available for viewing at St. Albert’s office. The municipalities may assert that 
copies for collection will only be available at no cost if interested parties contact the 
municipal office at least three days prior to the anticipated collection day. 

 
6. St. Albert and Sturgeon shall exchange rebuttals to the September 30, 2005 submissions, 

with seven copies to the MGB, to be received by each other and the MGB no later than 
4:30 pm on October 21, 2005. 

 
7. St. Albert and Sturgeon shall make their rebuttals available to the general public for 

viewing or collection during regular office hours on October 21, 2005. A copy of St. 
Albert’s documents shall be made available for viewing at Sturgeon’s office and a copy of 
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Sturgeon’s documents shall be made available for viewing at St. Albert’s office. The 
municipalities may assert that copies for collection will only be available at no cost if 
interested parties contact the municipal office at least three days prior to the anticipated 
collection day. 

 
8. Submissions by other interested parties on the cost and revenue sharing issue or any other 

issue related to the proposed annexation, shall be submitted to St. Albert and Sturgeon 
County, with seven copies to the MGB, to be received by the municipalities and the MGB 
no later than 4:30 pm on October 31, 2005. 

 
9. St. Albert and Sturgeon shall exchange final rebuttals to the submissions of interested 

parties, with copies to all parties (at their mailing or municipal addresses) that made 
submissions and seven copies to the MGB, to be received by each other, other interested 
parties and the MGB no later than 4:30 pm on November 14, 2005. 

 
Part D Additional Information required of St. Albert and Sturgeon by the MGB 
 
St. Albert and Sturgeon have indicated that the focus of the outstanding issue related to the 
annexation application is centred on cost and revenue sharing. Therefore, the municipalities are 
required to submit to the MGB a financial impact analysis of the respective cost and revenue 
sharing proposals. To assist the two municipalities in preparing their positions, the MGB has 
identified a number of fiscally related questions that will be of importance to the MGB in 
adjudicating this matter. The required fiscal impact analysis from both municipalities is not 
limited to the following questions and may contain other information determined by each 
municipality to be necessary in support of its position. 
 
To assist the MGB on the issue of cost and revenue sharing as a condition of annexation 
approval, the MGB requires answers to the following questions from St. Albert and Sturgeon in 
their main evidence and argument on cost and revenue sharing. Evidence and argument should 
not be limited to these questions, as these questions, while in need of answer, are merely 
examples of the type of information the MGB requires to determine the issue. 
 
1. Does the idea of cost and revenue sharing apply to the whole annexation area or just a 

portion of the area? 
 
2. What portions can be described as costs and what portions can be described as purely 

revenue sharing? Is there any difference? 
 
3. What amount or percentage of costs/revenue has St. Albert offered to Sturgeon? 
 
4. What amount or percentage of costs/revenue has Sturgeon requested from St. Albert? 
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5. What services does Sturgeon now provide to St. Albert? 
 
6. What services does Sturgeon intend to provide to the annexed territory? 
 
7. What services does St. Albert now provide to Sturgeon? 
 
8. What additional services does St. Albert intend to provide to Sturgeon? 
 
9. What are the present items, formulas and amounts of shared costs between the 

municipalities, such as recreation, ambulance, fire, waste disposal and other similar 
services? 

 
10. How much total and net revenue will Sturgeon forego as a result of the annexation? What 

portion of the total revenue of Sturgeon does this form? What are the revenue sources of 
Sturgeon? What is the fiscal status of Sturgeon? What are the recent fiscal trends over the 
last three to five years? 

 
11. What is Sturgeon’s potential loss of revenue as a result of lost opportunity for new 

development and taxation in the annexed territory? 
 
12. What is the financial impact to St. Albert for the revenue sent to Sturgeon based on the 

revenue sharing proposed by St. Albert and by Sturgeon? What are the revenue sources of 
St. Albert? What is the fiscal status of St. Albert? What are the recent fiscal trends over the 
last three to five years? 

 
13. What is St. Albert’s/Sturgeon’s plan to make up the difference or any revenue loss? 
 
14. What is the Sturgeon’s/St. Albert’s plan for revenue gained as a result of annexation? 
 
15. What is St. Albert’s/Sturgeon’s growth rate represented by population, assessment, 

taxation, tax rate, total revenue, total operating and capital expenditures?  An historical 
trend analysis is requested. 

 
16.  What is the comparison between Sturgeon’s and St. Albert’s philosophical position on 

urbanization (Municipal Development Plans) and what is the status of the two studies 
identified in St. Albert’s Municipal Development Plan regarding economic development 
and the ratio of residential to non-residential objectives? 

 
17. Statistics comparing St. Albert to other similar municipalities in respect of population, per 

capita debt, total live assessment, linear assessment; ratio of residential to non-residential 
assessment. Statistics comparing Sturgeon to other similar municipalities in respect of 
population, per capita debt and the split between various classes of property such as 
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residential, farm residence, farm buildings, industrial, commercial, machinery and 
equipment, linear and any other land categories? 

18. What plans, if any, does Sturgeon/St. Albert have on future sharing of services?

Pursuant to sections 123 and 124 of the Municipal Government Act, the MGB is required to 
provide the Minister and Cabinet with a report and recommendation on the complete annexation 
proposal including the cost and revenue sharing issue. In order to accomplish this in an effective, 
reasonable and responsible manner, the MGB requires the two municipalities to provide 
sufficiently comprehensive and detailed information that fully addresses the issue of cost and 
revenue sharing. Regardless of the information provided to the MGB may recommend, or the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council may, pursuant to section 127 of the Act, decide that the amount 
for cost/revenue sharing will be determined through arbitration under the Arbitration Act. 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 12th day of July 2005. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 

________________________________ 
(SGD.) A. Savage, Member 

cc: - Gwendolyn J. Stewart-Palmer, Annexation Team Lead and Charlotte St. Dennis,  
City Solicitor, City of St. Albert, 5 St. Anne St, St. Albert AB  T5N 3Z9 

- Bill Shores, Shores Belzil Jardine, #1800, 10250 – 101 Street, Edmonton, AB., T5J 3P4
- Sheila C. McNaughtan, Reynolds, Mirth, Richards & Farmer, 3200, 10180 101 St

Edmonton, AB  T5J 3W8
- Richard H.M. Plain, 39 Bellevue Cres., St. Albert AB  T8N 0A5
- Rick Michaels, #34, Otter Crescent, St. Albert AB  T8N 6Y6
- Marlene Exner, City of Edmonton, Planning Department, 2nd Flr, Exchange Tower

10250-101 St, Edmonton, AB T5J 3P6
- William Tuchak, 55 Windermere Cres., St. Albert, AB, T8N 3P1
- Ronald C. Swist, R.R. #1, St. Albert AB  T8N 1M8
- Walter Karol John Mis and Joan Diane Mis, R.R. #2, St. Albert AB  T8N 1M9
- Dick Haldane, Parlee Mclaws, 1500 Manulife Place, 10180 – 101 Street

Edmonton, AB, T5J 4K1
- Paul Cloutier, 203 Erin Ridge Drive, St. Albert, AB., T8N 6Z3
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Summer Village of Rochon Sands, in the 
Province of Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its 
separation from the County of Stettler No. 6. 

BEFORE: 

Members: 

T. Helgeson, Presiding Officer
T. Golden, Member
D. Thomas, Member

Secretariat: 

Richard Duncan, Case Manager 
Rhea Shelton, Assistant Case Manager 

SUMMARY 

After careful examination of the submissions from the Summer Village of Rochon Sands, The 
County of Stettler No. 6, affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal 
Government Board (Board) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the 
Board report, shown as Appendix A of this Board Order. 

Recommendation 

That the annexation not be approved as applied for by the Summer Village of Rochon Sands. 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 26th day of August 2011.  

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 

(SGD.) T. Helgeson, Presiding Officer 
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MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD REPORT TO THE 
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RESPECTING THE SUMMER VILLAGE OF ROCHON SANDS PROPOSED 
ANNEXATION 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
[1] The Summer Village of Rochon Sands (Summer Village) is located on the south shore of 
Buffalo Lake (Lake), approximately 80 kilometers northeast of Red Deer and 180 kilometers 
southeast of Edmonton. The Summer Village was founded in 1929 and the main attraction in the 
area is the Lake. As of 2006 there were 66 permanent residents in the Summer Village with the 
seasonal population estimated to be 602. The municipality has approximately 172 residential 
properties, of which about 33 are occupied year round. 
 
[2] Pursuant to s. 116 of the Municipal Government Act (Act), on November 6, 2007, the 
Municipal Government Board (Board) received a notice of intent from the Summer Village to 
annex lands from the County of Stettler No. 6 (County). In accordance with s. 118 of the Act, on 
January 2, 2009, the Board received the Report on Negotiations from the Summer Village with a 
request to proceed with the annexation. The Summer Village believes the proposed annexation 
will provide land for future growth and will recognize the existing community.  
 
[3] The Report on Negotiations identified the Summer Village and the County had not 
reached an agreement regarding the proposed annexation. After reviewing the documentation 
provided by the Summer Village, the Board determined that there was “No General Agreement” 
with the proposed annexation, thus triggering proceedings under s. 121 of the Act.   
 
[4] In accordance with that section, the Board conducted a preliminary hearing to address 
jurisdictional issues, establish document exchange dates, and set the merit hearing dates. A 
second preliminary hearing was scheduled, but it proved unnecessary and was cancelled at the 
two municipalities’ request. The Board conducted a merit hearing from May 30 to June 3 to hear 
from all parties involved in the proposed annexation.  
 
Issues 
 
[5] During the course of the merit hearing, the Board received written and oral submissions 
from the Summer Village and the County as well as many affected landowners and members of 
the public. The major issues identified by the parties included: the annexation process, growth 
and the need for land, community and planning, and financial impacts. Each of these issues is 
discussed briefly below followed immediately with a summary of the findings of the Board. 
 
Annexation Process 
 
[6] S. 117 of the Act indicates if municipal authorities cannot negotiate an agreement they 
must attempt mediation. The Summer Village stated that the County refused to negotiate in good 
faith and failed to engage in a mediation process in this proceeding. The County responded it 
does not support the proposed annexation and maintained it is illogical to expect a municipality 
to negotiate an agreement for parts of an annexation when there is no support for annexation of 
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any lands proposed to be annexed. In the County’s view, the Act recognizes that not all 
annexation applications will be the subject of an agreement between the municipalities.  
 
[7] The Board finds mediation was attempted by the parties; however, mediation failed. The 
Board acknowledges that the County attended only one negotiation / mediation meeting despite 
numerous requests from the Summer Village to continue the discussions. The Board is somewhat 
disappointed additional negotiation / mediation meetings between the two municipalities did not 
take place, as this might have allowed the two municipalities to reach agreement or reduced the 
number of issues brought before the Board. Every effort should be made for the municipalities to 
reach agreement. Negotiations are in keeping with the Act and the Provincial Land Use Policies. 
The fifteen annexation principles outlined in previous Board Orders also reflect the importance 
of cooperation and negotiation between municipalities. The Board considers mediation to be an 
important component of the annexation process, in that it facilitates open communication and 
cooperation between municipalities in all possible areas. As such, mediation should not be taken 
lightly. Although municipalities involved in the annexation process are encouraged to cooperate 
and collaborate, the Act does contemplate a situation where the affected municipal authorities or 
the public are not in agreement with the proposed annexation. 
 
Growth and the Need for Land 
 
[8] The Summer Village argued it is growing and needs land to accommodate future growth. 
The Summer Village emphasized that its situation is unique in that the undeveloped land in the 
municipality has been owned by an developer that has been unwilling to develop it throughout 
most of its history. Therefore, a unique growth study was required, rather than the traditional 
method of using the historical growth projections from within the Summer Village. The Summer 
Village argued historical development in the surrounding areas demonstrates there will be 
growth in the area immediately surrounding the municipality in the near future. Furthermore, the 
projections detailed in the Summer Village of Rochon Sands 2007 Growth Study, prepared by 
Austrom Consulting Ltd. (Austrom Report), which looked at the 2010 Buffalo Lake 
Intermunicipal Development Plan (2010 BLIDP), demonstrated growth will occur. The County 
stated the Austrom Report is not a helpful analysis because no attempt is made to evaluate 
demand in order to provide a basis for projecting the rate of consumption of lots. The County 
argued, based on historical growth rates in the area, the Summer Village has enough developable 
land for the future. 
 
[9] The Board accepts that the 2010 BLIDP designates the South Shore Growth Node as a 
significant growth area, and therefore the land around the Summer Village is likely to develop 
sometime in the future.  Furthermore, the proposed annexation would provide the municipality 
with additional land for growth. At the same time, the Summer Village already has 106 acres of 
undeveloped land within its current borders. The Board is not convinced that land is currently 
frozen. Rather, the 106 acres will likely be developed given appropriate market conditions.  
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Community and Planning  
 
[10] The Summer Village submitted that a key consideration of the proposed annexation 
application is that it would recognize officially the existing Summer Village community. The 
proposed annexation would allow residents in the proposed annexation area to be more involved 
in the administration of the municipality, both socially and politically.  The County submitted 
community ties between the Summer Village and the residents within the proposed annexation 
area have not been impeded by the current boundary. In addition, those ties will continue even if 
the annexation is not approved. 
 
[11] The Summer Village argued the proposed annexation would allow it to have more control 
over development in the area, which would be in keeping with its desire to preserve its vision of 
a Lakeshore community. The Summer Village stated the future Area Structure Plan (ASP) 
between the three municipalities in the South Shore Growth Node, which is required by the 2010 
BLIDP, is not an adequate solution to the issues presented in this application. The three 
municipalities in the South Shore Growth Node are the Summer Village, the County and the 
Summer Village of White Sands. The Summer Village stated that it would not be able to 
substantially influence development along its borders through the ASP. The County argued the 
2010 BLIDP and, in turn, the future ASP will address the planning concerns expressed by the 
Summer Village in this application for annexation. 
 
[12] The Board acknowledges community is not explicitly listed as one of the fifteen 
principles of annexation recognized in its previous recommendations. However, community can 
be seen as an implied component of planning and is therefore a relevant issue. That said, 
community is only one of many factors the Board considered in determining the reasonableness 
of this application. In order for an annexation to be allowed, community factors must be 
supported and complemented by other important factors, such as the provision of services, 
reasonable growth projections and financial viability.  
 
[13] The Board notes it is possible the proposed annexation could assist in supporting the 
fundamental administration of the Summer Village and unite the community. Allowing the 
Summer Village residents and the residents in the proposed annexation area to become one legal 
entity will increase the sense of community and lead to a positive impact on volunteer and 
community involvement. The annexation would also allow landowners in the proposed 
annexation area to have more political and financial input into the Summer Village, which could 
also contribute to the sense of community.  However, the Board also recognizes that the sense of 
community around the Summer Village already exists.  Furthermore, the Board heard no 
evidence to suggest this kinship would be negatively impacted if the annexation were not 
allowed.    
 
[14] The Board recognizes the Summer Village’s desire to maintain the unique culture or 
character of the community and, therefore, acknowledges its concern over the compatibility of 
uses in the surrounding area. The Board accepts that the Summer Village has a greater 
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understanding of the function of its community than the County would have, which gives the 
Summer Village more insight into how that function can be cultivated and sustained within its 
jurisdiction. The Board also acknowledges the concerns from the Summer Village and the 
affected landowners over Lake stewardship and protection of the environment. The Board notes 
that the County has significant development standards with regard to the environment; however, 
the Board finds that the Summer Village would be more aware of the potential impacts of 
development on the environment, given its proximity to the area and local knowledge of the 
region. At the same time, the Board finds that a future IDP between the two municipalities and 
the future ASP, required by the 2010 BLIDP, will guide development and address many 
environmental issues identified by the Summer Village. The 2010 BLIDP will give the Summer 
Village an opportunity to articulate its concerns and apply its distinctive knowledge. In addition, 
the Board concludes since there are three municipalities bordering the south side of the lake, the 
ASP would be a better planning tool in that it will contribute to a more regional land use 
perspective and will result in a more cohesive planning effort. 
 
Financial Impacts 
 
[15] The Summer Village stated it has always been financially stable. It submitted the 
proposed annexation is likely to result in a positive financial impact and it can service the area in 
a financially prudent manner. The Summer Village also indicated that it currently provides a 
spectrum of recreational services and the residents in the immediate area around the Summer 
Village use these facilities; therefore, it makes sense that their tax dollars go towards maintaining 
these facilities. In oral submissions, the Summer Village stated that the County did not supply 
enough information to demonstrate the financial impact on the County if the annexation is 
approved; therefore, the Summer Village argued that the Board does not have sufficient evidence 
before it to grant a standard compensation order. 
 
[16] The County submitted the annexation would have a small negative impact on the 
Summer Village in the short term, and would create financial risk for the Summer Village in the 
long term. The County stated that servicing the proposed annexation area is feasible; however, 
servicing cannot be accomplished without cost to the Summer Village, due to the nature of 
providing infrastructure for new development. The County indicated that the Summer Village’s 
concerns over the use of recreational services by non-residents can be addressed by alternative 
methods, such as user fees or cost sharing. The County submitted it will lose 3.2% of its current 
assessment as a result of the annexation, which it argues is not an insignificant loss. In addition, 
the reduction in costs incurred if the annexation is approved is difficult to quantify. The County 
argued the purpose of compensation is to give the responding municipality time to replace lost 
assessment and taxes; therefore, the Board should follow its normal procedure when it comes to 
compensation. 
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[17] The Board acknowledges (and both municipalities agree) that the Summer Village is now 
financially stable, which clearly demonstrates the Summer Village has operated in a fiscally 
responsible manner. Additionally, the Board accepts that the Summer Village would be able to 
service the proposed annexation area when regional services are extended to the south lake area. 
However, the Board acknowledges that while servicing the proposed annexation area is feasible, 
the Summer Village may be required to accept certain infrastructure costs for a period of time 
due to the nature of development.   

 
[18] The Board notes a discrepancy in the Summer Village’s submissions concerning the rate 
at which the properties proposed for annexation will be taxed in the future. The Report on 
Negotiations submitted by the Summer Village states the annexed lands will be taxed by the 
Summer Village at the lower of the two municipal tax rates. The Board notes that the Summer 
Village has the lowest tax rate.  Moreover, the Projected Revenues Generated Through Taxation 
document contained in the Report on Negotiations as well as the two updates to this document 
use the Summer Village municipal tax rate to calculate municipal revenue.  In contrast, oral 
submissions from the Summer Village and a number of affected landowners argued the annexed 
lands were to be taxed at the County’s tax rate.  Based on the conflicting evidence, the Board is 
uncertain whether all the affected landowners are aware of, and in agreement with, the change 
proposed by the Summer Village during the hearing. Therefore, the Board is reluctant to 
recommend moving away from the original statement made in the Report on Negotiation upon 
which some of the affected landowners may still be relying. 
 
[19] The Board finds that the financial impact on the County is substantial and, therefore, 
compensation for the County would be necessary if the annexation were allowed. The Board 
finds the declining balance method of compensation would be appropriate in this case, since it 
alleviates the financial disadvantage experienced by the municipality from which land is 
removed and gives it time to adjust to the change. The Board calculated the amount of 
compensation to be paid by the Summer Village to the County in the first year to be 
$192,700.09.  
 
[20] Given the amount of taxes levied by the Summer Village to support its municipal 
operations in 2009 was $117,400, the Board finds that the obligation to provide compensation 
would place the Summer Village in a precarious financial situation. While the Board 
acknowledges the Summer Village could make policy changes or increase municipal tax rates to 
mitigate the impact, this financial commitment would be a significant obligation for the 
municipality and its existing taxpayers.  It seems that this obligation would have to be discharged 
by raising taxes, depleting the existing municipal surplus and/or drastically reducing services.  In 
the Board’s view it would be unfair to recommend an annexation that would leave the existing 
Summer Village residents subject to these consequences without having been adequately 
consulted by their municipality.   
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Conclusion 
 
[21] The Board recognizes the Summer Village is likely to grow in the future.  Although the 
proposed annexation would provide the Summer Village with land for growth, the Summer 
Village currently has 106 acres of developable land within its boundary. The annexation would 
have a positive impact on volunteering and political involvement, but it is not anticipated that the 
existing high level of community spirit would be diminished if the annexation were not 
approved.  From a financial point of view, the proposed annexation would have a dramatic effect 
on the Summer Village. The Board finds that the declining balance method of compensation is 
appropriate in this case to ensure the Summer Village is not enriched at the expense of the 
remaining County residents. This financial obligation would place a significant financial burden 
on the Summer Village and, in turn, its taxpayers. Therefore, the Board recommends the Minister 
deny the annexation application of the Summer Village.  
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
[22] The Summer Village of Rochon Sands (Summer Village) is located on the south shore of 
Buffalo Lake (Lake), approximately 80 kilometers northeast of Red Deer and 180 kilometers 
southeast of Edmonton. The Summer Village was founded in 1929 and the main attraction in the 
area is the Lake. As of 2006 there were roughly 66 permanent residents in the Summer Village 
with the seasonal population estimated to be 602. The municipality has about 172 residential 
properties, of which around 33 are occupied year round. 
 
[23] Pursuant to s. 116 of the Municipal Government Act (Act), on November 6, 2007, the 
Municipal Government Board (Board) received a notice of intent from the Summer Village to 
annex lands from the County of Stettler No. 6 (County). In accordance with s. 118 of the Act, on 
January 2, 2009, the Board received the Report on Negotiations from the Summer Village with a 
request to proceed with the annexation. The Summer Village believes the proposed annexation 
will provide land for future growth and will recognize the existing community.  
 
[24] The proposed annexation areas are located south, west and east of the current Summer 
Village boundaries, involving approximately 454 acres (184 hectares) of land. Area 1 of the 
proposed annexation area is a strip of about 21 acres of developed land along the Lakeshore to 
the east of the Summer Village. Area 2 includes about 346 acres of mostly undeveloped land to 
the east of the Summer Village. Area 3 includes about 84 acres of subdivided land to the west of 
the Summer Village. Map 1 shows the proposed annexation area. 
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Map 1: Summer Village of Rochon Sands and Proposed Annexation Area 

 
             Source:  Summer Village of Rochon Sands Annexation Application 
 
[25] The Report on Negotiations submitted by the Summer Village stated that the two 
municipalities had not reached an agreement regarding the proposed annexation. The 
documentation also identified objections from affected landowners. Therefore, the Board 
determined that there was “No General Agreement” with the proposed annexation. In accordance 
with s. 121 of the Act, the Board conducted a preliminary hearing in order to address 
jurisdictional issues, establish document exchange dates, and set the merit hearing dates. The 
Board scheduled a second preliminary hearing; however, due to changing circumstances and at 
the request of the two municipalities, the second hearing was cancelled. The Board conducted a 
merit hearing from May 30 to June 3, 2011 to hear from all parties involved in the proposed 
annexation.  
 
[26] In most annexation applications received by the Board, both municipalities support the 
proposed annexation and the objections are either from the affected landowners and/or the 
public. This annexation is unusual in that the County objects to the annexation while a large 
number of affected landowners in the County support the annexation as presented by the 
Summer Village. 
 
[27] The following report fulfills the obligations of the Board under the Act. S. 123 of the Act, 
which requires the Board to prepare a written report of its findings and recommendations for the 
Minister of Municipal Affairs (Minister). The report has been divided into three parts. Part one 
addresses the preliminary hearing process. Part two describes the annexation hearing at which 

00353



 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 055/11 
 
 FILE:  AN07/ROCH/SV-02 
 
 

139lorders:M055-11  Page 10 of 62 

the parties articulated their positions regarding the annexation. Part three, summarizes the 
findings and recommendations of the Board regarding the proposed annexation. 
 
PART 1 PRE-HEARING PROCESS 
 
[28] Part 1 is subdivided into three sections. The first section will provide a brief summary of 
the background to the application. The second section will give an overview of the role of the 
Board, the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council (LGC). The third section will 
summarize the preliminary hearings. 
 
Background to the Application  
 
[29] The Summer Village filed an initial annexation application on October 10, 2003. The 
Summer Village and the County engaged in an extensive mediation process concerning the 2003 
application, including 14 meetings. On August 23, 2006 the County Council rejected the motion 
to accept the annexation agreement. The Summer Village contends that the main impediment at 
the time was an issue relating to the reserve lands in the proposed annexation area.  
 
[30] The Summer Village filed its Report on Negotiations from the 2003 application on April 
5, 2007, which became its formal annexation application. A preliminary hearing was held by the 
Board on July 12, 2007. At this hearing the Board instructed both municipalities to exchange 
additional information prior to the main hearing. As part of this process, the Summer Village 
retained a consultant to produce a formal growth study. The Summer Village of Rochon Sands 
2007 Growth Study, prepared by Austrom Consulting Ltd. (Austrom Report) was received on 
October 27, 2007. As a result of this study, the Summer Village withdrew the 2003 application 
and filed a new notice of intent to annex on November 6, 2007 for a larger area, which still 
included the lands contemplated by the 2003 application. The 2007 application is the subject 
matter currently before the Board and will be considered in this report. 
 
[31] The County filed an application for costs in relation to the 2003 application. In a June 8, 
2008 decision, the Board dismissed the costs application, finding that the Summer Village had 
acted in good faith and should not be penalized for recognizing the need for additional lands.  
 
[32] On April 7, 2008, the Summer Village and the County began mediation regarding the 
lands in the 2007 application. On April 22, 2008, at the second meeting, the County withdrew 
from mediation. The Summer Village proceeded with its application.  
 
[33] On January 2, 2009, the Board received the Report on Negotiations from the Summer 
Village with a request to proceed with the application. 
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Role of the Board, the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council 
 
[34] A municipality seeking annexation must initiate the process pursuant to section 116 of 
the Act by giving written notice of the proposal to the municipal authority from which the land is 
to be annexed, to the Board, and to any local authority considered by the initiating municipality 
to be affected by the annexation proposal. The notice must describe the land proposed for 
annexation, set out the reasons for annexation and include proposals for consulting with the 
public and meeting with the landowners. Once the notice has been given to the other 
municipality, the municipalities must negotiate in good faith and, if agreement cannot be 
reached, the municipalities must attempt mediation to resolve the outstanding matters.  
 
[35] At the conclusion of the negotiations, the initiating municipality must prepare a report 
describing the results of the negotiations. The report must include a list of the agreed to matters, 
as well as a list of matters in which there is no agreement. If the municipalities were unable to 
reach agreement, the report must state what mediation attempts were undertaken or, if mediation 
was not attempted, give reasons why there were none. The report must also include a description 
of the public consultation process and a summary of the views expressed during this process. The 
report is then to be signed by both municipalities; however, if a municipality does not sign it the 
municipality that does not sign the report may include in the report its reasons for not signing.  
 
[36] The report is then submitted to the Board. If the initiating municipality indicates that it 
wishes to proceed with the annexation, the report becomes the annexation application pursuant to 
section 119. If the Board is satisfied that the affected municipalities and public are generally in 
agreement, the Board notifies the parties of this finding.  Unless it receives objections to the 
annexation by a specific date, the Board will make its recommendation to the Minister without 
holding a public hearing. On the other hand, if the Board finds that there is no general agreement, 
it must notify the parties of its finding and conduct one or more public hearings.  
 
[37] The Board has the authority to investigate, analyze and make findings of fact about the 
annexation, including the probable effect on local authorities and on the residents of an area. If a 
public hearing is held, the Board must allow any affected person to appear and make a 
submission. After hearing the evidence and submissions from the parties, the Board must prepare 
a written report of its findings and recommendations and send it to the Minister. The Minister 
has the authority to accept in whole or in part or completely reject the findings and 
recommendations made by the Board. The Minister may bring a recommendation forward for 
consideration to the LGC. After considering the recommendation, the LGC may order the 
annexation of land from the one municipality to the other.  
 
Preliminary Hearings 
 
[38] On January 2, 2009, the Board received the Report on Negotiations from the Summer 
Village. After reviewing the application, the Board determined there was “No General 
Agreement” between the two municipalities. For annexations where the Board has deemed there 

00355



 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 055/11 
 
 FILE:  AN07/ROCH/SV-02 
 
 

139lorders:M055-11  Page 12 of 62 

is “No General Agreement,” the usual practice is to convene a hearing to address any preliminary 
matters, establish a document exchange process and set the date(s) to hear the various party 
positions with regard to the proposed annexation. The Board scheduled a preliminary hearing for 
May 14, 2009.  
 
[39] In keeping with the Board’s practice, hearing notification letters were sent to all known 
landowners and affected parties on April 8, 2009. The Board was then informed that the former 
Minister of Municipal Affairs, Ray Danyluk (Minister Danyluk), had started a dialogue with 
municipalities and their associations regarding sustainability. On April 17, 2009 the Board 
notified all parties that the May 14, 2009 preliminary hearing would be postponed while these 
discussions continued.  
 
[40] On July 7, 2010, the Summer Village requested the Board to proceed with the annexation 
process. An investigation by the Board determined that that LGC had recently ordered other 
Summer Village annexations. On July 19, 2010, the Board informed the two municipalities it 
would proceed with the annexation process. The County identified that the municipal 
sustainability process was not complete and requested the Board to reconsider proceeding with 
the proposed annexation process. The Board advised the County that a fair and effective forum to 
deal with the postponement request would be a preliminary hearing, where the affected parties 
could share and comment on the best way to proceed.  
 
[41] A preliminary hearing was set for September 22, 2010. The County’s solicitor indicated 
through correspondence she did not intend to provide any substantive submissions at the 
September 22, 2010 hearing, but would be requesting the Board to set another preliminary 
hearing so the issue of moving forward with the annexation could be considered. The Summer 
Village’s solicitor agreed that the County was entitled to raise this issue at the September 22, 
2010 hearing. The Summer Village’s solicitor stated if the Board decided to hear further 
submissions on the issue a subsequent preliminary hearing should be set so the parties could 
fully argue the matter.  
 
[42] At the September 22, 2010 hearing, there were two main issues before the Board. The 
first issue was whether the Board should conduct a preliminary hearing to determine if this 
matter should proceed prior to the completion of the municipal sustainability process initiated by 
Minister Danyluk. The Board found they should hear submissions regarding this matter and set 
another preliminary hearing for November 9, 2010.  
 
[43] The second issue to be determined was whether the Board should set a document 
exchange timeline and merit hearing dates for the proposed annexation. After hearing 
submissions from the parties, the Board set a tentative merit hearing date for May 30, 2011, 
continuing May 31 to June 3, 2011, if deemed necessary by the Board. Document exchange 
timelines were also established. Both parties were involved in setting these dates and had 
opportunities after this preliminary hearing to bring potential conflicts to the attention of the 
Board.  
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[44] On November 4, 2010, Alberta Municipal Affairs released the Municipal Sustainability 
Strategy. At the request of the solicitors from the Summer Village and the County, the Board 
agreed to cancel the second preliminary hearing, as the release of the report eliminated the reason 
for that hearing. The Board also noted the written submissions received from the affected 
landowners and the public supported continuing the annexation application without delay. No 
other preliminary matters were identified by any party. Given the short notice of the cancellation, 
the Board also accepted the offer by the municipalities to have their representative present at the 
hearing facility on November 9, 2010 to communicate the cancellation to the landowners and the 
public.  
 
PART 2 ANNEXATION HEARING 
 
[45] Part two is subdivided into five sections. First is a description of the annexation hearing 
notification process. Second, is a list of the individuals that made submissions to the Board at the 
merit hearing. Third, is an overview of the hearing. Fourth, is a summary of the 
landowner/public submissions. Lastly, the issues that were brought before the Board by the two 
municipalities during that annexation hearing are addressed and evaluated, and the findings of 
the Board are provided. 
 
Annexation Hearing Notification Process 
 
[46] In accordance with decision letter 005/10 the Board convened a merit hearing on May 30, 
2011 to review submissions regarding the proposed annexation. On March 22, 2011, the Board 
sent out a notice of public hearing to all interested parties. The notice provided the date and 
location of the merit hearing. It also confirmed, in accordance with the Board’s Decision Letter 
005/11, written submissions from the affected landowners and public were to be received by the 
Board prior to 12:00 noon on Friday, April 8, 2011. The notice advised that copies of the 
submissions received would be forwarded to the Summer Village and the County prior to the 
hearing and may be available to the public. The notice provided the contact information of the 
Board, the Summer Village and the County for enquiries.  
 
List of People Making Submissions to the Board at the Merit Hearing  
 
[47] The following is a list of the people who provided oral and/or written submissions to the 
Board at the May 30 to June 3, 2011 merit hearing. 
 

For the Summer Village: 
 Mayor Miller, Mayor, Summer Village of Rochon Sands 
 Alan Willis, Chief Administrative Officer, Summer Village of Rochon Sands 
 Brian Lynn, Area Resident and Realtor 
 Eric Petersen, Chartered Accountant, Gitzel Krejci Dand Peterson: Chartered 

Accountants 
 Brian Austrom, Professional Planner, Austrom Consulting Ltd.  
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 Wes Williams, Professional Engineer, Tagish Engineering Ltd.  
 Ed Bennett, Area Resident  
 Del Tweit, Area Resident, former Chief Administrative Officer of the Summer Village of 

Rochon Sands, Former Development Officer for the County of Stettler No. 6 
 
For the County  
 Tim Fox, Chief Administrative Officer, County of Stettler No. 6  
 Johan Van Der Bank, Director of Planning and Development, County of Stettler No. 6 
 Jeff Fetter, Professional Engineer, Associated Engineering  
 Olga Lovatt, Professional Planner, Lovatt Planning Consultations Inc.  
 Peter Nichols, Economic and Management Consultant and Financial Analyst, Nichols 

Applied Management: Management and Economic Consultants  
 Gerry Fardoe, Nichols Applied Management: Management and Economic Consultants  
 
Landowners/Public (Written and/or Oral Submissions) 
 Edward and Vivian Bennett  
 Del and Lucille Tweit 
 Glenn and Julie Ruttan 
 Brent and Colleen Carr 
 Robert and Sheila Kirk  
 Richard and Penny Gaffney 
 James and Laural Lockhart 
 Steve and Cathy Fix 
 Chris Fix 
 Glen and Carrie Turgeon 
 Kathy Hankins 
 Karl Grollmuss (on behalf of Mr. Grollmuss’ family) 
 Kim and Jim Donaghy 
 Gregory Jackson  
 Shane Menard 
 Linda Nelson 
 Ralph and Doris MacLainePont 
 Ed Reierson and Donna Arseniuk  
 Margaret Cassidy  
 D.A. Wood 
 Don Albers and Linda Bergstrom 
 Sandy Berg and Jim Jenkins 
 Armand and Denice Wiart  
 Gordon Donald Millar and Dorothy F. Miller  
 Florence Dolores Shanks  
 Dixie Lovell  
 Peter Chitrenky 
 Randall and Kathleen Brown  

00358



 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 055/11 
 
 FILE:  AN07/ROCH/SV-02 
 
 

139lorders:M055-11  Page 15 of 62 

 Carolyn Angus 
 Yvonne Gray (on behalf of Lynne Fraser and family, Don Gray and Family, Allison 

Malone and family, Carol Borschneck and family)  
 Glen Robinson 
 Lorna Watts 
 Gil Poulin 
 Susan and Peter Cartmell 
 Mark and Donna Tustian 
 David Rose 
 Arthur and Jeannette LaRose 
 Jean Gilbert 
 M. Doris Gitzel and Leo E. Gitzel 
 

Overview of the Municipalities’ Submissions  
 
[48] During the course of the merit hearing, the Board heard submissions from the Summer 
Village, the County and numerous affected landowners and members of the public. The 
following provides a brief overview of the positions of the two municipalities. The specifics of 
each issue will be reviewed in the issues section. To reduce repetition, the positions of the 
landowners have been summarized in the next section.  
 
[49] In relation to the annexation process, the Summer Village submitted the County did not 
follow the negotiation and mediation process properly, as required by the Act. 

 
[50]  In relation to growth and the need for land, the Summer Village argues that it is growing 
and needs land in order to accommodate future growth. The Summer Village highlighted that its 
situation is unique, given the fact that the undeveloped land within the Summer Village has been 
frozen for most of its history; therefore, a unique growth study was required, one which 
considered the historical growth in the entire region and the capacity for growth.  
 
[51] In relation to planning and community, the Summer Village argued that the proposed 
annexation would legalize its existing community and allow residents in the proposed annexation 
area to be more involved in the administration of the municipality. The proposed annexation 
would allow the Summer Village to have more control over development in the area, in an effort 
to preserve its vision of a Lakeshore community. The Summer Village maintained that the  future 
Area Structure Plan (ASP) between the three municipalities in the South Shore Growth Node, 
which includes the Summer Village, the County and the Summer Village of White Sands, as 
required by the 2010 Buffalo Lake Intermunicipal Development Plan (2010 BLIDP), would not 
solve these community and planning issues.  
 
[52] The Summer Village contended it is financially stable and the proposed annexation is 
likely to result in a positive financial impact, which could lead to a decrease in taxes or an 
increase in services. The residents in the immediate area use the Summer Village’s facilities 
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extensively and, therefore, it makes sense that their tax dollars go towards maintaining them. In 
relation to compensation, the Summer Village argued the County did not supply enough 
information to demonstrate the financial impact on the County if the annexation were approved; 
therefore, the Summer Village argued the Board does not have sufficient evidence before it to 
grant a standard compensation order. 
 
[53] The County stated it does not support the proposed annexation and maintains it is 
illogical to expect a municipality to negotiate an agreement for parts or elements of an 
annexation when there is no support for annexation of any lands proposed to be annexed. In 
response to the Summer Village’s growth projections, the County submitted the Austrom Report 
is not a helpful analysis because no attempt is made to evaluate demand in order to provide a 
basis for projecting the rate of consumption of lots. In addition, the Summer Village has enough 
developable land for the foreseeable future.  
 
[54] The County submitted that the community ties between the Summer Village and the 
landowners within the proposed annexation area have not been impeded by the current boundary 
and the existence of community connections is not one of the criteria that has been accepted for 
an annexation. Furthermore, the ASP, required by the 2010 BLIDP will address the planning 
concerns expressed by the Summer Village in this application for annexation. 
 
[55] The County argued that, in the short term, the annexation would have a small negative 
impact on the Summer Village and, in the long term, it would create financial risk. Servicing the 
proposed annexation area is feasible; however, infrastructure costs may have to be born by the 
Summer Village for a certain period of time, due to the nature of development. In addition, the 
Summer Village’s concerns over the use of recreational services by non-residents can be 
addressed by alternative funding methods, such as user fees. In relation to compensation, the 
County will lose 3.2% of its current tax base as a result of the annexation, which it argued is not 
an insignificant loss. The County requested the Board to follow its normal procedure when it 
comes to compensation. 
 
Summary of Landowner Submissions 
 
[56] As mentioned previously, in most recent annexations the municipalities support the 
annexation and the landowners oppose it. The Board notes that this annexation application is 
somewhat unusual as it was strongly contested by the County and strongly supported by many of 
the owners of the land to be annexed.  
 
[57] In an effort to be comprehensive yet succinct, the Board concludes it is necessary to 
provide a summary of the affected landowners’ positions in this section and then give a brief 
summary of the main issues brought forward by the landowners as a group within the issues 
section. Due to the number of landowner submissions, the mixture of written and oral 
submissions and the overlap between positions – all of which the Board considered with equal 
care - this arrangement best ensures clarity and brevity. The following summarizes the 
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submissions of the landowners expressing support for the proposed annexation as well as the 
submissions from the landowner expressing opposition to the proposed annexation.  
 
        Map 1: Summer Village of Rochon Sands and Proposed Annexation Area 

 
                                                         2008 Annexation Servicing Study: Summer Village Rochon Sands , Tagish Engineering Ltd.  

 
Summary of the Submissions of Edward and Vivian Bennett 
 
[58] Edward and Vivian Bennett stated they support the proposed annexation. Mr. and Mrs. 
Bennett own Lot 16 Block 8 Plan 2772TR in the County of Stettler No. 6. They have owned land 
in the proposed annexation area since 1990 and have been permanent residents of the area since 
1997. Mr. Bennett contended he is part of the Summer Village. He wants to be part of the 
development of the community and to be able to vote in the Summer Village’s Municipal 
elections.  
 
[59] Mr. Bennett stated the proposed annexation area is more urban than rural and, therefore, 
the area would be better represented by the urban Summer Village Council, which understands 
urban needs. He indicated that the County’s submissions show it did not talk to the people who 
were affected by the proposed annexation. 
 
[60] With regard to reserve lands, Mr. Bennett indicated that he respects the public areas and 
would expect to follow the policies of the Summer Village if the annexation were approved. The 
idea that the Summer Village might be more lenient on enforcing its reserve land policies is not a 
fair characterization of why the landowners support the annexation. The County should not 
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criticize the Summer Village for its past policies on reserve lands when the County’s past actions 
on reserve lands have not been positive. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Del and Lucille Tweit 
 
[61] Del and Lucille Tweit state they support the proposed annexation. Mr. and Mrs. Tweit 
own land in the proposed annexation area. They contended that they are part of the Summer 
Village rather than the County and they want their taxes to be spent locally. Mr. Tweit was the 
Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) for the Summer Village between 1996 and 2001. As CAO, 
he approached the owner of the 106 acres of undeveloped land in the Summer Village, asking if 
he would be willing to subdivide. The owner refused. In addition, he identified that Kathy 
Hankins, who is opposed to the annexation, does not represent the Rochon Sands Estates 
community as a whole and her opposition is due to past dealings with the Summer Village.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Glenn and Julie Ruttan  
 
[62] Glen and Julie Ruttan advised that they are in favour of the proposed annexation. Mr. and 
Mrs. Ruttan are landowners in Area 1 of the proposed annexation area. They contended the 
Summer Village will be more able to implement long term plans, manage growth pressures and 
ensure long-term sustainability if it can rely on a more predictable source of property tax 
revenue.  
 
[63] They indicated the proposed annexation would provide new Summer Village residents 
with the right to vote and run for Council, which would give them a voice on how their tax 
dollars are managed. The proposed annexation also makes sense from a geographic perspective 
because the proposed annexation lands can only be accessed through the Summer Village.  
 
[64] Mr. and Mrs. Ruttan indicated that they did not like the way the County handled the issue 
over encroachment onto reserve lands in the past. They believed the County has a combative 
approach to negotiations and would be unable to effectively manage the reserve lands in the 
future. The Summer Village has more credibility when it comes to Lake affairs. Having the 
beach community under one jurisdiction would be effective and efficient.  
 
[65] In oral submissions, Mr. Ruttan spoke about the Summer Village’s capabilities of 
servicing the proposed annexation area. He emphasized that the Summer Village will gain more 
expertise overtime. If the annexation is approved, the Summer Village can use its larger tax base 
to fund a larger administration and create a capital fund that can be used to bridge the gap 
between estimated costs and unforeseen costs. The Summer Village’s use of contractors is a 
strength not a weakness because it brings down operating costs and provides critical expertise. In 
addition, the Summer Village has access to many volunteers, which will continue if the 
annexation is approved.  
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[66] In oral submissions, Mrs. Ruttan identified the main motivation for the annexation is to 
give the Summer Village more control over the kinds of growth that occur in the area. She did 
not want the 106 acres currently in the Summer Village to be developed because it is filled with 
trees, wetlands and valleys, which contribute to a picturesque view of the Lake. The Summer 
Village needs the annexation in order to have land to develop other than those 106 acres. The 
County has a different view on development, environmental protection and beach access.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Brent and Colleen Carr  
 
[67] Brent and Colleen Carr stated that they are both in favour of the proposed annexation. 
They own land in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. Mr. and Mrs. Carr stated they use 
many of the facilities offered by the Summer Village and they want their tax dollars to go 
towards maintaining those facilities. They emphasized that the County is out of touch with their 
needs. They are especially concerned with the maintenance of roads in Area 3.  
 
[68] In oral submissions, Mr. Carr stated the roads have deteriorated over time and that the 
County will not act until it receives a complaint. The County does not care about their concerns 
and the Summer Village has a more dedicated Council. The Carr’s recognized the County has 
plans to pave their roads, however they were worried about the costs that would be imposed 
upon them for this project. Mr. and Mrs. Carr submitted that the only reason the County is 
opposed to the annexation is to keep their tax dollars.  
 
[69] In oral submissions, Mrs. Carr stated the County gives the Hall Association $5,400, 
which is not enough to pay for its projects. The Hall Association often looks to grants in order to 
pay for projects and where grant money is not enough, they look to membership fees. In 
addition, Kathy Hankins’ views do not represent the views of the entire Rochon Sands Estates 
community. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Robert and Sheila Kirk 
 
[70] Robert and Shield Kirk indicated that they are in favour of the proposed annexation. They 
own land in Area 1 of the proposed annexation area. Mr. Kirk stated the Summer Village has 
many volunteers who are willing to help out. The Summer Village has made it clear that the 
reserve land regulations will be enforced and the Summer Village never promised the 
landowners lower taxes. The main reason the County opposes the annexation is that it would lose 
revenue.  
 
[71] Mrs. Kirk spoke about the importance of community spirit and the family values of the 
Summer Village. She indicated that the Summer Village holds an annual gathering on Boxing 
Day which includes a bonfire, sleigh rides and an ice rink. The annexation would also enable 
Mrs. Kirk to have a mailbox in the Summer Village, rather than having to drive all the way to 
another community for her mail. 
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Summary of the Submissions of Richard and Penny Gaffney.  
 
[72] Richard and Penny Gaffney submitted that they support the proposed annexation. Mr. and 
Mrs. Gaffney live on 135 Bayview St., Rochon Sands. They stated the annexation is a key step to 
sustaining a healthy and vibrant Lake community for future generations. They participate in 
many community events; however, they are not included in community planning and cannot be 
included in voting or sitting on the Summer Village’s Council. The annexation will be important 
for Lake stewardship, among other needs. Mr. Gaffney noted the annexation process would be 
better if it were less confrontational and did not take as long.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of James and Laurel Lockhart  
 
[73] James and Laurel Lockhart stated that they are in favour of the proposed annexation. Mr. 
and Mrs. Lockhart own land in both the Summer Village and Area 3 of the proposed annexation 
area. In oral submissions, Mr. Lockhart stated the main benefit of the annexation is that it would 
enable landowners to have a say in their community and be represented by people who 
understand their regional problems. All the properties in the Summer Village and the proposed 
annexation area are accessed through one road, Highway 835. Mr. Lockhart had concerns over 
the Lake environment, new development and fire protection costs. He argued that the Summer 
Village is better at communicating with the community than the County. The County has not put 
any new gravel on the road near his land in Area 3 since 2002.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Steve and Cathy Fix 
 
[74] Steve and Cathy Fix submitted that they support the proposed annexation. Mr. and Mrs. 
Fix live in Area 1 of the proposed annexation area and both grew up in the Summer Village. Mr. 
Fix stated there is no downside to the application and most people affected support the proposed 
annexation. His taxes have increased over time with no corresponding increase in services. His 
taxes far exceed the taxes paid by landowners in the Summer Village, who get more services, 
such as garbage facilities and a community hall. Most of the services he uses, other than roads, 
come from the Summer Village. Mr. Fix had concerns over environmental stewardship. 
Specifically, he was concerned over the way the Buffalo View Estates subdivision was handled 
by the County because it did not fully consider the environmental impacts. He argued that he 
lacks a political voice in the County and has little in common, both politically and socially, with 
the residents of the County, who are mostly farmers.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Chris Fix 
 
[75] Chris Fix stated that he supports the proposed annexation. He owns land in Area 2 of the 
proposed annexation area. He would have liked to live in the Summer Village; however, there 
were no lots available when he wanted to buy property. Mr. Fix wanted his tax dollars to go to 
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the Summer Village because he uses the Summer Village’s services extensively. Even though he 
is a County resident, the only boat launch he would use is the one in the Summer Village. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Glen and Carrie Turgeon 
 
[76] Glen and Carrie Turgeon indicated they are in favour of the annexation. Mr. and Mrs. 
Turgeon live in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. They indicated they are part of both the 
community and the Summer Village. Because there are so few County residents in the Lake area 
their voices are not heard by the County and their concerns are not met. Mr. Turgeon had 
concerns over the County’s maintenance of roads in the area. There were times this winter he 
could not make it up the hill by his property because the roads had not been plowed. He 
submitted he is not getting enough value for his tax dollars from the County.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Kathy Hankins 
 
[77] Kathy Hankins submitted that she is not in favour of the proposed annexation. Mrs. 
Hankins lives in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. Mrs. Hankins stated the Summer 
Village has not changed much over the last 35 years and is not likely to change much over the 
next 35 years. The Summer Village has approximately 100 acres of undeveloped land, which can 
be developed and, therefore, she does not understand why the Summer Village wants to take land 
from the County. She contended that the purpose of the annexation is to gain tax revenue.  
 
[78] Mrs. Hankins believed the Summer Village was not truthful to the residents and 
landowners in the area about their taxes increasing because of the annexation. The landowners 
want to join the Summer Village because they are upset with the County over the reserve land 
issue. She was doubtful that the Summer Village will be able to handle the costs of the 
annexation and emphasized that the Minister of Municipal Affairs should consider abolishing 
Summer Villages.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Karl Grollmuss (on behalf of his family) 
 
[79] Karl Grollmuss and his family submitted that they are in favour of the proposed 
annexation. Mr. Grollmuss acquired several properties within the Summer Village over 30 years 
ago. Mr. Grollmuss stated, from a social perspective, he considered the Summer Village and the 
proposed annexation area to be the same entity. He noted that the residents of the proposed 
annexation area are involved in the Summer Village socially, but not politically.  
 
[80] Mr. Grollmuss stated the area would be better serviced under one jurisdiction because of 
greater administrative efficiency. From a geographic perspective, access to the annexation area is 
gained through the Summer Village and, therefore, road services would be more effective if they 
were under one municipality. The population increase due to the annexation would be a positive 
step towards moving forward with sewage collection and disposal systems in the area, as well as 
other services. Furthermore, the proposed annexation will increase the amount of grant money 
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the Summer Village will be eligible for. Sewage collection is important in order to ensure the 
protection of the Lake. An increase in protection services is also necessary. With an increase in 
population, the community may be able to create a volunteer fire department.  
 
[81] Mr. Grollmuss stated he was under the impression that the County saw the proposed 
annexation area as not a profitable revenue source and would be happy to give it up. He stated 
the Summer Village is willing to step up to the plate.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Kim and Jim Donaghy 
 
[82] Kim and Jim Donaghy supported the proposed annexation. They are landowners in Area 
3 of the proposed annexation area. They believed the proposed annexation would benefit the 
proposed annexation area and the Summer Village. The Summer Village provides them with 
many amenities and the residents have been very welcoming.  
 
[83] In oral submissions, Mrs. Donaghy stated the roads in Area 3 are much worse than other 
roads in the area. Although the County has recently agreed to pave the roads in Area 3, she 
would rather be annexed into the Summer Village, even if it meant keeping a gravel road. She 
was never told by the Summer Village that her taxes would decrease if the annexation were 
approved.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Gregory Jackson 
 
[84] Gregory Jackson is a County Councilor. Mr. Jackson stated he was interested in all the 
landowner’s views and was saddened that he was not available to hear all the submissions. Mr. 
Jackson declared the County has been operating as efficiently as possible when it comes to snow 
removal. Last winter saw an abnormal amount of snow, which created issues across the County, 
as well as in other municipalities. Mr. Jackson noted that the County did not receive any 
complaints from the School Division about their inability to clear the roads. He thanked 
everyone for showing an interest.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Shane Menard 
 
[85] Shane Menard submitted that he is in support of the proposed annexation. Mr. Menard 
contended the residents of the Summer Village and the residents of the proposed annexation area 
live and associate together as one community. They have a common interest in the facilities, 
recreational opportunities and stewardship of the Lakeshore. He emphasized that it is important 
to allow for the growth of viable communities and to recognize the near unanimous support for 
the annexation.  
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Summary of the Submissions of Linda Nelson 
 
[86] In an earlier written submission Linda Nelson expressed support for the proposed 
annexation. However, in a later written submission, Mrs. Nelson withdrew her previous support. 
Mrs. Nelson owns a lot in Area 2 of the proposed annexation area. She stated it was in her best 
interest to remain part of the County.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Ralph and Doris MacLaine Pont 
 
[87] Ralph and Doris MacLaine Pont submitted they support the proposed annexation. Mr. 
and Mrs. MacLaine Pont own Lot 14 Block 6 Plan 6407/KS in the proposed annexation area and 
they want to live within the Summer Village. They have more in common with the Summer 
Village residents than other County residents. In addition, it would be beneficial to share the 
same laws as the Summer Village in order to avoid confusion. Furthermore, they currently 
cannot vote for the political representatives of the Summer Village and, therefore, they do not 
have a voice. All the residents in the proposed annexation area use the recreational facilities 
maintained by the Summer Village. Mr. and Mrs. MacLaine Pont identified that they want to be 
part of a complete community.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Ed Reierson and Donna Arseniuk 
 
[88] Ed Reierson and Donna Arseniuk indicated they support the proposed annexation. They 
own Lot 1 Block 8 Plan 2772TR in the proposed annexation area. Mr. Reierson and Ms. 
Arseniuk stated the Summer Village offers a shared vision of future development and the County 
has a different agenda, which will create future issues. In addition, they have more in common 
with the Summer Village residents than other County residents, due to the Lake community 
atmosphere. They do not have a political voice in the Summer Village and want to be fully part 
of the Rochon Sands community. They noted that the residents in the proposed annexation area 
use the facilities in the Summer Village. Furthermore, it is confusing to determine which laws 
apply to what area. The proposed annexation would create uniform laws for the entire area. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Margaret Cassidy 
 
[89] Margaret Cassidy stated that she is in favour of the annexation. Mrs. Cassidy is a 
landowner in the proposed annexation area. She stated the County is not in touch with the needs 
of her community and the proposed annexation area fits in better with the Summer Village.  
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Summary of the Submissions of D. A. Wood 
 
[90] D. A. Wood is a landowner in the proposed annexation area and submitted that he is in 
favour of the proposed annexation. D.A. Wood stated the County is not in touch with the needs 
of the Community and the proposed annexation area fits in better with the Summer Village.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Don Albers and Linda Bergstrom 
 
[91] Don Albers and Linda Bergstrom stated that they supported the annexation. Mr. Albers 
and Ms. Bergstrom live in Area 3. They take part in the Community of Rochon Sands. They use 
many of the facilities offered by the Summer Village and want their tax dollars to go towards 
maintaining these facilities. They submitted that their needs are very different than the needs of 
other residents in the County and, therefore, their concerns would be better addressed by the 
Summer Village.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Sandy Berg and Jim Jenkins  
 
[92] Sandy Berg and Jim Jenkins identified that they are in favour of the proposed annexation. 
They are landowners and full-time residents of the Summer Village. Ms. Berg and Mr. Jenkins 
indicated the Summer Village’s facilities are used extensively by residents in the proposed 
annexation area and that the Summer Village tax payers should not bear the costs of maintaining 
those facilities alone. In addition, the County residents in the proposed annexation area would get 
more for their tax dollars if they were part of the Summer Village. They would welcome the 
additional landowners as contributors to local governance.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Armand and Denice Wiart 
 
[93] Armand and Denice Wiart supported the proposed annexation. Mr. and Mrs. Wiart own 
Lot Plan 6407KS Block 6 Lot R in the proposed annexation area. They have always felt part of 
the Summer Village’s community and have always used its services. They do not want to be 
governed by an outside body. They emphasized that preservation of a unique society should be 
taken into consideration in this annexation application and the Summer Village is responsive to 
preserving the cottage lifestyle. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Gordon Donald Millar and Dorothy F. Miller  
 
[94] Gordon Donald Millar and Dorothy F. Miller identified that they are in support of the 
proposed annexation and wished to join with the Summer Village.  
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Summary of the Submissions of Florence Delores Shanks  
 
[95] Florence Delores Shanks indicated that she is in favour of the proposed annexation. Ms. 
Shanks owns lot 10 Block 6 Plan 6407KS in the proposed annexation area. She contended she is 
part of the community of Rochon Sands. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Dixie M. Lovell  
 
[96] Dixie M. Lovell submitted that she is in favour of the proposed annexation.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Peter Chitrenky 
 
[97] Peter Chitrenky supported the proposed annexation. Mr. Chitrenky is a landowner in the 
area and stated the annexation will benefit both the landowners in the proposed annexation area, 
as well as in the Summer Village.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Randall and Kathleen Brown 
 
[98] Randall and Kathleen Brown identified that they are in favour of the proposed 
annexation. Mr. and Mrs. Brown own property in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. They 
plan on constructing a house on their property within the next couple of years and they want to 
have a close connection with the Summer Village. They see the annexation as part of the 
Summer Village’s evolution as an urban municipality.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Carolyn Angus 
 
[99] Carolyn Angus stated she is in support of the proposed annexation. Ms. Angus is a 
summer resident of the Summer Village. Ms. Angus argued having a single entity managing 
development around the Lake area makes sense and will provide a consistent vision of 
development. She submitted the residents in the proposed annexation area have the right to be 
part of the Summer Village community. 
 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Yvonne Gray on behalf of Carol Borschneck and family, 
Don Gray and Family, Lynne Fraser and family, Allison Malone and family 
 
[100] Yvonne Gray, Carol Borschneck and family, Don Gray and Family, Lynne Fraser and 
family, Allison Malone and family all supported the proposed annexation. Ms. Gray stated they 
have family property in Area 1 of the proposed annexation area. She has a long established 
connection with the Summer Village and no social relationship with the County. The annexation 
is a way for her family to participate in the decisions that affect them. She indicated that her 
family’s tax dollars should go towards the facilities in the Summer Village since they use these 
services.  
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Summary of the Submissions of Glen Robinson 
 
[101] Glen Robinson stated he is in favour of the proposed annexation. Mr. Robinson owns Lot 
21, Block 6, Plan 640KS in the proposed annexation area. Mr. Robinson argued he does not have 
representation in the County and the County is confrontational and negative towards his 
concerns. He contended that the County did not enter into discussions over the proposed 
annexation in good faith. The Summer Village residents and the residents in the proposed 
annexation area have the same concerns due to the fact that they are both physically and 
recreationally connected. Mr. Robinson submitted he does not have a connection to the County, 
which focuses on farming and would like his tax revenue to go to the community he identifies 
with.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Lorna Watts 
 
[102] Lorna Watts indicated that she is in favour of the proposed annexation. Ms. Watts owns a 
home in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. She submitted she is part of the Summer 
Village community. She volunteers in various Summer Village associations and uses many 
Summer Village amenities.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Gil Poulin 
 
[103] Gil Poulin submitted that he is in support of the Proposed annexation. Mr. Poulin owns 
land in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. He plans to build a home on the land and retire 
there someday. The Summer Village provides him with many amenities and he looks forward to 
being part of a vibrant community. He contended that the proposed annexation would benefit the 
Summer Village and Rochon Sands Estates.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Susan and Peter Cartmell 
 
[104] Susan and Peter Cartmell identified that they are in support of the proposed annexation. 
Mr. and Mrs. Cartmell own property in the Summer Village. It is important to them that the 
Summer Village Council is able to govern land use in a consistent fashion. Having two separate 
governing bodies for residents who share the same geographic area does not make sense.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Mark and Donna Tustian 
 
[105] Mark and Donna Tustian stated that they are in favour of the proposed annexation. Mr. 
and Mrs. Tustian own property in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. They stated they have 
seen an increase in taxes from the County without any corresponding increase in servicing. The 
roads in Area 3 are not maintained properly by the County. Moreover, since they use the 
facilities in the Summer Village it makes more sense for their taxes to be used in supporting 
those facilities. They are connected to the community of Rochon Sands rather than the County.  
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Summary of the Submissions of David Rose 
 
[106] David Rose indicated that he is in favour of the proposed annexation. Mr. Rose owns 
land in the Summer Village. He stated the residents of the proposed annexation area are an 
integral part of the Summer Village. The proposed annexation would strengthen the 
municipality. 
 
Summary of the Submissions of Arthur and Jeannette LaRose 
 
[107] Arthur and Jeannette LaRose live in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. They 
submitted in writing that they planned to attend the annexation merit hearing on May 30 to June 
3,  2011. Mr. and Mrs. LaRose made no submission at the merit hearing.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of Jean Gilbert, on behalf of the Rochon Sands Hall & 
Recreation Association 
 
[108] Jean Gilbert, on behalf of the Rochon Sands Hall & Recreation Association, supported 
the proposed annexation. Mr. Gilbert stated the residents in the proposed annexation area have 
become an integral part of the Summer Village community and the Hall Association. These 
residents use the Village’s amenities. Given the close proximity and relationships developed 
between the Summer Village and the proposed annexation area residents,  it is important they 
become one community.  
 
Summary of the Submissions of M. Doris Gitzel and Leo E. Gitzel 
 
[109] M. Doris Gitzel and Leo E. Gitzel stated they are in favour of the proposed annexation. 
Mr. and Mrs. Gitzel live in the proposed annexation area. They use the Village’s amenities and 
are welcome socially by the Summer Village. They submitted that the next logical step is to 
make this association legal.  
 
Issues 
 
[110] During the annexation hearing, the parties presented numerous reports and submissions 
for the Board to consider. The key issues in this annexation have been grouped into four broad 
categories: the application and hearing process, growth and the need for land, community and 
planning, and financial impacts. Each of these issues will be addressed below. A summary of the 
positions of the Summer Village, the County and the landowner/public will be followed by the 
findings of the Board.  
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1. Application and Hearing Process 
 
Summer Village Position 
 
[111] The Summer Village stated it filed a previous annexation application with the Board on 
October 10, 2003. In relation to this earlier application, it engaged in an extensive mediation 
process with the County, which included 14 meetings. However, on August 23, 2006 the County 
Council rejected the motion to accept the annexation agreement. The main impediment was an 
issue relating to the reserve lands in the proposed annexation area.  
 
[112] In relation to this earlier application, the Summer Village contended it filed its Report on 
Negotiations on April 5, 2007, which became its formal annexation application. At a preliminary 
hearing before the Board, the County raised issues that the Summer Village believed were far 
beyond the scope of the issues raised prior to that date. At this preliminary hearing, the Board 
directed the two municipalities to exchange additional information prior to the main hearing. In 
order to fulfill this requirement, the Summer Village commissioned the Austrom Report, which 
demonstrated that the proposed annexation area would not meet the Summer Village’s long term 
growth needs. As a result, the 2003 application was withdrawn and the Summer Village filed a 
new application, which included the lands requested in the initial application as well as 
additional lands. This new application is the matter that is  presently before the Board.  
 
[113] The Summer Village indicated that the County filed an application for costs with the 
Board in relation to the annexation application that was withdrawn by the Summer Village. In a 
June 8, 2008 decision, the Board dismissed the cost application, finding the Summer Village 
acted in good faith and should not be penalized for recognizing the need for additional lands.  
 
[114] In December 2007, the Summer Village requested meetings with the County to discuss 
the current annexation application. However, the County initially refused to meet until the cost 
application was decided by the Board. Ultimately, the two municipalities agreed to five 
mediation meeting dates between April 7 and May 26, 2008. However, at the second meeting on 
April 22, 2008, the County representatives arrived to deliver a letter advising it was ending 
negotiations and would not engage in further discussions with the Summer Village until the 
annexation application was dropped. At that stage of the process, the Summer Village contended 
that there had not been any substantive discussions about the 2007 application, as the mediation 
protocols had not even been finalized. The Summer Village wrote letters to the County 
requesting the two municipalities continue discussions, however, the County refused.  
 
[115] The Summer Village indicated it does not accept the County’s characterization of the 
obligations created under s.117 of the Act. S.117 identified that if agreement cannot be reached, 
mediation must be attempted. The Summer Village stated that the County refused to negotiate in 
good faith and failed to engage in a mediation process in this proceeding. Moreover, the Summer 
Village expressed concern that the County’s interpretation of s. 117 will set a negative precedent.  
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[116] The Summer Village submitted it remained confident the annexation application was well 
founded and necessary to meet its growth needs. The Summer Village repeatedly suggested the 
County return to the mediation process; however, all offers were declined. The Summer Village 
remained of the view that there were many details of the annexation application that could have 
been addressed by way of mediation. The Sumer Village commented that, at a minimum, the two 
municipalities could have reached consensus on compensation, revenue sharing from future 
development, and shared services.  
 
[117] The Summer Village indicated it proceeded with public consultation in the normal 
course. In developing its annexation application, the Summer Village communicated with the 
Board and consulted with the following agencies: Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation, 
Clearview Public Schools, David Thompson Health Region, and Shirley McClellan Regional 
Water Services Commission. The Summer Village advised that it did not receive a response from 
any of these agencies.  
 
[118] At the start of the annexation process, the Summer Village sent a notice to landowners, 
which included an invitation to attend a landowner information meeting to discuss the proposed 
annexation. Moreover, following the County’s withdrawal from mediation, the Summer Village 
held a public meeting concerning the proposed annexation. A majority of landowners at this 
meeting supported the proposed annexation.  
 
[119] The Summer Village indicated a formal public meeting was held on May 31, 2008. In 
addition, the annexation was on the agenda of its Annual Ratepayers Meeting on August 4, 2008. 
The Report on Negotiations was presented to the public at a Pubic Open Information Meeting 
held on October 18, 2008. The Summer Village was satisfied this consultation process brought 
out all concerns and that the overwhelming majority of the public support the proposed 
annexation.  
 
[120] Following these public meetings, the Summer Village prepared a letter requesting the 
affected landowner’s opinions concerning the annexation and requesting approval. Over 78% of 
the landowners responding were in favour of the proposed annexation, 1% were opposed and 
20% did not respond. Individual meetings and phone calls took place with landowners after the 
public meeting in order to answer further questions.  
 
[121] Once the Report on Negotiations was completed, the Summer Village forwarded the 
Report to the County. The Summer Village indicated that the County refused to sign the Report 
and ignored its obligation to provide reasons for not signing the Report on Negotiations, contrary 
to s. 118(3) of the Act. The Summer Village contended that the County’s interpretation of s. 
118(3) would render this section meaningless and would create an unfortunate precedent.  
 
[122] The Summer Village indicated it requested that the County share its comments on the 
Austrom Report; however, the County did not respond. In a May 9, 2008 letter, the Summer 
Village requested copies of any consultant or planning reports the County would rely on in an 
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annexation hearing, in an effort to narrow the issues prior to the preliminary hearing. In a June 
26, 2008 letter, the County declined to provide any information to the Summer Village, 
indicating it would provide any reports or evaluations as part of the exchange process used by the 
Board in the annexation hearings.  
 
County Position 
 
[123] The County confirmed that the current annexation application was commenced in late 
2007, following the Summer Village’s withdrawal of an earlier annexation application initiated 
in 2003. During the 2003 annexation, each municipality established a committee that was 
instructed use mediation to negotiate an annexation agreement. The committees were instructed 
to return to their respective Councils with the results of their negotiations. The County wanted a 
complete annexation package and considered the joint ownership of the reserve land to be a 
major consideration that needed to be addressed as part of any annexation agreement. After the 
negotiations, the Committees reported back to their respective Councils. The Summer Village 
held a public meeting to discuss the proposed agreement  and afterward advised the County that 
there were concerns regarding the joint ownership of the reserve lands. The County requested the 
two municipalities obtain a legal opinion; however, the Summer Village was reluctant to pursue 
this option. The Summer Village requested the County to move forward with a partial agreement, 
which included everything but the joint ownership of the reserve lands. The County refused, so 
the Summer Village submitted its annexation application anyway.  
 
[124] The County stated that the two municipalities began mediation negotiations regarding the 
current annexation application in April of 2008. The County argued that the aim of such 
mediated negotiations was for the municipalities to reach their own mutually acceptable 
settlement of the proposed annexation.  
 
[125] The County indicated annexation negotiations are to be in good faith. Since it does not 
support the Summer Village’s application to annex developed and undeveloped lands from the 
County, it could not, in good faith, continue to pursue negotiations. The County contends that it 
is illogical to expect a municipality to negotiate an agreement for parts or elements of an 
annexation when there is no support for annexation of any lands proposed to be annexed. The 
Summer Village was advised of this position. The County noted that the Act recognizes not all 
annexation applications will be the subject of an agreement between the municipalities.  
 
[126] The County stated that s. 118(2) of the Act does not require the responding municipality 
to sign the Report on Negotiations unless it agrees with the Report. Furthermore, s. 118(3) 
indicates the responding municipality does not have to provide its reasons for not signing the 
Report on Negotiations.  
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Landowner Submissions 
 
[127] Certain landowners highlighted that the County did not consult with the residents of the 
proposed annexation area concerning the annexation application. One landowner stated the 
County did not approach the negotiations over the annexation application in good faith. 
 
Board Findings 
 
[128] The Board finds the Summer Village consulted with the affected agencies. The Board 
accepts that the Summer Village consulted Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation, Clearview 
Public Schools, David Thompson Health Region, and Shirley McClellan Regional Water 
Services Commission and that no concerns were brought forward.  
 
[129] The Board concludes the Summer Village consulted effectively with the affected 
landowners and the public. The Summer Village held at least two public meetings where the 
proposed annexation was addressed. The Summer Village also sent out a letter to affected 
landowners informing them of the proposal and asking for their opinions and support. Although 
the Board notes that the majority of the landowners that responded to this letter were in favour of 
the proposed annexation. The application provided by the Summer Village contains two letters of 
objection. Although the Board is unsure if the Summer Village was able to address these 
objections, the Board is convinced the public and landowner consultation process undertaken 
was reasonable.  
 
[130] The Board accepts that the County did not consult with the residents regarding the 
proposed annexation. While consultation is good practice, the Act does not require the 
municipality from which the land is to be annexed to undertake a consultation process.  
 
[131] It is true that the Act provides an appeal process for annexations where the municipalities 
are unable to agree through negotiation or mediation.  However, every effort should be made for 
the municipalities to reach agreement in a collaborative fashion. Negotiations are contemplated 
by the Act and in keeping with the Provincial Land Use Policies. The fifteen annexation 
principles highlight the importance of cooperation and negotiation between municipalities. The 
Board has found over the years that mediation facilitates communication and openness, which 
encourages the municipalities to find common ground on contested issues. It also allows for 
candid discussions in a non-adversarial environment, which cultivates compromise and 
collaboration. In addition, even if full agreement cannot be reached, the mediation process often 
narrows the issues, which allows for a more structured and efficient hearing process and makes 
the annexation process more efficient and effective for all parties. The Board considers 
mediation to be an important component of the annexation process, in that it facilitates open 
communication and cooperation between municipalities in all possible areas. As such, mediation 
should not be taken lightly. 
  

00375



 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 055/11 
 
 FILE:  AN07/ROCH/SV-02 
 
 

139lorders:M055-11  Page 32 of 62 

[132] Mediation was attempted in this case, but soon failed.  The Board acknowledges that the 
County attended only one mediation meeting despite numerous requests from the Summer 
Village to continue the discussions. The Board is disappointed additional negotiation or 
mediation meetings between the two municipalities did not take place, as this might have 
allowed the two municipalities to reach agreement or reduced the number of issues brought 
before the Board. However, despite the abrupt conclusion of the mediation, the Board notes that 
the County’s withdrawal did not preclude the Summer Village from continuing with the 
development and submitting its Report on Negotiations. Given the situation, the Board finds the 
actions of the Summer Village to complete and submit the Report on Negotiation were 
reasonable and prudent. The Board also notes that the delay caused by the Municipality 
Sustainability Report was beyond the control of any party.  
 
[133] The Board agrees that the County did not have to sign the Summer Village’s Report on 
Negotiation or provide reasons for not signing. S. 118(2) of the Act states the Report on 
Negotiations must be signed by the municipal authorities from which the land is to be annexed 
“that are prepared to sign”. Thus, if the responding municipality is not prepared to sign, it is not 
required to do so. Furthermore, s. 118(3) of the Act states a municipal authority that does not 
sign the Report on Negotiations “may” include in the Report its reasons for not signing. The 
Board finds the word “may” implies giving reasons for not signing the Report on Negotiations is 
discretionary. However, the Board emphasizes if the responding municipality does not sign and 
does not give reasons for not signing the Report on Negotiations, this should not impede the 
initiating municipality from filing the Report on Negotiations and requesting the Board to 
proceed with the application.  
 
[134] Given the adversarial relationship between the two municipalities regarding the proposed 
annexation, the Board finds the document exchange process established at the first preliminary 
hearing was an appropriate manner for the County to make known its specific concerns regarding 
the proposed annexation. The exchange process provided enough time for the Summer Village to 
develop a response to the issues raised by the County. The merit hearing dates were selected and 
mutually agreed upon by both parties. Moreover, the second preliminary hearing, set for 
November 9, 2010, was cancelled at the request of both parties. If there was an issue with the 
document exchange timeline, merit hearing dates or any other matters, the second preliminary 
hearing provided the opportunity for each party to request amendments.  
 

2. Growth and the Need for Land 
 
Summer Village Position 
 
[135] The Summer Village highlighted the Provincial Land Use Policies, which recognize the 
ability of all municipalities to pursue growth. In addition, the Board has recognized the ability of 
all municipalities to grow in the City of St. Albert annexation recommendation.  
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[136] The Summer Village submitted the fifteen principles of annexation used by the Board in 
annexation matters do not state there is only one acceptable method for projecting growth. In 
response to the County’s critique of the Austrom Report, the Summer Village stated that the 
Board should consider the totality of the evidence, including evidence of growth presented in 
oral submissions.  
 
[137] The Summer Village emphasized that its situation is unique in that the undeveloped land 
in the municipality has been owned by developer that has been unwilling to develop it 
throughout most of its history. Therefore, a unique growth study was required, rather than the 
traditional method of using the historical growth projections from within the Summer Village. 
The Summer Village argued historical development in the surrounding areas demonstrate there 
will be growth in the area immediately surrounding the municipality in the near future. The 
Summer Village pointed to the historical development in the neighboring Summer Village of 
White Sands, which created 42 new lots between 2005 and 2010 and 55 new cottages between 
2005 and 2010. It is reasonable to assume that if a willing developer had existed in the Summer 
Village, there could have been similar development within its borders; therefore, the Summer 
Village of White Sands can be used as an indicator of potential future growth in and around the 
Summer Village.  
 
[138] The Summer Village also cited the development in Buffalo View Estates, which had 63 
lots created between 2006 and 2007, and Rochon Sands Estate, which had 40 lots created in 
1999. Buffalo View Estates is included in Area 2 of the proposed annexation area and Rochon 
Sands Estates is part of Area 3. Buffalo View Estates and Rochon Sands Estates demonstrate a 
growth rate of 12.8 lots per year. Based on the historical growth of these two areas, the Summer 
Village contended Area 2 of the proposed annexation area will be built out in 11-52 years.  
 
[139] Based on the Austrom Report, the Summer Village maintained there will be 
approximately 18-27 lots developed per year. The Austrom Report’s land consumption 
projection is rooted within the Buffalo Lake Wastewater Study. The Austrom Report also looked 
at the 1997 Buffalo Lake Intermunicipal Development Plan (1997 BLIDP), which recognizes the 
South Shore Growth Node is likely to have the greatest demand for development. If the Board 
accepts this account, the growth horizons would be significantly shorter than looking at the 
historical rates of the surrounding area. 
 
[140] The Summer Village stated the land on its boarders will develop before the 106 acres of 
undeveloped land within its borders will develop. The landowner of the 106 acres has confirmed 
he plans to develop his land in the County before he will develop his land in the Summer 
Village. Furthermore, although a subdivision was approved for about 14 lots within the 106 
acres, that subdivision approval lapsed in 2009 because the landowner chose not to renew the 
application. All 106 acres are owned by the same landowner. This means the municipality will 
be frozen for at least another 15 years if the annexation is not granted.  
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[141] The Summer Village argued, even if the 106 acres were to develop first, that land would 
not be sufficient for the Summer Village’s long term growth. Due to its topography, the 
maximum number of new lots that could be developed on the 106 acres is approximately 70. In 
addition, the Summer Village indicated that, even with maximum density of 2 lots per acre, the 
106 acres will be built out between 3.8 to 17 years.  
 
[142] The Summer Village observed it is possible the proposed annexation area will provide for 
more than 20 years of growth. However, the Summer Village wanted to ensure it has enough 
land so it does not have to seek another annexation in the near future. The Summer Village stated 
that in the Town of Strathmore recommendation the Board recognized that a history of 
opposition can be a relevant consideration for using a longer timeframe for growth. Furthermore, 
the County’s IDP indicates its support for annexations that consider a timeline of 30 or more 
years of growth.  
 
[143] The Summer Village explained that the term backlots is used to describe sections of land 
that are not directly adjacent to the Lake. The Summer Village contended the history of 
development in the area demonstrates development of “backlots” has occurred in the past and 
pointed to Rochon Sands Estates as an example. This is evidence that the undeveloped land in 
the proposed annexation area will develop in the future.  
 
[144] The maps provided by the Summer Village identified that the largest tracts of vacant land 
within the proposed annexation area are located in Area 2 (SE 19-40-20 W4 and SW 20-40-20 
W4). In response to questioning during the hearing by the County, the Summer Village indicated 
that the two numbered companies that own the vacant 106 acres currently within the Summer 
Village also own much of the vacant land within the SE 19 -10-20 W4. The Summer Village also 
indicated Mr. Anderson owned much of the vacant land within the SW 20-40-20 W4. The 
annexation application submitted by the Summer Village identifies Mr. Anderson did not 
respond to the Summer Village’s request for a consent letter.  Upon questioning, the Summer 
Village indicated that it had discussed the proposed annexation with Mr. Anderson and that he 
had informed them that he wished to continue farming the land.  
 
[145] The Summer Village reiterated that if the annexation is not approved, it will be frozen 
with nowhere to grow in the future. The area around the Summer Village will continue to 
develop, which will effectively cut off future growth opportunities. This will make it even harder 
for the Summer Village to meet the fifteen principles of annexation in the future because it will 
be surrounded by development. Furthermore, expanding south of its current border is not a viable 
option in the future, because it would alter the character of the municipality given that the land to 
the south is far removed from the Lake.  
 
[146] The Summer Village stated the 2010 BLIDP is a unique IDP in that it involved five 
municipalities. The five municipalities included are the Summer Village, the County, the 
Summer Village of White Sands, the County of Lacombe and the County of Camrose. The 
Summer Village maintained that the 2010 BLIDP encourages growth in an orderly and efficient 
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manner in an effort to protect environmentally sensitive areas around the Lake and the Lake as a 
whole. The purpose of the 2010 BLIDP is to regulate overall density levels and is not meant to 
give an upper limit on future growth for individual municipalities. In addition, the 2010 BLIDP 
does not refer to annexation and, therefore, does not exclude the possibility of an annexation in 
the South Shore Growth Node.  
 
[147] While recognizing its Municipal Development Plan (MDP) has no authority beyond its 
borders, the Summer Village submitted the MDP suggests how the Summer Village would like 
to see the land outside its boundary developed in the future. The annexation would help to 
address issues set out in its MDP, specifically the areas of access to the Lake, future 
development, road access, municipal reserves, walking trails and other development issues.  
 
County Position 
 
[148] The County stated the analysis used in the Austrom Report is not helpful because no 
attempt is made to evaluate demand in order to provide a basis for projecting the rate of 
consumption of lots. The Austrom Report is based on the 1997 BLIDP and the Associated 
Engineering (AE) 2006 Wastewater Study, neither of which contain an analysis of demand. 
Furthermore, the Austrom Report contains no analysis of growth rates that have occurred in 
nearby areas of the County, or the Summer Village of White Sands.  
 
 
[149] The County indicated the Summer Village did not evaluate how the projected 
consumption of land is influenced by the fact that the lands proposed to be annexed are backlots 
and the fact that current development is on, or very near to, the Lake. The County emphasized 
that this fact may influence the rate of growth in the area.  
 
[150] The County concluded that, looking at the absorption rates for the Summer Village and 
the annexation area, the average consumption is the construction of two dwellings per year. In 
addition, looking at the broader area, including the Summer Village of White Sands and lands 
west of the Summer Village, the Services and Financial Assessment of the Proposed Annexation 
of Lands by the Summer Village of Rochon Sands, prepared by Nichols Applied Management 
(Nichols Report) shows 24 lots are created per year for the entire area. Considering those 24 lots 
are spread over a large area, the County asserted that most of those lots would not end up being 
developed in the Summer Village.  
 
[151] The County argued the Summer Village has enough developable land for the future. 
Currently the Summer Village has 106 acres of undeveloped land within its borders, which offers 
enough land for future growth. The County emphasized that the owner of the 106 lots is not 
unwilling to develop, but rather is willing to develop when the market conditions support 
development. The fact that the owner received approval from the Summer Village to subdivide a 
portion of the 106 acres is proof that he is willing to develop when it makes economic sense. The 
106 acres would result in a doubling of the Summer Village’s size in terms of the number of 
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cottages. Furthermore, the Austrom Report used by the Summer Village did not raise the issue 
that the 106 acres of undeveloped land currently in the Summer Village is owned by developer 
that is unwilling to develop the land.  

 
[152] The County added that the 2010 BLIDP sets maximum limits on numbers of units, being 
capacity. The maximum for the Summer Village is 172 existing lots, plus 144 new lots. While 
the identified capacity for the Summer Village is almost double the number of current lots, this 
capacity can be accommodated by the Summer Village’s existing undeveloped 106 acres.  
 
[153] The County argued the Summer Village is attempting to annex existing development 
from the County, along with undeveloped land and annexation should avoid annexing existing 
development. The County submitted that the proposed annexation area includes 105 developed 
and/or subdivided Lakeshore lots and 40 country residential lots that cannot accommodate new 
growth  The County stated that approximately  312 acres of the proposed annexation area is 
undeveloped farmland. The County contended that the vacant farmland is best left under the 
jurisdiction of an agricultural municipality until such time as the use of the land has some 
likelihood of change.  
 
[154] The County submitted that if the annexation is not allowed, the Summer Village would 
have other opportunities to expand its borders in the future. The area to the south of the Summer 
Village is identified in the 2010 BLIDP as part of the South Shore Growth Node and the Summer 
Village can expand in that direction at a later date. This would help avoid the annexation of 
previously developed lands.  
 
Landowner Submissions 
 
[155] A number of landowners submitted that the 106 acres currently in the Summer Village 
has been frozen for most of its history, due to an unwilling owner, which has influenced 
development within the boundaries of the Summer Village. One landowner observed the 
Summer Village has not changed in many years and will probably not change much in the future.  
 
Board Findings 
 
[156] The Board finds there is nothing to prohibit the Summer Village from annexing land from 
the County. The current Act does not contemplate the formation of Summer Villages (see s. 77); 
however, the Act is silent on whether Summer Villages can or cannot annex land. S. 5(a) states a 
municipality has the powers given to it by the Act and other enactments, of which the ability to 
apply for annexation is one. The Provincial Land Use Policies recognize all municipalities have 
the right to grow. Furthermore, it is noted that in past decisions, the Board has recognized the 
right of all municipalities to grow. 
 
[157] In previous recommendations, the Board has clearly articulated that an annexation must 
demonstrate a need for land and be supported by growth projections. The Board acknowledges 
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the difficulty of predicting growth in the Summer Village. Given this difficultly, the Board finds 
that a broader perspective is required when considering growth in the Summer Village . Even 
though there has not been much growth directly in the Summer Village, looking at the entire 
Lake area, the Board is satisfied there has been significant growth over the past few decades. In 
light of difficulties associated with the growth study in terms of quantifying demand, the Board 
places a greater emphasis on the BLIDP, which designates the South Shore Growth Node as a 
significant growth area.  The 2010 BLIDP states there is significantly more existing development 
and potential for further development in the South Shore Growth Node than in any of the other 
nodes in the area. The 2010 BLIDP is an indicator that there will be growth around the boarders 
of the Summer Village in the future.  
 

[158] The Board notes the 2010 BLIDP is unusual in that it involves five municipalities rather 
than two. As s. 631 of the Act is permissive, in that an IDP may provide for future land use 
within the area, the 2010 BLIDP did not have to address individual communities, as is common 
in other IDPs. The 2010 BLIDP gives a broad framework for the five municipalities to use when 
planning for growth around the Lake. The purpose of this IDP is to protect sensitive areas around 
the Lake and protect the Lake as a whole. The 2010 BLIDP is concerned with overall capacity 
around the Lake, not with the boundaries of specific communities. The MGB finds that if the 
2010 BLIDP were meant to freeze the boundaries of all the municipalities involved, it would 
have done this expressly. Since it does not expressly prohibit boundary changes, the Board 
concludes that this cannot be its intention and that the 2010 BLIDP does not preclude 
annexation.  
 
[159] The Board accepts that the Summer Village’s MDP contemplates annexation. Since the 
2010 BLIDP is silent as to annexation, the Summer Village’s MDP is not inconsistent with the 
2010 BLIDP on this issue. Moreover, s. 632 requires the Summer Village’s MDP to address the 
coordination of land use, future growth patterns and other infrastructure with adjacent 
municipalities if there is no IDP with respect to those matters in those municipalities. Having 
said this, the MGB recognizes the Summer Village’s MDP only applies to the Summer Village. 
Furthermore, the Board finds the BLIDP does not restrict the growth of any of the participating 
municipalities.    
 
[160] The Board finds, given the Summer Village’s unique function as a recreational lakeshore 
village, there are limited alternative future growth directions for the Summer Village. Annexing 
land farther to the south of its border in the future, as suggested by the County, would alter the 
character of the community, due to that land’s distance from the Lake; therefore, this is not a 
viable alternative to the current annexation application.  
 
[161] As noted above, the Board recognizes there are indications of growth in the area around 
the Summer Village, and that the municipality will likely grow in the future.  The proposed 
annexation would provide the municipality with additional land for growth. At the same time, the 
Summer Village already has 106 acres of undeveloped land within its current boundaries. The 
Board is not convinced that this land is currently frozen. Rather, the 106 acres will likely be 
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developed under suitable market conditions. The fact that the landowner (or co-owners) obtained 
approval to subdivide part of the 106 acres but allowed that approval to lapse in 2009 suggests 
that the current owner (or co-owners) are prepared to develop when the market is suitable. 
Therefore, the Board concludes that the Summer Village does have developable land within its 
boundary for future development and growth.  
 
[162] The Board acknowledges the Summer Village’s concern that the 106 acres is not enough 
land, even if it is available for development. However, given the unique and tentative growth 
projections presented by both sides, the Board is not convinced that the 106 is inadequate to 
accommodate growth for a reasonable amount of time. Therefore, the Board finds is not enough 
reliable evidence to demonstrate the 106 acres, if developed first, are insufficient to 
accommodate growth.  
 
[163] A large portion of the vacant land within the SE 19-40-20 W4 is co-owned by the same 
numbered companies that own the 106 acres of undeveloped land within the Summer Village. 
Since the Board has already found that the two numbered companies that own the 106 acres of 
vacant land within the Summer Village are willing to develop when the market conditions are 
right, the Board must accept these landowners are willing to develop the large tract of vacant 
land in the proposed annexation area. The Board notes that Mr. Anderson, the owner of the large 
tract of vacant land in the SW 20, did not provide the Summer Village with an annexation 
consent letter. Although Mr. Anderson advised the Summer Village he wished to continue 
farming, he did not object to the proposed annexation. The Board therefore concludes both these 
large tracts of land could be made available for development if they were annexed to the Summer 
Village.  However, given these lands are located south of the developed area and the position of 
the Summer Village was that growth to the south would negatively impact the sense of 
community, the Board must question if this is a viable option. 
 
[164] The Board recognizes the proposed annexation area includes a large number of developed 
lots. While many annexations include developed land, the developed land is usually relatively 
small compared to the size of the proposed annexation area and is usually included as a 
byproduct of accessing larger tracts of vacant developable lands. The portion of the proposed 
annexation area that is already developed is relatively large, given the small permanent 
population of the Summer Village. Therefore the Board does not consider this as land that is 
available to accommodate future growth.  
 

3. Community and Planning  
 
[165] The Board acknowledges, in the present case, the issues of community and planning are 
intertwined; therefore, it is best to address the arguments and findings on these two issues in the 
same section.  
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Summer Village Position 
 
[166] The Summer Village argued the benefit of uniting the community under one jurisdiction 
is very relevant to the annexation, as it gives reasons for why the developed land was included in 
the proposed annexation application. The Summer Village contended the annexation will bring 
together the entire community of Rochon Sands, creating a larger, more sustainable municipality.  
 
[167] The Summer Village submitted a key consideration of the annexation application is the 
manner in which it will officially recognize the existing Summer Village community. While the 
owners of the developed lots within the annexation area are technically County residents, for all 
practical purposes they are members of the Summer Village community. The residents in the 
Summer Village and the residents of the proposed annexation area are highly involved in the 
community, through volunteer and social activities as well as community organizations. Such 
organizations include the Hall and Recreation Association, the Golf Course Committee and the 
Marina Association. The landowners in the proposed annexation area have helped build the 
community over the years. However, only through the expansion of its jurisdiction can the 
residents of the proposed annexation area gain representation on the Summer Village Council 
and the opportunity to run for Council in the Summer Village.  
 
[168] The Summer Village stated there are planning benefits to having the Summer Village and 
the proposed annexation area under one municipal jurisdiction. The area would be better serviced 
by one cohesive municipality, which would offer consistent planning and development. The 
geography of the area is such that the beachfront ties the community together. At the present 
time, part of the beachfront is under the jurisdiction of the Summer Village, while the other part 
is under County jurisdiction. The Summer Village also indicated that a trail system was being 
developed for the beachfront area. The proposed annexation will mean uniform rules and policies 
governing all lakefront properties in the area that are linked by beach access from their lots. 
Uniform rules, policies and bylaws are important when dealing with such issues as development 
standards, fire protection, unsightly premises, dog control, disaster services, noise abatement, 
and sanitary facilities. In response to the County’s submissions, the Summer Village stated this 
argument is not based on a desire to have the entire South Shore Growth Node under one 
jurisdiction, but rather to have the area that is geographically and socially linked under one 
jurisdiction.  
 
[169] The Summer Village contended the proposed annexation is a logical extension of its 
municipal boundaries, due to the layout of existing roadways. Access to the proposed annexation 
area is currently only available through roads within the Summer Village’s jurisdiction. 
Therefore, it makes sense that the entire community be under one jurisdiction, in order to service 
the area in an efficient and logical manner.  
 
[170] In response to an issue raised during the hearing regarding only having one road access 
into the area, the Summer Village stated the proposed annexation would place two potential 
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secondary accesses under one jurisdiction. Having these potential secondary accesses under the 
same jurisdiction may make it easier in the future to create a new access.  
 
[171] The Summer Village argued that its residents and the residents of the proposed 
annexation area have similar urban needs and that the Summer Village would be more able to 
meet these needs than the County, which has a more rural focus. The Summer Village provided a 
comparison of services provided to its residents and the proposed annexation area.  Public works 
services included street lights, solid waste site, street signage, road maintenance, snow removal, 
road maintenance, weed inspection, grass cutting, public beach maintenance, pubic area 
maintenance.  Of these, the County did not provide public beach maintenance and public area 
maintenance – trash pick-up.  Recreation services and amenities included pathways/trails, public 
parking, public boat launch, public marina, picnic/day use area, playground, golf course, winter 
recreation activities and tennis courts.  The County did not provide parking lots, boat launches or 
public marinas.  The Summer Village listed a number of its other village programs and 
communication services as well as community services that were only minimally provided by the 
County.  With regard to public health and safety, the residents from the annexation area would 
benefit from enhanced policing, maintenance of designated swimming areas, a municipal 
shoreline plan, and public beach water testing.   
 
[172] The Summer Village stated that it provides no water or wastewater services to its 
residents; however, it does inspect the septic tanks on a regular basis. The existing Summer 
Village is serviced by private wells and pressure systems for water supply and holding tanks for 
sewage disposal.  The sewage holding tanks are pumped out and trucked to an acceptable sewage 
treatment facility at Red Willow located in the County.   
 
[173] The Summer Village indicated development and maintenance of roads in the area should 
be under one jurisdiction. The Summer Village argued that the County appears to have a 
different approach to road maintenance and snow clearing. The evidence presented by the 
residents in the Summer Village and the surrounding area demonstrated the Summer Village 
offers more prompt snow clearing and is more responsive to the needs of the local residents. 
 
[174] The Summer Village argued the proposed annexation would allow it to have more control 
over development in the area, which would be in keeping with its desire to preserve its vision of 
a Lakeshore community. The municipality sought to exercise more control over the planning and 
development of the lands surrounding its current boundary in order to ensure attractive and 
aesthetically pleasing development.  
 
[175] The Summer Village contended good planning encourages involving the community in 
planning decisions. Its approach to planning facilitates meaningful consultation with affected 
landowners. The Summer Village stated that the County has a different approach to planning, 
which includes less public consultation. For example, the County did not effectively consult with 
the surrounding community over environmental and Lake access issues when developing Buffalo 
View Estates.  
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[176] The Summer Village stated it is committed to Lake stewardship and to preserving the 
unique nature of the lakeshore community. The Summer Village noted that the County appears 
to have a different approach when it comes to preserving the Lake community. For example, the 
County has been willing to consider developments on the border of the Summer Village that are 
not consistent with the character of the area.   
 
[177] The Summer Village indicated the County and the Summer Village have similar policies 
governing reserve lands and the reserve lands are no longer an issue in this annexation 
application.  
 
[178] The Summer Village submitted the annexation would not change the character of its 
community. Past practice and documents indicate its strong commitment to maintaining the 
nature of the current community, even with growth. Its Land Use Bylaw and the Summer Village 
of Rochon Sands Community Sustainability Plan are examples of this ongoing commitment. 
 
[179] The Summer Village argued the proposed annexation would allow them to plan for the 
future in a rational and structured manner. If the annexation is approved, it will have time to plan 
for all issues, including infrastructure, in a proactive way. Therefore, when the next financial 
boom comes, it will be prepared for increased development demands.  
 
[180] The Summer Village stated the future ASP between the three municipalities in the South 
Shore Growth Node, which is required by the 2010 BLIDP, is not an adequate solution to the 
issues presented in this application. This would simply download the current dispute between the 
two municipalities to the ASP process, which would generate other inter-municipal disputes. The 
Summer Village maintained that this is not an efficient use of the two municipalities’ resources 
or the Board’s time. The ASP is a potentially positive planning tool; however, given the different 
approaches to planning between the two municipalities, the Summer Village would not be able to 
substantially influence development along its borders through the ASP.  
 
[181] The Summer Village stated that the two municipalities have worked  together on various 
committees and boards, including: the 2010 BLIDP, the Buffalo Lake Integrated Shoreline 
Management Plan, the County of Stettler Recreation Board, the County of Stettler Housing 
Authority, the Shirley McClellan Water Commission, the Stettler Waste Management Authority, 
and the Stettler regional Fire Commission. The Summer Village looks forward to working with 
the County, and other municipalities in the region, on future projects.  
 
[182] The Summer Village submitted that it is committed to the Buffalo Lake Shoreline 
Management Plan. The plan will guide land use decision making and support municipal planning 
processes to ensure the ecological integrity (and natural quality) of the area’s shoreline. The plan 
will also ensure a high quality Lake environment will continue to be maintained, now and in the 
future. The Summer Village stated it is a good steward of the Lake. Moreover, the annexation 
area is not in any of the environmentally sensitive areas identified in the 2010 BLIDP. 
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County Position 
 
[183] The County submitted community ties between the Summer Village and the residents 
within the proposed annexation area have not been impeded by the current boundary. In addition, 
those ties will continue even if the annexation is not approved. Furthermore, these community 
bonds are not uncommon in other resort areas in the province and in other urban municipalities 
in the County.  
 
[184] The County cited the Nichols Report, which indicated the existence of community 
connections is not among the criteria that have been accepted for an annexation. The fact that the 
Act was changed in 1995, so as not to allow residents to initiate an annexation, is evidence that 
the Province does not see such community bonds as a reason for the approval of an annexation.  
 
[185] The County submitted the Summer Village supplied no reasons for why one jurisdiction 
governing the area would be better. Not all areas identified for residential development in the 
South Shore Growth Node would be under one jurisdiction if the annexation was approved. In 
addition, the 2010 BLIDP does not anticipate all land within the South Shore Growth Node being 
in one municipality.  
 
[186] The County argued the 2010 BLIDP requires a joint ASP between the three 
municipalities within the South Shore Growth Node. The 2010 BLIDP and, in turn, the future 
ASP will address the planning concerns expressed by the Summer Village in this application for 
annexation. This future ASP will address proposed land use, distribution of density, 
transportation requirements, recreation, strategies for protecting water bodies, and public access. 
The 2010 BLIDP and the future ASP in large part mean the annexation is not necessary.  
 
[187] In response to the issue of only having one road access into the area brought up at the 
hearing, the County states it understood the issue to be the lack of a second access road, being a 
north-south access road, which did not lead back to Highway 835. This would be an access road 
that would take traffic south, to an east-west road. In response to the issue regarding road 
maintenance, the County explained that the photographs provided to the Board were taken after a 
major rain. Furthermore, the County stated that that County Council had approved the paving of 
the road in Area 3 in this year’s budget.  
 
[188] The County stated it provides various services to the proposed annexation area, such as 
road maintenance, snow removal and fire protection services. The County also provides weed 
and pest control, as well as management of the communal water and sanitary system in the 
Buffalo View Estates subdivision, which is part of Area 2 of the proposed annexation area. The 
County identified that it provided wastewater treatment services to the region at its Red Willow 
facility.  The County’s consulting engineer indicated that he had reviewed the trucking logs at 
the Red Willow facility and was somewhat surprised the volume attributed to the Summer 
Village was quite low.  In response to questions, the consulting engineer stated that he did not 
know where, what he termed, the “fugitive wastewater” was going.  
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[189] The County stated it has a longstanding firm commitment to the stewardship of the Lake 
and has successfully protected the integrity of  the lake from inappropriate development along 
half of the entire Lakeshore that is under its jurisdiction. Examples were provided to illustrate 
how the County balanced public enjoyment without jeopardizing environmentally sensitive 
areas. The County maintained that the Buffalo Lake Integrated Shoreline Management Plan 
pertains to the Provincially owned right of way that extends along the entire shoreline. This plan 
is administered by Alberta Sustainable Resource Development. The County indicated that it is a 
full participant in the BLIDP and supports the implementation of the plan. The County argued 
that it can take the same actions to protect the Lakeshore as the Summer Village. The County 
indicated the shoreline trail system can be integrated into future County planning.  
 
[190] In response to concerns regarding the boat launch, the County stated that the boat launch 
in the new subdivision was to be public. Johan Van Der Bank, the Director of Planning and 
Development for the County, stated in oral submissions that he takes full responsibility for the 
fact that this boat launch is private and that it should not reflect badly on the County.  
 
Landowner Submissions 
 
[191] A number of the landowners emphasized that the proposed annexation would legitimize 
the existing community of Rochon Sands, which they saw as a positive step. Many of the 
landowners who live in the proposed annexation area stated they are a part of the Summer 
Village. They identify more with an urban municipality than with the more rural focused County. 
Furthermore, a number of residents of the existing Summer Village expressed their support for 
the annexation, as they considered the residents in the proposed annexation area to be part of 
their community.  
 
[192] One landowner highlighted that she had to travel to a nearby community to pick up her 
mail. She indicated that the proposed annexation would allow her mail to be delivered to the 
Summer Village, which would increase her ties with the municipality.  
 
[193] A number of landowners expressed concern regarding the road maintenance. They 
believe the County is not taking care of the roads in their area. To emphasize this, photographs 
showing the roads were provided to the Board. Moreover, many of the landowners expressed 
concerns about service levels related to such things as grass cutting, road grading and snow 
removal, as well as the lack of garbage pick-up and recycling. 
 
[194] Landowners also expressed concerns regarding the use of the boat launch. They believe 
this demonstrates the County is not providing public access to the lake and that this will increase 
demand for the facility in Rochon Sands.  
 
[195] Several submissions from landowners in the proposed annexation area highlighted the 
importance of gaining the right to vote in the Summer Village’s Municipal elections and the right 
to run for Summer Village Council. They argued that they do not have a voice in the County and 

00387



 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 055/11 
 
 FILE:  AN07/ROCH/SV-02 
 
 

139lorders:M055-11  Page 44 of 62 

they want more of a say in planning decisions in the area. In addition, they use the amenities of 
the Summer Village and they want their tax dollars to be spent in the Summer Village.  
 
[196] Some affected residents stated having the area under one municipal jurisdiction makes 
good planning sense. Since the proposed annexation area must be accessed through the Summer 
Village it makes sense for the area to be under one jurisdiction. Also, servicing the area would be 
more efficient if it was under one jurisdiction.  
 
[197] A number of landowners emphasized they wanted the Summer Village to have more 
control over growth in the area, in order to preserve the Summer Village community and create a 
consistent vision of development. They argued the Summer Village is more adept at public 
consultation and communication when it comes to new development.  
 
[198] Some landowners expressed concern over Lake stewardship and other environmental 
concerns. They argued the Summer Village would be a better steward of the Lake and the 
surrounding environment. Some landowners highlighted that they understand regulations 
governing reserve lands will be enforced equally by the Summer Village and the County.  
 
Board Findings  
 
[199] The Board acknowledges community is not explicitly listed as one of the fifteen 
principles of annexation. However, planning has a broader scope / takes a broader view. 
Community can be seen as an implied component of planning and is therefore a relevant 
consideration in this application. That said, community is one of many factors considered by the 
Board when making an annexation recommendation. In addition to community factors an 
annexation must be supported and complemented by other important factors, such as reasonable 
growth projections and financial viability.  
 
[200] The Board finds the Summer Village benefits from a substantial number of volunteers, 
which have a profound impact on its administration and community. The Summer Village has 
considerable support through community organizations, which are mostly operated through 
networks of volunteers. In addition, the function of the Summer Village is centered on 
recreation, whereas most urban municipalities have a much broader function, which tends to 
emphasize the provision of hard services such as water and sewage disposal. The distinctiveness 
of this municipality is apparent in its annexation application, which highlights the importance of 
community and recreation.   
 
[201] The Board accepts the proposed annexation could assist in supporting the fundamental 
administration of the Summer Village and unite the community. Allowing the Summer Village 
residents and the residents in the proposed annexation area to become one legal entity will 
increase the sense of community.  Becoming part of the municipality may encourage the new 
residents to become more involved in the administration of the Summer Village. The Board 

00388



 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 055/11 
 
 FILE:  AN07/ROCH/SV-02 
 
 

139lorders:M055-11  Page 45 of 62 

agrees that the more involved residents of a community are the more vibrant and dynamic the 
community will become as a whole.  
 
[202] The Board also acknowledges the annexation would allow landowners in the proposed 
annexation area to have more political input into the Summer Village, which would contribute to 
a strong municipality. The affected landowners may be more inclined to participate and 
contribute if they have a strong voice in the Summer Village and are able to participate in the 
democratic process. Although political participation and citizen participation may be factors in 
an annexation, the broader context - including financial sustainability, prudent planning, 
intermunicipal cooperation, and growth needs – must also be considered.  In addition, the Board 
was informed that the Summer Village attempts to work with not only its residents, but the 
residents in the surrounding area.  This demonstrates the affected landowners are already 
politically active in the Summer Village by providing input and influencing the operations and 
policies of the municipality.  The Board heard no evidence to believe the Summer Village would 
discontinue this practice if the annexation were not approved.   
 
[203] At the same time, the Board finds there is no evidence these community ties will diminish 
if the annexation is not approved. Community involvement has developed regardless of the 
current borders. The Board heard that Summer Village and County residents engage in common 
social activities, and there is no reason to believe this interaction would decrease if the 
annexation is not recommended. For example, the fact that people must travel to neighbouring 
municipalities to pick up mail does not diminish these ties. Since the residents in the annexation 
area who made submissions to the Board identified that they already volunteer on committees or 
organizations associated with the Summer Village, it is uncertain whether the proposed 
annexation would actually increase the volunteer base or enhance community spirit.   
Furthermore, the Board agrees that it is common for populations along the borders of urban 
municipalities to identify with and participate in activities in the adjacent urban municipalities - 
even though they do not live under their jurisdiction.  
 
[204] The Board accepts the landowners’ comments that they identify more with an urban 
municipality than a rural one. The two municipalities are different, in that the Summer Village is 
a smaller geographic area and may be more personalized in its dealing with its residents, whereas 
the County is servicing a large, mostly agricultural, area, which tends to require a more 
procedural, formalized approach. In addition, the Summer Village’s administration may be more 
in tune with the recreational demands of the residents of the proposed annexation area, which is 
the focus of the residents within the proposed annexation area. At the same time, the County has 
recently attempted to address at least some of the urban concerns of the residents in the proposed 
annexation area, such as the condition of the roads in Rochon Sands Estates through a potential 
paving project.  

 
[205] The Act identifies the purpose of a municipality to be the provision of good government, 
the provision of services, facilities or other things the Council believes are necessary or 
desirable, and the development and maintaining safe and viable communities.  The Board 
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observes that the majority of the public works services identified by the Summer Village are 
provided by both municipalities.  Public health and safety issues, such as year round surveillance 
and bylaw enforcement are also provided by both municipalities.  Although the Summer Village 
does inspect cisterns, it is noted that the Summer Village does not currently provide water or 
wastewater services.  Wastewater from the Summer Village as well as the properties in the 
annexation area is trucked to the sewage treatment facility at Red Willow located in the County. 
The provision and/or funding of programs related to recreation services, municipal programs and 
community services are decisions best made at the local level.  The Summer Village generally 
makes many of its recreation services, Village programs and community services available to the 
public and recoups the cost with user fees.  Therefore, the Board can not conclude municipal 
services will be substantially increased as a result of the annexation.   

 
[206] The Board finds that concerns about service levels related to such things as grass cutting, 
road grading and snow removal, as well as the availability or the lack of programs such as 
garbage pick-up and recycling are policy issues that are within the scope of the municipalities to 
address. Service levels and program decisions are made by the municipalities in the public 
interest in accordance with the purpose of a municipality stated in the Act and using the natural 
person powers granted by the Act.  Therefore, the Board is reluctant to give a great deal of 
weight to this matter in making its decision.  
 
[207] The Board recognizes the Summer Village’s desire to maintain the unique culture or 
character of the community and, therefore, acknowledges its concern over the compatibility of 
uses in the surrounding area. The Summer Village wants development that compliments its 
existing community and conforms to its vision for future development. The Board considers the 
submissions from a number of landowners in the area who expressed concern over maintaining 
its village culture by gaining more control over development in the area. The Board accepts that 
the Summer Village has a greater understanding of the function of its community than the 
County would have, which gives the Summer Village more insight into how that function can be 
cultivated and sustained within its jurisdiction. In addition, the land proposed to be annexed is 
the most vulnerable to incompatible development, given its proximity to the Summer Village and 
the future growth projections for the area. The proposed annexation would give the Summer 
Village control over these lands, allowing it to ensure development is in tune with its community 
vision. However, the Board also acknowledges that the Summer Village is not the only 
jurisdiction adjacent to the Lake and recognizes that the 2010 BLIDP articulates a combined 
vision of the five municipalities that surround the Lake.  
 
[208] The 2010 BLIDP requires an ASP to be developed by the three municipalities in the 
South Shore Growth Node. The required ASP involving the three municipalities could occur 
regardless of whether the annexation is approved. Moreover, many development concerns could 
be addressed through this future ASP. The Board finds the ASP will contribute to a more 
regional perspective and will result in a more cohesive planning effort. Furthermore, since an 
ASP is a statutory document, public participation is a requirement under the Act.  
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[209] Both municipalities demonstrated that they have a long history of collaboration on 
various boards and projects. The 2010 BLIDP and the Stettler Regional Fire Commission, are 
examples of this cooperation, which will likely continue in the future. While the proposed 
annexation may give more direct control to the Summer Village, a future IDP, the future ASP, 
and intermunicipal cooperation in general could be used as a viable alternative to annexation. 
These tools can also help the municipalities within the South Shore Growth Node prepare for the 
next economic boom in Alberta in a controlled and proactive manner. The Board agrees that the 
ASP required by the 2010 BLIDP will also give all three municipalities in the South Shore 
Growth Node the opportunity to have a voice over development in the area, which would be in 
keeping with the communication and cooperation envisioned by the 2010 BLIDP.  
 
[210] The Board acknowledges the concerns from the Summer Village and the affected 
landowners over Lake stewardship and protection of the environment. The Board finds that both 
the County and the Summer Village take environmental protection seriously. In addition, both 
municipalities have similar rules guiding the protection of reserve lands adjacent to the Lake. 
The County has significant development standards with regards to the environment; but the 
Summer Village would be more aware of the immediate impacts of development on the 
environment, given its proximity to the area and local knowledge of the region. However, given 
the importance of the lake to the residents and both municipalities, the Board is concerned about 
how the “fugitive wastewater” is being handled. 

 
[211] The Board acknowledges the submissions of numerous residents who spoke of their 
connection to the area and their knowledge of the landscape. However, a future IDP between the 
two municipalities and the future ASP required by the 2010 BLIDP will guide development and 
address many environmental issues, giving the Summer Village an opportunity to articulate its 
concerns and apply its distinctive knowledge. Lake stewardship will be a central aspect of both 
of these agreements. The Board accepts there are issues regarding boat launch facilities. 
Although this does demonstrate philosophical differences between the two municipalities and the 
landowners, the resolution of this issue is a local matter.  
 
[212] The Board notes that landowners in the developed proposed annexation area will not be 
receiving any additional services as a result of the proposed annexation.  
 
[213] In relation to the Summer Village’s development concerns, the Board also notes that an 
annexation may not be the right method to address these issues. Annexation results in a change 
of jurisdiction. Bringing the lands under one jurisdiction may address some problems, but it will 
not resolve broader differences in regard to compatible development and the environmental 
protection. The Board finds that the ASP and a future IDP may be more effective in addressing 
these issues because they would tackle these issues in a more direct way and allow for discussion 
and input from all sides. Moreover, these processes will allow broader participation and input, 
which can help to enhance the planning process and improve the quality of life of all residents of 
the region.  
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[214]  The Board accepts the submissions of both municipalities that lakeshore reserve lands is 
no longer a contentious issue between the parties in this application. A number of the residents in 
the proposed annexation area submit they understand regulations governing reserve lands will be 
enforced equally in the Summer Village and the County.  
 
[215] The Board acknowledges that the traffic to Area 1 must travel through the Summer 
Village. However, it is not uncommon for people to have to travel though other jurisdictions to 
get to their destination. The need for a second road access to Area 1 should be addressed during 
the development of the ASP. The Board finds having the existing roads in the Summer Village 
and the proposed annexation area under one municipal jurisdiction should receive little weight. A 
change in jurisdiction would have little effect on the condition of the existing roads or provision 
of future roads. 
 

4. Financial Impact 
 
Summer Village Position 
 
[216] The Summer Village stated it has always been financially stable. It has good reserves and 
liquidity compared to other municipalities of a similar size. Overall, it operates at very low costs 
and has lower taxes compared to other Summer Villages in Alberta. The philosophy of the 
Summer Village is to have a balanced budget, phase in larger expenses and employ user pay 
when possible. The Summer Village of Rochon Sands Financial Statements for the Year Ending 
December 31, 2009 identified the Summer Village had an excess of revenue over expenditures of 
$4,858 and an accumulated surplus at year end of $670,847.  The amount of taxes levied to 
support the Summer Village’s  municipal operations in 2009 was $117,400.   
 
[217] The Summer Village submitted the proposed annexation is likely to result in a positive 
financial impact, which could lead to a decrease in taxes or an increase in services. Three 
surplus/deficit estimates were provided based on the information available to the Summer 
Village at the time.  In the January 2, 2009 Report on Negotiations, the Summer Village’s 
Projected Revenues Generated Through Taxation – 2009 document estimated the Summer 
Village would have generated $109,809.10 through tax, grants and other revenues from the 
proposed annexed lands. This figure was calculated using the Summer Village’s 2008 municipal 
tax rate of 2.546 and an estimated assessment of $40,095,174.00. The Summer Village’s 
estimated expenditures associated with this area was $90,671.75, resulting in a net surplus of 
$19,137.35. In the Update to the Report on Negotiations submitted by the Summer Village on 
March 2, 2011, the Summer Village estimated it would generate a surplus of $23,772.01.  This 
was based on the estimated assessment in the annexed area being $40,095,174.00 and a 
municipal tax rate of 2.2681. 
 
[218] In its response submissions, the Summer Village provided a second updated estimate to 
its Projected Revenues Generated Through Taxation – 2012 document, dated May 12, 2011.  
This estimate was calculated using an assessment of $43,802,300.00 and the Unchanged General 
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Municipal Mill Rate of 2.2681.  Based on this, the Summer Village anticipates $102,448.00 in 
tax and other revenues in 2012 from the proposed annexed lands, using the Unchanged General 
Municipal Mill Rate of the Summer Village of 2.2681. The expenditures associated with 
providing services to these were estimated at $91,033.17, resulting in a net surplus of 
$11,414.83.  
 
[219] The Summer Village stated that based on the evidence of its financial expert, Mr. 
Petersen, efficiencies might be gained with an increase in size, because administrative and other 
costs would not necessarily increase simultaneously. Small municipalities have the same 
administration costs as slightly larger ones and, therefore, costs would be distributed over a 
larger number of residents. This would result in savings for the municipality. The Financial 
Comparisons, prepared by Alberta Municipal Affairs, use graphs to compare the Summer Village 
with 18 similar municipalities from 2005 to 2009. The Summer Village submitted that an 
analysis of the graphs reveal that its tax rate has been consistently lower than other similar 
municipalities, the equalized assessment per residence is rising very much like most of the 
comparison municipalities, the Summer Village’s taxes per residence are below the median, and 
the Summer Village’s grant revenues are close to the median. The graphs indentified that the 
Summer Village spends nearly the most per residence on recreation. The other high cost function 
is roads. The graphs also identified that the Summer Village spends little on fire, bylaw 
enforcement, policing and environmental costs. The financial expert submitted that the reason for 
the Summer Village’s tax rate being lower than other municipalities could be because the 
Summer Village provides fewer services or has larger alternative funding like grants.  Moreover, 
the administration and other costs associated with an increase in size (assessment) may not 
increase because of efficiencies that might be gained. 
 
[220] The Summer Village stated it can service the area in a financially prudent manner and 
will ensure the roads are maintained to the same level as in the County. It will use a contracted 
service similar to the one currently used in the Summer Village. The 2008 Annexation Servicing 
Study: Summer Village Rochon Sands, prepared by Tagish Engineering, tendered several options 
for water and waste water servicing for the proposed annexation area that are feasible, both 
physically and financially.  
 
[221] The Summer Village argued it has a greater familiarity with its own operations and the 
costs of the annexation than the County. Furthermore, the Nichols Report, cited by the County, 
failed to consider certain factors, such as the maximum debt increase for the Summer Village, 
the impact of grants, and potential revenues for infrastructure from development agreements, 
levies and user fees. When it takes on bigger projects, the Summer Village searches for ways to 
bring down costs by investigating such things as government grants or partnering options. For 
instance, the Provincial Government, in developing the Water for Life Strategy, has indicated it 
does not support urban sprawl in rural Alberta. This provincial policy has limited funding for 
water and wastewater lines for rural communities and will only provide funding to organized 
urban municipalities. Potential funding from this program would increase if the annexation were 
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approved. The Summer Village also argued costs associated with the operation of water and 
wastewater services could be kept at a minimum through the use of contracting.    
 
[222] The Summer Village stated it currently provides a spectrum of recreational services, 
including: beaches, marina, picnic area, swimming areas, golf course, ball diamond, tennis 
courts, store/restaurant, community hall, children’s programs, and seniors’ activities. It also 
provides some municipal services, including the area required for household waste disposal, post 
office boxes, and community bulletin boards. The Summer Village indicated that many of its 
recreational and municipal services are used by non-residents. The residents in the immediate 
area around the Summer Village use these facilities the most and, therefore, it makes sense that 
their tax dollars go towards maintaining these facilities. The annexation would be positive 
because it would assist in generating increased revenue to assist the municipality in continuing to 
provide high quality recreational services.  
 
[223] The Summer Village argued that there is no evidence that there will be a negative impact 
on the Regional Boards due to this proposed annexation. Instead, the Summer Village expects its 
contributions to these boards will increase if the annexation is approved as a result of the 
increase in its population size.  
 
[224] The Summer Village disagreed with the County’s argument that this annexation would 
lead to a flood of annexations from other urban municipalities within the borders of the County. 
Each annexation application should be considered on its own merits and there is no evidence the 
County would be incapable of defending itself in future annexations.  
 
[225] The Summer Village submitted the County has chosen to provide little information on the 
financial impacts of the annexation on the County. Furthermore, the Summer Village argued, the 
small amount of information provided to the Board concerning the financial impact on the 
County demonstrates the effect will be insignificant.  
 
[226] The Summer Village stated in the Report on Negotiations it is prepared to share net 
revenue from municipal taxes to compensate the County for this loss and proposed the following 
compensation schedule: 
 

1) Year One- 100% of the net municipal tax loss; 
2) Year Two- 80% of the net municipal tax loss; 
3) Year Three- 60% of the net municipal tax loss; 
4) Year Four- 40% of the net municipal tax loss; 
5) Year Five- 20% of the net municipal tax loss; 
 

[227] The Summer Village argued, in oral submissions its previous statement concerning 
compensation might change in light of new evidence. At the time of drafting the Report on 
Negotiations, it did not know the County would not file any financial evidence. The Summer 
Village stated that the County did not supply enough information to demonstrate the financial 
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impact on the County if the annexation is approved; therefore, the Summer Village argued that 
the Board does not have sufficient evidence before it to grant a standard compensation order. 
 
[228] The Summer Village indicated when it filed the Report on Negotiations it was unaware of 
the road debenture for paving in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. The Summer Village 
would prefer to control the management of the road paving project, rather than have to assume a 
debenture. If the County proceeds with the road paving project, it would potentially affect the 
Summer Village’s position on compensation.  
 
[229] The Summer Village pointed to the Town of Stettler annexation where the County did not 
ask for any direct compensation. Rather, the County required a commitment by the Town of 
Stettler to spend a particular amount of money on recreation. This suggested the County is in a 
financial position to absorb the impacts of a much larger annexation than the Summer Village’s 
current application, with no compensation. Furthermore, the Summer Village emphasized that 
the same approach to compensation might be useful and suitable in the present application.  
 
[230] The Summer Village stated, in the Report on Negotiations, that the properties annexed to 
the Summer Village will be treated in the following fashion: 

 
1) For taxation purposes in 2009 and in subsequent years until December 31, 

2018, the annexed lands and the assessable improvements to it: 
(a) must be assessed by the Summer Village of Rochon Sands on the same 

basis as if they had remained in the County of Stettler, and 
(b) must be taxed by the Summer Village of Rochon Sands using,  

i. the municipal tax rates established by the County of Stettler No. 6, or 
ii. the municipal tax rates established by the Summer Village of Rochon 

Sands,  
whichever is lower.  

 
[231] Upon questioning at the hearing, the Summer Village submitted the annexed lands would 
not necessarily be taxed at the lower of the two municipalities’ rates for a specified period of 
time. Lower taxes are not a reason offered by the Summer Village to the landowners for the 
annexation. The landowners in the area have never been led to believe their taxes will go down if 
the annexation is approved. The Summer Village has very low taxes when compared to other 
Summer Villages in Alberta and if it needs to raise taxes at some point, it has room to do so. 
There is nothing to support a position that some future need to raise taxes is a reason to deny 
annexation.  
 
[232] In response to the County’s submission that the annexation is based on a desire to 
increase the municipality’s tax base, the Summer Village submitted this is not the sole, nor even 
primary, reason for the annexation.  
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County Position 
 
[233] The County acknowledged that the Summer Village is financially stable and compares 
well with its peers. The Alberta Municipal Affairs Finance and Debt Limit Profile provided in 
the Nichols Report identified that in 2009 the Summer Village had an accumulated surplus of 
$521,067. The Debt Limit Profile identified that the Summer Village had no actual debt, but had 
a debt limit of $320,949 and a debt servicing limit of $53,491. That said, based on the Nichols 
Report, in the short term, the annexation would have a small negative impact. The Summer 
Village would have a $9,700 deficit in its first year. Furthermore, in the long term, the proposed 
annexation would create financial risk for the Summer Village. This risk is based on the large 
area proposed to be annexed relative to the existing size of the Summer Village, combined with 
the projected population increase over the next few decades. The annexation would test the 
municipality’s financial, administrative and operating capacity.  
 
[234] The County agreed servicing the proposed annexation area is feasible. However, 
servicing cannot be accomplished at no cost to the Summer Village, due to the nature of 
providing infrastructure for new development. The County cited the oral testimony of Mr. 
Nichols, who stated it is not possible to service an area exactly in parallel with growth. Phasing 
of development will help moderate costs to the municipality, but not eliminate them. Moreover, 
the County argued administration costs would increase as a result of growth and the need for 
qualified water and wastewater personnel.   
 
[235] The County submitted the Summer Village’s concerns over the use of recreational 
services by non-residents can be addressed by alternative methods other than increasing its tax 
base through annexation. User fees could offer a viable, less risky alternative. The Summer 
Village is comfortable using user fees for funding projects. Furthermore, this concern over the 
use of amenities by non-residents is not typically addressed through annexation, but by cost 
sharing.  
 
[236] The County highlighted that the Summer Village did not provide any study to quantify 
the amount of use of the facilities in question or where the users of the amenities are from. In the 
Summer Village’s response submissions, the 1991 Palby Creek Study indicated 25% of the users 
of the provincial parks and recreation areas around the Lake reside within 50km of the Lake and 
an additional 25% of the users reside within 50-100 km of the Lake. The County emphasized that 
the Summer Village provided no financial analysis of the impact of this use of amenities by 
outsiders on costs related to the Summer Village’s facilities.  
 
[237] The County submitted it will lose 3.2% of its current assessment as a result of the 
annexation, which it argues is not an insignificant loss. In addition, the reduction in costs 
incurred if the annexation is approved is difficult to quantify.  
 
[238] The County argued the purpose of compensation is to give the responding municipality 
time to replace lost assessment and taxes; therefore, the Board should follow its normal 
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procedure when it comes to compensation. Additionally, the Town of Stettler annexation is not 
comparable to the current situation, as the Town of Settler is a major centre that services the 
entire County. 
 
[239] The County identified it has a large number of urban municipalities within its borders. It 
was suggested that if every one of those municipalities had growth needs and used the type of 
growth projections the Summer Village is using to justify its need for land, the financial impact 
on the County would be significant.  
 
[240] The County viewed the annexation application as a way for the Summer Village to 
increase its tax base by taking lands already developed in the County. The County highlighted 
that this is a tax initiative. In response to the Summer Villages comment that it did not have 
financial information, the County referred to the Nichols Report, which identified the assessment 
in the proposed annexation area was $43,802,300 and the County’s tax rate was 4.4193. 
 
[241] The County confirmed that they had budgeted for, and were moving forward with, the 
paving of the road in Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. The County estimated the cost of 
this project to be $250,000. The County will pay $125,000 with the remaining $125,000 to be 
paid by the landowners. A debenture will be taken to allow the landowners to pay their costs 
over a period of time.  
 
Landowner Submissions  
 
[242] A number of landowners commented that servicing the proposed annexation area is 
financially feasible, given the options for staged development, user pay projects, and the many 
volunteers available. In relation to servicing, many landowners expressed concern over the 
maintenance of roads in the proposed annexation area. They contended the County does not look 
after the roads properly, when it comes to grading or plowing.  
 
[243] A County Councilor submitted the County is attempting to operate as efficiently as 
possible, stating there were problems with snow removal across the County this past winter.  
 
[244] One landowner stated the annexation is not financially feasible for the Summer Village. It 
was also suggested that the Minister dissolve all Summer Villages. 
 
Board Findings 
 
[245] The Board believes it necessary to consider in some detail the financial impact on both 
municipalities when reviewing this annexation request.  
 
[246] Both municipalities agree that the Summer Village is now financially stable, and the 
Board notes the Summer Village has operated in a fiscally responsible manner. The Board finds 
no reason to believe the administration and other operating costs associated with growth and 
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servicing (water and/or wastewater) would be unduly prohibitive.  At the same time, the Board 
acknowledges this proposed annexation represents a major increase in size for the Summer 
Village, which generates new financial challenges.  
 
[247] Both the County and the Summer Village acknowledge servicing would be feasible and 
the major disagreement between the two municipalities is over costs of servicing options for the 
proposed annexation area.  The presentations made by the Summer Village concerning the 
various options for the capital costs associated with servicing once regional services are extended 
to the south lake area were thought out and appropriate. Growth will most likely occur gradually; 
therefore, most servicing projects could be undertaken in stages, thus helping to control costs. 
The Summer Village may also be able to offset servicing costs through grants and user fees. 
Having said this, the Board understands that not all development will necessarily occur adjacent 
to existing development. The availability of suitable land, and other developer concerns and 
priorities, may well cause some separation between a proposed development and existing 
development. With development spread over a larger area, the cost of servicing would increase 
and may have to be born by the Summer Village for a period of time. Given these factors, the 
Board finds there would likely be ongoing financial challenges associated with the capital costs 
of providing services to new developments within the proposed annexation area. While the 
Summer Village may be able to adopt policies to mitigate such challenges, the ultimate financial 
impact is difficult to determine.   
 
[248] The Board acknowledges that the Summer Village welcomes people from all areas to use 
its recreational facilities, which represents a cost to the municipality. Some of these costs are 
recouped by the Summer Village and its partner organizations through user fees. Additionally, 
many of the community organizations in the Summer Village benefit from volunteers who live in 
the proposed annexation area and are at least partially funded by the County. The Board applauds 
this relationship as it clearly demonstrates a high level of cooperation within the region 
surrounding the Summer Village. It also highlights that the Summer Village has a history of 
employing a user pay philosophy.  
 
[249] The Board rejects the County’s argument that the acceptance of this annexation 
application would influence potential future annexation applications from other urban 
municipalities within the County. Each annexation application should be decided on its own 
merit. As such, the financial implications of any annexation must be considered in the context of 
the annexation before the Board at that time. 
 
[250] The Board accepts the County’s evidence that the assessment of the proposed annexation 
area was $43,802,200 in 2010, which accounts for approximately 3.2% of the County’s total 
assessment. These figures were provided to the Board in Table 3.2 on page 19 of the Nichols 
Report. The County’s 2010 municipal tax rate was provided to the Board in Appendix B of the 
Nichols Report was 4.4193. Using the County’s 2010 municipal tax rate, the proposed 
annexation area would generate $193,575.06 in municipal taxes for the County. The Boards finds 
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the loss of this amount of municipal taxation revenue as a result of the proposed annexation 
would be significant for the County.  
 
[251] During the course of the hearing, the Board received three compensation methodologies 
from the Summer Village and one from the County. The Board considers each of these 
methodologies below.  
 
[252] In the Report on Negotiations, the Summer Village offered to share net revenue from 
municipal property taxes to compensate the County, declining by 20% each subsequent year for 
five years. The purpose of compensation is to reimburse the municipality from which the land is 
to be annexed for the loss of municipal tax revenue resulting from an annexation. Although the 
municipality from which the land is to be annexed would no longer have to service the area, the 
Board accepts that it would take time for that municipality to shift its servicing arrangements to 
adjust financially to the boundary change. These expenditures are not automatically eliminated 
once the land has changed jurisdiction. The Board finds that sharing net revenue from municipal 
taxes, as suggested by the Summer Village, would only compensate the County for part of its 
loss and would not give the County an opportunity to adjust its financial planning to 
accommodate the change. Therefore, if net revenue from municipal property taxes were chosen 
as a compensation method, the remaining County residents would have to bear a financial burden 
until the County was able to make necessary adjustments. The Board finds it is unreasonable to 
expect the remaining County residents should be burdened financially because of this 
annexation. Therefore, the Board concludes that compensation in the form of the net revenue of 
municipal taxes without an annexation agreement in place would not be reasonable or equitable.  
 
[253] The Summer Village also suggested compensation in the same manner as in the Town of 
Stettler annexation. The Board notes that the annexation involving the Town of Stettler and the 
County contained an agreement between the two municipalities which included provisions 
regarding compensation. Therefore, the Board finds the compensation method used in the 
County of Stettler annexation is not comparable to the current application.  
 
[254] In its final oral submissions, the Summer Village argued no compensation should be 
awarded to the County. Again, the Board notes compensation is meant to reimburse the 
municipality from which the land is to be annexed for its loss of municipal tax revenue. 
Awarding no compensation would result in the Summer Village receiving all the municipal taxes 
from the proposed annexation area. Again, the County would have no opportunity to adjust its 
finances, so the remaining County residents would have to bear this expense. The Board finds 
this compensation methodology would enrich the Summer Village at the expense of remaining 
County residents. Therefore the Board does not recommend this methodology.  
 
[255] The County suggested the traditional compensation methodology. For comparison, the 
Board considered the Town of Strathmore and City of St. Albert annexation recommendations, 
as both involved annexations in which the two municipalities were not in agreement and both 
identified compensation as an issue. Moreover, both were cited in the submissions by the County 
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and Summer Village.  In both these annexations, the Board recommended a declining balance 
compensation methodology. The Board finds the declining balance method of compensation is 
appropriate in this case as it offsets the financial loss for the municipality that the land is being 
removed from so it is not disadvantaged by the annexation. Moreover, it allows the responding 
municipality time to adjust to the change. In the past, the Board has employed a five-year 
declining balance compensation formula. This means the initiating municipality would pay the 
responding municipality 100% of its gross financial loss in the first year, declining by 20% every 
subsequent year for five years.  
 
[256] Based on the numbers provided in the Nichols Report, the Board has already concluded 
the County generated $193,575.06 in municipal taxes from the annexation area in 2010. Using 
the declining balance compensation method, the Summer Village would have to pay the County 
$193,575.06 in the first year, $154,860.05 in the second year, $116,145.04 in the third year, 
$77,430.02 in the fourth year, and $38,715.01 in the fifth year. Cumulatively, the Summer 
Village would have to pay the County a total of $580,725.19 over a period of five years.  
 
[257] The Board must also consider the financial implications to the landowners within the 
proposed annexation area. The Board notes a discrepancy in the Summer Village’s submissions 
concerning the rate the annexation properties will be taxed at if the annexation is approved. The 
original Report on Negotiations submitted by the Summer Village states the annexed lands will 
be taxed by the Summer Village at the lower of the two municipal tax rates, which is the 
Summer Village tax rate.  The Board heard that the Summer Village presented the original 
Report on Negotiations at a public meeting prior to submitting its documentation to the Board. 
Furthermore, the Projected Revenue Generated Through Taxation – 2012 document contained 
within the Report on Negotiation and the two updates to this document use the Summer Village 
tax rate to project revenue.  These documents were submitted by the Summer Village and were 
made available to the public by the Summer Village prior to the start of the merit hearing.  In 
contrast, the Summer Village stated during its oral submission that the annexed lands would be 
taxed at the same rate they are currently taxed at within the County. The Board is uncertain 
whether all the affected landowners are aware of, and in agreement with, the change proposed by 
the Summer Village during the hearing. Although some landowners submit they understand their 
taxes will not necessarily go down, the Board received no evidence to suggest all the landowners 
in the proposed annexation area are in agreement with this statement.  Therefore, the Board is 
reluctant to recommend moving away from the original statement made in the Report on 
Negotiation previously made public to the landowners and upon which some may still be relying. 
In addition, this annexation is unique in that the Summer Village has a lower tax rate than the 
County. In most annexations, an assessment and transition condition period is required to allow 
the affected landowners time to adjust to the higher municipal tax rate in the new municipality. 
The Board finds in this annexation there is no justification for the transition condition period. 
Pursuant to this finding, if the annexation is approved, the annexed lands should be taxed at the 
lower of the two municipal rates, which would be the Summer Village’s rate.  
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[258] The Summer Village expressed concerns that the County intended to pave the road in 
Area 3 of the proposed annexation area. The Board notes s. 135 of the Act states all the assets, 
liabilities, rights, duties, functions, and obligations of the old municipality that relate to the 
annexed area pass to the new municipality, unless the order provides otherwise. The Board 
considers the paving of a road a local matter and is unwilling to order the County to discontinue 
its plans at this time. Moreover, the Board finds it would be unreasonable for an annexation order 
to require the municipality from which the land is taken to pay for infrastructure no longer within 
its jurisdiction. The Board acknowledges that the potential road debenture creates additional 
uncertainty over the financial aspects of this proposed annexation and may impact the debt limit 
and financing philosophy of the Summer Village.  
 
[259] Having considered the financial impact on the County and the affected landowners, the 
Board must now consider the financial impact on the Summer Village. The Board accepts the 
County’s estimate that the assessment for the proposed annexation area in 2012 will be 
$43,802,200 (Nichols Report). The Board also accepts that the Summer Village’s estimated 
general municipal mill rate for 2012 will be 2.2681. These estimates appear reasonable and 
neither party advanced argument to cast doubt on their accuracy. Given the Boards earlier 
decision regarding the financial implications to the landowners, the municipal tax revenue 
generated by the Summer Village from the annexation would be $99,347.77 in the first year.  
Since the County provided no 2012 tax rate estimate, the Board has adopted the 2010 County tax 
rate of 4.4193 as a reasonable proxy and has already stated that the compensation to be paid by 
the Summer Village to the County in the first year would be $193,575.06. The County estimated 
annexation area expenditures at $112,133 in 2012, while the Summer Village them at $91,033.17 
in its May 12, 2011 submission. The Board gave equal weight to both estimates, as they are 
relatively close and both municipalities have experience providing municipal services. The 
Board concludes that the average of the estimates provided by the two municipalities, 
$101,583.09, is the best approximation of an expenditure estimate.  The Board accepts the 
Summer Village will also generate $3,100 in Other Revenue as neither party argued this amount.   
 
[260] Given the Board’s findings regarding compensation, the assessment and taxation 
transition conditions and including the $3,100.00 Other Revenue identified in the Summer 
Village’s Projected Revenues Through Taxation – 2012 document updated on May 12, 2011, it is 
estimated that the proposed annexation will create a deficit of $192,710.38 for the Summer 
Village in 2012 in the first year (see Table 1).  
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Table 1:  Projected Revenue and Expenses for 
   Proposed Annexation Area 

Projected Annexation Revenues and Expenses
2012

Revenue
Tax Revenue - Annexed Land 99,347.77$   
Other 3,100.00          

102,447.77$   
Expenditures

Municipal Costs - Annexed Land 101,583.09$   
Compensation - Annexed Land 193,575.06       

295,158.15$   

Surplus / (Deficit) (192,710.38)$ 

[261] The Board understands that the projection provided in Table 1 is only for the first year
and that the deficit amount will decline over the five year compensation period. It also
recognizes the Summer Village could make policy changes, utilize municipal reserves or
increase taxes to mitigate the financial impact. However, given the Summer Village’s 2009
Financial Statements identify the amount of taxes levied to support its municipal operations in
2009 was only $117,400, the Board finds a deficit of $192,710.38 in the first year of the
annexation would be a significant obligation for the municipality.  It seems that this obligation
would have to be discharged by raising taxes, depleting the existing municipal surplus and/or
drastically reducing services.  In the Board’s view it would be unfair to recommend an
annexation that would leave  the existing Summer Village residents subject to these
consequences without having been adequately consulted by their municipality.

[262] The Board finds the annexation would only be financially feasible for the Summer
Village if no compensation were given to the County; however, as stated above, compensation is
necessary in order to reasonably accommodate the County for its loss and allow time to adjust its
finances accordingly. The Board concludes that the approval of the proposed annexation would
place the Summer Village in a precarious financial situation.

PART 3 FINDINGS SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

[263] The Board accepts the Summer Village is growing and the proposed annexation would
provide it with land to accommodate future growth. At the same time, the Summer Village has
106 acres of undeveloped land within its current boarders. The Board is not convinced that this
land is currently frozen or that its owner or co-owners are now willing to develop the land.
Rather, the 106 acres will likely be developed when market conditions are right.
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[264] The Board recognizes the proposed annexation could assist in supporting the
administration of the Summer Village and foster community engagement within a larger
municipality. Allowing the Summer Village residents and the residents in the proposed
annexation area to become one legal entity would likely increase the sense of community and
lead to a positive impact on volunteer and community involvement. The annexation would also
allow landowners in the proposed annexation area to have more political and financial input into
the Summer Village, which would contribute to the sense of community.  However, the Board
acknowledges that a sense of community already exists and no evidence was presented that
would suggest this would be negatively impacted if the annexation were not allowed.

[265] The Board finds the financial impact on the County is substantial and, therefore,
compensation for the County would be necessary if the annexation were allowed. The Board
finds the declining balance method of compensation is appropriate in this case as it offsets the
financial loss for the municipality that the land is being removed from so it is not disadvantaged
by the annexation. Moreover, it allows the County time to adjust to the change. The Board
calculates the amount of compensation to be paid by the Summer Village to the County in the
first year would be $192,700.09.  However, the Board finds that, due to this obligation to provide
compensation, the approval of the proposed annexation would place the Summer Village in a
precarious financial situation. The Board recognizes the Summer Village could make policy
changes or increase taxes to mitigate any possible impact. Given that the amount of taxes levied
by the Summer Village to support its municipal operations in 2009 was $117,400 and that the ,
the Board finds this financial commitment resulting from the proposed annexation would be a
significant obligation for the municipality and, in turn, its existing taxpayers.

Conclusion 

[266] After considering  the application process, growth and the need for land, community and
planning, and the financial impacts, the Board recommends the Minister deny the annexation
application of the Summer Village.
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Town of Okotoks, in the Province of 
Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation 
from the Municipal District of Foothills No. 31. 

BEFORE: 

Members: 

F. Wesseling, Presiding Officer 
L. Y akimchuk, Member 
L. Bonnett, Member 

Secretariat: 

R. Duncan, Case Manager 
A. Chell, Planning Intern 

RECOMMENDATION 

After careful examination of the submissions from the Town of Okotoks, affected landowners, 
and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board makes the following 
recommendation for the reasons set out in the MGB report, shown as Schedule 3 of this Board 
Order. 

Recommendation 

That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 

The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 

1 In this Order, "annexed land" means the land described in Schedule 1 and shown on 
the sketch in Schedule 2. 

2 Effective July 1, 2017, the land described in Schedule 1 and shown on the sketch in 
Schedule 2 is separated from the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 and annexed to 
the Town of Okotoks. 
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3 Any taxes owing to the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 at the end of June 30, 
2017 in respect of the annexed land and any assessable improvements to it are transferred 
to and become payable to the Town of Okotoks together with any lawful penalties and 
costs levied in respect of those taxes, and the Town of Okotoks upon collecting those 
taxes, penalties and costs must pay them to the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31. 

4(1) For the purpose of taxation in 2017, the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 must 
assess the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it. 

(2) Taxes payable for the 2017 taxation year in respect of the annexed land and any 
assessable improvements to it are to be paid to the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 
and upon collecting those taxes the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 must remit 
them to the Town of Okotoks. 

5(1) For the purpose of taxation in 2018 and subsequent years, the assessor for the Town 
of Okotoks must assess the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it. 

(2) For the purpose of taxation in 2018 and in each subsequent year up to and including 
2046, the annexed land and assessable improvements to it, other than linear property, 

(a) must be assessed by the Town of Okotoks on the same basis as if they had 
remained in the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31, and 

(b) must be taxed by the Town of Okotoks in respect of each assessment class 
that applies to the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it 
us mg 
(i) the tax rate established by the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 

31, or 
(ii) the tax rate established by the Town of Okotoks, 

whichever is lower, for property of the same assessment class. 

6(1) Where in any taxation year up to and including 2046 a portion of the annexed land 
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(a) becomes a new parcel of land created 

(b) 

(c) 

(i) as a result of subdivision, 
(ii) as a result of separation of title by registered plan of subdivision, 

or 
(iii) by instrument or any other method that occurs at the request of or 

on behalf of the landowner, 
is redesignated, at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, under the 
Town of Okotoks Land Use Bylaw to another designation, or 
is connected, at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, to water or 
sanitary sewer services provided by the Town of Okotoks, 
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section 5 ceases to apply at the end of that taxation year in respect of that portion of the 
annexed land and the assessable improvements to it. 

(2) After section 5(2) ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land in a taxation year, 
that portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed 
and taxed for the purposes of property taxes in the same manner as other property of the 
same assessment class in the Town of Okotoks is assessed and taxed. 

7 The Town of Okotoks must pay to the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 
(a) four hundred thousand dollars ($400 000) on or before July 31, 2017, 
(b) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2018, 
( c) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2019, 
( d) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2020, 
( e) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2021, 
(f) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2022, 
(g) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2023, 
(h) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2024, and 
(i) two hundred thousand dollars ($200 000) on or before July 31, 2025. 

8 Any 2017 assessment complaints in respect of the annexed land received by the Town 
of Okotoks or the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 remain with the Municipal 
District of Foothills, No. 31 assessment review board. 
and makes the Order in Appendix C. 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, 1 J1h day of February 2017. 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 

F. Wesseling, Presiding Officer 
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Schedule 2 

A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 
SEPARATED FROM THE MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF FOOTIDLLS, 

NO. 31 AND ANNEXED TO THE TOWN OF OKOTOKS 

Legend 

............. Existing Town of Okotoks Boundary 

Annexation Areas 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

[1] On July 19, 2016, the Town of Okotoks (Town) submitted an application to the 
Municipal Government Board (MGB) to annex approximately 1,877 hectares (4,640 acres) from 
the Municipal District of Foothills No. 31 (MD). The proposed annexation will provide the Town 
with a 60 year supply of land for residential, industrial, and commercial uses. While the two 
municipalities were able to reach an annexation agreement, a number of landowners objected to 
the boundaries of the proposed annexation area. In accordance with Section 121 of the Municipal 
Government Act (Act), the MGB conducted a public hearing on October 12, 2016. The following 
provides a brief overview of the Town's annexation application, a summary of the objections 
received during the proceedings, and the recommendations of the MGB. This fulfills the MGB's 
responsibility under Section 123 of the Act. 

Objections to the Proposed Annexation 

[2] The MGB received submissions objecting to the proposed am1exation from E. Miller as 
well as B. Balagan, B. Oslund, and Mr. and Ms. S. Locher. 

[3] Mr. Miller requested the annexation boundary be changed to follow the drainage ditch on 
his property located at that Ptn. NE 35-20-29 W4M that bisects the parcel from the north to the 
south. He submitted that this would provide his two businesses remaining in the MD with the 
land they need for future expansion. This also would ensure the road and fire retention pond on 
Ptn. NE 35-20-29 W4M associated with these two businesses would also remain in the MD. Mr. 
Miller commented that the Town did not respond to his correspondence of September 9, 2016 
regarding this boundary change request. Mr. Miller was also concerned about the loss of the 
assessment and taxation transition protection should he need to move his businesses to Ptn. NE 
35-20-29 W4M. 

[ 4] Mr. Balagan, Ms. Oslund and the Lochers argued their land should be included as part of 
the annexation area. The landowners emphasized that they had approached the Town on 
numerous occasions to be included as part of this annexation; however, their request was not 
granted. They also expressed concerns that not including their land would create land use 
conflicts, impact their property value as well as create safety and security issues. They stated that 
when combined, their properties would create an area of 16 acres, which would be large enough 
to accommodate either commercial or industrial development. In the event the MGB did not 
grant their request, the landowners asked the MGB to order the MD to rezone their lands as 
industrial. 
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Summary of MGB Recommendations and Reasons 

[5] After carefully considering the submissions received during the proceedings, the MGB 
makes the following recommendations: 

1. The MGB recommends the annexation area as requested by the Town; 
2. The MGB does not recommend the boundary adjustments as requested by 

the landowners; and 
3. The MGB recommends the assessment and taxation transition provisions 

and compensation amount as agreed to by the two municipalities with an 
effective date of July 1, 2017. 

[6] Each recommendation is listed below, followed by the MGB's reasons for making this 
recommendation. 

Recommendation 1: The MGB recommends the annexation area as requested by the 
Town 

[7] In making this recommendation, the MGB considered the annexation process as well as 
the growth and land requirements. 

Process 

[8] The MGB accepts the process used by the two municipalities to develop the annexation 
application and specify the annexation area was inclusive and fair. The Town used a number of 
communications vehicles to create awareness of the proposed annexation, solicit input from 
affected landowners and the public, and inform interested parties of the progress of the 
annexation application. Moreover, the Town and the MD were able to reach an Annexation 
Agreement. 

Growth and Land Requirements 

[9] The time horizon for this proposed annexation is longer than normal. However, the 60 
year time horizon was agreed to by the two municipalities, substantiate by the Growth Study, 
supported by the Financial Impact Analysis of the Annexation Proposed by the Town of 
Okotoks, September 28, 2016 (FIA), and is consistent with the growth corridors of the 
Intermunicipal Development Plan Between the Town of Okotoks and the Municipal District of 
Foothills No. 31 (IDP). Moreover, this period is in keeping with the Calgary Metropolitan Plan 
(CMP), a significant factor for the consideration of this time horizon. As the 60 year time frame 
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harmonizes development in and around the Town with the CMP, the MGB concludes the Town's 
time horizon is reasonable. 

[10] The Calgary Regional Partnership (CRP) population estimates considered the Town of 
Okotoks Municipal Development Plan: The Legacy Plan, September 1998 (1998 MDP), which 
limited growth and capped the Town's population at between 25,000 to 30,000. However, the 
Town of Okotoks Municipal Development Plan, 2016 (New MDP), adopted in 2016, removes 
the development restrictions and allows the Town to grow at 4% rather than the 2% used by the 
CRP. Therefore, it is reasonable to accept the Town of Okotoks Growth Study and Financial 
Assessment (Growth Study) projection that the Town will have a population of 82,152 by 2073. 

[11] The 1,877 hectares (4,640 acres) of land identified by the Town's Growth Study is 
logical. The net residential land request of 743 hectares was based on population forecasts. 
Density levels comply with the CRP and reflect the provisions of the Town's New MDP. The net 
commercial land request of 73 hectares uses the existing commercial/office floor space to trade 
area population ratio. The scale up factors used for roads/right of ways, municipal/school 
reserves and stormwater management are well within the maximum 40% allowed by the Act. The 
Growth Study established the actual annexation area by identifying optimal development areas 
and considered such thing as lands with locational and servicing advantages as well as 
undevelopable land resulting from man-made and/or environmental constraints. Moreover, the 
Town can provide the required municipal infrastructure to service development of the annexation 
area. 

Recommendation 2: The MGB does not recommend the boundary adjustments as 
requested by the landowners 

[12] The MGB considered the requests of Mr. Miller as well the three property owners. 

Mr. Miller 

[13] The MGB accepts that Mr. Miller attended all five open houses and that at his request his 
two businesses were removed from the proposed annexation area. A considerable amount of 
information was also provided by both municipalities to all parties throughout the consultation 
process. Although Mr. Miller did not receiving any response from the Town to his September 9, 
2016 boundary change correspondence, the MGB concludes that the Town made reasonable 
efforts to keep Mr. Miller informed about the progress of the intermunicipal negotiations and the 
proposed boundary. 
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[ 19] The three landowners expressed concerns about the security of their homes resulting from 
an increased number of people in the area. As no evidence was provided to establish that there 
are any impending developments for the land south of the properties owned by the three 
landowners, it is difficult to determine the impact of any future intensification. The MGB has 
already accepted it may be decades before any development approaches the area south of the 
three landowners. Therefore, the MGB concludes it would be more fitting for the Town, the MD, 
the RCMP, and the three landowners to plan for and address home and property security issues at 
the appropriate time. 

[20] Since there are three different landowners, there is no certainty all three properties would 
be available for sale at the same time. As a result, the MGB cannot accept the 16 acres are a 
single unit. It was also identified that the 16 acres contained two homes as well as some amount 
of wetland. Given the cmTent state of development on the three parcels, the existence of wetland, 
and the uncertainty about the availability of the entire 16 acres, the MGB also concludes the 
amount of available developable land within the 16 acres is limited. Accordingly, the MGB was 
not convinced it would be more beneficial to include these lands as part of this annexation. 

[21] The Act gives the MD the authority to create and amend statutory planning bylaws and 
specifies a public consultation component for the redesignation or rezoning of land. As the Act 
already specifies a process, the MGB does not recommend the rezoning request made by the 
three landowners. If these landowners do wish to proceed with this course of action, they are free 
to contact the MD and comply with the procedures and pay the fees specified by the applicable 
MD bylaws and processes. 

Recommendation 3: The MGB recommends the assessment and taxation transition 
provisions and compensation amount as agreed to by the two 
municipalities with an effective date of July 1, 2017 

[22] The MGB accepts the assessment and taxation transition conditions suggested by the two 
municipalities as part of their Town of Okotoks and Municipal District of Foothills No. 31 
Annexation Agreement (Annexation Agreement). Allowing the lands to be assessed as if still in 
the MD will permit rural properties to maintain the advantages afforded to other properties with 
the same land uses in the MD for a period of time. Using the lower of either the MD or Town 
municipal tax rate also affords the affected landowners a tax break while they adjust to their new 
municipality. 

[23] The MGB notes that the amount of compensation to be paid by the Town to the MD is 
quite substantial. However, the MGB places a great deal of weight on the autonomy of the 
municipalities and the fact the compensation amount was developed through the negotiation 
process. Moreover, the MGB accepts the compensation amount suggested considers matters that 
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are beyond the typical loss of municipal tax revenue formula. The Financial Impact Analysis of 
the Annexation Proposed by the Town of Okotoks, September 28, 2016 (FIA) and oral 
submission provided by the Town during the hearing convinced the MGB that the compensation 
amount would not cause either viability or sustainability concerns for the Town. Therefore, the 
MGB accepts the $2,000,000 compensation amount and the payment schedule suggested by the 
municipalities. 

[24] Although the two municipalities requested an effective date of January 1, 2017, the MGB 
is recommending the effective date be July 1, 2017. The additional time will allow the Town to 
complete its negotiations with the City of Calgary regarding the location of the required water 
line and water storage reservoirs. This will also give the Town and the MD an opportunity to 
plan for the transition of municipal servicing and administrative matters. 

[25] To facilitate the effective date change recommendation, the MGB is recommending that 
in 201 7 the MD assess and tax the lands in the annexation area, and hear any assessment appeals 
filed with regard to lands in the proposed annexation area. The MGB realizes the effective date 
change will necessitate some additional expenses for the MD. However, the amount of 
compensation has not been altered so it should be sufficient to cover any costs incurred by the 
MD. 

Conclusion 

[26] After considering the submissions of the Town, the MD, and the affected parties, the 
MGB finds this annexation application reflects legitimate local needs and concerns as well as 
complies with the MGB's annexation principles. As such, the MGB is recommending approval 
of the proposed annexation with an effective date of July 1, 2017. 

PARTl INTRODUCTION 

[27] The Town of Okotoks (Town) is located approximately 20 kilometers south of Calgary. 
With a population of approximately 28,000, the Town has been evolving from a small bedroom 
community into a regional service center. Many small businesses now operate in the Town's 
downtown core, with larger-scale businesses and industrial companies locating near the two 
highways, 2A and 7, of the area. 

[28] Recent development in the Town has been shaped by the Town of Okotoks Municipal 
Development Plan: The Legacy Plan, September 1998 (1998 MDP). This planning document 
incorporated concepts related to sustainable development, environmental stewardship, economic 
opportunity, and social capital within the Town as well as the carrying capacity of the Sheep 
River Watershed. In essence, the 1998 MDP capped the Town's population at between 25,000 to 
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30,000 people. Rapid growth in the Calgary region combined with significant country residential 
subdivisions close to the Town lead Town Council to adopt a continuous growth model in 
September 2012. To assist planning for the future, the Town commissioned a consultant to 
conduct the Town of Okotoks Growth Study and Financial Assessment (Growth Study). The 
Growth Study, updated in 2016, projects that the Town will continue to capture a significant 
portion of the expected expansion in the Calgary Region and predicts the Town's population will 
increase to 82,152 by 2073. The Town views this proposed annexation as necessary in order for 
it to accommodate its share of the projected population growth in the Calgary region as well as 
facilitate the Town's shift from a bedroom community to a more complete and independent 
municipality. 

[29] On July 19, 2016, the Town submitted an application to the Municipal Government 
Board (MGB) to annex approximately 1,877 hectares (4,640 acres) from the Municipal District 
of Foothills No. 31 (MD). The proposed annexation is to provide the Town with a 60 year supply 
of land for residential, industrial, and commercial uses. While the two municipalities were able 
to reach an annexation agreement, a number of landowners objected to the boundaries of the 
proposed annexation area. In accordance with Section 121 of the Municipal Government Act 
(Act), the MGB conducted a public hearing on October 12, 2016 in Okotoks in order to hear 
these objections. 

[30] The following report fulfills the MGB's responsibility under Section 123 of the Act. It 
outlines the role of the MGB, provides an overview of the annexation application, and 
summarizes the submissions received during the October 12, 2016 public hearing. The report 
concludes with the MGB's annexation recommendations and the reasons for the 
recommendations. 

PART II ROLE OF THE MGB, THE MINISTER AND THE LIEUTENANT 
GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL 

[31] Part II of this report provides an overview of the mandate of the MGB, its rules in 
relation to annexation, and the relevant annexation legislation. 

[32] The MGB is an independent and impartial quasi-judicial board established under the Act 
to make decisions about land planning and assessment matters. The Act gives the MGB the 
authority to "deal with annexations". The Act also allows the MGB to "establish rules regulating 
its procedures". The MGB Annexation Procedure Rules have been adopted to provide 
information about annexation proceedings, facilitate a fair and open process, and increase the 
efficiency and timeliness of the proceedings. 
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Annexation Agreement 

[46] The annexation agreement signed by the Town and the MD established the amount of 
land to be annexed by the Town from the MD, the tax and assessment transition provisions to be 
offered by the Town to the affected landowners, and the amount of compensation to be paid by 
the Town to the MD. 

[ 4 7] In terms of the area, the annexation agreement identified lands to the north, west, south 
and southeast that were to be annexed by the Town as well as the boundary roads to be included 
as part of the annexation. The Town reported that the annexation area in the agreement 
corresponds with the Growth Study 60 year annexation area. 

[ 48] In order to reduce the impact on the landowners in the annexation area, the annexation 
agreement specified that: 

• the lands in the annexation area, excluding linear property, will be assessed by the 
Town on the same basis as if they had remained in the MD for a thirty year period; 

• the lands in the annexation area, excluding linear property, will be taxed by the Town 
us mg: 

o the municipal tax rate established by the MD or 
o the municipal tax rate established by the town, 

• whichever is lower, 
• the assessment and taxation transition provisions will be removed if the land is: 

o subdivided at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, except where the 
subdivision of one parcel of land (with or without a farmstead) is from an un
sub-divided quarter section; 

o redesignated at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, under the Town's 
Land Use Bylaw to another designation, or 

o is connected, at the request of the landowner, to the Town's water and sewer 
services. 

[49] The two municipalities agreed that the Town compensate the MD for the loss of 
municipal property taxes for existing development in the annexation area, the cost of any 
infrastructure improvements already made by the MD within the annexation area, the loss of a 
portion of the MD's central growth corridor, and for expenses included by the MD in planning 
for development in portions of the annexation area (Windwalk, Sandstone Springs, and Gold 
Medal developments). The annexation agreement stipulates the Town will pay the MD $400,000 
on or before July 31 of the same calendar year as he effective date for the annexation and 
$200,000 on or before July 31 in each of the eight subsequent years. Compensation is not to 
exceed $2,000,000. The two municipalities agreed no revenue sharing was warranted. 
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[50] The two municipalities have agreed to use all reasonable efforts to cooperate to ensure 
the terms of the agreement are fulfilled and have also identified a dispute resolution process 
should conflicts arise between the two municipalities. The requested annexation effective date is 
January 1, 2017. Both municipalities agree that they shall make reasonable efforts to encourage 
the LGC to issue an annexation order which incorporates the intent of the provisions of the 
annexation agreement. In the event the LGC affects, alters, or amends the terms of the 
Annexation Agreement, the parties will renew negotiations to the extent it is impacted by the 
order of the LGC. 

Growth Study 

[51] The Growth Study commissioned by the Town considers two time horizons of 30 years 
and 60 years. Given the annexation area identified in the annexation agreement and the fact the 
Town is requesting the annexation large enough for it to accommodate growth to 2073, the 
review of the Growth Study will focus of the longer term period. The annexation area criteria 
and servicing requirements are provided below. 

[52] The Town's Growth Study projected the Town will grow from 27,057 in 2013 to 82,152 
in 2073. The Calgary region experienced an almost 29% increase in the number ofresidents over 
the 10 year period from 2001 to 2011. This represented an average annual growth rate for the 
region of approximately 2.5%. The Town experienced a 110% increase in the number of its 
residents during this same period, or about 4.4% of the region's total growth. The Calgary 
Regional Partnership (CRP) estimated in its population growth scenario that the Town's share of 
the regional population will shrink from approximately 4% now to 2.3% in 2043 to 2.0% in 
2073. Using the CRP growth model, the Town's population is projected to be 56,987 by 2073. 
However, the Growth Study expects the Town's 4% regional growth share to continue, as the 
CRP estimate was seen as understating the growth possibilities by assuming that the Town's 
capacity would constrain future residential development. Further, it is likely that the Town will 
continue to attract development diverted from floodplains around the region. The Growth Study 
is based on the assumption that similar growth will continue into the future as the Town remains 
an economically competitive community that is attractive to immigration. 

[53] It was determined that the current land supply cannot meet the demand for residential, 
commercial or industrial land requirements that will come with population increase expected by 
the Growth Study. The Town's existing land supply allows for an estimated 3,771 housing units, 
36.1 hectares of commercial land, and 85.1 hectares of industrial land. This could only 
accommodate approximately 10% of the 2073 grmvth estimates. 
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[ 61] The Growth Study identified a number of infrastructure upgrades that will be required to 
accommodate future growth in the Town. Highways 2, 2A and 7 will require lane expansions 
and upgrades to intersections and off-ramps to allow for the expected greater demand. Other 
roads within the Town would need to be upgraded and enlarged. A new major intersection at 338 
A venue E and Highway 2 is proposed, as well as a new bridge crossing linking Highway 7 to 
Highway 549. The current 32 Street bridge will also need to be widened to 4 lanes. Upgraded 
signalization strategies will need to be implemented throughout the 30 and 60-year time horizons 
in order to regulate increasing traffic demand. 

[62] The Growth Study calculates that the Town can expect to require approximately 
$81,993.00 per acre in off-site levies for the 30-year time horizon to pay for the upgrades to 
transportation, water, and wastewater infrastructure, as well as public facilities. This figure is 
comparable to other municipalities in the region. Major infrastructure costs are contained in the 
following table: 

Total Cost Estimated Provincial Coverage 

Potable Water $44.6 million $35.7 million 

Wastewater $56.3 million $8 million 

Transportation $193 million $82.4 million 

Financial Assessment and Fiscal Impact Assessment 

[63] The Financial Impact Analysis of the Annexation Proposed by the Town of Okotoks, 
September 28, 2016 (FIA) authored by Applications Management Consulting Ltd. was received 
by the MGB on October 8, 2016. The FIA was commissioned by the Town to evaluate the long 
term fiscal impacts of the proposed annexation on the ratepayer in both the Town and the MD. 
developed in order to determine the financial implications of annexation so that the negative 
impact may be minimized. Its approach estimates future trends comparing a situation with 
annexation to a situation without annexation. 

[64] The FIA based its financial estimates on its analysis of metrics of change to each 
municipality as a result of annexation, such as population, number of dwelling units, land area, 
roads, and assessment base. The following table summarizes the changes to each municipality 
identified in the FIA: 
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Increase to the Town Decrease to the MD 
Population 0.71% 0.8% 
Dwelling units 0.81% 0.91% 
Area (ha) 95.81% 0.53% 
Kilometers of road 12.35% 0.86% 
Assessment base 1.11% 0.73% 

[65] The FIA's estimates are based on the 2015 operating budgets of each municipality. The 
analysis was done in 2015 dollars, and estimates up to the year 2073. The total assessment value 
of the annexation area to be transferred from the MD to the Town is $52.76 million. A total of $2 
million in compensation payments will be paid by the Town to the MD, starting with $400,000 in 
2017, and $200,000 in each of the following 8 years to a total of$2 million. The FIA determines 
that the impact on MD taxpayers will be around 0.1 %. The impact will be most significant in 
201 7, as the compensation payments would result in a 1.1 % reduction in taxes, with an 
approximate 0.5% reduction in the following 8 years. 

[66] The impact on the Town's taxpayers is more significant. The FIA estimates a 6.5% 
increase in real municipal tax rates on average. This increase is a result of infrastructure 
improvements necessary to accommodate expected growth. The FIA also provided an alternate 
scenario assuming the coming into force of Act amendments introduced by the Modernized 
Municipal Government Act, which would allow offsite levies to be collected for soft services 
such as libraries, fire stations, and recreation facilities. The additional funding collected from 
off site levies could reduce the increase to an average of 3. 7 percent. 

[67] The FIA took a status quo approach to debt servicing, assuming that the Town will cover 
approximately 25% of its expenditures through provincial grants. If the annexation proceeds, the 
Town's debt limit stabilizes after 2040 at approximately 44%, and its debt servicing limit 
stabilizes at approximately 25%. This is well within the Town's limit set by the Debt Limit 
Regulation under the Act. 

Alignment with Planning Documents 

[68] The Town submits the proposed annexation aligns the applicable planning documents. 
This includes the Calgary Metropolitan Plan, the Town of Okotoks and Municipal District of 
Foothills No. 31 Intermunicipal Development Plan, the Town of Okotoks Municipal 
Development Plan. 2016, and the relevant Area Structure Plans already existing in the MD. 
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recommends specific land uses. Moreover, if a change to the land use on the adjacent properties 
is being contemplated, the Act will allow the three landowners ample opportunity to bring 
forward their specific issues at a public hearing. The Town argued the three landowners 
presented no evidence to establish their property values would diminish as a direct consequence 
of a change in the municipal boundaries. Given the annexation is for long term growth, the Town 
maintained that it may be decades before development may abut the three properties. 

[97] In the case of the parcel owned by Mr. Miller, the Town stated that the ANP had granted 
Mr. Miller's previous request for his business parcels to be excluded from the annexation area. 
The annexation boundary was identified based on extensive analysis and the additional boundary 
amendment requested by Mr. Miller would require fmiher study. The Town explained that Mr. 
Miller had plenty of opportunity to bring this latest request forward before the annexation 
agreement was signed. Subsequent to the hearing, the Town provided a copy of the Mutual Aid 
Agreement Between the Town of Okotoks and the Municipal District of Foothills. Schedule "B" 
- Map of Current District Service Areas shows that the Town would respond to any fire on Mr. 
Miller's property. 

MD Presentation 

[98] The MD expressed its support for the Town's adoption of a continuous growth model and 
agreed with the annexation proposal. The MD noted that mutually acceptable settlement such as 
this are key to good planning and that such collaboration has been shown great deference by the 
courts. 

[99] The MD clarified some details of the ASP's to be turned over to the Town, as well as 
upgrades that will be required for the 64th Street road allowance. It also clarified the details of 
the compensation amounts. The compensation is meant to address four issues: 

1. the loss of property tax revenue for existing development within the annexation 
boundary; 

2. the costs of any and all infrastructure improvements made by the MD within the 
annexation boundary, excluding the cost of water and wastewater servicing for Holy 
Trinity High School; 

3. for the loss of a portion of the MD's central growth corridor; and 
4. for expenses incurred by the MD in planning for development within the annexation 

boundary, specifically the Windwalk, Sandstone Springs, and Gold Medal ASP areas. 

[100] The MD stated that the total infrastructure cost it had incurred to date was around four 
million dollars, but that the MD recognized that much of that infrastructure would be used by 
residents of the MD even after it is within the Town boundary. The compensation amount agreed 
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to by the by the Town and the MD is an example of careful negotiation between the two 
municipalities. 

[101] The MD supported the Town's responses to the objections brought by the four 
landowners. The MD added that the landowner's objections have been heard and considered 
throughout the process, and that the MGB does not have jurisdiction under the Act to adjust the 
boundaries of an annexation at the request of landowners. 

[102] In conclusion, the MD requested the MGB to give a considerable degree of deference to 
the negotiated and mediated terms of the annexation agreement and that the Board recommend 
an effective date of January 1, 2017. Further, the MD requested that if the MGB does find an 
issue with the proposal that it be sent back to the municipalities in order that it be resolved 
collaboratively. 

PARTV MGB RECOMMENDATIONS 

[103] After carefully considering its role in the annexation process, the Town's application, and 
the submissions received during the public hearing, the MGB makes the following 
recommendations: 

1. The MGB recommends the annexation area as requested by the Town; 
2. The MGB does not recommend the annexation area alterations as requested by the 

landowners; and 
3. The MGB recommends the assessment and taxation transition provisions and 

compensation amount as agreed to by the two municipalities with an effective 
date of July 1, 2017. 

PART VI REASONS 

[104] The reasons for each of the MGB's recommendations are provided below. 

Recommendation 1: The MGB recommends the annexation area as requested by the Town 

[105] In making this recommendation, the MGB considered the annexation process as well as 
the growth and land requirements. 

Process Considerations 

[106] Process considerations included the consultation and intermunicipal negotiation 
processes. 
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[107] The MGB accepts the process used by the two municipalities to develop the Annexation 
Application and specify the annexation area was inclusive and fair. The Town used public 
meetings, letters, websites and webpages, newspaper advertisements, and public service 
announcements to create awareness of the proposed annexation, solicit input from affected 
landowners and the public, and inform interested parties of the progress of the Annexation 
Application. These activities provided an opportunity for anyone to voice their opinions and 
concerns. The fact that the ANP altered the proposed annexation boundary in response to input 
solicited during the intermunicipal negotiation/mediation process clearly shows a desire by the 
municipalities to consider other annexation area options. 

[108] The ability of the Town and County to negotiate an annexation agreement and an IDP 
demonstrates intermunicipal cooperation. In addition to identifying the annexation area, the 
boundary roads, compensation, and assessment and taxation transition provisions for affected 
landowners, the annexation agreement also identifies a method for the two municipalities to 
resolve possible conflicts. The IDP provides the Town and the County with guidance for land use 
decisions in the vicinity of the Town's boundary and also establishes a method for the two 
municipalities address intermunicipal issues should they arise. The IDP also supports the 
annexation area agreed to by the two municipalities. 

Growth and Land Requirements 

[109] Growth and land requirement considerations relevant to this recommendation include the 
time horizon, population projections and servicing. 

[110] The time horizon for this proposed annexation is lengthier than normally considered by 
the MGB. A longer time horizon makes it difficult to accurately predict things like future 
population, land requirements, phasing of servicing, and financial implications. Moreover, care 
must be taken to ensure the newly acquired annexation area does not reduce the sustainability or 
viability of the initiating municipality. In this case, the 60 year time horizon contemplated for 
this annexation was agreed to by the two municipalities, substantiated by an in-depth Growth 
Study, supported by a detailed FIA, and is consistent with the growth corridors of the IDP. 
Although this evidence is beneficial, it would not have been sufficient to convince the MGB to 
recommend an extended time horizon. However, the fact that this period is in keeping with the 
CMP, which is the blueprint for accommodating growth in the Calgary region for the next 60 
years, was a significant consideration for the MGB. In essence, using the 60 year time horizon 
harmonizes development in and around the Town with the CMP. Therefore, the MGB finds the 
Town's time horizon is reasonable as it will facilitate future planning in the Calgary region. 
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[111] The 2014 CRP and the Growth Study provided quite different population estimates. The 
CRP population estimates considered the Town's 1998 MDP, which limited growth and capped 
the Town's population at between 25,000 to 30,000. As the 1998 MDP was the statutory plan in 
place at the time the CRP projection was developed, it is understandable that the CRP would use 
a limited 2% growth rate and estimate the Town's population to be 56.987 by 2073. However the 
Town's New MDP, adopted in 2016, removes the development restrictions and allows the Town 
to grow. The Town is also shifting away from being a bedroom community and positioning itself 
as a regional hub, which should encourage additional non-residential growth. As a result, the 
Growth Study uses a 4% growth rate, which is more indicative of the Town's historical share of 
the population increase in the Calgary region. The Growth Study projects that the Town will be 
82,152 by 2073. Although the CRP projection is about 25,000 less than that of the Growth Study, 
using the 4% for the entire time horizon is acceptable in light of the removal of the growth 
constraints imposed by the 1998 IDP and the Town repositioning itself as a complete 
community. 

[112] The 1,877 hectares (4,640 acres) of land identified by the Town in its Annexation 
Application and agreed to by the Town and the MD in their annexation agreement is logical. The 
net residential land request of 743 hectares was based on population forecasts as well as the 
residential development trends in the Town and the surrounding urban area. Density levels for 
single-detached units, attached units, and apartment units comply with the CRP and reflect the 
provisions of the New MDP. The net commercial land request of 73 hectares uses the existing 
commercial/office floor space to trade area population ratio and projects this the trade area 
population forecast for 2073. The scale up factors used for roads/right of ways, municipal/school 
reserves and stormwater management are well within the maximum 40% allowed by the Act. The 
Growth Study established the actual annexation area by identifying optimal development areas to 
determine the best location for each land type. The analysis considered such thing as lands with 
locational and servicing advantages as well as undevelopable land resulting from man-made 
and/or environmental constraints. 

[113] The Town can provide the required municipal infrastructure to service development of 
the annexation area. Water can be obtained in the short term using the Sheep River. The MGB 
accepts the Town's assertion that it can obtain additional water additional water from the City of 
Calgary via a pipeline. The Town will use the existing wastewater treatment plant in the short
term and construct a new wastewater treatment plant as required in the future. Force mains, lift 
stations and river crossings will be needed for the wastewater system to accommodate future 
growth. Upgrades to intersections on Highways 2, 2A and 7 as traffic increases. The MGB 
accepts that these costs can be offset by off-site levies on new development. The MGB also 
accepts that the Modernized Municipal Government Act may also be able to assist the Town with 
costs associated with such things as recreation facilities, fire stations, and libraries. 
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Recommendation 2: The MGB does not recommend the boundary adjustments as 
requested by the landowners 

[114] In making this recommendation, the MGB considered the annexation boundary change 
requests of Mr. Miller as well the three property owners. 

Mr. Miller 

[115] During the hearing, Mr. Miller reported that he attended all five open houses. The MGB 
was also informed that early on in the consultation process that a request from Mr. Miller 
resulted in the ANP removing his two properties located on the north-east comer of NE 35-20-29 
W4M from the proposed annexation area. This clearly demonstrates the Town and MD were 
receptive to Mr. Miller's annexation area boundary suggestions during the consultation process. 
The Town stated that Mr. Miller made no other annexation area change requests during the 
remainder of the consultation process. Given the amount of information provided by both 
municipalities throughout the consultation process and the variety of communication methods 
used, it is reasonable to accept Mr. Miller would have been aware of the annexation boundary in 
relation to the remainder of his property throughout the intermunicipal negotiations and 
consultation process. Although Mr. Miller did not receiving any response from the Town to his 
September 9, 2016 boundary change correspondence, the MGB concludes that the public 
consultation process undertaken by the two municipalities was reasonable. 

[116] It is unfortunate Mr. Miller's requests for the land use redesignation and subdivision of 
Ptn. NE 35-20-29 W4M were denied by the MD prior to the annexation hearing. However, by 
asking for the annexation boundary to follow the drainage course through the Ptn. NE 35-20-29 
W4M, Mr. Miller is requesting the MGB to split a single parcel between the two municipalities. 
Dividing the property between the two jurisdictions could unnecessarily increase the complexity 
and uncertainty of land use planning in the future as one part of the Ptn. NE 35-20-29 W4M 
would be governed by the bylaws of the MD, while the other would be governed by the bylaws 
of the Town. Neither municipality was supportive of the boundary change suggested by Mr. 
Miller. The MGB concludes that maintaining the Ptn NE 35-20-29 W4M entirely within the 
jurisdiction of the Town will reduce confusion by giving one municipality the authority to deal 
with any future subdivision and/or land use redesignation in a manner that is necessary for the 
overall greater public interest as contemplated by Part 17 of the Act. 

[117] It is also unfortunate Mr. Miller did not bring forward his request to have the fire 
suppression pond and road in the same jurisdiction as the two businesses earlier in the process. 
This could have given the two municipalities time to discuss this matter and conduct a detailed 
analysis. However, the MGB notes that the map provided in the presentation made by Mr. Miller 
shows the road and fire pond on are on an Access and Utility Right of Way located in Ptn. NE 
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35-20-29 W4M. Although the businesses are located in the MD and the Ptn. NE 35-20-29 W4M 
would be located in the Town, the protection afforded by the Access and Utility Right of Way 
should provide the two businesses with the same degree of certainty as before the annexation. 
Furthermore, Mr. Miller owns all three properties, so it would be unlikely he would restrict 
access to the road or fire pond. Moreover, in accordance with the Fire Services Agreement 
between the two municipalities, the Town would respond to any fires on any of the three parcels 
owned by Mr. Miller. As such, there should be no cross jurisdictional issues to hinder the Town 
Fire Department from taking action on any of the three properties in the event of a fire. 

[ 118] Mr. Miller expressed concern about the loss of the tax protection in the event his 
businesses needed to relocate to the lands in the Ptn NE 35-20-29 W4M. Given the 60 year time 
horizon, the MGB finds the 30 year assessment and taxation transition period suggested by the 
two municipalities to be reasonable. The MGB notes that pursuant to Section 135(l)(d) the 
zoning for Ptn NE 35-20-29 W4M will stay the same as if it remained in the MD until such time 
as it is repealed or changed by the Town. The MGB was given no evidence to determine if Ptn. 
NE 35-20-29 W4M would need to be rezoned or subdivided to accommodate either company. 
The MGB was also given no information to establish if or when either business would move. 
Regardless, the timing of any future expansion or the relocation of a facility would be a 
corporate decision. The cost associated with subdividing, rezoning, or municipal tax implications 
on all or part of Ptn. NE 35-20-29 W4M would have to be one of the many factors the businesses 
would need to consider as part of their decision making process. 

Mr. Balagan, Ms. Osland, and the Lochers 

[119] The MGB accepts Mr. Balagan, Ms. Osland and the Lochers communicated their desire 
to be included as part of the annexation area on numerous occasions during the Town's 
development of its application. However, a disagreement with the Town about which lands to 
include or exclude from a proposed annexation does not constitute a deficient consultation 
process. The number of open houses combined with the variety of communication methods used 
by the Town throughout the process shows a sincere attempt by the Town to consider the input 
from affected landowners and the public. The fact that a consultant was commissioned by the 
Town to conduct an independent analysis demonstrates a serious attempt to contemplate the 
inclusion of these lands. Although the landowners dispute the consultant's analysis, this 
disagreement does not cast doubt on the Town's willingness to consider their request. Therefore, 
the MGB finds the consultation process undertaken by the Town regarding these three properties 
was reasonable. 

[120] The MGB acknowledges that locating industrial or commercial developments adjacent to 
already subdivided country residential land can have an impact on the existing properties. Given 
the time horizon for this annexation is 60 years and the fact that the three properties are located 

lorders:M007-l 7 Page 40 of 43 

00424



Municipal Government Board 

BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 007/17 

FILE: AN13/0KOT/T-01 

on the periphery of the annexation area, the MGB accepts the Town's assertion that it may be 
decades before development reaches this area. The MGB notes that Section 135(1 )( d) of the Act 
identifies that the land use in the proposed annexation area will remain the same until such time 
as it is changed by the Town. Changing the land use would require the Town to amend the IDP, 
the MDP, the Land Use Bylaw (LUB), and/or an ASP, the statutory plans that guide 
development within the Town. The public hearing process required by the Act for amending 
these statutory plans would give the three landowners an opportunity to shape the type of any 
future development allowed south of their property. Moreover, it is common for LUB's to 
include buffering requirements, such as minimum setbacks, vegetation screening, fencing and 
roads in the statutory plans to mitigate noise concerns, increased traffic levels, and fire risks. 
Additional input may also be afforded to the landowners at the ASP stage or at the time an actual 
development is being plam1ed to further minimize any potential land use conflicts through the 
use of development conditions imposed by the Town. 

[121] The three landowners expressed concerns about the security of their homes resulting from 
an increased number of people in the area. The MGB understands that industrial, commercial or 
residential development will usually increase the number of people, employed, visiting, or 
residing in a given area. As no evidence was provided to establish that there are any impending 
developments for the land adjacent to the south of properties owned by the three landowners, it is 
difficult to determine the possible impact of any future intensification. The MGB has already 
accepted it may be decades before any development approaches the area south of the three 
landowners. Therefore, the MGB concludes it would be more appropriate for the Town, the MD, 
and the RCMP to plan for and address home and property security issues at the appropriate time. 

[122] It was reported that the 16 acres were constrained by Highway 2 on the east and a 
developed road on west. Except for a small area to the south, these existing man made barriers 
already fragment the three parcels from the surrounding agricultural land. It was also reported 
that the 16 acres has been subdivided into three parcels owned by three different landowners, and 
that two of the three properties have houses. Since there are three different landowners, there is 
no certainty all three properties would be available for sale at the same time. As a result, the 
MGB cannot accept the 16 acres are a single unit. Although the Town and the landowners 
disagree on the amount, it was also identified that the 16 acres contain wetland. Given the current 
state of development on the three parcels, the existence of wetland, and the uncertainty about the 
availability of the entire 16 acres, the MGB also concludes the amount of available developable 
land within the 16 acres is limited. Accordingly, the MGB was not convinced it would be more 
beneficial from a planning perspective for the Town to include these lands as part of this 
annexation. 
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[123] The MGB considered the request of Mr. Balagan, Ms. Osland and the Lochers to order 
the MD to redesignate their land to Industrial. The Act gives the MD the authority to create and 
amend statutory planning bylaws in order to achieve orderly, economical, and beneficial 
development at the local level. This includes the redesignating of land uses. The Act also 
specifies a public consultation component for the redesignation of land so that the process is 
open, transparent, and inclusive. In essence, the request made by the three landowners is asking 
the MGB to supersede the authority of the MD and bypass the required consultation process. As 
the Act already specifies a process, the MGB does not grant the rezoning request and suggests 
the landowners and the MD follow the procedures specified by the applicable MD bylaws and 
the applicable MD processes. 

Recommendation 3: The MGB recommends the assessment and taxation transition 
provisions and compensation amount as agreed to by the two 
municipalities with an effective date of July 1, 2017 

[124] The MGB accepts the assessment and taxation transition conditions suggested by the 
Town and MD. Allowing the lands to be assessed as if still in the MD will permit rural properties 
to maintain the advantages afforded to other properties with the same land uses in the MD for a 
25 years. Using the lower of either the MD or Town municipal tax rate also affords the affected 
landowners a tax break while they adjust to their new municipality. The actions that would cause 
the early removal of the transition period are reasonable as they are either within the control of 
the affected landowner or will allow the landowner to take advantage of a benefit not available to 
similar landowners in the MD, such as access to Town water and sewer, higher density level 
development, different land uses. The MGB concludes the linear property owners are in 
agreement with the assessment and taxation transition provisions as they provided no comments 
to the Town during the consultation process or submissions to the MGB during the hearing 
process. In light of the annexation time horizon and the fact no objections were filed regarding 
the assessment and transition provisions, the MGB accepts the 25 year transition timeframe as 
well as the subject to removal provisions. 

[125] The amount of compensation ($2,000,000) to be paid by the Town to the MD is 
substantial. However, the MGB places a great deal of weight on the autonomy of the 
municipalities and the fact the compensation amount was developed through the negotiation 
process. Moreover, the MGB accepts the compensation amount suggested by the two 
municipalities considers matters that are beyond the typical loss of municipal tax revenue 
formula. The FIA and oral submission provided by the Town during the hearing convinced the 
MGB that the compensation amount would not cause either viability or sustainability concerns 
for the Town. Therefore, the MGB accepts the compensation amount and the payment schedule 
suggested by the municipalities. 
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[126] Although the two municipalities requested an effective date of January 1, 2017, the MGB 
is recommending the effective date be July 1, 2017. The proposed annexation represents a large 
tract of land, a considerable number of people, and a significant amount of money in terms of 
compensation to be paid by the Town to the MD. The MGB recognizes that the expedient 
execution of the annexation may be attractive in the short term. However, there are number of 
issues which must be resolved more fully so that the affected landowners and the two 
municipalities transition as smoothly as possible. The provision of water is the most important of 
these, as lack of water could be a real constraint to growth. The additional time will allow the 
Town to complete its negotiations with the City of Calgary as well give both these municipalities 
the time needed to establish the location of the water line and water storage reservoirs. The 
transition of services is another major consideration. The additional time will allow the two 
municipalities an opportunity to discuss things like snow removal, road maintenance, and solid 
waste. In addition, the July 1, 2017 effective date will allow the two administrations to transfer 
documents, discuss relevant bylaws, and recalculate any debentures the Town may be taking 
over. 

[127] To facilitate the effective date change recommendation, the MGB is recommending that 
in 2017 the MD: assess and tax the lands in the annexation area, and hear any assessment appeals 
filed with regard to lands in the proposed annexation area. The MGB finds this will assist the 
transition between the jurisdictions by allowing the landowners to deal with one municipality. In 
accordance with the compensation agreement between the two municipalities, the MD is to remit 
the taxes received from the lands in the annexation area for 2017 to the Town. The MGB realizes 
the effective date change will necessitate some additional expenses for the MD. However, the 
amount of compensation to be paid by the Town to the MD should be sufficient to cover any 
costs that the MD may incur for the assessment and collection of the taxes, hearing any 
assessment appeals, and additional expenses for the annexation lands in the first six months of 
2017. 

CONCLUSION 

[128] After considering the submissions of the Town, the MD, and the affected parties, the 
MGB finds this annexation application reflects legitimate local needs and concerns as well as 
complies with the MGB's annexation principles. As such, the MGB is recommending approval 
of the proposed annexation with an effective date of July 1, 2017. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 

Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act).  

 

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Town of Drayton Valley, in the Province of 

Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation 

from Brazeau County. 

  

BEFORE:  

 

Members:  

 

L. Patrick, Presiding Officer  

T. Golden, Member  

R. Strauss, Member  

 

MGB Staff: 

R. Duncan, Case Manager  

 

 

SUMMARY  

 

After examining the submissions from the Town of Drayton Valley (Town), Brazeau County 

(County), affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board 

(MGB) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the MGB report, shown 

as Appendix D of this Board Order.  

 

  The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 

 

 (a) effective January 1, 2012, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 

sketch in Appendix B is separated from Brazeau County and annexed to The 

Town of Drayton Valley, 

 

 (b) any taxes owing to Brazeau County at the end of December 31, 2011 in respect of 

the annexed land are transferred to and become payable to The Town of Drayton 

Valley together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those 

taxes, and The Town of Drayton Valley upon collecting those taxes, penalties and 

costs must pay them to Brazeau County, and 

 

 (c) the assessor for The Town of Drayton Valley must, for the purposes of taxation in 

2012 and subsequent years, assess the annexed land and the assessable 

improvements to it, 
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 and makes the Order in Appendix C. 

 

 

 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 14
th

 day of September 2011. 

 

 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD  

 

 

 

 

  

(SGD.) L. Patrick, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX B 

 

A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 

ANNEXED TO THE TOWN OF DRAYTON VALLEY 

 

 
 

Legend 

   Existing Town of Drayton Valley Boundary 

 

   Annexation Areas 
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APPENDIX C 

 

ORDER 

 

1 In this Order, 

 

(a) “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the sketch 

in Appendix B; 

(b) “Brazeau County’s Land Use Bylaw” means Brazeau County’s Land Use Bylaw 

as it stood on November 15, 2010, and does not include any subsequent 

amendment to the bylaw. 

 

2 For the purposes of taxation in 2012 and in each subsequent year up to and including 

2062, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it 

 

(a) must be assessed by The Town of Drayton Valley on the same basis as if they had 

remained in Brazeau County, and 

(b) must be taxed by The Town of Drayton Valley in respect of each assessment class 

that applies to the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it using 

 (i) the municipal tax rate established by Brazeau County, or  

 (ii) the municipal tax rate established by The Town of Drayton Valley, 

whichever is lower. 

 

3 Where, in any taxation year, a portion of the annexed land 

 

(a) becomes a new parcel of land created as a result of subdivision or separation of 

title by registered plan of subdivision or by instrument or any other method that 

occurs at the request of, or on behalf of, the landowner, except for the subdivision 

of an existing farmstead from a previously unsubdivided quarter section,  

(b) ceases to be used as farmland or for any other use that Brazeau County’s Land 

Use Bylaw authorizes for the Agriculture District established by the Bylaw, or 

(c) ceases to be used an industrial use that is authorized by Brazeau County’s Land 

Use Bylaw and that 

 (i) is a non-conforming use, or 

 (ii) is authorized by a development permit issued before January 1, 2012, 

 

section 2 ceases to apply at the end of that taxation year in respect of that portion of the 

annexed land and the assessable improvements to it. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD REPORT TO THE  

MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS 

RESPECTING THE TOWN OF DRAYTON VALLEY PROPOSED ANNEXATION 

OF TERRITORY FROM BRAZEAU COUNTY 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

[1] The Town of Drayton Valley (Town) is located in central Alberta, about 133 kilometers 

(83 mi) southwest of Edmonton. On February 11, 2010, the Municipal Government Board 

(MGB) received the required Negotiation Report from the Town requesting the annexation of 

approximately 4,468 hectares (11,040 acres) of land from Brazeau County (County). 

Documentation from both the Town and the County identified that the two municipalities were 

not able to negotiate an annexation agreement, so the MGB determined there was no general 

agreement with the proposed annexation. In accordance with Section 121 of the Municipal 

Government Act (Act) the MGB had to conduct one or more hearings in respect of the 

annexation.  

 

[2] A series of preliminary hearings were held to address document exchange issues. At the 

start of the November 15, 2010 merit hearing the two municipalities informed the MGB that they 

had been able to negotiate an Annexation Settlement Agreement (ASA) and Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU), which proposed the annexation of a lesser amount of land than originally 

requested by the Town. In response to concerns from affected landowners and the public about 

not having had an opportunity to review the agreement, the MGB adjourned the hearing until 

December 16, 2010. The MGB found this adjournment would give affected landowners and the 

public an opportunity to review the ASA, MOU and other annexation documentation, consult 

with the Town and prepare their submissions to the MGB. To facilitate notifying the affected 

landowners and the public of the agreement between the two municipalities, the Town agreed to 

place radio and newspaper advertisements in the local media, send information packages to the 

affected landowners in the original annexation area, and provide information on the Town’s 

website.  

 

[3] During the December 16, 2010 hearing, the Town stated the annexation agreement 

between the two municipalities represented a new chapter in the relationship between the two 

municipalities and predicted it would lead to an increased level of intermunicipal cooperation. 

The ASA, MOU and subsequent Growth Management Plan (GMP) confirm the two 

municipalities wish to resolve their differences by exploring and developing opportunities for 

regional initiatives that enhance municipal cooperation and fiscal sustainability.  

 

[4] A notable feature of the ASA is the concept of two annexations. The Town’s planning 

consultant indicated that the modified application before the MGB will address the shortage of 

industrial / commercial land within the Town. The second annexation application, to be 

submitted by the Town at a later date, identified by the ASA will address the Town’s need for 

residential land. It was explained that the Town originally asked for more land to reduce possible 

conflicts caused by different land uses within the two jurisdictions. The GMP required by the 

ASA and MOU will address this issue. Moreover, the ASA will eliminate the annexation of the 

approximately 2,500 hectares of the land originally requested by the Town that is already in use.  
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[5] The financial impact on the County is expected to be 1.31% ($255,312). As the Town 

will be taking over a $2.5 million road construction debenture from the County, the County will 

be reducing or eliminating the $500,000 to $600,000 annuity payments. The Town’s financial 

consultant advised that the modified annexation area is largely underdeveloped, which will 

decrease the number of capital projects required by the Town. This will reduce the financial 

impact of the annexation on the Town.  

 

[6] Although the Town originally suggested a ten year assessment and taxation transition 

period, the ASA negotiated by the two municipalities advocated a 50 year transition period. The 

assessment and taxation protection would be removed if the land were subdivided or rezoned at 

the request of the landowner. The protection would also be removed if the lands were to be used 

for anything other than those uses allowed by the Agricultural District of the existing County 

bylaw.  

 

[7] The Town advised that it does not have a franchise agreement for natural gas. In 

accordance with the ASA, the Town would allow the customers of the Evergreen Gas Co-op to 

continue to be served by that utility provider for 50 years. With regard to electrical services, the 

Town explained that it has a franchise agreement with another electrical provider. However, the 

Town will seek clarification to determine if the customers of the Drayton Valley Rural 

Electrification Association (DVREA) can remain with that electrical provider for a 50 year 

period. The Town stated that if it is not legal for the DVREA to retain its customers, the Town 

would take reasonable steps to work with the owners of the annexed land to address the financial 

impact of their loss of equity in the DVREA, if the landowners have share equity.  

 

[8] The Town’s engineering consultant stated that the Town can provide water, wastewater, 

stormwater and transportation services to the annexation area identified by the ASA. The 

existing systems are either adequate or can be readily expanded into the annexation area. He 

observed that connecting to Town water and wastewater systems would be a more efficient than 

having these lands serviced by stand alone systems. 

 

[9] At both the November 15, 2010 and December 16, 2010 hearings, the County confirmed 

it was in agreement with the annexation agreement as set out in the ASA, MOU and other 

documentation. The County explained a paradigm shift after the recent municipal election 

resulted in a desire to use an interest based approach to negotiations. The County does not 

consider the annexation identified by the ASA to be a “tax grab” as the loss of revenue is 

expected to be offset by a reduction in expenses.  

 

[10] Prior to the December 16, 2010 hearing recommencement, the MGB received a form 

letter from a number of people objecting to the annexation as outlined in the ASA. The letter 

expressed concerns related to: the lack of consultation by the County with its ratepayers, the 

inclusion of agricultural lands, the inclusion of lands adjacent to Highway 22, weed control, 

recreation agreements, and utility agreements.  

 

00435



 

 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 058/11 

 

 FILE:  AN07/DRAY/T-01 

 

 

120annexorders:M058-11  Page 10 of 34 

[11] Other objections received by the MGB identified concerns regarding the size of the 

annexation contemplated by the ASA, the need for the land, the loss of taxes by the County, road 

maintenance levels, the provision of municipal services in the south annexation area, assessment 

and taxation considerations, and amalgamation of the two municipalities.  

 

Recommendation 

 

[12] After reviewing the submitted documentation and hearing from the Town, the County 

and the affected landowners, the MGB finds the annexation area as modified by the Town to be 

reasonable. Therefore, the MGB recommends the annexation of the land as described in 

Appendix A with an effective date of January 1, 2012.  

 

Reasons 

 

[13] The MGB finds that the Town and the County have clearly demonstrated intermunicipal 

cooperation and will be considering opportunities that will be beneficial to both municipalities.  

 

[14] The MGB accepts the Town has a limited amount of vacant industrial / commercial land 

within its boundary and that the annexation before the MGB at this time will provide the Town 

with a 30 year inventory of land for this type of use. The fact that the Town and the County did 

not just split the difference between their positions on the amount of land to be annexed clearly 

shows the two municipalities undertook due diligence in determining the annexation area. 

Therefore, the MGB finds the amount of land being requested and the reason for the annexation 

of land for industrial / commercial use is reasonable. Moreover, the MGB finds the direction of 

growth is logical. 

 

[15] The MGB is convinced by the evidence provided by the Town’s engineering consultant 

that the lands within the proposed annexation area can be serviced. The MGB also accepts the 

Town’s statement that road maintenance and snow removal in the annexation area will remain at 

the same levels as in the County or improve over time.   

 

[16] The MGB is satisfied the Town consulted with the local authorities that may be affected 

by the annexation. Although AT identified some concerns, it stated that these would be 

addressed at the subdivision and development state. The Town does not have a franchise 

agreement for natural gas. Since the Act permits municipalities to enter into franchise 

agreements, the MGB considers allowing the Evergreen Gas Coop to continue to provide 

services to its existing customers a local matter that is best dealt with at the local level. The 

Town stated that it has a franchise agreement with an electrical provider. Although the Town 

identified that it would seek clarification regarding the DVREA continuing to provide services to 

its existing electrical customers after the annexation, no evidence was provided to establish the 

legality or feasibility of this request. Therefore, the MGB does not recommend this request be 

reflected in the Order in Council. The MGB expects the Town will fulfill the obligation 
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identified in the ASA and will take reasonable steps to work with the owners of the annexed land 

to address any DVREA share equity issues. 

 

[17] The MGB is satisfied the 50 year assessment and taxation transition condition period will 

protect the landowners in the annexed area and will not unduly alter the financial stability of the 

Town. The MGB finds the “subject to removal” clauses are reasonable. Concerns regarding the 

application of the transition conditions resulting from the land no longer being used as farmland 

or no longer being employed for a use that the County’s bylaw, as of November 15, 2010, 

authorizes for Agricultural District can be appealed to the Town’s Assessment Review Board or 

the Composite Assessment Review Board, whichever is applicable.  

 

[18] The MGB finds the public consultation process was reasonable. Although the affected 

landowners and the public were not notified of the ASA and MOU until the start of the 

November 15, 2010 merit hearing, the adjournment provided an opportunity for all interested 

parties to review the documentation and develop their submissions. The efforts of the Town to 

inform the affected landowners and the public of the agreement reached by the two 

municipalities and make available the annexation documentation during the adjournment period 

as directed by the MGB were also reasonable.   

 

[19] The MGB accepts the County Council had a right to change its position regarding the 

annexation. Although in some annexations the municipality from which the land is to be annexed 

is involved in the public consultation process, the MGB notes this is not a requirement of the 

Act.  

 

[20] The MGB notes that agricultural lands can remain within an urban municipality as the 

Act does not restrict agricultural land use to rural municipalities. Although rural municipalities 

typically have expertise in areas such as weed control, the two municipalities have contemplated 

this in the ASA by allowing the Town to contract services from the County.  

 

[21] The MGB finds the annexation will not unduly impact the financial stability of either 

municipality. Although the County’s tax revenue will decrease as a result of the annexation, the 

County will also benefit from a reduction in expenses. Moreover, the Town will be taking over 

any liabilities that relate to the annexation area.  

 

Conclusion 

 

[22] In conclusion, the MGB finds that, although somewhat late, the joint submission by the 

Town and the County demonstrates a high level of collaboration and cooperation. The MGB is 

satisfied that the annexation request that not only responds in a reasonable fashion to the 

concerns brought forward during the landowner and public consultation process but also 

promotes the future growth objectives of the Town. Therefore, the MGB recommends approval 

of the proposed annexation. 
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regarding the proposed annexation, this letter did not include the attachments. However, the 

attachments were available on both the Town and the County websites. Moreover, the two 

municipalities used newspapers and radio advertisements to notify the public of where to obtain 

this information.  

 

County Response 

 

[102] The County provided no additional responses. 

 

Part V MGB Recommendation 

 

[103] After reviewing the submitted documentation and hearing from the Town, the County the 

affected landowners/public, the MGB finds the annexation application to be reasonable. 

Therefore, the MGB recommends the annexation of the land by the Town with an effective date 

of January 1, 2012. The MGB also recommends the approval of the assessment and taxation 

conditions as requested in the ASA. However, the MGB does not recommend the Order in 

Council contain clauses that address the franchise agreements.  

 

Part VI Reasons 

 

Intermunicipal Cooperation 

 

[104] The MGB is finds that that the two municipalities have clearly demonstrated 

intermunicipal cooperation. The Town and the County are currently engaged in nine formal 

intermunicipal agreements and they were able to resolve their issues regarding the proposed 

annexation prior to start of the November 15, 2010 merit hearing. The ASA confirms the 

annexation area and identifies the conditions the two municipalities have agreed to. The MOU is 

forward looking in that it identifies that the Town and the County will consider intermunicipal 

agreements regarding economic development, infrastructure development and service delivery. 

The development of the GMP and the adoption of the GMP as a statutory document clearly 

shows the two municipalities are attempting to work together to plan the fringe area in a way that 

will benefit both municipalities. The MGB finds that as a statutory plan, the GMP will allow 

both municipalities to influence development in the fringe area in a way that will reduce the 

number of intermunicipal land use conflicts. Moreover, the MGB observes that the two 

municipalities are cooperating in compliance the Provincial Land Use Policies and the Act.  

 

Growth 

 

[105] The MGB accepts that the vacant land within the Town has already been formally 

planned and that Town currently has a limited amount of land available for industrial / 

commercial development. The annexation proposal before the MGB will provide approximately 

a 30 year inventory of land industrial / commercial land for the future expansion of the Town. 

Moreover, the lands being annexed are a logical extension of its the current industrial / 
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commercial lands. The annexation area agreed to by the two municipalities is predominantly 

vacant, which will make any future development less problematic. As stated in other decisions, 

annexations that provide for intermunicipal cooperation will be given considerable weight. The 

two municipalities clearly demonstrated intermunicipal cooperation by altering their positions 

regarding the annexation area, agreeing to explore and develop regional initiatives that may 

include such things as recreation and economic development as well as consenting to work 

cooperatively on capital projects. Furthermore, the two municipalities altered their positions with 

regard to the amount of land to be annexed. The MGB notes the two municipalities did not just 

split the difference between the two positions with regard to the amount of land to be annexed, 

which clearly demonstrates that there was a considerable amount of due diligence on the part of 

both municipalities.  The MGB finds the amount of land requested as part of this annexation is 

reasonable.  

 

[106] It is noted that the approval of the annexation currently before the MGB does not 

prejudge any future annexation application regarding the residential land identified as part of the 

ASA. The annexation of the residential land will have to be considered on its own merits in the 

future.   

 

[107] The MGB is satisfied that the Town will take the necessary measures to ensure the ravine 

in the southern portion of the annexation area and the North Saskatchewan River areas are 

protected from development not consistant with environmentally sensitive areas.  

 

Servicing 

 

[108] The MGB is convinced by the submissions of the Town’s engineering consultant that the 

Town can provide municipal services to the annexation area. Evidence provided by the 

engineering consultant identified that the existing systems are adequate to service the annexation 

area. The joint infrastructure projects and joint servicing contemplated by the MOU will 

contribute to the efficient and effective provision of services to the annexation area. The MGB 

finds that the continued operation or closure of the Aspen Waste Facility is a local matter and is 

beyond the scope of the MGB to comment.  

 

[109] The MGB accepts the Town’s statement that the service levels in the annexation area will 

continue at the same level as in the County or improve over time. The MGB understands that 

within a reasonable time the Town intends to bring gravel roads within the annexation area up to 

Town standards. With regard to snow removal, the MGB finds that it is reasonable in the short 

term for the Town to adopt the County’s policy, but that a review of this service would be 

undertaken as part of future budget decisions.  

 

Impacts on other Institutions  
 

[110] The MGB is satisfied that the Town consulted with the local authorities that may be 

affected by the annexation. Since none of the local authorities contacted provided a response, the 
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MGB concludes they do not object to the annexation. AT identified some concerns that the Town 

will need to address at the subdivision and development stage, however, the AT did state that it 

had no objections to the annexation.  

 

[111] During its oral submission the Town informed the MGB that it does not have a franchise 

agreement for natural gas. The ASA between the Town and the County identifies that the 

customers within the annexed land are to be served by the Evergreen Gas Coop for a period of 50 

years from the effective date of the annexation. The two municipalities and the Evergreen Gas 

Coop are in agreement with this condition. The Act allows a municipal council to grant a right to 

a person to provide utility services in all or part of the municipality. As it is within the powers of 

the Town to grant rights to Evergreen Gas Coop to provide utility service, the MGB considers 

this to be a local matter that can be best dealt with at the local level. Therefore, the MGB finds 

that it would be inappropriate to include this ASA condition as part of an Order in Council. Since 

the Town Council has already passed a resolution agreeing that Evergreen Gas Coop may 

continue to be the service provider for any areas within the annexed area to which it is currently 

providing services, the MGB expects the Town will fulfill its stated obligation, however, this is a 

local matter for the Town to resolve. 

 

[112] The ASA also identifies that, if it is legally possible, the DVREA is to serve the annexed 

area for a period of 50 years. The MGB understands that the Town has an existing franchise 

agreement with another electrical utility provider and has made enquiries regarding this matter. 

As the Town provided no correspondence from the current electrical provider or information to 

confirm the request’s legality or feasibility, the MGB does not recommend this request be 

granted. Moreover, the MGB was provided no correspondence from the DVREA regarding its 

ability or desire to provide services to future development in the annexation area. The MGB also 

expects that the Town will take reasonable steps to work with the owners of the annexed land to 

address the financial impact of their loss of share equity in the DVREA, if the owners of the 

annexed land have share equity in it. 

 

Affected Landowner / Public Consultation 

 

[113] The MGB is satisfied that the 50 year assessment and taxation transition conditions will 

protect the landowners in the annexation area. These lands are to be assessed by the Town on the 

same basis as if they had remained in the County and are to be taxed using the lower of the Town 

or County tax rates. Although the 50 year assessment and taxation transition period is somewhat 

long, the MGB notes the longer transition period was agreed to by the Town and is satisfied it 

will not have a negative impact of the Town’s finances or its existing residents. Moreover, the 

MGB finds it is reasonable for these conditions to be removed if the land is subdivided or 

redesignated at the request of the landowner or ceases to be used as farmland or for any of the 

uses contained within the County’s Land Use Bylaw. The MGB understands these conditions can 

impact the density of development and could increase the associated municipal expenditures. As 

the landowners are in control of this process it would seem likely they would consider the 

consequences when requesting their land be subdivided or redesignated. The MGB is satisfied 
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that any concerns regarding the removal of the assessment and taxation transition conditions 

resulting from the land no longer being used as farmland or no longer being employed for a use 

that the County’s Land Use Bylaw, as of November 15, 2010, authorizes for the Agricultural 

District (AG) can be appealed to the Town’s Local Assessment Review Board or the Composite 

Assessment Review Board, whichever is applicable.  

 

[114] The MGB finds that the public consultation process was reasonable. It was observed that 

the MGB and the public were not notified of the ASA and MOU until the start of the November 

15, 2010 merit hearing. The MGB considers public consultation to be an important component of 

the annexation process. The MGB heard that two to three weeks would be a sufficient period for 

people to study the annexation information and inform others of the agreement. As no other 

submissions regarding the suggested adjournment period were received from the affected 

landowners and the public during the November 15, 2010 hearing, the MGB found it was 

reasonable to adjourn the hearing to December 16, 2010. The adjournment period provided 

sufficient opportunity to any affected landowners and the public to investigate and/or meet 

individually with representatives of the Town to discuss the annexation. Moreover, the 

information on the website and at the municipal offices allowed the affected landowners and the 

public to review the details of the agreements. Therefore, the MGB finds the efforts of the Town 

to create awareness of the ASA and MOU during the adjournment period were reasonable.  

 

 

[115] The MGB accepts that County Council had a right to change its position regarding the 

annexation. The Act identifies that the purpose of a municipality is to provide good governance, 

provide services that in the opinion of Council are necessary or desirable, and develop and 

maintain safe viable communities. The Act also identifies that municipal councillors have a duty 

to consider the welfare and interest of the municipality as a whole, participate in developing and 

evaluating policies and programs, obtain additional information, and keep in confidence matters 

discussed in private. The actions of County Council appear to be constant with the Act.  

 

[116] Although in some annexations the municipality from which the land is to be annexed is 

involved in the public consultation process, the MGB notes this is not a requirement of the Act. 

Although the County did not conduct an open house or public hearing regarding the ASA and/or 

the associated documents, the MGB heard no evidence to indicate the County refused to meet 

one-on-one with affected landowners or the public during the adjournment period. The County 

expressed support for the ASA and the MOU at the start of the November 15, 2010 merit hearing 

and again after the adjournment on December 16, 2010. The adjournment period was sufficient 

to provide the County with enough time to reconsider its agreement. Since the County fully 

supported the annexation on both occasions, the MGB sees nothing to support the assertion that 

the annexation agreement was entered without due consideration on the part of County Council.  

 

[117] The MGB is not convinced that urban municipalities cannot include agricultural lands 

within their boundaries. The Act does not restrict agricultural land use to rural municipalities. 

The MGB notes that it is not any more uncommon for farming operations to be located in an 
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urban setting as it is for a rural municipality to have pockets of country residential developments 

and/or hamlets with urban density levels. However, the MGB accepts that rural municipalities do 

have expertise in areas such as weed control. The MGB finds that the two municipalities have 

contemplated this and have included a provision in the ASA that will see the Town contract 

weed control services from the County. The MGB accepts the statement that the five year weed 

control contract will allow the Town to transition to providing this service. Based on this 

example and the collaborative approach to implementation of the ASA and MOU being 

demonstrated by the two municipalities, the MGB concludes that it is not unreasonable to expect 

the Town will contract other agricultural related services with the County should the need arise.  

 

[118] The MGB accepts the Town’s assertion that farming operations within the proposed 

annexation area will be allowed to continue. The ASA clearly contemplates this by providing 

assessment and taxation transition conditions to continue as long as the land is being used for 

agricultural purposes as identified in the County’s Land Use Bylaw. The Town has also 

identified that it has a livestock auction mart within its current boundary, so the Town and its 

residents are well aware of issues regarding livestock. The MGB also accepts the Town will 

study the number of large animals allowed on a property as well as issues regarding ATV use 

and amend its bylaws accordingly.  

 

[119] The MGB accepts that the Town can service and maintain the roads in the proposed 

annexation area at the same level as the County. The capital plan submitted by the Town shows 

the intentions to upgrade the roads to Town standards over time. It is noted that the annexation 

area will bring a longer section of Highway 22 within the Town’s jurisdiction. AT has no 

objections to the proposed annexation and states any concerns it has can be addressed under 

Section 14 and/or Section 15 of the Subdivision and Development Regulation, which allow it to 

promote highway safety as part of the subdivision and development process. Accordingly, the 

MGB finds no reason to not allow the annexation area to extend west and south of the Town to 

encompass Highway 22. The MGB notes that the annexation area includes only one of the four 

quarter sections around the Highway 22 – Highway 621 junction. As there are would now be two 

municipalities adjacent to the Highway 22 – Highway 621 junction, the MGB finds that it would 

be reasonable for the two municipalities to share the costs associated with any required 

intersection upgrades in some manner with AT.  

 

[120] The MGB accepts the annexation will have a minimal financial impact on either of the 

municipalities. Although the municipal taxes associated with the annexation area will be reduced 

for the County, the County will also realize a reduction in its expenses. The MGB accepts that 

any tax increase in the County associated with the annexation will be born by non-residential 

lands and that the municipal taxes on residential and farmland will not increase. In accordance 

with the ASA, the Town is to pay the County for any non-recoverable ongoing costs. The MGB 

finds this will reduce the tax impact on the existing County residents. Moreover, this is in 

accordance with Section 135 of the Act which identifies that any liabilities of the County 

associated with the annexation area automatically pass to the Town. The MGB finds that the 
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capital plan and operating plans clearly show the Town can accommodate the increase in 

expenses resulting from the annexation with only minimal impact on its existing residents. 

 

[121] With regard to the comments that the two municipalities should amalgamate, the MGB 

heard no evidence to suggest that the annexation would negatively affect either municipality’s 

ability to fulfill the purposes as set out by the Act. Moreover, the ASA and MOU clearly 

demonstrate that the two municipalities will be undertaking activities that will be beneficial to 

the region. Therefore, the MGB finds no reason to consider amalgamation. 

 

Conditions of annexation 

 

[122] The MGB finds that the term of the annexation assessment and taxation transition period 

and the “subject to removal” clauses are certain, unambiguous and time specific. However, the 

Town requested the annexation area to be those lands in Section 21-49-7-W5 lying west of the 

top of the coulee. As the top of the coulee was not surveyed, there would be uncertainty as to the 

location of the boundary, so this land description cannot be used in an Order in Council. The 

MGB has approximated this area by describing it as being all that portion of section 21, township 

49, range 7 west of the fifth meridian lying southwesterly of a line drawn from the intersection of 

the east boundary of plan 2502JY with the south boundary of plan 832 2056 to the intersection of 

the west boundary of plan 102 2022 with the south boundary of Section 21. The MGB finds this 

is a reasonable approximation and will provide certainty with regard to the boundary of the 

Town. The MGB also finds that the effective date of the annexation should be January 1, 2012. 

 

Summary  

 

[123] In summary, the MGB finds that, although somewhat late, the joint submission by the 

Town and the County demonstrates a high level of collaboration and cooperation. The amount of 

land agreed to by the two municipalities as part of this annexation application is reasonable. The 

MGB is satisfied that the annexation request that not only responds in a reasonable fashion to the 

concerns brought forward during the landowner and public consultation process but also 

promotes the future growth objectives of the Town. Therefore, the MGB recommends approval 

of the proposed annexation with an effective date of January 1, 2012. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Town of Drayton Valley, in the Province of 
Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation 
from Brazeau County. 
 
BEFORE: 
 
Members: 
 
H. Kim, Presiding Officer 
K. Kelly, Member 
L. Yakimchuk, Member 
 
Secretariat: 
 
R. Duncan, Case Manager 
 
SUMMARY 
 
After careful examination of the submissions from the Town of Drayton Valley, Brazeau 
County, affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board 
(Board) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the Board report, shown 
as Appendix D of this Board Order. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 
 
 The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 
 

(a) effective January 1, 2012, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the sketch 
in Appendix B is separated from Brazeau County and annexed to the Town of 
Drayton Valley, 

 
(b) any taxes owing to Brazeau County at the end of December 31, 2011 in respect of the 

annexed land are transferred to and become payable to the Town of Drayton Valley 
together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and the 
Town of Drayton Valley upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay 
them to Brazeau County, and 
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(c) the assessor for the Town of Drayton Valley must, for the purposes of taxation in 

2012 and subsequent years, assess the annexed land and the assessable improvements 
to it, 

 and makes the Order in Appendix C. 
 
Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, 21st day of March 2012. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
 
  
(SGD). H. Kim, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX B 
 

A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 
ANNEXED TO THE TOWN OF DRAYTON VALLEY 

 

 
 
 
Legend 
   Existing Town of Drayton Valley Boundary 
 
   Annexation Area 
 

00447



APPENDIX C 
 

ORDER 
 

1 In this Order, 

(a) “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the sketch 
in Appendix B; 

(b) “Brazeau County’s Land Use Bylaw” means Brazeau County’s Land Use Bylaw 
as it stood on November 15, 2010, and does not include any subsequent 
amendment to the bylaw. 

2 For the purposes of taxation in 2012 and in each subsequent year up to and including 
2062, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it 

(a) must be assessed by the Town of Drayton Valley on the same basis as if they had 
remained in Brazeau County, and 

(b) must be taxed by the Town of Drayton Valley in respect of each assessment class 
that applies to the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it using 

 (i) the municipal tax rate established by Brazeau County, or  

 (ii) the municipal tax rate established by the Town of Drayton Valley, 

whichever is lower. 

3 Where, in any taxation year, a portion of the annexed land 

(a) becomes a new parcel of land created as a result of subdivision or separation of 
title by registered plan of subdivision or by instrument or any other method that 
occurs at the request of, or on behalf of, the landowner, except for the subdivision 
of an existing farmstead from a previously unsubdivided quarter section,  

(b) ceases to be used as farmland or for any other use that Brazeau County’s Land 
Use Bylaw authorizes for the Agriculture District established by the Bylaw, or 

(c) ceases to be used for an industrial use that is authorized by Brazeau County’s 
Land Use Bylaw and that 

 (i) is a non-conforming use, or 

 (ii)  is authorized by a development permit issued before January 1, 2012, 
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section 2 ceases to apply at the end of that taxation year in respect of that portion of the 
annexed land and the assessable improvements to it. 

4 The Town of Drayton Valley shall pay to Brazeau County the amount of two million five 
hundred and fifty thousand five hundred and fifty-three dollars ($2,550,553.00) not later 
than 90 days after the date this Order in Council is made by the Lieutenant Governor in 
Council. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

[1] The Town of Drayton Valley (Town) is located about 140 km southwest of Edmonton. 
On April 29, 2011, the Municipal Government Board (Board) received an application from the 
Town to annex approximately 526 hectares (1,300 acres) of land from Brazeau County (County). 
The purpose of the proposed annexation is to provide the Town with enough land to meet its 
residential growth requirements for the next 50 years.  

[2] Although the negotiation process was difficult, the two municipalities were eventually 
able to reach an annexation agreement. However, a review of the application submitted by the 
Town determined that during the March 23, 2011 open house, landowner and public concerns 
were expressed regarding snow removal for seniors, the possible impact on school bus service, 
the fragmentation of farmland, the Drayton Valley Rural Electrification Association (DVREA) 
shareholder equity matters, the burning of brush on land within the proposed the annexation area, 
and hunting within the proposed annexation area. Subsequent written submissions received by 
the Board expressed concerns about the continuation of snowplowing of driveways for seniors, 
the size of the annexation, the loss of municipal taxes by the County, and the distribution of 
electricity in the annexation area. The Board scheduled a public hearing on December 7, 2011, to 
receive information, evidence and argument regarding the annexation proposal.  

Recommendation  

[3] After reviewing the submitted documentation and hearing from the Town, the County, 
the affected landowners, and the public, the Board finds the annexation application to be 
reasonable. Therefore, the Board recommends the annexation of the land as requested by the 
Town, with an effective date of January 1, 2012. 

Reasons  

[4] The Board understands that the relationship between the Town and the County has been 
somewhat strained over the years. However, the Annexation Settlement Agreement (ASA), 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) clearly 
demonstrate a desire by both municipalities to work collaboratively. Subsequent agreements, 
such as weed control and the provision of water show that the two municipalities are now 
cooperating a way that will be beneficial for the entire region. 

[5] The expansion of the Town’s residential land inventory to the north east is logical. 
Information from the Town’s engineer established that the annexation area could easily be 
serviced in the future by extending the existing water and wastewater infrastructure.  

[6] The Board typically considers annexations with a 30 to 35 year time horizon. However, 
there has been a long history of land use planning and related conflict between the Town and the 
County, which is readily apparent by the fact that the municipalities have been discussing 
annexation in some form or another for the last 10 years, and by the number of intermunicipal 
dispute appeals filed with the Board. Although the two municipalities are now actively 
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cooperating, the Board finds that it is reasonable in this case to allow the annexation of a larger 
tract of land to promote positive and long term planning in this region. The Board believes this 
annexation combined with the new IDP and other agreements will facilitate long-term land use 
planning certainty for the two municipalities, the affected landowners and public.  

[7] Evidence provided by the Town and the County identified that the proposed annexation 
would not be an undue financial burden to either municipality. The ASA states that Town is to 
pay the County $2,550,533 to cover the cost of the debenture that was acquired to construct the 
Coulee Road. The independent financial analysis provided by the Town concludes that the 
required capital improvements would not pose any issues with the Town’s debt limit or debt 
servicing limit. The analysis also estimates that the County’s net operating expenses as a result of 
the annexation will decrease by $41,705 annually. Therefore, the Board does not consider the 
annexation to be a “tax grab” as has been alleged. 

[8] The Board is satisfied that the Town consulted with the local authorities that may be 
affected by the annexation. Information received by the Board subsequent to the hearing 
identifies that Alberta Transportation has no objections to the proposed annexation. 

[9] The ASA states that the customers within the annexed land are to be served by the 
Evergreen Gas Co-op for a period of 50 years from the effective date of the annexation. S. 45 of 
the Municipal Government Act (Act) allows a municipality to “grant a right, exclusive or 
otherwise, to a person to provide a utility service in all or part of the municipality, for not more 
than 20 years”. As the Town does not have an agreement of this type for the provision of natural 
gas services, it can take steps to enter into this type of agreement with the Evergreen Gas Co-op. 
The Board considers this arrangement to be a local matter that is best dealt with by the Town in 
the manner set out by the Act. 

[10] The ASA identifies that, if legally possible, the DVREA is to continue to serve its 
customers in the annexation area for 50 years. Evidence from both the Town and FortisAlberta 
Inc. (FortisAlberta) confirms that these parties have entered into an Electric Distribution System 
Franchise Agreement (EDSFA). The Alberta Utilities Commission (AUC) clearly has the 
expertise to deal with the distribution of electricity in Alberta. In the Board’s view, the AUC is 
the appropriate body to consider issues that may alter the provision of electrical service in the 
annexed area. The Board trusts the Town and FortisAlberta will comply with their obligations as 
identified by the EDSFA. The Board notes that Section 24 of the EDSFA identifies a dispute 
settlement agreement. The Board expects that the two parties will avail themselves of the 
resolution process if there is a disagreement. 

[11] In regard to the DVREA owner equity matter, the Board expects the Town will take 
reasonable steps to work with the owners of the annexed land to address the financial impact of 
the possible loss of share equity in the DVREA as stipulated in the ASA. 

[12] The Board accepts the Town will continue to provide services to the proposed annexation 
area at the same level, or better, than that currently being provided by the County. The Town 
verified that it intended to maintain snow removal practices and procedures to the same standard 
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as are currently in the County. The Board also accepts the Town’s assertion that because the two 
municipalities have the same fire chief, the practices of the County regarding brush burning will 
continue to apply in the annexation area. In response to an oral submission during the hearing, 
the Town also stated that it will explore contracting with the County to control feral dogs 
impacting livestock. 

[13] The Board was concerned that during the hearing the Town was not able to confirm if it 
had a bylaw in place to address hunting or the discharge of firearms within its jurisdiction. This 
was especially troubling since the hunting issue had been identified by the same affected 
landowner to the Town during the March 23, 2011 open house. However, as the affected 
landowner did not object to the proposed annexation or make a request to not have his land 
annexed, the Board finds no reason to exclude this parcel from the annexation recommendation. 
It is expected that the Town and the landowner can resolve this issue in a timely manner such 
that the safety of the public and the interest of all parties are recognized. 

[14] Given that the annexation hearing was held on December 7, 2011, the Board finds it 
would be inappropriate to recommend the effective date of the annexation be January 1, 2011 as 
identified in the ASA. The Board would not normally recommend that the dollar amount of the 
Coulee Road debenture be included as part of the recommended Order in Council presented to 
the Lieutenant Governor in Council, as this matter is addressed by s. 138(1)(b) of the Act. 
However, because the Board is recommending the effective date be January 1, 2012, the Board 
finds that the debenture amount should be specified in the Order in Council to provide certainty 
as to the amount.  

[15] For these reasons, the Board finds that the purpose of the annexation and amount of land 
being requested by the Town is reasonable, and the concerns of affected landowners and the 
public have been given due and proper consideration. 
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 Environmental Considerations 

[36] The only significant environmental feature in the proposed annexation area is the ravine 
that runs through Sections 15 and 21, Township 49, Range 7, West of the Fifth Meridian. The 
application identifies a concept plan has been developed for this area. The application also states 
that the Town is committed to the conservation of this environmentally sensitive area and will 
take the necessary measures to ensure its protection.  

 Financial Impacts 

[37] The Town retained a consultant to assess the financial impact of the second annexation. 
This analysis assumes an annual growth rate of 2.5 percent, residential density of 10.0 units per 
hectare and 2.6 persons per household, which the report states is the same as the assumptions in 
the Land Use Planning Analysis Report. Although the annexation has a 50 year time horizon, it 
is expected that the residential land in this annexation would be developed in approximately 25 
hectare sized pieces from 2035 to 2052. The financial analysis concludes that the required capital 
improvements resulting from this annexation would not be detrimental to the Town and that the 
tax rate impact on the Town is reasonable. The analysis further clarifies that the County will 
experience a nominal tax saving because the reduction in expenses ($92,632) associated with the 
provision of services to the area will more than offset the decrease in municipal tax revenues 
($50,626) generated by the annexed lands. In effect, the annexation would result in an operating 
cost savings to the County of $41,705 annually. The analysis also concludes that the financial 
impact to the landowners in the proposed annexation area will be minimized as they have been 
afforded tax protection for 50 years, assuming they do not undertake actions that will activate the 
“subject to removal” clauses requested in the ASA. 

[38] In addition to the Land Use Planning Analysis Report, the ASA outlines other proposed 
conditions with possible financial implications. These conditions include: 

• The effective date of the annexation should be January 1, 2011, 
• The annexed lands must be assessed in the same manner as if they had remained in 

the County, 
• The annexed lands must be taxed at the lower of the tax rates established by the 

Town and the County, 
• The 50 year assessment and taxation transition conditions are to be removed if the 

land is subdivided at the request of or on behalf of the owner or the land ceases to be 
used as farmland in accordance with the County’s Land Use Bylaw, 

• Non conforming industrial uses are to be protected unless they are subdivided 
• The Town is to pay the County $2,550,533 for the County’s debenture of Coulee 

Road. The Town is also to pay verifiable expenses for 2011, 
• Evergreen Gas Co-op customers will be continued to be served by that utility 

provider for 50 years unless the company ceases to exist, and 
• If legally possible, DVREA customers shall continue to be served by that company 

for 50 years or until the company ceases to exist. If this is not legally possible, the 
Town shall take reasonable steps to work with the owners of the annexed land to 
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address the financial impact of their loss of share equity in the DVREA, if the 
owners of the annexed land have share equity in it. 

Part III Public Hearing 

[39] In accordance with s. 120(3) of the Act, the Board held a public hearing on December 7, 
2011, to receive information, evidence, and argument on the proposed annexation. Hearing 
notices were published in the Breton Booster and Drayton Valley Western Review, 
newspapers circulating in the affected area, the weeks of November 14 and 21, 2011. Hearing 
notification letters were also sent to all known affected landowners on November 7, 2011. The 
following provides a summary of the written and oral submissions received by the Board from 
the Town, the County and the affected landowners/members of the public. 

 Town Presentation 

[40] During the public hearing, the Town presented an overview of the annexation application 
and provided additional information concerning the annexation proposal. 

Application Process 

[41] The Town submitted that the creation and implementation of the ASA and MOU was a 
difficult process, but that both municipalities are now working together. The County recognizes 
the need for the Town to expand and additional agreements between them will help the two 
municipalities shift to a more trusting and harmonious relationship. It is believed that this 
paradigm shift will benefit the entire region. The annexation is designed to give the Town the 
land it needs for the next 50 years. Although there has been a history of conflict between the two 
municipalities and the process has been somewhat difficult, Town Council is in full support of 
the proposed annexation. Moreover, the Town has received a tremendous amount of support 
from the community for its efforts.  

Additional Information 

[42] It was confirmed that the purpose of this annexation is to provide the Town with 
residential land. Intermunicipal cooperation has been demonstrated by the two municipalities 
having approved an IDP to address development in the area around the Town. The 
Intermunicipal Cooperation Agreement signed by both municipalities sets out the framework for 
the negotiation of agreements, which may include such things as joint infrastructure 
development, joint service delivery and cost sharing. The proposed annexation area is a logical 
extension of the existing residential area of the Town. Also, the extension of the Town’s 
municipal services to this area is a more desirable servicing option. The 50 year planning horizon 
for the annexation ensures that the two municipalities are not likely to be dealing with the same 
issues in a relatively short period. The financial, infrastructure and administrative impact of the 
annexation on the Town is reasonable. The proposed annexation 50 year assessment and taxation 
transition provisions mitigate any financial impact on the affected landowners. The Town also 
stated that in assessing farmland, the intent was to only remove the assessment and taxation 
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transition provisions if there was development on the land other than for farming use or “AG” as 
defined by the County’s Land Use Bylaw. 

[43] It was explained that the boundary roads identified in the annexation application were 
inaccurate. The Town clarified that the roads to the north and the east of the annexation area 
were to remain within the County and are not part of the annexation request. The Town agreed to 
provide the Board with an updated land description listing. In response to questions, the Town 
explained that it had notified Alberta Transportation (AT) about the proposed annexation, but 
that AT had not provided a response. Although it is presumed that AT did not object to the 
proposed annexation, the Town agreed to ask AT to provide a written confirmation. 

[44] The process used to develop the annexation application provided significant opportunities 
for public input. With regard to concerns that this annexation application was a “tax grab” the 
Town reported that the area being requested is largely undeveloped and has very little assessment 
value. Furthermore, the County concurs with this view, and is satisfied with the proposed 
annexation. In response to a request for clarification about snow removal for seniors, the Town 
confirmed that it would continue to keep the services the same level as if they had remained in 
the County.  

[45] The Town stated it was somewhat confused by the written submission from FortisAlberta 
Inc. (FortisAlberta). FortisAlberta did not take part in the consultation process and the first the 
Town heard of the concern was in the letter dated November 25, 2011 that FortisAlberta 
submitted to the Board. In a letter submitted to the Board during the hearing, the Town verified 
that the Town and FortisAlberta entered into an Electric Distribution System Franchise 
Agreement (EDSFA) which grants FortisAlberta an exclusive right to construct, obtain and 
maintain an electric distribution system within the municipality. Section 12 of the EDSFA 
identifies that if an annexation is greater than 640 acres 25 percent of the current area the Town 
shall have the right to: 

Purchase the portion of the Distribution System within the increased area 
provided that the Municipality gives notice in writing to the Company of its 
intention to purchase within ninety (90) days of the effective date of the increase 
in area 

[46] The Town noted that it is aware of its legal obligations under the EDSFA and the ASA 
provisions regarding the DVREA are only applicable “if legally possible”. It was clarified that 
the ASA only commits the Town to help owners with share equity in the DVREA. The Town 
does not understand how this would be a breach of the EDSFA. 

[47] The Town will contract weed control services for the annexed area with the County. It 
was explained that in accordance with the Intermunicipal Cooperation Agreement that the 
County would provide these services to the Town on a cost recovery basis. It was confirmed that 
the County has the capacity and the equipment to provide these services.  
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County Presentation 

[48] During its presentation the County confirmed that it was in favour of the proposed 
annexation as it was negotiated by the two municipalities and balances the needs of both the 
Town and the County. The Board was informed that the annexation agreement was a successful 
compromise. They argued that the annexation process is never easy because people are adverse 
to change; however, it is inevitable that the Town will grow and the proposed annexation will 
allow everyone to move forward in a planned and positive manner. With approval of this, the 
second annexation, the two municipalities will attempt to make the transition as easy as possible 
for all the affected landowners.  

[49] The County indicated that the region had lost a number of opportunities because of the 
ongoing poor relations between the two municipalities. After the last municipal election the 
County shifted towards interest-based negotiating. During the negotiation process that lead to the 
ASA the County identified its interests as: ensuring the County’s autonomy was not infringed, 
minimizing population loss, and reducing the amount of assessment loss. The Town’s interests 
were: the acknowledgement of the need for the annexation, the need for certainty, and the need 
for future growth management. The County believes that the interests of both municipalities 
were addressed in the ASA. The County is also of the opinion that the annexation is in the best 
interests of the region. 

[50] The Board was informed that the County does not consider the proposed annexation to be 
a “tax grab”. It was explained that this annexation generates approximately $90,000 in municipal 
taxes. The County’s total budget for 2011 was estimated to be over $20 million. As the County 
derives over 85 percent of its municipal tax revenue from linear and non-residential assessment, 
the municipal tax loss is considered by the County to be negligible. The ASA identifies that the 
Town is to compensate the County for all verifiable costs associated with the proposed 
annexation. However, following the hearing the County confirmed there were no verifiable costs. 

[51] The County observed that this annexation meets the Board annexation principles. The 
County also agreed that it would work with the Town to clarify the legal land descriptions for the 
boundary roads.  

Landowner/Public Submissions 

[52] The Board received both written and oral submissions regarding this matter. The 
following provides a brief summary of these submissions. 

 Written Submissions 

[53] The following people provided written submissions to the Board in response to the 
hearing notifications, but did not make an oral presentation at the December 7, 2011 hearing.  
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Where the Municipality increases its area through annexation or otherwise by the 
greater of 640 acres and 25% of the then current area, the Municipality shall have 
the right to: 

(i) purchase the portion of the Distribution System within the increased 
area provided that the Municipality gives notice in writing to the 
Company of its intention to purchase within ninety (90) days of the 
effective date of the increase in area; … 

[70] As the proposed annexation area is greater than 640 acres and 25 percent of the current 
Town area, the Town contends this clause of the EDSFA is applicable. The Town stated that it 
would take reasonable steps to facilitate discussions between FortisAlberta and the DVREA 
regarding the DVREA assets in the annexation area. The Town also stated that it is well aware of 
its legal obligations and that the ASA identifies that the provisions applicable to the DVREA 
only apply “if legally possible”. The Town also confirmed it would take reasonable steps to work 
with the owners of the annexed land to address the financial impact of their loss of share equity 
in the DVREA, if the owners of the annexed land have share equity in it. 

[71] With regard to the hunting/shooting/burning concerns raised by Mr. Beckett, the Town 
produced a letter from the Mayor to Mr. Beckett dated May 3, 2011 requesting a meeting to seek 
out practical solutions to address the concerns brought forward during the open house. After 
reviewing the letter brought forward by the Town, Mr. Beckett stated he had never seen it. The 
Town stated that since Mr. Beckett did not respond, a meeting was never held. The Town 
indicated that the road being looked after by Mr. Beckett was to remain in the County, so road 
maintenance responsibilities would remain with the County. The Town has also committed to 
maintaining or improving the service levels currently provided by the County. The Town noted 
that the County had already passed an Area Structure Plan Bylaw for the second proposed 
annexation area that would allow urban development. However, as the area in question is not 
expected to be developed in the short term, there should be no significant changes to land uses 
for quite a while. Although there is nothing in the ASA regarding brush burning, the two 
municipalities utilize the same Fire Chief and the Town does not expect any significant changes. 
The Town asserted that it will not derive monetary benefit if there is a transfer of the DVREA 
assets. 

[72] In response to questioning from the Board, the County stated that its Community Peace 
Officers were issued shotguns to deal with feral dog problems. The Town indicated that it 
intended to contract with the County for animal control of this type. 

County Response to Landowners and/or the Public 

[73] The County did not provide any additional comments. 

Part V Board Recommendation 

[74] After reviewing the submitted documentation and hearing from the Town, the County, 
the affected landowners, and the general public, the Board finds the annexation application to be 
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reasonable. Therefore, the Board recommends the annexation of the land identified in the 
Town’s annexation application with an effective date of January 1, 2012. 

Part VI Reasons 

[75] The reasons for Board’s recommendation are provided below. 

Intermunicipal Cooperation 

[76] The Board understands that the relationship between the Town and the County has been 
somewhat strained over the years. The ASA, MOU and IDP show that both municipalities are 
attempting to cooperate in a manner that will be beneficial for the entire region. The area 
structure plan bylaw amendments by the County, when combined with the Town withdrawing its 
appeals of these bylaws, clearly demonstrates that the two municipalities are positively and 
successfully collaborating. This is clearly in keeping with the spirit of the Act and the Alberta 
Provincial Land Use Policy. 

[77] The Town and the County have used the autonomy afforded to municipalities by the Act 
to enter into the ASA and MOU. Moreover, the two municipalities have used this autonomy to 
enter into other mutually beneficial agreements, such as weed control and potable water 
distribution. The Board finds this annexation will not infringe upon the ability of either 
municipality to fulfill the duties required by the Act. This demonstrates the Town and the County 
are working together in positive ways that will benefit the residents of both municipalities. 

Growth and Planning 

[78] The Board finds that the expansion of the Town’s residential land inventory to the 
northeast is a logical extension of historical growth patterns. Information from the Town’s 
engineer established that the annexation area could easily be serviced in the future by extending 
the existing water and wastewater infrastructure in that direction. Moreover, the Board agrees 
that it would be more efficient to extend water and wastewater services to the annexation area 
from the Town than to potentially have a series of standalone systems. 

[79] The Board typically considers annexations with a 30 to 35 year time horizon. However, 
as in the Town of Strathmore annexation (MGB Board Order 034/10), there has been a long 
history of land use planning conflict between the Town and the County. This is readily apparent 
by the fact that the municipalities have been discussing annexation in some way or form for the 
last 10 years, and by the number of intermunicipal dispute appeals filed with the Board. 
Although the two municipalities are now collaborating, the Board finds that it is not 
unreasonable in this case to allow the annexation of a larger tract of land to promote and 
facilitate long term planning in this region. The Board believes this annexation combined with 
the new IDP will facilitate land use planning certainty for the two municipalities as well as the 
landowners and public. 
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[80] The only significant environmental feature in the annexation area is the coulee. As a 
concept plan has already been developed, the Board is satisfied efforts will be made to protect 
this key environmental feature.  

Financial Impact 

[81] Evidence provided by the Town and the County identified that the proposed annexation 
would not be an undue financial burden to either municipality. The ASA states that the Town is 
to pay the County $2,550,533 to cover the cost of the debenture that was taken out by the County 
to construct the Coulee Road. The independent financial analysis provided by the Town 
concludes that the required capital improvements would not pose any issues with the Town’s 
debt limit or debt servicing limit. The oral submission from the County indicates that the tax loss 
for this annexation is negligible. In addition to this, the financial analysis conducted by the Town 
states that the County will in fact realize $41,705 annually in operating cost savings. In light of 
these facts, the Board concludes the annexation will not significantly impact the financial 
position of either municipality. 

[82] The Board heard no evidence to suggest there are any existing revenue generating areas 
within the proposed annexation, so a recommendation regarding revenue sharing of some type is 
not warranted. However, the Board notes that the existing contracts, and other agreements being 
contemplated by the two municipalities may create additional cost savings by making the 
administration and provision of municipal services more effective and efficient. As the County’s 
operating expenses are calculated to be reduced by $41,705 annually, and the County will be 
transferring the $2,550,533 debenture associated with Coulee Road to the Town, the Board does 
not consider the annexation to be a “tax grab” as asserted by the written objections.  

Consultation 

[83] The Board finds that the process used by the Town to solicit input from the public and the 
affected landowners was appropriate and reasonable. Information about the proposed annexation 
was mailed directly to the affected landowners. Annexation information and updates were posted 
on both the Town and the County websites. Although advertisements were placed in the local 
newspaper, only five people provided input either prior to or at the Town’s open house held on 
March 23, 2011. While the Act does not detail the requirements for the consultation process, the 
Board accepts that the small number of attendees at the open house demonstrates that a plebiscite 
by the County was not required prior the County supporting the proposed annexation and the 
Town submitting its annexation application. 

[84] The Board is satisfied that the Town consulted with the local authorities that may be 
affected by the annexation. Since none of the local authorities contacted provided a response, the 
Board concludes they do not object to the annexation. However, it is the practice of the Board to 
require the initiating municipality to provide written confirmation that AT does not object to the 
proposed annexation. In accordance with the request made by the Board during the hearing, 
subsequent correspondence received by the Board confirms that AT has no objections. 
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[85] The ASA states that customers within the annexed land are to continue to be served by 
the Evergreen Gas Coop for a period of 50 years from the effective date of the annexation. S. 45 
of the Act allows a municipality to “grant a right, exclusive or otherwise, to a person to provide a 
utility service in all or part of the municipality, for not more than 20 years”. As the Town does 
not have an agreement of this type for the provision of natural gas services, it has the autonomy 
and legislative authority to take steps to enter this type of agreement should it wish to do so. It is 
noted that to comply with the 50 year service provision period, the Town would have to renew 
the agreement after 20 years. In accordance with s. 45(3), this will require the Town to advertise 
and seek approval of the Commission. As the agreement and possible future renewals are within 
the authority of the Town, the Board considers this to be a local matter that is best dealt with by 
the Town in the manner set out by the Act. 

[86] The ASA identifies that, if legally possible, the DVREA is to continue to serve its 
customers for 50 years. Evidence from both the Town and FortisAlberta confirms that these 
parties have entered into an agreement that grants Fortis an exclusive right to construct, obtain 
and maintain an electric distribution system within the municipality. During its deliberations 
regarding the inclusion of the provisions in the Order in Council in its recommendation, the 
Board considered s. 127.1(2) of the Act which states: 

(2)  An annexation of land does not affect any right under a utility agreement 
to provide a public utility on the annexed land unless the annexation order 
provides otherwise. 

[87] It was noted that the purpose of the HEE is to provide for the economic, orderly and 
efficient transmission of electricity in Alberta. Moreover, the HEE states that despite anything in 
any other act the altering of an electrical distribution system requires the approval of the 
Commission and that this approval must not be given unless the Commission is satisfied that it is 
the public interest. The Commission clearly has the expertise and authority to deal with questions 
concerning the distribution of electricity in Alberta. In the Board’s view, the Commission would 
be the appropriate body to consider issues that may arise to affect electrical service after the 
annexation.  

[88] The Board accepts that the EDSFA allows that the Town may have the option to purchase 
the portion of the electrical distribution system within the annexation area. The Board is 
confident the Town and FortisAlberta will comply with their obligations as identified by the 
EDSFA. The Board also notes that Section 24 of the EDSFA identifies a dispute settlement 
clause. The Board is expects that the two parties will avail themselves of this resolution process 
if there is a disagreement. 

[89] In regard to the DVREA owner equity matter, the Board accepts that the Town will, at 
the appropriate time, take reasonable and timely steps to work with the owners of the annexed 
land to address the financial impact of the owners’ possible loss of share equity in the DVREA.  

[90] The Board understands the Town will continue to provide road maintenance and other 
municipal services to the proposed annexation area at the same level and standards, or better, 
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than that currently being provided by the County. During the hearing the Town verified that it 
intended to maintain the current snow removal standards and practices as in the County, and 
stated that it is considering contracting with the County for this service. The Board accepts the 
Town’s commitment and assertions that it fully intends to improve services in the annexation 
area over time. 

[91] It is noted that s. 135(1)((d) of the Act establishes that the bylaws and resolutions of the 
County that apply specifically to the annexed area continue to apply until such time as they are 
changed, amended or repealed by the Town. The Board accepts that the Town expects to contract 
with the County to address issues around feral dogs and livestock, and that the Town intends to 
maintain snow removal practices as in the County. The Board also accepts the Town’s assertion 
that because the two municipalities have the same fire chief the practices of the County regarding 
the onsite burning of materials will continue to apply in the annexation area. Although it was not 
within the Town’s jurisdiction, the Board noted that the Town discussed the bussing issue with 
the local school board and was able to clarify this matter before the hearing. 

[92] The Board was concerned that during the hearing the Town was not able to confirm if it 
had a bylaw in place to address hunting or the discharge of firearms within its jurisdiction. This 
was especially perplexing since the hunting issue had been identified by an affected landowner to 
the Town during the March 23, 2011 open house. Moreover, the Town did not provide any 
response during the hearing as to how it would address the hunting and firearm issue after the 
proposed annexation. The Board understands that the affected landowner did not respond to the 
Town’s letter inviting him to meet with the Town’s Mayor to discuss concerns about hunting, but 
this does not release the Town from preparing a response that would demonstrate how it would 
mitigate these concerns. Nevertheless, as the affected landowner did not object to the proposed 
annexation or make a request to have his land removed from the annexation area, the Board finds 
no reason to exclude this parcel from the annexation. It is expected that the Town and the 
landowner can reach an agreement regarding these matters that will ensure the safety of the 
public as well as satisfy the interests of all parties. 

Conditions of Annexation 

[93] It has been established in previous Board recommendations that annexation conditions 
must be certain, unambiguous, enforceable and time specific. The Board recognizes that 
s. 138(1)(a) of the Act allows for an annexation order to be retroactive. However, given that the 
additional submission from the Town was delayed and the hearing was not held until December 
7, 2011, the Board finds it more appropriate to recommend the effective date of the annexation 
be January 1, 2012. 

[94] The Board accepts and acknowledges the clarifying information provided by the Town 
and the County after the hearing regarding the specific boundary roads to be either included or 
excluded from this application. The Board accepts the accuracy of this information and will use 
it to develop its recommendation  
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[95] The ASA signed by the two municipalities states the Town is to assume the debenture for 
the Coulee Road after the approval of the annexation. The Board acknowledges the agreement 
between the two municipalities regarding this matter. Since the Coulee Road is asset within the 
annexation area, the debenture is a liability associated with the annexation so it is reasonable for 
the Town to take over this financial burden. It is noted that s. 135(1)(b) of the Act would shift the 
obligation of the debenture from the County to the Town. As the Act deals with this matter, the 
Board would not generally recommend the amount be identified as part of the recommended 
Order in Council presented to the LGC. However, because the effective date has been changed, 
the Board finds that recommending this amount be specified in the Order in Council will provide 
certainty as to the amount of compensation. In addition, the Board understands that there are no 
other verifiable expenses associated with this annexation, and therefore does not recommend any 
other compensation. 

Summary 

[96] The Board finds that the intent and purpose of this annexation application, and the 
quantify of land being requested by the Town is appropriate and reasonable given all the 
circumstances surrounding this matter,  The Board also finds and is satisfied that the concerns of 
the affected landowners and the public have been given proper consideration. Therefore the 
Board recommends that this annexation application be approved. 

00463



 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

  

Appendix 15 
 

Town of High River 
MGB 060-11 

00464



 

 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 060/11 

 
 FILE:  AN08/HIGR/T-01 

 

 

139annexorders: M060-11  Page 1 of 32 

IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Town of High River, in the Province of 
Alberta, to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation 
from the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31. 
 
BEFORE: 
 
Members: 
 
D. Thomas, Presiding Officer 
T. Golden, Member 
F. Wesseling, Member 
 
Secretariat: 
 
R. Duncan, Case Manager 
R. Shelton, Assistant Case Manager 
 
SUMMARY 

 
After careful examination of the submissions from the Town of High River, the Municipal 
District of Foothills, No. 31, affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal 
Government Board (Board) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the 
Board report, shown as Appendix D of this Board Order. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 
 
The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 
 
(a) effective January 1, 2012, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the sketch in 

Appendix B is separated from the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 and 
annexed to the Town of High River, 

 
 (b) any taxes owing to the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 at the end of 

December 31, 2011 in respect of the annexed lands are transferred to and become 
payable to the Town of High River together with any lawful penalties and costs 
levied in respect of those taxes, and the Town of High River upon collecting those 
taxes, penalties and costs must pay them to the Municipal District of Foothills, 
No. 31, 
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 (c) the assessor for the Town of High River must assess, for the purpose of taxation 

in 2013 and subsequent years, the annexed land and the assessable improvements 
to it,  

 
 and makes the Order in Appendix C. 
 
 
Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, 16th day of September 2011. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
 
  
(SGD.) D. Thomas, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX B 

 
A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 

ANNEXED TO THE TOWN OF HIGH RIVER 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Legend 
   Existing Town of High River Boundary 
 
   Annexation Area 
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APPENDIX C 

 

ORDER 

 
1 In this Order, “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 
sketch in Appendix B. 
 
2 For the purposes of taxation in 2012 and in each subsequent year up to and including 
2026, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it  
 

(a) must be assessed by the Town of High River on the same basis as if they had 
remained in the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31, and  

(b) must be taxed by the Town of High River in respect of each assessment class that 
applies to the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it using the 
municipal property tax rate established by  
(i) the Town of High River, or  
(ii) the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31,  
whichever is lower, for property of the same assessment class.  
 

3 Where in any taxation year a portion of the annexed land  
(a) is redesignated at the request of or on behalf of the landowner under the Town of 

High River Land Use Bylaw, or  
(b) is connected to water or sanitary sewer services provided by the Town of High 

River,  
 
section 2 ceases to apply at the end of that taxation year in respect of that portion of the 
annexed land and the assessable improvements to it.  
 

4 After section 2 ceases to apply to the annexed land or any portion of it in a taxation year, 
the annexed land or portion and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed and taxed for 
the purposes of property taxes in the following year in the same manner as other property of the 
same assessment class in the Town of High River is assessed and taxed. 
 

5 The Town of High River shall pay to the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 
 
 (a) two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000.00) on or before June 30, 2012, 
 (b) two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000.00) on or before June 30, 2013, 
 (c) two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000.00) on or before June 30, 2014, and 
 (d) two hundred thousand dollars ($200,000.00) on or before June 30, 2015. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

[1] The Town of High River (Town) is located in southwest Alberta, 37 kilometres south of 
Calgary, at the junction of Highway 2 and Highway 23. On March 8, 2011, the Municipal 
Government Board (Board) received an application from the Town to annex approximately 
1,730 acres of land from the Municipal District of Foothills, No. 31 (MD). The purpose of the 
proposed annexation is to ensure the proper future growth and development of the Town, and to 
enable both municipalities to plan on a comprehensive and long term basis.  

[2] Although the Town and the MD have endorsed the application, objections to the 
proposed annexation were filed with the Board from a number of subsurface mineral rights 
owners because of concerns regarding their future revenue. Objections were also received from 
several landowners adjacent to the Town who requested to be included as part of this annexation 
application. In addition, several affected landowners and/or members of the public were 
concerned about future development in flood-prone areas.  

[3] In accordance with s. 120(3) of the Municipal Government Act (Act), the Board held a 
public hearing on May 25, 2011 to receive information, evidence, and argument regarding the 
annexation proposal. During the hearing, the Board received presentations from the Town, the 
MD, a number of landowners, and several members of the public.  

Recommendation  

[4] After reviewing the submitted documentation and hearing from the Town, the MD, the 
affected landowners, and the public, the Board finds the annexation application to be reasonable. 
Therefore, the Board recommends the annexation of the land as requested by the Town, with an 
Effective Date of January 1, 2012.  

Reasons  

[5] The Board is satisfied the Town effectively consulted with affected landowners, the 
public and affected agencies. The growth projections presented by the Town are logical and the 
amount of land that is being requested is realistic. Moreover, the servicing arrangements 
proposed by the Town are seen to be reasonable, as they have considered water capacity, 
wastewater servicing and storm water. The Town has also considered road maintenance and 
transportation as part of their servicing arrangements.  

[6] The Board finds it would not be reasonable to include the landowners adjacent to the 
north boundary of the Town and the east boundary of the proposed annexation area in the present 
annexation. These lands are not included in the Urban Growth Area identified in the 2000 Inter-
municipal Development Plan adopted by both municipalities. Moreover, there was no evidence 
to conclude that all the landowners wanted to be annexed by the Town. The Board accepts the 
Town’s argument that, in order to ensure consistent planning and development, these lands 
should be included as one group. The Board also finds including the 3.8 acres of land to the 
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southwest of the Town’s boundary, owned by Mr. Harrison, would not be reasonable. Although 
it is recognized that this parcel of land is small, there is not enough evidence to demonstrate that 
the public was fully consulted concerning the inclusion of this land as part of the annexation. 

[7] The Town has acknowledged that flooding in the proposed annexation area may be an 
issue and intends to develop outside this sensitive area. Furthermore, the Town has initiated a 
water resource sustainability study for the area, which will determine which parts of the 
proposed annexation area are prone to flooding. 

[8] The Board accepts the Town’s submission that, in the long term, the proposed annexation 
would most likely benefit the Town more than the MD. The Board concludes that compensation, 
in the form of $800,000 paid in four equal installments over the course of four years, as agreed 
by the two municipalities, is reasonable. The Board places considerable weight on the fact that 
this compensation amount is the result of successful negotiations between the two municipalities.  

[9] The Board finds the 15 year assessment and taxation condition transition period, where 
the landowners in the proposed annexation area will be taxed at the lower of the two 
municipalities’ rate, is reasonable. Considerable credence is placed on the fact that this provision 
is the product of successful negotiations between the two municipalities. Additionally, a majority 
of the landowners in the proposed annexation area are in support of this provision. 

[10] In relation to concerns raised by subsurface mineral rights owners, the Board notes that 
subsurface mineral rights are regulated by the ERCB and are not directly affected by a change in 
municipal jurisdiction. Moreover, mineral rights owners, as well as the surface landowners, have 
an opportunity to make their concerns known prior to the issuing of a subdivision, and/or 
development permit as well as amendments to any statutory plan and/or a Land Use Bylaw. The 
denial of the entire annexation application, or, alternatively, the exclusion of Section 8 from the 
annexation application, would mean that the standpoint of the surface landowners would be 
forfeit in order to accommodate the standpoint of the subsurface mineral rights owners. 
Furthermore, the Town’s ability to achieve orderly, economical and beneficial development 
would be restricted. Growth of the Town into Section 8 is also reasonable from a servicing and 
geographic perspective. In addition, the Board finds there is not enough evidence to demonstrate 
that the proposed annexation would have a clear financial impact on these mineral rights. 
Furthermore, the Board finds it has no authority to award compensation to an individual as a 
result of the annexation.  

[11] For these reasons, the Board finds the purpose of the annexation and amount of land 
being requested by the Town is reasonable and the concerns of affected landowners and the 
public have been given proper consideration. 
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landowners, to ensure the lands are conserved for future generations. Therefore, the Annexation 
Agreement commits the Town and the MD to work jointly on the development of policies that 
will conserve this land and protect it from negative development. Furthermore, as part of the 
updated IDP, contemplated by the Town and the MD, the two municipalities have agreed to 
include a detailed analysis of the methods and opportunities to conserve this sensitive area in the 
proposed annexation area.  

Financial Impacts 

[46] As part of the negotiations between the Town and the MD, the financial impact of the 
proposed annexation on both municipalities was evaluated. For the MD, the annexation area 
generated approximately $142,800 in tax revenue in 2009. This represented 0.7% of the MD’s 
total municipal tax revenue for that year. The MD would lose this tax revenue perpetually if the 
annexation was approved; however, it would also no longer have to provide services to the 
proposed annexation area, which would lower expenditures.  

[47] For the Town, the proposed annexation area would generate an additional $128,100 in tax 
revenue. This would represent 1.5% of the total municipal tax revenue for the Town when 
compared to 2009 figures. Future development of the proposed annexation area is expected to be 
revenue neutral. As part of the Town’s overall development plans, offsite levy rates will be 
applied to any new developments in the proposed annexation area, in order to ensure any future 
projects pay for themselves, leaving a neutral financial impact on the existing residents of the 
Town.  

[48] The development of the annexation area could provide benefits to the Town in terms of 
enhancing the value of land within the existing municipality, which could spur future 
development. Therefore, the two municipalities agreed that the Town is likely to be the financial 
beneficiary of the proposed annexation in the long term. In recognition of this fact, a 
compensation package was negotiated between the two municipalities. Based on recent 
annexation decisions in the region and the Town’s 2002 annexation, the two municipalities 
agreed the Town should compensate the MD $550 per developable acre. Based on an 
approximate area of 1,450 acres, this would result in $800,000 in compensation. Under the 
compensation arrangement in the Annexation Agreement, the Town will pay the MD a total of 
$800,000 in four equal annual installments, to begin in the year following the Effective Date of 
the Annexation Order. Furthermore, if, during the initial transition period, the MD is assessed an 
Education Tax requisition on lands in the annexation territory for which the Town collects the 
revenue, the Town will remit the Education Tax collected on the said lands to the MD. 

[49] Through the advice of the Town’s lawyers, it was determined that compensation to 
subsurface mineral rights owners as a result of annexation would be inappropriate. The lawyers 
indicated that, in accordance with recent decisions of the Board, subsurface mineral rights, which 
are regulated by the Energy Resources Conservation Board (ERCB), are not directly affected by 
a change in municipal jurisdiction. Furthermore, it would be contrary to the provisions of the Act 
to provide compensation to mineral rights owners. S. 127(a) of the Act contemplates that 
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municipal authorities may be required to enter into compensation arrangements with other 
municipalities as a result of an annexation; however, this section does not refer to individuals 
entering into compensation arrangements. Therefore, it is implied that compensation for 
individuals as a result of an annexation is not contemplated by the Act. For these reasons, the 
Annexation Agreement does not include compensation for the owners of subsurface mineral 
rights in the proposed annexation area.  

[50] In order to minimize the taxation impacts on existing MD residents, the land and 
improvements in the Annexation Territory will continue to be assessed on a market value basis 
and taxed for a period of 15 years from the date of the annexation order at the lowest applicable 
mill rate of either the MD or the Town unless: 

1. There is an approved change in zoning (designation) to a land use other than 
agricultural, urban reserve or their equivalents, whereupon the land will be taxed in 
accordance with the Town’s taxation provisions starting in the next calendar year, or,  
 

2. A parcel of land is connected to the Town’s sewer or water services after the 
Effective Date of annexation, or,  
 

3. A landowner requests their land and improvements be taxed in accordance with the 
Town’s rates.  
 

[51] On expiry of the 15 year period, all lands and improvements in the annexation territory 
that continue to be taxed at the MD’s rates will convert to those of the Town in the next calendar 
year after the expiry of the 15 year term. 

Part III Public Hearing 

[52] As a result of objections from affected landowners and the public, and in accordance with 
s. 120(3) of the Act, the Board held a public hearing on May 25, 2011, to receive information, 
evidence and argument on the proposed annexation. The following provides a summary of the 
written and oral submissions received by the Board from the Town, the MD and the affected 
landowners/member of the public. 

Town Presentation 

[53] During the public hearing, the Town presented an overview of the annexation application 
and provided additional information concerning the annexation proposal. 

Application Process 

[54] The Town confirmed the negotiations between the two municipalities were successfully 
concluded and that there were no outstanding issues. Consultations with the affected landowners 
and the public were done in accordance with the Act. The two municipalities conducted a joint 
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issues, the Town stated that, if the annexation is approved, it will undertake a detailed GMS of 
the annexation lands to determine the most fiscally responsible way to service the proposed 
annexation area. It is expected the GMS will identify the details of needed infrastructure and will 
be completed in 2012.  

[59] The Town contended that transportation and road services are feasible in the proposed 
annexation area. The Town’s consultants have developed a conceptual transportation network for 
the annexation area. Moreover, the Town has agreed that it will continue to maintain the roads to  
the same standards as the MD.  

[60] The Board was informed that the annexation was motivated by a joint desire for 
responsible, long term planning. The two municipalities adopted an IDP in 2000, which sets out 
how they will deal with planning matters adjacent to their shared boundary. The IDP indicates 
Urban Growth Areas in the region, which are suitable for future growth. The Town indicated that 
the proposed annexation area is part of the Urban Growth Areas, which demonstrates that this 
land is ideal for future growth.  

[61] The MD has adopted an IASP for the land just north of the proposed annexation area. 
Joint planning between the Town and the MD is required in order to ensure a seamless transition 
between the northern boundary of the proposed annexation area and the area included in the 
IASP. Therefore, the Town, the MD and the Town of Okotoks have struck a formal Partnership 
Agreement to oversee the successful implementation of the IASP. The Town argued that this 
Annexation Agreement is in line with the IASP, as it will contribute to coordinated planning in 
the region.  

Environmental Considerations 

[62] The Town stated that an environmental assessment of the land around the Town was 
completed in 2009, which demonstrates that the Highwood River Valley is constrained for 
development. Approximately 324 acres are within the river’s floodway and a further 23 acres are 
within the flood fringe. The Annexation Agreement commits the Town and the MD to develop 
policies for the area. In order to fulfill this commitment, the Town has engaged consultants to 
prepare a water resource sustainability study. This study will re-evaluate the floodway and flood 
fringe areas of the Town and the areas upstream and downstream, which would include the 
proposed annexation area. The study will also re-evaluate the development potential of areas 
adjacent to the river. The Town identified that the study is being directed by the Highwood River 
Advisory Committee, which is comprised of representatives of the Town, the MD and the 
general community. 

Financial Impacts 

[63] The Town specified that, generally, the costs of servicing the area will correspond to the 
revenue gained through property taxes; therefore, there will not be a significant financial impact 
on either municipality. However, the two municipalities agreed that the Town will most likely be 
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the beneficiary of the annexation in the long term. The Town stated that the development of the 
annexation area could provide benefits to the Town in terms of enhancing the value of land 
within the existing municipality, which, in turn, could spur future development.  

[64] In order to ensure the financial impact of the annexation on both municipalities is 
reasonable, the Committee recommended that the Town compensate the MD for lost municipal 
revenue. The agreed upon compensation is based on $550 per developable acre. Since there are 
about 1,450 acres within the proposed annexation area, the two municipalities have agreed that 
compensation from the Town to the MD would be $800,000, which is to be paid in equal 
installments over a four year period. The two municipalities have agreed that there are no special 
properties within the annexation area that would warrant changing this compensation amount.  

[65] The Town submitted that the proposed annexation area will continue to be assessed on a 
market value basis and taxed for a period of 15 years from the date of the annexation order at the 
lowest applicable mill rate of either the MD or the Town unless there is a zoning change to a 
land use other than agricultural, urban reserve or their equivalents. The assessment and taxation 
conditions will also be removed if sewer or water services are subsequently provided to the lands 
or if the landowner requests to be taxed at the Town’s rate. In addition, the Town requested an 
amendment to the assessment and taxation conditions so that only zoning changes initiated by 
the landowner would prompt the premature end of the 15 year transition period. Upon 
questioning from the Board, the Town clarified that the annexed area is to be assessed as if it 
remained in the MD for 15 years.  

[66] Based on advice from its lawyers, the Town stated that compensation to subsurface 
mineral rights owners would be inappropriate. The Town argued that, in accordance with recent 
decisions of the Board, subsurface mineral rights, which are regulated by the ERCB, are not 
directly affected by a change in municipal jurisdiction. Therefore, the proposed annexation could 
not have a direct negative impact on subsurface mineral rights owners. Furthermore, the Town 
contended that the Board does not have the jurisdiction to make a determination respecting a 
claim for compensation to individual landowners as a result of the annexation. S. 127(a) of the 
Act only refers to municipal authorities being able to enter into compensation arrangements, not 
individuals. Therefore, it is implied that compensation for individuals as a result of an annexation 
is not contemplated by the Act. Accordingly, the Town stated that this agreement does not 
include any compensation for the owners of subsurface mineral rights in the proposed annexation 
territory. 

MD Presentation 

[67] During the hearing the MD identified that it supported the annexation application before 
the Board and was in agreement with the amount of land requested by Town. With regard to the 
residential properties adjacent to the north boundary of the Town and the east boundary of the 
proposed annexation area, the MD indicated that those properties are not included as part of the 
Urban Growth Area, as defined by the IDP and that the MD does not support these lands being 
annexed at this time. Concerning the request by the landowner adjacent to the southwest corner 
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of the Town to be included in the current annexation application, the MD identified that it has 
not designated his land for any use. However, the Board was informed that the MD Council has 
stated it would not object if the Board included this land as part of this annexation. 

[68] The MD stated that comprehensive planning is important and that the proposed 
annexation is in line with the IDP. Moreover, the MD is pleased that the Town has committed to 
maintain the roads in the proposed annexation to the same level they are currently maintained by 
the MD. The MD is also pleased that storm water management and flooding issues were 
addressed by the Town during the negotiation process. It was confirmed that the MD is 
committed to ensuring the safety of the public and the protection of the river. It was noted that a 
livestock operation is located to the west of the Town. During the negotiations the MD took steps 
to ensure the Town understood the legislation surrounding this livestock operation. The MD 
indicated that the operators of the livestock facility were consulted and gave their consent to the 
proposed annexation.  

 

Landowner/Public Submissions 

Anne Gilchrist 

[69] In both written and oral submissions, Anne Gilchrist stated that she has concerns 
regarding the proposed annexation. Ms. Gilchrist lives in the southwest corner of the Town. She 
indicated that there was flooding in the proposed annexation area in 2005 and 2008; therefore, it 
is likely these areas will flood in the future. She was concerned that, if flooding occurred in the 
future, more provincial tax dollars would be spent to compensate the Town for flood damage. 
Therefore, she urged the Town not to designate the floodway or flood fringe for development. 
She noted that the map used by the Town to establish the floodplain is from 1992 and is, 
consequently, out of date. In addition, since the flood pattern is always changing it is difficult to 
predict where flooding will occur in the future. Due to these concerns, Ms. Gilchrist argued 
development should wait until the ongoing flood study is completed. 

Ken Harrison 

[70] In both written and oral submissions, Ken Harrison stated that he is opposed to the 
annexation because he wants his land to be included in the application. Mr. Harrison owns 3.8 
acres of land in the MD, bordering the southwest corner of the Town. This land was not included 
in the 2002 annexation. He identified that his land is bordered by the Town on two sides and the 
annexation of his property would square off the Town’s boundary. He also stated that he wants 
to be able to access services on his land in the future. His request to be annexed was received by 
the Town outside the public consultation period, so the Town suggested he make his request 
directly to the Board. Mr. Harrison indicated that the Town did not want to delay the process for 
other landowners by including him in the annexation application.  
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[85] In response to the landowners to the north of the Town and to the east of the proposed 
annexation area, who wish to be included in the current annexation application, the Town argued 
that the entire area should be considered for annexation as one unit. The Town stated that it held 
a meeting in 2008 to see how many landowners in this area wanted to be included in the 
annexation application. Of the individuals who attended that meeting, 60% supported being 
included and 40% opposed being included. Due to this variance of opinion, the Town decided 
not to include these lands in the current application. Furthermore, the Town submitted that these 
lands are not included in the current IDP as part of the Urban Growth Area; however, they will 
be considered for inclusion in the new IDP, which is underway. Additionally, the Town 
contended that access issues with regards to these lands would have to be considered if these 
lands were to be part of a future annexation application.  

[86] In response to Mr. and Mrs. Matwychuk-Goodman, the Town stated that the current 
zoning of their property will not change automatically if the annexation is approved. In regards 
to their concern over the taxation provisions, the Town argued that the administration costs 
associated with only allowing Mr. and Mrs. Matwychuk-Goodman to have a 30 year period 
would be too high; therefore, if the Board allows Mr. and Mrs. Matwychuk-Goodman to be taxed 
at the MD rates for 30 years then the rest of the landowners in the proposed annexation area 
should be given the same timeframe. However, the Town argued that a 30 year taxation period 
would be too long. 

[87] In response to the concerns raised by mineral rights owners, the Town stated that 
subsurface mineral rights, which are regulated by the ERCB, are not directly affected by a 
change in municipal jurisdiction. Therefore, the proposed annexation could not have a direct 
negative impact on subsurface mineral rights owners. The Town also indicated that the Act 
contemplates compensation to municipalities, not to individuals.  

MD Response to Landowners and/or the Public 

[88] The MD did not provide any additional comments. 

Part V Board Recommendation 

[89] After reviewing the submitted documentation and hearing from the Town, the MD, the 
affected landowners, and the general public, the Board finds the annexation application to be 
reasonable. Therefore, the Board recommends the annexation of the land identified in the 
Town’s annexation application with an effective date of January 1, 2012. The Board also 
recommends the approval of the conditions requested in the annexation application, with the 
amendment that only zoning changes initiated by the landowner will trigger the premature 
expiration of the 15 year taxation transition period.  
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Part VI Reasons 

Annexation Process 

[90] S. 117 of the Act requires the municipal authorities from which the land is to be annexed 
to meet with the initiating municipal authority to discuss the proposal and negotiate in good faith. 
The Town and the MD complied with this requirement of the Act as there was effective 
negotiation between the two municipalities and the annexation application was signed by both 
municipalities. This clearly demonstrates the negotiation process was complete and effective. 
The Board emphasizes the importance of negotiations and mediation as a method to ensure 
cooperation and efficiency in all annexation applications.  

[91] The Board is satisfied the Town effectively consulted with affected landowners and the 
public. The Town held several public meetings regarding the proposed annexation and advertised 
for those meetings in a reasonable and timely manner. Although not require to do so, the MD 
also held a public meeting and supplied information concerning the proposed annexation on its 
website, in an attempt to create awareness of the Town’s proposed annexation.  

[92] The Town has been responsive to concerns from affected landowners regarding the 
proposed annexation. In order to accommodate the landowners in the northeast area of the 
proposed annexation area, who asked to be included in the application, the Town revised its 
notice of intent to include this area. The Town also responded to concerns from affected 
landowners over the tax provisions by including a 15 year transition period in the annexation 
application. During this transition period landowners in the proposed annexation area will be 
taxed at the lower of the two municipalities’ rates, unless certain set circumstances are met. In 
addition, at the request of two landowners to the northwest of the proposed annexation area, the 
Town did not include these two properties in the annexation application. The Board finds that 
this consultation and, in turn, accommodation by the Town demonstrates the open and 
comprehensive character of the public consultation process.  

[93] The consultation process described by the Town clearly demonstrates that opportunities 
were available for the landowners adjacent to the north border of the Town and the east border of 
the proposed annexation area to request their land be included in the annexation. Moreover, the 
Town asked the landowners in the area if they were in favour of being annexed. Since there was 
no consensus from these landowners, it was reasonable for the Town to not include these lands 
as part of the annexation application. As both municipalities conducted numerous public 
consultation activities, the Board also concludes that Mr. Harrison, the owner of 3.8 acres of land 
to the southwest of the Town, was given sufficient opportunity to voice his desire to be annexed 
prior to the submission of the annexation application by the Town.  

[94] The Board accepts that the Town effectively consulted with affected agencies including: 
Alberta Transportation, Alberta Environment, Calgary Health Services, Christ the Redeemer 
Catholic School Division, Foothills School Division, Town of Okotoks, ENMAX, ATCO, 
TELUS, Shaw Cablesystems, High River Agricultural Society, and Community Futures. In 
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particular, correspondence from Alberta Transportation identified that it has no objections to the 
proposed annexation in principle. In response to a recommendation by Alberta Energy, the Town 
include affected mineral lease holders as part of its public consultation process. The Board notes 
that the Town held several public meetings and advertised for those meetings in public forums, 
inviting all members of the public, including mineral rights holders, to participate in the 
consultation process.  

Growth and the Need for Land 

[95] The Board acknowledges that the CMP and the Alberta Land Stewardship Act encourage 
long term planning. In addition, the two municipalities are in agreement that a 30 year horizon 
for planning is reasonable. It is typical for an urban municipality to maintain a 30 year land 
inventory within its boundary so that the municipality can plan future growth. As a result, the 
Board finds the 30 year time horizon contemplated by the annexation application is appropriate. 

[96] The Board accepts the growth projections presented by the Town and is satisfied the 
amount of land requested by the Town is reasonable. The CMP establishes that the Town’s 
population will grow substantially over the next 30 years. Evidence provided by the Town 
demonstrates the existing undeveloped land within the its boundary will last for 12-13 years. The 
proposed annexation area would give the Town enough land for a reasonable period of time in 
order to ensure long-term, practical planning.  

Planning and Development 

[97] The Board finds that the Town will be able to service the proposed annexation area in an 
effective and efficient manner. Servicing arrangements proposed by the Town are reasonable, as 
they have considered water capacity, wastewater servicing and storm water. Additionally, the 
GMS, which will be undertaken by the Town if the annexation is approved, will identify needed 
infrastructure in the annexation area in greater detail. The ASPs, which will be undertaken for 
each development area within the annexation area, will provide the coordination and structure 
necessary to guide future planning. Therefore, the Board accepts that the GMS and, in turn, the 
ASPs will ensure efficient servicing and structured development.  

[98] The Board finds that the Town has considered road maintenance and transportation as 
part of its servicing arrangements. The Town stated it will continue to maintain roadways and 
road access in the proposed annexation area to a standard equal to, or better than, that provided 
by the MD. The Board concludes that existing transportation services within the Town’s current 
boundary can be extended into the proposed annexation area in a fiscally prudent manner. The 
Board accepts the Town’s submission that the extension of Highway 543, between Highway 2 
and Highway 2A, and the designed accesses to that road, provide a skeletal transportation 
network for the northeast part of the proposed annexation area, which will make future 
transportation needs easier to accommodate. In addition, the ASPs, resulting from the GMS, will 
help ensure efficient and measured development of roads in the proposed annexation area. In 
relation to transportation, the Board determines that any concerns Alberta Transportation may 
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have regarding Highways in or adjacent to the proposed annexation area can be addressed at 
future planning levels.  

[99] The Board acknowledges the commitment by the Town at the hearing that zoning in the 
proposed annexation area will not change as a result of the annexation. The Annexation 
Agreement states the land within the proposed annexation area will continue to be governed by 
the MD’s LUB in place as of the effective date of annexation until such a time as the Town 
Council redesignates the use of such land. Moreover, s. 135(1)(d) of the Act states “bylaws and 
resolutions of the old municipal authority that apply specifically to the areas of land continue to 
apply to it until repealed or others are made in their place by the new municipal authority.”  The 
Board notes that any change to the land use in the annexation area would require the Town to 
amend its LUB. This would require the Town to conduct a public hearing and give notice in 
accordance with s. 606 of the Act. The public consultation process required by the Act would 
afford the landowners and the public an opportunity to bring forward their concerns regarding 
changes to a LUB and/or any other statutory plan.  

[100] The Board finds it would not be reasonable to include the landowners adjacent to the 
north boundary of the Town and the east boundary of the proposed annexation area in the present 
annexation. These lands are not included in the Urban Growth Area identified in the current IDP. 
Moreover, there was no evidence to conclude that all the landowners wanted to be annexed by 
the Town. The Board accepts the Town’s argument that, in order to ensure consistent planning 
and development, these lands should be included as one group. Therefore, the Town’s decision 
to exclude the area from the current application was justified. The Board acknowledges that 
these lands may be marked as an Urban Growth Area in the updated IDP, which is forthcoming; 
therefore, this area may be suited to be included in a future application for annexation once the 
new IDP is completed. The drainage issues identified by the landowners is something that could 
be considered by the IDP, but would be best dealt with during the subdivision and development 
process.  

[101] The Board also finds including the 3.8 acres of land to the southwest of the Town’s 
boundary, owned by Mr. Harrison, would not be reasonable. The two municipalities undertook a 
public consultation process that included public hearings and open houses. These activities were 
published in the local newspapers. The public attending these open houses and meetings relied 
on the information provide to help form their opinions and shape their input. The municipalities 
used this input to influence the negotiation of such things as the annexation area and the amount 
of compensation. The Board recognizes this is a small parcel of land; however, there is not 
enough evidence to demonstrate that the public was fully consulted concerning the inclusion of 
this land as part of the annexation. 

[102] The Board finds the annexation application is in compliance with a number of regional 
partnerships concerning planning and development. The IDP between the two municipalities 
designates the proposed annexation area as an Urban Growth Area; therefore, the Town’s 
aspirations to develop the proposed annexation area have been clearly articulated and made 
public. Furthermore, the Board accepts the Town’s submission that the proposed annexation is in 

00480



 

 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 060/11 

 
 FILE:  AN08/HIGR/T-01 

 

 

139annexorders: M060-11  Page 30 of 32 

line with the IASP, which contemplates coordinated planning for the region. The GMS, 
undertaken by the Town for the proposed annexation area, will identify the possibility of 
servicing extensions to the industrial area to the north, which demonstrates that the two 
municipalities have considered how the proposed annexation can compliment and support the 
IASP. Additionally, the Board notes that the MOU signed by the Town and the MD in 2010 
acknowledged the importance of a joint approach to planning for future growth. The Board finds 
that the proposed annexation complements the MOU, since it is a negotiated agreement between 
the two municipalities, which addresses both growth and planning.  

[103] The Board acknowledges the MD’s concerns over livestock operations in the area and 
accepts the MD’s submission that this issue was addressed through the negotiation process.  

Environmental Considerations 

[104] The Board notes the concerns from affected landowners and/or the public regarding 
potential flooding in the proposed annexation area. Flooding concerns must be taken seriously in 
order to ensure safe and viable development and in order to safeguard the environment; however, 
it is clear that the Town takes the safety of the public and the maintenance of the environment 
seriously. The Town has acknowledged the issue and intends to develop outside this sensitive 
area. Furthermore, the Town has initiated a water resource sustainability study for the area, 
which will determine which parts of the proposed annexation area are prone to flooding. This 
will help ensure development in the proposed annexation area is safe and environmentally sound. 
The Board also notes that this study is directed by the Highwood River Advisory Committee, 
including representatives from the Town, the MD and the general community, which will ensure 
intermunicipal communication and cooperation and facilitate communications with the public.  

Financial Impact 

[105] The Board finds the proposed annexation will have a small financial impact on both 
municipalities. Although the MD will lose tax revenue through the proposed annexation, it will 
no longer have to service those lands. Conversely, the Town will gain tax revenue; however, it 
will have to provide services to the proposed annexation area. That said, the Board accepts the 
Town’s submission that, in the long term, the proposed annexation would most likely benefit the 
Town more than the MD. The Board acknowledges that the proposed annexation could enhance 
the value of land within the Town, which could spur more development and lead to financial 
gain for the municipality.  

[106] In light of this potential long term benefit, the Board finds that the amount of 
compensation being proposed is appropriate. The Board concludes that $800,000 paid in four 
equal installments over the course of four years, as agreed by the two municipalities, is 
reasonable. The Board emphasizes the importance of negotiation between municipalities, as 
required under the Act and therefore places considerable weight on the fact that this 
compensation amount is the result of successful negotiations between the two municipalities.  
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[107] The Board finds the 15 year assessment and taxation condition transition period, where 
the landowners in the proposed annexation area will be taxed at the lower of the two 
municipalities’ rate, is reasonable. Once more, the Board acknowledges the importance of 
negotiations between municipalities as a central aspect of the annexation process; therefore, 
considerable credence is placed on the fact that this provision is the product of successful 
negotiations between the two municipalities. It is also recognized that a majority of the 
landowners in the proposed annexation area are in support of this provision, which adds to its 
credibility. As the suggested 15 year transition period is the upper end of the period generally 
recommended by the Board in the past, the Board concludes that the 15 year transition timeframe 
is more acceptable than the 30 year period suggested by one landowner.  

[108] The Board notes that the Town has requested an amendment to the Annexation 
Agreement so that only zoning changes initiated by a landowner would trigger the early 
expiration of the 15 year transition period. The Board finds this amendment to be reasonable as it 
would be unfair for the 15 year transition period to be ended prematurely by a mechanism 
outside the landowner’s control. The Board also accepts the oral submission from the Town that 
the annexed area is to be assessed as if it remained in the MD while the assessment and taxation 
conditions are in effect.  

[109] In relation to concerns raised by subsurface mineral rights owners, the Board notes that 
subsurface mineral rights are regulated by the ERCB and are not directly affected by a change in 
municipal jurisdiction. The Board acknowledges that land use intensification can occur 
regardless of whether the lands in question are located in a rural or urban municipality. Mineral 
rights owners, as well as the surface landowners, have an opportunity to make their concerns 
known prior to the issuing of a subdivision, and/or development permit as well as amendments to 
any statutory plan and/or a Land Use Bylaw. Additionally, the Town has agreed to work 
cooperatively with members of the oil and gas industry who may wish to pursue petrochemical 
exploration within the annexation area, which demonstrates a readiness on the part of the Town 
to ensure that the rights of subsurface mineral rights owners are not adversely affected in the 
future. 

[110] The Board notes that three proposals were brought forward by subsurface mineral rights 
owners regarding the proposed annexation because they believe the proposed annexation would 
infringe upon their rights. The first submission was that the entire annexation application be 
denied. Alternatively, if the proposed annexation is allowed, it was tendered that Section 8 be 
excluded from the proposed annexation area. Lastly, if Section 8 was included in the proposed 
annexation area, it was suggested that compensation be given to the mineral rights owners of 
Section 8 in lieu of its exclusion. The Board has considered each of these submissions in turn.  

[111] In relation to the proposition that the entire annexation application be denied, the Board 
notes that the surface landowners in the proposed annexation area are in favour of the 
annexation. Moreover, the Town has clearly demonstrated the need for additional lands within its 
boundary. Consequently, the denial of the entire annexation application would mean that the 
standpoint of the surface landowners would be forfeit in order to accommodate the standpoint of 
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the subsurface mineral rights owners. Furthermore, the Town’s ability to achieve orderly, 
economical and beneficial development would be restricted. In addition, the Board finds there is 
not enough evidence to demonstrate that the proposed annexation would have a clear financial 
impact on these mineral rights. The Board emphasizes that annexations only involve a change in 
municipal jurisdiction and that land use is not necessarily affected by an annexation.  

[112] In relation to the proposal that Section 8 be excluded from the proposed annexation area, 
the Board notes that the surface landowners in Section 8 are in favour of the proposed 
annexation. The Board finds growth of the Town into Section 8 is reasonable from a servicing 
and geographic perspective. Again, this proposal would mean that the standpoint of the surface 
landowners in Section 8 would be sacrificed in order to accommodate the request of the mineral 
rights owners. Once more, the Board finds that there is not enough evidence to demonstrate that 
the proposed annexation would have a clear financial impact on the owners of those mineral 
rights. Therefore, the Board determines Section 8 should not be excluded from the current 
application.  

[113] In relation to the proposal that compensation be awarded to individual mineral rights 
owners in lieu of the exclusion of Section 8 from the proposed annexation area, the Board finds it 
has no authority to award compensation to an individual as a result of the annexation. S. 127(a) 
of the Act states that an order to annex land to a municipal authority may “require a municipal 
authority to pay compensation to another municipal authority.” Since the Act clearly refers to 
compensation within the context of a transfer between two municipalities, the Board finds that it 
does not have jurisdiction to consider whether compensation should be awarded to an individual. 
Additionally, even if the Board had jurisdiction to award compensation, the Board emphasizes 
that mineral rights are not directly affected by a change in municipal jurisdiction and, therefore, 
compensation would not be reasonable.  

[114] The Board finds the effective date for the annexation should be January 1, 2012. An 
effective date of January 11, 2011 would be too remote, which could create administrative 
difficulties for both municipalities when it comes to taxation. In addition, having the annexation 
take effect in the middle of the tax year could also create administrative complexity. Therefore, 
the Board determines it is reasonable for the annexation order to take effect on January 1, 2012.  

Summary 

[115] The Board finds that the purpose of the annexation and amount of land being requested 
by the Town is reasonable and that the concerns of affected landowners and the public have been 
given proper consideration. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act).  
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the City of Red Deer, in the Province of Alberta, 
to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation from Red 
Deer County. 
 
BEFORE: 
 
Members: 
 
D. Thomas, Presiding Officer 
J. Acker, Member 
R. Strauss, Member 
 
MGB Staff: 
 
R. Duncan, Case Manager 
K. Lau, Case Manager 
 
SUMMARY 
 
After careful examination of the submissions from the City of Red Deer (City), Red Deer County 
(County), affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board 
(MGB) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the MGB report, shown 
as Appendix D of this Board Order. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 
 
 The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 
 
 (a) effective September 1, 2009, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 

sketch in Appendix B is separated from Red Deer County and annexed to the City 
of Red Deer, 

 
 (b) any taxes owing to Red Deer County at the end of August 31, 2009 in respect of 

the annexed lands are transferred to and become payable to the City of Red Deer 
together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and 
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the City of Red Deer upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay 
them to Red Deer County, 

 
 (c) any taxes transferred under clause (b) to the City of Red Deer in respect of 

manufactured homes must remain in the City of Red Deer’s collection process for 
a period of one year from the date of the first tax notice or other invoice sent by 
Red Deer County, after which period they must, if not collected, be written off as 
uncollectable, and 

 
 (d) the assessor for the City of Red Deer must assess, for the purpose of taxation in 

2010 and subsequent years, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to 
it,  

 
 and makes the Order in Appendix C. 
 
 
Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 21st day of August 2009. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
 
  
(SGD.) J. Acker, Member 

00486



 
 
 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 083/09 
 
 FILE:  AN07/REDD/C-01 
 
 

125annexorders:M083-09 Page 7 of 35 

APPENDIX B 
 

A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 
ANNEXED TO THE CITY OF RED DEER 

 
AFFECTED AREA(S) 

 

 
 

Legend 
 

Existing City Boundary 
 
   Annexation Area 
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APPENDIX C 
ORDER 

 
1 In this Order,  
 

 (a) “annexed farm land” means annexed land in respect of which the assessment class of 
farm land has been assigned under section 297(1) of the Municipal Government Act;  

 
 (b) “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the sketch in 

Appendix B;  
 
 (c) “annexed non-farm land” means annexed land in respect of which an assessment class 

other than farm land has been assigned under section 297(1) of the Municipal 

Government Act;  
 
 (d) “farm building” means an improvement located on annexed farm land, to the extent it 

is used for farming operations;  
 
 (e) “farming operations” has the meaning given to it in the Matters Relating to 

Assessment and Taxation Regulation (AR 220/2004);  
 
 (f) “farm residence” means a residence in a farm unit that  

(i) meets the criteria set out in sections 21 and 22 of the Matters Relating to 

Assessment and Taxation Regulation (AR 220/2004), and  
(ii) is located on annexed farm land;  
 

(g) “farm unit” has the meaning given to it in the Matters Relating to Assessment and 

Taxation Regulation (AR 220/2004). 
 
2(1) If the Red Deer County mill rate is less than the City of Red Deer mill rate in the year of 
annexation, the City of Red Deer must provide all residential, industrial and commercial 
properties a one-time, non-refundable tax credit. 
 
(2) To calculate the tax credit referred to in subsection (1) for a property, the City of Red Deer 
shall determine the difference between the City of Red Deer and Red Deer County mill rates that 
would be applicable to the property in the year of annexation. The difference between the two 
mill rates is to be applied to the assessed value of the property as determined by Red Deer 
County for the purposes of taxation in the year of annexation. The difference is to be multiplied 
by ten. The result is the one time, non-refundable credit for the property.  
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(3) A tax credit determined for a property under this section must be applied first to any arrears 
and then to any other amount owing under a tax notice for the property. Any remainder is to be 
retained by the City and applied against future tax notices for the property until the credit is 
exhausted. The first application of the tax credit must occur after September 1, 2009 and before 
April 1, 2010. 
 
(4) The tax credit attaches to the property and has no cash value.  
 
(5) If the property is subdivided, the tax credit or that portion of it which remains at the date of 
subdivision is to be divided in the same manner as for outstanding tax balances. 
 
(6) The City of Red Deer shall keep a record of the application and ongoing balance of a tax 
credit and shall provide that information to the taxpayer on request.  
 
3(1) For taxation purposes in 2010 and in each subsequent year up to and including 2034, 
annexed property that is farm land, farm residences or farm buildings 
 

(a) must be assessed in the same manner as if the property were located in a county or 
municipal district, but valuations for that property must be determined by the assessor 
for the City of Red Deer,  
 

(b) shall continue to receive the exemptions applicable to the property under the Matters 

Relating to Assessment and Taxation Regulation, and 
 

(c) must, in respect of each assessment class that applies to that property, be taxed by the 
City of Red Deer using the municipal tax rates established by Red Deer County. 

 
(2) Subsection (1) applies to all annexed farm land, farm residences and farm buildings until 
the expiry of December 31, 2034, except that subsection (1) ceases to apply  

 
 (a) to a parcel of less than 16 hectares (40 acres) that is created by a subdivision of title, 

and 
 
 (b) to a parcel that, at the request of, or on behalf of the landowner(s) or a purchaser, is 

redesignated under the City of Red Deer Land Use Bylaw to a designation other than 
agricultural 
 

at the end of the taxation year in which the subdivision or redesignation occurs.  
 

4 Notwithstanding section 3, on and after January 1, 2010 the annexed land is to be subject to 
the supplementary assessment and supplementary tax bylaws of the City of Red Deer. 
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5 Red Deer County is responsible for all property assessment appeals related to 2009 
assessment notices for property within the annexed land. 
 
6 The City of Red Deer shall provide compensation to Red Deer County as follows: 

 
 (a) $601,919.00 on or before July 31, 2010, 

(b) $722,303.00 on or before July 31, 2011, 
(c) $541,728.00 on or before July 31, 2012, 
(d) $361,152.00 on or before July 31, 2013, and 
(e) $180,576.00 on or before July 31, 2014. 
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APPENDIX “D” 
 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD REPORT  
TO THE MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS 

RESPECTING THE CITY OF RED DEER’S PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF TERRITORY 
FROM RED DEER COUNTY 
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Summary 
 
The City of Red Deer (City) is located in Central Alberta, approximately halfway between 
Edmonton and Calgary along the Queen Elizabeth II Highway. On June 27, 2008 the Municipal 
Government Board (MGB) received an annexation application from the City to annex territory 
from Red Deer County (County).  
 
The City and County were in agreement with respect to the annexation application. However, 
correspondence was received from several affected landowners indicating that they opposed the 
proposed annexation. Because of these objections, the MGB held a public hearing on December 
18, 2008 in order to receive information, evidence and argument on the annexation application.  
 
After reviewing the documentation provided prior to the hearing, as well as listening to the 
presentations by the parties affected by the proposed annexation, the MGB finds that the purpose 
of the annexation and amount of land being requested by the City is reasonable and that the 
concerns of affected landowners have been given proper consideration. The MGB is also 
satisfied that the agreed to compensation over a five year period is not excessive and will not 
cause financial hardship for the City or the County.  
 
The MGB recommends changes to the assessment and taxation conditions as proposed by the 
City and the County in the Annexation Agreement and at the December 18, 2008 hearing. The 
proposed taxation and assessment conditions provide for a tax credit to be provided to residential 
landowners equal to ten times the difference between City and County taxes in the year of 
annexation. In addition to this, the MGB recommends that this tax credit be extended to non-
residential property owners as well. The conditions also provide for exemptions for farm 
operations to be maintained for a period of 25 years or until the occurrence of a triggering event. 
While the City indicated that it would adjust its mill rate for farm properties to closely reflect that 
of the County, the MGB recommends that farming operations be taxed at the County’s municipal 
tax rate during the transition period. With these changes, the assessment and taxation conditions 
will better serve to address the concerns brought forward by affected landowners.  
 
Moreover, the MGB reviewed the arguments and evidence of all the parties and concluded that it 
was in the greater public interest to recommend approval of the proposed annexation. The 
collaboration between the two municipalities meets the objectives of intermunicipal cooperation 
outlined in the Provincial Land Use Policies, the annexation principles set out by the MGB, and 
the Municipal Government Act (Act). 
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I Introduction 
 
The City is located in Central Alberta, approximately half-way between Edmonton and Calgary 
along the Queen Elizabeth II Highway. The City is bounded by the County and has a current 
population of 87,816. 
 
The City has experienced a substantial rate of growth. Census data indicates that the population 
increased by 37.8% between 1996 and 2006, and by 22% between 2001 and 2006. More recently, 
there was 3.5% growth during 2007 and 2.46% growth in 2008. A 2006 analysis conducted for 
the City projects that its population could increase to 151,182 by the year 2031. 
 
The City is seeking to acquire sufficient land to meet its growth needs, allow for the adequate 
planning of future development and provide for geographically balanced growth. The annexation 
will also incorporate into the City a County enclave which is only accessible via City streets. The 
City estimates that the proposed annexation territory will bolster its supply of land in order to 
meet its needs for approximately the next 20 to 30 years. 
 
On June 27, 2008 the MGB received a formal annexation application from the City. The 
proposed annexation includes three areas which constitute an approximate total of 3,029 hectares 
(7,485 acres). 
 
The City and County were in agreement with the annexation application, and the application 
indicates that that there were no matters that had not been agreed upon by the two municipalities. 
However, since the application contained objections and concerns from affected landowners, the 
MGB held a public hearing on December 18, 2008 to receive information, evidence and 
argument on the annexation application in accordance with section 20 of the Act. 
 
II Role of the MGB, the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council  
 
The MGB became active in the annexation process once the City filed its negotiation report with 
the MGB and requested the MGB to proceed with the annexation, pursuant to section 119(2) of 
the Act. Although the City and the County were in agreement with the proposed annexation, the 
MGB determined that the application submitted by the City contained objections. Moreover, 
additional objections were filed with the MGB. In accordance with section 120(3)(b) of the Act, 
the MGB conducted a hearing. The MGB is now required to prepare a written report of its 
findings and provide a recommendation to the Minister of Municipal Affairs (Minister) and the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council (LGC).  
 
The Minister and the LGC have the authority to accept in whole or in part or completely reject 
the findings and recommendations of the MGB report. 
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III Annexation Application 
 
The MGB received the City’s annexation application on June 27, 2008. The following section 
describes the proposed annexation areas, the current state of development plans, indicates how 
municipal services will be provided to the proposed annexation area, outlines the public 
consultation process used to develop the application, highlights the concerns expressed by 
landowners and the public during the City’s consultation process, describes the Annexation 
Agreement between the City and the County, and states the proposed compensation provisions 
and assessment and taxation conditions agreed to by the municipalities.  
 
Annexation Areas 
 
The proposed annexation includes three distinct areas which are briefly described below and 
illustrated on Map 1. 
 
Area A (West): This area is approximately 108 hectares (267 acres) in size and includes the land 
south of the Red Deer River and east of the Queen Elizabeth II Highway. Existing land uses in 
this area include the Heritage Ranch Park, the Alberta Sports Hall of Fame and Museum, and the 
Riverview Park residential area. 
 
Area B (North): This area is approximately 1,318 hectares (3,257 acres) in size and is located 
along the north side of the City’s current boundary. Existing land uses in this area are primarily 
agricultural with industrial uses in the east portion (the IPSCO and Chiles industrial areas). There 
are also a number of acreages in the area, both individual and grouped. 
 
Area C (East): This area is approximately 1,603 hectares (3,960 acres) in size and is located 
along the east side of the City’s current boundary. Existing land uses in this area are primarily 
agricultural; however there are some country residential developments. 
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Map 1:  City of Red Deer Proposed Annexation Area 
 

 
Source:  City of Red Deer 

 
Development Plans 
 
An Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) was created between the City and County in July 
2007. The IDP was intended to address, among other things, long term growth areas for both 
municipalities. The IDP identifies future growth areas for both the City and the County, and the 
proposed annexation area is situated within the designated City growth area. Section 3.6 of the 

Area A 

Area B 

Area C 
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IDP states that the County and City agree that it is desirable for the City to annex all of the City 
Growth Areas within ten years. The IDP also states that the two municipalities agree that it is 
desirable for any annexation application to be for large areas of land. The municipalities believe 
this will reduce the time, effort, and repetition required to pursue smaller but more numerous 
applications. 
 
Provision of Municipal Services  
 
The annexation application indicates that the proposed annexation area can be fully serviced by 
the City. Details are included with respect to water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, 
transportation, electrical power, emergency services, and public works. 
 
Water 
 
Area A (West) will be serviced by mains recently constructed along Cronquist Drive, which 
bounds the south limits of the area. Provision for this servicing has been identified and 
constructed within the development of the Westlake neighbourhood immediately to the south.  
 
Treated City water will be supplied to Area B (North) by tying into the North Red Deer River 
Water Services Commission regional transmission trunk that follows Highway 2A north to 
Blackfalds, Lacombe and Ponoka. Trunks extending westerly along Highway 11A and north into 
this area will also be required. A reservoir and booster station will be required to service the area.  
 
To service Area C (East), a dedicated transmission trunk will be constructed along 67 Street to a 
new pressure zone reservoir and booster station, to be located in the vicinity of 20 Avenue. This 
reservoir facility will be stage constructed and will have design provisions for cell expansions as 
future East Hill growth requires. As this area develops and the trunks are extended southward, a 
second reservoir and booster station will be required towards the south limits of the area. 
 
Sanitary Sewer 
 
The annexation application indicates that Area A (West) will be serviced by a sanitary main 
constructed within Cronquist Drive, which bounds the southern limit of the area. The existing 
and proposed trunks have been sized to provide for the sanitary discharge from this proposed 
annexation area. 
 
The servicing of Area B (North) will require the construction of a lift station, forcemain and 
gravity trunk along Highway 11A and Northland Drive to the Wastewater Treatment Plant. The 
forcemain section will need to be sized to accommodate flows from future lands to the north, for 
industrial lands west of the Queen Elizabeth II Highway and potentially for regional flows from 
the Town of Sylvan Lake and surrounding summer villages. 
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Trunks to service Area C (East) will be constructed across the Red Deer River and easterly along 
the Northland Drive and 20 Avenue roadway alignments. Lateral trunks will extend from the 20 
Avenue primary trunk as development occurs. Depending on the viability and timing of the 
South Red Deer Regional Wastewater Initiative, the 20 Avenue and Northland Drive trunks can 
be constructed cooperatively, sharing capital, operating and maintenance costs. Trunks will be 
sized to accommodate future growth to the east within practical and cost effective limits. 
 
Storm Drainage 
 
Stormwater drainage from the proposed annexation areas currently flows overland via existing 
natural drainage courses including swales, ditches, wetland depressions, creeks and ravines into 
the Red Deer River and Piper Creek. 
 
Although current drainage patterns are not well defined in Area A (West), runoff generally flows 
toward the river. When and if this area redevelops, storm drainage patterns would be redefined 
and routed to detention facilities. The stormwater would eventually be released to the appropriate 
river outlets. 
 
Drainage from development within Area B (North) will be conveyed to the Red Deer River via a 
central trunk main system that will follow the alignment of the existing Hazlett Lake overflow 
drainage route. Stormwater ponds, typically constructed within each quarter section, will address 
local water quality and flow rate parameters before drainage is discharged into Hazlett Lake or 
the downstream trunk. The City will initiate and maintain a long term Management Plan and 
Monitoring Program to ensure that the quality of the Hazlett Lake habitat is sustained or 
enhanced. Due to natural grade separation, a large portion of the lands east of Highway 2A will 
require separate drainage outlets to the Red Deer River. 
 
Drainage from Area C (East) is split with a divisional ridge line falling approximately along the 
projection of 32 Street to the east. The north seventeen quarter sections will drain northwards 
towards the Red Deer River and via a trunk system that will follow the 20 Avenue and Northland 
Drive alignments. Storm ponds will typically be constructed on each quarter section to reduce 
rainfall runoff rates and to address stormwater quality before discharging into the Red Deer 
River. South of the 32 Street divide, the remaining eight quarters drain southward into the 
headwaters of Piper Creek or in to the existing Vanier Woods drainage system. Detention ponds 
and storm trunks will manage the urban drainage from this area to acceptable Piper Creek 
predevelopment flow rates.  
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Transportation 
 
Area A will continue to be accessed via Cronquist Drive. The City is currently completing 
functional designs for the Highway 11A/Northland Drive/20 Avenue Corridor to provide an 
expressway linking Area B (North) across the Red Deer River Valley to Area C (East), 
continuing all the way to 19 Street (Highway 595 or Delburne Road). This Corridor will initially 
be constructed as a two lane roadway, but will ultimately function as a six lane expressway 
including grade separations at key intersections. 
 
This Corridor will form the backbone of the transportation network for Area B (North) and Area 
C (East). Arterial extensions into the annexation areas will be provided at Taylor Drive, Gaetz 
Avenue, 40 Avenue, 55 Street, 39 Street, 19 Street, 30 Avenue, 67 Street, Ross Street, 32 Street 
and 22 Street. These extensions will interconnect Area B (North) and Area C (East) with the 
existing city as well as with the proposed Corridor. 
 
As a result of the proposed annexation, certain portions of Highways 11A and 2A will come 
under the jurisdiction of the City. The City has discussed this with Alberta Transportation (AT), 
who expressed no concerns. AT has certain improvements planned for the affected portions of 
these highways and has agreed that it will continue to implement and complete these 
improvements, regardless of any change in municipal jurisdiction. 
 
Electrical Power 
 
The portion of Area A (West) that is populated is already serviced by the City’s Electric Light 
and Power Department (EL&P). The remaining portion is currently located in Fortis Alberta’s 
service area. EL&P will extend its existing wires to cover the entire area as necessary upon 
approval by the Alberta Utilities Commission.  
 
Area B (North) is currently serviced by Fortis Alberta. EL&P has a feeder on the south side of 
Highway 11A that can be used to feed new developments in the area. EL&P has sufficient 
capacity at its substation #14 to service the entire Area B (North). Existing customers fed by 
Fortis Alberta will continue to be serviced by Fortis Alberta until it is necessary to change the 
ownership. These customers will be transferred to EL&P based on an incremental approach when 
development has progressed to a level necessitating the transfer. 
 
Area C (East) is currently serviced by Fortis Alberta. EL&P has feeders on 20 Avenue and on 30 
Avenue. These lines will be used to feed major new developments in the area. Existing 
developments fed by Fortis Alberta will continue to be serviced by Fortis Alberta until it is 
necessary to change ownership. This area will be connected to substation #17 in the southeast 
region of the City, which has sufficient capacity to service all of Area C (East). 
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Mines and Mineral Right Holders 
 
The owners of mineral rights were not initially included in the public consultation process. On 
May 1, 2008 the City sent a letter to the owners of mineral rights in order to inform them of the 
ongoing annexation process and request written feedback.  
 
Identified Landowner and Public Issues 
 
The City received input from landowners and the public through the consultation process 
outlined above. The annexation application indicates that the majority of landowner concerns that 
were identified relate to the perceived potential for property tax increases without a 
corresponding increase in municipal services.  
 
Consultation with Local Authorities and Agencies 
 

The annexation application indicates that affected agencies were sent a copy of the Notice of 
Intent letter along with a cover letter welcoming feedback regarding any issues or concerns.  
 
In an email dated December 16, 2008, AT indicated that it had reviewed the proposed annexation 
and had no objections. AT also indicated that it was in the process of developing a transition 
agreement with the City to address outstanding commitments for planned capital improvements 
and for the transition of maintenance responsibilities for the portions of both Highway 11A and 
Highway 2A that will fall within the City’s post-annexation boundaries. 
 
The Energy Resources Conservation Board (ERCB) provided a letter dated August 15, 2008 in 
which it identified ERCB wells and pipelines in the vicinity of the proposed annexation. 
Information respecting recommended and required setback distances from wells, abandoned 
wells, and pipelines were also included. 
 
The Annexation Agreement with the County 
 
The City and the County came to full agreement regarding the annexation details. A negotiation 
process was conducted, leading to agreement as to the proposed annexation area, tax and 
assessment provisions, and transfer date. The annexation application was signed by both the City 
and County, indicating their approval of the Negotiation Report. A final agreement with respect 
to compensation was later signed on November 3, 2008.  
 
Compensation 
 
The annexation application indicated that the City and County were completing an annexation 
compensation study which would form the basis for annexation compensation. The City and 
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County subsequently came to a final agreement with respect to compensation on November 3, 
2008. The agreement contains the following provisions with respect to compensation for the 
Phase I annexation under consideration in the subject application: 
 

1. The effective date of Phase I Annexation shall be September 1, 2009 with the City 
assuming the provision of all municipal services for the annexation area effective this 
date. 

 
2. The City shall pay the County by way of compensation for the annexation of Phase I area 

as shown in Schedule “1” hereto, as follows: 
 

i) $902,879 payable to Red Deer County by July 31, 2010, less $300,960 which 
represents services to be provided in the last four months of 2009 to the annexed 
area by the City of Red Deer; 

ii) $722,303 payable to Red Deer County by July 31, 2011; 
iii) $541,728 payable to Red Deer County by July 31, 2012; 
iv) $361,152 payable to Red Deer County by July 31, 2013; 
v) $180,576 payable to Red Deer County by July 31, 2014. 
 

3. The County shall retain all taxes payable in the year that the annexation order becomes 
effective. Any taxes that are still owing on the effective date of annexation in respect of 
the annexed land are transferred to and become payable to the City of Red Deer together 
with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes and the City of Red 
Deer upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay them to Red Deer County, 

 
4. No additional or other compensation of any nature or kind will be payable by the City to 

the County with respect to the Phase I Annexation area. 
 
Proposed Assessment and Taxation Conditions 
 
The annexation application indicates that the proposed assessment and taxation conditions would 
include City tax rates being applied to all properties for the tax year following the year of 
annexation. The application also includes proposed special conditions for residential and 
agricultural properties.  
 
Residential 
 
If the County mill rate is less than the City mill rate in the year that annexation takes effect, all 
properties taxed at residential mill rates would receive a one-time non-refundable tax credit. To 
calculate the credit, the City would establish the difference between the City and County mill 
rates in the year that annexation becomes effective. The difference between the two mill rates 
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would be applied to the assessed value as completed by the County for the purposes of taxation 
in the effective year of annexation. The difference would then be multiplied by ten, as this credit 
is intended to be provided in lieu of maintaining the lower of the two mill rates for a ten year 
period. 
 
The calculation would be the basis for a one-time, non-refundable tax credit that would be 
applied to the City property tax account by March 31, 2010. The credit would be applied to the 
first City tax bill and all subsequent tax bills until the credit is exhausted. The credit would attach 
to the property and have no cash value. 
 
If the property is subdivided, any remaining credit balance would be divided in the same manner 
as that of outstanding tax balances. 
 
Agricultural 
 
Agricultural related properties would continue to receive the exemptions set out in section 22 of 
the Matters Relating to Assessment and Taxation Regulation (MRAT) as if they had remained 
within the County for a period of 25 years following annexation.  
 
For farm operations, as defined in MRAT, farm buildings would be exempt from taxation, 
primary residences associated with farming would have an exemption up to $61,540 of assessed 
value, and each additional residence associated with farming would have an exemption up to 
$30,770 of assessed value.  
 
The City proposes to move farmland to City mill rates upon annexation, but would adjust its 
farmland mill rate to closely reflect the County’s rate. This would serve to ensure that taxes 
remain relative to those paid in the County.  
 
These agricultural exemptions would remain in effect for 25 years after the annexation unless any 
of the following occurs: 
 

a) subdivision or separation of title of less than 16 hectares (40 acres) 
b) a parcel is rezoned to a non-agricultural land use district at the request of, or on behalf 

of, the landowner(s) or a purchaser. 
 
Any legislated changes to MRAT would also be applied to annexed property. 
 
IV MGB Application Processing Methodology and Public Hearing 
 
The following provides a description of the method used by the MGB to process the City’s 
annexation application and describes the public hearing held December 18, 2008. 
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MGB Application Processing 
 
In accordance with section 116 of the Act, the City submitted its notice of intent to annex to the 
County, the MGB and other local authorities on July 18, 2007. The City indicated that the 
reasons for the proposed annexation were to: 
 

a) acquire additional land inventory in order to respond to growth needs and enable long 
term planning, 

b) reflect the contents of the IDP recently adopted with the County, and 
c) bring lands owned by the City, such as Heritage Ranch, within City limits. 

 
In accordance with section 118 of the Act, the required Negotiation Report was received by the 
MGB on June 27, 2008. The application submitted by the City included a copy of the Annexation 
Agreement between the City and the County, and a cheque for the annexation fees.  
 
Although the City and County were in agreement with the annexation, the application contained 
objections from landowners. The Act requires that if the MGB receives an objection regarding an 
annexation application, the MGB must conduct one or more hearings in respect of the 
annexation.  
 
A hearing on this matter was scheduled to begin at 10:00 a.m. on November 4, 2008 at the 
Holiday Inn located at 6500 - 67 Street in Red Deer. In accordance with section 122(1) of the 
Act, notice of this hearing was published in local newspapers. Letters were also sent to the City 
and County with copies to affected landowners in order to provide notice. At the commencement 
of the November 4, 2008 hearing, a preliminary issue was raised. It was submitted to the MGB 
that several holders of mineral rights within the proposed annexation area had not received letters 
providing notice of the hearing. As a result, the MGB granted a request to reschedule the full 
hearing to a later date in order to allow for additional notice to be given to all affected parties. 
 
The MGB merit hearing was rescheduled to commence at 10:00 a.m. on Thursday, December 18, 
2008 at the Holiday Inn located at 6500 - 67 Street in Red Deer. In accordance with section 
122(1) of the Act, the MGB published a notice of hearing in the Red Deer Advocate, a local 
newspaper, on November 28, 2008 and December 5, 2008. A notice was also published in 
another local publication, the Red Deer Express, during the weeks of November 24, 2008 and 
December 1, 2008 to notify the public. The MGB also sent letters to the City and County with 
copies to each of the affected landowners to notify the parties of the December 18, 2008 hearing. 
The letters and notices requested that any person who planned to attend the hearing, or make a 
submission at the hearing, notify the MGB by December 8, 2008.  
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Proposed Assessment and Taxation Provisions 
 
The City provided an overview of the proposed assessment and taxation provisions agreed to by 
the municipalities. The proposed provisions include a 25 year assessment and annexation period 
for farmland. Rather than providing a transition period, the municipalities have proposed a one-
time non-refundable tax credit for residential properties amounting to ten times the difference 
between the County and City tax rates in the year of annexation. The City indicated that the one-
time tax credit is basically equivalent to the traditional ten year assessment and taxation 
condition transition provisions. No transition period or tax credit was outlined for industrial or 
commercial properties. The City also identified that it would adjust its mill rate for farming 
operations to closely reflect that of the County. 
 
Compensation 
 
The City also reviewed the terms included in the compensation agreement signed on November 
3, 2008. The agreement contains provisions for the City to provide the County with decreasing 
amounts of compensation annually for a period of five years. The estimated cost of services to be 
provided to the annexed area by the County in the last four months of 2009 is to be subtracted 
from the first year’s compensation.  
 
Proposed Effective Date of Annexation 
 
The proposed effective date of the annexation was explained to be September 1, 2009. 
 
County’s Submission 
 
The County indicated that it had faced a number of annexation applications in recent years and in 
all cases worked cooperatively with its urban neighbours. The County explained that joint 
economic development areas, joint planning areas, and regional servicing models have been 
developed to collectively maintain a viable economic climate within the area.  
 
With respect to the subject application, the County submitted that the two municipalities have 
worked diligently to ensure that both of their needs are being met, and that landowners are being 
treated in a fair and equitable manner. Agreement has been reached on the continued provision of 
some services by the County past the effective annexation date in order to ensure a seamless 
transition from one municipality to the other. The compensation agreement was stated to be fair 
compensation for the loss of tax revenues within the annexation area. The County submitted that 
it was in full support of the annexation proceeding. 
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Landowner/Public Submissions 
 
At the hearing the MGB received presentations from several landowners and members of the 
public. A summary of each presentation is provided below, along with brief summaries of written 
submissions received by the MGB prior to the hearing. 
 
Florence and John Pomerleau 
 
A letter was received from Florence and John Pomerleau on December 11, 2007. The 
Pomerleaus indicated that they were landowners in the proposed Annexation Area B (North) and 
that they would oppose any change in zoning which would adversely affect the value of their 
land. 
 
Ankedo Enterprises Ltd 
 
On October 24, 2008 the MGB received a letter from Reynolds Mirth Richards & Farmer LLP, 
solicitors for Ankedo Enterprises Ltd (Ankedo). The letter indicated that Ankedo owns the fee 
simple rights to lands located in proposed Annexation Area C and opposes the proposed 
annexation. It was stated that Ankedo is concerned that the City plans to attempt to place the 
burden for reclamation and remediation of existing sour gas wells and transmission facilities 
upon the owners of surface lands should annexation be approved.  
 
Patricia E. Bourget and Gordon G. Kirkley 
 
A letter was received by the MGB from Patricia Bourget and Gordon Kirkley, on behalf of the 
Estate of Myrtle Hallgren, on November 24, 2008. Ms. Bourget and Mr. Kirkley indicated that, 
as owners of mineral rights within the proposed annexation, they were concerned that oil 
companies would no longer be permitted to operate, resulting in a loss of future royalty revenues. 
Additionally, the mineral owners noted that they had recently turned down an offer to purchase 
their mineral rights, and may have decided differently had they been made aware of the ongoing 
annexation process. It was argued that allowing the annexation would amount to effectively 
extinguishing mineral rights without compensation. Ms. Bourget and Mr. Kirkley therefore 
expressed their opposition to the annexation. 
 
A separate letter was received from Gordon G. Kirkley on November 24, 2008 in which he 
expressed many of the same concerns articulated in the above joint letter. 
 
An additional letter was also received from Patricia E. Bourget on November 27, 2008 in which 
she also expressed many of the same concerns articulated in the above joint letter. 
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Kerry Ann Grigg, Joel E. Grigg, Vicki Grigg, Rina L. Gill & Families 
 
The MGB received a letter from Kerry Ann Grigg and family, on behalf of the Walter Hallgren 
and Myrtle Hallgren estates, on December 8, 2008. The letter expressed that the family owned 
mines and mineral rights within the proposed annexation territory and was in full opposition to 
the annexation proceeding. Ms. Grigg indicated concern over the fact that the annexation could 
lead to a disruption of oil royalties. It was suggested that the effect of the proposed annexation on 
the owners of mines and mineral rights should be taken into account and that compensation 
should be considered. 
 
Additional letters, identical to the above, was also received by the MGB from: Joel E. Grigg and 
family on December 8, 2008, Vicki Grigg and family on December 8, 2008, and Rina L. Gill (nee 
Grigg) and family on December 8, 2008. 
 
Harlan C. Hulleman 
 
The MGB received an email from Harlan C. Hulleman on December 8, 2008. Mr. Hulleman 
indicated that he was in favour of the annexation, especially with respect to the annexation of 
land north of Highway 11A and east of Highway 2. It was submitted that this aspect of the 
annexation proposal would help to balance the City’s growth. Mr. Hulleman outlined recent and 
planned developments in the area north of the river and suggested that the construction of a high 
school in the area would also make sense. 
 
Reynolds Mirth Richards & Farmer LLP 
 
A letter from Reynolds Mirth Richards & Farmer LLP was received by the MGB on December 9, 
2008. The letter referred to MGB Decision Letter (DL 126/08), which was issued subsequent to 
the preliminary hearing held on November 4, 2008. It was submitted that the firm’s clients 
recognize that their ownership of mines and minerals will continue if their lands are annexed. 
The primary concern held by the firm’s clients was stated to be that land intensification following 
the annexation would lead to the potential for continued production and new development 
associated with these rights to be greatly diminished. Additionally, it was indicated that the 
firm’s clients, as a fee simple owner of surface interests, were concerned that there would be an 
attempt to impose responsibility on the owner of the surface for reclamation costs subsequent to 
annexation.  
 
Don Blyth 
 
At the MGB hearing, Don Blyth explained that he represented the owner of freehold mineral 
rights for land in the proposed annexation area. He submitted that free hold mineral rights are 
real property in law, yet he had not received any correspondence from the City. It was Mr. 
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Blyth’s position that the area has a lot of oil and gas activity and that annexing the land into the 
City will affect royalty rights. Mr. Blyth submitted that if there is a suspension on oil and gas 
activity until a development plan is put in place it will adversely affect mineral rights holders. It 
was his position that compensation should be awarded as annexation in effect will sterilize 
mineral rights holders.  
 
Cameron Wallace 
 
Cameron Wallace explained that he owns two properties of approximately 50 and 87 acres in the 
proposed Annexation Area B (North) and is in general support of the annexation.  
 
Paul Meloche 
 
Paul Meloche, a representative of Overwaitea Food Group, indicated that the company owns two 
quarter sections in the proposed Annexation Area C (East). Mr. Meloche explained that Save On 
Foods Group is in support of the annexation. The company has been working to build a shopping 
centre with mixed use, residential and a Save On Foods Store.  
 
Michelle Charlton 

 
Michelle Charlton, a representative of Overwaitea Food Group, indicated that the company owns 
a quarter section south of 20 Avenue and Ross, and is in support of the annexation. 
 
Norman Chiles 
 
Mr. Chiles indicated that he owns Chiles Industrial Park in proposed Annexation Area B (North). 
Mr. Chiles submitted that commercial and industrial lands should be assessed as if they were in 
the County in order to be consistent with past MGB Orders.  
 
Taras and Dorothy McRee 
 
Taras and Dorothy McRee were explained to be the owners of approximately 400 acres of land 
within the proposed annexation territory. Mr. McRee submitted that landowners should only be 
required to pay taxes at the lower rate of the two municipalities. It is Mr. McRee’s position that 
since they will not have the same services, they should not be paying the same taxes as property 
in the City. Mr. McRee submitted that the wording in this Annexation Order should be the same 
as it was in 2004 Order.  
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Robert Northey 
 
Mr. Northey’s position is that the tax credit proposed by the City should be denied and that the 
same procedure from the 2004 Order should be applied. In the alternative that the proposed tax 
credit is to be approved, Mr. Northey submitted that the properties should be assessed as if under 
County jurisdiction. It was his position that landowners should not be financially burdened by 
annexation. Mr. Northey also submitted that free hold mineral rights are a concern as they have 
working wells and that there have been no compensation discussions. He submitted that surface 
rights are not the only relevant rights to be considered.  
 
Melcor Developments Ltd 
 
A written submission from Melcor Developments was received by the MGB on October 29, 
2008. Melcor Developments indicated that it was the owner of approximately 840 acres of land 
within the proposed annexation boundary and that it was in strong support of the planned 
annexation proceeding. 
 
City’s Response to Landowner/Public Submissions 
 
While it was unable to provide exact statistics, the City reiterated that it is close to running out of 
land available for development. This was cited as creating a strong need for the City to increase 
its land inventory. The City indicated that it expects the proposed annexation to provide an 
adequate land supply for 20 to 30 years of growth. The City further submitted that the land is 
required ahead of time in order to properly plan for infrastructure needs.  
 
The City explained that it has had discussions with AT with respect to the proposed annexation. 
It was the City’s understanding that AT did not objection to the annexation proceeding. The City 
submitted that it was aware of the costs of constructing interchanges and other transportation 
related infrastructure. 
 
Respecting the concerns over assessment and taxation, the City responded by explaining that this 
annexation represents an attempt to remain consistent with the 2004 annexation. However, 
instead of providing yearly compensation, as was the past practice, there will be a one-time 
upfront tax credit, which was suggested to achieve the same goal. The City submitted that this is 
a fair and equitable approach. The reason for no assessment and taxation conditions or 
compensation being proposed for the Industrial/Commercial lands within the annexation area 
was explained to be that the City did not want to provide some businesses within the City 
boundaries with a tax advantage. The City submitted that Industrial/Commercial businesses have 
options available to them that residential properties do not as far as spreading the associated 
costs.  
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The City further explained that the one-time credit will be easier to administer than different tax 
rates over 10 years and that current landowners will see the full benefit of the tax credit instead of 
the benefit being shared with potential subsequent owners.  
 
Submissions Received Subsequent to the MGB Hearing 
 
On April 8, 2008 the MGB received a written submission from Norman Chiles, President of 
Chiles Development Corporation. The letter requested that the proposed annexation not be 
permitted to proceed until a zoning change was made to land owned by the corporation. Mr. 
Chiles alleged that he had only recently learned that the land had been rezoned in 2007.  
 
V MGB Recommendations 
 
After reviewing the documentation provided prior to the hearing, as well as listening to the 
presentations by the parties affected by the proposed annexation, the MGB recommends that the 
annexation of the lands applied for proceed with an effective date of effective September 1, 2009.  
 
Further, the MGB recommends that the proposed assessment and taxation provisions be amended 
so that the one-time tax credit to be provided for residential property is also extended to 
commercial and industrial property within the annexation area. Additionally, the assessment and 
taxation conditions should be amended so that, during the transition period, farmland is taxed at 
the County rate rather than the City rate. 
 
VI Reasons 
 
Intermunicipal Cooperation 
 
The IDP created between the City and County in 2007 contained long term growth areas for both 
municipalities. The proposed annexation area is situated within the growth area identified for the 
City. The IDP further states that the two municipalities agree that it is desirable for any 
annexation application to be for large areas of land, which is consistent with the considerable 
scope of the proposal.  
 
The MGB is satisfied that the annexation will allow both the City and the County to achieve 
rational growth strategies and directions as identified in the 2007 IDP. As stated above, the 
demonstrated intermunicipal cooperation in this annexation proposal furthers the objectives of 
each municipality. This spirit of cooperation has been further demonstrated through the creation 
of joint economic development areas, joint planning areas, and regional servicing models which 
have been developed to collectively maintain a viable economic climate within the area. Both 
municipalities have demonstrated that they can carry out the mandate required of them under the 
Act, and that the annexation will not have a negative impact on their operations.  
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Accommodating Growth 
 
The MGB was presented with evidence showing that the City has experienced significant growth 
during recent years. A 2006 analysis conducted for the City projects that its population could 
increase to 151,182 by the year 2031, demonstrating a legitimate need for additional lands. The 
MGB accepts that this need can be met through the addition of the three annexation areas. 
Additionally, the MGB accepts that the annexation of Area B (North) will assist in achieving a 
geographically balanced approach to growth. The MGB also finds that the inclusion of Area A 
(West) makes good planning sense, as the area is currently isolated from the County. 
 
Extension of Services 
 

The MGB is satisfied with the details provided with respect to extending various types of 
servicing, including water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, transportation, electrical power, 
emergency services, and public works. The MGB accepts that the proposed annexation area can 
be fully serviced by the City, and that it represents a logical extension of existing servicing and 
infrastructure. Further, the MGB is satisfied that the City is in an adequate financial position to 
allow it to pay for costs associated with the extension of servicing. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
The MGB recognizes that the City has addressed potential environmental concerns relating to 
stormwater drainage. The MGB is satisfied that the creation of a long term Management Plan and 
Monitoring Program will serve to ensure that the quality of the Hazlett Lake habitat is sustained 
or enhanced. The MGB also understands that any discharge to Hazlett Lake and/or the rivers in 
the area would have to conform to Alberta Environment regulations. 
 
Landowner and Public Consultation 
 
The MGB finds that the consultation process conducted by the City prior to submitting the 
annexation application was comprehensive. Affected landowners, the public, other local 
authorities and AT were given opportunities to provide input regarding the annexation process 
through a series of open house and one-on-one meetings. Although mineral rights holders as a 
group were not initially included in the City’s public consultation, the MGB finds that this 
oversight was corrected once it was brought to the City’s attention. The MGB notes that the City 
did take steps to notify the general public of the December 4, 2007 public hearing through 
newspaper advertisements. Further, the MGB is satisfied that the City sent a letter to the owners 
of mineral rights on May 1, 2008 providing them with information on the annexation process and 
an opportunity for them to provide feedback.  
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Overall, the MGB found relatively little opposition to the annexation. During the City’s 
consultation process, most issues were identified as relating to the extension of municipal 
services, tax implications for landowners, and the impact of annexation on current land uses. 
 
With respect to the letter received from Norman Chiles subsequent to the hearing, the MGB 
notes that implementing zoning changes through local Land Use Bylaws is a power granted to 
municipalities under the Act. The MGB therefore does not believe that a requested zoning 
change provides grounds for a delay of the annexation process. 
 
Mineral Rights 
 
Issues with respect to mineral rights were raised by several landowners, both at the hearing and 
through prior written submissions. The MGB notes that subsurface mineral rights are regulated 
by the Energy Resources Conservation Board (ERCB). As such, mineral rights are not directly 
affected by a change in municipal jurisdiction. Further, the MGB notes that land use 
intensification can occur regardless of whether the lands in question are located in a rural or 
urban municipality. The owners of the mines and mineral rights as well as the surface landowners 
have an opportunity to make their concerns known prior to the issuing of a subdivision, and/or 
development permit as well as amendments to any statutory plan.  
 
Section 127(a) of the Act outlines that an order to annex land to a municipal authority may 
“require a municipal authority to pay compensation to another municipal authority…”. Because 
the Act clearly refers to compensation within the context of a transfer between two 
municipalities, the MGB finds that it does not have jurisdiction to consider whether 
compensation should be awarded to an individual, as suggested by Mr. Blyth. 
 
Compensation and Financial Considerations 
 
The MGB accepts the final agreement reached between the municipalities with respect to 
compensation. The agreement contains provisions for the City to provide the County with 
decreasing amounts of compensation annually for a period of five years. 
 
Both municipalities demonstrated that the proposed annexation was part of a rational strategy to 
manage growth between the City and the County. The MGB accepts that each of the 
municipalities has given due consideration to the anticipated fiscal impacts of the annexation, 
including the compensation agreement. The compensation figure agreed to is not excessive and 
no serious concerns were identified with respect to the annexation’s expected impact on the 
financial state of either municipality. 
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Assessment and Taxation 
 
The MGB finds that the City has taken reasonable steps to address concerns raised by residential 
landowners through the addition of a one-time tax credit for residential properties into the 
Annexation Agreement. However, the MGB recommends an alteration from the Annexation 
Agreement’s proposed provisions in order to extend the same tax credit to commercial and 
industrial landowners.  
 
At the hearing the MGB heard a request from landowners in the annexation area to use the same 
assessment and taxation conditions as in the City’s 2004 annexation. The City responded by 
informing the MGB that it did not wish to extend protective transition provisions to commercial 
and industrial properties, because to do so would create an unlevel playing field for businesses 
within its boundaries. To better understand the position of the landowners and the City, the MGB 
considered the City’s 2004, 2007 and current annexations. The 2004 Board Order MGB 058/04 
recommended that approximately 819 hectares (2,025 acres) of land be annexed to the City. The 
Board Order included a provision that would allow all “annexed non-farm land”, (residential, 
non-residential and machinery and equipment assessment classes) to be assessed and taxed by the 
City as if it had been in the County for a ten year period. The 2007 Board Order MGB 119/07 
recommended the annexation of industrial land on the west side of the City, adjacent to the 
Queen Elizabeth II Highway. As a condition of the 2007 annexation, the City suggested a one-
time tax credit be used instead of the traditional assessment and taxation condition period. The 
tax credit would in effect provide the same benefit as a ten year transition period. In contrast to 
the 2004 annexation, no tax credit was offered to the “annexed non-farm land” and no such credit 
was requested by the landowners. In regard to the current annexation, the City has again 
requested that a one-time tax credit be used instead of the traditional assessment and taxation 
condition period. Consistent with the 2007 Order, but unlike the 2004 Order, the City does not 
want to extend the tax credit to non-farm assessment classes, other than residential.  
 
The MGB notes that the current annexation will surround most of the lands annexed in 2004. 
Furthermore, one of the landowners requesting the assessment and taxation transition benefits be 
included as part of the current annexation owns industrial/commercial land in both the 2004 and 
the current annexation area. Given that the current annexation will effectively encircle the 2004 
annexation area, the fact that the MGB did not receive an objection to the assessment and 
taxation provisions from non-farm landowners involved in the 2007 annexation, and the fact that 
all three annexations provide assessment and taxation condition benefits to different groups, the 
MGB does not accept the argument that not extending transition conditions would create an 
unfair advantage to the existing City businesses. Moreover, the MGB believes that this change 
will serve to ensure fairness between adjacent properties within the same assessment class.  
 
The MGB recommends that the City use the County’s tax rate for farming operations. During the 
hearing the City indicated that the assessment provisions available to County farming operations 
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would be extended to the farming operations within the annexation area for a period of 25 years. 
The City stated that it would adjust its tax rate to closely reflect that of the County. The MGB 
finds that this recommendation will ensure tax stability for farming operations within the 
annexation area. 
 
The MGB finds that the use of the one-time tax credit instead of the traditional assessment and 
taxation transition period is reasonable. Although somewhat unique, the MGB accepts that the 
City’s assertion that the tax credit should provide basically the same benefits as the 10 year 
assessment and taxation condition transition period that was provided for in the City’s 2004 
annexation. The MGB is satisfied that the tax credit combined with the recommendations made 
by the MGB balances the requests of the landowners within this annexation area with the growth 
needs of the City. 
 
Summary 
 
The MGB finds that the Annexation Agreement meets the criteria of outlining conditions that are 
certain, enforceable, and time specific. The annexation application presented, along with the 
testimony of the City and County, indicate the criteria for annexation are met. As such, the MGB 
recommends approval of the proposed annexation with the specified changes to the 
recommended assessment and taxation provisions.  
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 

Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 

 

AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the City of Airdrie, in the Province of Alberta, 

to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation from 

Rocky View County. 

 

BEFORE: 
 

Members: 

 

H. Kim, Presiding Officer 

R. Glenn, Member 

F. Wesseling, Member 

 

Secretariat: 

 

R. Duncan, Case Manager 

 

SUMMARY 

 

After careful examination of the submissions from the City of Airdrie, Rocky View County, 

affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board (Board) 

makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the Board report, shown as 

Appendix D of this Board Order. 

 

Recommendation 

 

That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 

 

 The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 

 (a) effective December 31, 2011, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 

sketch in Appendix B is separated from Rocky View County and annexed to the 

City of Airdrie, 

 (b) any taxes owing to Rocky View County at the end of December 30, 2011 in 

respect of the annexed land are transferred to and become payable to the City of 

Airdrie together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those 

taxes, and the City of Airdrie upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must 

pay them to Rocky View County, and 
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 (c) the assessor for the City of Airdrie must assess, for the purpose of taxation in 

2012 and subsequent years, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to 

it, 

 and makes the Order in Appendix C. 

Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, 8
th

 day of March, 2012. 

 

 

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 

 

 

 

 

  

(SGD.) H. Kim, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX A 

 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE LANDS SEPARATED FROM  

ROCKY VIEW COUNTY AND ANNEXED TO THE CITY OF AIRDRIE 

 

 

SECTION TWENTY-FOUR (24), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE ONE (1) 

WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING SOUTH OF 

THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE EAST-WEST ROAD ALLOWANCE ADJACENT TO 

THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID SECTION AND INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING 

SOUTH OF THE PROJECTION EAST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF SAID ROAD 

ALLOWANCE AND INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING SOUTH OF THE 

PROJECTION WEST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF SAID ROAD ALLOWANCE. 

 

SECTION THIRTEEN (13), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE ONE (1) WEST 

OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF AIRDRIE. 

 

SECTION TWENTY-THREE (23), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE ONE (1) 

WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING SOUTH OF 

THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE EAST-WEST ROAD ALLOWANCE ADJACENT TO 

THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID SECTION AND INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING 

SOUTH OF THE PROJECTION EAST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF SAID ROAD 

ALLOWANCE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION FOURTEEN (14), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF 

AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION TWENTY-TWO (22), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN 

(27) RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND 

ADJACENT TO THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID SECTION LYING SOUTH OF THE NORTH 

BOUNDARY OF PLAN 791 0430 AND INCLUDING THAT PORTION OF THE NORTH-

SOUTH ROAD ALLOWANCE ON THE WEST SIDE OF SAID SECTION LYING SOUTH 

OF THE PROJECTION WEST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF PLAN 791 0430. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION FIFTEEN (15), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF 

AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION TEN (10), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF AIRDRIE 

AND INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING EAST OF THE WEST BOUNDARY OF 

PLAN 801 1594. 
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THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION NINE (9), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN 

(27), RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN AND INCLUDING ALL THAT 

LAND LYING SOUTH OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE EAST-WEST ROAD 

ALLOWANCE ADJACENT TO THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID QUARTER SECTION. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION THREE (3), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF AIRDRIE 

INCLUDING ALL THAT PORTION OF PLAN 801 1594 LYING EAST OF SAID SECTION 

AND INCLUDING ALL THAT PORTION OF PLAN 891 0982 LYING EAST OF THE 

PROJECTION SOUTH OF THE WEST BOUNDARY OF THE NORTH-SOUTH ROAD 

ALLOWANCE ADJACENT TO THE WEST SIDE OF SAID SECTION. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION THIRTY-FOUR (34), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SIX (26), 

RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF 

AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION TWENTY-SEVEN (27), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SIX 

(26), RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF 

AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION TWENTY-EIGHT 

(28), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SIX (26), RANGE ONE (1), WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN 

LYING EAST OF THE EAST BOUNDARY OF PLAN 9310526 BLOCK 8 LOT 2 AND 

INCLUDING ALL THAT PORTION OF SAID QUARTER SECTION LYING EAST OF THE 

PROJECTION SOUTH OF THE EAST BOUNDARY OF PLAN 9310526, BLOCK 8, LOT 2 

AND INCLUDING THAT PORTION OF SAID QUARTER SECTION LYING EAST OF THE 

PROJECTION NORTH OF THE EAST BOUNDARY OF PLAN 9310526, BLOCK 8, LOT 2.  

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION TWENTY-SIX (26), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SIX (26), 

RANGE ONE (1) WEST OF THE FIFTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF 

AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION THIRTY-FOUR (34), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SIX (26), 

RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE 

CITY OF AIRDRIE. 

 

SECTION THIRTY-FIVE (35), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SIX (26), RANGE TWENTY-NINE 

(29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF THE WEST HALF OF SECTION THIRTY-SIX (36), TOWNSHIP 

TWENTY-SIX (26), RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN 
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AND INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING SOUTH OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF 

PLAN 3506JK. 

 

THE WEST HALF OF SECTION SIX (6), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE 

TWENTY-EIGHT (28) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

SECTION ONE (1), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) 

WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION TWO (2), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE 

TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE CITY OF 

AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION ELEVEN (11), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE 

CITY OF AIRDRIE. 

 

SECTION TWELVE (12), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE TWENTY-NINE 

(29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

THE WEST HALF OF SECTION SEVEN (7), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE 

TWENTY-EIGHT (28) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION EIGHTEEN (18), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-

SEVEN (27), RANGE TWENTY-EIGHT (28) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION THIRTEEN (13), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION THIRTEEN (13), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-

SEVEN (27), RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION FOURTEEN (14), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE 

CITY OF AIRDRIE. 

 

ALL THAT PORTION OF SECTION FIFTEEN (15), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), 

RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN NOT WITHIN THE 

CITY OF AIRDRIE. 

 

SECTION TWENTY-TWO (22), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE TWENTY-

NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING 

SOUTH OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE EAST-WEST ROAD ALLOWANCE 
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ADJACENT TO THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID SECTION AND INCLUDING ALL THAT 

LAND LYING SOUTH OF THE PROJECTION EAST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF 

SAID ROAD ALLOWANCE AND INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING SOUTH OF 

THE PROJECTION WEST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF SAID ROAD ALLOWANCE. 

 

SECTION TWENTY-THREE (23), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN (27), RANGE TWENTY-

NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN INCLUDING ALL THAT LAND LYING 

SOUTH OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE EAST-WEST ROAD ALLOWANCE 

ADJACENT TO THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID SECTION AND INCLUDING ALL THAT 

LAND LYING SOUTH OF THE PROJECTION EAST OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF 

SAID ROAD ALLOWANCE. 

 

THE WEST HALF OF SECTION TWENTY-FOUR (24), TOWNSHIP TWENTY-SEVEN 

(27), RANGE TWENTY-NINE (29) WEST OF THE FOURTH MERIDIAN INCLUDING ALL 

THAT LAND LYING SOUTH OF THE NORTH BOUNDARY OF THE EAST-WEST ROAD 

ALLOWANCE ADJACENT TO THE NORTH SIDE OF SAID SECTION. 

 

ALL INTERVENING ROAD ALLOWANCES, ROAD PLANS, HIGHWAY RIGHTS-OF-

WAY PLANS, RAILWAY RIGHTS-OF-WAY PLANS AND UTILITY RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

PLANS. 
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APPENDIX B 

 

A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 

ANNEXED TO THE CITY OF AIRDRIE 

 

 

 
 

Legend 

   Existing City of Airdrie Boundary 

   Annexation Area 
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APPENDIX C 
 

ORDER 

 

1 In this Order, 

(a)  “annexation area” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 

sketch in Appendix B; 

(b)  “effective date” means the date on which this Order in Council is signed by the 

Lieutenant Governor in Council; 

(c)  “farm property” means 

 (i)  a farmstead, 

 (ii) the parcels of land remaining after the separation of a farmstead to 

create a farmstead title, or 

 (iii)  a parcel of land used for the raising, production and sale of 

agricultural products in accordance with the applicable bylaws of Rocky 

View County and the Matters Relating to Assessment and Taxation 

Regulation (AR 220/2004) or any successor regulation; 

(d)  “farmstead” means a parcel of land that 

 (i) encompasses a habitable dwelling that has existed on the parcel for 

a minimum of ten (10) years immediately preceding the effective date, 

 (ii) has a maximum area equivalent to one quarter section, and 

 (iii) is located on land used for the raising, production and sale of 

agricultural products; 

(e)  “triggering event” means, with respect to a parcel of land within the annexation 

area, the occurrence, at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, of any of the 

following on or after the effective date: 

 (i) the City of Airdrie Council, pursuant to the Land Use Bylaw in 

effect at the time for the City of Airdrie, approves an application for 

redesignation of the parcel to a land use other than agricultural or urban 

reserve (or its equivalent), or to a land use other than that permitted by the 

land use designation that is in effect for the parcel on the effective date; 

 (ii) the parcel of land is subject to a local improvement bylaw 

providing for a local improvement project that results in the connection of 
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improvements on the parcel of land to the City of Airdrie’s water or 

sanitary sewer services; 

 (iii) improvements on the parcel of land are otherwise directly 

connected to the City of Airdrie’s water or sanitary sewer services. 

2(1) Subject to subsection (2), for the purposes of taxation in 2012 and subsequent years up to 

and including December 31, 2031, every parcel of land within the annexation area, other than 

farm property, and any improvements to it 

(a) must be assessed by the City of Airdrie on a market value basis, and 

(b)  must be taxed by the City of Airdrie using the municipal tax rates established by 

Rocky View County for property and improvements of the same assessment class. 

(2) Subsection (1) ceases to apply to a parcel of land and any assessable improvements to it in 

the taxation year immediately following the taxation year in which a triggering event occurs with 

respect to the parcel.  

(3) After subsection (1) ceases to apply to a parcel of land, the parcel and any assessable 

improvements to it must be assessed and taxed in the same manner and at the same rate as other 

property of the same assessment class in the City of Airdrie is assessed and taxed. 

3(1) Subject to subsection (2), for taxation purposes in 2012 and subsequent years up to and 

including December 31, 2041, farm property within the annexation area 

(a)  must be assessed by the City of Airdrie on the same basis as if the farm property 

had remained in Rocky View County, and 

 (b)  must be taxed by the City of Airdrie in respect of each assessment class that 

applies to the annexed land and any assessable improvements to it using the 

municipal tax rates established by Rocky View County for property and 

improvements of the same assessment class. 

(2)  Subsection (1) ceases to apply to farm property and any assessable improvements to it in 

the taxation year immediately following the taxation year in which 

(a)  a triggering event occurs with respect to the farm property, or 

(b)  the farm property ceases to be exempt from taxation under the Municipal 

Government Act or any successor Act.  

(3) After subsection (1) ceases to apply to farm property, the farm property and any assessable 

improvements to it must be assessed and taxed in the same manner and at the same rate as other 

property of the same assessment class in the City of Airdrie is assessed and taxed. 
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4 The City of Airdrie shall pay to Rocky View County one million six hundred and thirty-

four thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven dollars and ninety cents ($1,634,837.90) within 90 

days after the date this Order in Council is signed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council. 

5 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Order in Council, title to the property 

commonly known as the Rocky View County Public Works Shop and more particularly 

described as the easterly 240 feet of the northerly 544.5 feet of the northeast quarter of Section 

Thirty-Three (33), Township Twenty-Six (26), Range Twenty-Nine (29) West of the Fourth 

Meridian shall remain vested in Rocky View County and shall not transfer to the City of Airdrie 

as a result of this Order in Council. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

[1] On September 14, 2011, the Municipal Government Board (Board) received an 

application from the City of Airdrie (City) to annex approximately 12,640 acres (5,115 hectares) 

of land from Rocky View County (County). The application stated that the purpose of the 

proposed annexation is to allow the City to plan for and accommodate future anticipated long-

term growth. Although the City and the County were able to negotiate an annexation agreement, 

objections to the proposed annexation were filed with the Board. In accordance with the 

Municipal Government Act (Act), the Board held a public hearing on November 3, 2011 to 

receive submissions from the City, the County, the affected landowners and the public regarding 

this annexation. 

Recommendation 

[2] After reviewing the documentation and hearing from the various parties, the Board finds 

the annexation application to be reasonable. Therefore, the Board recommends the annexation of 

the land identified in the City’s annexation application with an effective date of December 31, 

2011. 

Reasons  

Consultation 

[3] The Board finds the consultation process undertaken was fair and provided all affected 

persons with notice of the annexation and an opportunity for input. The municipalities employed 

open houses, letters, websites, “frequently asked questions”, press releases, newspaper articles, 

focused open houses conducted by an intermunicipal committee and non-statutory public 

hearings to notify and consult with the affected landowners and the public. Some adjacent 

landowners who wish to be included in the annexation area felt they should have been given an 

additional opportunity for input, particularly after the intermunicipal committee recommended 

inclusion of a further 10 quarter sections to the north. However, in light of the extensive notice 

and consultation activities undertaken by the two municipalities, the Board does not accept these 

landowners had insufficient opportunity to comment. Moreover, the Board notes that each 

municipal Council conducted their own non-statutory public hearing that afforded these 

landowners another opportunity to make their case directly to the final decision makers, the 

elected officials. 

Boundaries 

[4] The Board accepts that the City is one of the fastest growing municipalities in Alberta 

and is convinced the major growth factors, close proximity to the City of Calgary and easy 

access to the Calgary City Centre, will continue to spur growth. Therefore, the Board finds a 50 

year annexation is reasonable in this case. 

00525



 

 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 012/12 

 

 FILE:  AN10/AIRD/C-01 

 

 

120annexorders: M012-12  Page 13 of 45 

[5] This annexation was somewhat unusual in that a number of objections received by the 

Board were focused on having additional land included as part of this annexation. The new Act 

no longer permits a landowner to initiate an annexation. The Board accepts this was a deliberate 

decision by the legislature to ensure the annexation boundary would be thoroughly reviewed and 

vetted at the local level before being considered at the Provincial level. Although the Board 

places a great deal of weight on the annexation area submitted by the municipalities, it 

considered each of the requests from landowners to have additional lands included as part of the 

annexation. 

[6] With regard to extending the annexation to the northeast, the Board was not persuaded 

that including lands on the periphery of the annexation area with lesser development potential 

just to square the boundary would be of substantial benefit to the City. The Board was also not 

convinced that an undeveloped road allowance would provide the same physical separation 

between the City and the County as an established road. The Board notes this land will still be 

within the County’s jurisdiction, so the landowners can continue to operate their farms or 

develop their land in accordance with County bylaws. 

[7] The Board does not recommend including more land on the west side of the annexation 

boundary. This land undoubtedly has features favourable for residential development, including 

infrastructure (transportation, water, wastewater and stormwater) advantages and favourable 

topography; it is also in the direction of historical market driven growth. However, the Board 

accepts the City’s argument that it must have land within its jurisdiction to accommodate a wide 

and balanced range of land uses, including uses other than residential. In addition, the west side 

of the existing Range Road 13 provides a clear and visible border between the two jurisdictions. 

Inclusion of a quarter section containing a public school to the west of Range Road 13 is in the 

public interest and does not affect the rationale for excluding the additional land to the west. 

[8] With regard to the concern raised that the annexation does not align with the future 

growth direction identified by the 2001 Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP), the Board notes 

the 2001 IDP states the two municipalities can consider specific annexation proposals on their 

own merit. Since the two municipalities support the annexation, the Board must conclude the 

municipalities are satisfied the growth direction is appropriate. Moreover, the Board 

acknowledges the municipalities have agreed they will be negotiating a new IDP after the 

conclusion of the current annexation. 

[9] The Board heard the Airdrie AirPark is the base or satellite base for such organizations as 

law enforcement, STARS, and the City’s emergency responders. As these organizations provide 

a public service, the Board understands the rationale to include the AirPark despite the boundary 

not being a road. Although this makes the annexation border somewhat irregular in the southeast 

quadrant, the Board notes that including the six quarter sections to the east and south of the 

AirPark would create an even more irregular boundary. The Board accepts the submission by the 

City that the new IDP will address land use issues around the AirPark. It is possible the IDP 

process will allow the landowners to move forward with the concept plan they have developed 
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for these six quarter sections. Therefore, the Board does not recommend the inclusion of the 

lands adjacent to the AirPark as part of this annexation. 

[10] It was acknowledged that the lands south of the annexation area are within the County’s 

Balzac Growth Node identified in the County’s Growth Management Strategy. It is unfortunate 

that timing issues associated with the provision of municipal services prevented the County from 

approving this project. However, annexations must not encumber the rational growth directions 

of either municipality. Since the lands in question are clearly within an identified County growth 

area, the Board does not recommend the annexation boundary be altered to include these lands. 

Services 

[11] The Board accepts the City will be able to provide the municipal services required by the 

projected population to the annexation area and will undertake the required detailed engineering 

studies in due course. Moreover, the environmental impact assessment clearly demonstrates a 

desire on the part of the City to identify environmentally sensitive areas within the annexation 

area and take steps to mitigate the impact of development on these natural features.  

Assessment and taxation 

[12] The Board finds the assessment and taxation transition provisions requested by the two 

municipalities to be reasonable. Non-farm property is to be assessed by the City using the market 

value, but these properties are to be taxed using the County’s municipal tax rate for a period of 

20 years. Farm property is to be assessed based on regulated rates established by the Province 

and taxed using the County municipal tax rate for 30 years. The transition period time horizons 

typically accepted by the Board range from five to 15 years. However, the time horizon 

contemplated by this annexation is longer than most, so the Board accepts the longer transition 

provision periods. 

County area structure plans and conceptual schemes 

[13] The annexation agreement specifies that any approved County Area Structure Plan and 

Conceptual Schemes will no longer apply. It is noted that s. 135(1)(d) of the Act identifies the 

bylaws and resolutions of the County that apply specifically to the annexation area continue to 

apply until such time as they are repealed or others are made in their place by the City. As the 

process to change a bylaw or resolution may require some type of landowner or public 

consultation, the Board is reluctant to arbitrarily eliminate the opportunity for input. Therefore, 

the Board does not recommend the Order in Council include provisions that would in effect 

make invalid the existing County Area Structure Plan and Conceptual Schemes. 

Compensation 

[14] The Board finds the method used to determine the compensation to be paid by the City to 

the County to be reasonable. The compensation methodology employed primarily reimburses the 

00527



 

 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 012/12 

 

 FILE:  AN10/AIRD/C-01 

 

 

120annexorders: M012-12  Page 15 of 45 

County for the investment in roads it made over the past five years as well as improvements to 

Range Road 13. The Board also accepts the joint financial analysis which concludes the 

annexation will not have a negative impact on either of the municipalities. Although the 

annexation agreement specifies the $1,634,837.90 in compensation is to be paid 90 days after the 

effective date, due to the timing of the hearing the Order in Council may be retroactive. The 

Board accepts the submissions made by the City and the County at the hearing that they would 

be in agreement with this being changed to 90 days after the date the Order in Council is signed. 

[15] With regard to compensation for natural gas providers, the Board notes the Gas 

Distribution Act specifically contemplates natural gas distribution in the event of an annexation. 

As this Act identifies a compensation methodology and specifies a compensation appeal process, 

the Board finds it would be more appropriate for this matter to be addressed in accordance with 

the policies and procedures established under the Gas Distribution Act. The Board also finds it 

would be inappropriate for an annexation recommendation to suggest an amendment to the 

procedure under the Gas Distribution Act.  

Conclusion 

[16] In conclusion, the Board finds that the purpose of the annexation and amount of land 

being requested by the City is reasonable and that the concerns of affected landowners and the 

public have been given proper consideration.  
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Introduction 

[17] The City of Airdrie (City) is one of the fastest growing municipalities in Alberta, having 

grown from a population of 12,456 in 1991 to 39,822 in 2010. In 2003 the City annexed 

approximately 2,378 acres (963 hectares) of land from Rocky View County (County) to address 

growth needs. At that time it was expected that this annexation would provide the City with a 30 

year land inventory which would allow it to plan for future development. However, the amount 

of actual growth experienced by the City has significantly surpassed the 2003 annexation 

projections. As a result, the two municipalities began negotiations in 2010 which eventually lead 

to an agreement that will allow the City to annex additional lands from the County.  

[18] On September 14, 2011, the Municipal Government Board (Board) received an 

application from the City to annex approximately 12,640 acres (5,115 hectares) of land from the 

County. Although the two municipalities endorsed the application, objections to the proposed 

annexation were filed with the Board. In accordance with s. 120(3) of the Municipal Government 

Act (Act), a public hearing was held on November 3, 2011 to receive information and evidence 

regarding the annexation proposal.  

[19] The following report has been divided into five parts. Part 1 identifies the role of the 

Board in relation to annexation matters. Part 2 provides an overview of the City’s annexation 

application. Part 3 summarizes the oral and written submissions received by the Board. Part 4 

provides a recommendation to the Minister of Municipal Affairs (Minister), while Part 5 

identifies the reasons for the Board’s recommendation.  

Part I Role of the Board, the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council 

[20] Pursuant to s. 116 of the Act, a municipality seeking annexation must initiate the process 

by giving written notice to the municipal authority from which the land is to be annexed, the 

Board, and any other local authority the initiating municipality considers may be affected. The 

notice must describe the land proposed for annexation, set out the reasons for the proposed 

annexation, and include proposals for consulting with the public and meeting with the 

landowners. Once the notice of intent to annex has been filed, the municipalities involved with 

the proposed annexation must negotiate in good faith. If the municipalities are unable to reach an 

agreement, they must attempt mediation to resolve any outstanding matters. 

[21] At the conclusion of the negotiations and the consultation process, the initiating 

municipality is to prepare a report. This report must include a list of issues that have been agreed 

to by the municipalities and identify any issues the municipalities have not been able to agree 

upon. If the municipalities were unable to negotiate an annexation agreement, the report is 

required to state what mediation attempts were undertaken or, if there was no mediation, give 

reasons why. The report must also include a description of the public and landowner consultation 

process as well as provide a summary of the views expressed during this process. The report is 

then signed by both municipalities. Should one of the municipalities not wish to sign the report, 

it has the option of including the reasons it did not sign.  
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[22] The report is then submitted to the Board. If the initiating municipality requests the Board 

to proceed, pursuant to s. 119, the report becomes the annexation application. If the Board is 

satisfied that the affected municipalities and public are generally in agreement, the Board notifies 

the parties of its findings and unless objections are filed with the Board by a specific date, the 

Board makes its recommendation to the Minister without holding a public hearing. If an 

objection is filed, the Board must conduct one or more public hearings.  

[23] The Board has the authority to investigate, analyze and make findings of fact about the 

annexation, including the probable effect on local authorities and on the residents of an area. If a 

public hearing is held, the Board must allow any affected person to appear and make a 

submission. After hearing the evidence and submissions from the parties, the Board is required to 

prepare a written report of its findings and recommendations and send it to the Minister. The 

Minister has the authority to accept in whole or in part or completely reject the findings and 

recommendations made by the Board. The Minister may bring a recommendation forward for 

consideration to the Lieutenant Governor in Council (LGC). After considering the 

recommendation, the LGC may order the annexation of land from the one municipality to the 

other.  

Part II Annexation Application 

[24] Part II is divided into two sections. The first section describes the notice of intent to 

annex submitted by the City, while the second section provides an overview of the application.  

Notice of Intent to Annex 

[25] The City filed its notice of intent to annex, pursuant to s. 116 of the Act, with the Board, 

the County and the other municipal authorities on March 10, 2010. The notice states that the City 

was proposing the annexation of approximately 11,040 acres (54,468 hectares) of land from the 

County and provided a list of the lands to be annexed. 

[26] The notice identified that the annexation would allow the City to plan for and 

accommodate future anticipated long-term growth. The notice envisioned that the consultation 

activities may include some or all of the following activities: news releases to the press, 

information on the City and the County websites, general mail-outs, electronic mail-outs, public 

meetings, landowner meetings (one-on-one if required), stakeholder meetings (one-on-one if 

required), open house meetings, and non-statutory public hearings. 

Application Overview  

[27] As mentioned previously, the City submitted its application to the MGB on September 

14, 2011. The public and landowner consultation process, the need for the land, projected 

municipal infrastructure requirements, environmental considerations, financial impacts, and 

annexation agreement information contained in the application is summarized below. 
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Consultation Process 

[28] The two municipalities established an Intermunicipal Annexation Negotiating Committee 

(IANC) to determine the annexation area, negotiate an annexation agreement, and undertake the 

consultation process. With the assistance of a mediator, the IANC held 11 meetings between 

April 2010 and May 2011. The annexation application states the final agreement negotiated by 

the IANC addresses the interests of the two municipalities as well as the affected landowners and 

residents within the proposed annexation territory. 

[29] The consultation process undertaken by the IANC afforded opportunities for affected 

landowners, stakeholders and member of the public to become informed about the annexation 

and provided opportunities for input. A number of methods were used to circulate general 

information about the status of the annexation as the negotiations moved forward. A website was 

launched in late August 2010 which offered continual up-to-date information regarding the 

annexation. Letters to residents and stakeholders in the proposed annexation area were used to 

update these key groups. Press releases to media outlets and interviews with newspaper 

publications kept the general public abreast of the status of the annexation negotiations. A set of 

up-to-date “frequently asked questions” was developed to answer questions people may have had 

about the annexation. The “frequently asked questions” were made available on the website and 

hard copies were included in correspondence to affected landowners and the public. 

[30] Over 230 people attended the open houses held by the IANC on September 9 and 15, 

2010. These open houses provided attendees with the opportunity to speak with City and County 

administrative and elected personnel about the proposed annexation. Issues identified during the 

open houses included the inclusion of additional land, the future land uses in the proposed 

annexation area, the timing of extending services to acreage communities, the pace of 

development, the inclusion of the Airdrie AirPark land, and how the proposed annexation will 

impact the provision of municipal and other services. 

[31] Based on feedback from the open houses, focused consultation sessions were conducted 

for the Buffalo Rub, Yankee Valley Estates, and Hamilton Greens/Croxford Estates acreage 

communities in October and November 2010. The attendees expressed concerns over a wide 

range of annexation and transition related issues. After considering the concerns, the IANC 

provided responses to these groups and individuals. The IANC identified that the City and the 

County would work to address relevant transition planning issues through the conditions of the 

annexation agreement. The IANC also indicated the two municipalities would continue to work 

with impacted landowners and stakeholders to address remaining issues upon approval of the 

annexation.  

[32] At the conclusion of the negotiations, both the City and the County held non-statutory 

hearings to gauge public reaction and to determine if there should be any additional adjustments. 

The City held its non-statutory hearing on March 2, 2011. Although some landowner’s issues 
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were brought forward, City Council approved the negotiation report as presented without any 

changes. The County held its non-statutory hearing on March 10, 2011. In response to concerns 

related to land use in and around the existing Yankee Valley Estates community as well as 

requests for additional lands to be included as part of the annexation request, County Council 

recessed the public hearing in order for the IANC to consider if changes were necessary to the 

negotiation report. 

[33] On March 13, 2011 the IANC met to consider the issues brought forward by County 

Council. With regard to the Yankee Valley Estate concerns, the IANC recommended a 

supplementary clause be added to the annexation agreement and annexation application to 

identify the City’s responsibility to consult with all future residents. However, the IANC did not 

recommend the annexation boundary be expanded to include the additional lands. The IANC’s 

position was that it had considered several adjustments to the proposed boundary during the 

consultation process and noted that the final proposed boundary was presented to the public in 

September 2010. As all landowners had been provided with an equal opportunity and sufficient 

time to request changes to the annexation area, the IANC was of the opinion any boundary 

adjustment at that point would only prolong the annexation process. On March 17, 2011, County 

Council considered a verbal presentation from the IANC regarding these matters and approved 

the annexation agreement and application with the addition of the supplementary consultation 

clauses. 

[34] The annexation application maintains that all issues identified through the public 

consultation process were reviewed and addressed by the IANC. Despite this, the letter from the 

City accompanying the application notes that formal letters of objection have been filed with the 

Board regarding the inclusion of additional land to the proposed annexation area. 

Growth and the Need for Land 

[35] In 2007, the City retained a consultant to conduct a growth study. The 2008 

Comprehensive Growth Study (CGS) identified the amount and location of land required for the 

long-term growth of the City and included a strategy for future annexation. The 2008 CGS was 

updated in 2010 to address new data from an ecological inventory and again in 2011 to reflect 

boundary adjustments negotiated by the two municipalities. 

[36] The CGS identifies that traditionally municipalities have adopted policies to maintain a 

30-year inventory of developable land within their boundaries. However faced with rapid growth 

many municipalities have begun to use a longer term growth horizon. In keeping with this trend 

the CGS used a 50-year time horizon and included a substantial section on population forecasting 

to improve its accuracy and comprehensiveness. 

[37] The CGS regional growth trend analysis indicates that the City has benefited from the 

emergence of the City of Calgary as a large economic centre. Its close proximity to the City of 

Calgary combined with a direct transportation corridor running into the Calgary City Centre and 

relatively lower housing costs continue to provide the City with growth opportunities. 
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[38] The CGS projects the City’s population will grow from 31,352 in 2007 to 108,906 in 

2057. The 2007 census identifies there were 2.69 people per household. However, it is noted that 

this figure is expected to decline due to an increase in the number of people living alone as a 

result of the aging population, a decrease in the proportion of couples with children, and a 

growth in the number of single parent households. The Canadian Mortgage and Housing 

Corporation has forecasted the number of people per household in Alberta will range from 2.5 to 

2.6 in 2016. Using this information the CGS assumes the number of people per household in the 

City will shrink to 2.6 by 2037 and remain constant thereafter until 2057. As a result, the CGS 

predicts the City will need be an additional 30,172 new dwelling units by 2057. The CGS 

reported this growth can be accommodated either internally (intensification, brown field 

redevelopment, etc.) or externally (annexation). While densities in new neighbourhoods within 

the City have increased significantly over the past decade, the overall density of the municipality 

has only increased slightly due to the number of already established communities. Residential 

density in 2008 was 5.98 units per acre. The updated Land Demand Analysis contained in the 

CGS assumed that density would increase from its current level to 7.0 units per acre by 2037 and 

projected the amount of residential land required by 2057 to be 4,695.7 net developable acres. 

The amount of residential land supply within the City is estimated to be 1,081 net developable 

acres. The CGS projects the City will need an additional 4,890 gross developable acres of 

residential land, which includes the amount of land that is not developable or is expected to 

remain as natural environmental reserve, by 2057. 

[39] Industrial demand was calculated by assuming there is a standard amount of land 

required for each additional person that resides in the City. In 2008 it was determined that the 

amount of land required for each 1,000 residents was 19 acres when using only built industrial 

land. The CGS states it is prudent to ensure there is an adequate supply of industrial land for the 

population and assumed this figure would increase gradually to 30 by 2057. This assumes the 

City will continue to increase its share of the regional economy and become an important 

industrial center as it is located on the Highway 2 corridor with easy access to the Calgary 

airport. Based on these assumptions, the CGS projects that the demand for additional industrial 

land would be 2,666.7 net developable acres by 2057. The CGS estimated there are 406.6 acres 

of net developable land available within the City at this time, which can support industrial 

growth until 2020. However, the majority of this land inventory is located in the south and will 

require significant investment before it can be developed, so an early annexation of industrial 

land may be required. Based on these calculations, the CGS estimates the City will require an 

additional 3,57.9 acres of gross developable land by 2057. 

[40] Local commercial uses are generally built into new residential communities; however, the 

City must also consider non-local commercial uses that provide retail services above that of the 

convenience needs of the immediate area. The CGS estimated that the retail demand was 56 

square feet per person. Using this estimate, the City would require an additional 4,317 square 

feet of additional floor space, or 839 acres by 2057. The City only has 21.3 net developable acres 

of commercial land available at this time. Therefore, the CGS predicts an additional 1,106.6 

gross developable acres of commercial land will be needed by 2057. 
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[41] After considering the amount of land required, the CGS evaluated the suitability of the 

land adjacent to the City for urban development. Each quarter section of land within a perimeter 

of two sections (four quarter sections) of the City was assessed according to constraints and 

opportunities for urban development. Constraints pose a challenge or prevent development, 

while opportunities make the land more attractive for development. Natural constraints consisted 

of topography, geology, hydrology, soil quality and environmentally sensitive areas. Constructed 

constraints consisted of confined feedlot operations, oil and gas wells/pipelines and the noise 

exposure contours from the airport. Opportunities included the existing land use policy, land 

with development pressures, proximity to existing municipal services (roads, water, wastewater, 

stormwater) and emergency medical services. A weighting system was used to so that each 

parcel could be evaluated and compared.  

[42] In order to explain the results of the opportunities and constraints evaluation, the CGS 

divided the study area into four quadrants and provided a map showing the assessment of each 

quarter section. Each quadrant is described briefly below. 

[43] The northwest quadrant contains the largest number of parcels with high development 

potential, making it the most opportune area for the City to annex. This quadrant has good 

transportation access, is in close proximity to existing municipal services, and is facing 

development pressures. The constraints in this quadrant include steep slopes along the western 

part, a confined feedlot operation adjacent to the west, and the possibility that lift stations may be 

required to service a part of this area. 

[44] The CGS identifies that the most suitable land in the northeast quadrant is located 

centrally, with the lands in the northern portion of this quadrant having low urban development 

potential. Opportunities include some development pressure on the land located next to the 

existing City boundary, good transportation access, and access to existing municipal services for 

parcels close to the City. However, there are two areas of fragmentation and two pockets of sour 

gas setbacks. In addition, none of this quadrant has been identified as being within the City 

service zone, making it costly to provide water and sewer services. 

[45] The southeast quadrant contains areas of high and very high development potential land 

adjacent to existing City boundary, with pockets of very low potential land along the eastern 

periphery. Again, there is good transportation access and municipal services can be extended to 

lands in close proximity to the existing City boundary. Constraints include areas of steep slopes, 

pockets of high to moderate fragmentation, sour gas well setbacks that impact most of this area, 

and noise exposure from the airport. 

[46] The southwest quadrant has areas of very high development potential adjacent to 

Highway 2. Opportunities include proximity to Highway 2, good transportation access, and cost 

efficient access to municipal services adjacent to the existing City Boundary. Constraints include 

steep slopes along the west part of the quadrant, sour gas setbacks, and booster stations that may 

be required for water. 
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Statutory Plans and Policy Documents 

[47] The annexation application provided a number planning documents to identify how the 

proposed annexation aligns with the statutory plans and policies of both the City and the County. 

Brief summaries of the statutory documents, which include the existing IDP, the City’s 

Municipal Development Plan (MDP), the County’s MDP, as well as a non-statutory planning 

document, the County’s Growth Management Strategy, are provided below. 

[48] The IDP was adopted in 2001, prior to the start of the 2003 annexation. Section 3.5 

recognizes the City will explore future growth options aimed at facilitating growth in a 

contiguous and logical manner. Section 3.6 addresses the matter of annexation. Comprehensive 

rather than piecemeal annexation is preferred in order to provide opportunities for long-term 

planning and accommodate reasonable periods of time between annexation proposals. 

Notwithstanding this general principle, the two municipalities may consider specific annexation 

proposals on their individual merits. Annexation applications are to be based on technical 

analysis, extensive public consultation and intermunicipal negotiation. The annexation section of 

the IDP also identifies the need for an overall urban growth strategy as well as other issues that 

need to be addressed in any annexation negotiation process. 

[49] The County’s 1998 MDP contemplates annexations provided there is a demonstrated 

need for the lands under consideration. The need for an annexation is to be based on detailed 

growth studies, which are to include such things as historical and anticipated population 

increases, existing urban land consumption rates, and alternative growth options. 

[50] The City’s 2008 MDP identifies future land use, urban form and growth patterns, and 

infrastructure development. This plan is guided by a “triple bottom line” approach to ensure the 

City implements policies that are socially, environmentally and fiscally sustainable. To achieve 

the social component, the City has adopted policies related to community services, housing 

strategies, and emergency services. The environmental component identifies that the City will 

take a leadership role in environmental management and includes policies that will make the 

community an attractive and healthy place to reside. The fiscal component communicates a 

desire to not unduly tax for the provision of municipal services and to provide a balance between 

the residential and non-residential tax base. New development should not result in long-term 

costs to the community and must support itself in terms of initial capital expenditures. Moreover, 

the City is to attain a balanced financial position by influencing development to achieve an 

assessment split of 40 percent non-residential / 60 percent residential assessment. 

[51] The County’s 2060 Growth Management Study (GMS) also uses smart growth and triple-

bottom-line approach to provide a long term (50 year) vision for the County. The GMS is a non-

statutory planning document that provides clear direction on where County business and 

community growth nodes should be located. One growth node in particular is the Balzac area 

south of the City. While the intent is for Balzac West to be a community growth node, Balzac 

East is to be a business area. The GMS notes that planning has not occurred in the Balzac West 

area as rapidly as in Balzac East.  
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Municipal Infrastructure 

[52] In 2010, the City commissioned an infrastructure study to identify the wastewater, water, 

stormwater, and transportation system requirements for the proposed annexation lands. 

[53] The infrastructure report identifies that the City’s wastewater is transferred to the City of 

Calgary via conventional gravity flow collection mains with local pumping stations to overcome 

grade restrictions. The report shows that there is enough existing capacity in the pumping 

stations and forced mains to service a population of 103,000. The wastewater concept plan 

identifies that as the population grows, the City will have to expand the gravity flow trunk 

ranges, construct wastewater lift stations to overcome grade restrictions, install major pump 

stations to transfer wastewater to the City of Calgary system, and obtain additional forcemain 

capacity from the City of Calgary. 

[54] The City obtains treated water from the City of Calgary via two major supply lines. These 

lines can service a population of over 112,000 people. The concept proposed by the 

infrastructure report is based on providing service to the annexation areas located within the 

lower pressure zone from the upper pressure zone utilizing pressure reducing stations. It may 

also be possible to service a potion of these areas directly from the existing infrastructure. 

[55] The City supports the concept of regional stormwater facilities that are entirely developer 

funded. Efforts are made to assist the developer in recovering applicable oversize costs by 

inserting provisions in development agreements that would require other developers benefiting 

from the oversized infrastructure to help pay for the oversized infrastructure. All future 

developments will include stormwater management facilities to limit runoff to rates that have 

been established based on the assimilative capacity of the Nose Creek Watershed. 

[56] As transportation is closely intertwined with land use, the infrastructure study was only 

able to provide a generalized transportation network for the proposed annexation lands. The 

conceptual plan provided as part of the study considered: incorporating previous transportation 

planning by the City and the County, concept plans for regional transit services and 

transportation networks under the Calgary Metropolitan Plan and the Calgary Regional 

Partnerships Regional Transit Plan, the need for strong north-south connections, and the need for 

east-west connections across Highway 2, the Canadian Pacific Railway line and the Nose Creek. 

A update to the City’s Transportation Master Plan will be done in the future. 

[57] The infrastructure study notes that the City’s philosophy is that development pays for 

itself. Based on this, the study contends that it is feasible for the City to service the proposed 

lands over the 50 year planning horizon. 

Environmental Considerations 

[58] The City commissioned an environmental study in 2009 to effectively integrate and 

protect ecological and environmentally sensitive features. The focus was on identifying where 

these lands are located within the City’s undeveloped land base as well as the proposed 
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annexation areas. The study also offered best practice techniques from other municipalities in 

Alberta that the City can use to protect these environmentally sensitive lands. It was determined 

that the proposed annexation area is primarily rural, with 89 percent being grass, pasture and 

cropland. Twelve ecologically significant areas were specifically recognized due to their 

concentrated distinct features, such as riparian corridors, wetlands or natural grassland patches. 

Of these 12 “hot spots” the report identified two contiguous areas adjacent to existing 

development as high priority conservation regions that are vulnerable to future development 

pressures. The City maintains that the preservation of these lands will allow it to protect the 

ecological feature while offering opportunities for the City to expand its existing parks and open 

spaces. 

Financial Impacts 

[59] A joint financial impact analysis of the proposed annexation was prepared to assess the 

effect of the annexation and the associated compensation on both the City and the County. 

[60] The financial analysis considered the impact of the proposed annexation on the County to 

be minimal, as it represents less than two percent of the County’s population and dwellings, only 

1.3 percent of its assessment, and just 2.2 percent of its roadways. The analysis stated this will 

result in a loss of $502,865 in municipal taxes for the County, but will also decrease the 

County’s operating expenses by $246,422. The analysis concluded the net loss is negligible in 

that it represents merely 0.5 percent of the County’s municipal tax budget. 

[61] The financial analysis also considered the impact of the proposed annexation on the City 

to be minimal. Large portions of the operating costs associated with the proposed annexation 

have already been included in the City’s 2011 budget. With short term net operating losses 

expected to peak in 2013 at $204,364, the City anticipates that subsequent growth and 

development in the annexation area will reduce this amount over time. The 23 percent reduction 

in uncommitted operating reserves to reimburse the County for existing infrastructure 

improvements is the only significant financial impact on the City. However, the analysis notes 

these infrastructure improvements are attached to the value of the increased life expectancy of 

the roads in the proposed annexation area and should help lower future maintenance costs for the 

City. 

Annexation Agreement 

[62] The application confirms that the City and the County have reached agreement and that 

there are no outstanding matters. The annexation agreement has been summarized below. 

[63] The annexation agreement requested the effective date of the annexation to be December 

31, 2011 in order to address issues resulting from the method used by the Province of Alberta to 

determine education tax requisitions. The City’s application explained that the education taxes 

owed to the Province by each municipality is determined by the previous year’s assessment as of 

December 31. If the effective date of the annexation is December 31, only one year of education 

taxes would be affected as opposed to two years if the effective date is January 1 or later. It was 
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further explained that an over/under levy would be required to balance the requisition for only 

the one year if the effective date is December 31, 2011. 

[64] To minimize the financial impact of the proposed annexation on the affected landowners, 

the annexation agreement suggested farm property be taxed using the County mill rate for 30 

years and all other properties be taxed using the County mill rate for 20 years. Farm properties 

are to continue to be assessed based on regulated rates established by the Province for 30 years. 

The assessment and taxation provisions for farm and non-farm property are to be removed if the 

land is redesignated by City Council pursuant to the City’s Land Use Bylaw to a district other 

than agriculture or urban reserve (or equivalent), the land and improvements are subject to a 

local improvement bylaw which results in connection to City water or sanitary sewer servicing, 

are connected to City water or sewer services, or are the subject of a subdivision or separation of 

title.  

[65] The annexation agreement identifies provisions that would allow the seamless transition 

of municipal services. The City is to provide agricultural support services in the annexed area, 

but it may choose to contract this service with the County on an as needed basis. Existing private 

water and sewer systems will be allowed to continue and development will be used as the 

primary mechanism to extend water and sewer services to un-serviced areas. Garbage collection 

will operate in the same manner as in the County until the City determines it is feasible to extend 

this service to the annexed areas. The County’s Land Use Bylaw is to apply until the City adopts 

comparable regulations. All existing development in the annexation area that was legally 

approved would be “grandfathered” as “legally non-conforming uses”. All pending planning and 

development applications with the County would be transferred to the City along with 50 percent 

of the application fees charged by the County upon approval of the annexation. Businesses in the 

annexed area would be required to purchase a business license by January 30, 2012 or 90 days 

following the effective date of the annexation, whichever is longer. 

[66] The two municipalities agreed all municipal reserve parcels, intervening roads and 

boundary roads would be transferred to the City. However, the County’s Public Works Shop, 

located at the easterly 240 feet of the northerly 544.5 feet of the northeast quarter of section 33, 

township 26 range 29 west of the fourth meridian is not to be transferred to the City. The two 

municipalities are to share the costs associated with scheduled improvements to Range Road 

292. The improvements to Range Road 292 are expected to be undertaken in 2012. The two 

municipalities have also agreed that a debenture required for improvements to Range Road 13, 

from Yankee Valley Boulevard north to Highway 567 would be transferred to the City upon the 

effective date of the annexation.  

[67] In light of the County’s desire to recoup the costs associated with road infrastructure in 

the past five years, the two municipalities agreed that the City would reimburse the County for 

the cost of road improvements whose life cycles extend beyond the effective date of the 

annexation. The amount agreed to by the two municipalities for this was $1,634,837.00. 
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Bylaws 

[68] In response to concerns raised during the public consultation process regarding animals, 

noise, accessory buildings, fire pits and controlled burning, the annexation application identified 

that the County bylaws in effect for the proposed annexation area will either be used as is by the 

City or the City will adopt comparable regulations. The City would provide information to the 

public and affected landowners as decisions are made on such matters.  

Part III Public Hearing 

[69] As a result of objections recorded within the annexation application as well as written 

objections filed with the Board, the Board held a public hearing on November 3, 2011. The 

following provides a summary of the written and oral submissions received by the Board from 

the City, the County and the affected landowners/member of the public. 

City Presentation 

[70] During the public hearing, the City presented an overview of the annexation application 

and provided additional information concerning the annexation proposal. 

Application Overview 

[71] The City explained that since the 2003 annexation the two municipalities had worked 

hard to enhance their communications as well as identify areas of collaboration. The annexation 

process initiated in 2010 was based on mutual respect for the growth needs of both 

municipalities. Extensive public consultation was undertaken and the issues identified by both 

municipalities as well as the public were addressed through the negotiation process. 

[72] The City confirmed that the annexation area being requested was 12,640 acres (5,115 

hectares), comprising a population of 714 people, 231 dwelling units, and 52.8 kilometres of 

roads. The annexation area conforms with the City’s CGS as well as the County’s GMS. The 

City’s CGS analyzed the suitability of the area adjacent to the City for development based on 19 

different development factors and was used to select the annexation area. The County’s GMS 

identifies the Balzac area to the south as a growth node for the County and justifies the exclusion 

of areas south of Township Road 264 from consideration as part of the proposed annexation. 

[73] The proposed annexation boundary has a number of benefits. The north and south 

boundaries follow township roads, which clearly define the jurisdiction of each municipality. 

This reduces the possibility of manmade constraints on agricultural holdings. The west boundary 

generally follows Range Road 13, except for the inclusion of a publically owned quarter section 

designated as a future school site. The east boundary follows quarter section lines. 

[74] During the negotiations it was determined that aligning the boundary to the roads on the 

east side would significantly increase the size of the annexation. It was also explained that the 
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undeveloped rights-of-way would not function as well as a permanent boundary in this area as 

development on both sides of the right-of-way would have to be undertaken in order for there to 

be adequate cost recovery for the construction of the road. 

[75] The City stated that its MDP requires it to maintain enough land for it to meet future 

growth needs. The CGS projects that the City will need a 9,050 acres (3,662 hectares) of 

developable land to accommodate the 50 year time horizon being contemplated by this 

annexation. The City selected the 50-year land supply in order to ensure a predictable land 

supply and limit the need for short-term annexations. The 50-year time horizon will allow the 

City to be more proactive as well as facilitate efficient land use and environmental planning. 

Although the City is requesting 12,640 acres (5,115 hectares) of land, this is reduced to 9,000 to 

10,000 acres (3,342 to 4,047 hectares) when environmental and other constraints to development 

are considered. 

[76] The City confirmed that after it submitted its notice of intent to annex, the IANC was 

instructed by the two municipal Councils to review the annexation area and consult with the 

public and affected landowners. During the consultation process the IANC was requested by 

adjacent landowners to include their lands as part of the annexation. After considering the 

requests, the IANC recommended inclusion of 10 quarter sections to the north. The IANC 

reasoned this would align the north boundary of the City with Township Road 274 and create a 

strong boundary that would protect agricultural operations. However, the IANC did not approve 

inclusion of the two quarter sections adjacent to the east side of the Airdrie AirPark. The IANC’s 

position was that it did not want to expand the annexation area any further. Moreover, the IANC 

concluded the issues arising from the requests from these landowners could be addressed through 

terms of an agreement or a future IDP. 

[77] The City stated that the overarching principles used by the IANC during the initial stages 

of the annexation negotiations between the two municipalities were to enhance the spirit of 

intermunicipal cooperation, ensure mutual respect for long-term growth needs, and strive to 

achieve a non-contested annexation. During the negotiation process and public consultation 

process these principles were expanded to include revising the proposed annexation area to align 

the City’s north boundary with Township Road 274, ensuring the taxation conditions related to 

the level of service, agreeing that compensation is to be limited to the cost of road improvements, 

and updating the IDP as soon as the annexation is ordered. 

[78] It was explained that the IANC used letters, notices/press releases, website, counter 

material, phone calls e-mails, one-on-one meetings, open houses, focused consultation sessions 

and public hearings to consult with the public and the affected landowners. The IANC attempted 

to address the issues identified during the consultation process through the annexation 

application as well as the annexation agreement. Questions regarding the financial impact of the 

annexation were addressed in the financial analysis contained in the application. Concerns about 

the continuity of agricultural holdings in the future were addressed in Part 9 of the agreement. 

Part 4 of the agreement tries to facilitate the seamless transition of planning and development for 

the lands shifting from a rural to an urban setting. Compatible development and transition 
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concerns around acreage communities are addressed in Part 10 of the agreement, while Part 7 of 

the agreement addresses private servicing systems in the acreage communities. The City 

confirmed that the IANC considered the request for additional lands to be included as part of the 

annexation, but did not recommend accepting all of these requests. 

[79] The City provided a brief overview of the annexation agreement. The two municipalities 

requested the effective date of the annexation to be December 31, 2011 in order to minimize the 

impact of the education tax. Farm property is to be assessed using regulated rates and the County 

mill rate for 30 years. Non-farm property is to be assessed in accordance with the Act using the 

County mill rate for 20 years. The farm and non-farm property assessment and taxation 

transitions conditions are to be removed if the land is re-designated, there is a local improvement 

bylaw for water/wastewater, the property connects to City water or wastewater services, or the 

land is subdivided. The assessment process will be used to determine if the land is farm property 

and the County’s Land Use Bylaw will be used to identify specific permitted uses. It was 

explained that County statutory plans and its Land Use Bylaw would remain in effect; however, 

they would integrate into City bylaws over time. It was confirmed that the amount of 

compensation to be paid by the City to the County $1,634,837 was due 90 days after the 

effective date of the annexation. In response to a Board question, the City and County agreed that 

the compensation payment date could be delayed if the annexation was signed by the LGC after 

January 1, 2012. 

[80] The City confirmed that it had a long-term contract with the City of Calgary for water 

and wastewater services. It is expected that this contract will continue and could be updated as 

required. An additional water line is being developed that will allow the City to service about 

100,000 people. The City’s existing wastewater system can accommodate a population of up to 

70,000. Offsite levies will be imposed as a condition of development to fund any additional 

upgrades to the water and wastewater systems. The City stated that Alberta Transportation (AT) 

was contacted during the public consultation process as the Queen Elizabeth 2 Highway runs 

through the municipality. The City understood that AT did not have any objections regarding the 

annexation, but agreed to provided the Board with written confirmation of this from AT after the 

hearing. Correspondence provided by the City after the hearing from AT confirmed AT has no 

objections to the proposed annexation. 

County Presentation 

[81] At the start of the hearing the County stated that the annexation request to the Board was 

a collaborative effort between the two municipalities. The County also confirmed that it 

supported the City’s application. 

Landowner/Public Submissions 

[82] The following section summarizes the written submissions received prior to the hearing 

as well as the oral presentations received during the hearing. In order to reduce repetition, the 

oral and written submissions from an individual or group have been combined. 
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Betty and D’Arcy Ste. Marie 

[83] A written submission from Betty and D’Arcy Ste. Marie prior to the City submitting its 

annexation application identified that they owned property in the County adjacent to the 2003 

annexation boundary. They expressed concern about a development approved by the City on the 

land next to them and the public consultation process undertake for the current annexation. They 

stated that they object to the annexation because they do not wish to live in the City. 

Mr. and Mrs. Claude Keenan 

[84] The written submission from Mr. and Mrs. Claude Keenan explained that they lived on a 

four acre parcel located in Buffalo Rub Place. The Keenans questioned if the annexation would 

restrict them from developing the three acres or prohibit them from selling the land to an existing 

neighbour or developer. They stated this future development would not interfere in any way with 

the existing Buffalo Rub Place cul-de-sac. 

Howard and Kathleen Verbeurgt 

[85] Correspondence from Howard and Kathleen Verbeurgt stated that they had attended the 

hearings held by the two municipalities and believe the arguments of the people wishing to have 

their land included as part of the annexation to be inaccurate. The Verbeurgts contend that the 

annexation process took at least four years and provided several opportunities for people to 

submit feedback. In their opinion, the process was all-inclusive and very thorough. Moreover, 

the Verbeurgts note that the north boundary set by the IANC is consistent with the CGS. 

Brent Szafron 

[86] Correspondence from Brent Szafron states that he is a resident of Yankee Valley Estates. 

He highlighted that during the consultation process the City did not provide clarity or specifics 

about the annexation. In particular, he expressed concern with regard to complementary land 

uses and guaranteed transition zones, the protection of groundwater from typical high density 

development, and the need to transition incompatible County and City bylaws. 

Dennis Inglis, Melcor Developments Limited 

[87] The written submission received from Mr. Dennis Inglis, the Vice President - Calgary 

Region for Melcor Developments Ltd., states the company supports the annexation of its land. 

The company argues that these lands abut the existing City limits and have access to Yankee 

Valley Road as well as other major roadways, can be serviced by existing City infrastructure, 

provide a natural extension of existing communities, and will permit development at urban 

density which will result in environmentally sustainable development. During the hearing Mr. 

Inglis confirmed his company’s support for the proposed annexation. 
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[88] Mr. Inglis also identified that Melcor Developments Ltd. had purchased land south of the 

City and requested the Board consider including these lands as part of the current annexation. He 

explained that his company had designed a development for this land, but that it had been turned 

down because of the County’s concerns regarding the timing of services. Mr. Inglis stated that 

the water and wastewater lines that provide service to the City run through this property and that 

having this land annexed to the City would allow Melcor Developments Ltd. to access the 

required services needed to develop this land. 

Frank Jansen 

[89] Frank Jansen identified during the hearing that he owns farmland in the proposed 

annexation area and stated he was in favour of the annexation. 

Lesley Neaves/Don Parkin, Airdrie AirPark 

[90] On behalf of the Airdrie AirPark, Lesley Neaves, offered a written submission in support 

of the proposed annexation. It was observed that the AirPark aligns with the annexation goals as 

well as the plans, policies, directives and growth strategies of the two municipalities. These lands 

will also provide the City with a diverse land use that will accommodate future growth needs. 

The AirPark’s Masterplan demonstrates that it will become a vital and integral component of the 

municipality, providing positive economic and social benefits. The facility offers aviation and 

non-aviation related business and is a base and/or satellite base for law enforcement, emergency 

medical services, STARS, and City emergency responders. The AirPark owners are aware of a 

number of proposed adjacent developments wishing to be part of the annexation with land uses 

and zoning compatible to Airport District zoning. Although they support the possibility that 

others can expand upon this base, the submission states the AirPark can exist independently. 

[91] During the hearing, Don Parkin confirmed that the Airdrie AirPark owners were in favour 

of the these lands being annexed by the City. He also stated that the AirPark would be in favour 

of the inclusion of additional lands to the east and south of the AirPark as part of this annexation, 

assuming the land use was compatible and the inclusion of these lands did not stall the 

annexation. 

Ronald Hanson/Irene Hanson/Wayne Hanson 

[92] The written submission received by the Board from Ronald Hanson on behalf of Irene 

Hanson and Wayne Hanson notes that they own four quarter sections of land in the proposed 

annexation area and two quarter sections of land outside the proposed annexation area. The 

Hansons believe the annexation will give the City enough land for 50 years of development. 

They consider the use of road as a boundary to the north to be beneficial as it will act as a buffer 

between their agricultural operation and any future urban development. 

[93] At the hearing, R. Hanson confirmed he was in favour of the proposed annexation. 

Although the land owned by the family straddles the proposed boundary, he believes the family’s 
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farming operation will be able to continue in an economical manner. During his oral presentation 

he suggested that the assessment and taxation conditions be extended indefinitely in order to 

ensure farm operations are not overtaxed after the 30-year transition period. 

Peter Harty, Rockyview Gas Co-op Ltd. 

[94] In his oral presentation, Peter Harty identified that he was a Director and Vice-Chair of 

the Rockyview Gas Co-op Ltd and was speaking on behalf of the organization. The Rockyveiw 

Gas Co-op Ltd. provides natural gas services to the area being annexed by the City. Mr. Harty 

stated that the Gas Distribution Act addresses how natural gas providers are to be compensated 

when service areas are transferred as a result of an annexation. He explained that the Gas 

Distribution Act was established in 1974, but, although the compensation rules were adjusted in 

2004, the legislation does not contemplate an annexation of this size. Mr. Harty suggested that 

there be an adjustment to the legislated compensation amounts or that the annexation be 

approved in stages. 

Karen Huhn/Nicholle Huhn/Christopher Huhn 

[95] Correspondence from James Polley, solicitor for Karen Huhn, Nicholle Huhn, and 

Christopher Huhn, identified that his clients owned a quarter section of land adjacent to the west 

side of the annexation area and confirmed that they wanted their land included as part of this 

annexation. Mr. Polley suggested that during its deliberation the Board consider the following 

issues: the City’s need for future residential development land, the historical development of the 

City to the west, the existing transportation corridors and direct access to the City of Calgary 

from the west side, the favourable topography on the west side, and the inclusion of the school 

quarter section of the west side of Range Road 13. He also argued that his clients’ lands would 

serve the needs of the City better than the lands to the east because the land around the airport 

were not conducive to residential development. Mr. Polley highlighted that it would be in the 

best interest of the City to grow to the west rather than the east or north. He expressed concerns 

that a small group of six people made all the decisions regarding the boundary in a seemingly 

arbitrary manner. 

[96] Additional correspondence from Mr. Polley identifies that the County had approved a 

water line to the southwest corner of the City from the City of Calgary and identified a number 

of planned transportation infrastructure improvements. He suggested that the City should take 

advantage of these infrastructure benefits by including his client’s land and expanding to the 

west. 

[97] Subsequent correspondence from Ms. K. Huhn and Ms. N. Huhn echoed the submission 

from Mr. Polley. The correspondence also identified that the City is planning to build a large 

collector sewer line to serve the areas north and east. It was also noted that the City currently has 

an 84 percent residential base and that future residential development is an important component 

of the City’s expansion. It was argued the proposed eastern expansion area, approximately twice 

as large as the area to the west, is adjacent to an industrial area as well as an airport, factors the 
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proponents consider are not conducive to residential development. Ms. K. Huhn and Ms. N. 

Huhn highlighted the fact the school quarter was included on the west side of Range Road 13 

would support the inclusion of other quarter sections towards the west. Moreover, concern was 

expressed that a small group of six people made the boundary decisions in an arbitrary manner 

and included lands to the north for reasons unrelated to the most favourable future development 

area of the City. 

[98] In her oral presentation at the hearing, Ms. K. Huhn stated that her family have attended 

the open houses conducted by the City and submitted requests to be included as part of the 

annexation in 2010, May 2011 and June 2011. However, on June 7, 2011, the IANC informed 

the family that their land would not be included as part of the annexation request and that they 

should direct their request to the Board. 

[99] Ms. Huhn explained that historically, the City has grown to the west. These lands are 

higher in elevation, providing beautiful views that are advantageous for residential development. 

She emphasized that large majority of City residents work and commute to the City of Calgary 

on a daily basis and that access from the City to the City of Calgary is direct and quick on the 

west side. Moreover, the southwest corner of the City is supported by existing public 

transportation groups and systems.  

[100] She argued that the inclusion of the airport lands to the east of the City was not conducive 

to residential development because of noise and safety issues. Furthermore, the prevailing winds 

from the west would cause pollution issues associated with industrial areas currently located on 

the east side of the City for residential areas to the east. It was also noted that residential 

development on the west side would be an advantage because all wastewater flows from the 

northeast to the southwest where it flows to the City of Calgary. The Huhn property is only two 

quarter sections away from the wastewater forced mains and four quarter sections away from the 

southwest pump station. A new water line will begin construction in late 2011, so again this 

would give her family’s land an advantage for residential development. 

[101] Ms. K. Huhn asserted that if this is a 50-year plan, the land closest to the infrastructure 

should not be excluded and concluded that her land and others in the same area should be 

included as part of this annexation. 

[102] Additional correspondence received from Ms. K. Huhn after the hearing observed that the 

2001 IDP indicates future residential development was to be to the west and south of the City. 

Ms. K. Huhn contends that the current annexation area is a 180 degree change in policy. 

John Stanlake/Tony Milkovich/Donald (Dan) McKinnon 

[103] Correspondence from John Stanlake and Tony Milkovich to the Board prior to the City 

submitting its annexation application identified that they own land adjacent to the northeast 

quadrant of the proposed annexation area. They believe the boundary proposed by the City 

isolates their land, reducing their options for this property which may result in a loss of value. 
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The correspondence explained that on April 21, 2011 the City informed them that the annexation 

boundary originally proposed by the two municipalities had been extended to include land 

directly bordering their property. As this was the first they had become aware of the boundary 

shift, they immediately requested their property also be included. They were informed that the 

negotiations had been completed and no further changes to the annexation area would be 

contemplated at that time. However, City and County representative did state that the land may 

have been included if the IANC had known about this request earlier in the process. It was also 

noted that their neighbour, Dan McKinnon was in support of their request. 

[104] A second letter to the Board reported that Mr. Stanlake and Mr. Milkovich were filing an 

objection because they believe their property should have been included as part of this 

annexation. They stated the exclusion of their property is counter to the principles of having the 

annexation boundary follow municipal roads or allowances. They argued that there were 

omissions in the consultation process in that they were never notified the ten quarter sections of 

land immediately adjacent to them would be part of this annexation application. A letter from 

Mr. McKinnon echoed the objections of Mr. Stanlake and Mr. Milkovich. 

[105] During his oral presentation to the Board, Mr. Stanlake emphasized that he has lived and 

farmed on this land for 40 years and was not an opportunist. He argued that the annexation 

should include his property as it would be logical to square off the annexation area at the 

undeveloped road allowance adjacent to the east side of his property. He also expressed concerns 

regarding the consultation process. It was explained that at the first public meeting the IANC 

presented a map that showed the annexation area, which he believed was the final annexation 

area. He did not realize there could be adjustments to the boundary. At the second open house a 

new map was presented with the land changes. Mr. Stanlake does not believe the public was 

notified of the change. He argued that although his concern about his land being included was 

brought forward to both Councils at the non-statutory public hearings, Mr. Stanlake maintains 

the Councils did not listen. Despite County Council instructing the IANC to reconsider the 

inclusion of additional land, he was not permitted to make a presentation. He also confirmed the 

boundary he was proposing was an undeveloped road allowance, but observed that there were 

many jurisdictions that were separated by these types of roads. 

[106] Mr. Stanlake submitted another letter to the Board after the hearing. The letter reiterates 

his position that there was a lack of stakeholder consultation and public involvement, which he 

contends is evident as there were only two sets of public hearings held, with the second being 

completely meaningless as the negotiations had already been completed. He alleges that this 

process was flawed in that there has never been an official public notification of the proposed 

annexation boundary and as an adjacent landowner he never had any direct contact with the 

IANC. Mr. Stanlake further contends the reasons provided at the hearing regarding the exclusion 

of his land was contradictory in that the City identified that the east side did not have a road and 

later stated that it was an undeveloped road allowance.  

[107] During the hearing Mr. McKinnon confirmed that he was not notified of the boundary 

change and argued that his land should be included in the annexation. 
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PolyCo Group (Brown and Associates Planning Group) 

[108] The Brown and Associates Planning Group provided a written submission on behalf of 

PolyCo Group. The submission identifies that the although the annexation area is predominantly 

defined by existing roads or rights-of-way on the north, west and south west sides, the east 

boundary does not have a clearly defined edge. The submission contends that the rationale for 

the boundary on the east appears to be inconsistent, arbitrary and not based on sound planning. 

Therefore, it is requesting the Board to order the inclusion of six quarter sections located on the 

east side of the City’s proposed annexation boundary, adjacent to the Airdrie AirPark. 

[109] The written submission identifies that on September 15, 2010, the PolyCo Group 

requested inclusion of two quarter sections of land to the east of the Airdrie AirPark. 

Correspondence from the IANC dated January 7, 2011 informed the PolyCo Group the request to 

include the additional two quarter sections had been considered, but would not be included as 

part of the City’s application. The IANC letter also stated that it was unwilling to continue 

opportunities for dialogue. The PolyCo Group contends the IANC provided inadequate 

opportunities for discussion when compared to the boundary adjustments that were made to the 

north. It was argued that upon input from the landowners in the north, the annexation area was 

extended an additional 1.5 miles to align with the boundary of Range Road 274. The rationale for 

this was to provide a clearly defined edge rather than a fence on a quarter section line. The 

PolyCo Group contends the lands on the east have not been given this same consideration. 

[110] A subsequent request to have an additional six quarter sections included as part of this 

annexation was made by the PolyCo Group at the City and the County non-statutory public 

hearings. The PolyCo Group states County Council tabled the annexation document in part due 

to concerns regarding the arbitrary nature of the east boundary. The IANC returned to County 

Council with no changes, stating that it did not want to open up discussion on the east boundary 

where there have been multiple requests for additions by adjacent landowners and that the parties 

wishing to be included could make their case to the Board. 

[111] The written submission stressed that the request to include the additional six quarter 

sections is based on sound planning rationale. The additional lands would prove opportunities for 

long-term strategic planning that aligns with the City’s growth principles as well as the vision 

and long-term strategic planning that is the rationale behind the City’s large annexation. These 

lands can be easily serviced and are well connected by existing roads. Constraints regarding the 

presence of sour gas wells and pipelines have been mitigated as the Nexen Gas Plant east of 

Balzac has been shutdown and options are being proposed for the abandonment and 

decommissioning of the gas lines. Being located adjacent to Airdrie AirPark, these lands will 

serve as an extension to the Airpark, providing an employment hub with non-residential land 

uses. It was noted that servicing constraints to the south could diminish the City’s existing non-

residential land supply faster than anticipated, so an additional area with this type of land use 

would be beneficial. 
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[112] The PolyCo Group submission provided a high level concept plan for the additional six 

quarter sections to illustrate how these lands would connect with and support the Airdrie 

AirPark. The sanitary infrastructure for the PolyCo Group land will tie into the proposed 

wastewater mains on the east side of the City. The general topography suggests that a gravity 

feed system can be used to connect the wastewater from the northern part of the PolyCo Group 

land with the City infrastructure, while a lift station and forced main will be used to connect the 

PolyCo Group lands to the south that cannot use the gravity feed system. With regard to water, 

the PolyCo Group lands straddle two pressure zones, but it is likely pressure reducing valves will 

be required to address transition issues. Stormwater management facilities will be used to collect, 

treat and store the runoff from the developed sites. Stormwater discharges to the regional Nose 

Creek Watershed will be maintained at pre-development flow rates. 

[113] In addition to the written submission, the Brown and Associates Planning Group 

provided letters in support of the PolyCo group request from the landowners within the six 

quarter sections. 

[114] At the hearing Paul Mercier, Brown and Associates Planning Group, explained the reason 

they were making the presentation was because the IANC had refused to recommend the 

inclusion of this land and had suggested the PolyCo Group make its request to the Board. Ashley 

McDonald with the Brown and Associates Planning Group identified that the inclusion of these 

lands would provide a clearly defined boundary between the two jurisdictions and provide 

opportunities for long-term planning. The unfragmented quarter sections have a high potential 

for development and few constraints as several pipelines are in the process of being 

decommissioned. Moreover, the inclusion of this land respects the County’s Balzac Growth 

Node and addresses the City’s growth principles. It was explained that the PolyCo Group did not 

meet with the IANC. It was also clarified that the concept plan was not a statutory plan under the 

Act. 

City’s Response to the Landowners/Public 

[115] The City stressed the annexation before the Board was the result of an extensive 

collaborative effort between the two municipalities. The annexation agreement reached shows 

the mutual respect each municipality has for the growth areas of the other municipality, 

demonstrates a desire for an enhanced spirit of intermunicipal cooperation, and is in keeping 

with the desire of the two municipalities to negotiate a non-contested annexation. 

[116] In response to the oral submission from Mr. Harty of the Rockyview Gas Co-op Ltd., the 

City’s position is that the compensation formula for natural gas distributors as a result of an 

annexation has been established by the Gas Distribution Act, so this issue should not be 

considered by the Board in developing its recommendation. The City explained it was confident 

the amount of land being requested was reasonable, so it did not use the phasing annexation 

methodology considered by other municipalities in Alberta as suggested by Mr. Harty. It was 

argued that this comprehensive annexation request would reduce the costs associated with 

developing a number of smaller applications. With regard to the public consultation process, the 
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City submitted the Rockyview Gas Co-op Ltd. was notified of the public hearings and sent 

information about the proposed annexation during the process. The City stated it received 

nothing from the Rockyview Gas Co-op Ltd. regarding this matter during the public consultation 

process. 

[117] In response to the submissions from Karen, Nicholle and Christopher Huhn, the City 

explained residential lands are not the only types of land uses that must be considered in 

determining the boundary of an annexation. In making its decision the City considered such 

things as the independent environmental study, the CGS, the infrastructure report, the City’s 

MDP, the County’s CGS, and the existing Area Structure Plans. Moreover, The City considers 

Range Road 13 to be a logical boundary as it clearly marks the extent of each municipality’s 

jurisdiction. 

[118] The City agreed with Mr. Stanlake, Mr. Milkovich and Mr. McKinnon that the original 

notice of intent to annex did not include the additional 10 quarter sections to the north. However, 

in response to requests from the landowners of these 10 quarter sections, the IANC included 

these lands in the annexation. The City pointed out there were a number of opportunities during 

the process for public to access information about the annexation. Moreover, the IANC did 

consider including these lands after the issue was referred back to them by County Council. 

[119] The City argued that the annexation area was chosen in an objective manner, using the 

CGS which evaluated each quarter. The City reported that the lands owned by Mr. Stanlake, Mr. 

Milkovich and Mr. McKinnon were identified by the CGS as having a “low” to “very low” 

development potential and there was concern that including these lands would require the 

annexation area to be expanded to include land considered less suitable for urban growth. The 

City explained that the undeveloped road allowance did not have to be developed and that 

additional study would be required to determine if this would be feasible. The City had no 

knowledge that landowners wanted these lands included prior to the non-statutory public 

hearing. It was highlighted that the additional 10 quarter sections to the north were added by the 

IANC after it received letters from the landowners in April 2010. In response to questioning 

from the Board, the City reported that the IANC did not receive oral submissions from the 

landowners to the north prior to including this land as part of the annexation application. 

[120] It was explained that during the consultation process the IANC considered a request from 

the PolyCo Group to include two quarter sections of land. The City understood that only two 

quarter sections were being proposed because not all the landowners supported the annexation of 

their land at that time. The City maintained that the new IDP will address thresholds and edge 

conditions in order to ensure the proper interface between the Airdrie AirPark and the adjacent 

lands. 

[121] The Melcor Development Ltd. lands identified as part of the annexation application were 

included because the company requested their inclusion early on in the process. Moreover, these 

lands meet the growth principles established by the City. However, the City does not support the 
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inclusion of the Melcor Development Ltd. lands to the south as proposed during the hearing as 

these lands are in the growth area identified by the County’s GMS. 

County Response to Landowners and/or the Public 

[122] In its summary, the County confirmed that the annexation agreement was reached after a 

significant amount of public consultation. It was highlighted that when making agreements of 

this type, municipal Councils must consider the overall public interest. In this case both Councils 

are directly responsible to their ratepayers and believe the annexation will be beneficial to their 

municipalities as well as the landowners. 

[123] The County noted that in previous decisions the Board has treaded lightly when it has 

been satisfied that the annexation agreement reached by the municipalities does not interfere 

with Provincial interests, complies with the Act, and is consistent with the annexation principles. 

This situation is different from the City’s 2003 annexation in that the agreement between the two 

municipalities was reached before the application was submitted to the Board. 

[124] The County confirmed that it had received a plan from Melcor Development Ltd. to 

develop land in the Balzac Growth Node. However, after analyzing the project the County found 

the development premature as services would have to be brought in from the east. 

Part V Board Recommendation 

[125] After reviewing the documentation and hearing from the City, the County, the affected 

landowners, and the general public, the Board finds the annexation application to be reasonable. 

Therefore, the Board recommends the annexation of the land identified in the City’s annexation 

application with an effective date of December 31, 2011. 

Part VI Reasons 

Annexation Process 

[126] The Board finds the consultation process to be reasonable. The IANC was instructed by 

the two municipal Councils to consult with the affected landowners and the public. In fulfilling 

this task the IANC employed a variety of methods (open houses, letters, websites, frequently 

asked questions, press releases, newspaper articles and focused open houses). These activities 

were conducted to update the public of the status of the negotiations and identify concerns about 

the proposed annexation. It is clear that the input received by the IANC was considered as 

alterations were made to the annexation boundary and additional clauses were incorporated into 

the agreement to address concerns of landowners within the annexation area. 

[127] It was argued that the public consultation after the inclusion of the ten quarter sections to 

the north was inadequate and that others wishing to have their lands included were denied an 

adequate opportunity to make presentations to the IANC. It appears that some landowners did 
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not become aware of the boundary adjustment (including a further 10 quarters) until just prior to 

the non-statutory public hearings held by each of the two municipal Councils. However, it is not 

unusual for annexation boundaries to change as a result of negotiations/mediation between 

municipalities or after consultation with affected landowners and the public. From a practical 

perspective, municipalities cannot be expected to re-advertise and hold new consultations 

following every such adjustment. The municipalities provided notice of the proposed annexation 

and undertook extensive consultation activities. All landowners had an equal opportunity to 

participate in the consultation process. The Board does not accept that adjacent land owners - 

including those wishing to have their land added to the annexation area - received insufficient 

notice or that they were denied an opportunity to request inclusion of their land during the 

consultation process. 

[128] Furthermore, both municipalities also held additional non-statutory public hearings 

before approving the annexation application and these hearings gave affected landowners and the 

public a further opportunity for comment. After hearing submissions from those in attendance, 

County Council adjourned its proceedings to have the IANC consider the concerns brought 

forward. It is apparent the IANC considered the addition of further lands seriously, because it 

recommended changes to the annexation agreement related to future public consultation and the 

City’s planning process. When the County’s non-statutory public hearing was reconvened, 

Council heard the IANC’s rationale and made its decision accordingly. Therefore, the non-

statutory public hearings did in fact give those wishing inclusion of their land an additional 

opportunity to make their case to the elected officials who are the final decision makers. The 

Board concludes the public consultation process was fair and gave all affected persons a full 

opportunity to comment. 

Need for Land 

[129] The Board accepts the population projection submitted by the City. The fact that the 

population has grown from 12,456 in 1991 to 39,822 in 2010 clearly demonstrates the City is 

growing rapidly. The competitive advantages cited by the City, close proximity to the City of 

Calgary and good transportation corridors to the Calgary City Centre, are population drivers that 

are not expected to change in the future. The Board typically considers annexations with 30- to 

35-year time horizons, but acknowledges the two municipalities are proposing this annexation a 

relatively short time after the 2003 annexation which brought 2,378 acres (963 hectares) of land 

into the City. Although the annexation time horizon currently being requested is somewhat long, 

the rapid growth experienced by the City has convinced the Board that a 50-year annexation in 

this case is not unreasonable. Therefore, the Board finds that the growth study is reasonable and 

accepts that the City’s population will expand to 108,906 by 2057. 

[130] The Board also finds the amount of residential, industrial and commercial land being 

requested by the City is reasonable. 

[131] The CGS identifies that the City will be increasing its residential density level to 7.0 units 

per acre. The Board finds this demonstrates an attempt by the City to reduce the amount of 
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residential land required to accommodate the projected population. The Board would have 

preferred the City making additional intensification efforts to boost the density level to 8 to 10 

units per acre, especially given the City’s close proximity to the City of Calgary. However, the 

Board notes the current density level is only 5.98 and considers the planned increase in the 

residential density level an effort by the City to reduce its footprint on Alberta’s landscape. The 

Board received no evidence to reject the City’s assertion that the municipality has 1,081 net acres 

(437 net hectares) of existing developable residential land within its jurisdiction and concludes 

that the City only needs 4,890 acres (1,979 hectares) of residential land to accommodate the 

proposed 50-year planning horizon. 

[132] The City stated it has 406 acres (164 hectares) of vacant developable industrial land, 

which represents enough land to support industrial growth until 2020. The City stated the 

majority of this land will require significant investment before it can be developed, which may 

delay the development of land in certain areas. As the planning horizon is quite long, the Board 

accepts the City can address the development constraints over time. Although the Board finds the 

City has substantial amount of existing vacant industrial land, it heard no evidence to justify a 

reduction in the amount of additional industrial land requested by the City. 

[133] The Board acknowledges that the City has very little available vacant commercial land 

(21 acres/8 hectares). Therefore, the Board accepts the amount of additional commercial land 

requested by the City. 

Growth Direction 

[134] This hearing was somewhat unusual in that most of the submissions received requested 

land be included as part of the annexation rather than excluded. As stated in previous Board 

annexation recommendations, prior to 1995 the Act permitted landowners to apply to have their 

land annexed into a municipality. However, the new Act no longer permits a landowner initiated 

annexation and clearly specifies that a municipality must submit the annexation application 

before it can be considered by the Board. The Board accepts this was a deliberate decision by the 

legislature to ensure the annexation boundary would be thoroughly reviewed and vetted at the 

local level before being considered at the Provincial level. 

[135] The Act gives a municipality the ability to enter into agreements with other 

municipalities. The Board expects the municipalities involved in an annexation will exercise due 

diligence and will consider the financial, planning, and community impacts to their jurisdiction 

when making decisions about a proposed annexation area. In this case the representatives 

appointed by their respective municipal Councils to the IANC consisted of both elected officials 

and administrative personnel. Since they were appointed by Council, it is reasonable to conclude 

these representatives would only have recommended boundaries that were in the best interest of 

their respective municipalities. Although the IANC was established to oversee the negotiation 

and application development process, the municipal Councils ultimately signed the annexation 

agreement. Since the agreement between the City and the County clearly specifies the lands to be 

included as part of the annexation, the Board accepts the two municipal Councils exercised their 
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discretion when they signed the annexation agreement and approved the associated boundary 

recommended by the IANC’s. Because the final decision rests with elected officials, the Board 

does not accept the allegation that the annexation boundary was the construct of small group of 

people. 

[136] The Board finds the method used to select the annexation area and determine the 

annexation boundary identified in the City’s application to be reasonable. The CGS contains a 

constraints and opportunities analysis which evaluated each quarter section within a two section 

perimeter of the current City boundary. This clearly shows a desire on the part of the 

municipalities to objectively assess the land in terms of its suitability for urban growth. 

Therefore, the Board does not accept the claim that the annexation area was selected in an 

arbitrary manner. 

[137] The Board places a great deal of weight on the annexation agreement as well as the area 

identified by an application. However, Board considered each of the requests from landowners to 

have additional lands included as part of the annexation. 

[138] With regard to extending the annexation to the northeast, the City identified that these 

lands had a lower development potential. The Board confirmed this by examining the 

Development Potential map contained in the CGS submitted as part of the annexation 

application. This map identifies that two of the three quarters in question were assessed as having 

“low” to “very low” development potential. As the Board has already acknowledged that the 

CGS evaluation was conducted in an objective manner, the Board accepts the City’s assertion 

that these lands were excluded because of urban development issues. The proponents requesting 

the inclusion of this land argued that shifting the annexation boundary to the undeveloped road 

allowance would square the City’s boundary. However, the Board was not persuaded that 

including lands on the periphery of the annexation area with lesser development potential just to 

square the boundary would provide the City with any additional future benefit. The proponents 

also argued that including their land would be in keeping with the principle established by the 

two municipalities of following roads or road allowances wherever possible. The Board was not 

convinced that an undeveloped road allowance would provide the same physical separation 

between the two jurisdictions as an existing road. Moreover, despite the ability to develop a road 

in the future, shifting the boundary to an undeveloped road allowance at this time without 

additional studies may result in additional costs to the City in the future. In relation to the 

assertion that excluding these lands would reduce the options for their property, the Board notes 

that the land is still within the County’s jurisdiction and that the landowners can continue to 

operate their farms or develop their land in accordance with County bylaws as they have done in 

the past. 

[139] The Board does not recommend the inclusion of the land on the west side of the 

annexation area. The proponents of this idea argued the land on the east side of the City is not 

suitable for residential development as it is adjacent to existing industrial areas and the Airdrie 

AirPark. However, the Board accepts the City’s argument that it must have land within its 

jurisdiction to accommodate a wide range of land uses. Moreover, the City’s MDP clearly 
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articulates a policy of attaining a balanced financial position by influencing development to 

achieve an assessment split of 40 percent non-residential/60 percent residential assessment. The 

Board accepts the annexation area will allow the City to acquire the commercial and industrial 

land base required to accomplish this financial goal. 

[140] The Board agrees the land west of the annexation area does have infrastructure 

(transportation, water, wastewater and stormwater) advantages, favourable topography, and is in 

the direction of historical market driven growth. Nonetheless, the Board finds the annexation 

boundary area agreed to by the two municipalities, the existing Range Road 13, provides a clear 

and visible border along the east side of the City. Since the parcel on the west side of Range 

Road 13 has been identified for public use, a future school, the Board does not agree the addition 

of this one quarter section would justify extending the annexation boundary any further west. 

Inclusion of this quarter section is clearly in the public interest, whereas the addition of further 

lands to the west lack a similar justification. With regard to the concern raised that the 

annexation does not align with the future growth direction identified by the 2001 IDP, the Board 

notes that the section that deals with annexation in this IDP states the City is to review future 

growth options aimed at facilitating growth in a contiguous and logical manner. Moreover, the 

2001 IDP states the two municipalities can consider specific annexation proposals on their own 

merit. Since the two municipalities support the annexation, the Board must conclude they are 

satisfied that the new growth direction is appropriate. 

[141] As the Airdrie AirPark is the base or satellite base for such organizations as law 

enforcement, STARS, and the City’s emergency responders, the Board can understand the City’s 

desire to include these lands as part of the annexation area. Although an attempt was made by the 

IANC to use roads where possible as the boundary between the City and the County, the Board 

finds it is reasonable to conclude the municipalities relaxed this boundary principle to 

accommodate the AirPark. The Board notes this makes the annexation boundary somewhat 

irregular in the southeast quadrant. However, including the additional six quarter sections to the 

east and south of the AirPark would create an even more irregular boundary. The Board accepts 

the submission by the City that the new IDP will address land use issues around the AirPark. It is 

also possible the IDP process would allow the landowners to move forward with the concept 

plan they have developed for these six quarter sections. Therefore, the Board does not 

recommend the inclusion of lands adjacent to the AirPark. 

[142] The lands south of the annexation area are within the County’s Balzac Growth Node 

identified in the County’s GMS. It is unfortunate the County determined that timing issues 

associated with the provision of municipal services would not allow the developer to proceed 

with a project in this area. However, annexations must not encumber the rational growth 

directions of either municipality. Since the lands in question are within the growth area identified 

by the County’s GMS, the Board does not recommend the annexation boundary be altered to 

include these lands. 
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Municipal Infrastructure 

[143] The Board accepts the City will be able to provide the municipal services required by the 

projected population to the annexation area. The existing water and wastewater agreement with 

the City of Calgary will provide the City with enough capacity to accommodate the projected 

population. Stormwater removal is done on a regional basis with runoff rates limited to the 

capacity of the Nose Creek Watershed. Although the City has not updated its transportation 

master plan, the generalized transportation network provided as part of the infrastructure study 

shows how the transportation needs of the City and the region can be addressed in the future. 

Environmental Considerations 

[144] The environmental impact assessment clearly demonstrates a desire on the part of the 

City to identify environmentally sensitive areas within the annexation area and take steps to 

mitigate the impact of development on these natural features. The assessment identifies best 

practices that will allow the City to integrate and protect ecological and environmental systems 

within its existing boundary as well as the annexation area. The fact that the City is updating the 

report to include the additional 10 quarter sections to the north demonstrates the importance 

placed on this assessment. Moreover, the annexation application states the City will use this 

document to form the basis for future land use planning. With regard to concerns about the 

protection of groundwater being used as a potable water source, the Board accepts the City has 

identified that any future development will have to maintain pre-development run off levels to 

the Nose Creek Watershed area. The Board is satisfied this will protect the existing groundwater 

sources. 

[145] The environmental impact assessment identified that a large percentage of the annexation 

area is farmland. Statements by the City at the hearing confirm that attempts will be made to not 

hinder farming operations until the land is planned for urban development. Moreover, the two 

municipalities have agreed that the City may contract services currently provided by the 

County’s Agricultural Service Board. As the annexation time horizon is quite long, the Board 

finds this demonstrates a desire on the part of the City to facilitate ongoing farm operations. 

These efforts may also, to some degree, protect farmland from premature fragmentation. 

Annexation Agreement 

[146] Section 117 of the Act requires the municipal authorities from which the land is to be 

annexed to meet with the initiating municipal authority to discuss the proposal and negotiate in 

good faith. The City and the County complied with this requirement of the Act by appointing 

people to the IANC. The IANC representatives were instructed by their respective municipalities 

to negotiate an agreement and, if agreement was reached, develop the annexation application. 

The fact that the municipalities were able to sign both the annexation agreement as well as the 

annexation application demonstrates to the Board that this negotiation process was successful. 

Moreover, the Board accepts there are no outstanding matters between the City and the County. 
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[147] Section 135 of the Act states that unless the Order provides otherwise all assets of the old 

municipality that relate to the annexation area are to automatically pass to the new municipality. 

However, the County’s Public Works Shop is located in the annexation area. The Board finds it 

is reasonable to conclude that the County Public Works Shop would continue to be a base of 

operations for County employees providing services to County residents after the annexation. 

Therefore, the Board recommends the Order in Council specify the ownership of the County 

Public Works Shop not be transferred to the City. 

[148] The two municipalities requested the effective date of the annexation be December 31, 

2011 in order to address issues resulting from the method used by the Province to determine 

education tax requisitions for each municipality. The Board notes that s. 135 of the Act identifies 

that the liabilities, rights and obligations of the old municipality that relate to the land are to pass 

to the new municipality. As the education tax is a liability, the Board finds that this issue is 

already contemplated by the Act. However, the Board understands the two municipalities would 

like to facilitate the early transfer of the education tax. The Board accepts the two municipalities 

undertook the due diligence required when making this request and that there are no negative 

consequences. Therefore, the Board will recommend the effective date requested by the City and 

the County. 

[149] The Board finds the assessment and taxation transition provisions requested by the two 

municipalities to be reasonable. Non-farm property is to be assessed by the City using the market 

value, but these properties are to be taxed using the County’s municipal tax rate for a period of 

20 years. Farm property is to be assessed based on regulated rates established by the Province 

and taxed using the County municipal tax rate for 30 years. The non-farm and farm transition 

provisions are to be removed if the land is redesignated pursuant to the City’s Land Use Bylaw, 

subject to a local improvement bylaw resulting in the connection of the parcel and improvements 

to City water or sanitary services, the connection to the City’s water or sewer services, or 

subdivision. The transition period time horizons typically accepted by the Board range from five 

to 15 years. However, the Board acknowledges the time horizon contemplated by this annexation 

is longer than most, so the Board accepts the longer transition provision period. 

[150] The Board does not accept the suggestion brought forward at the hearing that the 

assessment and taxation transition period for farmland be in effect until there is a triggering 

event. Such an arrangement would be difficult for the initiating municipality to administer, result 

in patchwork development, and/or could have a negative impact on the landowner. As such, the 

Board would be hard pressed to suggest a provision to the Minister without a definite end point. 

Since the extension of the transition period may impact such things as the financial condition of 

the municipalities, the amount of compensation to be exchanged by the municipalities or the tax 

implications on the existing residents/landowners, the Board would require a substantial amount 

of evidence before considering this type of request. As this request was accompanied by no 

substantiating information, the Board does not recommend an adjustment to the transition 

provision time horizon. 

00556



 

 BOARD ORDER NO. MGB 012/12 

 

 FILE:  AN10/AIRD/C-01 

 

 

120annexorders: M012-12  Page 44 of 45 

[151] The annexation agreement specifies land uses will continue to be governed by the 

County’s Land Use Bylaw until they are redesignated by the City and that any land uses which 

were existing and legal under the County’s Land Use Bylaw will be considered as lawful “non-

conforming” pursuant to s. 643 of the Act. The Board also notes the Act specifies the public 

consultation process required before a municipality can amend a Land Use Bylaw or statutory 

plan. Moreover, the annexation agreement states that amendments to the City’s MDP will be 

undertaken in a manner that will identify the boundaries and appropriate policies relating to the 

existing country residential communities of Hamilton Greens, Croxford Estates Hamilton 

Buffalo Rub, and Yankee Valley Estates. While bylaw amendments are beyond the scope of an 

annexation, the Board is satisfied that a process is in place for landowners to be heard in the 

event a change is being made to any planning related bylaw adjacent to these country residential 

areas. 

[152] The annexation agreement specifies that any approved County Area Structure Plan and 

Conceptual Schemes will no longer apply. It is noted that s. 135(1)(d) of the Act identifies that 

the bylaws and resolutions of the County that apply specifically to the annexation area continue 

to apply until such time as they are repealed or others are made in their place by the City. The 

Act allows the City to change bylaws and resolutions and specifies the required process. The 

Board notes that the Act allows the City to change the area structure plan bylaws and conceptual 

schemes once the land is within its jurisdiction. As this change process may require some type of  

consultation the Board is reluctant to eliminate the opportunity for public input. Therefore, the 

Board does not recommend the Order in Council include provisions that would in effect make 

invalid the existing County Area Structure Plan and Conceptual Schemes. 

[153] The annexation agreement states the City will assume the rights and obligations of the 

County in relation to subdivision and development approvals. The Board acknowledges this is in 

compliance with s. 135(1)(d) of the Act and will provide certainty for landowners, developers 

and the public as they adjust to the new jurisdiction. The Board cannot comment on the concern 

expressed regarding legal restrictions after the annexation to prevent the development or sale of a 

portion of an existing property. However, it should be noted that the County Land Use Bylaw 

and MDP are still in effect until they are changed by the City. It should also be noted that 

subdividing the property may result in removal of the assessment and taxation transition 

provisions. 

[154] The Board finds the method used to determine the compensation to be paid by the City to 

the County to be reasonable. The compensation is primarily to reimburse the County for the 

investment in roads it has made over the past five years. The Board also accepts the joint 

financial analysis conducted by the City and the County which concludes the $1,634,837.90 

compensation will not have a negative impact on either municipality. Although the agreement 

specifies the compensation is to be made 90 days after the effective date, due to the timing of the 

hearing the effective date on the Order in Council may be retroactive. The Board accepts the 

submissions made by the City and the County at the hearing that they would be in agreement 

with this being changed to 90 days after the date the Order in Council is signed. The Board 
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acknowledges the County accommodated the City by financing improvements to Range Road 13 

by debenture. Although the City will be responsible for a payment of $850,000 for the next 10 

years, the financial analysis convinced the Board that this will not cause an undue financial 

burden on the residents of the City. 

Bylaw Conflicts 

[155] Although bylaws pertaining to animal control, noise, accessory buildings, fire pits and 

controlled burning bylaws are local in nature and are beyond the scope of an annexation, the 

Board accepts the statement made in the City’s annexation application that the City will adopt 

similar bylaws and policies to those that are currently in effect in the County. The Board is 

satisfied this will address possible bylaw and policy conflicts associated with the proposed 

annexation area. 

Compensation for Natural Gas Providers 

[156] The Board notes s. 23 of the Gas Distribution Act states “when any part of a franchise 

area is annexed by an urban municipality, the right to provide service to the residents of the 

annexed area shall be vested with the urban gas utility”. Section 25 of this Act identifies how 

natural gas providers are to be compensated when service areas are transferred as a result of an 

annexation and s. 27 stipulates if there is a dispute about compensation an appeal can be filed 

with the Alberta Utilities Commission. Since the Gas Distribution Act specifically contemplates 

natural gas distribution in the event of an annexation, the Board finds it would be more 

appropriate for this matter to be addressed in accordance with the policies and procedures 

established under that Act. As there is an appeal mechanism in place, the Board is confident the 

Alberta Utilities Commission will consider arguments regarding the size of the annexation if 

there is an appeal regarding compensation. As the matter of compensation can be dealt with by 

another forum, the Board rejects the request from the natural gas provider to phase in this 

annexation. 

Summary 

[157] The Board finds that the purpose of the annexation and amount of land being requested 

by the City is reasonable and that the concerns of affected landowners and the public have been 

given proper consideration. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the Town of Stettler, in the Province of Alberta, 
to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation from 
County of Stettler No. 6. 
 
BEFORE: 

 
Members: 
 
H. Kim, Presiding Officer 
J. Acker, Member 
L. Patrick, Member 
 
MGB Staff: 
 
R. Duncan, Case Manager 
 
SUMMARY 

 
After careful examination of the submissions from the Town of Stettler (Town), County of 
Stettler No. 6 (County), affected landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal 
Government Board (MGB) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set out in the 
MGB report, shown as Appendix D of this Board Order. 
 
Recommendation 

 
That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 
 
 The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 
 
 (a) effective January 1, 2010, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 

sketch in Appendix B is separated from The County of Stettler No. 6 and annexed 
to the Town of Stettler, 

 
 (b) any taxes owing to The County of Stettler No. 6 at the end of December 31, 2009 

in respect of the annexed land are transferred to and become payable to the Town 
of Stettler together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those 
taxes, and the Town of Stettler upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs 
must pay them to The County of Stettler No. 6, 
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 (c) the assessor for The County of Stettler No. 6 must assess the annexed land and the 
assessable improvements to it for the purposes of taxation in 2010, 

 
 (d) taxes payable in 2010 in respect of the annexed land and any assessable 

improvements to it are to be paid to and retained by The County of Stettler No. 6, 
and 

 
 (e) the assessor for the Town of Stettler must assess, for the purposes of taxation in 

2011 and subsequent years, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to 
it, 

 
 and makes the Order in Appendix C. 
 
 
Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, 17th day of June 2010.  

 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD  
 
 
 
 
_________________________________________________ 
(SGD.) L. Patrick, Member  
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APPENDIX B 

 
A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 

ANNEXED TO THE TOWN OF STETTLER 
 
 

 
 
 
Legend 
   Existing Town Boundary 
 
   Annexation Area 
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APPENDIX C 

 

ORDER 

 
1 In this Order, “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 
sketch in Appendix B. 
 
2 For the purposes of taxation in 2010 and in each subsequent year up to and including 
2019, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it 
 

(a) must be assessed by the Town of Stettler on the same basis as if they had 
remained in The County of Stettler No. 6, and 

 
(b) must be taxed by the Town of Stettler in respect of each assessment class that 

applies to the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it using 
 (i) the municipal tax rate established by The County of Stettler No. 6, or  
 (ii) the municipal tax rate established by the Town of Stettler, 
 
whichever is lower.  
 

3 Where, in any taxation year, a portion of the annexed land 
 

(a) becomes a new parcel of land created as a result of subdivision or separation of 
title by registered plan of subdivision or by instrument or any other method that 
occurs at the request of, or on behalf of, the landowner, except for the subdivision 
of an existing farmstead from a previously unsubdivided quarter section,  

 
(b) becomes a residual portion of 16 hectares or less as the result of the creation of a 

parcel referred to in clause (a), 
 
(c) is redesignated at the request of, or on behalf of the landowner under the Town of 

Stettler Land Use Bylaw to a designation other than “agricultural” or “urban 
reserve”, 

 
(d) is provided with water and sewer services by the Town of Stettler pursuant to a 

local improvement tax bylaw at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, or 
 
(e) is connected to water or sewer services provided by the Town of Stettler, 
 

section 2 ceases to apply at the end of that taxation year in respect of that portion of the annexed 
land and the assessable improvements to it. 
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4 After section 2 ceases to apply to the annexed land or any portion of it, the annexed land 
or portion and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed and taxed for the purposes of 
property taxes in the same manner as other property of the same assessment class in the Town of 
Stettler is assessed and taxed. 
 
5 The Town of Stettler shall pay to The County of Stettler No. 6 the amount of two hundred 
and sixteen thousand three hundred and ninety dollars ($216,390.00) on or before July 30, 2010. 
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Fiscal Accountability 

 
The application identifies that the annexation will result in a 1.2% loss of assessment for the 
County and a 3.0% increase in assessment for the Town. The majority of the land in the 
annexation area is assessed as farmland or residential. The County is more reliant on non-
residential assessment to generate its taxes. An analysis of the property taxes conducted by the 
Town concludes that the effect of the annexation on the County is minimal.  
 
The two municipalities agreed that the Town will make a one-time payment to the County as 
compensation for infrastructure (service roads and upgrades completed by the County) within the 
Town’s immediate growth area. The Town will not pay any other compensation to the County.  
 
Conflicts between the Town and County have historically revolved around recreational funding. 
In return for not having to pay additional compensation, the Town agreed that the County’s 
annual recreation contribution will be capped at the 2009 level for a period of ten years, when it 
will be revised to reflect inflation over the previous ten years. The County considered that having 
the amount of recreation contribution frozen for ten years was of significant benefit, while the 
Town recognized that the annexation lands (location and area) will significantly support its 
provision of recreation services.  
 
The two municipalities have agreed that the Town will transfer the education tax revenues to be 
collected in the first year the annexation comes into effect to the County. 
 
The annexation application identifies that the Town will make a one time payment of $287,990 
to the County as compensation for infrastructure the County has provided in the proposed 
annexation area. After the hearing, the Town and County reviewed this amount and, to be fair to 
both municipalities, reduced the infrastructure compensation to $216,390.  
 
Assessment and Taxation 

 
The lands within the annexation are assessed as farmland, residential, non-residential, and 
machinery and equipment. The County has a lower tax rate for residential property, while the 
Town has lower tax rates for non-residential and farmland. The Town does not tax machinery 
and equipment.  
 
The Town reviewed the effect of annexation on property taxes. Assuming unchanged tax rates 
from the 2009 value, upon which the MOU was based, the Town will collect almost $30,000 less 
taxes from the annexed lands (based on 2008 assessment values) than was collected by the 
County in 2009, and the total taxes for the 18 properties within the annexation area will decrease.  
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The Town and County will protect landowners from fluctuating tax rates. The Town will tax the 
annexed properties at the lower rate of the two municipalities for a period of ten years. When 
subdivision, development or redevelopment occurs, the lands will be taxed at the Town’s tax 
rate. Farming operations are protected through the Town’s Land Use Bylaw, which considers 
farming a permitted use within the Urban Reserve District. 
 
Growth Projections 

 
In lieu of providing growth projections based on historical data, the two municipalities have 
adopted a MOU in which the County recognizes that the Town requires land for commercial 
growth. The Town does have two quarter sections of land within its current boundary, but these 
lands are being farmed and are unavailable for development due to the current landowner’s lack 
of interest in selling. The two municipalities believe that the Town’s current available land plus 
the six quarter sections identified in the annexation application will provide the Town with a 
minimum inventory of 40 years for future commercial and residential growth at current densities. 
The Town’s immediate need is for highway commercial land on Highway 12 on the west side, 
considered to be more desirable than land on the east side of Highway 12 or south (Highway 56).  
 
The Town is making a conscious effort to diversify its tax base and is including in this 
annexation proposal a plan to annex significant lands for commercial and industrial pursuits. 
Mixed business areas will be concentrated to the west adjacent to Highway 12 and to the south 
adjacent to Highway 56. Residential development will be in three areas which are extensions to 
the existing residential areas. Unless otherwise agreed to by the Town and County, residential 
development in the Town’s annexed lands will be urban lots of a maximum of one acre. The 
Town and County will ensure that adjacent, potentially incompatible land uses are spatially 
removed or visually and otherwise screened and functionally separated from each other.  
 
The Town will provide the standards and proposed routes for its future arterial roads and utility 
trunk mains and the County will protect these rights-of-way in its land use documents. The two 
municipalities will also adopt similar design guidelines for mixed business development at the 
highway gateways. 
 
As stated previously, the shared vision contained within the MOU identifies growth areas for 
both the Town and County. The Town will have six quarter sections by way of annexation and 
the County will have a growth area of approximately ten quarter sections. 
 
Overview of Servicing 

 

As part of the Growth Study, the Town undertook a servicing study that considers the provision 
of sanitary and water services to the lands adjacent to its current boundary. The MOU states that 

00566



 

 

 BOARD ORDER NO.  MGB 071/10 

 
 FILE:  AN07/STET/T-01 

 

 

 

120:annexorders:M071-10 Page 14 of 21 

this study will be revised to reflect the agreed to annexation area and the proposed County 
growth area.  
 
The water plant near the Red Deer River has sufficient capacity and the trunk lines are large 
enough to supply the regional water line east of Consort. Water lines will be extended from the 
existing neighbourhoods adjacent to the annexed lands.  
 
New sewer trunk lines will have to be installed to service the annexation lands. These lines will 
provide enough capacity to service the entire annexation area.  
 
Solid waste is handled by a regional landfill, located approximately eleven miles north of the 
Town. This facility has enough capacity to handle the Town’s anticipated growth for many years. 
 
Stormwater management plans for all annexed areas will be completed as part of an Area 
Structure Plan and/or as an update to the current stormwater management plan. There are 
existing natural drainage features in some of the areas that provide a framework for the 
development of the future drainage system.  
 
The Town collects offsite levies when vacant lands are developed to cover the costs of shared 
infrastructure. This practice will continue as the annexed lands are developed to an urban 
standard. 
 
The Town and County have agreed to develop services within the identified growth areas. The 
Town has an off-site levy bylaw for sewage treatment facilities that identifies a benefiting area, 
which includes lands within the County’s growth area. The County agrees to collect from future 
developments the agreed-upon contributions towards the Town’s off-site levies and pay those 
contributions to the Town as well as a portion of taxes received on such new developments. 
 

Environmental Stewardship 

 

The MOU identifies key environmental features that must be protected across municipal 
boundaries. It states that the Town and County will cooperate and collaborate in their efforts to 
protect sensitive environmental features. The draft IDP contained in the annexation application is 
based on the MOU and proposes to carry these concepts forward into policy. 
 
Statutory Plans  

 
The public consultation component of the annexation application was undertaken concurrently 
with the development of the draft IDP. During the mediation leading to the MOU, the Town 
agreed to withhold the adoption of its new MDP. The MOU states that the Town will finalize its 
new MDP based on the shared vision as expressed in the MOU. 
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mediation with the County. As a result a number of boundary and land use changes were 
made to both the annexation and IDP fringe and referral areas.  

 
 The County held another public meeting on June 27, 2007 to outline the final analysis of 

the growth study before entering into mediation. As a result of concerns raised, the 
annexation and IDP processes were addressed simultaneously.  

 
Response from information session and objection letters 

 
Following successful mediation, the Town and County formally signed the MOU on March 30, 
2009. The Town held a landowner information session on April 16, 2009.  
 
In summary, of the 43 parcels being annexed, a total of 36 property owners either did not 
respond or were in favour of the annexation. Twenty-six landowners did not respond. Five of the 
landowners in favour of the annexation requested conditions. Of the seven landowners that were 
opposed to the annexation, two requested conditions. See Table 1 below. 
 

       Table 1:  Landowner Consent Summary 
 

          
  RESPONSE 

 

Number   
  In Favour 

 
5   

  In Favour Subject to Conditions 
 

5   
  Opposed 

 
5   

  Opposed Subject to Conditions 
 

2   
  No Response 

 
26   

  Total 

 

43   

          
 
Residents who were opposed to the annexation indicated particular concern over the Repp 
subdivision and the future land use designation of this area as Highway Commercial. This 
subdivision is located in the annexation area located on the west side of the Town. Issues raised 
also included the limitations that the future Highway Commercial land use will place on further 
residential development and the effect the annexation will have on the current municipal services 
provided for existing dwelling units within the subdivision. A number of issues raised related to 
changes that might come out of the new tax assessments and concerns over a substantial increase 
in taxes overnight. However, landowners were assured that a ten year window is provided where 
the lower of the two municipal tax rates would be utilized, unless land is developed. 
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In summary, the Town stated that it is prepared to work with the landowners to alleviate their 
concerns. 
 
County Response 

 
The County did not provide a response. 
 
Part IV MGB Recommendation 

 

The MGB recommends that the annexation of the area be approved as requested with an 
effective date of January 1, 2010. 
 
Part V Reasons 

 
After reviewing the documentation provided, as well as hearing the presentations by the 
objecting landowners affected by the proposed annexation, the MGB finds the annexation 
application to be reasonable and the area requested to be supported by the documentation 
submitted and oral presentations by the Town and the County. The MOU and draft IDP are the 
result of a high level of cooperation between the municipalities, in accordance with the 
Provincial Land Use Policies (PLUP), and should be encouraged.  
 
The intent of the PLUP is for two or more municipalities to work cooperatively on planning 
matters and to develop processes that will allow them to do this effectively. The Town and the 
County have successfully demonstrated the ability to discuss and collaborate on a variety of 
issues that affect municipal growth including diversification, environmental stewardship and 
servicing issues that will impact the Town and surrounding areas. 
 
The MGB acknowledges the extensive efforts that both municipalities have demonstrated in 
addressing the concerns expressed by the landowners affected by the proposed annexation during 
the public consultation. This includes the intention to protect landowners from fluctuating tax 
rates through the taxation of the annexed properties based on the lower rate of the two 
municipalities for a period of ten years. In addition to affected landowners, government 
departments and agencies were informed of the annexation. The hearing notification required by 
the Act also allowed individuals from the public to bring their concerns regarding the proposed 
annexation forward to be heard by the MGB. 
 
The Town has demonstrated the need for Highway Commercial land based on the current 
volume of traffic flowing through the west side and has satisfied the MGB that the existing 
amount of land within the Town’s limits is inadequate. The prime area for Highway Commercial 
is the land to the west of the Town on Highway 12. All of the landowners objecting to the 
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annexation are within this area; however, to remove those lands from this annexation would 
negate the efforts of the Town and County in arriving at their agreed plan for mutual growth and 
remove the primary rationale for this annexation application. The MGB is satisfied that the 
annexation of the six quarter sections will likely provide the Town a minimum of 40 years of 
land base for commercial and residential growth.  
 
The MGB acknowledges that the two municipalities have agreed to reduce the amount of the 
compensation to be paid by the Town to the County for infrastructure within the annexation area 
from $287,990 to $216,390. The MGB also acknowledges that in lieu of revenue sharing, the 
County’s recreation requisition will be capped for a period of ten years. The MGB places a great 
deal of weight on the agreement reached by the two municipalities and, therefore, finds that the 
financial arrangements contained in the annexation application will not unduly burden either 
municipality  
 
The MGB considered the objection brought forward by Ms. Swainston and her request for the 
Repp subdivision to be excluded from the annexation. However, the MGB accepts the Town’s 
submission that it will work with the landowners to allow existing uses to continue and will 
attempt to minimize the impact of the proposed annexation. The Repp subdivision as it currently 
exists is not purely residential.  The parcels in this subdivision are relatively large and 
compatible commercial uses could be introduced in a transitional basis. 
 
The MGB also accepts the Town’s submission that it would accommodate gas field development 
by Challenger Development Corporation through the incorporation of this land in a future Area 
Structure Plan. The MGB does not believe the landowner would be unduly affected should the 
land be in demand for highway commercial before gas prices recover. At such point it would be 
a business decision on the part of the landowner whether to subdivide and sell or continue 
holding the land for future gas development. In the mean time, the landowner would benefit from 
the Town’s lower tax rate on non-residential and farmland as well as not being taxed on 
machinery and equipment. The 10 year assessment and taxation conditions are reasonable and 
provide sufficient transitional time for affected landowners. 
 
Summary  

 
The MGB finds that the Annexation Agreement meets the criteria of outlining conditions that are 
certain, enforceable, and time specific. The annexation application presented, along with the 
testimony of the Town and County, indicates that the criteria for annexation are met. As such, the 
MGB recommends approval of the proposed annexation with an effective date of January 1, 2010. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised 
Statutes of Alberta 2000 (Act). 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the City of Calgary, in the Province of Alberta, 
to annex certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation from the 
Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44. 
 
BEFORE THE MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
Members: 
 
R. Scotnicki, Presiding Officer 
T. Golden, Member 
R. Strauss, Member 
 
Case Managers: 
 
G. Dziwenka 
D. Hawthorne 
 
After careful examination of the submissions from the City of Calgary (City), the Municipal 
District of Rocky View No. 44 (MD), affected landowners, and other interested parties, the 
Municipal Government Board (MGB) makes the following recommendation for the reasons set 
out in the MGB’s report, shown as Appendix D of this Board Order. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the annexation be approved in accordance with the following: 
 
 The Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that  
 
(a) effective January 1, 2007, the land described in Appendix A and shown on the sketches in 
Appendix B is separated from the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 and annexed to the 
City of Calgary, 
 
(b) any taxes owing to the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 at the end of December 
31, 2006 in respect of the annexed land are transferred to and become payable to the City of 
Calgary together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and the City 
of Calgary upon collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must, in accordance with Appendix C, 
pay them to the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44, 
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(c) despite the effective date set out in clause (a), 
 
 (i) for the purposes of taxation in 2007, the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 

must assess and tax the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it, 
 
 (ii) upon receipt of the 2007 taxes for the annexed land, the Municipal District of Rocky 

View No. 44 must transfer the taxes to the City of Calgary, 
 
 (iii) any 2007 taxes owing at the end of December 31, 2007 in respect of the annexed land 

become payable to the City of Calgary together with any lawful penalties and costs levied 
in respect of those taxes, calculated in accordance with the applicable 2007 tax penalty 
bylaws of the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44, and 

 
 (iv) any 2007 assessment complaints in respect of the annexed land received by the City 

of Calgary or the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 remain with the Municipal 
District of Rocky View No. 44 Assessment Review Board, and 

 
(d) the assessor for the City of Calgary must assess, for the purpose of taxation in 2008 and 
subsequent years, the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it, 
 
and makes the Order in Appendix C. 
 
Dated at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, on the 4th day of July 2007. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
  
(SGD.) G. Thomas, Chairman  
for R. Scotnicki, Presiding Officer 
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APPENDIX B 
A SKETCH SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS 

ANNEXED TO THE CITY OF CALGARY 
 
 

 
 
 

Annexation Areas 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 8 of 100 

00574



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 

APPENDIX C 
 

ORDER 
 

1 In this Order, “annexed land” means the land described in Appendix A and shown on the 
sketches in Appendix B. 
 
2 Farm property within the annexed land that qualifies for exemption from taxation shall 
continue to be exempt from taxation as long as the exemption for Municipal Districts is provided 
for under the Municipal Government Act or any successor Act. 
 
3 Notwithstanding section 2, if the exemption for farm property is no longer provided for 
under the Municipal Government Act or any successor Act, the exemption from taxation shall 
apply to the end of December 31, 2036. 
 
4 After section 2 ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land in a taxation year, that 
portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed and taxed for 
the purposes of property taxes in that year in the same manner as other property of the same 
assessment class in the City of Calgary is assessed and taxed. 
 
5 Despite section 135(1)(a.1) of the Municipal Government Act, for any taxation year up to 
and including 2007, the City of Calgary will collect arrears owing to the Municipal District of 
Rocky View No. 44 in accordance with the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44’s tax 
penalty bylaw. 
 
6 Subject to section 7, for taxation purposes in 2007 and subsequent years, up to and 
including 2021, the annexed land, other than farm property referred to under section 2, and the 
assessable improvements to it  
 

(a) must be taxed by the City of Calgary in respect of each assessment class that applies to 
the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it using the municipal tax rate 
established by the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44, and 

(b) business related taxes for existing businesses operating in the annexation area shall not 
be greater than the taxes levied if the land had remained in the Municipal District of 
Rocky View No. 44. 

7(1) Section 6 ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements 
to it and to existing businesses operating in the annexation area in the taxation year immediately 
following the taxation year in which 
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(a) the portion becomes a new parcel of land less than 16 hectares (40 acres) in size 
created as a result of subdivision or separation of title by registered plan of 
subdivision or by instrument or any other method that occurs at the request of, or on 
behalf of, the landowner, 

 
(b) the portion becomes a residual portion of less than 16 hectares (40 acres) after a new 

parcel referred to in clause (a) has been created, 
 
(c) the portion is redesignated, at the request of, or on behalf of the landowner, under the 

City of Calgary’s Land Use Bylaw to a designation other than an Urban Reserve as 
defined in the City of Calgary’s Land Use Bylaw 2P80 as amended, or its equivalent, 

 
(d) the portion is the subject of a local improvement project described in a local 

improvement by-law initiated by, with the support of, or on behalf of the landowner 
pursuant to which the City of Calgary water and sewer services are connected to the 
land, or 

 
(e) the portion is connected to the water or sanitary sewer services provided by the City 

of Calgary. 
 

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1)(a) and (b), section 6 continues to apply in respect of  
 
 (a) an existing farmstead within the annexed land, or 
 
 (b) residential infill areas located within section 6, township 23, range 28 west of the 

fourth meridian and section 7, township 24, range 28, west of the fourth meridian. 
 
8 After section 6 ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land in a taxation year,  
 
 (a) that portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it must be 

assessed and taxed for the purposes of property taxes in that year in the same manner 
as other property of the same assessment class in the City of Calgary is assessed and 
taxed, and 

 (b) business related taxes for existing businesses operating in the annexation area must be 
taxed in accordance with the City of Calgary’s business tax bylaw. 

 
9(1) The City of Calgary shall pay to the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 seventeen 
million three hundred and sixty three thousand seven hundred and fifty six dollars 
($17,363,756.00) in Canadian dollars, not later than 30 days after the date this Order in Council 
is signed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council. 
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(2) The City of Calgary shall pay to the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 one hundred 
thousand dollars ($100,000.00) in Canadian dollars annually for ten (10) years or for the life of 
the gravel operations, whichever occurs first, for gravel operations in the annexation area 
existing at the time this Order in Council is signed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 
pursuant to the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 Community Aggregate Payment Levy 
Bylaw C-6214-2006. 
 
(3) The payment referred to in subsection (2) shall be made as follows: 
 
 (a) the first payment shall be made on or before July 1, 2007, or within 30 days of the 

date this Order in Council is signed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council if this 
Order in Council is signed after July 1, 2007; 

 (b) subsequent payments shall be made before July 1 of each subsequent year unless the 
gravel operations cease to operate. 

 
10 Notwithstanding the effective date of this Order, for the period from January 1, 2007 until 
30 days after the date this Order is signed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, the Municipal 
District of Rocky View No. 44 is responsible for 

 (a) the direction, control and management of all roads within the annexed land, 

 (b) providing all municipal services within the annexed land, and 

 (c) any liability that arises from 
(i) the direction, control and management of all roads within the annexed land, and 

(ii) the provision of any municipal services within the annexed land. 

11 Any decision relating to subdivision and development made by the subdivision and 
development authorities of the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 44 between the effective 
date of this Order in Council and the date this Order in Council is signed by the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council continues and is deemed to be a decision relating to subdivision and 
development made by the subdivision and development authorities of the City of Calgary. 
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APPENDIX  D 

 
MGB REPORT TO THE MINISTER OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS AND HOUSING 

REGARDING THE CITY OF CALGARY PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF 
TERRITORY FROM THE MUNICIPAL DISTRICT OF ROCKY VIEW #44 
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Executive Summary 
 
According to the Municipal Government Act (Act), the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in 
Council have the final authority to decide on an annexation application. The Municipal 
Government Board (MGB) undertakes the processing of the annexation application, conducts a 
hearing if objections to the annexation are received and prepares a recommendation to the 
Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council. The Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in 
Council may accept in whole, in part or reject the recommendation of the MGB.  
 
The City of Calgary (City) with the support of the Municipal District of Rocky View (MD) have 
applied for annexation of approximately 25,000 acres of land to be included into the City from 
the MD. Having found that there were objections to the City annexation proposal, the MGB 
conducted a hearing and has prepared this report with findings and recommendations for 
consideration by the Minister and the Lieutenant Governor in Council.  
 
The proposal to annex approximately 25,000 acres is made up of lands on the west, north and 
east sides of the City all within the MD. In 2006 the City had a population of approximately 
992,000. In the last 15 years the City has grown by 42% and it is expected that over the next 30 
years the City will grow by another 51%. The objective of the City is to ensure that it has within 
its current boundaries an overall land supply of 30 to 35 years. Currently, the City only has an 
estimated 20 year land supply for residential and industrial development. The MGB has 
concluded that it is reasonable for a city the size of Calgary and its projected rapid growth to 
have within its boundaries a 30 to 35 year land supply in order to accommodate both short-term 
land needs but also to facilitate orderly development and long range coordination of services and 
infrastructure for the long-term planning horizon. None of the submissions against the 
annexation convinced the MGB otherwise. 
 
This proposed annexation exemplifies an exhaustive consultation process over many years 
between the two municipalities which has resulted in a comprehensive intermunicipal agreement 
referred to by the two municipalities as the “Annexation Agreement”. One of the key and 
fundamental principles enunciated in the Act, the Provincial Land Use Policies and the MGB’s 
annexation principles is the demonstration of intermunicipal cooperation. This prerequisite for 
annexation has clearly been met in this case. Although parties objecting to the annexation 
requested that the MGB give less weight to this agreement, the MGB was not convinced that the 
agreement should be ignored but rather that it should be given significant weight in considering 
this specific annexation application. 
 
Only two major groups objected to the total annexation voicing concerns about the loss of 
agricultural lands, the sprawling nature of the City and the inadequate financial compensation to 
the MD. The MGB heard that the residential densities achieved by the City have nearly doubled 
over the last decade and that the City’s planning mechanisms encourage and facilitate compact 
and contiguous development at ever increasing densities which reduces the premature loss of 
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agricultural lands. The MGB is satisfied that the densities achieved are within the accepted 
norms within Alberta and that any loss of agricultural lands occurs in an orderly fashion. The 
generic debate of whether municipalities should be required to develop at even higher densities 
and reduce the consumption of agricultural lands is best left to the broader debate and current 
review of the Provincial Land Use Policies. It is the view of the MGB that because of the rapid 
growth pressures experienced by Calgary that this annexation should not be postponed or altered 
based on presumptions of what the outcome of this review will be. 
 
Both municipalities conducted an exhaustive financial impact analysis which formed the basis 
for the financial compensation package from the City to the MD. This financial analysis 
illustrated that the financial impact on either municipality would be negligible. Although 
Springbank Community Planning Association suggested that the MD should have received 
additional financial benefits, its analysis only examined gross revenues and did not take into 
consideration net costs and benefits to the MD. The duly elected Council of the MD gave learned 
consideration to the sizeable financial package and with expert advice was satisfied that the 
compensation to the MD was sufficient. The MGB was not convinced to think otherwise. As 
well, the MGB is of the view that this sizeable financial package of nearly $17.5 million does not 
set a precedent for other annexations in Alberta since very few, if any, municipalities are in the 
same or similar circumstances as the City and the MD. 
 
The MGB did hear, by area, a minor number of objections to the annexation of small portions of 
land or objections to the City growing in that specific direction. In the west annexation area, a 
few objections were raised by Springbank and Bearspaw residents that the rural lifestyle on the 
western side of the City will be eroded by increased urbanization. The annexation into these rural 
communities in the west side of the City is relatively small and the MGB is not convinced that 
any dramatic change would occur that is not already existing as a result of a large urban centre of 
nearly a million people at the doorstep of these rural communities. The annexation to the west is 
a logical extension of a major open space system and a minor extension of residential areas. The 
MGB was satisfied that planning mechanisms exist to protect the major natural area in the west 
and can integrate urban residential areas adjacent to the acreage residential areas with minimal 
impact. As well, the MGB heard only minor concerns from landowners in the north and east area 
that did not want to be in the annexation or that did not want to see the City grow in that 
direction. These concerns were insufficient to reduce the 30 to 35 year land supply requested by 
the City to facilitate the growth expected in this major urban centre. The MGB was satisfied that 
the Hamlet of Shepard would achieve its desired municipal servicing within the City of Calgary 
in the short to medium planning horizon and would eventually become an urbanized part of the 
eastern growth of the City. The majority of landowners owning the majority of the land areas in 
the west, north and east were strongly supportive of the annexation. 
 
This annexation, in the view of the MGB, provides the ability of each municipality to pursue 
rational growth and achieve the purposes of a municipality as outlined in the Act. The rapid 
growth of the City is facilitated by this annexation. The Annexation Agreement provides for the 
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The Alberta Land Use Policies 
 
These policies do not make reference to annexation of territory from one municipality to another, 
however, the policies encourage intermunicipal planning and cooperation, which are exercises 
directly related to annexation issues. 
 
Some of the key policies relative to the MGB’s review are: 
 
Section 2.0 directs that planning activities are to be carried out in a fair, open, considerate and 
equitable manner. The policy further states that municipalities are expected to allow meaningful 
participation in the planning process by residents, landowners, community groups, interest 
groups, municipal service providers and other stakeholders. 
 
Section 3.0 fosters cooperation and coordination between neighbouring municipalities. In 
particular, adjoining municipalities are encouraged to cooperate in the planning of future land 
uses in the vicinity of their adjoining boundaries in a manner that does not inhibit or preclude 
appropriate long-term land use. Accordingly, the municipalities are encouraged to jointly prepare 
and adopt intermunicipal development plans. 
 
Section 4.0 fosters the establishment of land use patterns which make efficient use of land, 
infrastructure, public services and public facilities which promote resource conservation, 
enhance economic development activities, minimize environmental impact, protect significant 
natural environments and contribute to the development of healthy, safe and viable communities. 
 
Annexation Principles
 
In the absence of Ministerial criteria authorized by section 76 of the Act and in order to deal with 
the various issues raised by the affected parties, the landowners and the interest groups, the MGB 
has developed a series of annexation principles. The MGB has developed these principles from 
the examination of the annexation provisions in the Act, the Provincial Land Use Policies and 
previous annexation orders and recommendations. These principles are based on significant 
annexation decisions prior to 1995 and a total of nearly 170 annexations processed since the 
introduction of the 1995 Municipal Government Act. 
 
These annexation principals are best summarized in the recent MGB decision respecting the 
annexation application made by the City of St. Albert (Board Order 123/06) and outlined below: 
 
1. Annexations that provide for intermunicipal cooperation will be given considerable weight. 

Cooperative intermunicipal policies in an intermunicipal development plan will be given 
careful consideration, weight and support so long as they do not conflict with Provincial 
policies or interests. 

 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 26 of 100 

00583



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 
2. Accommodation of growth by all municipalities (urban or rural) must be accomplished 

without encumbering the initiating municipality and the responding municipality’s ability to 
achieve rational growth directions, cost effective utilization of resources, fiscal 
accountability and the attainment of the purposes of a municipality described in the Act. 

 
3. An annexation or annexation conditions should not infringe on the local autonomy given to 

municipalities in the Act unless provisions of the Act have been breached or the public 
interest and individual rights have been unnecessarily impacted. 

 
4. An annexation must be supported by growth projections, availability of lands within current 

boundaries, consideration of reasonable development densities, accommodation of a variety 
of land uses and reasonable growth options within each municipality (initiating and 
responding municipality). 

 
5. An annexation must achieve a logical extension of growth patterns, transportation and 

infrastructure servicing for the affected municipalities. 
 
6. Each annexation must illustrate a cost effective, efficient and coordinated approach to the 

administration of services. 
 
7. Annexations that demonstrate sensitivity and respect for key environmental and natural 

features will be regarded as meeting provincial land use policies. 
 
8. Coordination and cost effective use of resources will be demonstrated when annexations are 

aligned with and supported by intermunicipal development plans, municipal development 
plans, economic development plans, transportation and utility servicing plans and other 
related infrastructure plans. 

 
9. Annexation proposals must fully consider the financial impact on the initiating and 

responding municipality.  
 
10. Inter-agency consultation, coordination and cooperation is demonstrated when annexation 

proposals fully consider the impacts on other institutions providing services to the area. 
 
11. Annexation proposals that develop reasonable solutions to impacts on property owners and 

citizens with certainty and specific time horizons will be given careful consideration and 
weight. 

 
12. Annexation proposals must be based on effective public consultation both prior to and 

during any annexation hearing or proceedings. 
 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 27 of 100 

00584



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 
13. Revenue sharing may be warranted when the annexation proposal involves existing or 

future special properties that generate substantive and unique costs to the impacted 
municipality(s) as part of the annexation or as an alternative to annexation. 

 
14. Annexation proposals must not simply be a tax initiative. Each annexation proposal must 

have consideration of the full scope of costs and revenues related to the affected 
municipalities. The financial status of the initiating or the responding municipality(s) cannot 
be affected to such an extent that one or the other is unable to reasonably achieve the 
purposes of a municipality as outlined in section 3 of the Act. The financial impact should 
be reasonable and be able to be mitigated through reasonable conditions of annexation. 

 
15. Conditions of annexation must be certain, unambiguous, enforceable and be time specific. 
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Part 2 - The Annexation Application 

 
2.1 Overall Annexation Map 
 
 The shaded areas are the proposed annexation areas 
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2.2 The Annexation Report of the City 
 
On November 29, 2006, the MGB received an annexation report from the City signed by both 
the City and the MD. This report forms the annexation application. This report clearly describes 
the lands included in the annexation in Schedule A-1 on pages 23, 24, and 25 and illustrates the 
lands to be annexed in Schedule A-2 page 26 of the Annexation Report. 
 
A certificate is included stating that the report accurately reflects the results of the negotiations 
and mediation. There has been complete agreement on the annexation between the City and the 
MD, and an Intermunicipal Annexation Agreement has been signed by both municipalities. 
 
Prior to signing the Agreement, both municipalities conducted an extensive public consultation 
process throughout the negotiation period in the form of 11 open houses and two public hearings. 
As a result of objections and concerns from a number of landowners, the City agreed to remove a 
number of properties from the annexation area. 
 
2.3 The Annexation Agreement between the City and the MD 
 
The Agreement states that a Joint Intermunicipal Infrastructure Committee will be formed within 
30 days from the effective date of annexation to oversee all annexation implementation 
requirements through recommendations to the Intermunicipal Committee, including management 
of all technical planning and infrastructure related issues between the City and the MD. 
 
The City and the MD agree to use all reasonable efforts and to fully cooperate with one another 
to ensure that the terms and conditions of this Agreement are fulfilled. 
 
The Agreement contains a dispute resolution method for any disputed issues that may arise as a 
result of implementing this agreement (Part XIII). 
 
Part II of the Agreement, “Mutual Cooperation”, provides for the City to compensate the MD for 
the costs incurred, to a maximum of $50,000, for the staff hours required to comply with the 
requirements of the Agreement. 
 
Under Part IV of the Agreement, “Roadways”, the MD will continue to maintain the roads in the 
annexation area. These roads are specifically referenced in the Agreement. The City will pay the 
cost of recovery. 
 
Part V of the Agreement “Assessment and Taxation” provides that lands and improvements 
within the annexation territory will be taxed by the City on the same basis as if they remained in 
the MD and shall be taxed by the City at the applicable MD annual tax rate until the earlier of: a) 
the occurrence of a triggering event, b) December 31, 2021 if the effective date of annexation is 
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January 1, 2007, or c) December 31 of the calendar year following 15 full years from the earliest 
date specified in the annexation order when such date is after January 1, 2007. 
 
Exempt farm property (farm residences and farm buildings) as proved for in the Act and 
regulations within the annexation territory continues to be exempt from taxation for as long as 
such exemptions is prescribed for municipal districts under the Act and, where such exemption is 
not provided by the Act, until December 31, 2036 where the effective date for taxation under the 
Annexation Order is January 1, 2007 or until December 31 of the calendar year following 30 full 
years after the effective date where that date is after January 1, 2007. 
 
Part VI of the Agreement deals with existing water servicing in the annexation area and provides 
that existing water cooperatives can continue to provide servicing to lands serviced as at the 
effective date of annexation. Further, where there is an existing water cooperative providing 
servicing to certain lots within a subdivision, the City may approve the provision of water 
servicing by a water cooperative to the remaining lots. The Agreement specifically provides that 
the annexation will not impact any existing infrastructure owned by any water cooperative or 
independent water provider. 
 
New development, however, will be required to connect to City utility services, unless the City 
permits other arrangements. 
 
Part VII, “Compensation Payable to the MD”, states that following lengthy and productive 
discussions and a thorough review of independent expert analysis pertaining to financial impacts 
on both municipalities and the compensation to be paid from the City to the MD, the parties have 
agreed that the City will pay to the MD the following monetary consideration: 
 
 $2,997,500 for the MD’s loss of municipal gross revenues for a five year period, 
 
 $2,997,500 for the MD’s loss of municipal gross revenues for a further five year period, 
 
 $10,318,756 for industrial planned land absorption revenues, and 
 
 $1,050,000 for recently completed road improvements. 
 
The total cash consideration to be paid by the City to the MD is $17,363,756. It is to be paid as a 
one time payment within 30 days of the effective date of annexation. 
 
In addition, consideration for lost revenues pursuant to the Community Aggregate Payment Levy 
Bylaw of $100,000 per year for 10 years or when gravel depletes, whichever occurs first. 
 
Part VIII of the Agreement, “Planning and Development Transition” deals with the transition of 
current MD land uses to the City’s jurisdiction. The Annexation Agreement grandfathers in the 
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existing land uses. Notably, lands within the annexation territory will continue to be governed by 
the MD’s Land Use Bylaw as of the effective date of annexation until such time as the City 
rezones the land. 
 
Further, any lands in the annexation territory will continue to be governed by the existing MD 
Area Structure Plan or Conceptual Scheme until such time as the City passes an Area Structure 
Plan or other statutory plan for the area. 
 
The Agreement accommodates expansion of buildings for farming or business uses within 
applicable bylaws and legislation. 
 
In addition, there is an undertaking to commence an Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) 
review no later than 120 days from the effective date of annexation and to endeavour to have the 
IDP in draft form and to initiate the respective approval processes within 18 months after the IDP 
review commences. 
 
The parties further agree not to support or initiate any action to annex lands within its boundaries 
unless the IDP review process is complete and the parties mutually agree to such further action 
through the process contained within the IDP as it pertains to annexations. 
 
Part IX deals with future growth. The City and the MD agree that based upon the forecasts and 
projections of land development, and upon the City’s 2005 land supply assessment, this 
annexation provides the City an estimated: 
 
 38 year land supply for residential development, 
 
 37 year land supply for industrial development in the southeast industrial area, 
 
 60 year land supply for industrial and employment lands in the north industrial corridor. 
 
The City and the MD agree that the annexation should occur for all purposes as soon as possible 
and that both municipalities shall request the MGB to recommend the annexation be effective as 
of January 1, 2007. 
 
In furtherance of attaining the objectives contained within the Agreement, both municipalities 
also agree to request the MGB to recommend to the Lieutenant Governor in Council to include 
all matters contained in the Agreement within the Annexation Order. 
 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 32 of 100 

00589



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 
3.3 Financial Impact Report 
 
With respect to the financial impact of the annexation, the City and the MD engaged Nichols 
Applied Management in late 2005 to undertake a complete financial analysis of the impacts of 
annexation. Their report assesses financial impacts of the annexation on the City and the MD as 
well as on the annexed properties. 
 
The result of the analysis was intended to assist in the negotiation and mediation process 
between the City and the MD. 
 
The MD has a population of approximately 36,500 people and covers a total area of 
approximately 400,000 hectares. The City has a population in excess of 950,000 people and 
encompasses an area of approximately 75,000 hectares. 
 
The annexation would have the effect of transferring municipal jurisdiction of a total area of 
approximately 25,000 acres from the MD to the City. This represents between roughly 2% and 
3% of the existing municipality. 
 
Each of the MD’s expenditure and revenue functions were examined to ascertain the potential 
impacts that may rise from the annexation. Annexation is expected to reduce the MD’s net 
revenues by an estimated $299,000 in 2007 and by approximately $414,000 annually in 
subsequent years. The analysis indicates that the potential fiscal impacts of annexation on the 
MD are likely to be modest and that the municipality’s financial health is not expected to be 
seriously affected. 
 
The proposed annexation will increase the City’s land area and population as well as its 
assessment base, while increasing it responsibilities for road maintenance and other municipal 
services in the annexed area. 
 
The population within the proposed annexation and the assessment base within that area will 
have a relatively small impact on the City’s overall population and assessment base, increasing 
them roughly 0.08% and 0.22%, respectively. The impact on the City’s road network and land 
area will be most significant, increasing them by 2.1% and 13.74%, respectively. 
 
If the property owners in the MD are assessed and taxed as if they remained in the MD, the 
proposed annexation is expected to increase the City’s net costs by an estimated $987,000 in 
2007 and by $872,000 annually in subsequent years. The findings suggest that the potential fiscal 
impact of annexation on the City is negligible. 
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3.4 The City’s Interests 
 
There are three guiding goals within the City’s policy framework for managing growth. First, the 
City endeavours to maintain a long-term (at least 30 year) land supply through periodic 
comprehensive annexations. 
 
Second, the City endeavours to maintain a 15 year supply of planned suburban land within policy 
documents including area structure plans and community plans. 
 
Third, in concert with short-term capital investments in infrastructure, the City maintains a five 
year land supply of serviced land to respond to the immediate need for housing and related 
development as well as for industrial growth. 
 
Maintaining a long term supply of land for growth enables the City to comprehensively plan for 
new development necessitated by growth, facilitating the orderly and economic development of 
the City. In addition, it provides a sense of stability in the Calgary region helping adjacent 
municipalities and landowners to plan with more certainty. 
 
The north, southeast, and south are the City’s biggest growth corridors. 
 
For residential growth, the City currently has a 21 year supply of land. The annexation lands 
would add a 13 year supply giving the City a 33 to 35 year supply of land for residential growth. 
 
Annexation ensures that there is healthy and competitive residential marketplace to achieve a 
measure of housing affordability. Annexation helps provide location and price choice in the 
housing marketplace. Housing consumers have traditionally preferred single detached homes in 
new suburban communities where comparative affordability is achieved. The City’s suburban 
residential development, at a mandated seven units per acre reflects an efficient use of the land 
base. Annexation helps to ensure that new development is a contiguous extension of the urban 
form and does not extend unconnected throughout the countryside. 
 
In the next 30 years, it is projected that 342,000 new jobs will be added to the City, which is a 
66% increase. It is estimated that 25,000 to 35,000 new jobs will locate in the southeast 
industrial area over that period of time. The southeast industrial area accounts for two-thirds of 
all industrial land demand in the City. 
 
Currently, there is a 20 year industrial land supply in the southeast. This is based on a demand of 
160 acres per year. The annexation area represents a 12 year supply of developable industrial 
land for a total industrial land supply in the southeast of 32 years. 
 
The City views annexation as an important tool in its approach to growth management. By 
annexing a long-term supply of raw land, maintaining a medium term supply of conceptually 
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planned suburban lands, and a short term supply of serviced ready to develop lands all contribute 
to the City’s ability to respond to Calgary’s significant rate of growth. 
 
In addition, with annexation, all development must connect to piped water and sanitary and 
storm servicing. This helps mitigate any negative impact to the environment with respect to 
water quality and groundwater depletion. 
 
In the view of the City, its planning mechanisms promote the protection of agricultural lands by 
requiring contiguous urban development that is phased in an orderly fashion in concert with the 
rational expansion of urban infrastructure. 
 
3.5 The MD’s Interests 
 
The MD strives to balance the interests of itself, the City, and the public. This is because the 
annexation not only affects the annexing municipality but also the municipality that is losing the 
land, and the public. The public is a primary interest group in the annexation. 
 
Throughout the annexation process, the MD focused on balancing the collective interests, with 
the ultimate goal of reaching a final agreement that achieved a synthesis of these collective 
interests, met the requirements of Part 4, Division 6 of the Act, addressed future growth needs of 
both jurisdictions, and provided the foundation for future intermunicipal planning. 
 
In the MD’s opinion, the Annexation Agreement meets both Part 4, Division 6 of the Act and the 
principles of annexation recently set out by the MGB. 
 
The MD’s interests can be summed into four key categories. The MD maintains a regional 
philosophy. The MD’s land mass of approximately one million acres either encompasses or 
adjoins 15 other jurisdictions. As such, the MD necessarily recognizes that how each jurisdiction 
governs and manages its growth has an influence on the other jurisdiction. The MD is an active 
regional player and is a committed member of the Calgary Regional Partnership and believes in 
their philosophy of think regionally, act locally. 
 
Regional considerations such as growth management, transportation, watershed protection, and 
the delivery of community and utility services formed a primary basis for the MD’s interests in 
the annexation process. 
 
The MD’s interest mirrors the principles of the Act and the Provincial Land Use policies. The 
MD strives to achieve the orderly, economical and beneficial development, use of land and 
patterns of human settlement, and to maintain and improve the quality of the physical 
environment within which patterns of human settlement are achieved (s.617 of the Act). 
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Financial considerations were a key interest for the MD to have addressed in the Agreement. The 
two municipalities jointly retained Nichols Applied Management to undertake a financial 
analysis of the proposed annexation on both the MD and the City. Ultimately, the Report 
recommended compensation that fairly represents the impact of the annexation on the MD 
without unduly or unfairly impacting the financial position of the City. The Nichols Report’s 
recommendations are adopted in Part VII of the Agreement. 
 
To the MD, being fairly compensated means that the financial impact is revenue neutral, which 
was identified as a key interest of the MD at the outset. 
 
To that regard, the MD sought compensation for lost tax revenue, for key commercial and 
industrial developable lands that would have represented revenue for the MD in future years, and 
for capital improvements which were incurred over the last five years to the MD road network. 
This was to ensure that annexation would have little or no impact on the remainder of the 
taxpayers of the MD. 
 
It was important to the MD that the annexation respected existing land use policy plans and 
development, as well as established land uses and practices.  
 
The current Intermunicipal Development Plan was approved in 1998 and was due for review in 
2003. It was agreed by the City and the MD to delay this review until such time that the 
annexation process was complete. 
 
One of the MD’s fundamental goals was to elevate the need for joint planning along the current 
and future boundary. From the MD’s perspective, the annexation process needed to improve the 
overall intermunicipal planning relationship and existing process. 
 
These interests of the MD were addressed in the negotiation process and ultimately in the 
mediated Agreement. The Agreement contemplates cooperation between the MD and the City in 
implementing the Agreement and in future planning issues. 
 
Furthermore, the annexation complies with the principles of annexation set out in the MD/City 
Intermunicipal Development Plan as well as with the respective Area Structure Plans for the 
areas impacted by annexation. 
 
As well, the interests identified by the City at the beginning of the annexation process have been 
satisfied through the Agreement. Specifically, the annexation accommodates the growth of the 
City by providing an adequate land supply for residential land and industrial land. It provides for 
a large contiguous area of land for unfragmented growth. 
 
The public’s key interests were communicated to the MD through letters, open houses, public 
hearings and ongoing discussions throughout the mediation process. From the process, the 
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Committee identified the following primary interests from the public: to protect existing 
communities, ensure land use compatibility after annexation, reasonable tax transition for 
residents in the annexed area, and to ensure servicing and road maintenance and upgrades are to 
a certain standard. 
 
These interests were addressed during the annexation process and are addressed in the 
Agreement. 
 
Communities within the annexation territory continue to be governed by the existing Area 
Structure Plans until such time as the City adopts a new plan for the area, which would 
necessarily involve public consultation with the impacted residents under Part 17 of the Act. 
 
Also, lands within the annexation territory will continue to be governed by the MD’s Land Use 
Bylaw as of the effective date of annexation until such time as the City rezones the land. 
 
The Agreement provides that lands and improvements within the annexation territory will be 
taxed by the City on the same basis as if they remained in the MD for 15 years unless a 
triggering event occurs. These lands will be assessed on the same basis as the City lands and will 
be taxed at the MD’s tax rates. 
 
Exempt farm property (farm residences and farm buildings) as provided for in the Act and the 
regulations located within the annexation territory continues to be exempt for as long as such 
exemptions are prescribed by the Act and, where such exemption is not provided by the Act, 
essentially for 30 years. 
 
The MD will continue to maintain the roads for which the City is not equipped to maintain, that 
is the gravel roads. To that regard, the City and the MD are in the process if finalizing a Road 
Maintenance Agreement. 
 
This is a unique approach to a historical problem whereby annexed roads are not a priority of the 
City, resulting in neglect. Therefore, this approach to retain existing road maintenance practices 
of the MD minimizes any impact to the public. 
 
The City acknowledges that it is ill equipped to deal with traditional Agricultural Service Board 
issues such as weed control and public services such as agricultural consultations and shelterbelt 
planning. As such, the MD and City are in the process of finalizing an Agricultural Services 
Agreement whereby the MD’s Board would continue to provide these services to the annexation 
area. 
 
Existing water cooperative connections will continue. Existing water cooperatives can continue 
to provide servicing to lands serviced as at the effective date of annexation. Further, where there 
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is an existing water cooperative providing servicing to certain lots within a subdivision, the City 
may approve the provision of water servicing by a water cooperative to the remaining lots. 
 
New development, however, will be required to connect to City utility services, unless the City 
permits other arrangements. 
 
Regional servicing is not a component of the Annexation Agreement. The MD signed the 
Agreement with the understanding that servicing for the Hamlet of Shepard would be a matter 
more efficiently addressed via a parallel process to the Annexation Agreement via a Standing 
Policy Committee of the City. However, this particular issue is not resolved to date. 
 
On January 3, 2007, the MD sent a letter to the City requesting an update on the status of the 
City’s Water resources – Strategic Services report to Council through the Standing Policy 
Committee on Utilities and Environment to address the servicing issues and concerns within the 
Hamlet of Shepard. 
 
On January 31, 2007, the MD received a response from the City indicating that administration is 
currently reviewing options as to how to provide utility servicing to the Hamlet of Shepard. 
However, no time line has been set with respect to the next steps. 
 
In conclusion, this Annexation Agreement is much different than the traditional annexation 
agreements seen in the past. This Agreement not only resolves the immediate issue of 
annexation, but also provides a basis for future intermunicipal cooperation through the 
establishment of the Joint Intermunicipal Infrastructure Committee and an agreement by the 
parties to pursue intermunicipal dispute resolution as detailed in the Intermunicipal Development 
Plan for any issues not resolved at the Intermunicipal Committee level. 
 
The Agreement anticipates future commitment and good faith from both parties and this was 
incorporated into the Agreement in a number of locations. 
 
This Agreement is more than a simple annexation agreement, it represents a solution to the 
City’s future growth requirements and it recognizes the need for growth and future growth 
corridors for the MD setting the foundation for future intermunicipal cooperation and 
collaboration. The Agreement also recognizes the public interest achieved through a mediated 
agreement endorsed by the elected representatives of the public. 
 
The MD requests that the MGB respect, uphold, and support the terms of the Agreement as 
submitted in the application. 
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3. The Act requires the MGB to hear from a wide group of affected persons and to investigate, 

analyze and make finds about the annexation. 
 
4. In order to fulfill its mandate, the MGB applies the term “affected person” broadly and the 

MGB’s historical practice is to hear all people that wish to be heard at an annexation hearing. 
 
5. The City of Airdrie is an “affected person” with respect to the proposed annexation. 
 
5.5 MGB Decision 
 
The MGB decided to hear from the City of Airdrie. 
 
5.6 MGB’s Reasons 
 
The MGB does not accept the argument of the MD that the City of Airdrie has no standing on 
this annexation and cannot make a submission. The MGB prefers the view that the public interest 
is best served by providing a broad meaning to affected persons and not excluding persons from 
making submissions on an important matter like this annexation. The MGB finds the referenced 
Pension Fund Properties v. City of Calgary, 1981 to be applicable to a narrow planning 
circumstance and not as relevant as Leduc (County, No. 25) v. Alberta (Local Authorities Board) 
(Alta.C.A.) where the courts directed a broader participation in annexation proceedings. Under 
the Act, the City of Airdrie represents a considerable number of persons who live in close 
proximity to the proposed annexation area. Their interests should be heard. Indeed, the MGB 
finds it impossible to determine whether or not a person is affected until it hears the detailed 
nature of the objection or concern brought forward. 
 
Notwithstanding the ability of the City of Airdre to make a presentation on this annexation, the 
MGB cannot accept the proposition of Airdrie that this annexation agreement sets a precedent for 
Airdrie or other like centres. 
 
The amounts payable from the City to the MD are a result of interest based negotiation between 
the two municipalities. It is specific to the circumstances and land in this annexation application. 
 
Future annexation applications between municipalities will not have the same characteristics or 
circumstances and the two municipalities will have to negotiate between themselves based on 
their specific factors. In fact, the MGB recently heard the St. Albert proposed annexation 
whereby the primary focus of the hearing referenced matters related to compensation and 
revenue sharing. The facts were specific to the municipalities involved. If, in future, the City of 
Airdrie or any other municipality proposing annexation cannot resolve the issue of 
compensation, the matter would come before the MGB as a contested annexation. The MGB 
would be obligated to evaluate the situation based on the general principles of fairness expressed 
in the St. Albert report but the MGB would require the municipalities to provide detailed 
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financial evidence of those specific municipalities. In the Calgary/Rocky View situation, the 
amount of compensation was determined and agreed by the two municipalities through 
mediation. Because the municipalities signed confidentiality protocols for the mediation, all the 
details are not available to the MGB or the general public. The MGB places high importance on 
signed annexation agreements and as a result accepts the financial arrangement as a settlement 
between the two municipalities. Furthermore, this annexation does not have a detrimental 
financial impact on either the City or the MD, which is a fundamental principle for any 
annexation. 
 
5.7 Recommendation 
 
The Minister may wish to study and monitor the compensation and revenue sharing 
arrangements in various annexation agreements to determine if suitable Ministerial criteria 
should be established pursuant to section 76 of the Act. 
 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 47 of 100 

00597



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 

Part 6 - Submission from Fortis Alberta 
 
Due to the nature of the submission of Fortis Alberta, the MGB’s report deals with the matters 
raised in this separate part of the report. 
 
6.1 Position of Fortis Alberta 
 
Fortis Alberta is the electricity distribution service for people in the MD, and as such is affected 
by the City’s annexation application. If the annexation proceeds and Fortis Alberta is required to 
surrender parts of its service area established under the provisions of the Hydro and Electric Act 
(RSA 2000, c. H-16), (HEE Act), its customers will be negatively impacted. 
 
The annexation plan has not dealt with issues of avoiding adverse impacts on customers arising 
from changes to the provider of electricity distribution services. Additional costs incurred by 
both utilities to reconfigure the distribution system to allow for the transfer of facilities from one 
service provider to another become the burden of all ratepayers. 
 
In addition to the added costs, Fortis Alberta’s lost revenue from these customers also becomes 
the burden of the remaining customers through upward pressure on rates. It is Fortis Alberta’s 
submission that these costs are unnecessary and a forced transfer of assets under section 29 of the 
HEE Act is uneconomic and inefficient. 
 
It should not be taken as a given that forcing customers to switch electric service providers 
because of an annexation is appropriate. Fortis Alberta currently provides electrical distribution 
service to various customers within the City and Enmax serves customers in the MD. In these 
situations, both utilities have worked together to provide the most economic and efficient 
solution for electricity distribution and this concept should prevail through the annexation 
process regardless of the municipal boundary. 
 
Fortis Alberta accordingly asks that any report made by the MGB in this matter include 
comments that it is the view of the MGB that nothing in the report should be taken to suggest or 
conclude that a change in electric service area boundaries should be assumed to be in the public 
interest. 
 
6.2 City’s Position 
 
The City took no position. 
 
6.3 MD’s Position 
 
The MD took no position. 
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6.4 MGB’s Findings 
 
1. The service area for an electric service company and the details of rates and other marketing 

issues are matters dealt with under the Hyrdo Electric and Energy Act administered by the 
Alberta Energy and Utilities Board. 

 
2. There were no requests to modify an utility agreement within the annexation area. 
 
6.4 MGB’s Recommendation & Reasons 
 
Section 127.1 of the Act provides authority for an annexation order to modify the provision of a 
public service within an annexed area. 
 
127.1 (1) In this section, “utility agreement” means an agreement approved by the Public 
Utilities Board in which a municipality grants a right to a person to provide a public utility in all 
or part of the municipality.  
(2) An annexation of land does not affect any right under a utility agreement to provide a public 
utility on the annexed land unless the annexation order provides otherwise.  
(3) This section does not apply to a right to provide a natural gas service if the right is subject to 
section 23 of the Gas Distribution Act.  
 
The MGB heard no requests to change the rights under any existing utility agreement for the 
lands in the annexation agreement. The submission by Fortis Alberta requested that the 
annexation order not change any existing arrangements. Having not received any substantive 
requests and arguments to instruct a change through the annexation order the MGB recommends 
that there is no need in the annexation to direct any change pursuant to section 127.1 (2) of the 
Act. 
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Annexation Not Premature 
 
The MGB considered the assertion by the SCPA that the annexation is premature due to a 
number of ongoing planning studies by the MD, regional servicing studies and the review of 
provincial land use planning policies. While this is a serious consideration, the MGB notes that 
both the City and the MD stated that their respective interests respecting future plans and 
servicing are met through the provisions of the annexation agreement. In the MGB’s opinion, 
ongoing planning studies and servicing studies will take place no matter the municipal 
jurisdiction. In fact, approval of the annexation will allow those studies to go forward with a 
known boundary and better predictability of future growth and infrastructure needs. 
 
The MGB understands the SCPA concern about future provincial land use policy changes; 
however, the MGB is not willing to recommend refusal of the proposed annexation based on 
provincial land use policy currently under review. 
 
The City policy of having a 30 to 35 year land supply is reasonable considering the size of the 
City and its current rapid growth.  For this reason, the MGB does not conclude that this 
annexation is premature. 
 
Financial Impact 
 
The MGB accepts the Nichols Report as an expert document prepared by professionals in the 
field and finds that the public consultation with respect to the whole annexation was exhaustive. 
 
The SCPA is of the opinion that the negative financial impacts imposed on the taxpayers of the 
MD are not properly accounted for or compensated for in the Annexation Agreement. The MGB 
notes that the City and the MD hired the Nichols Group to undertake a thorough financial study 
to determine the appropriate financial payment from the City to the MD. They examined the 
factors and came up with the amounts as stated in the agreement. Further, the report concludes 
that neither municipality will suffer unreasonable negative financial impacts as the result of this 
annexation.  
 
The SCPA presented a financial analysis suggesting projected revenues from the annexed lands 
of $215 million per year, compared to the approximately $17 million as compensation in the 
Annexation Agreement. The problem with this analysis is that it only examined the revenue side 
of the equation. The SCPA did not address and account for the cost side of generating that 
revenue, that is, the costs associated with generating that revenue or even if the same kind of 
revenue could be expected if the land stayed in the MD. The SCPA only dealt with gross 
revenues and not net amounts. As a result, the MGB finds that the analysis is incomplete and, 
therefore, the figures derived by the SCPA are not reliable for determining whether or not the 
compensation was sufficient. 
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Part 9 - Legal Argument 
 
9.0 Jurisdiction of the MGB to Consider and Recommend Inclusion of Additional 

Lands 
 
Most of the submissions relating to the subject annexation were to include additional lands in the 
annexation. However, before dealing with these requests the MGB must address the ability of it 
to consider recommending the addition of other lands, as well as, the authority of the Minister 
and the Lieutenant Governor to do so. 
 
9.1 Landowners Submissions on Jurisdiction 
 
Background 
 
A group of landowners namely, Melcor Developments Ltd., Qualico Communities, Crestmont 
Developments, Joan Synder and Carburn Aggregates, are requesting additional lands to be 
included in the annexation. 
 
These additional lands were all included in the City’s October 2002 and October 2005 notices of 
intent to annex. These lands were also included in a motion of City Council in September 2006 
to ask the intermunicipal committee to investigate these lands. Subsequently, certain lands 
owned by these landowners were included in the annexation application, whereas other lands 
owned by the same landowner were not included in the annexation application filed with the 
MGB. 
 
These lands are almost entirely contiguous with the existing City boundaries or other lands in the 
annexation application. In total, these lands comprise 2,064 acres in total of which 1,220 acres 
were excluded from the Annexation Agreement by the Annexation Mediation Committee. In 
particular, the mediated agreement provides for the exclusion of all the Snyder and Burnswest 
lands, although the Burnswest lands were identified in the Agreement as a joint planning area. 
Only portions of the Melcor and Qualico lands were included. Specifically, of Melcor’s 
approximately 519 acres, 391 acres were proposed for annexation and 1,287 acres were proposed 
to remain in the MD. Similarly, in terms of Qualico’s lands, of their total holdings of 541 acres, 
333 acres were proposed for inclusion in the annexation and 120 acres were excluded. 
 
Land Owner Submission on Jurisdiction 
 
It was argued by the representative of the landowners that the MGB has jurisdiction to consider 
private landowners’ requests to have their lands included in the annexed lands. There is a sound 
planning rationale justifying the MGB’s deviation from the mediated agreement. 
 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 73 of 100 

00601



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 
It is submitted that the MGB is empowered to deviate from the mediated agreement. In the 
MGB’s Airdrie annexation Order (MGB 070/03), the MGB commented at page 20 that the Act is 
silent on the status of a mediated settlement relative to a recommendation for annexation. The 
MGB goes on and states that had the legislature intended that a mediated settlement be the final 
annexation solution, then the Act would state this and there would be no point in the MGB 
conducting a hearing and making a recommendation to the Minister. 
 
Further, in the MGB’s Order in the Red Deer annexation matter (MGB 058/04) the MGB points 
out at page 29, that the emphasis on an agreement between municipalities is not the point of 
being the sole or determinative factor in a proposal. And further at page 43, the MGB states that 
it is clear to the MGB and the parties to the annexation proceedings, that neither the MGB, the 
Minister nor the Cabinet are bound to an annexation agreement. 
 
Annexation agreements between municipalities have carried considerable weight before the 
MGB and as further stated in the Airdrie Order at page 20, the MGB’s recommendation to the 
Minister had only deviated from the annexation agreement in cases where an affected landowner 
raised objections and where the annexation agreement had not provided a sound rationale. The 
MGB in that annexation varied the terms of that particular mediated agreement and added certain 
lands and deleted other lands in its recommendation to the Minister. 
 
The landowners are of the view that the City had no planning rationale for leaving these lands 
out of the annexation. Further, the City described the excluded lands as being in the very 
desirable residential growth corridor on the west side. Subsequently, the City compensated by 
going to the north area in substitution. There is difficulty with the sound planning rationale 
behind compensating by substituting with lands in the north, particularly when the land lost is in 
the otherwise very desirable residential growth area. 
 
The question now before the MGB can be characterized as one of weighing the validity of what 
is a political agreement to sound planning rationale. If there is not sound rationale for excluding 
parcels of land which the annexing municipality had originally sought to include on the basis of 
good planning, then the mediated agreement should not dictate the result. For example, with 
respect to the Qualico and Melcor lands, parcels of land owned by one owner that are otherwise 
indistinguishable are cut into pieces, one part in the City and the other part outside the City. On 
the strength of the MGB’s Airdrie and Red Deer Board Orders, the MGB clearly has the 
authority, in a proper case, to deviate from an annexation agreement to add in a parcel of land. 
 
Section 119(2) of the Act specifically provides that the report on negotiations becomes the 
initiating municipality’s application for annexation. In the Airdrie Board Order (MGB 070/03) 
the MGB addressed what constituted the application for annexation. This involved a situation in 
which the MD argued before the MGB, as it is doing in the present annexation, that if a 
landowner’s land was not included in the mediated agreement, then that land could not be 
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included in the report that formed the basis of the application, despite being part of the initiating 
municipality’s notice to the MGB. 
 
At page 19 of that Board Order, the MGB stated: 
 

The MD would like the MGB to interpret the word “report” in section 119(2) in a 
very narrow fashion as referring to those lands agreed to after the mediated 
settlement. If the legislators had meant that only those lands agreed to after the 
mediated settlement, then section 119(2) would have used these specific words. In 
the MGB’s opinion, the word “report” must be given a broad meaning when it is 
examined within the total context of sections 118 and 119. 

 
To underline the point, sections 118 and 119 anticipate both agreement and 
disagreement by the parties to an annexation. This implies to the MGB that all 
documents and materials that come before the MGB constitute the report. This 
would include all the growth studies, engineering reports, public participation 
reports, environmental reports, financial reports and the lands agreed to and lands 
not agreed to, whether or not those lands are included in a mediated settlement. 

 
It was argued that the Melcor, Qualico and Snyder lands were part of the “application”. These 
lands were all included in the City’s October 2002 notice of intent to annex. They were also 
included within the City’s October 2005 notice to the MGB of lands sought to annex with the 
exception of a small portion. They were also included in a motion by City Council dated 
September 2006 to have the mediated agreement reviewed as to their inclusion as originally 
proposed. 
 
There is a slight distinction with respect to the Burnswest lands. While included within the 2002 
notice, they disappeared in the 2005 notice. But it is submitted that they are clearly in the broadly 
defined term “application”. The Burnswest lands were the subject of consideration and 
discussion throughout the annexation process. They were involved from the beginning. Most 
importantly, the mediation committee and both Councils specifically identified the Burnswest 
lands as a joint planning area within the mediated agreement map. 
 
The Act provides that notice under section 116 initiates the annexation process and obligates the 
subject municipalities to commence public consultation and good faith negotiations in relation to 
such notice. By using the 2002 notice which included the Burnswest lands, the City started this 
process. 
 
The City and MD maintain that formal mediated negotiations began in September 2005. The 
landowners disagree. By November 2005 when the second notice was issued, the annexation was 
already well underway. This annexation was commenced in 2002 and the 2005 notice effectively 
represents an amended or enlarged request by the City. 

annexorders:M079-07 Page 75 of 100 

00603



 
 
 BOARD ORDER:  MGB 079/07 
 
 FILE:  AN05/CALG/01 
 
 
 
Perhaps the most important indication of the City’s desire to have these lands included in its 
annexation is evidenced in the September 25, 2006 minutes of City Council where after hearing 
all the cogent planning arguments, the City referred these lands back to the Joint Annexation 
Committee to review the specific inclusion of lands including the Burnswest lands. It is very 
significant that this direction of Council was made in September 2006, after the annexation map 
was produced in June 2006 and it clearly indicates that even after the City’s initial 2005 notice of 
intent and the June 2006 draft mediated annexation maps, the City had requested the Annexation 
Committee to include the Burnswest lands. 
 
There can be little question that the Burnswest lands formed part of the “application” as the 
MGB has defined the term. Under the Act, the section 118 report on negotiations becomes the 
section 118 application for annexation. In addition, the MGB had made a clear statement in the 
Airdrie Annexation Order at page 19, that in the MGB’s opinion, the word “report” must be 
given a broad meaning when expressed in the context of section 118 and 119. 
 
In the view of the landowners, the annexation hearing is clearly not a rubber stamp of a political 
agreement and should, under section 122 of the Act, be a proper hearing on the principles, 
standards and criteria for annexation. The fundamental question as it affects these landowners 
that want to be included in the annexation boundary is whether or not the annexation agreement 
has provided a sound rationale to overcome the sound planning rationale to include these lands. 
 
9.2 MD Submission on the MGB’s Jurisdiction to Consider and Recommend Additional 

Lands 
 
The MD submits that the MGB does not have any jurisdiction to hear any request by landowners 
to have lands which are not currently in the annexation application to be included in the annexed 
lands because to do so would be permitting a private landowner to initiate annexation, which is 
contrary to the provisions of the Act and the overall public interest. These particular landowners 
are attempting to do indirectly what the legislature does not authorize nor permit them to do 
directly by asking the MGB to expand the boundaries of the annexation to include their 
respective private lands. 
 
The annexation process is governed by Part 4, Division 6 of the Act, which specifically does not 
provide private landowners with the ability to make annexation applications. Section 116 clearly 
states that a municipal authority initiates the annexation of land. 
 
In 1981, the previous legislation was amended to specifically take away the ability of private 
landowners to initiate annexation applications. The government of the day made it very clear that 
the ability of private landowners to bring annexation applications before the Local Authorities 
Board was taken away as a deliberate policy decision. The rationale provided was that 
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landowners were misusing the provision as a tool for land speculation and financial gain that was 
never the intent of the legislation. 
 
The MGB considered the issue of whether private landowners have any right to bring an 
annexation application before the Board in the Airdrie decision. The MGB stated at page 17: 
 

The legislation specifically states that only a municipality can put forward an 
annexation proposal. There is no ability for an individual or group of land owners, 
like Melcor, to initiate an annexation. The MGB should be very cautious in 
creating ability for landowners to put a proposal before the MGB when the ability 
is not provided for in the Act. 

 
And further, at page 18 of the decision, the MGB states: 
 

The MGB agrees with the MD that an individual landowner cannot submit an 
annexation application. The MGB comes to this conclusion by comparing the 
provisions of the previous Act with the current Act. In the previous Act, there was 
clear provision for a landowner to request to be annexed, however, this provision 
is not in the current Act. 

 
In the 2004 decision City of Red Deer/County of Red Deer (Board Order: MGB 058/04), the 
MGB considered a private landowner’s request to be included in the annexation. The MGB 
ultimately concluded that the MGB did not have authority to recommend that these lands be 
included. In making its determination, the MGB stated at page 42: 
 

The MGB accepts that it must give meaning to this deliberate legislative action 
that parties who wish land to be annexed must first convince the local 
municipality that the lands should be included in the municipality’s application 
for annexation. The local municipality must at first instance be satisfied that the 
lands are needed, are a logical extension of land use patterns and existing 
servicing, that any financial, environmental, corporate impacts are fully 
considered and that the responding municipality is reasonably satisfied with the 
change in boundaries and with the various impacts. The change in boundaries can 
have significant impacts and the legislation as amended envisages a thorough 
review will happen first at the local level before an annexation is submitted for 
provincial approval. This further enhances the theme of local autonomy 
developed throughout the various sections of the new 1995 Municipal 
Government Act. 

 
Although the MGB accepts that when objections are filed it can investigate, 
analyze, and make findings of fact, consider the greater public good and must 
hold a hearing to allow affected persons to provide input into the annexation, all 
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this is done within the context of evaluation of lands included in the annexation 
application filed under Section 119 by the initiating municipality. If various land 
areas are not included in the annexation application then there is nothing to 
evaluate, analyze, or make findings about or to determine what is the greater 
public good. The MGB’s report, completed pursuant to Section 123 of the Act, is 
in regards to the public hearing about lands included within the annexation 
application filed by the initiating municipality under section 119, and is not in 
regards to other lands. The MGB concludes that this approach best meets the 
deliberate intent of the legislation to eliminate the ability of a landowner to make 
an application for annexation. In addition, there is no specific authority in the Act, 
which states that there is an appeal to the MGB from a municipality not including 
lands within an annexation application. 

 
In the present hearing, if the MGB were to conclude that it had jurisdiction to recommend that 
lands that were not part of the annexation application should be annexed to the City, this would 
have the effect of creating a right for a private landowner to make its own annexation 
application, which would run counter to the legislative intention and the resulting legislation. 
 
Further, section 120(3) of the Act provides that the MGB may investigate, analyze and make 
findings of fact about the annexation. The question is what is the annexation? Logically, it can 
only be the annexation that the City has applied for, which in this case did not include the 
additional private lands. Neither the MGB nor a private landowner is provided any authority to 
increase the annexed area of the initiating authority’s annexation application. There is no 
language in the Act which would allow the MGB to include lands which had not formed any part 
of the annexation application from being included. 
 
9.3 City’s Position on the MGB’s Jurisdiction to Recommend Additional Lands 
 
The City supported the submission by the MD that the MGB has no jurisdiction to recommend 
including landowners in the annexation area that are not part of the mediated annexation. 
 
9.4 MGB Findings 
 
1. The City submitted a notice of annexation dated October 17, 2002 and, in a letter dated 

November 30, 2005, jointly withdrew that notice and submitted a new notice, thereafter 
proceeding to negotiations and mediation resulting in an agreement with the MD resulting in 
a filed application dated November 28, 2006. 

 
2. The 2006 annexation application contained a precise map of the lands to be included with 

precise legal descriptions. 
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3. Certain lands were excluded in the annexation application from the lands in the notice. A 

clear rationale for the exclusion was provided. 
 
4. The Calgary notice of intent to annex dated November 30, 2005 is a preliminary step toward 

an annexation application pursuant to section 116 of the Act. 
 
5. Upon the filing of the November 28, 2006 annexation application pursuant to section 119 of 

the Act, the notice of intent became a background historical document. 
 
9.5 Reasons 
 
The MGB accepts that the annexation application by the City to annex lands did not include the 
disputed lands. The City confirmed that its application is limited to the lands shown in Schedule 
A-2 page 26 and described in Schedule A-1 of the City’s November 28, 2006 Annexation 
Report. It is clear to the MGB that the disputed lands are not included. 
 
The MGB accepts the arguments of the MD on this issue and reiterates its position as plainly 
stated in the Red Deer report (MGB 058/04). It is clear to the MGB that the legislature intended 
that municipal autonomy in annexation matters be recognized especially when the municipalities 
have cooperated and signed an agreement stating which lands are being requested for annexation, 
and importantly there is no confusion on what lands are to be included. The MGB was convinced 
by the City and the MD that there is a clear rationale for annexation being limited to the 
described lands unlike the Airdrie annexation. Further, the City clarified that the lands included 
in the annexation met its requirements for a 30 to 35 year land supply and both municipalities 
adequately justified their planning initiatives with respect to the lands not included at this time. 
 
The proponents of including additional land argue that the 2005 annexation notice is part of the 
annexation application because it is included as part of the other supporting information sent to 
the MGB with the annexation agreement. The MGB accepts that studies and reports submitted 
with the agreement form part of the application for reasons of clarification and justification of 
the proposal. However, a notice of annexation does not serve the same function and is submitted 
pursuant to section 116 of the Act. The notice of annexation is only a starting point for 
negotiation and mediation for the municipalities, landowners, other affected persons and 
authorities. The report is submitted as part of the requirements of section 119 whereas the notice 
of annexation is submitted as part of the requirements of section 116 of the Act. The MGB is not 
engaged in the process until an application is received pursuant to Section 119 of the Act. Under 
section 116 of the Act, the notice serves an initial function to sort out all the issues and sets the 
stage for the establishment of the proposed boundaries prior to the submission of an official 
application. 
 
As found in the MGB’s Report on the Red Deer Annexation in 2004, the intent of the legislators 
was that individual landowners could not make an annexation application. The reasoning for this 
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conclusion is fully outlined in (MGB 058/04). In this annexation application, Calgary clearly 
reinforced its position that the excluded lands were not part of its annexation application. 
 
As the landowners relied on the Airdrie Annexation Report (MGB 070/03), the MGB 
distinguishes that case from the annexation matter currently before it. In Airdrie, the mediated 
agreement occurred after the annexation application was filed and no rationale was provided for 
exclusion of the lands identified in the annexation application. In this annexation, the City of 
Calgary filed its annexation application after mediation and clearly stated the rationale for the 
lands being excluded. 
 
The MGB did not receive convincing argument to vary from its previous practices on this issue. 
Even if the MGB had authority to recommend inclusion of such land, it would not do so in this 
case because the City and the MD have properly demonstrated the highest principle of 
cooperation by reaching the annexation agreement. The City clearly stated that its interests were 
met and any additional lands are not required to meet the City’s growth objectives of a 30 to 35 
year land supply. Furthermore, the MGB observes that this annexation territory is subject of a 
considerable financial arrangement between the municipalities. Accordingly, the MGB is 
reluctant to recommend additions of land that would arbitrarily upset these considerations. The 
financial impact analysis was based on the considerations of the lands applied for and not any 
additional lands. 
 
As time passes, the municipalities will be able to assess the status of the 30 to 35 year land 
supply and determine if another annexation application should be made to include additional 
lands. Depending on the growth rates in the short term planning horizon, the City and MD may 
jointly see the need to replenish the supply of land required by the City at an earlier point in time. 
The landowners who have lands that were not included at this time have every opportunity to 
approach the two municipalities as the current demands become better defined to convince the 
municipalities that these lands should be considered in another application. 
 
Having stated this, it is important to point out that the Minister and Cabinet are not restricted by 
the MGB’s recommendation. In the event the Minister may wish to consider the requests for 
inclusion of additional lands, he may do so pursuant to section 126 of the Act. The details of the 
requests are provided in the attachment to this report so that an informed decision can be made. 
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Part 10 - Summary of Annexation Proposal 
 
10.1 MGB Summary Statement 
 
After considering the submissions of the City of Calgary, MD of Rocky View, all the affected 
landowners, persons and authorities, the MGB is satisfied that the annexation as applied by the 
City in its application dated November 28, 2006 should be recommended to the Minister and 
Cabinet for approval. 
 
This annexation proposal has been the subject of exhaustive negotiation, mediation and public 
consultation since 2002. The City of Calgary is a major urban centre experiencing rapid growth 
and the MGB is satisfied that it is reasonable for the annexation to target a 30 to 35 year land 
supply to ensure long range planning and coordination of services. The economic, financial, 
population, land use projections and servicing proposals submitted by the City supported this 
target.  
 
The “Annexation Agreement” reached between the City of Calgary and the MD of Rocky View 
exemplifies efforts of intermunicipal cooperation between a major urban centre and its neighbour 
and establishes many mitigative measures to address the concerns raised by landowners and 
parties at the MGB hearing and throughout the annexation process. These cooperative efforts and 
the support of the MD received considerable weight and consideration by the MGB. 
 
The general findings of the MGB are documented in the following. 
 
10.2 - General Findings 
 
Stated below are the MGB Annexation Criteria as identified in Section 1.3 of this report, 
followed by the general finding. 
 
1. Annexations that provide for intermunicipal cooperation will be given considerable weight. 

Cooperative intermunicipal policies in an intermunicipal development plan will be given 
careful consideration, weight and support so long as they do not conflict with Provincial 
policies or interests. 

 
 Finding: The City and the MD have demonstrated considerable cooperation in reaching the 

Annexation Agreement. The agreement provides for the preparation of joint planning areas 
and identifies future growth corridors for both municipalities. The agreement also calls for a 
review and update of the existing intermunicipal development plan within 120 days of the 
date the Order in Council is signed. 
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2. Accommodation of growth by all municipalities (urban or rural) must be accomplished 

without encumbering the initiating municipality and the responding municipality’s ability to 
achieve rational growth directions, cost effective utilization of resources, fiscal 
accountability and the attainment of the purposes of a municipality described in the Act. 

 
 Finding:  The Annexation Agreement meets the interests of both municipalities, facilitates 

the expected rapid growth of Calgary and does not encumber the growth of Calgary or the 
MD. The Annexation Agreement identifies future growth corridors for both municipalities. 

 
3. An annexation or annexation conditions should not infringe on the local autonomy given to 

municipalities in the Act unless provisions of the Act have been breached or the public 
interest and individual rights have been unnecessarily impacted. 

 
 Finding:  The Annexation Agreement respects the provisions of the Act and takes into 

account and strives to balance the public interests as represented by the respective Councils 
and the concerns of the landowners and individual rights. The “Annexation Agreement” 
contains numerous mitigative measures to minimize the impacts on affected landowners. 

 
4. An annexation must be supported by growth projections, availability of lands within current 

boundaries, consideration of reasonable development densities, accommodation of a variety 
of land uses and reasonable growth options within each municipality (initiating and 
responding municipality). 

 
Finding:  The City has completed extensive research through its growth studies regarding 
the expected population levels and the associated land needs. The historical practice of the 
City to maintain a 30 to 35 year land supply is reasonable considering the size of the City and 
its current rapid growth. The City has also adopted a policy to increase population densities 
in future new residential areas. 

 
5. An annexation must achieve a logical extension of growth patterns, transportation and 

infrastructure servicing for the affected municipalities. 
 

Finding:  The City and the MD have worked together to identify future growth corridors for 
industrial and residential land uses in both municipalities. These growth corridors were 
developed based on existing and proposed transportation routes and existing and proposed 
infrastructure extensions. 
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6. Each annexation must illustrate a cost effective, efficient and coordinated approach to the 

administration of services. 
 

Finding: The proposed annexation facilitates cost effective, coordinated and efficient utility 
servicing for the expected expansion of the City’s residential and industrial subdivisions into 
the west, north and east annexation areas. 

 
7. Annexations that demonstrate sensitivity and respect for key environmental and natural 

features will be regarded as meeting provincial land use policies. 
 

Finding:  The City intends to create and preserve park areas in the annexation area such as 
those lands adjacent to the Bearspaw Reservoir through a variety of provincial programs, 
individual initiatives and its own planning and funding mechanisms. 

 
Historical patterns of development within the City illustrate an orderly transition of 
agricultural lands to urban development. As well, planning mechanisms are in place to ensure 
the orderly transition of agricultural lands will occur at increased densities. 

 
8. Coordination and cost effective use of resources will be demonstrated when annexations are 

aligned with and supported by intermunicipal development plans, municipal development 
plans, economic development plans, transportation and utility servicing plans and other 
related infrastructure plans. 

 
Finding:  While negotiating the annexation agreement, both municipalities identified the 
need to update the intermunicipal development plan and are obliged to do so within 120 days 
of the signing of the Order in Council. Both municipalities maintain detailed economic 
development plans, transportation and utility servicing plans. The Annexation Agreement 
illustrates that the municipalities are working together and updating plans when there are 
mutual interests to be addressed.  

 
9. Annexation proposals must fully consider the financial impact on the initiating and 

responding municipality.  
 

Finding: A financial impact analysis has been completed and supported by both 
municipalities. This analysis illustrates that the proposed annexation and the related 
annexation conditions will have minimal impact on the City and the MD. 

 
10. Inter-agency consultation, coordination and cooperation is demonstrated when annexation 

proposals fully consider the impacts on other institutions providing services to the area. 
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Finding:  Through the public consultation process and notification of the annexation 
proposal to institutions in the region, the City and the MD provided an opportunity for such 
institutions to have input. No institutions or municipal authorities operating in either of the 
municipalities raised any concern regarding the impacts of the proposed annexation. 

 
11. Annexation proposals that develop reasonable solutions to impacts on property owners and 

citizens with certainty and specific time horizons will be given careful consideration and 
weight. 

 
Finding:  The Annexation Agreement provides solutions for potential impacts on property 
owners in the annexation areas. Until 2021, all non-farm properties and businesses in the 
annexation areas will be taxed on the basis that those properties remained in the MD unless 
certain events occur in the meantime, such as a rezoning of the property at the landowners 
request. The Annexation Agreement also states that all exempt farm property (farm buildings 
and farm residences) as provided for in the Act and regulations will remain exempt. 

 
12. Annexation proposals must be based on effective public consultation both prior to and during 

any annexation hearing or proceedings. 
 

Finding:  The annexation proposal was the subject of extensive open house meetings and 
two public hearings. Approximately 1,500 persons attended these events prior to attending 
the MGB public hearing. Public consultation resulted in a number of changes to the City’s 
original proposal including the exclusion of lands that were originally sought by the City. 

 
13. Revenue sharing may be warranted when the annexation proposal involves existing or future 

special properties that generate substantive and unique costs to the impacted municipality(s) 
as part of the annexation or as an alternative to annexation. 

 
Finding:  Revenue sharing is not an issue in this annexation proposal. The annexation 
agreement provides for an immediate one time compensation payment to the MD based, in 
part, on the loss of revenue from the current taxation of property in the annexation area and 
in part on the expected taxation of industrial properties on lands in the north and east 
annexation areas as previously approved for imminent development by the MD. 

 
14. Annexation proposals must not simply be a tax initiative. Each annexation proposal must 

have consideration of the full scope of costs and revenues related to the affected 
municipalities. The financial status of the initiating or the responding municipality(s) cannot 
be affected to such an extent that one or the other is unable to reasonably achieve the 
purposes of a municipality as outlined in section 3 of the Act. The financial impact should be 
reasonable and be able to be mitigated through reasonable conditions of annexation. 
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Finding:  The municipalities have completed a study of the financial impact of annexation 
and have mutually agreed that the compensation package as reflected in the Annexation 
Agreement will have a minimum impact on the City and a revenue neutral impact on the 
MD.  

 
15. Conditions of annexation must be certain, unambiguous, enforceable and be time specific. 
 

Finding:  The conditions of annexation recommended by the MGB for inclusion in the Order 
in Council generally reflect the historical practice within Alberta regarding tax relief for 
landowners and payments to the municipality losing the territory. All these conditions are 
certain and time specific. 

 
10.3 Recommendation 
 
The MGB recommends to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing the following: 
 
1. The annexation boundaries be approved in accordance with the annexation application 

(Schedule A-2 page 26 and described in Schedule A-1 of the City’s Annexation Report). 
 
2. That the annexation be approved subject to those conditions outlined in the recommended 

Order in Council. 
 
10.4 Reasons 
 
In regard to intermunicipal land use concerns and annexation issues affecting adjacent 
municipalities, the MGB notes that Alberta, through the new Act and various announcements, 
have clearly signalled all municipalities that cooperation and coordination is the desired goal and 
outcome. Since 1995, the vast majority of annexations have been approved as a result of such 
cooperation. Considering the scope of this annexation proposal and the extensive detailed 
provisions of the annexation agreement, the MGB sees this document and its undertakings as a 
positive example of compromise and cooperation. The MGB finds that the City and the MD 
clearly demonstrated that the Annexation Agreement fully meets the interests of both 
municipalities while also satisfying the MGB’s annexation principles applicable to this 
annexation. The City and the MD have clearly and positively demonstrated cooperation and the 
MGB can find no reason to recommend a different boundary or conditions of annexation not 
contemplated in the agreement. 
 
The Annexation Agreement represents not only an agreement to deal with the immediate 
annexation issues but also provides a framework for the City and the MD to expand their 
intermunicipal relationship in the future with the Agreement provisions dealing with Agreement 
implementation, transition, future intermunicipal planning and conflict resolution. The 
Agreement satisfies the requirements of Part 4, Division 6 of the Act and the established 
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principles of annexation. To that regard, the City and the MD engaged in an extensive mediation 
process and an extensive public consultation process. The purpose of interest based mediation is 
to resolve annexation through agreement that acknowledges the equal and legitimate interests of 
each municipality. 
 
The MGB was satisfied that the proposed annexation was based on extensive consultation. The 
City and the MD held a number of public consultation meetings over the course of several years. 
Some of the first public consultation meetings were held after the initial 2002 notice was 
submitted. These meetings raised the annexation issue in the public mind even though a new 
proposal was brought forward in late November of 2005. As a result of the new proposal, a 
number of public consultation meetings occurred before and after the Annexation Agreement 
was signed by the City and the MD. To the MGB, this demonstrates that both municipalities 
made extraordinary efforts to inform the public and the affected landowners of the proposal and 
the issues. 
 
One of the primary concerns in any annexation is the financial impact on both municipalities. In 
this regard, the City and the MD commissioned and accepted a financial impact analysis 
prepared by a qualified independent consultant. This financial report provided valuable 
information for the municipalities in regard to negotiations related to satisfying the MD’s 
revenue neutral position. The financial report concludes that this particular annexation will not 
impose a detrimental impact on either municipality. The MGB accepts this conclusion. 
 
In the MGB’s opinion, the Annexation Agreement adequately addresses future growth 
directions, land use patterns, the provision of infrastructure and the development goals of both 
municipalities. The Annexation Agreement has been well crafted because it recognizes that the 
MD also has achievable development goals. 
 
The objections by the Springbank Community Planning Association and Action for Agriculture 
were insufficient to convince the MGB that this annexation should not be recommended for 
approval. As stated earlier in this report, the concerns raised by these two groups are more 
appropriately dealt with in the current review of the Provincial Land Use Policies. As well, the 
objections of the few landowners in the various specific areas of the annexation were insufficient 
and the majority of the concerns are mitigated through reasonable, appropriate and time specific 
conditions of annexation. 
 
As stated in Part (9), the MGB has concluded it does not have jurisdiction to recommend the 
inclusion of additional lands in the annexation. Even if the MGB is wrong on this jurisdictional 
matter, the MGB is not prepared to recommended the inclusion of the additional lands as a result 
of the positions of the two municipalities, the fact that the included lands already meet the 
objective of a 30 to 35 year land supply and that any change in the included lands would have an 
arbitrary impact on the significant financial arrangements agreed to by the two municipalities. 
Furthermore, if growth trends surpass those anticipated in this annexation, the landowners who 
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still wish to have there lands included within the City can approach both municipalities to seek 
an appropriate solution. The initiative for annexation under the current legislation rests with the 
initiating municipality and depends on the cooperation of the adjoining municipality. 
 
The City of Calgary and the MD of Rocky View requested that the Order in Council 
implementing the annexation encompass the complete agreement between the two 
municipalities. The MGB has recommended that only the critical parts of the agreement, which 
are required by the Act to implement the annexation, be included in the Order in Council such as 
the financial compensation, the assessment and tax conditions and any actions needed to provide 
for an orderly transition from one governing authority to another.  Many parts of the agreement 
involve what would be described as day to day actions of each municipality. Any changes to 
these actions would require an amendment to the agreement and correspondingly an amendment 
to an Order in Council. It is inappropriate for the Lieutenant Governor in Council to be required 
to change an Order in Council every time a change would be made to the agreement or the 
actions of the Municipalities on their day-to-day intermunicipal relationships. 
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Attachment A 

 
Summary of the Submissions of Landowners to Include 

Lands Not Included in the City’s Annexation Application 
 

Introduction 
 
At the MGB’s public hearing, several landowners made submissions requesting that the MGB 
recommend including their land in the annexation. These requests are related to the west 
annexation area, the north annexation area and a location in the Northern Bearspaw area between 
the west and the north annexation areas. This attachment also includes a summary from those 
landowners opposed to the requests for inclusion from certain landowners in the Bearspaw area 
and the Northern Bearspaw area. 
 
The MGB holds, consistent with previous annexation reports to the Minister, that it cannot 
recommend the inclusion of any lands not part of the annexation application. However, this 
attachment provides a brief summary of these requests because the Minster, Cabinet and the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council have the authority to approve the additional lands even though 
such lands are not part of the annexation application.  
 
Requests Related to the West Annexation Area 
 
The west annexation area is generally described as Springbank, being those lands south of the 
Bow River and Bearspaw being those lands north of the Bow River. This area is distinguished 
from other requests made at the hearing related to the Northern Bearspaw area because the 
location of the northern Bearspaw area is approximately one and one-half miles northeast of the 
west annexation area as identified on the map 
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Springbank Area 
 
Melcor, Qualico, Snyder, Burnswest, Crestmont 
 
Representatives for Melcor Development Co., Qualico Developments, J.C. Snyder, Burnswest 
Corporation and Crestmont Development Co. submitted a request for the inclusion of 
approximately 1,300 acres of land in the Springbank area. These lands are adjacent to the 
proposed annexation areas and/or the existing City boundary. 
 
The majority of these lands were included in the City’s original annexation notice and the 
representative claims that City Council has, on several occasions, reiterated its desire to have 
these lands included as part of the annexation. 
 
In argument for the inclusion, the representative stated that the boundaries arrived at by the 
municipal Negotiation/Mediation Committee for the west area ignores the fundamental 
principles used by the City to define and arrive at a logical extension of boundaries. The 
boundaries selected by the City were drawn along roads wherever appropriate, sought not to 
sever lands owned by the same landowner and included logical, appropriately sized development 
cells. However, the Negotiation/Mediation Committee’s boundaries ignored these principles. 
Inclusion of the lands removed would restore the logical basis for boundary definition originally 
used by the City in this area. 
 
According to the representative, the mediated boundary severs a significant portion of the Melcor 
and Qualico lands and leaves them under the jurisdiction of the MD. Similarly, the removal of 
the Burnswest property from the annexation prevents it from being consolidated with an adjacent 
68 acre parcel immediately to the east which is already in the City and under the same 
controlling interest. 
 
The representative submits that these lands provide additional lands for residential development 
and employment uses in the TransCanada Highway West corridor, thus, making a significant 
contribution to the City’s strategic planning and growth management policies concerned with 
maintaining a healthy housing market in the City and with improving the relationship between 
where people live and where they work. Given that the present supply of land for future 
development in this area is all but exhausted, the exclusion of a significant portion of this area 
from the annexation would compromise the achievement of these policies. 
 
The representative claims that these lands meet all the physical criteria necessary to ensure that 
the lands to be annexed are capable of accommodating urban development. Specifically, the 
lands remain, for the most part, not fragmented by country residential development. This area is 
one of the few areas west of the City still capable of accommodating comprehensive urban 
development. The gently sloping topography is well suited for urban density uses. The subject 
lands are of relatively poor agricultural quality compared to other lands proposed for annexation 
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to the north and east of the City. There are no environmental constraints that would preclude the 
area for annexation. 
 
In the representative’s opinion, the highest and best use of this land is urban density development 
and annexation is necessary if this is to be achieved. The present rural density of 64 dwelling 
units per quarter section stands in stark contrast to a density of 1,280 units per quarter that would 
be achieved under the City’s policies. This is consistent with the Provincial Land Use policies 
that promote the efficient use of land. In contrast, if annexation were not to occur, this area 
would be developed under the jurisdiction of the MD. This would mean two acre country 
residential development to a maximum density of 64 dwelling units per acre. This would result in 
an inefficient use of land, the introduction of rural sprawl into an area which is presently not 
fragmented by acreage development, and which would ultimately frustrate the City’s ability to 
expand to the west in the future. 
 
The representative claims that water and sanitary servicing is the priority issue for the 
development of this area and the City’s water and sanitary sewers that already exist within the 
City limits to the east have been sized to service development outside the City to the west. City 
policies do not permit the extension of these services to rural areas. 
 
In summary, the representative maintains that the City is the appropriate municipal government 
to facilitate and govern the development of this area in order to achieve the orderly, economical 
and beneficial use of land in accordance with the Act. When urban development is to take place 
adjacent to an urban municipality, the proper authority to govern that development is the urban 
municipality. The last comprehensive annexation done by the City for lands in the MD was 18 
years ago. It is conceivable that this current annexation application will be the last one for some 
time. In the meantime, the subject lands would succumb to rural density standards. 
 
John R. Rudiger 
 
Mr. Rudiger owns a 4.6 acre parcel adjacent to the larger Qualico parcel at the intersection of 
Highway 1 and the Old Banff Coach Road. Mr. Rudiger stated that in order to be able to upgrade 
the existing home and to include separate lots for family members, his lot must be annexed to the 
City for municipal servicing reasons. 
 
1181814 Alberta Ltd. (Amden Developments) 
 
This property is approximately 169 acres in size, adjacent to the western City boundary and on 
the south side of Old Banff Coach Road. According to Amden’s representative, inclusion of this 
parcel was supported by City Council until last minute negotiation resulted in the parcel’s 
removal from the Annexation Agreement. 
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The representative explained that this land is developable land and is one of the last 
unfragmented pieces of land in the area. If annexed it would provide for residential and business 
center development to meet market demands on the west boundary next to an important 
transportation junction. 
 
The representative stated that this site is designated for two acre country residential development 
(76 units) within the MD. Using good planning principles, urban density for this land approaches 
500 to 800 units and can provide a transitional edge condition to integrate the contact of rural 
and urban living. If annexed, this land will contribute to sustainable urban density and avoid 
rural sprawl. The MD servicing options are limited to this land. If developed in the City, a major 
water trunk line exists at Old Banff Coach Road and sewer service is easily available through 
Cougar Ridge to the east. 
 
Bearspaw Area 
 
Hopeton and Lona Louden 
 
The Loudens own an eight acre parcel on Bearspaw Village Road as shown on the map.  
 
The Loudens claim that the present Annexation Agreement in this area leaves a haphazard 
boundary between the two municipalities. As a result, the subject land and immediate neighbours 
own property that forms a panhandle shape of land that jutting into the City. As MD residents 
there will be no input into any matters that occur on City land which will surround the 
neighbourhood on three sides. For example, the continuation of the single entrance and exit to 
this neighbourhood is a concern, especially for emergency planning. Annexation of this 
neighbourhood will provide an opportunity to remedy the access situation.  
 
The Loudens state that the water supply for this area is from wells and landowners cannot tap 
into any of the water coops in the area because of the provincial moratorium on water licenses 
from the Bow River. If approval of resubdivision in this neighbourhood occurs a rural standards, 
there would be a plethora of wells and septic fields creating potentially dangerous contamination 
issues. Again, this annexation provides an opportunity for sensible regional planning respecting 
water and sewage. Further, it is imperative that the supply of water and sewage by the City to the 
MD be part of this agreement. 
 
Margo Salter Pieroway 
 
Ms. Pieroway owns approximately 17 acres in the same neighbourhood as Mr. and Mrs. Louden. 
A portion of Ms. Pieroway’s parcel backs onto the Lynx Ridge golf course which is now in the 
City. Ms. Pieroway raises the same issues and concerns as the Loudens and is especially 
concerned over access of City traffic coming through the neighbourhood from the east, through 
the MD, in order to gain access to City land to the west. 
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Susan and Gordon Smith 
 
The Smiths are country residential lot owners in Blazer Estates, which is a subdivision adjacent 
to the City, in a pocket surrounded on the west and south by lands in the present annexation and 
to the east partially by the recently annexed Lynx Ridge golf course. The Smiths request all of 
Blazer Estates because the moratorium issued by Alberta Environment effective August 30, 
2006, that they will no longer accept new water licence applications for the Bow River has raised 
a problem for Blazer Estates. Existing water wells and contamination from septic fields is always 
a major concern. The adjacent water coops presumably do not have extra capacity for hook ups 
beyond their area and any other land that borders Blazer Estates either has already been annexed 
by the City or is part of the current annexation application. 
 
The Smiths feel that they have no other options but to be annexed if there are ground water 
problems. In the Smith’s opinion, it would seem that this area should be under the control of the 
City due to the proximity of Blazer Estates to the Bearspaw dam and the Bow River 
 
Landowners Opposed to the Requests for Inclusion in the Bearspaw Area 
 
Mr. Al Sacuta submits that he speaks for 40 landowners in the Bearspaw area that are opposed to 
the requests that land be included that was not part of the City’s annexation application. Mr. 
Sacuta pointed out that prior rulings of the MGB have shown that the legislature changed the law 
regarding annexation and only municipalities have the ability to make an application. This has 
been underlined in recent MGB reports about other annexations and the Minister has accepted 
those reports. 
 
Mr. Sacuta reviewed the status of a number of statutory plans that affect the Bearspaw area and 
pointed out that section 8.1, the Bearspaw Area Structure Plan, specifies policies for country 
residential includes a requirement that parcel size should not be less than four acres. If the City 
honours their commitment that previously adopted area structure plans will prevail and the 
stability of existing communities will be protected from ad hoc proposals to increase densities, 
then the City must comply with the Bearspaw Area Structure Plan. Therefore, Bearspaw can only 
be developed to country residential densities. At these densities, the City cannot economically 
service or support the area, and the area cannot provide any meaningful accommodation for the 
City’s rising population. Under such conditions, Bearspaw should remain in the MD, and any 
additions to the City’s annexation application should be denied. 
 
Mr. Sacuta ponders that if the City repudiates its commitments and does not comply with the 
Bearspaw Area Structure Plan, they will likely develop the area consistent with their policy of 
six to eight units per acre. This would completely change the character of existing 
neighbourhoods such as Bearspaw Village, Blueridge Estates, Bearspaw Meadows and Blazer 
Estates, which constitute and surround the proposed annexation area. It would ignore the wishes 
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of Bearspaw residents as expressed in the plan that these citizens helped create. The annexation 
would not only violate the Bearspaw Area Structure Plan, but would also violate the letter and 
intent of the Act and the Alberta Land Use Policies. To prevent such violations, Bearspaw should 
remain in the MD, and any additions to the City’s annexation application should be denied 
 
Northern Bearspaw Area - also known as Section 29-25-2-5 (Section 29) 
 
Section 29 is considered to be part of the Bearspaw area but it located approximately two miles 
northeast of the proposed west annexation area. It is also located approximately two miles 
southwest of the north annexation area. This section of land is also adjacent to the existing 
northwestern boundary of the City of Calgary. This particular neighbourhood has a number of 
country residential parcels approximately two acres in size, and the balance land has been broken 
down into a larger remainder parcel and a number of other parcels up to 20 acres in size. 
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Eric Lowther, Mike Verbitski et al 
 
Mr. Lowther and Mr. Verbitski represent a group of 16 landowners in Section 29 requesting that 
this section be included in the City annexation. This section was originally included in the 
annexation notice; however, after negotiation and mediation the area was excluded. 
 
Mr. Lowther maintains that the annexation planning documents refer to the need for transitional 
development zones and that they are a priority in the planning process. These properties are 
surrounded by City roads on three sides and immediately adjacent is a high density condominium 
development and a four lane major thoroughfare. The current boundary ends with developed 
high density condominiums immediately adjacent to Section 29. Mr. Lowther concludes that 
annexation of Section 29 would allow for a transition zone between urban density and rural 
residential densities. 
 
Mr. Lowther points out that oversized sanitation and water services were installed over a year 
ago on the south boundary of Section 29 in anticipation of annexation.  
 
Dr. Rosina Smith 
 
Dr. Smith and her family own two 20-acre parcels in Section 29 and are requesting inclusion into 
the City annexation. Dr. Smith contends that the MD never gave any explanation as to why these 
lands were excluded from the original proposal. 
 
Dr. Smith explained that she does not trust the joint planning initiatives envisioned in the 
annexation agreement because the interests of two very different municipalities are naturally 
different. Indeed, Dr. Smith is of the opinion that the agreement was not created in the best 
interests of orderly and economical development of land in the west corridor or in the greater 
public interest. Therefore, it is preferable that Section 29 be annexed in order to provide adequate 
levels of municipal services. 
 
Mr. and Mrs. Chapel and other landowners opposed to the request by Eric Lowther and others to 
include Section 29 in the Calgary annexation. 
 
Mr. and Mrs. Chapel own a two acre parcel in Bearspaw Ridge Estates located on the west side 
of Section 29 and adjacent to the larger balance parcel in Section 29.  Mrs. Chapel and other 
neighbours registered their opposition to the annexation of any portion of Section 29 stating the 
importance of maintaining a rural atmosphere for the area. This subdivision of 15 exclusive 
homes does not object to development in the area at rural densities but finds urban densities 
would represent a land use conflict. 
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North Annexation Area 
 
The MGB received two requests for land adjacent to the proposed North Annexation Area to be 
included in the Calgary annexation. 
 

  
 
Siva Farms Ltd. 
 
Siva Farms owns approximately 127.5 acres on the south side of Highway 566 approximately 
five miles west of the QE 2 Highway. 
 
The representative for Siva Farms explained that the Siva Farm property was included in the 
original annexation notice but was excluded for unknown reasons after mediation occurred 
between the City and the MD. The representative submits that the property is accessible from 
two major traffic arteries, namely Mountain View Road and Highway 566 and is located in the 
City Growth Corridor. The Siva Farm is well positioned to be serviced by existing major 
infrastructure and servicing. 
 
Leo and Susan Grenier 
 
Mr. and Mrs. Grenier own approximately 50 acres, in two titles, located on Highway 772 near 
the western end of the proposed annexation area. The proposed annexation boundary runs along 
the south side of the Grenier property. Mr. and Mrs. Grenier request that their property be 
included in the annexation. 
 
The Greniers submit that their property was included in the original annexation notice but was 
excluded for unknown reasons after negotiation and mediation occurred between the City and the 
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MD. The Greniers argue that there is no logic in moving the annexation boundaries in an 
irregular pattern to the south of their property. 
 
The Greniers point out that their land is encumbered by a growth corridor shown on the mediated 
annexation map which places severe limitations on the options available to land owners in these 
areas. The Greniers suggest that they are being put in the position of having to gain support from 
both the City and the MD for any development initiatives. 
 
Irene McQuaig 
 
Mrs. McQuaig owns a 20-acre parcel immediately adjacent to the west edge of the north 
annexation area. 
 
Mrs. McQuaig requests inclusion of her property into the Calgary annexation for financial 
reasons. 
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Attachment B 
 

Submissions Made and/or Appearances, By Area 
 

• Municipal Authorities 
 
 City of Calgary 
  Tim Creelman, Planner 
  Brand Inlow, City Solicitor 
  Rob Sparkman, City Infrastructure Planning 
     
 Municipal District of Rocky View 
 
  Joanne Klauer, Solicitor 
  Barry Sjolie, Solicitor 
  Lori Pesowski, MD Director of Planning and Development 
  Drew Hyndman, MD Planner 
 

• Other Local or Regional Authorities and Service Providers 
 
  City of Airdrie, Mayor Linda Bruce 
  City of Airdrie, George Keen, City Manager 
  Fortis Alberta Submission, Ron Litzenberger 

 
• West Annexation Area Submissions 

 
Springbank Community Planning Association 
  Tom Fletcher, Gloria Wilkinson, Ena Spalding 
Action for Agriculture 
  Harvey J. Buckley, Eliz Breakey 
 
Affected Landowners Adjacent or Within West Annexation Area 
 
Chris Bailey 
Greg and Dana Hanlon 
Clint Smith 
Breanna Sikorski 
Donald J. Lucky 
Greg Jones 
Qualico for Crestmont Developments Inc. 
 Karin Finley 
Carburn Aggregates 
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 James F. Burns 
Don Brownie and Associates for Joan Snyder 
J. Patrick Peacock, Q.C. for Artist View Development 
John Merrett and Ted Brown for Melcor, Qualico, Snyder, Burnswest and Crestmont 
Developments 
Melcor Developments Ltd. 
 Ralph B. Young 
John R. Rudiger 
Chris Lennon 
Ryan Atkins for 1181814 Alberta Ltd. (Amden Investments) 
Qualico for Coach Creek Developments Inc. 
 Karin Finley 
Eric Lowther 
Robert and Audrey Guedo 
Michael and Jeannine Verbisky 
Raymond and Dr. Rosina Smith 
John and Serafina Di Georgio 
Hopeton and Lona Louden 
Margo Salter Pieroway 
Susan and Gordon Smith 
The Staddon Family 
Al Sacuta on behalf of certain Bearspaw residents 
F.F. and R.M. Lang 
G.D. and C.E. Chapel 
Brown and Associates on behalf of Leheigh Cement 
 Greg Brown 
George Trutina 
 
• North Annexation Area Submissions 

 
 Affected Landowners Adjacent or Within the North Annexation Area 
 

Irwin Torry on behalf of Centron and Homburg LP 
Brown and Associates on behalf of the North Stoney Landowner Group 
 Paul Mercer 
Catherine Agar on behalf of Walton International Group 
Niels F. Molbak, Robin Himes and Ian Denison, Evelyn Bevel and Bernd Schuld, Romona 
and Jim Salvador 
Verena Zumbuhl on behalf of Siva Farm Ltd. 
Leo and Susan Grenier 
Jeff and Laurie Miller, Walter and Trish Savill 
David B. McQuaig for Irene McQuaig 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE Municipal Government Act being Chapter M-26 of the Revised Statutes of 
Alberta 2000 (Act). 
 
AND IN THE MATTER OF an application by the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, to annex 
certain territory lying immediately adjacent thereto and thereby its separation from Leduc County and the 
Town of Beaumont. 
 
BEFORE: 
 
Members: 
D. Thomas, Presiding Officer 
F. Wesseling, Member 
L. Yakimchuk, Member 
 
Case Manager: 
R. Duncan 
C. Miller Reade 
 
SUMMARY 
 
After examining the submissions from the City of Edmonton, Leduc County, Town of Beaumont, affected 
landowners, and other interested parties, the Municipal Government Board (MGB) makes the following 
recommendation for the reasons set out in the MGB report, shown as Schedule 3 of this Board Order. 
 
Recommendation 
 
The MGB recommends the Lieutenant Governor in Council orders that 
 

1   In this Order, 

 (a) “annexed land” means the land described in Schedule 1 and shown on the sketches in 
Schedule 2; 

 (b) “City Zoning Bylaw” means the City of Edmonton Zoning Bylaw No. 12800 (2017), 
including any amendments made to that bylaw from time to time; 

 (c) “County Land Use Bylaw” means the Leduc County Land Use Bylaw No. 7-08 (2008), 
including any amendments made to that bylaw before the effective date; 

 (d) “effective date” means January 1, 2019. 
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2   Effective January 1, 2019, the land described in Schedule 1 and shown on the sketches in Schedule 
2 is separated from Leduc County and the Town of Beaumont and annexed to The City of Edmonton. 

 
3(1)  Any taxes owing to Leduc County at the end of December 31, 2018 in respect of the annexed 
land and any assessable improvements to it are transferred to and become payable to The City of 
Edmonton together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and The City 
of Edmonton on collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay them to Leduc County.  

(2)  Any taxes owing to the Town of Beaumont at the end of December 31, 2018 in respect of the 
annexed land and any assessable improvements to it are transferred to and become payable to The 
City of Edmonton together with any lawful penalties and costs levied in respect of those taxes, and 
The City of Edmonton on collecting those taxes, penalties and costs must pay them to the Town of 
Beaumont. 

 
4(1)  In 2019 and in each subsequent year up to and including 2068, the annexed land and assessable 
improvements to it, excluding linear property, must be assessed by The City of Edmonton on the same 
basis as if they were in Leduc County and taxed using  

 (a) the municipal property tax rate established by Leduc County, or 

 (b) the municipal property tax rate established by The City of Edmonton,  

whichever is lower, for property of the same assessment class.  

(2)  In 2020 and subsequent years, the assessor for The City of Edmonton must assess and tax the 
annexed land and the assessable improvements to it. 

 
5(1)  Where in 2019 or any subsequent taxation year up to and including 2068 a portion of the 
annexed land 

 (a) becomes a new parcel of land created as a result of subdivision or separation of the title by 
registered plan of subdivision or by instrument or, any other method that occurs at the 
request of, or on behalf of, the landowner,  
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  (b) is redistricted, at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, under the City Zoning Bylaw 
to another district,  

 (c) is connected, at the request of or on behalf of the landowner, to water or sanitary sewer 
services provided by or on behalf of The City of Edmonton, or 

 (d) is the subject of a development permit for any of the following discretionary uses referred to 
in Section 9.1.3 of the County Land Use Bylaw: 

 (i) Cultural Facility; 

 (ii) Education Service; 

 (iii) Local Community Facility; 

 (iv) Recreation, Indoor; 

 (v) Religious Assembly;  

 (vi) Utility Service, Major, 

subsection (1) ceases to apply at the end of that taxation year in respect of that portion of the annexed 
land and the assessable improvements to it. 

(2)  After subsection (1) ceases to apply to a portion of the annexed land in a taxation year, that 
portion of the annexed land and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed and taxed for the 
purposes of property taxes in the same manner as other property of the same assessment class in The 
City of Edmonton is assessed and taxed. 

(3)  Despite subsections (1) and (2), in 2019 and in each subsequent year up to and including 2043, 
Discovery Lands, other than linear property, must be assessed by The City of Edmonton on the same 
basis as if the land had remained in Leduc County and must be taxed by The City of Edmonton using 
the municipal property tax rate established by Leduc County for property of the same assessment 
class. 

(4)  In subsection (3), “Discovery Lands” means the land legally described as: 

  The Southwest Quarter of Section Thirty-Five (35), Township Fifty (50), Range Twenty Five 
(25) West of the Fourth Meridian;  
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  The Northwest Quarter of Section Twenty-Six (26), Township Fifty (50), Range 
Twenty-Five (25) West of the Fourth Meridian; 

  The Southeast Quarter of Section Twenty-Seven (27), Township Fifty (50), Range Twenty 
Five (25) West of the Fourth Meridian;  

  Block A, Plan 882 1332; 

  Lot 1, Block 1, Plan 0729782; and 

  All that portion of the Northeast Quarter of Section Twenty-Six (26), Township Fifty (50), 
Range Twenty-Five (25) West of the Fourth Meridian Lying West of the West Boundary of 
Plan 1591 PX and North of the North Boundary of Lot A, Plan 896 NY.   

 
6(1)  The City of Edmonton shall pay to Leduc County the sum of three million two hundred thousand 
dollars ($3 200 000) not later than 30 days after 

 (a) the date this Order in Council is made by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, or  

 (b) the effective date,  

whichever is later. 

(2)  In addition to the sum required under subsection (1), The City of Edmonton shall pay to Leduc 
County 

 (a) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2019, 

 (b) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2020, 

 (c)  five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2021, 

 (d)  five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2022, 

 (e)  five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2023, 

 (f)  five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2024, 

 (g)  five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2025, 
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 (h)  five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2026,  

 (i) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2027, and 

 (j) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530 000) on or before June 30, 2028. 
 

 
DATED at the City of Edmonton, in the Province of Alberta, this 3rd day of October 2018. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT BOARD 
 
 
 
 
  
(SGD.) D. Thomas, Presiding Officer 
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Schedule 2 

 
SKETCH 1 — SHOWING THE GENERAL LOCATION OF THE AREAS SEPARATED FROM LEDUC 

COUNTY AND THE TOWN OF BEAUMONT AND ANNEXED TO THE CITY OF EDMONTON 

 

Legend 

           Existing Municipal Boundaries 

            Annexation Areas 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
[1] On September 28, 2017, the Municipal Government Board (MGB) received an application from 
the City of Edmonton (City) to annex approximately 8,267 hectares (20,428 acres) of land from Leduc 
County (County) and the Town Beaumont (Town). The application identified that the Town did not support 
the proposed annexation and that there were objections to the proposed annexation.  In accordance with the 
Municipal Government Act, (Act), the Municipal Government Board (MGB) was required to conduct one 
or more public hearings regarding this matter.  

 
[2] During the MGB case management process, it was discovered that the Town was willing to attempt 
mediation.  The three municipalities requested additional time to discuss the proposed annexation.  As a 
result, the City, the Town, and the County were able to reach an annexation agreement, which reduced the 
amount of land to be annexed by the City from the Town.  To recognize the agreement, the City filed an 
amended annexation application.   

 
[3] Although the three municipalities were able to negotiate an agreement, objections from affected 
landowners and members of the public still required the MGB to conduct a public hearing.  The MGB held 
a preliminary hearing in April 2018 to identify those persons wishing to make submissions about the 
proposed annexation at a merit hearing, determine the issues to be raised, establish a document exchange 
timeline, and schedule the merit hearing.  MGB Decision Letter 028/18 established a document exchange 
timeline and set the merit hearing for June 12 and 13, 2018.   

 
[4] The MGB received oral and written submissions for the merit hearing from affected landowners, 
members of the public, the City, the County, and the Town. In brief, the issues identified by the affected 
landowners and members of the public included  

 
 the consultation process (notifications, purpose). 
 planning/infrastructure (annexation area, water/wastewater). 
 financial (assessment and taxation).  
 bylaws (animal control, firearms).  
 lifestyle (farming operations), and  
 municipal services (road maintenance/dust control, weed control, and emergency services). 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
[5] The MGB recommends the approval of the annexation area listed in Schedule 1 and the assessment 
and taxation provisions as stipulated beginning on page 1 of this Board Order.  The recommended effective 
date for the annexation is January 1, 2019.   
 
REASONS 
 
[6] When making an annexation recommendation, the MGB considers the oral and written submissions 
of the parties as well as the annexation principles established by MGB Board Order 123/06.  To reduce 
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repetition, the party positions and MGB annexation principles will be combined and addressed under the 
following broad headings: intermunicipal collaboration, consultation, planning, financial matters, and 
transitional issues. 
 
Intermunicipal Collaboration 
 
[7] The three intermunicipal agreements (the City of Edmonton – Leduc County Annexation Agreement 
(Annexation Agreement), the City of Edmonton, Leduc County, City of Leduc and Edmonton Regional 
Airports Authority Inter-Jurisdictional Cooperation Accord (Accord), and the Intermunicipal Planning 
Framework Agreement (IPFA)) negotiated by the municipalities during the annexation process 
demonstrated a significant level of intermunicipal collaboration.   
  
Consultation 
 
[8] The consultation process used by the City was inclusive and open.  The City’s consultation 
activities included social media, website information, e-mails, newsletters, advertisements, media 
interviews, letters, open houses to obtain input, and one-on-one meetings.  The County also conducted ten 
open houses and distributed written material to inform interested parties about the proposed annexation.   

 
[9] One landowner asserted the City designed its consultation process to promote the annexation rather 
than resolve landowner concerns. While this perspective must be considered seriously, the MGB also 
understands the City’s failure to obtain agreement with all affected landowners does not imply failure to 
listen or consult effectively. The same landowner indicated she did not receive proper notice of the 
annexation hearing. The MGB attempted to provide notice by publishing an advertisement in four local 
newspapers for three consecutive weeks and by sending letters to all affected landowners at addresses 
provided by the City.  Although the landowner did not receive the letter, she did receive sufficient notice 
to attend the merit hearing, and the MGB heard her oral and written submissions at that time. 
 
Planning 
 
[10] The City has addressed the land use planning issues related to this annexation. The annexation area 
complies with the growth directions and density levels of the Edmonton Metropolitan Region Growth Plan 
(EMRGP) and was influenced by the various intermunicipal agreements.  The City of Edmonton Growth 
Study (Growth Study) predicts the annexation area will provide the City with enough land to accommodate 
about 35 years growth for most types of residential units and about 25 years of industrial development. 
Therefore, the MGB concludes the smaller annexation area requested by the City is reasonable.   
 
[11] The high level, conceptual analysis of municipal services provided by the City and is convinced 
the City can provide the required wastewater, water, stormwater, and transportation infrastructure to the 
annexation area.  

 
[12] The Solstice Environmental Reserve Analysis (SERA) demonstrates the City is sensitive to key 
environmental features.  One landowner objected to Figures 2 and 3 within SERA that show the location 
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of wetlands.  However, the data these maps are based on is publicly available; accordingly, the MGB does 
not recommend the removal, redaction, or modification of Figures 2 and 3. 
 
Financial Matters 
 
[13] The MGB accepts that the annexation will have minimal impact on the City, the County, the Town, 
and the affected landowners.   
 
[14] Agricultural landowners in the annexation area are expected to benefit from the annexation, as the 
farmland municipal tax rate in the City is about 50% less than that of the County.  The 50-year assessment 
and taxation transition period should also mitigate municipal tax impacts to existing non-farming properties.   

 
[15] The municipalities agreed the properties, excluding linear properties, in the annexation area would 
be assessed and taxed as if they were in the County for 50 years.  The MGB will accept the 50-year transition 
period as this is part of the Annexation Agreement reached by the three municipalities and was 
communicated by the City and the County to the affected landowners as part of their public consultation 
processes.  
 
[16] The MGB finds it is reasonable that the assessment and taxation transition period should end if, at 
the request of, or on behalf of a landowner, the land  

 
 is subdivided.  
 is redesignated under the City Zoning Bylaw. 
 connects to City water or wastewater services, or 
 receives a development permit for a cultural facility, education service, local community 

facility, indoor recreation, religious assembly or major utility services in accordance with the 
County LUB. 

 
[17] Since subdivision, property redesignation, or connecting to municipal services can be time 
consuming and costly, it is reasonable to expect the landowner would have considered the benefits 
associated with the requested change and the loss of the assessment and taxation transition period before 
filing the necessary documentation. The MGB does not normally recommend the loss of the tax protection 
if a development permit is issued.  However, in this case, the development permit triggers suggested by the 
City contemplate larger scale projects that may require substantial municipal infrastructure support from 
the City.  Given the complex nature of these types of developments, the MGB accepts the permit triggering 
condition requested by the City.   
 
[18] The MGB accepts the 25-year assessment and taxation transition provisions suggested by the City 
for the Discovery Lands included as part of the Crossroads Area Structure Plan.  The developer, Remington 
Development Corporation and bcIMC HoldCo (2007) Inc., has committed substantial funds to oversize 
infrastructure that will facilitate new development in the remainder of the Crossroads ASP far earlier than 
expected.  
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[19] Compensation to be paid by the City to the County ($8.5 million over 10 years) is acceptable as it 
has been agreed to by the two municipalities. 
 
Transitional Issues 
 
[20] The MGB is satisfied the City is attempting to mitigate the annexation related bylaw and lifestyle 
issues identified by the affected landowners. 
 

Bylaws 
 

[21] During the proceedings the MGB heard bylaw related concerns related to taxi service, business 
licenses, animal control, and farming operations.   
 

Taxi Service 
[22] The MGB was provided with no financial or statistical information from a taxi service provider 
with operations that extend into the annexation area.  However, the MGB was informed that the operating 
area for this business included the County, the Town, and the City of Leduc. To gain an appreciation of the 
issue, the MGB considered the scope of the annexation in terms of target market.  Using the municipal 
census information and the FIA annexation area population estimates, the MGB calculates the decline in 
the target market population is 1.1%. Assuming the taxi service only serves half the County and decreasing 
the County population by 50% (6,890), the target market decrease for this business is still less than 1.3%. 
The MGB heard no evidence from the taxi service provider to conclude he could not continue to operate in 
his traditional target market areas (the Town, the County, and the City of Leduc) after the annexation or 
that his fees in either of the three municipalities would increase.  Although the annexation area is quite 
large, the resulting target market reduction is minimal. Having said that, it is beyond the scope of an 
annexation to require a municipality to issue a taxi license to a person or for the MGB to broker a deal 
between a municipality and a third party.   
 
[23] The taxi service provider also expressed an interest in continuing to serve his existing clients.  The 
MGB also recognizes he does not want to operate as an Uber and believes it is unrealistic to purchase a taxi 
license.  However, during the merit hearing the City identified an option of operating as a Private 
Transportation Provider (PTP).  The MGB understands this may require some rebranding of the vehicles 
and may require the business to operate in a slightly different manner. However, this option will allow him 
to continue to serve his existing clients.    
 

Business Licenses 
[24] The MGB finds the City’s commitment to waive business licenses in the annexation area for five 
years to be reasonable. Home based business licenses generally range from $125 to $316, so the five year 
exemption should give business owners time to adjust their budgets. 
 

Pets 
[25] The City has acknowledged that pets are also working animals on a farm and has eliminated the 
maximum number of animals allowed on farms.  The 5-year transition period is reasonable given the 
amount of development expected in the annexation area.     
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Farm Operation Conflicts 
[26] Efforts are being made to mitigate the impact on existing farming operations.  Conflicts may arise 
between existing agricultural operations and new urban residential areas in terms of noise, odour, and hours 
of operation.  However the MGB heard that most personnel responding to nuisance complaints consider the 
context (e.g. smell, noise or other nuisances) in relation to agricultural operations.  Moreover, the 
Agricultural Operations Practices Act and Regulations provide a framework for resolving these nuisance 
related issues. 
 
[27] The MGB understands that City bylaws prohibit the use of firearms within its boundary.  To 
mitigate this, City bylaw officers will provide landowners with traps to capture pest and predatory animals.   
 

Lifestyle 
 

[28] Lifestyle issues identified during the proceedings included waste disposal, communications, and 
municipal services. 
 

Waste Disposal 
[29] The City is attempting to address waste disposal issues.  Subject to fire bans, the City will allow 
the continued use of burning barrels for a 5-year transition period.  The MGB also understands that the City 
will offer agricultural properties that are not primarily residential the opportunity to opt out of City solid 
waste collection for five years. Moreover, the City is working with the Leduc and District Regional Waste 
Management Authority to enable farmland properties to have access to these solid waste facilities at the 
same rates as County residents for a 5-year transition period.  
 

Communications 
[30] The City will use training to assist its personnel to understand urban/rural issues, improve 
communications and comprehend rural priorities.   
 

Civic Addressing 
[31] As development in the annexation area happens, it is reasonable to expect that City civic address 
policies will be used for new developments in the annexation area and will be expanded to existing 
residences for consistency.  It is also possible that parts of the annexation area may require address changes 
to accommodate the Geographic Information System used by emergency services. Moreover, Canada Post 
may decide at some time in the future to implement a new addressing system.  As these are local issues, 
they are beyond the scope of an annexation.   
 

Insurance 
[32] With regard to the possibility that an address change may increase personal and auto insurance 
rates, the rates charged by a third party provider are outside the control of a municipality and beyond the 
scope of an annexation recommendation.   
 
 
  

00641



 
Municipal Services 

[33] The City can provide road maintenance, dust control, ditch cleaning, weed control, and emergency 
services to the annexation area.  The two municipalities have discussed the City contracting weed control 
with the County. Regardless, the MGB observes that all municipalities must comply with the Alberta Weed 
Control Act. The City has a commitment to providing water trucks for its Fire Services in the same manner 
as the County.  The City also explained that because it uses professional emergency services personnel, its 
response times are generally shorter than those in the County.  Moreover, the City will endeavor to maintain 
the same emergency service levels in the annexation area as in the rest of the municipality.   
 

Schools  
[34] The City consulted with the school boards during the public consultation process.  The School Act 
gives the Minister of Education the authority to adjust the boundaries of school boards in Alberta.   
Furthermore, the School Transportation Regulation establishes rules for bussing.  As the MGB does not 
have any authority regarding these two pieces of legislation, these matters are beyond the scope of an 
annexation.   
 
CONCLUSION 
 
[35] The MGB finds that the proposed annexation complies with the Act and addresses the MGB's 15 
annexation principles. The conditions of annexations as recommended are certain, unambiguous, 
enforceable and time specific. The intermunicipal and regional agreements demonstrate a high level of 
collaboration. Furthermore, the proactive intent of the annexation and the amount of land agreed to by the 
municipalities is reasonable. The MGB notes that the affected landowners' concerns have been given proper 
consideration throughout the annexation process. Therefore, the MGB recommends the annexation. 
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Fiscal Impact Analysis 

[96] The City of Edmonton Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) examined the immediate and long-term 
impacts of the proposed annexation on the municipalities and the affected ratepayers. 
 
[97] The FIA states that the proposed annexation will increase the City’s land base by 12%, expand its 
population of 932,546 by 0.1%, and enlarge its $1.67 billion assessment base by 0.1%.  However, tax levels 
after are expected to increase slightly in 2019 (estimated 0.5%) to offset the amount of compensation the 
City has agreed to pay the County.  In the decade following the approval of the annexation, the impact on 
the City of the assessment and taxation provisions afforded to landowners in the proposed annexation area 
will be minimal.  In the long term, the fiscal impacts of the annexation will depend on the tax revenue 
generated by the additional residential, commercial and industrial development in the proposed annexation 
area.  By the end of the 2049, the FIA suggests the additional lands annexed by the City will reduce its tax 
rates by 9.2 percent.   

 
[98] The proposed annexation will decrease the County’s size by 2.0%, reduce its population of 13,760 
by 5.0%, and shrink its $8.1 billion budget by 2.0%.  However, the annexation is expected to reduce County 
municipal revenues by $800,000 and decrease municipal expenses by $400,000.  The net reduction in 
municipal revenues of $400,000 will be offset by the $3.2 million in compensation to be paid by the City 
in the first year and the $5.2 million the City has agreed to pay over the next ten years.  Over the long term, 
the proposed annexation is not expected to impact County tax rates.   

 
[99] There are no anticipated impacts to the Town’s population (estimated in 2016 to be 17,396) and 
tax base from the proposed annexation.  However, the Town’s municipal expenses are expected to decrease 
by roughly $60,000 per year as a result of the City annexing the section of Highway 814/50th Street.   

 
[100] The City has proposed tax protection that will nullify potential negative municipal property tax 
increases to residential and non-residential lands in the proposed annexation area.  These property types 
will be taxed at the lower of the City and County municipal rates.  Farmland will benefit from the proposed 
annexation as the City municipal tax rate is actually lower than that of the County.  As a result, farmland 
properties will receive a more than a 50% annual municipal tax savings.    
 

Environmental Reserve Analysis 
[101]  The SERA was commissioned by the City to identify potential environmental reserve (ER) lands 
in the proposed annexation area, demonstrate a thorough understanding of the present land inventory 
(including environmental sensitivities) within this area, and incorporate this information into a plan to 
preserve important features and ecological systems.   
 
[102] Submissions from the City identified that Dr. D.L. Patriquin was the Senior Environmental 
Scientist for the SERA.  Dr. Patriquin has over 25 years of environmental assessment and management 
experience, holds a Ph. D in Environmental Policy, Governance, and Collaboration from the University of 
Alberta, and is a member of the Alberta Society of Professional Biologists.  During her presentation she 
explained that the SERA was an expansion of the City of Edmonton’s Environmental Sensitivities Project 
that was already underway.  The SERA used GIS remote sensing to map ravine and river slopes, wetlands, 
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and streams in the proposed annexation area.  Although there were differences in methodology , a review 
of other studies was used to ensure all known sensitive areas were identified and provide a means of 
comparison.  The SERA found a total of 1,007 hectares of wetland in the proposed annexation area.  A 
review of ER policies determined that the City has higher dedication requirements than the minimum 
standards established by the Province.  Using City dedication requirements (30-meter buffer of waterbodies 
and 10-meter buffer along ravines) the total possible ER was 1,015 hectares, while the Provincial 
dedications (6-meter buffer on waterbodies and no buffer on ravines) was 674 hectares.  

 
[103] The ER estimate provided highlights the abundance of wetlands, streams, and ravine areas in the 
proposed annexation area.  Awareness of the location and extent of these resources and their linkages to 
other regionally important ecological functions can play a critical role in retaining biodiversity and 
ecological goods and services at a systems level.  However, the SERA cautions that the analysis is limited 
due to its reliance on remote sensing and GIS information.  Site specific investigation, such as field surveys 
and biophysical assessments, completed in support of Area Structure Planning and development planning 
will confirm mapping and refine ER dedication.    
 

Transition 
 

[104] Transition matters identified by the City’s application include assessment and taxation 
considerations, lifestyle issues, and intermunicipal compensation.   
 

Assessment and Taxation 
[105] The application proposes that the lands and the assessable improvements (except for linear 
property) within the annexation area be taxed for 50 years after annexation using the lower municipal tax 
rate of either the City or the jurisdiction where the lands were situated before annexation.  The transition 
period will no longer apply to a parcel if a portion of that parcel is subdivided, is redistricted under the 
City’s Zoning Bylaw, is connected to municipal water and sewer, or receives a major development permit.  
Farm residences and farm buildings are to retain the same exemptions as if they remained in the jurisdiction 
where situated before the annexation pursuant to the Matters Relating to Assessment and Taxation 
Regulation or any subsequent regulation exempting farm residences or farm buildings from taxation.  The 
tax protection provisions are to continue to apply after the construction of any 
 

  single family detached residence, including any secondary or accessory uses and/or 
accessory buildings;  

 secondary suite in a single detached residence; or  
 farm residence or farm building that would otherwise be exempt from assessment, including 

any accessory uses or accessory buildings 
 

unless one or more of the triggering events described above applies. 
 
[106] The Discovery Lands are to be taxed using the County municipal tax rate for 25 years.  The triggers 
that would remove the assessment and taxation transition provisions identified above are not applicable to 
these lands. 
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Lifestyle 
[107] With regard to lifestyle issues, the application identifies that landowners will be permitted to:  

 Use burn barrels on agricultural properties for up to five years from the annexation Order in 
Council, subject to municipal or provincial fire bans. 

 Use off-highway vehicles within designated areas.  A designated area will be a rural area that 
is not slated for development, as determined by the City.  

 Keep more than the maximum number of domestic pets.  However, landowners are required 
to obtain licenses for their animals within one year from the annexation Order in Council, 
with fees waived for the first five years.   

 Residents will maintain their current development rights, with the exception of Confined 
Feeding Operations and Farm based Alcohol Beverage Production Facilities.   

 All businesses will be required to obtain a license within one year of the annexation, with 
fees waived for the first five. 

 Businesses for Vehicle for Hire will require a license within one year, with fees waived for 
the first five years.   

 
Intermunicipal Compensation 

[108] The City has agreed to pay the County $3,200,000 within 30 days of the annexation order and make 
annual payments of $530,000 on or before June 30 of each year from 2019 to 2028.  The County agrees to 
pay the City all money in place of municipal reserves provided to the County in regard to the Crossroads 
ASP and all levies collected by the County to fund arterial roadways systems related to the Crossroads ASP.  
The City and the Town have agreed no compensation is necessary as there are no taxes generated by the 
annexed land.   
 
PRELIMINARY HEARING  
 
[109] Although the three municipalities were able to negotiate an agreement, objections from affected 
landowners and members of the public required the MGB to conduct a public hearing.  Since there were 
over 1,000 affected landowners in the proposed annexation area and the number of participants from the 
public was unknown, the MGB determined it would be beneficial to conduct a preliminary hearing prior to 
considering the merits of the proposed annexation.   
 
[110] The purpose of the April 25, 2018 preliminary hearing was to identify those persons wishing to 
make submissions about the proposed annexation at a merit hearing, determine the issues to be raised, 
establish a document exchange timeline, and schedule the merit hearing.  Hearing notifications were 
published in the La Nouvelle Beaumont News, The Leduc-Wetaskiwin County Market, and the 
Edmonton Journal, the weeks of April 2, April 9, and April 16, 2018.  Hearing notices were also published 
in The Leduc Representative the weeks of April 9 and April 16, 2018.  Although not required by the Act, 
the MGB mailed over 1,000 notification letters to landowners in the annexation area.  The contact 
information list supplied by the City was obtained from land title certificates.  The list included landowners 
residing in the annexation area, landowners residing outside the annexation area, businesses that own land 
in the annexation area, and subsurface landowners that typically reside outside the annexation area. All 
hearing notices identified that hard copies of the City’s annexation application were available for viewing 
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by the public at all three municipal offices during normal business hours and identified municipal contacts 
to obtain more information.  
 
[111] In response to the newspaper notifications, 41 people attended the preliminary hearing.  After 
considering the oral and written submissions of all three municipalities as well as the oral submissions of 
seven individuals during the hearing, the MGB Decision Letter 028/18 scheduled two days for the merit 
hearing commencing June 12, 2018.  The MGB also set an evening session for June 12, 2018 to receive 
oral submissions from affected landowners and members of the public unable to attend the proceedings 
during the day.    

 
[112] The MGB found two days for the merit hearing would be sufficient, since the City had stated that 
it needed one day to complete its oral submissions and the Town and the County indicated their oral 
submissions would be brief.  Despite publishing hearing notices in four newspapers circulating in the 
affected area and mailing over 1,000 hearing notifications letters, only 41 people attended the preliminary 
hearing. The seven oral submissions received by the MGB from affected landowners and the public during 
the preliminary hearing process identified a number of issues that provide context for the merit hearing; 
however, there was no evidence to suggest any of these parties would require a substantial amount of time 
to present their positions to the MGB.   
 
[113] The MGB was mindful of the need for all parties to have the time needed to examine the annexation 
application and develop their submissions for the merit hearing.  The City stated it would not be updating 
its documentation.  The City’s amended annexation application had been available for the public and 
affected landowners to view since March 8, 2018.  Representatives from the City and the County also 
indicated they were available the week of June 11, 2018.  Therefore, the MGB concluded that commencing 
the merit hearing on June 12, 2018 was reasonable.   
 
MERIT HEARING 
 
[114] The following section describes the pre-hearing process and summarizes the submissions received 
for the merit proceedings.   
 
Pre-Hearing Process 
 
[115] The MGB published merit hearing notices in the La Nouvelle Beaumont News, The Leduc 
Representative, The Leduc-Wetaskiwin County Market, and the Edmonton Journal the weeks of May 
14, 21, and 28, 2018. In addition, on May 4, 2018, the MGB mailed hearing notification letters to all affected 
parties previously identified by the City as well as those individuals identified by the MGB during the 
preliminary hearing. Both types of notifications stated that written submissions from affected landowners 
or members of the public should be received by the MGB by 4:00 pm on Monday, June 4, 2018. 
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During the hearing it was also identified that non-residents can attend County sponsored 
education workshops if the course is not full.   

 
Other 

[146] The MGB was informed that EPCOR has the water franchise for the City.  No further action is 
required by the City as the CRSWSC and EPCOR are in discussions about the provision of water in the 
proposed annexation area.   
 
[147] The City appreciates the support for the proposed annexation from Alberta Transportation and those 
clients represented by Ms. Stewart-Palmer as well as the clients represented by Mr. Grewal.   
 
[148] In response to clarification questions about the assessment and taxation transition triggers from the 
MGB Panel, the City explained that the Major Development permit would be defined as a development 
permit for any of the following discretionary uses per section 9.1.3 of the County LUB, cultural facility, 
education service, local community facility, indoor recreation, religious assembly, and major utility service.   
 

County Submission 
 

[149] During the public hearing, the County confirmed its support for the City’s annexation application.  
The annexation process has helped intermunicipal planning and collaboration in the region.  In the future, 
this annexation may assist the municipalities with the development of an intermunicipal development plan.   
 
[150] The County noted that during its negotiations with the City, the two municipalities collaborated on 
transitional issues such as future service provision, landowner impacts, wildlife mitigation, and 
compensation.  During its oral presentation, the County emphasized the need for the annexation conditions 
to provide certainty and comfort for the landowners.  
 
[151] Subsequent to the hearing, the County informed the MGB that it has not received any money in 
place of municipal reserves or levies to fund the arterial roadway system related to the Crossroads ASP.  In 
response, the City communicated that it does not oppose the removal of these items from the compensation 
agreement. 
 

Town Submission 
 

[152] The Town confirmed that it supports the annexation requested by the City.  The Town looks 
forward to working on the Intermunicipal Planning Framework.   
 
MGB RECOMMENDATION 
 
[153] The MGB recommends the approval of the annexation area listed in Schedule 1 and the assessment 
and taxation provisions as stipulated beginning on page 1 of this Board Order.  The recommended effective 
date for the annexation is January 1, 2019.   
 

00647



REASONS 
 
[154] When making an annexation recommendation, the MGB considers the oral and written submissions 
of the parties as well as the annexation principles established by MGB Board Order 123/06.  To reduce 
repetition, the party positions and MGB annexation principles will be combined and addressed under the 
following broad headings: intermunicipal collaboration, consultation, planning, financial matters, and 
transitional issues. 
 
Intermunicipal Collaboration 
 
[155] The MGB finds the three intermunicipal agreements negotiated by the municipalities during the 
annexation process demonstrated a significant level of intermunicipal collaboration.   
 
[156] Although the City and the County do not have an Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP), the 
Framework for Agreement and the Annexation Agreement clearly show a high level of collaboration 
between these two municipalities.  The Framework for Agreement identified that both municipalities were 
interested in promoting the success of the EIA, maintaining the economic sustainability of their 
municipality, and seeking predictable growth.  Adjustments made by the City to its originally proposed 
annexation area combined with a commitment to joint planning in the transportation corridors will facilitate 
development and increase infrastructure efficiency for both municipalities as well as the EIA.  By agreeing 
to remove of the lands to the north of Nisku from the annexation area originally proposed, the City 
accommodates future development opportunities for the County and may attract smaller complementary 
businesses to the City.  The exclusion of the area lying west of the EIA and south of Highway 19 leaves the 
City with a stable land base for predictable growth and facilitates the desire of both municipalities to protect 
agricultural land.  Moreover, the dispute resolution process contained in the Annexation Agreement 
provides a method for the municipalities to resolve any future conflicts in a non-adversarial manner.   
 
[157] The IPFA demonstrates intermunicipal cooperation between the City, the County and the Town.  A 
commitment by the three municipalities to discuss joint planning initiatives will provide certainty for future 
development in the east annexation area. In recognition of this commitment, the City removed the nine 
quarter sections within the Town from its annexation request, the Town withdrew its objection to the 
proposed annexation, and the County agreed with the annexation area change.   

 
[158] The Accord establishes the collaboration between the City, the County, the ERAA, and the City of 
Leduc.  All four entities acknowledge the importance of the EIA to the economy of the region.  
Commitments to joint planning can reduce infrastructure duplication and may lead to future cost and 
revenue sharing opportunities.  The Accord will also allow each entity to leverage their strengths.  The 
signing of this Accord provided the additional input needed for the City and the County to complete their 
Annexation Agreement.   
 
Consultation 
 
[159] The MGB accepts the consultation process used by the City was inclusive and open.  The City’s 
social media, website information, and e-mails allowed affected landowners and members of the public to 
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obtain updated information about the annexation.  The City distributed newsletters, placed advertisements 
in local newspapers, conducted media interviews, and responded to letters to connect with people who may 
not wish to use electronic communications.  Ten open houses and numerous one-on-one discussions with 
landowners provided opportunities for face-to-face interactions between City personnel and interested 
parties.  In addition to the communication activities of the City, the County conducted ten open houses and 
distributed written material to inform interested parties about the proposed annexation.   

 
[160] A landowner in the east annexation area asserted that the consultation process was flawed in that 
the City used the public meetings to market the annexation rather than genuinely listen to landowner 
feedback and resolve concerns.  She stressed that despite attending multiple open houses and providing 
input, the City did not change its proposal.  Moreover, she asserted that the City did not read her 
correspondence or provide answers to all her questions.  During its oral presentation, the City submitted a 
letter it sent to the landowner during its consultation process.  The letter does attempt to address her issues 
and explain that some of the concerns are beyond the control of the City and outside the scope of an 
annexation. The MGB understands that the inability of two parties to come to an agreement does not 
necessarily mean that the parties were not listening or that they were not willing to address concerns. The 
MGB does not consider the lack of consensus shows the City’s public consultation process was faulty.  
 
[161] The landowner also expressed concerns that she was not properly notified of the annexation merit 
hearing.  The Act states an annexation notice of hearing must be published at least once a week for two 
consecutive weeks in a newspaper circulating in the affected area.  The MGB exceeded this requirement by 
publishing hearing notifications in four local newspapers for three consecutive weeks prior to the start of 
the merit hearing.  Although not required by the Act, the MGB also used the contact information provided 
by the City to distribute merit hearing notification letters to landowners. Both the newspaper and letter 
notifications specified that people wishing to make oral and/or written submissions should register with the 
MGB by June 4, 2018. The MGB recognizes that despite its best efforts the landowner did not receive a 
hearing notification letter; fortunately, she was able to attend the hearing.  To ensure the annexation process 
was open and inclusive, the MGB accepted her oral and written submissions during the merit hearing and 
allowed the City, the County, and the Town to present a response during the proceeding. 
 
Planning  
 
[162] The MGB accepts the City has addressed the land use planning issues related to this annexation. 
The issues considered by the MGB include statutory/non-statutory plan compliance, area/location, 
municipal servicing, and environmental conditions. 
 

Statutory/Non-Statutory Plan Compliance 
 

[163] This annexation complies with a number of municipal and regional land-use planning documents.  
The annexation area is within growth area specified by the EMRGP, which has policies to promote efficient 
and effective development within the proposed annexation area and the Edmonton region. The City Zoning 
Bylaw and the County MDP recognize the need for urban growth and allow the municipalities to consider 
an annexation to the south of the City. Although not statutory plans, the City and the County LUBs will 
guide any future development in the proposed annexation area. 
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[164] During the proceedings, the MGB received a concern about future development in the annexation 
area.  The MGB notes that section 135(1)(d) of the Act identifies that all bylaws and resolutions of the 
County and the Town that apply specifically to the annexation area continue to apply until repealed by the 
City. The MGB understands the Town does not have any land related bylaws that are specific to 50th Street.  
In the County, the existing land uses and area structure plans will not arbitrarily change as a result of the 
land shifting from the County to the City.  The consultation process required by the Act for amendments to 
an existing ASP or the City’s MDP and Zoning Bylaw for future development will give landowners and 
the public an opportunity to express their opinions about any potential development adjacent to their 
property.   
 

Area/Location 
 

[165] The MGB understands the size and location of the annexation area requested by the City was 
influenced by the various agreements.  To determine whether the annexation is appropriate, the MGB 
considered population projections, annexation area, existing vacant land, density levels, and time horizon.   

 
[166] The Growth Study’s assertion that the City’s population will grow from 932,500 in 2016 to about 
2,167,700 in 2066 is reasonable.   This projection extends the population figures accepted by the EMRGP 
by using updated census information and applying demographic trends that are specific to the City. The 
Growth Study also identified that, based development information gathered by the City, 59% of this new 
growth will locate south of the North Saskatchewan River. As the geographical information was based on 
actual development and there was no argument from the Town or the County, the MGB will accept this 
geographical population ratio allocation.     
  
[167] In 2016, the Growth Study recommended the City should annex about 15,700 gross hectares 
(38,795 gross acres).  This amount of land may have been practical at that time given that the County, the 
City of Leduc, the EIA, and the Town were expected to object to the proposed annexation.  The City may 
have wanted the expanded annexation area to protect its future growth corridor and/or mitigate the cost of 
incremental annexation proceedings in the future.  However, the Annexation Agreement, the Accord, and 
the IPFA helped resolve the differences between the parties and allowed the City to reduce its proposed 
annexation area to 8,267 gross hectares (20,428 gross acres).  The GIS information used by the Growth 
Study to identify development constraints such as non-developable land (natural areas, pipelines, 
powerlines, arterial roads) and non-residential areas (parks, schools, stormwater management, 
transportation networks) is acceptable for the purposes of this annexation.  Therefore, the MGB accepts the 
annexation area will supply 2,125 net hectares (5,251 net acres) of developable residential and commercial 
land and 1,870 net hectares (4,621 net acres) of developable industrial land.   
 
[168] In regard to the location of the lands being requested, the MGB finds the west annexation area to 
be reasonable.  Highway 2, Highway 19, and the North Saskatchewan River are logical boundaries.  The 
east annexation area is somewhat irregular in that the south boundary of the annexation area does not extend 
east to Highway 2.  However, the MGB gives considerable weight to annexations that demonstrate 
intermunicipal cooperation.  Given the efforts made by the parties to develop the Annexation Agreement, 
the IPFA, and the Accord, the MGB accepts the location of the annexation lands requested by the City.   
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[169] The Growth Study’s estimates of vacant developable land within the City lying south of the North 
Saskatchewan River are reasonable.  The use of residential units projections identifies the net amount of 
land available for development and eliminates lands that have constraints (ER, public use, etc.) or units that 
have already been constructed. The Growth Study’s estimates of existing vacant industrial land are the 
actual vacant lands.  The MGB also finds the 10% adjustment for redesignation to other uses is reasonable 
as it is similar to the amount used by other municipalities.  
 
[170] City infill policies combined with EMRGP density targets reflect a desire by the City, the region 
and the Province to decrease the urban footprint.  By manipulating unit types, the Growth Plan has identified 
the mix of residential unit types needed in each of the three density zones to achieve the EMRGP targets.  
The number of people per unit is a function of expected unit type demand and changing demographics. The 
number of people per unit type used by the Growth Study is the same as that suggested by the City for new 
development – LDR unit is 2.8 P/U, MDR-A unit is 1.5 P/U, MDR-R unit is 2.8 P/U, and HDR unit is 1.5 
P/U. The use of this information to estimate future population in the vacant areas existing within the City 
as well as the annexation area is logical.    
 
[171] Given the annexation area, the Growth Study predicts the annexation area will provide the City 
with enough land to accommodate about 35 years growth for most types of residential units and about 25 
years of industrial development.  Both these time horizons are consistent with most annexations 
recommended by the MGB where the municipalities have been able to negotiate an agreement.  Therefore, 
the MGB concludes the smaller annexation area and the resulting shorter time horizon requested by the 
City is reasonable.   
 

Municipal Servicing 
 

[172] The MGB accepts the high level, conceptual analysis of municipal services and is convinced the 
City can provide the required wastewater, water, stormwater, and transportation infrastructure to the 
annexation area.  
 
[173] Wastewater services in the annexation area will connect to the existing SESS system.  The City 
acknowledges that upgrades will be needed to the existing SESS lines as new development in the annexation 
area comes on line. The suggested phased approach is reasonable in that it can extend infrastructure costs 
over a longer period.  This may allow the City to access grants or access other funding sources prior to the 
start of each phase to offset upgrade costs.   
 
[174] City water services are provided by EPCOR. In the short term it is expected that water distribution 
lines can be extended from existing water reservoirs in South Edmonton to serve new development in the 
annexation area.  It is understandable that as development in the annexation area extends further south, 
additional distribution lines and reservoirs will need to be constructed.  Again, the phased approach may 
help the City access additional grants and/or other funding sources to offset infrastructure costs. 
 
[175] In the west annexation area, stormwater outfall will be to the North Saskatchewan River, the 
Whitemud Creek and the Black Mud Creek.  In accordance with City and Provincial policies, outfall flows 
will be kept at pre-development levels by using attenuation systems.  Minimal improvements will be 
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required to these watercourses.  The stormwater outfall for the east annexation area is Irvine Creek and 
Clearwater Creek. A regional solution may be needed to mitigate erosion issues for Irvine Creek.  Given 
the drainage issue involves a number of municipalities, joint planning and funding may be appropriate to 
offset these costs.   
 
[176] The MGB accepts the City will be able to extend its transportation system into the annexation area.  
City transportation policies combined with the City’s ongoing positive working relationship with Alberta 
Transportation can be used to ensure the safety of the traveling public.   
 

Environmental Conditions 
 

[177] The SERA clearly demonstrates the City is sensitive to key environmental features.  The use of 
GIS provided the preliminary identification of wetlands and other natural features of local, regional, and 
provincial significance.  The SERA also identified that the City has stricter setback policies than the 
Province.   The maps contained within the SERA identify environmentally sensitive lands that may need to 
be considered for protection during development of the proposed annexation area.  The MGB also accepts 
the SERA is limited and that a site specific analysis will need to be competed at the ASP stage to determine 
the actual amount of ER that should be taken by the City or Province. 
 
[178] During the merit proceedings a landowner disagreed with the findings of the SERA and requested 
the removal, redaction, or modification of SERA Figures 2 and 3.  He argued that his property is not wetland 
as identified by the maps in Figures 2 and 3 and stated that publication of these maps would place 
landowners wanting to sell their land at a disadvantage.   
 
[179] Given her qualifications and experience with environmental assessments, the MGB accepts Figures 
2 and 3 of SERA as delineated by Dr. Patriquin to show environmentally sensitive lands in the annexation 
area at a high level.  Since the empirical sources used to produce these maps, GIS mapping and previous 
environmental studies, are available to the public, the MGB concludes the analysis conducted by the SERA 
could be replicated.  The MGB understands the landowner has more site specific information that could be 
used as part of a more detailed study prior to development; however, the MGB cannot consider the SERA 
information to be incorrect or confidential.  Moreover, the SERA clearly identifies that the analysis is 
limited and that an on-site analysis will need to be conducted to determine exact wetland areas and ER 
requirements for a particular property.  Therefore, the MGB does not recommend the removal, redaction, 
or modification of Figures 2 and 3. 
 
Financial Matters 
 
[180] Financial matters include fiscal impact assessment, assessment and taxation transition provisions, 
effective date, and intermunicipal compensation.   
 

Fiscal Impact Assessment 
 
[181] The MGB accepts that the annexation will have minimal impact on the City, the County, the Town, 
and the affected landowners.   
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[182] The FIA identifies that the annexation allow the City to grow by 12%, but will cause an insignificant 
increase to its population (0.1%) and assessment base (0.1%). City municipal tax rates are expected to grow 
slightly in 2019 to accommodate the $3,200,000 the City agreed to pay the County for compensation in the 
first year.  The annual compensation payments of $530,000 for the next 10 years should not cause any 
significant impacts to the City’s financial position.  In the long term, City tax rates are expected to decline 
as the annexation area develops.  Although there is a short term increase, the MGB accepts the financial 
impact on the City will be minimal. 
 
[183] The annexation will decrease the size of the County by 2% and reduce its current population by 
5%.  The FIA states that the net $400,000 decline in County municipal revenue will be offset by the 
$530,000 annual compensation payments it will receive from the City for ten years.  In the long term the 
FIA expects the financial impact of this annexation to the County will be negligible.  Therefore, the MGB 
concludes the annexation will not have a substantial impact on the financial viability of the County.   
 
[184] The only area to be annexed from the Town is 50th Street.  As the road is not taxed, the Town will 
not lose any municipal tax revenue or decrease its population.  However, the MGB accepts the FIA 
statement that the Town will benefit from the annexation by about $60,000 per year due to decreased road 
maintenance and operational expenditures. 
 
[185] Agricultural landowners in the annexation area are expected to benefit from the annexation as the 
farmland municipal tax rate in the City is about 50% less than that of the County.  The 50-year assessment 
and taxation transition period should nullify any municipal tax impacts to existing non-farming properties.  
The FIA and Annexation Agreement only addresses the municipal portion of the tax bill and does not 
consider levies for things like the Alberta School Foundation Fund (ASFF), which the municipalities do 
not control.  However, in 2017 the ASFF mil rate for the City was 2.4550 and for the County was 2.5000.  
As both mil rates are similar, the MGB concludes that any tax change caused by requisitions from the ASFF 
or other entities will be minimal.  

 
Annexation Taxation Provisions 

 
[186] The annexation transition provisions address the transition period, the subject to removal 
conditions/triggering events, assessment methodology, designated industrial property, Discovery lands, and 
effective date.   
 

Transition Period 
[187] The municipalities agreed the properties, excluding designated industrial properties, in the 
annexation area would be assessed and taxed as if they were in the County for 50 years.  The MGB notes 
that the annexation planning time horizons for residential and industrial lands are about 35 and 25 years 
respectively.  Annexations that provide a municipality with enough land for 35 years of growth are generally 
only granted a 5 to 15 year assessment and taxation transition period.  MGB Annexation Bulletin No. 1-
2005 states that “timelines greater than 15 years would require significant rationale”.  However, the MGB 
does give considerable weight to intermunicipal collaboration. In this case, the MGB will accept the 50-
year transition period as this is part of the Annexation Agreement reached by the three municipalities and 
was communicated by the City and the County to the affected landowners as part of their public consultation 
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processes. Moreover, the MGB was convinced the extended transition period will not financially impact 
the operations of the City or adversely affect the taxes of its existing residents.    
 
[188] The consultation process undertaken by the City involved the utility providers and owners of sub-
surface rights within the annexation area.  No submissions were received regarding the exclusion of the 
linear property from the assessment and taxation transition provisions from either of these groups.  The 
MGB observes that changes to the Act have incorporated railways within the category of linear property.  
The MGB does not anticipate this change will have a material impact on either taxpayers or the 
municipality.  Therefore, the MGB accepts the City’s suggestion that linear properties not be afforded any 
assessment and tax protection period.   
 

Subject to Removal Conditions/Triggering Events 
[189] The MGB finds it is reasonable that the assessment and taxation transition period should end if, at 
the request of or on behalf of a landowner, the land  
 

 is subdivided.  
 is redesignated under the City Zoning Bylaw. 
 connects to City water or wastewater services, or 
 receives a development permit for a cultural facility, education service, local community 

facility, indoor recreation, religious assembly or major utility services in accordance with the 
County LUB. 

 
[190] The MGB understands that things such as expropriations or road widening may cause the 
subdivision of a property or that a property may be redesignated as part of the ASP planning process for 
adjacent land development. A landowner may also be requested by a municipality to connect to water or 
wastewater services in order to ensure the proper operation of the distribution system.  As these activities 
are beyond the control of the landowner, the premature termination of the assessment and taxation transition 
period would be inequitable.  However, a landowner that initiates a subdivision, the redesignation of the 
property, or the connection to municipal services must obtain approval from the City.  Since these processes 
can be time consuming and costly, it is reasonable to expect the landowner would have weighed the benefits 
associated with the requested change with the loss of the assessment and taxation transition period in 
advance of filing the necessary documentation. These types of subject to removal conditions or triggering 
events are typical.  The MGB does not normally recommend the loss of the tax protection if a development 
permit is issued.  However, in this case, the development permit triggers suggested by the City contemplate 
larger scale projects that may require substantial municipal infrastructure support from the City.  Given the 
complex nature of these types of developments, the MGB accepts the permit triggering condition requested 
by the City.   
 
[191] The MGB notes that while its recommended Order in Council (OC) does not contain all the phrases 
requested by the City, the OC provisions do achieve the intent of the Annexation Agreement Conditions of 
Annexation provided by the City during the merit hearing.  Of note is the Conditions of Annexation clause 
specifying the continuation assessment exemptions for farm residences and farm buildings as if they had 
remained in the jurisdiction where they were situated prior to the annexation.  While this wording may 
provide greater clarification for the Annexation Agreement, it is redundant as the OC stipulates that all land 
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in the annexation area, except linear, and the assessable improvements to it must be assessed by the City as 
if it had remained in the County.   

 
[192] The Conditions of Annexation clause in the Annexation Agreement regarding the transfer of 
Crossroads ASP municipal reserve funds from the County to the City is not required.  Information from  
the County identifies that it has not received any money in place of municipal reserves for the Crossroads 
ASP.  Both the City and the County have agreed the OC does not need to contain this provision.  Also, the 
Conditions of Annexation clause regarding the continuation of the tax protection after the construction of 
a single family residence, secondary suite, farm residence, farm building, or farm accessory building is not 
necessary.  The development permit clarification provided by the City during the merit proceedings 
identifies the specific discretionary use development permits that would cause the loss of tax protection.  
The identification of exempt development permit types may cause confusion as to whether tax protection 
is to be removed if the City issues development permits for other types of construction not contemplated 
by the OC.   
 

Assessment Methodology 
[193] During the proceedings two landowners expressed concerns the City would change the assessment 
methodology, which would increase their taxes or cause additional reporting requirements.  The Act 
identifies that an assessor must apply property valuations in a fair and equitable manner and that an assessor 
can request the information necessary from a landowner to accomplish this duty.  The Act also requires an 
assessor to comply with the standards set out the regulations and to follow the procedures specified by the 
regulations. The Province also conducts audits to ensure assessments meet the regulated quality standards.  
The MGB has no authority to direct how an assessor determines the fair and equitable value of a property.  
However, if the assessment methodology is changed a landowner does have the ability to file an appeal 
with the appropriate assessment review board to ascertain if the methodology does produce the correct 
value. The MGB notes that while the assessment methodology for agricultural land may increase the 
amount of paperwork for farmers, this should be offset by the 50% decrease in the municipal tax rate for 
farmland applied by the City.   
 

Discovery Lands 
[194] The MGB accepts the 25-year assessment and taxation transition provisions suggested by the City 
for the Discovery Lands.  The MGB understands the Discovery Lands are part of the Crossroads ASP and 
that the County has been working with Remington for the past ten years on this development. A 
considerable amount of planning has already been undertaken and the company has made substantial 
commitments to oversize infrastructure that will facilitate new development in the remainder of the 
Crossroads ASP far earlier than expected. In recognition of the additional work and expenditures already 
undertaken by Remington, the MGB finds the 25-year assessment and taxation transition period to be 
reasonable.  The MGB also understands that since the transition period for Remington has been reduced 
and the planning phase of this development is now being implemented, the agreement between Remington, 
the City, and the County to exclude any conditions that would remove the assessment and taxation 
conditions is reasonable. As no other landowner showed the level of planning and monetary commitment 
exhibited by Remington, the MGB does not find it would be appropriate to extend similar assessment and 
taxation provisions to any other property in the annexation area.   
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Effective Date 
 

[195] The MGB recommends an effective date of January 1, 2019, as requested by the City and agreed 
to by the County and the Town.  The MGB finds this timeframe should provide enough time for the 
municipalities to exchange the required documents and prepare for the transfer of the lands between 
jurisdiction.  Moreover, the January 1, 2019 effective date will create a smooth transition period for the 
affected landowners.  
 

Intermunicipal Compensation 
 

[196] Given the size of the proposed annexation, the MGB accepts the intermunicipal compensation 
agreement between the City and the County. In accordance with the Annexation Agreement, the MGB 
recommends the following: 

 
 The City of Edmonton shall pay to Leduc County the sum of three million, two hundred 

thousand dollars ($3,200,000) not later than 30 days after: 
 

(a) the date this Order in Council is made by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, or  
(b) the effective date, 

 
whichever is later. 
 
 In addition the City shall pay the County 

 
(a) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2019, 
(b) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2020, 
(c) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2021, 
(d) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2022, 
(e) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2023, 
(f) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2024, 
(g) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2025, 
(h) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2026,  
(i) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2027, and 
(j) five hundred and thirty thousand dollars ($530,000) on or before June 30, 2028. 

 
[197] The MGB understands the amount of land to by annexed from the Town is minimal (7 hectares/17 
acres).  Therefore, the MGB accepts there is to be no intermunicipal compensation to be paid by the City 
to the Town.    
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Transitional Issues 
 
[198] The MGB is satisfied the City is attempting to mitigate the annexation related bylaw and lifestyle 
issues identified by the affected landowners in a manner that will allow a smoother transition to their new 
jurisdiction. 
 

Bylaws 
 

[199] During the proceedings the MGB heard bylaw related concerns related to taxi service, business 
licenses, animal control, and farming operations.   
 

Taxi Service 
[200] The MGB understands the City and Mr. Henschell could not come to an agreement with regard to 
taxi service issue.  Mr. Henschell argues that the annexation will impact the viability of his business and 
prevent him from servicing his existing clients.  His solutions are for the City to give him three taxi licenses 
or to purchase his business.   
 
[201] With regard to the business viability interest, the MGB was provided with no financial or statistical 
information from Mr. Henschell.  However, he did identify that the operating area for his business included 
the County, the Town, and the City of Leduc. To gain an appreciation of the issue, the MGB considered the 
scope of the annexation in terms of target market.  Population figures provided by the Annexation 
Application for the Town and the County as well as information from the Alberta Municipal Affairs website 
for the City of Leduc identifies that the combined population of these three municipalities in 2016 was 
61,674 (City of Leduc – 30,498, County – 13,780, and Town – 17,396).  The FIA identified the annexation 
will reduce the population of the County by 5% or by 688 people. This is reasonable as the annexation area 
is predominantly agricultural land where population density is relatively low.  Using the municipal census 
information the MGB calculates the decline in the target market population caused by the annexation is 
1.1%. Assuming the business only serves half the County and decreasing the County population by 50% 
(6,890), the target market decrease for this business is still less than 1.3%. Although the annexation area is 
quite large, the resulting target market reduction is at best minimal. Moreover, the MGB heard no evidence 
from Mr. Henschell to conclude he could not shift is business model, as suggested by the City, to continue 
to operate in his traditional target market areas (the Town, the County, and the City of Leduc) after the 
annexation or that his fees in any of these three municipalities would increase.  Furthermore, it is beyond 
the usual scope of an annexation order to require a municipality to issue taxi licenses or to broker a deal 
between a municipality and a third party.  
 
[202] Mr. Henschell also expressed an interest in continuing to serve his existing clients.  The MGB 
recognizes Mr. Henschell does not want to operate as an Uber and believes it is unrealistic for him to 
purchase a taxi license.  However, during the merit hearing the City identified the option of operating as a 
PTP.  The MGB understands this option may require Mr. Henschell to rebrand his vehicles and operate in 
a slightly different manner. However, this option may allow him to continue to serve his existing clients.    
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Business Licenses 
[203] The MGB finds the City’s commitment to waive business licenses in the annexation area for five 
years to be reasonable. During the proceedings, the City identified that business licenses are not required 
for farming operations and that home based business licenses generally range from $125 to $316. The MGB 
accepts that even after the 5-year exemption period, the business license fee should not be a significant 
impediment to a small business or home based business. Moreover, the 5-year exemption should give 
business owners time to adjust their budgets. 
 

Pets 
[204] The City has acknowledged that pets are also working animals on a farm.  To support this, the City 
has proposed to eliminate the ceiling on the number of animals on farms in the annexation area.  The 5-year 
transition period is reasonable given the amount of development expected in the annexation area.  The MGB 
finds this measure is reasonable as it will provide people with a period of adjustment. The reimbursement 
of dog and cat license fees for lost or deceased animals is a local matter and is beyond the scope of an 
annexation.   
 

Farm Operation Conflicts 
[205] Although there may be a period of adjustment, the MGB is satisfied that efforts are being taken to 
mitigate impact of the annexation on existing farming operations.  Both municipalities have expressed a 
desire to facilitate agricultural operations.  However, development pressures have increased the amount of 
urban style development south of the City.  Even in the County, conflicts may arise between existing 
agricultural operations and new urban residential areas in terms of noise, odour, and hours of operation.  
Regardless of which jurisdiction the land is in, it is the standard practice of most personnel responding to 
complaints to consider the context of any nuisance bylaw complaint (e.g. smell, noise or other nuisances) 
in relation to agricultural operations.  Moreover, the Agricultural Operations Practices Act and Regulations 
provide a framework for resolving noise related issues. 
 
[206] The MGB understands that City bylaws prohibit the use of firearms within its boundary.  To 
mitigate the inconvenience to the landowners in the annexation area, City bylaw officers will provide traps 
to capture pest and predatory animals.  Although the use of animal traps may not be optimal, it is a 
reasonable alternative.  Given the rate of urban style development in the annexation area as well as the rest 
of the County, the use of firearms may not be allowed by the Wildlife Act, which prohibits the discharge of 
a firearm within 200 yards of a house.  The issue of compensation for animals killed by predators is beyond 
the scope of an annexation.   
 

Lifestyle 
 

[207] Lifestyle issues identified during the proceedings included waste disposal, communications, and 
municipal services. 
 

Waste Disposal 
[208] The MGB accepts the City is attempting to address the waste disposal issues identified by affected 
landowners.  Subject to fire bans, the City will allow the continued use of burning barrels for a five-year 
transition period.  The MGB also understands that the City will offer agricultural properties that are not 
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primarily residential the opportunity to opt out of City solid waste collection for five years. Moreover, the 
City is working with the Leduc and District Regional Waste Management Authority to enable farmland 
properties to have access to these solid waste facilities at the same rates as County residents for a five year 
transition period.  
 

Communications 
[209] The MGB understands there are differences between rural and urban lifestyles and priorities.  
However, the City has other agricultural lands within its boundary.  The MGB accepts the City will use 
training to assist its personnel to understand urban/rural issues, improve communications with landowners, 
and comprehend rural priorities.   
 

Civic Addressing  
[210] As development in the annexation area happens, it is reasonable to expect that City civic address 
policies will be used for new developments in the annexation area and expanded to existing residences for 
consistency.  It is also possible that parts of the annexation area may require address changes to 
accommodate the GIS used by emergency services. Moreover, Canada Post may decide at some time in the 
future to implement a new addressing system.  As these are local issues that may be required some time in 
the future, involvement in civic addressing is beyond the scope of an annexation.   

 
Insurance 

[211] With regard to the possibility that an address change may increase personal and auto insurance 
rates, the rates charged by a third party provider are outside the control of a municipality and beyond the 
scope of an annexation recommendation.   
 

Municipal Services 
[212] The MGB was convinced the City can provide road maintenance, dust control, ditch cleaning, weed 
control, and emergency services to the annexation area.  City transportation maintenance standards will be 
applied in the annexation area and traffic flow assessments may actually result in more dust suppression 
being applied to some of the roads in the annexation area.  The City can undertake ditch cleaning, and like 
any other municipality will use its standards to determine the frequency.  The two municipalities have 
discussed the City contracting weed control with the County. Regardless, the MGB observes that all 
municipalities must comply with the Alberta Weed Control Act and trusts the City will address weed issues 
as required.  The MGB accepts that the City has a commitment to providing water trucks for its Fire Services 
in the same manner as the County.  The City also explained that because it uses professional emergency 
services personnel, its response times are generally shorter than those in the County.  Moreover, the MGB 
accepts the City will endeavor to maintain the same emergency service levels in the annexation area as in 
the rest of the municipality.   
 

Schools  
[213] The MGB accepts that the City consulted with the Black Gold Regional School Board, Edmonton 
Catholic School Board, Edmonton Public School Board and St. Thomas Aquinas Roman Catholic School 
Board during the consultation process.  The School Act gives the Minister of Education the authority to 
adjust the boundaries of school boards in Alberta.   Furthermore, the School Transportation Regulation 
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establishes rules for bussing.  As the MGB does not have any authority regarding these two pieces of 
legislation, these matters are beyond the scope of an annexation. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
[214] The MGB finds that the proposed annexation complies with the Act and addresses the MGB's 15 
annexation principles. The conditions of annexations as recommended are certain, unambiguous, 
enforceable and time specific. The intermunicipal and regional agreements demonstrate a high level of 
collaboration. Furthermore, the proactive intent of the annexation and the amount of land agreed to by the 
municipalities is reasonable. The MGB notes that the affected landowners' concerns have been given proper 
consideration throughout the annexation process. Therefore, the MGB recommends the annexation. 
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Policy # FI 010 

 

Policy Statement: 

The County of Vermilion River recognizes the need to meet the requirements of Public Sector 

Accounting Handbook Section 3150 – Tangible Capital Assets. Capital Asset policy will enable 

the preparers and users of the County financial statements to recognize the investment and 

economic resources required to acquire and maintain County assets thereby providing 

information that is necessary to make informed decisions. As such, all departments and 

organizations that are reported within County financial statements will be subject to Capital 

Asset Policy. 

Purpose: 

The purpose of this policy is to prescribe the accounting treatment for tangible capital assets.  

The principal issues in accounting for tangible capital assets are recognition of the assets, the 

determination of the carrying values and amortization charges, and the recognition of any related 

impairment losses. 

Asset Recording and Management System: 

The system for the recording of tangible assets is to be integrated with the general ledger 

financial recording system in place within the County and the development and maintenance of 

both systems are the responsibility of the Finance/Administration Department. The asset records 

as prepared by Finance/Administration will provide the basis for all tangible capital asset 

information included in any and all County financial reporting and as such will take precedence 

over any duplicate systems maintained by other County departments. 

Definitions: 

Tangible Capital Asset- Assets having a physical substance that: 

a. Are used in the ongoing operation of The County of Vermilion River. 

b. Have a useful life extending beyond an accounting period. 

c. Are not held for re-sale in the ordinary course of operations. 

POLICY NO: 

POLICY TITLE: 

DEPARTMENT: 

FI 010 

TANGIBLE CAPITAL ASSETS 

FINANCE 

APPROVAL DATE: 

REVISION DATE: 

REVIEW DATE: 

69-03-09 (March 26, 2009) 

55-01-13 (January 29, 2013) 
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d. Meet both the criteria of a tangible capital asset and exceed the established capitalization      

thresholds. 

Capitalization Threshold- The value of a expenditure for a tangible capital asset that will be 

established as the base minimum amount for the recording of tangible capital assets. 

Betterment – A cost incurred to the tangible capital asset that increase previously assessed 

physical output or service capacity, lower associated operating costs, extend the useful life of the 

asset or that improve the quality of output.  All other expenditures will be considered a repair or 

maintenance and will be expensed. 

Pooled/Grouped Assets- Assets that have an individual unit value below the capitalization 

threshold but that as a group have a material value.  These items are to be recorded as a single 

asset with one combined value. 

1. Asset Classification 

Tangible Capital Assets will be defined in three classes:   Major, Minor and Subclass. 

a. Major – A group of tangible capital assets that is significantly different in design and use. 

b. Minor – A classification within a major class that has unique characteristics. 

c. Subclass – A further classification that may be required due to unique tangible capital 

asset criteria, applications, methodologies and asset lives.  There is the option to classify 

further into subclass one, subclass two etc. 

Tangible capital assets recorded in the Major classification will include: 

i.Land - Included land purchased or acquired for value for parks and recreation, 

building sites, infrastructure (highways, dams, bridges etc.) and other program use, 

but not land held for resale. 

ii.Land Improvements – All improvements of a permanent nature to land such as 

parking lots, landscaping, lighting pathways and fences 

iii.Buildings – Permanent, temporary or portable building structures, such as offices, 

garages, warehouses, and recreation facilities intended to shelter persons and/or 

goods, machinery, equipment and working space. 

iv.Engineered structures – Permanent structural works such as roads, bridges, water and 

sewer, and utility distribution and transmission systems including plants and 

substations. 

v.Machinery and equipment – Equipment that is heavy equipment for constructing 

infrastructure, smaller equipment in buildings and offices, furnishings, computer 

hardware and software.  This class does not include stationary equipment used in 

the engineered structures class. 

vi.Fleet – Rolling stock that is used primarily for transportation purposes. 
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Minor classification will further define the major asset classifications of Engineered Structures 

and Machinery and Equipment. 

Engineered Structures: Roadway system 

    Water system 

    Wastewater system 

    Storm system 

    Communication system 

    Gas system 

Machinery and Equipment   Heavy duty (Equipment with a value in excess of $5,000) 

    Light duty  (Equipment with a  value $5,000) 

    Attachments (Value over $5,000 attached to unit #’s) 

    Pooled/Grouped (Office furniture, Computers, small equipment 

    and tools) 

2.  Capitalization Thresholds 

Capitalization thresholds have been established in order to ensure asset records meet materiality 

requirements and proved for effective asset management. 

Initial capitalization- All initial expenditures that meet the requirements of a tangible capital 

asset and meet or exceed the minimum thresholds as listed in Table 2.1 shall be recorded as 

tangible capital assets. 

Table 2.1 initial Capitalization 

Asset Description Class Minimum Threshold 

Land Major No minimum 

Land Improvements Major $  5,000 

Buildings Major $ 10,000 

Engineered Structures All classes $ 25,000 

Machinery & Equipment   

 Heavy Equipment Minor $ 5,000 

 Light Equipment Minor $ 5,000 

 Pooled/Grouped Minor $ 5,000 

Fleet Major $ 5,000 
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Betterments - Betterments are to be capitalized when the unit cost of the betterment meets the 

betterment definition criteria and meets or exceeds the minimum threshold limit as listed in 

Table 2.2.  

Betterments purchased in the year of acquisition for the purpose of customization and 

permanently attached to the vehicle, form part of the original cost of the vehicle and are not 

individually subject to the Minimum Thresholds listed hereinafter.  

Table 2.2 Betterments 

Asset Description Class Minimum Threshold 

Land Major No Minimum 

Land Improvement Major $ 5,000 

Buildings Major $ 5,000 

Engineered Structures All classes $ 5,000 

Machinery & Equipment   

 Heavy Equipment Minor $ 5,000 

 Light Equipment Minor $ 5,000 

 Pooled/Grouped Minor $ 5,000 

Fleet Major $ 5,000 

3.  Valuation of Assets  

All tangible capital assets are to be recorded at historical cost. 

Should historical cost be unknown a reasonable estimate and assumption of the value shall be 

made.  In the absence of actual costs for roadway infrastructure, assets shall be valued in 

accordance with costing formulas provided by the Alberta Ministry of Municipal Affairs.  In the 

absence of actual costs for bridges and culvers, assets shall be valued in accordance with costing 

formulas provided by Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation. 

Land-Costs are to include the purchase price plus legal fees, registration costs, transfer taxes, out 

of pocket expenses and any costs incurred to make the land suitable for use. 

Purchased assets – Costs are to include initial consideration paid plus all non-refundable taxes 

and duties, freight and delivery charges, installation and site preparation costs.  Discounts or 

rebates are to be netted against the costs. 

Constructed of Developed Assets – Costs are to include all costs for the acquisition, development 

and construction of the asset and include construction costs, professional fees and architectural 

fees.  Carrying costs may include internal design, inspection and administrative costs but not 

general administrative overheads.  Carrying cost may no longer be capitalized once the asset is 

ready for use or when no construction or development is taking place. 

Donated or Contributed Assets – Value is to be the estimated fair market value at the date of 

construction or contribution or may  be determined  by an estimate of the replacement cost. 
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Interest costs - Interest costs are to be capitalized from start of the period where expenses are 

incurred, interest costs are incurred and when activities take place to ready the asset for the 

intended use.  Capitalization of interest costs is to cease during periods where no activity takes 

place and will end when substantially all of the activities to prepare the asset for use are 

complete. 

Single purchase – When a single purchase price is obtained for a group of assets then value must 

be allocated to each asset within the group.  Each asset is to be valued at its fair value or some 

other reasonable basis if the fair value cannot be determined. 

4.  Amortization Methods and Rates  

The cost of a tangible capital asset, less the residual value, is to be amortized over the useful life 

of the asset in a rational and systematic manner.   

Useful life - The useful life is normally the shortest of the physical, legal, technological or 

commercial life and the maximum useful life is detailed in Appendix A.  Assets will normally be 

recorded at the maximum useful life as per Appendix A however a lesser period may be 

allocated if the nature of the asset warrants it. 

Residual value – Residual or salvage value is the net amount that may be realized at the end of 

the useful life of an asset.  Per PS 3150.27 residual value should be determined and deducted 

from the gross cost of the asset before the depreciation amount is determined only when the 

residual value is deemed to be significant. 

Amortization method and application – Amortization will be recorded the year following 

acquisition and in year of disposal or in the year an asset is put into service.  Assets, with the 

exception of land, are to be amortized in a straight-line basis.  Land is not subject to 

amortization. 

Basis for amortization: 

Network or Single Asset –  Land Improvements 

    Roadway systems 

    Fibre optics 

    Gas distribution 

    Vehicles 

    Heavy equipment 

    Light equipment 

 

Component -   Buildings 

    Communication systems 

    Water systems 

    Waste water system 

    Storm system 
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Pooled/Grouped -  Small equipment and tools 

    Computer hardware and software 

    Furnishings and fixtures 

5.  Review and Write-downs of Assets 

The amortization method and estimate of the useful life of the remaining unamortized portion of 

a tangible capital asset should be reviewed according to Schedule A and revised when the 

appropriateness of a change can be clearly demonstrated. 

When conditions indicate that a tangible capital asset no longer contributes to the County’s 

ability to provide goods and services, or that the value of future economic benefits associated 

with the asset is less than its net book value, the cost of the asset should be reduced to reflect the 

decline in the asset’s value. The persistence of such conditions over several successive years 

increases the probability that a write-down is required unless there is persuasive evidence to the 

contrary.  

A write-down should not be reversed. 

6.  Disposal of Assets 

Disposals of tangible capital assets may occur by sale, destruction, loss or abandonment.   

A gain or loss on disposal shall be recorded as a revenue or expense in the statement of 

operations. 

The Manager of each department shall be responsible to notify  Finance/Administration in a 

timely manner when an asset is taken out of service, becomes surplus to the department 

operations, is destroyed or is replaced.  Information to be provided must include the asset 

particulars and the effective date of the change. 
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APPENDIX A    RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM USEFUL LIFE/ AMORTIZATION  

      METHOD/REVIEW SCHEDULE 

 

Asset Classes 

Major 

 Minor 

  Sub-class One 

   Sub-Class Two 

    Sub-Class Three 

Maximum 

Useful 

Life 

Amortization 

Method 

Review 

Schedule 

Residual 

Value 

Land 

 Right-of-way 

 Undeveloped right-of-way 

 Parks 

 General 

 

All land will 

be recorded 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

Land Improvements 

 Parking lot 

  Gravel 

  Asphalt 

 Playground structures 

 Fences 

 Outdoor lighting 

 Landfill 

  Pits 

  Pads 

 Transfer stations 

Construction in progress 

 

 

15 

25 

15 

20 

20 

 

Volume 

Volume 

25 

 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Buildings 

 Permanent Structures 

  Frame 

  Metal 

  Concrete 

 Portable Structures 

  Metal 

  Frame 

 

 

50 

50 

50 

 

25 

25 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Engineered Structures 

 Roadway system 

  Bridges 

  Overpass/Interchange 

  Curb & gutter 

  Residential Streets & Lanes 

   ACP-hot mix 

   Cold Mix 

   Gravel & Nonconform 

 

 

Variable 

60 

30 

 

20 

15 

40 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

/ mile 
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Asset Classes 

Major 

 Minor 

  Sub-class One 

   Sub-Class Two 

    Sub-Class Three 

Maximum 

Useful 

Life 

Amortization 

Method 

Review 

Schedule 

Residual 

Value 

  Local/Collector/Arterial/Main 

  Roads                       

   Hot Mix ACP 

   Graded Seal Aggregate 

   (Chip Seal) 

   Cold Mix ACP 

   Oiled  

   Main Roads Gravel 

   Improved Gravel 

   Unimproved Gravel   

 

 

15 

10 

 

10 

10 

 

40 

40 

 

 

$200,000 

$200,000 

 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$100,000 

$50,000 

 Road signs 

  Traffic control 

  Information 

 Lights 

  Decorative 

  Street 

  Traffic 

 Guard rails 

 Ramps 

 Sidewalks & para-ramps 

 Construction in progress 

 (*subject to weather conditions) 

 

30 

30 

 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

30 

Straight line 

 

Every 5 

Years 

 

Water System 

 Distribution system 

  Mains 

  Services 

 Pump, lift and transfer stations 

 Plants and facilities 

  Structures 

  Treatment equipment 

   Mechanical 

   Electrical 

   General 

  Pumping equipment 

 Hydrants/fire protection 

 Reservoirs 

 

 

75 

75 

45 

 

45 

 

45 

45 

45 

45 

75 

45 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Wastewater system 

 Collection system 

  Mains 

 

 

75 

Straight line Every 5 

years 
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Asset Classes 

Major 

 Minor 

  Sub-class One 

   Sub-Class Two 

    Sub-Class Three 

Maximum 

Useful 

Life 

Amortization 

Method 

Review 

Schedule 

Residual 

Value 

  Services 

 Pump, lift and transfer stations 

 Plants and facilities 

  Structures 

  Treatment equipment 

   Mechanical 

   Electrical 

                General 

  Pumping equipment 

     Lagoons 

     Construction in progress 

75 

45 

 

45 

 

45 

45 

45 

45 

45 

 

Storm system 
 Collection system 

  Mains 

  Services 

     Pump, lift and transfer stations 

     Catch basins 

     Outfalls 

     Wetlands 

     Retention ponds 

     Treatment facility 

     Construction in progress 

 

 

75 

75 

45 

75 

75 

75 

75 

45 

 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Communication System 

      Fibre Optics 

      Tower system 

       Radios 

       Electronic - questionable 

30 Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Gas distribution system 
     Gas compressors 

     Transmission 

             Plastic 

              Aluminum 

     Services (Residential) 

           Medium pressure 

               Plastic 

               Aluminum 

           High pressure 

                 Plastic 

               Aluminum 

 

10 

 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

Straight line Every 5 

years 
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Asset Classes 

Major 

 Minor 

  Sub-class One 

   Sub-Class Two 

    Sub-Class Three 

Maximum 

Useful 

Life 

Amortization 

Method 

Review 

Schedule 

Residual 

Value 

Machinery and Equipment 

General Heavy  Equipment Max 

    

Specific Maximums        

            Graders 

           Loaders 

           Scrapers 

           Packers               

      Light Equipment 

      Fire equipment 

      Control systems 

           Communication links 

           SCADA 

      Fueling stations 

      Communications 

           Radios 

           Telephone systems 

     Tools, shop and garage equip. 

     Scales 

     Meters 

           Gas 

           Water 

     Office Furniture & Equipment 

           General Maximum  

           Specifics 

           Furniture 

           Office equipment 

                Audiovisual 

                Photocopiers 

 

Variable 

 

 

5 

10 

15 

15 

12 

5 

20 

5 

15 

 

 

10 

15 

15 

 

 

20 

40 

 

20 

10 

10 

10 

5 

10 

Straight line 

 

Hourly 

Every 5 

years 

 

Guaranteed 

Buy Back 

   Computer Systems 

            Hardware 

            Software 

 

5 

10 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Vehicles 

       Light duty 

      Medium duty 

      Heavy duty 

      Fire Trucks 

 

5 

10 

25 

20 

Straight line Every 5 

years 

 

Cultural & Historical N/A N/A N/A  
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