TOWN OF BLACKFALDS
LACKFALD STANDING COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL MEETING
= L 3 F B T & Monday, November 17, 2025, at 6:00 p.m.

Civic Cultural Centre - 5018 Waghorn Street

AGENDA

1. WELCOME AND CALL TO ORDER

11 Welcome
1.2 Call to Order
1.3 Review of Agenda

2. LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

2.1 In the spirit of Truth and Reconciliation, the Town of Blackfalds acknowledges that we
are on Treaty 6 territory, the ancestral lands of Cree, Saulteaux (So-toe), Blackfoot,
Métis, Dene (De-nay) and Nakota Sioux (Sue). We acknowledge all the many First
Nations, Métis, Inuit, and non-status peoples whose footsteps have marked these lands
since time immemorial.

We recognize the inherent relationships Indigenous communities have with this land
and its creatures and commit to supporting reconciliation and healing. We honour the
resilience, culture, and contributions of Indigenous peoples, past and present.

As we gather, we pledge to listen, learn, and take meaningful action toward a future
based on mutual respect and understanding as we continue on our journey of truth and
healing. We recognize that reconciliation is not a single act but a lifelong journey—one
that requires accountability, humility, and the centering of Indigenous voices.

3. DELEGATIONS
None

4. BUSINESS
4.1 Request for Direction, 2026 Capital Budget & 5-Year Capital Plan
4.2 Report for Committee, Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw Overview
4.3 Request for Direction, Electoral Boundaries Review

5. CONFIDENTIAL
None

6. ADJOURNMENT

Future Meetings/Events:
o Regular Council Meeting — November 25, 2025
o Regular Council Meeting — December 9, 2025
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MEETING DATE: November 17, 2025
PREPARED BY: Darolee Bouteiller, Finance Manager
PRESENTED BY: Justin de Bresser, Director of Corporate Services

SUBJECT: 2026 Capital Budget & Five-Year Capital Plan

BACKGROUND

The 2026 Capital Budget has been prepared for review. Each year, the municipality must have an
approved Capital budget in place for January 1 of the next year. This will allow time and space for adequate
planning and executing large capital projects. The Capital budget differs from the Operational Budget in
that projects tend to cross over fiscal years, longer-term plans are required, and funding is primarily from
grants, reserves or debt.

DISCUSSION

The 2026 Capital Budget is a continuation of the prior year's capital plan with modifications based on
essential infrastructure priorities, sustainability, strategic investments, and funding availability. The Capital
budget includes new projects, future phases and initiatives for the next five years. The funding sources for
capital come from Provincial and Federal Grants and Town Reserves. No new debenture borrowing has
been identified for 2026 or beyond. Decisions regarding individual projects should not influence future tax
rates.

Appendix A is the draft of a balanced 2026 Capital Budget and Five-Year Capital Plan. It provides a high-
level summary of essential infrastructure upgrades for each of the next five years, followed by the funding
sources to be utilized for each item in the plan. In 2026, the total capital budget is $2,851,700, funded by
reserves and grants.

Overview of Key Project Initiatives for 2026

South Street & 2A Intersection

Proposed South Street upgrades would occur between Highway 2A and Range Road 270. The budget
established for 2026 is the initial planning phase. The full upgrade could include road widening and traffic
signals to enhance safety. Future years also include project construction.

Equipment and Vehicles

Various pieces of equipment have been scheduled to be replaced or upgraded. Replacements are
necessary when equipment is nearing the end of its life or becomes incompatible and less efficient. New
equipment also supports service levels from town growth. There are twelve equipment items listed, ranging
from $14,000 — $500,000. Nine projects are funded from General Capital Reserves at a cost of $1,183,000,
one from the Water System Reserve at $20,000, and two from the Abbey Centre Reserve at $29,000.
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Vehicles planned for 2026 are the additional Transit Van ($100,000), Bobcat Utility Vehicle ($50,000),
Command Truck ($95,000 ), and Municipal Enforcement E-Bike ($5,000), funded from the Fleet & Mobile
Equipment Reserve and the General Capital Reserve, respectively. The Enterprise Fleet Management
allocation is set at $180,000.

Facility and Land Improvements

This functional area of capital consists of several projects to improve existing infrastructure, ranging from
$15,300 to $290,000.

Funded by General Capital Reserves are the Community Centre Parking Lot for $145,000, Tennis Court
Overlay $140,000, and part of the Hwy 2A Landscaping $24,400. Diamond 5 will also be funded mainly
from General Capital Reserves, with the remainder coming from the County of Lacombe. Asphalt Trail
Connectors are funded by the Recreation Contribution Reserve.

Administration has prepared business cases to provide detailed analysis and justifications for each of the
2026 projects.

Five-Year Capital Plan

Each year, legislation requires a Municipality to develop long-term capital plans. The plan is to
acknowledge the importance of the project having a need in the future. A long-term plan can evolve over
time. These items may be pushed forward, dropped, or changed to suit the Town's needs based on
changing priorities or the economic environment.

The Five-Year Capital Plan highlights projects that will assist with current community needs and the
sustainability of the Town's Infrastructure. Each of the future years is displayed by functional area to help
tie the Five-Year Capital Plan to the Asset Management Strategy.

The yearly charts identify what is expected to be built, replaced, or maintained, the anticipated costs and

funding sources available for the projects. Some initiatives in the five-year plan are currently not funded,
or the funding type includes debt borrowing.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The following sources will be used for the 2026 Capital Budget

Grants — LGFF $ 500,000
Grants — Lacombe County $ 43,500
Grants - Other $ 10425
Reserve — Abbey Centre $ 44,300
Reserve - General Capital $ 1,733,475
Reserve — Water System $ 20,000

Reserve — Fleet & Mobile Equip. $ 425,000
Reserve — Recreation Contributions $ 75,000

Total $2,851,700



L ACKF ALD TOWN OF BLACKFALDS
STANDING COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL MEETING
ALBERTA REQUEST FOR DIRECTION

Page 3 of 3

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION

That Standing Committee of Council consider the following motion.

1. That Standing Committee of Council direct the 2026 Capital Budget and Five-Year Capital
Plan to the November 25, 2025, Regular Meeting of Council for consideration.

ALTERNATIVES
a) That Standing Committee of Council refer the 2026 Capital Budget and Five-Year Capital Plan
back to Administration for additional information, and that it be brought forward to the December
9, 2025, Regular Meeting of Council for review and consideration.

ATTACHMENTS

e Appendix A— 2026 Capital Budget and Five-Year Capital Plan

APPROVALS
Kim Isaak, &eﬁartment Director/Author
Chief Administrative Officer



Capital Budget

Life of a Major Capital Project
Five—Year Capital Plan

2026 Capital Budget

2026 Capital Projects
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Capital Budget

Effective planning is essential to ensure that the Town continues to thrive and meet
the needs of its residents. The Town's Five-Year Capital Plan represents a strategic
roadmap for the allocation of resources, prioritizing infrastructure projects, and
addressing key community objectives.

Major capital projects typically last several years, from initial idea to completed
construction. This is essential to allow for detailed planning, stakeholder engagement,
and strong financial oversight. During this time, the project scope and budget often
need to remain flexible to address unforeseen challenges, regulatory changes, and
community input. This approach enables the Town to manage risks, control costs, and
respond to evolving priorities.

LIFE OF A MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECT
Example: New regional aquatic facility, new performing arts centre
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Five-Year Capital Plan

Below is the summary of the Five-Year Capital Plan that ensures both responsible
spending and the achievement of community objectives. By balancing essential
infrastructure upgrades with strategic investments in economic development and
environmental sustainability, the plan aims to enhance the Town's overall well-being.

Engineered Structure - Major Asset 5,000,000
Engineered Structure - Network 500,000 5,375,649 700,000 2,850,000 2,200,000
Equipment 1,232,000 427,000 937,000
Facility 15,300 400,000 550,000 2,000,000
Land Improvements 674,400 2,075,000 1,657,500 705,000 637,500
Vehicle 430,000 5,125,000 70,000 117,000 884,500




Funding Sources

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030
Grants - CCBF 900,000 450,000 1,350,000 450,000
Grants - Lacombe County 43500 37,500 45,000
Grants - LGFF 500,000 3,600,000 500,000 4,620,000
Grants - MSI
Grants - Other 10,425
Unallocated 1,200,000
Abbey Centre Reserve 44 300 530,000
General Capital Reserve 1,733,475 697,649 1,157,500 2,567,500 322,500
Offsite Levy Reserve — 5,000,000
Wastewater
Offsite Levy Reserve — Storm
Water
Land Reserve
Wastewater System Reserve 250,000
Offsite Levy Reserve - Water
Water System Reserve 20,000 500,000
Fleet & Mobile Equipment 425000 | 1,625,000 70,000 117,000 721,500
Reserve
Recreation Contributions 75,000 150,000 150,000
Reserve
Debt 3,500,000
Offsite Levy Re_f,erve - 1200,000
Transportation
Grand Total 2,851,700 | 18,402,649 2,427,500 4,222,000 6,659,000




2026 Capital Budget

Project

| Total Funding |

Funding Source

Engineered Structure - Network

South Street & 2A intersection

| 500,000 | Grants - LGFF, Grants - CCBF

Equipment
Articulated Loader 60" Angle Broom 17,000 | General Capital Reserve
Community Centre Lighting 45,000 | General Capital Reserve
EBC Jumbotron Netting/Cage 30,000 | General Capital Reserve
Emergency Generator 140,000 | General Capital Reserve
ERP Replacement 500,000 | General Capital Reserve
Genie lift Z45/25 (CSD) 175,000 | General Capital Reserve
Railway Reservoir Outlet Meter 20,000 | Water System Reserve
Security Camera Upgrades 15,000 | General Capital Reserve
Snow Blower - Loader mount (PW) 246,000 | General Capital Reserve
T3 Floor Scrubber Replacement 15,000 | Abbey Centre Reserve
JOP Tarp Replacement 14,000 | Abbey Centre Reserve
Truck Mount Spreader 15,000 | General Capital Reserve
Facility
AC Mag Locks 15,300 | Abbey Centre Reserve

Land Improvements

Community Centre Parking Lot 145,000 [ General Capital Reserve
2A Landscaping 24,400 | General Capital Reserve, Grants - Other
Asphalt Trail Connector Valley Ridge Phase 6B 30,000 | Recreation Contributions Reserve
Asphalt Trail Connector Westbrooke Road to . . .
Vista Trail 45,000 | Recreation Contributions Reserve
Diamond 5 290,000 | General Capital Reserve , Grants - County
Tennis Court Overlay 140,000 | General Capital Reserve

Vehicle
Additional Transit Van 100,000 | Fleet & Mobile EqQuipment Reserve
Bobcat 3400 XL Utility Vehicle 50,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Enterprise Fleet Purchases 180,000 | Fleet & Mobile EqQuipment Reserve
F-1501/2 ton Command Unit Replace Existing 95,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Municipal Enforcement E-Bike 5,000 | General Capital Reserve

2,851,700




Project Scenario Summary
26-3236 - South Street & 2A intersection

Project Number 26-3236 Title

Asset Type - Engineered Structure - Network Department
Description See attached business case.

Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts Comments
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-00-298 Def. Cap. Rev. - CCBF
4-00-00-299 Def. Cap. Rev. - LGFF
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:46 AM (MDT) Project Scenario Summary

South Street & 2A intersection
- 32-00 Streets

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

500,000

500,000

500,000

500,000




BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Hwy 2A and South Street Intersection
and South Street Paving

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Preston Weran, Director of IPS NOVEMBER 14, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Issak, CAO Aws Al Sammarraie, Engineering Manager

Rick Yelland-Kewin, Public Works Manager,
Jolene Tejkl, P&D Manager

SUMMARY

The scope of this project is pubic engagement, design, construction and reconfiguration of the existing
South Street intersection and northern improvements to Highway 2A as well as improved access to the
western side of town. This new signalized intersection will be spaced equally between the existing Park
Street intersection and the Highway 2A and Blackfalds Crossing Way intersection along Highway 2A. Take
note that this protentional design is to be reviewed by TEC for review and approval for the signalization on
Highway 2A, warrants may not be met for full signalization at the onset. Further improvements will include
increased lane widths and turning movements on and off for the Highway to allow existing and future
development pressures to move forward while improving safety and existing town traffic flows into this
area. The proposed project will address vehicle safety and the turning issues within this intersection. We
may want to have a pedestrian connection planned for the onset or a future addition.

CURRENT SITUATION AND EXPLAINING FIGURE #1

Describe the current situation: Stop sign and through traffic without any access control or pedestrian
access to South Street.

Benefits:

e Improved safety and turning issues to Highway 2A. Ability for traffic to turn on and off the highway
with improved access control.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Highway 2A access is limited due to traffic volumes on highway 2A.

e vehicles using the shoulder of roadway as through road, when traffic is trying to turn left,
southbound.

e Increased vehicle traffic from East side of town with more development happening.

e High Pressure Gas line and steep grades require fill.

Figure #1 - Widening Highway 2A & South Street Intersection with Potential Traffic Signals and
Widening South Street



Describe the new design situation/changes:

Benefits:
o Will allow better traffic flow on Highway 2A and the turning issues from south street. Pedestrian
access will be accommodated via the new signal.
Improve safety and site lines at this intersection
Improve steep grades within this area.
Widen Highway 2A along this intersection area.
Widen the south street top asphalt to 9m
Potential trail connection on South Street until Mckay Ranch access or RR-27-0

Risks / Disadvantages:

o Highway 2A work will require traffic planning and approvals from Alberta, TEC.
¢ No funding source for this project as off-site levies are not included for any highway 2A works.
e Grant approval under STIP is unlikely.

ANALYSIS

e The reserve to be used to cover the cost
e Lacombe County may share with cost as they will benefit from the south street improvement if the
road will be paved to RR27-0

RECOMMENDATION

The project will address the access and safety needs at this intersection. The construction of a new
signalized intersection at South Street and Highway 2A intersection will allow for better traffic flow and
control along this corridor. The addition of traffic signals, improved protected turning lanes, traffic calming
and improved lighting at this location will benefit both the Town and the Department from a pedestrian
safety and traffic flow perspective.

JUSTIFICATION

e Unsafe practice when vehicles using the shoulder of roadway as through road, when traffic is trying to
turn left, southbound.
e Within the growth that the Town is facing, the current left-turn movements are causing traffic delays.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

e The project will be successful by winding Highway 2A to (2 lanes for each direction).

e Highway 2A southbound through traffic will have its own lane.

e Paving the South Street will benefit the Town and Lacombe County by connecting the traffic to
Range Road 27-0.
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SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Spring of 2026 for engagement and design, with highway construction and/or paving of the roadway
construction to be determined following public engagement, future budget discussions and scope
finalization. We will also have to engage the County to determine cost sharing ratios.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Estimated at $6.7 Million for:

Highway 2A - South Street intersection improvements.
Widening south street

Professional services and contingency.

Fortis power and streetlights.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

This project supports the Town'’s strategic plan in alignment with the 2015 Transportation Masterplan.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN WORK THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WHO HAVE YOU SPOKEN
UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT TO ABOUT THEIR
INVOLVEMENT?
Public Work Stakeholder Preliminary Rick Y.K
Planning &

anning Stakeholder Preliminary Jolene Tejkl
Development
Enforcement

. Stakeholder Preliminary Jolene Tejkl
Services

ATTACHMENTS

e 2025 Figure #1 (70040rc-501-det-1.0)
e opc_south_st_ OPC_draft.pdf
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BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRESTON WERAN): PROJECT LEAD (AWS AL SAMMARRAIE):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):

ject Sp (Sig ) /,7//, j (Sig )
Date: Nov.14.2025 Date: Nov.14.2025
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7202 - Articulated Loader 60" Angle Broom Replacement

Project Number 26-7202

Asset Type - Equipment

Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts

Funding Source

Comments

- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:04 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Articulated Loader 60" Angle Broom Replacement
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

17,000
17,000

17,000
17,000




BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Articulated Loader 60” Angle Broom
Attachment - Replacement

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2024
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The Parks articulated loader 60” angle broom is in disrepair and is a vital piece of equipment for snow
clearing on trails, sidewalks, facility entrances, and ponds.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The angle broom is required for regular operations in the summer and winter. The existing broom has had
numerous repairs and cannot be used anymore.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
[ don’t believe we can function this winter without this piece of equipment

Benefits:
e Unfortunately, there are no benefits to not having this vital attachment

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Existing piece of equipment cannot be repaired.

Option 2 - Purchase new 60” angle broom

Benefits:

e New attachment will support all the functions of the Parks team
o Few repairs due to breakdowns

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Existing piece of equipment cannot be repaired.
e Cannot perform important winter tasks without this attachment



ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Option 2: Purchase new 60” Articulated Loader Angle Broom

JUSTIFICATION

Ongoing repairs have made the existing attachment not worthy of further repair.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Once capital 2026 approved - the Parks Dept can make the purchase of the attachment.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$17,000 - Vendor has offered to give $2,500 for old broom

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]\B/SJ? %EPRKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name

Team Name

Page 2
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ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): ]
7,/

Project Lead (Signature): /||, YA

Project Sponsor (Signature):

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7287 - Community Centre Lighting

Project Number 26-7287

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17,2025 11:12 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Community Centre Lighting
- 72-08 Community Centre

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

45,000

45,000

45,000

45,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Community Centre Parking Lot
Lighting

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

Lighting required for Community Centre parking lot. Parking lot is extremely dark in the evening and a
safety concern for staff and Community Centre users.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The parking lot at the Community Centre requires lighting. In the evening, the parking lot is extremely dark
and should be lit to the same standard as the Town’s other facilities.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Do not invest in parking lot lighting

Benefits:

e No Capital expenditure
[ ]

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Staff and user safety
o Town facilities should all have a lighting standard

Option 2 - Repave and replace curbing
Install lighting and maybe coordinate with parking lot asphalt project

Benefits:
o Staff and user safety
e Matches the lighting standard in other public facilities
e Potential savings if project is added to a Public Works asphalt project



Risks / Disadvantages:
e (apital expenditure

ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Plan to add this to budget in 2026

JUSTIFICATION

This parking lot has been unlit for many years and there have been numerous concerns brought to our
attention over the years from evening staff and users.

All other public facilities have a lighting standard and the Community Centre does not have any lighting.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Request for Proposal prepared once Capital is approved.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW
$45,000.00 for labor, light poles, concrete piles, lights, trenching

Project estimate includes seven (7) light poles. There may be an opportunity to reduce this amount of light
poles.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]\B/SJ? gsg?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Page 2
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Team Name
Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): JEFF HEINDEL
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature): /
Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7204 - EBC Jumbotron Netting/Cage

Project Number 26-7204

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:05 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

EBC Jumbotron Netting/Cage
- 72-07 Eagle Builders Centre

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

30,000

30,000

30,000

30,000

14




BLACKFALDS

Eagle Builders Centre Arena 1 Jumbotron Protective
Cage- Lacrosse use

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Kurt Jensen & Sean Barnes AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich Brent McAuley

SUMMARY

The Blackfalds Bulldogs purchased, own and operate the Jumbotron which is valued at $600,000. The
Jumbotron in Arena 1 is vital for the Blackfalds Bulldogs to present a full fan experience at all of their home
games and generate advertising revenue. Arena 1 ceiling also contains expensive cameras and spotlights
owned by the Blackfalds Bulldogs. Lighting in Arena 1 is much costlier between $6,000-8,000 to replace
each light. Also according to Josh Paul from Complete Power Solutions said it will take around 6 months to
get a light as it comes from the states.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

Blackfalds Warriors Lacrosse would like to use Arena 1 at the Eagle Builders Centre? Who is paying
for damages? What are the Bulldogs thoughts on this?

Lacrosse balls bounce and rebound up in the air, long passes are common and the Jumbotron is directly in
the middle of the floor. Cage or netting around the Jumbotron will prevent dry floor users from being able to
use the Jumbotron (Summer Culture Series Movie on the Jumbotron and future national champions).

The biggest question is who pays for the damage of the jumbotron if it is damaged. Does the Town carry the
liability or the user? Also, the lights are expensive and to get them delivered will take at least 6 months to
get here.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

All dry floor user groups including Blackfalds Warriors Lacrosse, Blackfalds Silverbacks and ball hockey
groups remain in Arena 2.

Benefits:
¢ No financial requirements

Risks / Disadvantages:



e Some users would like to use Arena 1 for dry floor sports

Option 2 - Provide Protection for Arena 1 Jumbotron
Cage around all four sides of Jumbotron and underneath with chain-link.
Benefits:

e No damage to Jumbotron because it is completely protected during all dry floor events

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Highest cost- Don’t have a cost for this yet

Option 3 - Protective Netting on the goal/net sides of the Jumbotron only

Benefits:

e Lower cost and this will have to be done by arena board and netting specialist (Global industries or
Canada Arena products).

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Less of Jumbotron is protected, potential for damage and costly repairs

ANALYSIS

Annual lacrosse revenue in 2025 was $9,946.91 from Blackfalds Warriors Lacrosse and $2320.50- senior
lacrosse, for a total of $12,267.41. Those numbers are very close to the numbers of previous seasons.

RECOMMENDATION

The Staff would like to see status quo and still use arena 2 but let us meet with Lacrosse and go over the
concerns of liabilities, timelines, and future uses.

JUSTIFICATION

Costs will out way the revenue generated from lacrosse for the entire 2026 season.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Page 2
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SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Fall

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Cost is estimated to be in the range of $30,000

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

None

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]\B/SJ? gsg?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

e None

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):
Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
19-7221 - Emergency Generator

Project Number 19-7221 Title

Asset Type - Equipment Department
Description See attached business case.

Comments

Justification

Budget Details

GL Accounts Comments GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-00-760-Capital Project Roll 62,173
4-00-01-760-General Capital 140,000
Total 202,173
Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense 202,173
Total 202,173
Net Total -
Oct 17, 2025 10:31 AM (MDT) Project Scenario Summary

Emergency Generator
- 72-08 Community Centre
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Emergency Generator

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Ken Morrison AUGUST 28, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Isaac: CAO Town of Blackfalds Name(s) & Title(s) Here, If Applicable

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An emergency generator for the identified Emergency Reception Center (Community Hall) in our
Emergency Plan has been on the Capital Budget for several years now. An emergency generator would
allow virtually uninterrupted power to this facility providing support for those in need during an
emergency should the town have to respond to one.

The Blackfalds Community Center has been identified as being the location for the “Emergency Reception
Center” should the town have to respond to an emergency. Throughout the country we are seeing a large
increase in the number of municipalities having to prepare for and react to emergency situations
throughout the year. We have seen floods, wildfires, train derailments, tornados and weather incidents
which have required communities to either respond directly to an emergency or provide levels of support
to their neighbors. With the increase in natural disasters, we need to be prepared to respond effectively
when our community is displaced due to a disaster.

Currently our Community Center has no emergency backup power and loss of power at this facility for an
extended period could be catastrophic. An emergency generator wired into the community center would
provide instantaneous power during an outage, allowing activity to continue within the center.

In 2019 funding was approved in the Capital budget, in the amount of $80,000.00. Initial engineering costs
resulted in approximately $17,000.00 being expended and costs forecasted of $165,000.00 for installation
and purchase of the emergency generator. As costs far exceeded the remaining budget the funds were not
used at that time. In 2025 a quote of $187,900.00 was obtained for the purchase and installation of an
emergency generator. Current remaining funds in the capital budget are $62,173.25, leaving a funding
short fall of $127,826.75.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

The current situation is the town does not have a back up generator system for the Emergency reception
center. Ifthe town continues to risk this given the current trend around the globe, disasters could occur
within our community where power is not available, and we would not be able to service our residents
within our town.

Benefits:
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e Decrease Cost, as there is a substantial dollar value associated with the implementation of an
Emergency Generator.
e No extra work required with maintenance of a generator, which requires routine maintenance.

Risks / Disadvantages:
o  We could be left no place to provide services like lodging, food, registration, and personal care to
individuals affected by the disaster.

e Could result in extra costs, having to utilize another location as a Reception Center, possibly having
to relocate residents in need, to another community not affected.

Option 2 - Purchase and Installation of Emergency Generator for the Community Center.

Purchase and installation of a standby generator unit, to provide emergency power at the Community
Center which is identified as the Towns reception center. An emergency generator is crucial for a reception
center to ensure continuous power. The emergency generator would ensure safety, security, data integrity
and uninterrupted operations, during a power outage, caused by natural disasters, grid failures or other
emergencies.

Benefits:

e Provide alternate power supply at time of emergency when grid power fails.

e Allow people in need during a disaster consistent power, for any required equipment for health
purposes.

e Allowing continuous service during an emergency, allowing reception center to provide
uninterrupted service.

Risks / Disadvantages:
o Costs for the installation and purchase of the emergency generator are estimated to be
approximately $180,000 to $200,000
Maintenance plan required to ensure regular testing of the generator ensuring proper operation.
e Cost of maintaining fuel.

Option 3 - Purchase portable generator and wire Community Center to run off generator power.

Re-wire the electrical system at the Community Center to allow powering the center with a portable
emergency generator. An emergency generator could be purchased and adapted to be portable, allowing it
to be moved to a specific location at time of emergency.

Benefits:

o Likely less cost, no requirement to build concrete base.

o Ifchanging the location of the reception center, generator would be portable, to adjust to the
change.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e During emergencies, power outage would be longer prior to getting the equipment in place.
o  Weather conditions during a storm may make it difficult to put the portable generator in place near
connection location.
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ANALYSIS

The cost as outlined will be approximately $180,000 to $200,000 for purchase and installation of a
generator. There will be increased in staff time due to routine yearly checks of system.

RECOMMENDATION

This section summarizes the approach for how the project will address the business or community
problem. This section should also describe how desirable results will be achieved by moving forward with
the project. Installing a standby generator at the community hall will ensure we are prepared with our
reception center and able to provide proper service to members of the public during an emergency.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Success will be assessed simply by the purchase and installation of the generator. It is difficult to assess in
any other way other than during an emergency.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Upon approval of the 2026 Capital Budget, the RFP process will begin, whether using Canoe, or a RFP, the
process will be initiated, and funding will be used to ensure installation and purchase of the generator
occurs.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Budget will be reflected within the 2026 Capital budget, forecast being approximately $190,000 which will
be expended upon naming a contractor and work being completed.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Ensuring that there is a back up power for the Emergency Reception Centre will help to assist the Town
with meeting the Strategic Priorities of :

1. Connecting residents to services and services tor residents.

2. Investing in the safety of our residents.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

The current process will be followed throughout the procurement process. Once the project is awarded
and in process, we will have a communication piece go out through our MARCOM people making the public
aware.
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COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:];/S[}(? I%SEPRKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

MARCOM Communications
Planning  Permits

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (KEN MORRISON) PROJECT LEAD (KEN MORRISON):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):
Date: Date: August 28 2025
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Project Scenario Summary
26-1214 - ERP Software Replacement

Project Number 26-1214

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:58 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

ERP Software Replacement
- 12-00 Administration

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

500,000

500,000

500,000

500,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - ERP Replacement

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Darolee Bouteiller, Finance Manager AUGUST 25, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Isaak, CAO Justin deBresser, Director of Corporate Service

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Town of Blackfalds is initiating a critical project to replace its outdated Diamond GP System Software,
which is approaching its end-of-life and will not be supported by Central Square after 2029. This Financial
Software ERP Replacement project aims to procure and implement a modern, scalable, cloud-based ERP
system. The primary goals are to improve overall financial management capabilities, enhance operational
efficiency, and significantly boost reporting capabilities. The new system will address current business
needs, support future growth, facilitate paperless protocols, and integrate with existing and future Town
systems. A decision on the new system is targeted by the end of 2025, with full implementation and
operational status by 2027.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The current Diamond GP System Software presents several significant challenges that necessitate its
replacement:

e Obsolescence of Current System: The existing financial software is outdated and lacks the
functionality required to meet current business needs. It is approaching end-of-life and will cease to
be supported by Central Square in 2029, making a change inevitable.

e Operational Inefficiencies: The current system is slow, requires numerous steps for simple tasks,
and is unable to integrate effectively with new technologies. This leads to a lack of streamlined
processes for invoicing, billing, and approvals.

e Lack of Scalability and Growth Support: The current system cannot adequately support future
growth initiatives, including moving towards paperless protocols, electronic processing, and
simplified integrations with key Town systems like City Wide (TCA), Questica Budget (Euna), and
Perfect Mind.

¢ Unreliable System Support: Support for the current system is unreliable, with remote assistance
from Central Square sometimes taking weeks to resolve issues or provide responses. This makes it
difficult for the in-house team to manage maintenance and stay informed.

e Security Risks: The outdated system poses security risks due to hard-to-manage, outdated security
levels and a lack of available training to monitor or regulate access.

e Limited Reporting Capabilities: The current system lacks enhanced, easy-to-use reporting and
analytics capabilities.



OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

Do Nothing: Continue to operate with the existing Diamond GP System Software. Push the change further
into the future.

Benefits:

o No immediate cost to staying status quo
e No extra demand on staff time to implement a new system

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Cost of delay: Diamond GP is at end of life in 2029, the risk is escalating costs of implementation
when demand is higher, and the costs of potentially more expensive emergency replacement.
Additionally, as Central Square moves toward cloud computing, the GP Diamond version will
become unsupported and ineffective, increasing the burden on IT services.

¢ Increased Security Vulnerabilities: Continued use of an outdated system will exacerbate security
risks and make compliance increasingly difficult.

o Hindered Growth: Inability to adopt new technologies, achieve paperless protocols, or integrate
with new systems, stifling the Town's future development.

e Unreliable Operations: Continued unreliable system support will negatively impact daily
operations and decision-making.

Option 2 - Replace the ERP System

Replace the ERP System: Procure and implement a new, modern, scalable, cloud-based Enterprise
Resource Planning (ERP) system. This involves a comprehensive process including system implementation,
integrations with multiple systems, data migration, system testing, training, and support services.

Benefits:

Efficiency Gains: Streamlined workflows and faster processing times across all modules.

o Improved Financial Management: Better oversight of Town financial accounts through modules
and client accounts, plus enhanced reporting capabilities.

e Scalability: The ability to support business growth, evolving needs, and future initiatives like
paperless protocols.

o Enhanced Integrations: Simplified integrations with crucial existing systems such as Perfect Mind
(recreation booking), City Wide (asset management), Questica Budget (Euna), HRIS (electronic
timesheets), Sensus Analytics (utility meter reading), Zazio (record retention), Camelot (tax
assessment), and banking EDI files.

e Modern Technology & Security: Benefits of cloud-based software, reduced server needs, and
improved security management.

e Cost Reductions: Anticipated lower maintenance and support costs and reduced manual effort in
the long term.
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Risks / Disadvantages:

o Significant Initial Investment: Requires a substantial budget for software purchase,
implementation services, and training.

e Project Risks: Potential for data loss/corruption during migration, staff resistance to change,
vendor reliability issues, cost overruns, and integration challenges.

e Resource Strain: Requires dedicated internal finance team members and IT support to work with
the implementation team.

e Customization Complexity: The unique needs of the Town may require complex modifications.

ANALYSIS

The costs associated with an ERP system include annual software license fees, implementation, setup, data
migration, and staff training costs. Internally, there will be several staff members required along the project
timeline allotted for planning, discovery, decision making, implementation, and training phases. Staff
engagement and communication will also be required throughout the process, which will make it difficult
to determine the full accumulated costs.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the critical issues identified with the current system and the significant benefits offered by a
modern ERP solution, it is strongly recommended that the Town of Blackfalds proceed with the
replacement of its Diamond GP System Software.

The recommended approach is to procure a fully scalable, cloud-based ERP system capable of full
configuration and customization, designed to meet the current business needs and align with Town policies
and procedures. The chosen proponent must be responsible for full system deployment, including system
implementation, integration, data migration, testing, training, and support services. This will ensure the
Town moves towards improved financial management, operational efficiency, and enhanced reporting
capabilities.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

The success of this initiative will be determined through the following metrics:

e 100% of critical business functions operational post go-live.
e Achieving a user satisfaction score of 80% from surveys.

e Reduction in operational processing time by 15%.

e Reduced time and turnaround for System Support Services.
e Reporting services are utilized and referenced.

e Achieving 100% data accuracy post-migration.

e Project completion within budget and timelines.
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SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

The project will follow a phased approach, with key milestones as follows:

e [Initiation:
o Approval of Project Charter: January 31, 2025 Completed.

e Planning:
o Expression of Interest (EOI) posted: Completed in Spring 2025.
o Review of software that responded to EOI: Completed
o Putout an RFP on Alberta Connect, Sept. 30, 2025
e Evaluating:
o In-depth review and analysis of RFP responses by December 2025
o Research & Analysis Summarized Report by December 2025
o System testing and integrations by December 2025
e Decision:
o Decision on a modern, scalable ERP system (Recommendations) by December 2025
o Budget for recommendations finalized as part of the Capital Plan by December 2025

The following task timeline will be clarified and based on the provider we select. It is expected that it will
be completed throughout 2026.

Implementation

Data Migration Completed

Testing of New System

Training

User Training

Go-Live

Transition to the new system, fully operational
Post-Implementation

Post-Implementation Review

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

The total estimated budget for the ERP implementation is within the range of $200,000 - $500,000. This
includes the following components:

Software Purchase (annual license): $40,000 - $70,000 per year.
Implementation Services: $350,000 or more.

Training Costs: For each employee at their respective pay rate, plus the trainer.
Internal Resources: Dedicated subject matter experts' time.

Contingency: For using external sources.

The total budget for ERP implementation is estimated at $300,000 plus, specifically for an implementation
team and software purchase.
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ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Financial Software ERP Replacement project directly aligns with the fundamental operational and growth
objectives of the Town of Blackfalds. By addressing the obsolescence of the current financial system,
improving operational efficiency, enhancing reporting capabilities, and supporting future scalability and
paperless protocols, the project serves the Town's long-term need for modern, secure, and compliant
municipal management.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

Although a formal, detailed communication plan is not explicitly required. Effective communications will be
integral to the success of this project.

e Stakeholder Consultations: Internal staff and subject matter experts will be consulted during the
initiation and planning phases.

e Project Team Communication: Ongoing communication will occur among the Project Sponsor
(Justin deBresser), Project Manager (Darolee Bouteiller), Project Supervisor (Jordan Bauman), IT
Specialist (Cory Babey), and Subject Matter Experts (Various department Staff).

e Public Posting: The Request for Proposal will be openly and competitively posted to solicit
submissions from qualified proponents.

e Evaluation Meetings: Meetings with subject matter experts and stakeholders will be held to ensure
proposed solutions meet departmental needs.

e Reporting: A summarized report on financial systems received from the RFP and product demos
will be prepared.

e Training: Comprehensive training will be conducted for all primary end-users to ensure successful
adoption of the new system

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]‘B/SJ? %E?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Attend regular info sessions,
IT Specialist Security & Compliance and meetings throughout
the project

They are aware they will
be part of the solution

HR - Erin Lawrence
Department Perfect Mind - Cindy Reeves  Attend regular info sessions,

Heads & Records Retention - Brad and meetings throughout
Managers McKenzie the project,

Permitting - Billie Scott

They are aware they will
be part of the solution,
ensuring software will

meet their needs.

Corporate Attend regular info sessions
Services Primary End-Users &t ’ They are aware they will
and meetings throughout .
Staff and . be part of the solution
End-Users the project
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BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR: JUSTIN DE BRESSER PROJECT MANAGER: DAROLEE BOUTEILLER
7} _——__
Project Lead (Signature):

Project Sponsor (Signature):
August 28, 2025

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7257 - Genie lift Z45/25 (CSD)

Project Number 26-7257

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:50 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Genie lift Z45/25 (CSD)
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

175,000

175,000

175,000

175,000
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BLACKFALDS
Business Case - Aeriel Boom Lift

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:
JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The Town of Blackfalds Parks, Maintenance, and Public Works teams share the existing Aerial Boom lift. It
can reach a maximum of 45’. It was bought used

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
The existing Genie Z45 lift is showing its age. It still functions and receives its annual inspection.

Benefits:
e The Town departments require an aerial lift for many functions

Risks / Disadvantages:

o The existing piece of equipment was manufactured in 2005 and was bought used in 2012. It is
coming to its end of life.

Option 2 - Purchase new Aerial Boom Lift

Benefits:

e New equipment comes with service warranty
e Reliability
e We are proposing to get a larger lift to reach sixty (60) feet.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Existing piece of equipment is reaching its end of life.

e The existing forty-five (45) foot aerial lift is not able to reach some sites that require the sixty (60)
foot height capacity.
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ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Option 2: Purchase a new Aerial Boom Lift that can reach at least sixty (60) feet

JUSTIFICATION
Ongoing repairs have made the existing attachment not worthy of further extensive repairs.

Existing lift cannot reach many of the sites that require the teams to rent a larger lift.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Once capital 2026 approved - the Parks Dept will submit a RFP to collect firm pricing.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$175,000.00

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The current man lift is on our books for $26,850.
In the 2022 budget, the replacement was scheduled for 2024.
In the 2023 budget, the replacement was pushed back to 2026.

2026 is where the replacement currently sits for $60Kk.
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COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

WHO HAVE YOU SPOKEN
TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR TO ABOUT THEIR

WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name

Team Name

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME):

Project Sponsor (Signature):

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-4108 - Railway Reservoir Outlet Meter

Project Number 26-4108

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-41-00-760-Water
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:47 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Railway Reservoir Outlet Meter
- 41-00 Water

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

20,000

20,000

20,000

20,000
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BLACKFALDS
Business Case - Railway Reservoir Outlet Meter

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

RICK YELLAND-KEWIN- PUBLIC WORKS MANAGER SEPTEMBER 2, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Isaak CAO Town of Blackfalds Preston Weran-Director of Infrastructure and

Planning Services

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The water outlet meter at the Railway reservoir was installed over 20 years ago and is installed in a
manhole outside the water plant exposed to the elements, which is not an ideal location. The reliability of
the meter over time has become less accurate due to age and environmental factors. As this meter is used
to accurately measure water inlet and discharge differentials it is essential that this data is accurate for
fulfilling our regulatory compliance requirements when submitting our year end report to Alberta
Environment.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

A service company was hired to calibrate the outlet meter several times attempting to increase the meters
accuracy but due to the age and the current install location the best they could achieve is the meter reading
5% higher for water exiting the plant than the actual reading when compared to water coming into the
plant. If 1000m3 comes into the plant each month the outlet meter records that 1050m3 has been pumped
out. Utilizing town resources this is our only way to test its accuracy without reaching out to an outside
company to test it. When submitting required yearly Alberta Environment reports questions could be
raised when they see that there is more water going out of the plant than going in.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

Describe the current situation: meter consistently reading 5% higher than actual when compared to water
inlet meter.

Benefits:

e No upfront costs
Warranty on a new unit

e Easier to work on a clamp on meter installed within the plant then a meter housed in a manhole
outside which requires confined space entry and safety watch personnel.

e [faproblem occurs with the clamp on meter there is no need to stop water flowing from the plant
into the distribution system to do maintenance or replace meter.
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Risks / Disadvantages:
e Be ok with the inconsistency of readings

Option 2 - Purchase new outlet meter
Describe the Option 2 situation/changes:

Benefits:

e Accurate readings

e Clamp on meter housed in a controlled environment

e Easier installation with no need to shut off flows to the distribution system when installing or
maintenance of unit.

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Up front purchase costs

ANALYSIS

This section outlines the financial resources and non-financial resources (such as staff time, training, etc.)
that are needed to implement the recommendation and provided analysis such as cost-benefit analysis, Net
Present Value calculations, or others to compare alternative options. Contact Financial Services if you
require assistance.

RECOMMENDATION

Purchase a new outlet meter to achieve accurate readings.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Once meter is installed and calibrated, have confidence that the meter is recording water leaving the
reservoir accurately.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

If this item is approved explore possible options to replace the existing meter and send out for quotes with
installation of a new unit in spring to early summer 2026, pending availability.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$20 000
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ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Maintaining the integrity of town infrastructure ensuring the assets are in good working condition.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

If approved will collaborate with suppliers to purchase and have meter installed and SCADA set up.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

WHO HAVE YOU SPOKEN

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR
TO ABOUT THEIR
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Public Works Lead throughout Phil Hoyle Env. Foreman

Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

N/A
BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS
PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):
RICK YELLAND-KEWIN
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):
ol \[( /( -
Date: Date: September 02, 2025
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Project Scenario Summary
25-1211 - Security Camera Upgrades

Project Number 25-1211

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source

- Capital Revenue
4-12-09-760-Information

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:33 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Security Camera Upgrades
- 12-09 Information Systems

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

15,000

15,000

15,000

15,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Security Cameras

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Ken Morrison SEPTEMBER 15, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Isaac: CAO Town of Blackfalds Name(s) & Title(s) Here, If Applicable

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The town of Blackfalds implemented a Security Camera program throughout town facilities many years
ago, this program has grown to a point where currently there are more than 90 cameras throughout the
town. These cameras have proven to be an excellent resource for law enforcement officers resulting in
many identifications of individuals committing various acts in or around town facilities. In 2025 a budget
was provided to update and replace some of the existing cameras and equipment. By providing a
yearly budget specifically to address the maintenance and replacement of this equipment it will ensure
we have this equipment for many years to come.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

Cameras and equipment are now reaching their life expectancy. Traditionally there has been no budget
set aside for routine maintenance and replacement of the security cameras. In recent years we have
seen cameras and equipment fail, which has resulted in loss of evidence through failure to capture
videos of incidents occurring. With some of the equipment being obsolete and parts not readily
available, it is believed we will continue to see the need for purchasing and replacing existing
equipment as they reach their life cycle, along with routine maintenance if possible. The average cost
of a camera is $800.00, in 2025 the replacement of 17 exterior cameras, with labor and supplies cost
the town $18,100.00. Without functioning cameras, the town risks not capturing crucial evidence during
a criminal act, or incidents within town facilities. With over 90 cameras throughout the town, a
consistent approach to maintenance and repair of this asset is needed, a consistent budget for yearly
maintenance and replacement will ensure these cameras continue to operate properly.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

Currently we have several cameras attached to the system that are not working effectively. Municipal
Enforcement fields many requests for video footage and have had to advise numerous times that there
was no video due to nonfunctioning cameras.

Benefits:
e No additional cost.

Risks / Disadvantages:
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e Loss of potential evidence.
Larger costs are associated with repair and replacement in further years.

o Town being held liable for incidents as the public has grown to expect a level of security within
town facilities because of the security cameras.

Option 2 - Budgeted amount to allow for replacement and yearly maintenance.

Provide a yearly budget of $15,000 to cover the costs associated with general maintenance and replacement
of security cameras and equipment.

Benefits:

No loss of evidence due to poor quality of video or no video at all.

Would ensure a maintenance program for years to come.

Provide added security for our residents to enjoy town facilities.

Minimize town liability, as the town could show due diligence in providing routine maintenance.
Less cost due to replacement as equipment will be maintained regularly.

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Costassociated with this budget line, increase to budget overall.

Option 3 - Title of Option 3
Replace all current security cameras and equipment at once.

Benefits:

e Fully operational equipment utilizing latest technology
o High level of security for town facilities and residents while visiting town facilities.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Large budget required and the town would still need to provide a maintenance/replacement
budget.

ANALYSIS

Utilizing the existing company would require little training for staff as they are also familiar with the
operation of the equipment. A yearly budget amount of $15,000 would allow for the current contractor to
keep the equipment at standard residents now expect. Current cameras and equipment have had an
extensive life span and it is expected new equipment would have similar life span, allowing for this budget
to continue to update and maintain the current equipment.
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RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation would be “Option 2” allocate a budget of $15,000 in 2026 and subsequent years, which
will be evaluated after 2026

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

At the end of 2026 the program will be evaluated, assessing operational status of equipment at that time,
compared with the end of the 2025 financial year. The number of requests for video footage will continue
to be tracked, to determine the usefulness of the security cameras. We cannot gauge the deterrent factors
the cameras have within these areas, preventing possible incidents.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

At the end of 2025, security cameras will be assessed, and priorities will be documented through the
assistance of our contractor. Early in 2026, if the budget is approved cameras scheduled for replacement in
2026 will be replaced and maintenance of cameras will be monitored.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Budget would be set at $15,000 and it is estimated this would be sufficient for future years as well, with
some being dedicated to replacement and a portion to ensure maintenance is kept up to date.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

This project would align with the following strategic priority:

1. Community Life — Ensure the safety of our residents and safe enjoyment of town facilities.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

We will continue to work with our Information Governance Coordinator, ensuring we are adhering to the
Protection of Privacy Act.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH,?OH:];/(EJ’?%SE?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Municipal .. Continual Peace Officers
Enforcement
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Information Technical assistance and

Technology trouble shooting Continual Cory Babey

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

e None

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (KEN MORRISON): PROJECT LEAD (JOE CROKEN/COREY BABEY):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):
Date: September 25, 2025 Date: September 25, 2025
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42



Project Scenario Summary

26-3227 - Snow Blower - Loader mount

Project Number 26-3227

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:45 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Snow Blower - Loader mount
- 32-00 Streets

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

246,000

246,000

246,000

246,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Snow Blower - Loader mount

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

PHILIP HOYLE ENVIRONMENTAL FOREMAN

TO: CC:

Jordan Bauman, CPA Financial Analyst Preston Weran Director of Infrastructure

SUMMARY

The Towns existing Snowblower is at the end of its life span. The snowblower is a high wear item, the snow
and sand mix is abrasive and running an engine next to the blowing snow and vibration is hard on the
motor. The life of the snowblower was extended three years past its original planned replacement date.
Renting a snowblower if ours breaks down is not something we can count on. Due to all these factors it is
recommended that the snowblower be replaced with a new unit.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

Existing Snowblower is at the end of its life span. It needs to be replaced or have a major rebuild.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Describe the current situation:
The snowblower is at the end of its life span.

Benefits:
e Save money up front

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Breakdown of equipment when we need it for snow removal
e [tishard to find a snowblower for hire / rent as it is a unique and uncommon piece of equipment.
e Become unable to accomplish snow removal to the service levels set out.

44



Option 2 - Replace the Snow blower
Put out an RFP to replace the existing snowblower in 2026

Benefits:

e Reliable machine to remove snow
e Machine that is on warranty

Risks / Disadvantages:
e High up front cost

Option 3 - Major rebuild of Snowblower

Take the snowblower to the dealer for a major rebuild. The snowblower did have a major rebuild 3 years
ago to extend its life passed the original planned replacement date of 2022.

Benefits:
e Possible cost savings

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Costofasecond rebuild could be very costly and not extend the life of the machine long enough to
make it cost effective

ANALYSIS

$246,000 would be needed to procure a new snowblower

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend the purchase of a new snowblower.

JUSTIFICATION

The existing snowblower did have its life extended with a large rebuild. Doing major rebuild to extend its
life again will likely not be cost effective as we would be looking at engine an engine rebuild as well as auger
and shut replacement.

The snowblower is a unique piece of equipment that attaches to our loader and has the controls in the
loader cab. Unlike many of the other pieces of equipment we have a snowblower can not be rented easily
due to the lack of available units and the compatibility between the controls and the physical connection
between the loader and the snowblower. Therefor if the snowblower breaks down it is challenging to get a
replacement unit.
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HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Success will be maintaining the snow removal to the levels set out in the snow removal policy.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

2026

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$246,000

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]\B/SJ? gsg?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name
Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS
BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):
Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7206 - T3 Floor Scrubber Replacement

Project Number 26-7206

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-72-10-760-Abbey Centre
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17,2025 11:15 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

T3 Floor Scrubber Replacement
- 72-10 Abbey Centre

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

15,000

15,000

15,000

15,000
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BLACKFALDS
Business Case - T3 Auto Scrubber Replacement

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Carol Simpson - Abbey Centre General Manager AUGUST 14, 2025

TO: CC:

Senior Leadership Team Rick Kreklewich - Director of Community

Services Department

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The existing and original T3 auto-scrubber is fast approaching its end of life and has undergone a variety of
repairs requiring multiple Bunzl technician visits and battery replacements of the last 2-3 years.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

Replacing an unreliable yet very important piece of equipment that is 11+ years old.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Describe the current situation:

Continue with the current machine and pay for technician visits and parts (often a long lead time) as
needed.

Benefits:

e We may be able to extend the life of the machine by several years.
e (Costsavings to the rate payer for the time being.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Down time for the machine and increased physical workload on the Custodial staff as everything
has to be mopped by hand. Also, hand mopping is less effective than an auto-scrubber.

e Additional money spent on technician visits and parts.

o Staff frustration of not having reliable equipment. It is of ironic note, that at the time of this writing,
it was identified that water that is now leaking from the bottom of this machine (new problem).

Option 2 - Replacement of Auto-Scrubber
Describe the Option 2 situation/changes:

Obtain quotes for comparable auto-scrubbers and purchase a replacement.

Benefits:
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e Limit downtime and staff having to hand mop the facility
e Limit amount of funds spent on ongoing issues and repairs
e Have a reliable machine and less staff frustration.

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Cost for replacement

ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

The replacement of this machine has been put off for as long as possible. The recommendation is to replace
in 2026.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

The purchase of a new auto-scrubber. The existing auto-scrubber would be kept until unusable. Itis not
reliable enough to be repurposed to another location or sold.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Once Capital budget approval, work on the collection of quotes for comparable machines.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Replacement quote from WE Greer (Tennant) is ~$13,000. Comparable machine (non Tennant) purchased
for EBC in 2025 was ~$15,000. A quote has been requested from Bunzl but not received yet at the time of
writing.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Town of Blackfalds Occupational Health & Safety
Strategic Plan - Community Life

COMMUNICATION PLAN

Not required for this project.
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49



COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:];/S[}(? I%SEPRKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Not required

ATTACHMENTS

e WE Greer quote
e T300e brochure

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): CAROL SIMPSON

Project Sponsor (Signature): w b
Qo

Project Lead (Signature):

Date: Date: August 14, 2025
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@w W.E. GREER LTD.

Sold To: QUOTEA

W.E. GREER LIMITED,
14704-119 AVE,,
EDMONTON AB T5L 2P1
Phone: (780) 451-1516
Fax: (780) 451-2405

TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

Quotation

Page 1
Quote# 0023553
Quote Date 11/05/24
Reference

Ship To: 00000

TOWN OF BLACKFALDS
ABBEY CENTRE

4500 WOMACKSRD 4500 WOMACKSRD
BLACKFALDS,AB  TOM 0J0 BLACKFALDS,AB  TOM 0J0
Phone: (403) 885-4029
Fax: -
Contact: CAROL SIMPSON
Expiry Date: 12/05/24 Location: 01 Freight: Charge Salesper son: 56
Item Code Description UM Qty Ord Price |Ds Extensio
33T300E-500-D T300e WALK BEHIND EA 1.0000 8,449.27 | 0 8,449.27
SCRUBBER 20" DISC
BASE T300E-500-D
491 C-T300E INSTA-CLICK T300E # C-T300E EA 1.0000 574.26 | 0 574.26
33SELFT300E Self Propel SELF-T300E EA 1.0000 2,137.92 | 0 2,137.92
349013852 Batteries, Wet 130AH KIT 1.0000 964.92 | 0 964.92
(kit of 2) 9013852
339013847 Charger, On Board 13A 85-265V EA 1.0000 0.00 | 0 0.00
AC 50/60Hz 1Ph 9013847
339013833 Single Down Pressure 9013833 EA 1.0000 0.00 | 0 0.00
351209197 PAD DRIVER 1209197 EA 1.0000 478.38 [ 0 478.38
33T7650D T7 Ride on Scrubber 26" Disk EA 1.0000 30,620.56 [ 0 30,620.54
349000814 Batteries, 240AH Wet(kit of 4) EA 1.0000 0.00 |0 0.00
331029256 Charger, Off Board 19A EA 1.0000 0.00 | 0 0.00
110-240V AC 50/60Hz
1Ph 1029256
351220243 Pad Driver 1220243 EA 2.0000 0.00 | O 0.00
QUOTE PRICE DOES NOT INCLUDE GST Total 43,225.3]

A $10.00 freight surcharge applies to each order.

All quotations are subject to change

after 30 days from date shown above.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this quote and for supporting alocally owned Alberta Business.

Quote Prepared by: Edmonton House
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WALK-BEHIND
FLOOR SCRUBBER

1300

The innovative high performance scrubber designed to
reduce costs to clean, improve facility image & provide
a safe environment for your staff.

KEY BENEFITS
Cost Effective & Reliable Versatile Cleaning Performance Easy Operation & Maintenance
= Improved and durable components = Qutstanding water pick-up for reduced = Easy to use with ergonomic design
extend machine life and reduce cost slip and fall accidents. delivers foot activated squeegee to
of ownership. = Minimize water consumption with minimize bending and wider handle
= Effective scrubbing capabilities for clean, optional ec-H20 NanoClean® technology. for improved machine operation.
safe floors in fewer passes. = Quiet 67 dBA noise level for daytime = Optional Insta-Click™ head for easy,
cleaning with minimal disruption. low-touch pad attachment and removal.
KEY FEATURES
Multiple Head Options Improved Squeegee Design
= Head types with high down = Helps ensure dirt and soils are removed from the
pressure and RPM’s for excellent ; - floor for reduced risk of slip-and-fall accidents,
cleaning results. and yellow touch points simplifies preventative
= Fit your cleaning solutions and optimize cleaning maintenance and training requirements.

performance for specific areas.
Stone Care Daily Maintenance Capabilities

Insta-Click™ = A complete floor care process that restores the
* Optional magnetic head allows pads and natural beauty of porous stone and produces

brushes to be ergonomically positioned a remarkable, long-lasting shine with the 3M™

and results in faster installation. Stone Floor Protection System.
EXCLUSIVE TECHNOLOGY
ec-H20 NanoClean® technology electrically converted water is created by an on-board e-cell that /'\
generates millions of very tiny microscopic bubbles known as nanobubbles that promote the cleaning (’ ec H > o®
efficacy of the solution. This next generation solution offers the same great benefits of the first \

\/ NanoClean

generation and now cleans better and cleans more soils in more applications.

Scan this cover for virtual # Download on the
demo or download App ' App Store




T300e WALK-BEHIND FLOOR SCRUBBER

SINGLE DISK SINGLE DISK DUAL DISK CYLINDRICAL ORBITAL
17 IN/430 MM 17 IN/430 MM 20 IN/500 MM 20 IN/500 MM 24 IN/600 MM 20 IN/500 MM 20 IN/500 MM
PAD ASSIST SELF-PROPEL PAD ASSIST SELF-PROPEL PROPEL SELF-PROPEL SELF-PROPEL
Productivity (per hour)
Theoretical Max 17,000 ft?/1,579 m? 20,000 t?/1,858 m? 24,000 ft?/2,230 m? 20,000 ft?/1,858 m? 20,000 t?/1,858 m?
Estimated Coverage*
Conventional 9,3402/868 m? 12,453 ft2/1,157 m2 11,208 f2/1,041 m? 14,943 ft%/1,388 m2 18,264 ft2/1,697 m> 14,943 12/1,388m2 14,943 ft/1,388 m2
ec-H20 NanoClean® 9,668 ft2/898 m> 12,891 ft?/1,198 m*> 11,602 ft?/1,078 m? 15,469 ft?/1,437 m?> = 18,906 ft?/1,756 m? 15,469 ft?/1,437 m? 15,469 ft?/1,437 m?

BRUSH DRIVE SYSTEM

24VDC, 1 hp/0.75 kW
230 rpm
47 Ibs/21 kg
Optional 86 Ibs/39 kg

Scrub motor
Brush/pad RPM
Brush/pad pressure

SOLUTION/RECOVERY SYSTEM

11 gal/42 L
14 gal/53 L
24 VDC, 0.5 hp/0.37 kW

Solution tank capacity
Recovery tank capacity
Vacuum motor
Vacuum waterlift 34.5in /876 mm

CLEANING TECHNOLOGY

Conventional Standard
ec-H20 NanoClean® Optional
BATTERY SYSTEM
System voltage 24 volt
Battery types (Wet 105AH, 2 required

Wet 130AH, Wet 150AH,

Sealed AGM 140AH)
Battery run time (up to hours) 3.6 33
On-board charger Standard
Off-board charger Optional

MACHINE SPECIFICATIONS

Length 51.25in/1,302 mm

Width 20in/500 mm

Height 43.10in/1,095 mm

Weight (without batteries) 2201bs/98 kg 230 1bs/104 kg
Weight (with batteries) 366 Ibs/166 kg 390 Ibs/177 kg

Sound level (operator’s ear) 67 dBA

WARRANTY

See your local representative for warranty information

24VDC, 1 hp/0.75 kW
230 rpm
51 Ibs/23 kg
Optional 90 Ibs/41 kg

11 gal/42 L
14 gal/53 L
24 VDC, 0.5 hp/0.37 kW

34.5in /876 mm

Standard
Optional

24 volt
2 required

3.1 2.8
Standard
Optional

54in/1,372 mm
22in/559 mm
43.10in/1,095 mm
230 Ibs/104 kg 240 1bs/109 kg
376 Ibs/171 kg 400 Ibs/181 kg
67 dBA

* Estimated coverage rates use the practical speed and empty/fill time standards from the 2004 ISSA Cleaning Times handbook.

** Run times are based on Continuous Scrubbing Run Times.

*** Sound levels per ISO 11201 as recommended by the American Association of Cleaning Equipment Manufacturers & OSHA.

Specifications subject to change without notice.

SEEING IS BELIEVING
For a demonstration or additional information,
call +1.800.553.8033 or email info@tennantco.com

1.063.003.am.en T300e Brochure 6/16

©2016 The Tennant Company logo and other trademarks designated with the
symbol “®” are trademarks of Tennant Company registered in the United States

and/or other countries. Tennant Company’s products are sold and serviced

through subsidiaries of Tennant Company and distributors. All rights reserved.

24VDC, 1 hp/0.75 kW
285 rpm
57 Ibs/26 kg
Optional 97 Ibs/44 kg

24VDC, 1 hp/0.75 kW
1,065 rpm
53 Ibs/24 kg
Optional 64 Ibs/29 kg

0.6 hp/0.45 kW
2,200 rpm
63 Ibs/29 kg
Optional 109 Ibs/49 kg

11 gal/42 L 11 gal/42 L 11 gal/42L
14 gal/53 L 14 gal/53 L 14 gal/53 L
24VDC, 0.5 hp/ 24VDC, 0.5 hp/ 24 VDC, 0.6 hp/
0.37 kW 0.37 kW 0.37 kW

34.5in /876 mm 34.5in /876 mm 34.5in /876 mm

Standard Standard Standard
Optional Optional Optional
24 volt 24 volt 24 volt
2 required 2 required 2 required
(150AH wet &
140AH sealed only)

2.8 25 3.7
Standard Standard Standard
Optional Optional Optional

50.50in/1,283 mm
25in/635 mm
43.10in/1,095 mm
250 Ibs/113 kg
410 Ibs/186 kg
68.7 dBA

49in/1,245 mm
20.5in/521 mm
43.10in/1,095 mm
255 1bs/116 kg
415 Ibs/188 kg
67.5 dBA

51.75in/1,314 mm
26in/660 mm
43.10in/1,095 mm
2501bs/113 kg
410 Ibs/186 kg
67.7 dBA

mEJD‘/ ec-H20 NanoClean® technology is NFSI
(National Floor Safety Institute) Certified

ec-H20 NanoClean technology is
registered by NSF International

Tennant
701 North Lilac Drive
Minneapolis, MN 55422 USA

USA/Canada: +1.800.553.8033
Quebec: +1.800.361.9050
Overseas: +1.763.540.1315

www.tennantco.com
info@tennantco.com



Project Scenario Summary
26-7205 - JOP Tarp Replacement

Project Number 26-7205

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-72-10-760-Abbey Centre
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17,2025 11:16 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

JOP Tarp Replacement
- 72-10 Abbey Centre

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

14,000

14,000

14,000

14,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Junior Olympic Pool Tarp

Replacement
BUSINESS CASE
PREPARED BY: DATE:
Carol Simpson - Abbey Centre General Manager AUGUST 25, 2025
TO: CC:
Senior Leadership Team Rick Kreklewich - Director of Community

Services Department

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The existing and original Junior Olympic Pool tarp is fast approaching its end of life and currently is used
with it’s share of fixes and vast amount of duct tape. The prolonged sun exposure over 12 years has
weakened and faded the material making it susceptible to tearing and further degradation.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

During start up and the spring part of our season, the tarp for the JOP is vital in helping us get to and keep
operational temperatures during the coolest part of the season. With a maximum depth of 11.5 feet and a
volume of 441,000 L this pool can be a bit of a beast to heat. Throughout the season, it not only helps keep
temperatures regulated but helps keep debris out of the pool.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Describe the current situation:

Continue with the existing tarp. The current storage roller is in good condition and only requires a
replacement crank which will be purchased next season.

Benefits:
e The tarp is not user facing so fortunately the members and guests, for the most part, don’t see the
state of disrepair (but it does sit on the deck by the Aquatics office).
o Cost savings to the rate payer for the time being.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e There is a real possibility that the tarp could undergo a large tear that would make it very
cumbersome or ineffective to use. Depending on the time of year that this happens, its impact
would be according to that.

e Staff frustration of not having reliable equipment.
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Option 2 - Replacement of JOP Tarp
Describe the Option 2 situation/changes:
Obtain quotes for comparable tarps and purchase a replacement.

Benefits:

e Control the timing and replacement of the tarp.

e Have areliable tarp and less staff frustration when using it.

e Control any safety risk that exists due to weakened material i.e. pulling straps used to pull the heavy
tarp down the length of the 25m pool.

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Cost for replacement

ANALYSIS
RECOMMENDATION

Replacement to be completed prior to the Spring 2026 startup.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

The purchase of a new tarp. The existing tarp would be unusable, could not be repurposed and would go to
the transfer station.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Once Capital budget approval, work on the collection of current quotes.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Replacement quote from Commercial Aquatics Supplies is ~$14,000.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Strategic Plan — Community Life and Pg 13 “Infrastructure and building investments for the Town should
focus on improving the safety, and quality of life for the community members.”

Page 2
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COMMUNICATION PLAN

Not required for this project.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]\;SJ? I%SEPRKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Not required

ATTACHMENTS

o Commercial Aquatic Supplies worksheet/measurements
e Commercial Aquatic Supplies Quote
e JOP Tarp Photos

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): CAROL SIMPSON

Project Sponsor (Signature): M b
N PO

Project Lead (Signature):
Date: Date: August 25, 2025
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7289 - Truck Mount Spreader

Project Number 26-7289

Asset Type - Equipment
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:00 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Truck Mount Spreader
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

15,000

15,000

15,000

15,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Truck Mount Spreader

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY:
JEFF HEINDEL-PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER DATE:
RICK YELLAND-KEWIN- PUBLIC WORKS MANAGER  SEPTEMBER 2, 2025

TO: CC:
Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

Preston Weran, Director of Infrastructure and
Planning Services

SUMMARY

The Town manages the snow clearing and ice maintenance at all Town facilities and public sidewalks. The
Parks Department currently utilizes a small spreader for ice control on trails and with its small capacity, it
requires numerous trips to refill.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The increased requirements to maintain snow and ice control has become time consuming with the Parks
existing equipment. Existing spreader is small and requires numerous refilling trips at the Operations Shop
and Public Works shop (South Street).

The Parks Department would like to purchase a two (two) cubic yard truck mount spreader. The truck
would be able to carry significantly more product and cover more areas with one load.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
We can continue to use the existing spreader requiring multiple refilling stops.

Benefits:
e Parks already has a small hopper spreader

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Numerous trips to Operations or South Street Public Works yard to refill small spreader with a
capacity of 0.35 ydm3
e Decreased efficiency to complete tasks
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Option 2 - Purchase a truck mount spreader
Purchase a truck mount spreader to be installed on a suitable unit that can accommodate the spreader

Benefits:
e Increased efficiency when performing ice control with less trips to Operations to refill small

spreader.

Risks / Disadvantages:
e (apital investment

ANALYSIS

This would be a shared resource between the Parks and Public Works team.

RECOMMENDATION

Purchase a larger truck mount spreader to increase efficiency when performing ice control at public
facilities and trails/sidewalks.

JUSTIFICATION

Continued growth in the Town with facilities and public sidewalks and trails has increased the amount of
snow and ice control required.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Once capital 2026 approved - the Parks Dept will put out an RFP.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$15,000.00

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Page 2
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COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

WHO HAVE YOU SPOKEN

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR
TO ABOUT THEIR
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Parks and .
Facilities Jeff Heindel

Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature): //
Date: Date: September 02, 2025
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7201 - Abbey Centre Mag Locks

Project Number 26-7201

Asset Type - Facility
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-72-10-760-Abbey Centre
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17,2025 11:16 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Abbey Centre Mag Locks
- 72-10 Abbey Centre

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

15,300

15,300

15,300

15,300
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Mag Locks for Aquatic Doors

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

CAROL SIMPSON AUGUST 15, 2025

TO: CC:

Senior Administration Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Service
Department

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mag lock installation on four (4) aquatic access doors offers a secure solution for safety sensitive areas that
the Abbey Centre has had since opening in 2014. These locks would work well with existing security
infrastructure and would comply with relevant fire safety and emergency protocols.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The current controls rely heavily on guest compliance with posted signage to not access the pool deck
during the off season or during non-operational hours. Each of the four (4) doors (three changerooms and
a public access door by Guest Services) have a crash bar which allows anyone to gain access to the pool
deck and pools (filled or empty) at anytime of the day or year.

Due to drowning risk, the Aquatic season understandably presents the largest safety risk. Pools are filled
approximately the beginning of May and are drained in early September. During these months there are
large amounts of time the Outdoor Aquatic Centre is not staffed or under any form of supervision other
than video surveillance. Even during staffed, non operational hours, staff are often off deck doing
maintenance, water tests or chemical barrel changes and aren’t actively watching the pool basins.

The Aquatic off season also presents significant safety concerns as inquisitive members and guests
frequently open the doors to the snow and cold and more than once have gotten themselves locked out of
the facility. Luckily, in both of these situations the person has had their cell phone with them and were able
to call Guest Services and ask to be let back in. In -20* weather and no cell phone, the outcome could have
been far worse.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Describe the current situation:

Leave the current infrastructure in place where at any time someone can go through the doors out to the
Outdoor Aquatic Centre. The doors are alarmed which chime at Guest Services. The alarm company will
dispatch police while they try to first call Guest Services to make them aware of the ‘burglar’ alarm. At that
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time, Guest Services can verify legitimacy or not. In the event that they cannot make contact on-site, the
alarm company will call the General Manager and go through the same process. This can happen multiple
times a day, multiple times a week, week after week.

Benefits:
o Cost savings to the taxpayer

Risks / Disadvantages:

o Significant safety risk of either drowning or experiencing hypothermia, depending on the season.

e Time consuming and frustrating for staff to have to investigate alarms and verify with the alarm
company. It can often be difficult to investigate when the door alarms go off in the early hours and
late evening as there are limited (2-3) staff on shift and someone has to always stay at the Guest
Services desk.

e Ties up resources of the alarm company and potentially the police in the event of an unnecessary
response

e Non-secure pool as required by Alberta Public Pool Safety Standards (Section 1.1 Facility Access
Control)

Option 2 - Title of Option 2
Describe the Option 2 situation/changes:

Installation of appropriate control measures such as mag locks, system controller and pull stations to
mitigate the security gap.

Benefits:

Adequate security of a sensitive area

Hardware would tie in with existing infrastructure and monitoring system

Would have access logs

Compliance with security protocols and Alberta Public Pool Safety Standards (Section 1.1 Facility
Access Control)

e The ability to schedule times and days for locks to engage and disengage thus being able to control
public access to the pool deck during pool season. Almost daily, people come out the changeroom
doors prior to the official opening time and often guard staff are not yet ready for them.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Budget cost

e Will require additional hardware (emergency release and pull stations) to be in compliance with
fire code and for other emergency protocols such as active shooter scenarios.

e Costofadditional fobs ($15/per) will have to be programmed and assigned to all Aquatic Shift
Supervisors so they each have their own.

ANALYSIS
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RECOMMENDATION

Option 2 - installation of needed hardware on four (4) aquatic doors to mitigate safety concerns.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Installation while meeting all of the pertinent fire codes, emergency protocols and pool standards.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

When the service provider feels they can access the needed areas. Assumption would be early spring.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$15,265 for required hardware as well as $105 for additional fobs. A contingency of a comfortable
percentage should be included if approved. The quote provided outdated at 30 days and there will be an
inevitable increase to cost of supplies and installation by 2026.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Town of Blackfalds Occupational Health & Safety Plan

Strategic Plan — Community Life and Pg 13 “Infrastructure and building investments for the Town should
focus on improving the safety, and quality of life for the community members.”

COMMUNICATION PLAN

Not required.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH,?OHQESJ,?L%SEPRKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Fire Chief Yes. Chief gave his support
. for the project during a
Best Practice for Mag By end of product install meeting with GM,Director

lock/unlock switches Kreklewich, and Aquatic

Coordinator present.

IT Yes. Invited to
collaboration meeting on
May 21 to discuss. Did not
attend.

Wanted to be in the loop.
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Parks & Yes. Attended
Facilities Fob Access for facilities By end of product install collaboration meeting May
Manager 21 to discuss.

ATTACHMENTS

e Total Control Security — Quote
e Alberta Public Pool Safety Standards

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):CAROL SIMPSON

Project Sponsor (Signature): M b
ey

Project Lead (Signature):
Date: Date: August 15, 2025
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Levi Wynnyk
(403) 505-8000
levi@tcsecurity.com
www.tcsecurity.com

YoTAr{zONTROL

SECURILITY

Access System Proposal for ABBEY
CENITRE
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Security System Upgrade

1 x Geovision 4 Door IP Access Control System Controller

Each controller will control up to 8 readers and 4 doors/gates. This controller is the “brains” of
the system and stores all information onboard so in the event of a power failure the Controller
(With Battery Backup) will still continue to function and store all card information. No computer or
server required. Cloud Access.

_

Cost: $2790/each

4— Electric Mag Locks
The Mag Locks will be installed to prevent public access to the pool.

Cost: $600/each

1— Electric Gate Lock
The Gate Lock will be installed to prevent public access to the pool, and also allow entry
to the pool by staff or emergency response crews.

Cost: $600/each

4— Pull Stations
The pull station will allow manual override of the door and egress in the event of an
emergency.

Cost: $400
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9— Proximitv.Card Readers
Proximity Cards/ Key Fobs will be used by staff to enter the building. Keyfobs are sold
separate at $15/each.

Cost: $425/each
Install Locations: Washroom x 6, exit x 1, Gate x 2

Shop Supplies
Cat5 Cable, mounting brackets, Power Supply, Batteries and terminations.

Cost: $750

Labor
40 Hours of Labor, including setting up the dialer, all necessary software programming
and Updates, running & terminating the wiring, & training of staff.

Cost: $95/Hour

Price Breakdown

* 1 -4 Door Controller - $2790
* 4 —Mag Locks - $2400
» 1 - Gate Lock - $600
* 4 — Pull Stations - $400
» 9 - Card Readers - $3825
= 2 — Custom Front Desk Switch System to release doors - $700
= Shop Supplies - $750
= Labour - $3800
Total — $15,265
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7293 - Community Centre Parking Lot

Project Number 26-7293

Asset Type - Land Improvements
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:06 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Community Centre Parking Lot
- 72-08 Community Centre

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

145,000

145,000

145,000

145,000

71




BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Community Centre Asphalt Parking
Lot replacement

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:
JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 25, 2025

TO: CC:
Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

Asphalt, curb, and parking block replacement at the Community Centre

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The parking lot at the Community Centre is requiring ongoing maintenance and the concrete curb and
asphalt needs to be replaced.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Continue to have the Public Works team perform crack filling. Curbing is in disrepair.

Benefits:

e Parkinglot is functioning
[ ]

Risks / Disadvantages:

Existing curbing is in disrepair and potential safety hazard
Asphalt is at its end of life

Annual crack filling

Tar tracks into facilities causing increase custodial time

Option 2 - Repave and replace curbing
Continue to have the Public Works team perform crack filling. Curbing is in disrepair.

Benefits:

e Public Works will not have to spend time crack filling
e Curb repair and wheel stops installed
e Para access installed at Multi-Purpose entrance
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e Decrease the tar that is tracked into the facility
e Potential savings if Project is added to a Public Works roads project

Risks / Disadvantages:
e (apital expenditure

ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Plan to add this to budget in 2026

JUSTIFICATION

This parking lot has not had any upgrades for over 20 years. Annual crack filling is conducted by the Public
Works team and often this material tracks into the Community Center causing increased custodial time.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Request for Proposal prepared once Capital is approved and dispersed on the Alberta Purchasing
Connection website.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$145,000.00 (confirmed for 2026)

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Page 2
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COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH?OHAA];/E)J’?I%SE?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Team Name
Team Name
Team Name
ATTACHMENTS
BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS
PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): JEFF HEINDEL
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature): / -

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7292 - 2A Landscaping

Project Number 26-7292

Asset Type - Land Improvements
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts

Funding Source

Comments

- Capital Revenue
4-00-00-300 Def. Cap. Rev. - Other
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Beautification Grant

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:02 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

2A Landscaping
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

10,425
13,975

24,400

24,400

24,400
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - 2A Landscaping Project

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The 2A Landscape Project between Cottonwood Drive and Panorama Drive is for highway 2A beautification
and to copy the landscaping to the south (Panorama Drive to Park Street).

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

Currently this area is turf. An out-of-control tree stand was removed in 2024 due to business owner
complaints and I believe this was a project that was planned in a previous year but not moved forward on.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER
Option 1: Leave the space as turf and continue to manage mowing,.

Benefits:
e No Capital spending

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Area does not match the space to the south

e Not visually appealing
Option 2: Follow through on landscape plan, adding trees to match the landscaping to the south
Benefits:

e Visual appeal

e Investment in community beautification along highway

Risks/Disadvantages:
e (apital cost
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ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Follow through on landscape plan

JUSTIFICATION

Investment in community beautification and landscape improvements to match area to the south along
highway 2A.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Parks Manager will reach out to local landscapers to collect proposals and complete work in 2026.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

e $15,400 for tree supply and install
e $9,000 for watering in 2026 and 2027
TOTAL: $24,400

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WHgoHﬁgggg gsg?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name
Team Name

Team Name
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ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): JEFF HEINDEL

Project Sponsor (Signature):

Date:

Date:
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. & Landzcaps Services Lid,

Box 25004 Deer Park RO., Red Deer, Alberta T4R 2M2
Phone: 403-340-8755 - Fax: 403-340-8759 » Website: www.pnls.ca » Email: admin@pnls.ca

lune 15, 2023 —
Howr Green Connaction

Town of Blackfalds

Katrina Rennie

Phone: 403.885.6364
Email:KRennie®blackfalds.ca

Dear Katrina,
Re: Highway 24 = AB

We are pleased to provide you with cur guete for the landscaping component at the above mentioned project. Qur quote is based an the plan an
information In your June 7, 2023 email. Gur quote Is based on 1 mobilization to complete the landscape work, Our quote does not Include the remava
of the stand of Aspens. The quote is also based on you or a persan from your team to stake out the layout for the planting of the new trees prior t

our mabilization,

We have provided two options of installation; ene is the regular augering for the trees and the other is oversizing the tree holes with our mini ho
and providing ~ 1 yard of premium grade soil to ezch tree as we are concerned about the quality and quantity of soil in this particular area. Th
oversizing hole is based an being able to dump the clay somewhere in Blackfalds at no charge.

Installation with Augering Tree Holes Scope of Work:
*  NMobilize and demobilize 21l necessary equipment to and from the wark site.
= Augerthe tree holes.
= Supply, deliver and Install the following plant material:
-(10) Foothills Green Ash G0mm
+{12) Colgrado Blue Spruce 2.5m
-{6) White Spruce 2.5m
*  Stake and topdress caliper trees.
*  Supply, deliver, and install Hurricane Mulch for tree wells,
Option #1 Total Project 513,963.00 plus GST
Installation with Oversizing Tree Holes Scope of Work:
*  NMobilize and demaobilize all necessary equipment to and from the work sits.
*  Dig oversize holes with a minl hoe and haul tailings to a Town of Blackfalds site.
*  Supply, deliver and install the following plant material:
<10} Foothills Green Ash &0mm
{12} Colorado Blue Spruce 2.5m
-{6) Whita Spruce 2.5m
*  Supply, deliver and install premium grade soil to evary oversized hole.
*  Stake and topdress caliper trees,
*  Supply, deliver, and install Hurricane Mulch far tree wells.
Option #2 Total Project $18,713.00 plus GST
2 Year Maintenance Scope of Work:
= Watering of trees (to a maximum of & waterings in Year 1
*  Watering of trees (to a maximum of & waterings in Year 2)
Total Maintenance &7,560.00 plus G5T
Motes:
Our estimates and quotes are subject to an onsite meeting with the owner or owner’s consultant immediately prior to the owner or owner's
consultant scheduling PNLS to commence work on the project. At this time it will be determined if the site still has the open access for equipment

that this estimate/quote has been based on.

The following items are NOT included in the quote:
=  Rough [grub) site work or Pregrade work,
*  Any costs associated with the replacement of plants or landscape work due to damage or vandalism caused by third parties
or other subtrades whether this damage is done prior to approval of the job by the general contractor or prior to the plant
warranty period expiring. Such costs will be assessed and levied via forced account.
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7237 - Asphalt Trail Connector Valley Ridge Phase 6B

Project Number 26-7237

Asset Type - Land Improvements
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source

- Capital Revenue
4-72-92-780-Recreation

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:49 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Asphalt Trail Connector Valley Ridge Phase 6B
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

30,000
30,000

30,000
30,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Asphalt Trail Connector
Valley Ridge Phase 6B

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:
JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The Town continues to invest and develop trails for connections through communities and to get to Town
amenities.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

As the developments in and around Valley Ridge continue, this addition would be a great addition to our
trail system as it will border the Environmental Reserve and provide additional walking spaces for our
community.

This trail would also have a small realignment to the east/west trail that connects to Ava Crescent from
Vista Trail.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

Benefits:
e n/a

Risks / Disadvantages:
e There are no risks in not completing this in 2026

Option 2 - Complete trail connection
This trail would be another community connection offering links for walkers, bikers, and scooters.

Benefits:

e Increase connectivity between communities/developments
e Accesses to Town facilities and amenities
e Improved alignment to the Trans Canada Trail pathway.
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Risks / Disadvantages:
e n/a

RECOMMENDATION

Install a trail to border Valley Ridge Phase B and connect to Vista park.

JUSTIFICATION

Trail connections in the community are a valuable asset. This trail will border the new development in
Valley Ridge Phase 6B.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$30,000.00

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]\B/SJ? gsg?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS
BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): JEEF\HEINDEL
7]
I|I &J/ {| .fﬂ

Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature): q’)}wc’k “

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7236 - Asphalt Trail Connector Westbrooke Road to Vista Trail

Project Number 26-7236

Asset Type

Description
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source

- Capital Revenue
4-72-92-780-Recreation

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:49 AM (MDT)

- Land Improvements

See attached business case.

Comments

Title

Department

Asphalt Trail Connector Westbrooke Road to Vista

Trail
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

45,000

45,000

45,000

45,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Asphalt Trail Connector
Westbrooke Road to Vista Trail

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:
JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The Town continues to invest and develop trails for connections through communities and to get to Town
amenities.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

As the developments along Vista trail continue, Vista soccer field will start to be used, and the realignment
of the Trans Canada Trail, this connection would be a great improvement and additional to our trail system.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

Benefits:
e n/a

Risks / Disadvantages:
e There are no risks in not completing this in 2025

Option 2 - Complete trail connection
This trail would be another community connection offering links for walkers, bikers, and scooters.

Benefits:

e Increase connectivity between communities/developments
o Accesses to Town facilities and amenities
e Improved alignment to the Trans Canada Trail pathway.

Risks / Disadvantages:
e n/a
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ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Install a trail to connect the Town to facilities and amenities.

JUSTIFICATION

Trail connections in the community are a valuable asset. This trail connects the NW side of Blackfalds to
the Abbey Centre, Vista Soccer Field, Sterling Sports Park, and east through the Town.

This connection would also support the realignment of the Trans Canada Trail as the TCT currently passes
through a back alley and along a residential sidewalk.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

If approved - the Parks Dept will put out a RFP.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$45,000.00

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WHgoH:]\g/ggg LTISE?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name

Team Name

Page 2
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ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME)?ZF HEINDEL

/4

Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7265 - Diamond 5

Project Number 26-7265

Title

Asset Type - Land Improvements Department

Description See attached business case.

Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
5-831-Other Local Government

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:53 AM (MDT)

Comments

Diamond 5
- 72-09 Athletic Parks

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

246,500
43,500

290,000

290,000

290,000

89




BLACKFALDS

5
Sterling Industries Sports Park Diamond 5

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Kurt Jensen & Sean Barnes AUGUST 25, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich Brent McAuley

SUMMARY

Sterling Industries Sports Park (SISP) has four ball diamonds, which are no longer enough to meet the
growing demands of our user groups. Over the past five seasons, the rapid expansion of the Blackfalds
Minor Ball Association has significantly impacted scheduling, while limiting the Blackfalds Co-ed Slo Pitch
league which the Town of Blackfalds to now two nights a week instead of four.

To successfully host major events—such as provincial and national championships—a minimum of five
diamonds is required to ensure efficient operations. Because of how well the Town staff look after and
maintenance the four diamonds at SISP, the Town of Blackfalds have been able to host some major events.

Unfortunately, the nearest alternative diamond is located too far from the park to be considered viable by
tournament organizers. Additionally, Diamonds 5 and 6 are essential for the Blackfalds Minor Ball
Association’s weekend league and playoff games, leaving no flexibility for tournament overflow. This
ongoing shortage continues to restrict our ability to accommodate both local programming and high-level
competitive events.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The Town of Blackfalds currently cannot provide enough diamond availability to meet the needs of all user
groups. An additional diamond is needed to sustain current service levels and, ideally, restore them to the
levels previously enjoyed by all users.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Remain as is with 4 diamonds at Sterling Industries Sports Park and 2 community diamonds

Benefits:
e No financial requirements

Risks / Disadvantages:

e No room for growth and expansion amongst current user groups, will continue turning away user
groups and miss opportunities to host larger events
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Option 2 -
Build 5t diamond at Sterling Industries Sports Park in 2026.

Benefits:
e Able to host all user groups and events once diamond is built for start of 2027 season

Risks / Disadvantages:

o  Will take most of 2026 ball season to build, but would be ready for 2026 Softball Canada National
Championships at the beginning of August

Option 3 - Cancel Co-Ed Slo Pitch League run by Town of Blackfalds

Benefits:
e Local Youth ball players will all be able to have enough diamond time

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Loss of revenue from co-ed slo pitch league - revenue from slo pitch league is much higher than
local youth ball

e Animosity from slo pitch league players and slo pitch tournaments moving to other communities to
host their events

ANALYSIS

Without the addition of a fifth diamond, scheduling conflicts will force a reduction in field time for existing
user groups. This would mean either cutting back access for the rapidly growing Blackfalds Minor Ball
Association or displacing long-standing users such as the Blackfalds Slo-Pitch League, which has been
operated by the Town for over 20 years.

The growth of Blackfalds Minor Ball has not slowed especially among its youngest age groups—who
currently play on the diamonds at Iron Ridge Elementary School. The registration numbers for these
younger divisions now exceed those of teams playing at Sterling Industries Sports Park, further highlighting
the urgent need for expanded diamond capacity.

RECOMMENDATION

Constructing a fifth diamond at Sterling Industries Sports Park will ensure continued support for our
current user groups, demonstrating our commitment to their long-term success. It allows us to
accommodate growing demand without displacing long-standing leagues or limiting opportunities for local
youth to participate in baseball and softball.
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JUSTIFICATION

Adding a new diamond will boost revenue by attracting more players, families, and spectators to Blackfalds,
generating a positive economic ripple effect through increased tourism and local spending. While operating
costs will rise modestly, no additional equipment or supplies are needed, only a slight increase in staffing
hours to maintain the additional diamond.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Increased revenue through larger bookings with the ability to attract additional major tournaments, while
keeping current users satisfied.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Approval in fall 2025 would allow contractors to begin work as soon as the snow melts in spring 2026, with
the goal of having the diamond completed and ready in time for Nationals in August 2026.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$290,000.00 Initial Capital Cost

(Fencing is $70,000, shale is estimated to be $125000, dugouts will be $65,000, bleachers will be
$20000 and small items (home plate, bases, foul poles) will be approximately $10000).

$10000 Additional Annual Revenue directly to the Town of Blackfalds through additional rentals and
camping revenues

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Grow Sport Tourism in Blackfalds while increasing revenue to the Town of Blackfalds and local businesses.
Continue to grow Blackfalds as a leader in hosting provincial and national championships.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH,(I?OH:]\B/SJ,?%SE?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Team Name

Page 3
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ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):

Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7294 - Tennis Court Overlay

Project Number 26-7294

Asset Type - Land Improvements
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:07 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Tennis Court Overlay
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

140,000

140,000

140,000

140,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Tennis Courts Repair and Proposed

Expansion
BUSINESS CASE
PREPARED BY: DATE:
JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The tennis court asphalt is requiring significant repairs due to root damage.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The Tennis Court asphalt requires removal and replacement which also requires the replacement of the
court surfacing, netting, and line painting.

At this time of construction, it would be beneficial to consider a court expansion. One additional tennis
court or four pickleball specific courts. With the explosion of the game of pickleball this could be a good
time to construct some additional outdoor courts.

Tennis courts have lines for tennis and pickleball. Net height is a little bit higher but most outdoor
recreational pickleball players do not have concerns with the slightly higher net.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1: Remove and replace asphalt and install new Plexipave Coating system (surfacing, nets, lines),
chain link fence repair, and redo landscaping

Benefits:

e Investment in existing recreational facilities
e Safety repairs
o New posts and netting

Risks / Disadvantages:
e Public safety risk playing on uneven court surface
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Option 2: Expansion and Repair - Remove and repave asphalt in existing court and expand asphalt
to three courts (tennis/pickleball) or two additional (pickleball) courts, new fencing, redo
landscaping around courts.

Benefits:

e Increased outdoor recreational opportunities
e Advantage of paving and court surfacing contractors already on site
e Asphalt repairs completed for safety

Risks/Disadvantages:
e (apital cost

ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Expand tennis/pickle ball court as there is open space that is not being utilized. Meet increased demand for
outdoor recreational court spaces.

JUSTIFICATION

The existing tennis court surfacing is beyond repair and needs to be replaced. Surfacing is damaged and is
not safe for public. This is also an opportunity to expand the court space to include two additional
pickleball courts.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

The Parks and Facilities Manager will put this project out to tender if Capital budget is approved.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Option 1: $140,000.00

Remove and replace asphalt, $70,000.00

Install new Plexipave surfacing, $45,000.00

Chain link fence repairs, $5000.00

Redo landscaping (tree removal and landscape renovation), $20,000.00
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Option 2: $250,000.00
e Remove and replace asphalt on existing court, $70,000.00
Construct an additional two pickleball courts (asphalt), $65,000.00
o Or one additional tennis court
e Install Plexipave surfacing, $85,000.00
¢ Fencing repair and new fencing, $10,000.00
e Redo landscaping (tree removal and landscape renovation), $20,000.00

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

WHO HAVE YOU SPOKEN
TO ABOUT THEIR
INVOLVEMENT?

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT

Team Name
Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): JEFF HEINDEL
1/

Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature): W@C} '

Date: Date:
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Project Scenario Summary
26-3400 - Additional Transit Van

Project Number 26-3400 Title

Asset Type - Vehicle Department
Description See attached business case.

Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source

- Capital Revenue
4-00-03-760 - Fleet & Mobile

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:46 AM (MDT)

Comments

Additional Transit Van
- 32-00 Streets

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

100,000

100,000

100,000

100,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Transit Van

PREPARED BY: DATE:

PRESTON WERAN, Director of Infrastructure and SEPTEMBER 19, 2025

Planning Services

TO: CC:

Kim Isaac CAO Town of Blackfalds Rick Yelland-Kewin, Public Works Manager

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current 9 Passenger Van was purchased used and is showing its age. Over the last two years, we have
had to utilize the contractors' own bus, but at a larger cost per hours than our own van. The existing van
will be used as a second unit to help support days when the new van is full. We will be discussing with the
City of Lacombe a potential partnership which may end up giving us flexibility for sharing future resources
for route expansion or capacity issues that may arise out of growth.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The existing 9 passenger van has only 7 seats because to allow for an accessible ramp option which rarely
gets used. The existing van has required more maintenance over the last few years and may need a new
transmission soon. Our service provider has agreed to a year extend in service, but did note that this
existing van needs to be upgraded as it is the only unit that we currently have.. The Town does have the
ability to use a loaner bus however it is not branded at all for the BOLT service and is not as comfortable as
the van is.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Describe the current situation:

The current van has been subject to costly repairs and without replacement will be in line for additional
costly repairs.

Benefits:

e No high up-front costs without the purchase of new unit

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Prone to breakdowns when the unit is needed
e The ability to borrow a unit to adapt to the service is limited, but achievable.
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e Requires an w increase to the operational budget to maintain current service levels when van is
being repaired.

Option 2 - Replace existing van
Put out an RFP or use canoe/enterprise procurement to purchase a new van

Benefits:

e New units come with a warranty

o Reliability of a new unit reduces the down time from the older unit

e Transit service needs to be comfortable, safe and convenient to allow transit riders to enjoy the
experience and continue to support the service..

Risks / Disadvantages:
e High up-front cost

ANALYSIS
RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation is to purchase a new 9 passenger Van.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

With the purchase of a new van, the BOLT service will continue to maintain a transit service level
acceptable of a municipal service standard while maintaining service levels set out in the hours of
operations and to maintain rider support.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Upon Budget approval send out for procurement in the spring with anticipated delivery before summer of
2026.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$100,000 would be needed to procure and outfit a new van in 2026.
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ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

The BOLT service is in alignment with Council’s strategic plan to bring services to residents and residents to
services.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

N/A

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH'?OHQESJ'?L%SEPRKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Team Name Marketing Summer 2026 N/A
Team Name Corporate Service ongoing Justin De Bresser

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):
PRESTON WERAN

Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):

Date: Date: September 19, 2025
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Project Scenario Summary
26-7295 - Bobcat 3400 XL Utility Vehicle

Project Number 26-7295 Title

Asset Type - Vehicle Department
Description See attached business case.

Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source

- Capital Revenue
4-00-03-760 - Fleet & Mobile

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 11:03 AM (MDT)

Comments

Bobcat 3400 XL Utility Vehicle
- 72-04 Parks & Playgrounds

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

50,000

50,000

50,000

50,000
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BLACKFALDS
Business Case - 4-Seater UTV

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:
JEFF HEINDEL, PARKS AND FACILITIES MANAGER AUGUST 14, 2025
TO: CC:

Rick Kreklewich, Director of Community Services

SUMMARY

The Parks existing Bobcat 3400XL Utility Vehicle that the trimming crew uses in the spring and summer is
due for replacement according to our equipment replacement plan and is overdue for replacement.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

The Bobcat 3400XL Utility Vehicle was purchased in 2012. Original replacement plan is every 6 to 8 years.
This unit was bumped in the 2022 and 2025 capital replacement plan. This unit is currently thirteen years
old and is due to be replaced.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1: Continue to utilize the 2012 Bobcat 3400XL

Benefits:

Risks / Disadvantages:
e As machine ages there will be an increase in repairs and maintenance
e Unit is showing its age

e Potential break down

Option 2: Replace as/per equipment replacement plan
Benefits:
e New machine and warranty

e Reliability for staff

Risks/Disadvantages:
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ANALYSIS

RECOMMENDATION

Follow through on equipment replacement plan and purchase a new 4-Seater UTV

Send the 2012 Bobcat 3400XL for trade-in or to auction.

JUSTIFICATION

Following equipment replacement plan as the existing 4-Seater UTV is at its end of life.

HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

The Parks Department will reach out vendors who supply 4-Seater UTVs around Central AB.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

$50,000, which includes outfitting for Park use.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:];/SJ%SE?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?
Parks Lead Start to finish Shaun K

ATTACHMENTS
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BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME):

Project Sponsor (Signature):

Project Lead (Signature): q’)}l’}

Q/‘/

f‘ fl
Mg

Date: Date:
2025 RANGER XP NORTHSTAR CREW PREMIUM
MSRP 40,369.00
DISCOUNT 1,371.00
SELLING PRICE 36,996.00
LABOUR

0.50 HEADACHE RACK 600.00
1.00 ROOF BEACON 179.00
2.00  TURN SIGNALS WITH HORN KIT 425.00
1.00 TURF TIRES WITH TIRE CREDIT 1,100.00
41,302.00
4.5 125.00 LABOUR 562.50
41,864.50
TIRE TAX 20.00

PDI/ADMIN
TOTAL 41,684.50
GST 2,094.23
oTD 43,978.73

PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME): JEFE HEINDEL
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Project Scenario Summary
26-0099 - Enterprise Fleet Purchases

Project Number 26-0099 Title Enterprise Fleet Purchases
Asset Type - Vehicle Department - 05-00 General
Description Administration is requesting this allocation to support the recommended vehicle replacements as part of the the Town'’s ongoing

participation in the Enterprise Fleet Management (EFM) Equity Lease program.

Comments Each year, Enterprise conducts a comprehensive review of the Town's fleet, evaluating factors such as vehicle usage, maintenance
costs, market conditions, and total cost of ownership. Based on this analysis, EFM provides strategic recommendations for disposing
of and replacing units to ensure optimal operational efficiency and cost-effectiveness.

Justification The requested funding will enable the Town to proceed with the replacement of identified vehicles, ensuring continued reliability,
reduced maintenance expenses, and alignment with long-term fleet sustainability goals.

Budget Details
GL Accounts Comments GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Funding Source

- Capital Revenue

4-00-03-760 - Fleet & Mobile 180,000
Total 180,000
Expenditure

- Capital Expenses

6-642 Current Year Expense 180,000
Total 180,000
Net Total -

Oct 17, 2025 10:35 AM (MDT) Project Scenario Summary
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Project Scenario Summary
26-2317 - Fire Command Unit Replace Existing (1/2 Ton)

Project Number 26-2317 Title

Asset Type - Vehicle Department
Description See attached business case.

Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source

- Capital Revenue
4-00-03-760 - Fleet & Mobile

Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:35 AM (MDT)

Comments

Fire Command Unit Replace Existing (1/2 Ton)

- 23-00 Fire

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

95,000

95,000

95,000

95,000
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BLACKFALDS

Business Case - Replacement of 2010 Ford F150
Command Truck

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

ROBERT COTE FIRE CHIEF AUGUST 26, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Isaak CAO Town of Blackfalds Ken Morrison Director of Emergency

Management & Protective Services

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current Command Truck (2011 Ford F150) has exceeded its intended use. In the past year an engine
knock has developed. Following a check-up on the situation the Department was advised that it is not
uncommon for a knock to develop in any brand of vehicle. The unknown is when it will give out requiring
an engine replacement.

The unit itself has significant mileage on it at 153,000 km. Replacement parts for the emergency light
controllers and bulbs are also no longer available.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

This Capital purchase will replace the current truck with a newer more efficient unit. The current unit is a
2011 1/2-ton unit with a fiberglass topper that was purchased new in 2010. Over the last fourteen years
this unit has been used on multiple types of emergency incidents from grass/brush fires, mutual aid
requests, medical, motor vehicle incidents and as a utility truck at fire scenes.

Currently the unit has 153,000 km on the truck.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo

The current 2011 Command Truck with 153,000 km is starting to have more wear and tear issues with the
drive train. Currently there is an engine knock on the rear passenger side which is common with the vehicle
but could eventually require the engine to be replaced.

Benefits:

e No overall asset cost.
e General maintenance through annual budget.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Time delays in responding.
e Vehicle could fail, resulting in inability to respond.
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e Increase in vehicle repair costs.

Option 2 - Title of Option 2

Replacing the 2011 Command Truck with a similar unit or an SUV. Once purchased it could take a year to
receive the unit and complete the installation of the unit with all the emergency equipment and decaling
prior to being put into service.

The unit would be new and have a longer front-line service life.
It would better serve the needs of our growing community.
Approximate cost $95,000

Benefits:
e More efficient apparatus.
e Safer and more reliable than current unit.
e Longer Service Life.
e Less out of service time.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e No fixed committed pricing without an RFP awarded.
e Timelines for completion could be pushed further pending on economic environment.

Option 3 - Leased Vehicle

The Town looked at replacement of this vehicle through the Enterprise Lease Program last year (2025
budget cycle) with a truck outfitted like the existing unit and it was identified that it was not feasible for
Enterprise.

Benefits:
e No benefit through Enterprise

Risks / Disadvantages:
e No Cost Saving

ANALYSIS

The cost of the vehicle is estimated at $65,000, with an additional $30,000.00 to equip it with the required
emergency equipment, resulting in an estimated total of $95,000.00. This was one of the two command
vehicles that were initially planned to be put through the Enterprise Fleet Management (EFM) program,
however in further discussion, due to the specialty equipment required, emergency vehicles would need to
be kept for 8-10 years and would serve no real benefit to the town under the EFM program.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation is Option Two: This would allow for the unit to be replaced and scheduled for
replacement in a ten year or mileage cycle as per the Town'’s requirements going forward.
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HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Fire crews will be able to respond to incidents with the proper emergency lighting and sirens providing a
safer response for the crew and the public overall.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Depending on which option is chosen this unit could be in service as quickly as 6 months or up to a year. As
it relies on the availability of a truck chassis being in stock and then the scheduling of the assembly of the
emergency equipment.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Option 2: A new Command unit through a successful tender process would be approximately $95,000 and
a one-year build time.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

Blackfalds is a growing community and has the safety of its residents in trust. We must maintain and
improve our equipment as growth occurs to ensure our residents have the service they expect and deserve.
This would align with the following priorities of the Town of Blackfalds Strategic Plan.

1. Community Life — Ensure that the safety of our residents is paramount to decision making.
2. Leadership & Engagement - The Town will be fiscally responsible while meeting the needs of
citizens.

COMMCOMMUNICATION PLAN

N/A.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WH;)OH:]‘;SJ? %E?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name
Team Name

Team Name
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ATTACHMENTS

e None

NONEBUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (KEN MORRISON): PROJECT LEAD (ROBERT COTE):
Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):
Date: September 11th, 2025 Date: September 11th, 2025
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Project Scenario Summary
26-2603 - Municipal Enforcement E-Bike

Project Number 26-2603

Asset Type - Vehicle
Description See attached business case.
Comments

Justification

Budget Details
GL Accounts
Funding Source
- Capital Revenue
4-00-01-760-General Capital
Total

Expenditure
- Capital Expenses
6-642 Current Year Expense
Total

Net Total

Oct 17, 2025 10:37 AM (MDT)

Title
Department

Municipal Enforcement E-Bike
- 26-00 Municipal Enforcement

GL Account Subtotals 2026 Budget

Project Scenario Summary

5,000

5,000

5,000

5,000
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BLACKFALDS
Business Case - E-Bikes - Peace Officers

BUSINESS CASE

PREPARED BY: DATE:

Ken Morrison SEPTEMBER 15, 2025

TO: CC:

Kim Isaak: CAO Town of Blackfalds Name(s) & Title(s) Here, If Applicable

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For many years now the Municipal Enforcement Department has been providing patrol coverage of the trail
system within town using RCMP owned Segways and RCMP owned Mountain bicycles. These are currently
identified through decaling as “Police”, not Municipal Enforcement. These methods of enforcement have
proven to be very popular with residents.

ISSUE TO BE ADDRESSED

Enforcement coverage of the many trails within the town of Blackfalds. Currently Municipal Enforcement
does not have any system to operate on the trails within the town, other than borrowing RCMP owned
equipment such as (Segways, and mountain Bicycles). This equipment is not always available and have
Police markings on them rather the “Municipal Enforcement” which is a safety concern. These have been
very popular, however pose a liability to the town as they are identified as police and not Municipal
Enforcement. They are a relatively safe and effective means of moving through the trail system within
Blackfalds. Municipal Enforcement requires equipment which identifies the level of enforcement, and
something which combines the ease of the mountain bikes with the speed of the Segways, which “E-Bikes”
would serve. Currently we are seeing an influx of E-Bikes and E-scooters throughout town, with many
having little to no regard for the rules of the road, this would provide a necessary enforcement presence.

OPTIONS TO CONSIDER

Option 1 - Status Quo
Continue to borrow the equipment (Segways & Mountain Bikes) owned and Identified to the RCM Police.

With this comes a safety concern, with Peace Officers being identified as Police Officers, creating a liability
for the town if something serious should happen.

Benefits:

e No extra costs to the town.
e Provides an economical solution to enforcement needs within the trail system.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Poses a potential liability to the town as this equipment is identified as Police, when it is Community
Peace Officers operating the equipment.
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o There is a need to always request the use of the equipment, which makes it difficult for spontaneous
patrols.

Option 2 - Title of Option 2
Purchase two “E-Bikes” marked appropriately as Community Peace Officers, identifying the level of
enforcement.

Benefits:

e E-Bikes provide the coverage of both a mountain bike and Segway.

e  Would allow the officers to utilize the equipment at any time, providing an increased service level to
the municipality.

e [twould provide an opportunity to proactively enforce some of the current E-scooter and E-bike
concerns within the community.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Costofjust under $10,000.00 is expected.
e Yearly maintenance costs of $200-$300 dollars.

Option 3 - Title of Option 3
Purchase one “E-Bike” in 2026, for Summer Student use, allowing for ease of movement throughout town
and the trail system.

Benefits:

e Provides a very community-based approach to enforcement.
e Aless costly approach, purchasing only one in 2026.
o Will provide a higher level of safety for residents as they enjoy town parks and trail systems.

Risks / Disadvantages:

e Cost of approximately $5,000.
e Minor yearly maintenance costs.

ANALYSIS

The financial cost associated with this project is the initial cost of the purchase of the “E” Bikes, and yearly
maintenance. There will be no additional wage costs as officers are already conducting patrols, this offers a
different means of patrol.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation is to purchase one “E” Bike for Municipal Enforcement services as per Option 3, which
would provide officers an opportunity to patrol areas which normally would not be patrolled. This would
give the residents a higher degree of safety within the community while enjoying these green spaces.
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HOW WILL WE DETERMINE SUCCESS OF THIS INITIATIVE?

Project success will be tracked though maintaining logs of contact with individuals through positive
interactions as well as enforcement initiatives.

SUGGESTED SCHEDULE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE RECOMMENDATION

Schedule for implementing the recommendation would be the spring of 2025, when the trails and parks are
open again free of snow and ice.

PROJECT BUDGET & CASH FLOW

Budget for this project would be the cost of purchasing one E-Bike bike, and yearly maintenance. With one
bike costing approximately $5,000.00 and yearly maintenance cost of $200-$300.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN & OTHER MAJOR PLANNING DOCUMENTS

This initiative would align with:
Community Life: Ensuring safe areas for residents to enjoy.

COMMUNICATION PLAN

An initial announcement would be released once the E-Bike is put into service.

COLLABORATION WITH OTHER TOWN DEPARTMENTS

TOWN THEIR ROLE IN THE TIMELINE FOR THEIR WHgoH:]\g/ggg LTISE?RKEN
WORK UNIT PROJECT INVOLVEMENT INVOLVEMENT?

Team Name
Team Name

Team Name

ATTACHMENTS

e Name any applicable attachments used in the business case analysis.

Page 3
116



BUSINESS CASE APPROVALS

PROJECT SPONSOR (PRINT NAME): PROJECT LEAD (PRINT NAME):

Project Sponsor (Signature): Project Lead (Signature):

Date: Date:
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2027 Capital Budget

Project

Total Funding

Funding Source

Engineered Structure - Major Asset

Aurora Heights - Lift Station

| 5,000,000 | Offsite Levy Reserve — Wastewater

Engineered Structure - Network

South Street & 2A intersection 2,000,000 | Grants - LGFF, Grants - CCBF
Annual Pavement Replacement 450,000 | Grants - CCBF
Aspelund Industrial - pavement 175,649 | General Capital Reserve
South Street Improvement 2,500,000 | Offsite Levy Reserve - Transportation, Grants - LGFF
Womacks Road & Broadway Avenue Intersection
(Additional Funding) 250,000 | Grants - LGFF
Equipment
Electronic OHS Safety Program 30,000 | General Capital Reserve
Fitness Equipment (7 Yr Cycle) 300,000 | Abbey Centre Reserve

Ride-on Auto Scrubber T7

30,000

Abbey Centre Reserve

Security Camera Upgrades 15,000 | General Capital Reserve

SISP Ball Diamond Fence Upgrades 52,000 | General Capital Reserve
Facility

Arena 2 Dressing Room Upgrades 200,000 | General Capital Reserve

Waterslide Stairs 200,000 | Abbey Centre Reserve

Land Improvements

Annual Trail Development 60,000 | General Capital Reserve
Cemetery Expansion (Year 1) 500,000 | Grants - LGFF
EBC Parking Expansion 1,200,000 | Unfunded
Morris Court / Palmer Circle Landscaping Project 15,000 | General Capital Reserve
Playground 150,000 [ Recreation Contributions Reserve
Welcome to Blackfalds Signage 150,000 [ General Capital Reserve

Vehicle
Aerial Apparatus 3,500,000 | Debt
Enterprise Fleet Purchases 315,000 | Fleet & Mobile EQuipment Reserve
Ford 1ton c/w winch (PW) 10,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Hydro Vac Unit Tandem Truck (PW) 750,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Tandem Gravel Truck 350,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Tool Cat Utility Vehicle (CSD) 100,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve

18,402,649
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2028 Capital Budget

Project

Total Funding

Funding Source

Engineered Structure - Network

Annual Pavement Replacement

450,000

Grants - CCBF

Upgrade lift stations to SCADA network

250,000

Wastewater System Reserve

Land Improvements

Cemetery Expansion (Year 2) 500,000 | Grants - LGFF

Football Field Upgrades 750,000 | General Capital Reserve

Annual Trail Development 62,500 | General Capital Reserve

BMX Track Parking 200,000 | General Capital Reserve

Tennis Court Expansion 145,000 | General Capital Reserve

Vehicle
Enterprise Fleet Purchases | 70,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
2,427,500

2029 Capital Budget

Project

Total Funding

Funding Source

Engineered Structure - Network

Annual Pavement Replacement 450,000 | Grants - CCBF
East Railway includes services and intersection 2,000,000 | Grants - CCBF, General Capital Reserve
General Intersection Upgrades (12k pop.) 400,000 | General Capital Reserve
Facility
Abbey Centre - Pool Liner 250,000 | General Capital Reserve, Grants - Lacombe County
SISP Tournament House 300,000 | General Capital Reserve

Land Improvements

Annual Trail Development

65,000

General Capital Reserve

Football Field Upgrades

490,000

General Capital Reserve

Parks & Playground

150,000

Recreation Contributions Reserve

Vehicle

Enterprise Fleet Purchases

| 17,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve

4,222,000
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2030 Capital Budget

Project Total Funding Funding Source
Engineered Structure - Network
Water main Looping 500,000 | Water System Reserve
Annual Pavement Replacement 450,000 | Grants - CCBF
Cotton Wood Drive (to RR 27-00) 1,250,000 | Grants - LGFF
Equipment
Backhoe Excavator (PW) (fleet addition) 192,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Indoor Play space (Abbey Centre) 300,000 | General Capital Reserve, Grants - Lacombe County
International Terra Star 3 Ton Truck (CSD) 120,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Motor Grader (PW) (additional) 325,000 | Fleet & Mobile Equipment Reserve
Facility
Snow Storage Facility 2,000,000 Grants- LGFF

Land Improvements

Annual Trail Development 67,500 | General Capital Reserve
Sterling Industries Sports Park Campground 570,000 | Grants - LGFF
Vehicle
Enterprise Fleet Purchases 84,500 | Fleet & Mobile EqQuipment Reserve
Freightliner Rescue Unit 800,000 | Grants - LGFF
6,659,000
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TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

BLACKFALDS STANDING COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL MEETING

B E R T A REPORT FOR COMMITTEE

Page 1 of 2

MEETING DATE: November 17, 2025

PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer

PRESENTED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer

SUBJECT: Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw Overview

BACKGROUND

As part of the Committee Audit Process that was undertaken in 2024, a key recommendation was
the development and adoption of a Council Committee Bylaw. The purpose of a master Council
Committee Bylaw is to align the procedures of all Council Committees under one Bylaw for
consistency and ease.

Notable sections of the Bylaw include the following:
o Criteria for establishing new Committees;

Member Appointments;

Member at Large Appointments;

Rules of Procedure; and

Reporting Procedures.

Through the development of the Bylaw, the existing Terms of Reference for the Blackfalds and District
Recreation, Culture and Parks Board (RCP), Family Community Support Services Board (FCSS) and
the Economic Development and Tourism Advisory Committee (EDTAC) were reviewed by the
Committee to determine if the Terms of Reference were still relevant to the work of the Committee.
Flowing out of that review, some minor suggestions were made to the Terms of Reference and have
been outlined below.

RCP Board
The RCP Board suggested an amendment to the Draft Terms of Reference to include a clause

specifying that the Board shall hold at least four meetings annually.

FCSS

The FCSS Board suggested an amendment to the Draft Terms of Reference to include a
clause specifying that the Board shall hold a minimum of six meetings annually. The FCSS
Board has also suggested that an additional amendment to the Draft Terms of Reference
include that Council can appoint an additional member at large who is a resident of Blackfalds,
making the maximum eight, if they are unable to fill the Lacombe County position.

EDTAC

EDTAC suggested an amendment to the Draft Terms of Reference to include a clause
specifying that the committee will review the dates and times of the regular meetings at the
beginning of each calendar year.

The revised Terms of Reference for the noted Committees were incorporated into the Committee
Bylaw as Schedules.
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Council reviewed the Bylaw at the June 16, 2025, Standing Committee of Council and recommended
a minor change to the Bylaw. Section 5.3 was enhanced to clearly identify a Council member’s
fiduciary duty to consider the welfare and interests of the municipality as a whole. The Bylaw has
been updated with that minor change.

Bylaw 1339.25 was given first reading at the June 24, 2025, Regular Meeting and has been circulated
to the Council Committees for their review and input. Due to the Committees’ summer break, we are
awaiting feedback from the RCP and EDTAC Committees.

DISCUSSION

Administration is providing the Bylaw in its current form for Council’s information. Once feedback
have been received by all Committees, it will be brought forward to Council for additional discussion.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
None.

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION

That Standing Committee of Council consider the following motion:

1. That Standing Committee of Council receive the Council Committee Bylaw 1339.25
Overview report and presentation for information as part of the ongoing Council Orientation
process.

ALTERNATIVES

a) That Standing Committee of Council refer Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw back to
Administration for additional information.

ATTACHMENTS

e Draft Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw
e  Committee Bylaw Presentation

APPROVALS
Kim Isaak, Department Director/Author

Chief Administrative Officer



BLACKFALDS TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

ALGBERTA BYLAW 1339.25

BEING A BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF BLACKFALDS IN THE PROVINCE OF ALBERTA TO
ESTABLISH AND REGULATE THE TOWN OF BLACKFALDS COUNCIL COMMITTEES

A Bylaw of the Town of Blackfalds, in the Province of Alberta, pursuant to the provisions of the
Municipal Government Act, being Chapter M 26.1 of the Revised Statutes of Alberta, 2000 and
amendments thereto, for the purpose of establishing procedures for Council Committees, and other
bodies established by Council;

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 145 of the Municipal Government Act, being Chapter M 26.1 of the
Revised Statutes of Alberta, 2000 and amendments thereto, permits Council to pass bylaws to
establish procedures for Council Committees, and other bodies established by Council;

WHEREAS, it is the desire of the Council to establish Council Committees and prescribe the powers,
duties and functions of those Committees.

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Town of Blackfalds, duly assembled, hereby enacts:

PART 1 -TITLE

1.1 That this Bylaw shall be cited as the “Council Committee Bylaw”.

1.2 The following Schedules shall form part of this Bylaw:

1.2.1  Schedule “A” - Criteria for Establishing a Committee

1.2.2  Schedule “B” - Committee Terms of Reference Template

1.2.3  Schedule “C” - Committee Evaluation Checklist

1.2.4  Schedule “D” - Terms of Reference, Economic Development & Tourism Advisory

Committee
1.2.5 Schedule “E” - Terms of Reference, Family & Community Support Services Board
1.2.6  Schedule “F” - Terms of Reference, Recreation, Culture & Parks Board
1.2.7  Schedule “G” - Terms of Reference, Member at Large Review Panel

PART 2 — DEFINITIONS

2.1 In this Bylaw:

(a) “Act” means the Municipal Government Act, RSA. 2000, c. M-26 and any
amendments thereto.

(b) “Chief Administrative Officer" means the individual appointed by Council to the
position as per the Municipal Government Act.

(c) “Closed Session” means a portion of a meeting or a meeting that is closed to the
public as the matter to be discussed falls within one of the exceptions to the disclosure
in Division 2, Part 1 of the Access to Information Act.

(d) “Committee” means a committee, commission, board, authority, task force or other
body established by Council.

(e) “Council” means the Council of the Town of Blackfalds elected pursuant to the Local
Authorities Election Act of Alberta, as amended.

(f) “Legislative Services” means employees who work in Legislative Services.
(Executive & Legislative Coordinator).

(9) "Member” means members of Council who are appointed to Committees by Council
at the annual Organizational Meeting of Council, or as required throughout the year.

(h) “Member at Large” means a member of the public appointed by Council to a
Committee.

(i) “Member at Large Review Panel” means the Members appointed to carry out the
interview process and recommendations for Member at Large appointments and
subsequent approval consideration by Council.

() “Recording Secretary” means an employee who has been designated by the Chief
Administrative Officer or designate to act as the Recording Secretary for a Committee.

1 Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw
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BYLAW 1339.25

A L B E R T A

(k) “Staff Liaison” means a designated employee of the Town, who acts in a liaison
capacity for a Committee and who can provide subject matter expertise to the
Committee.

() “Single Purpose Task Force” means a body appointed by Council to study or work
on a specific project or problem facing Council.

(m)“Town” means the municipality of the Town of Blackfalds.

(n) “Organizational Meeting” means a meeting that is held annually at the first meeting
of the calendar year where the election is held for the Chair and Vice Chair if required,
for the applicable Committee.

(o) “Organizational Meeting of Council’ means the meeting that is required to be held
annually under section 192 of the Municipal Government Act not later than 2 weeks
after the 3rd Monday in October.

(p) “Pecuniary Interest” means a matter that could monetarily affect a Member, Member
at Large or a Member, Member at Large appointee’s family, as referenced in the Act.
Family is defined as a spouse, adult interdependent partner, children, parents of a
spouse or adult interdependent partner.

PART 3 — EXCLUSIONS

3.1

This Bylaw does not apply to the:

Assessment Review Boards;

Municipal Emergency Management Committee;
Policing Committee;

Municipal Library Board;

Council Remuneration Committee;

Intermunicipal Committees; and

Municipal Planning Commission

Regional Subdivision and Development Appeal Board.

[ G G QT G QNI QRN
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PART 4 - ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEES

4.1 The following Committees are hereby established.

4.1.1 Economic Development &Tourism Advisory Committee;
4.1.2  Family & Community Support Services Board;

41.3 Recreation, Culture & Parks Board; and

41.4  Member at Large Review Panel.

4.2 Unless otherwise provided for in this Bylaw. Members and Members at Large are
appointed by Council resolution.

4.3 In determining when or if a Committee should be established, Council shall refer to the
Criteria for Establishing a Committee, attached as Schedule “A” of this Bylaw.

4.4 When a Committee is established, the Terms of Reference for the applicable Committee
shall be developed, as per the template attached as Schedule “B”, which shall include:
441  The purpose of the Committee;

4.4.2 The composition of the Committee; and
4.4.3 Roles and responsibilities of the Committee.

4.5 The Chief Administrative Officer shall designate the position who will carry out the Staff
Liaison role required for providing subject matter expertise and advice to each Committee.

4.6 The Chief Administrative Officer shall designate the position who will carry out the
Recording Secretary duties for each Committee.

4.7 If the Committee receives grants, donations, or contributions, any monies received will be
administered by the Town under their accounting principles and the terms under which
the monies were received.

2 Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw
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4.8

If applicable, the Committee will prepare and submit an annual proposed budget for
Council as part of the Town’s budget process.

PART 5 - MEMBER APPOINTMENTS

5.1

5.2

5.3

54

5.5

Member appointments will be conducted at the annual Organizational Meeting of Council
unless otherwise directed by resolution of Council.

During the annual appointment process, consideration shall be given to weighing the
benefits of proposing Members for either new appointments or reappointments.

5.2.1 New appointments may provide Members with increased learning opportunities
and exposure to various Committees.

5.2.2 Reappointments may be warranted in certain Committees, for instances when it is
deemed to be beneficial due to continuity, complexity, knowledge, organizational
history, training requirements, etc.

Members appointed to Committees are to act as representatives of the Council, and as
per the Municipal Government Act, consider the welfare and interest of the municipality
as a whole and to act as liaisons between the Committee and Council. In this role, the
Member will:

5.3.1 Advocate proactively within the Committee for outcomes that will help to progress
the outcomes that are set out in Council’s Strategic Plan.

5.3.2 Monitor and guide the Committee’s activities in order to ensure they are aligned
with the Committee’s mandate.

5.3.3 Ensure that the Committee is not directing any Staff Liaison or other Town
resource to undertake work on behalf of the Committee.

5.3.4 If there is a conflict between a Member’s personal opinion on an issue and the
direction provided by Council, the Member should represent Council by voting in
alignment with the Council position.

5.3.5 As per the Municipal Government Act, when the Committee brings forth a question
or request to Council, the Member should vote from the perspective of Council;
this means that, even if a Member voted in favour of a motion at Committee, they
may find themselves voting against the issue at Council after hearing the debate
and opinions of fellow Councillors.

5.3.6 Make every effort to attend scheduled meetings.

5.3.7 Actively participate in open and respectful sharing of opinions.

5.3.8 Make every effort to ensure that matters are considered fairly and consistently.

5.3.9 Make decisions based on the best available information.

5.3.10 Report back to Council routinely on the activities of the Committee.

Members are to keep matters discussed at a Committee meeting in a Closed Session
confidential until such time that they are discussed at a Committee meeting held in public.

Following the municipal election, the Chief Administrative Officer will ensure that the
Members are provided with an introduction to the various Committees prior to or during
the Council orientation training.

PART 6 - MEMBER AT LARGE APPOINTMENTS

6.1

6.2

Annually in September, those Member at Large terms that are set to expire but are eligible
for reappointment shall be asked to provide written confirmation of their interest in
reappointment.

Once the number of Committee vacancies is determined, natification of such vacancies
shall be published on the Town’s, social media, website and in local area newspapers.
Vacancies that occur throughout the year will be listed on the Town’s website and
periodically posted on the Town’s social media outlets.

Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7
6.8

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

6.22

6.23

Application forms shall be made available at the Town’s Civic Centre and on the Town’s
website.

Completed application forms shall be accepted throughout the year and may be retained
by Legislative Services on file for six (6) months for consideration should additional
vacancies occur.

Any vacancies may be filled from the retained applications or through additional
advertising.

The Member at Large Review Panel will review all applications for vacancies on a
Committee.

The Member at Large Review Panel will shortlist candidates.

The Member at Large Review Panel will conduct interviews to make recommendations to
Council for consideration.

All Members of the Member at Large Review Panel shall actively participate in the
interview and selection process.

Legislative Services shall manage all applications received, schedule interviews on behalf
of the Member at Large Review Panel, and provide any other administrative support
required.

The Member at Large Review Panel has the discretion to request an interview with a
reapplying Member at Large.

The reapplying Member’s at Large participation, service and conduct on the Committee
shall be considered in the review process.

Member at Large Appointments will be for 1-, 2-, or 3-year terms unless determined
elsewhere, or otherwise approved by Council.

No Member shall serve on a Committee for more than three (3) consecutive terms, unless
authorized by Council.

Appointments to fill a vacancy due to resignation will be appointed to the Committee for
the balance of the term.

If not restricted by legislation, Council may appoint Members at Large to fill a Committee
vacancy for terms which are incomplete due to the resignation or removal of a Member.

Council may consider and subsequently approve Member at Large annual appointments,
as recommended by the Member at Large Review Panel.

Following Council approval, applicants shall be notified of their appointment by Legislative
Services.

All Members and Member at Large appointees shall be required to submit a Criminal
Record Check free of charge to Legislative Services prior to their attendance at the first
Committee meeting.

Council may revoke a Member at Large appointment from a Committee by resolution for
any reason they deem appropriate.

Legislative Services shall maintain a current record of all Committee appointments and
details of their term.

A Member at Large may resign at any time but must provide the Chair of the Committee
with written notice in advance. The Chair will notify Council, through Legislative Services,
and Town Council will formally accept the resignation.

All Member at Large Appointees will serve without remuneration. In instances where
expenses are incurred for out-of-town meetings or other events approved by the
Committee, the applicable travel expenses will be paid for the Member at Large, where
the relevant budget has been provided.

PART 7 - RULES OF PROCEDURE

7.1

All Member at Large appointees to a Committee shall conduct their business in
accordance with this Bylaw and the applicable Terms of Reference as attached in the
applicable Schedule to this Bylaw.

Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw
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7.2 In accordance with the Act, a meeting may be conducted by means of electronic or other
communication facilities if:
7.2.1 The facilities enable the public to watch and/or listen to the meeting;
7.2.2 The facilities enable all the meeting’s participants to watch and/or hear each other;
and
7.2.3 Notice is given to the public of the meeting and the way in which it is to be
conducted.

7.3 Members at Large or Members participating in a meeting held via communication facility
are deemed to be present at the meeting.

7.4 A Committee may appoint one or more sub-committees by resolution to consider or inquire
into any matter that falls within its purpose. The sub-committee(s) shall then report their
findings to the Committee.

7.5 Once the sub-committee has met its purpose the sub-committee will be dissolved by way
of resolution.

7.6 To benefit from additional expertise, a Committee may invite others to assist with making
presentations and/or serving on a sub-committee. These individuals shall not have voting
powers.

7.7 No action of a Committee, except where a power to act has been granted by Council or
as legislated, shall be binding on the Town.

7.8 The Chair of a Committee shall not be a Council Member.

7.9 The Chair of the Committee will:

7.9.1 Liaise with the Recording Secretary on the agenda development for meetings;
7.9.2 Review the draft minutes once prepared by the Recording Secretary;
7.9.3 Preside over and keep order at Committee Meetings;
7.9.4 Endeavor to ensure that Member at Large appointees are fairly and appropriately
engaged in meetings and related events;
7.9.5 Assist the Member at Large Review Panel on the selection and interview
process;
7.9.6 Ensure that new appointees receive an orientation on the Committee prior to their
first meeting; and
7.9.7 On behalf of the Committee, report annually to Council as outlined in Section 9 of
this Bylaw.
7.10 The Chair of the Committee shall endeavour to ensure that Member at Large appointees
are fairly and appropriately engaged in meetings and related events.
7.11 Meetings of the Committees shall be scheduled as determined by their Terms of
Reference and/or as otherwise scheduled by the Committee.
7.12 Once all Committee meeting dates are determined by the Committee at its Organizational
Meeting, they will be posted on the Council meeting calendar on the Town’s website.
7.13 Committee meeting agenda packages will be made publicly available on the Town’s
website at least three (3) days in advance of a meeting date, unless extenuating
circumstances prevent this from occurring.
7.14 All Committee meetings must be held in a publicly accessible location.
7.15 A quorum shall consist of fifty percent (50%) of the Committee unless otherwise provided
for by legislation or regulation.
7.16 All Committee meetings shall be open to the public unless the topic falls under the Access
to Information Act, Division 2 - Exceptions to Disclosure.
7.17 Before entering a Closed Session, the Committee shall state:
7.17.1 That the Committee will be moving to Closed Session;
7.17.2 The basis under which the meeting will be held in Closed Session, as
defined by legislation; and
7.17.3 A vote must be held to move to a Closed Session, and a separate vote shall be
held to return to the open public meeting. No other motions may be made in a
Closed Session.
5 Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw



BLACKFALDS TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

BYLAW 1339.25

AL

B E R T A

7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

7.23

7.24

7.25

Committees will follow the rules of procedure for Council as outlined in the Council
Procedural Bylaw unless another act or authority states otherwise.

All Members and Members at Large shall be required to vote on any matter before the
Committee unless a conflict of interest is declared. In the event of a tie vote, the motion
shall be deemed defeated.

Nothing in this Bylaw shall be construed to empower a Committee to pledge, appropriate
or expend any public money without prior approval of Council.

Nothing in this Bylaw shall be construed to empower a Committee to direct resources of
the Staff Liaison.

Minutes from the Committee meeting will be taken and, following adoption, signed by the
Committee Chair and Recording Secretary. Originals will be forwarded to Legislative
Services for filing and inclusion in the next Regular Meeting of Council under its Consent
Agenda.

Any Member at Large who is absent from three (3) consecutive meetings of the Committee
automatically ceases to be a Member at Large as of the date of the third meeting unless
such absence is authorized by resolution of the Committee.

Individual Committees shall utilize the Committee Evaluation Checklist, attached as
Schedule “C“. This shall be used to determine the committee's effectiveness. The
evaluation shall occur annually, at the end of each Committee mandate, or as determined
by the Council.

Members at Large have a responsibility to make decisions based on the best interests of
the Town.

PART 8 - REPORTING PROCEDURES

8.1

8.2

8.3

A Committee, with the exception of the Member at Large Review Panel, shall report
annually to Council on:

8.1.1 Their proposed work / strategic plan;

8.1.2 Matters referred to them or requested by Council; or

8.1.3 When Council approval is required for a specific action, initiative or budget request.
Committees shall report to Council through the Chair or designate.

Any sub-committee struck by a Committee shall report to Council through the Committee.

PART 9 - REPEAL

9.1 That Bylaw 1125/11 — Blackfalds and District Recreation, Culture and Parks Bylaw, and
Bylaw 1221/18 — Blackfalds and District Family and Community Support Services Board
Bylaw and all amendments thereto are hereby repealed upon this Bylaw coming into
effect.
PART 10 - DATE OF FORCE
10.1 That this Bylaw shall come into effect, upon the date on which it is finally read and passed.
READ for the first time this day of ,AD.20 .
(RES. )
MAYOR JAMIE HOOVER
CAO KIM ISAAK
n
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READ for the second time this day of ,A.D.20__.

(RES. )

MAYOR LAURA SVAB

CAO KIM ISAAK

READ for the third time this day of ,AD.20 .

(RES. )

MAYOR LAURA SVAB

CAO KIM ISAAK
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SCHEDULE “A”
CRITERIA FOR ESTABLISHING A COMMITTEE

1. Will the mandate of this Committee be to look into a specific issue or oversee an
ongoing issue?

(This will help determine if Council should create a Committee or a Single Purpose Task Force,
defined as a body appointed by Council to study or work on a specific project or problem facing
Council. Normally, task forces have a set mandate and term and are disbanded once the task
has been completed. Task forces can consist of representation from both Council and the
public.)

2. Will this Committee help, advise, instruct, or exercise any responsibility for or authority
over any aspect of the organization that has already been delegated to Administration?
If so, then what will Council hold the Town Manager accountable for in this regard?

3. Has Council developed a clear mandate for the Committee, and has criteria been
established for how and what it will report to Council?

4. Will the mandate of this Committee assist Council in parts of its own Strategic Plan,
goals, or responsibilities?

5. Has Council established what specific resources will be required by this Committee,
and are they available to be committed?

(This will include resources such as Staff Liaison, Recording Secretary and support,
appropriate budget, and sufficient timelines to properly investigate the objectives.)

8 Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw
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SCHEDULE “B”
COMMITTEE TERMS OF REFERENCE TEMPLATE
1. Purpose/Mandate

1.1. This section outlines the purpose of the applicable Committee.

2. Membership
2.1. This section outlines the Committee membership and shall include the following clause:

2.2 As perthe Council Committee Bylaw, any member who is absent from three (3) consecutive
regular meetings of the Committee automatically ceases to be a Member at Large as of the
date of the third meeting unless such absence is authorized by resolution of the Committee.

3. Meetings

3.1 This section outlines the Committee's meeting schedule and specifies that, if required, the
election of Chair and Vice Chair will be completed at the Organizational Meeting.

4. Committee Roles and Responsibilities

4.1 This section outlines the roles and responsibilities of the Members at Large on the
Committee and must include the following:

4.1.1. Completion of Committee Annual Evaluation Checklist.
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SCHEDULE “C”
COMMITTEE EVALUATION CHECKLIST

1. Is the mandate of the Committee still relevant, or has the original mandate and/or the
need for the Committee changed?

Still relevant Not Fulfilled

If not, is there any reason by the Committee should continue to exist?

2. Has the board or Committee Mandate been fulfilled?
Fulfilled Not Fulfilled

If not, is there any reason by the Committee should continue to exist?

3. What is the recommendation of the Staff Liaison pertaining to the overall mandate and
function of the Committee?

4. Has the Committee reported its progress throughout the year?

5. Are the activities of the Committee consistent with its mandate?

6. Are Members at Large of the Committee still considered the right fit, or does the
membership need to change?

7. Has the Committee had a large turnover rate or had difficulty attracting Members at
Large?

8. What additional term is required for this Committee to complete its mandate?
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1.1.

2.1

2.2

2.2

3.1

41

4.2

4.3

SCHEDULE “D”

TERMS OF REFERENCE
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & TOURISM ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Purpose/Mandate

The purpose of the Economic Development & Tourism Advisory Committee (‘EDTAC”)
is to act as an advisory committee to Council and provide guidance and advice in the
implementation of strategies outlined in the Economic Development & Tourism
Strategy that serves to enhance economic development and tourism in the Town of
Blackfalds including additional strategies, ideas and solutions related to economic
development and tourism in the Town of Blackfalds and area.

Membership

EDTAC is comprised of a minimum of eleven (11) members who are appointed by
Council. Council will appoint EDTAC members on the basis of demonstrated
appreciation of and participation in community economic development matters.
Membership includes:

A maximum of two (2) Town Council members (voting members);

A maximum of one (1) Lacombe County Council member (voting member);
A minimum of eight (8) members at large with experience in or passion for
business, innovation or economic development (voting member); and
2.1.4  Economic Development Officer and any other Administrative Staff that the
Chief Administrative Officer deems necessary (non-voting members).

NN
-
WN -~

The majority of members must maintain a residence within the Town of Blackfalds.

The term of the Committee appointments will be for up to two (2) years.

Meetings

EDTAC will review the dates and times of the regular meetings at the beginning of each
calendar year. Meetings will typically be held starting at 7:00 p.m. on the first or second
Monday of February, April, June, September and November. The Chair may call
additional meetings as required.

Committee Roles and Responsibilities

At the February meeting, the Committee, by a majority vote, will elect a Chair and Vice
Chair for the Committee to serve a one (1) year term.

The Committee will make recommendations to Council in relation to economic
development and tourism initiatives. Decisions of the EDTAC are not binding on the
Town of Blackfalds until it is approved by Council.

Establish project sub-committees as required. These sub-committee may include non-
EDTAC members. Project committee will report back to EDTAC through the sub-
committee chair.

11
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SCHEDULE “E”

TERMS OF REFERENCE
FAMILY & COMMUNITY SUPPORT SERVICES BOARD

1. Purpose/Mandate

1.1

The purpose of the Family & Community Support Services Board (“FCSS”) is to act as an
advisory board to Council, governed by a partnership with the Government of Alberta
dedicated to enhancing the social prosperity of individuals, families, the community and
district. The FCSS Board provides recommendations, with support and advice from
Administration, regarding direct service provision; including, but not limited to,
programming, policy development, volunteer recognition, annual budgeting, partnering
opportunities, and funding for other social prevention programming providers. The
decisions and recommendations that come from the Board for Council’s consideration are
influenced by the current Social Needs Assessment and Master Plan.

2. Membership

2.1

2.2

2.3

FCSS Board is comprised of a minimum of eight (8) to a maximum of ten (10) members,
which are appointed by Council. Council will appoint FCSS Board members who are
dedicated to enhancing the social prosperity of individuals, families, the community and
district. Membership includes:

2.1.1 A maximum of two (2) Town Council members (voting members);

2.1.2 A minimum of five (5) - maximum of seven (7) members at large who are
residents of Blackfalds (voting members);

21.3 A maximum of three (3) members at large who are Lacombe County residents
(voting members); and

21.4 FCSS Manager and any other Administrative Staff that the Chief Administrative
Officer deems necessary (non-voting members).

2.1.5 Council can appoint an additional member at large who is a resident of Blackfalds
(voting members) making the maximum (8) if they are unable to fill the Lacombe
County position.

The majority of members must maintain a residence within the Town of Blackfalds.

The term of the Committee appointments will be for up to three (3) years.

3. Meetings

3.1

3.2

Meetings will be held starting at 7:00 p.m. on the second Thursday of the month, with no
meetings regularly scheduled in July and August. The Chair may call additional meetings
as required.

The FCSS Board shall hold a minimum of (6) regular meetings annually at a time and so
designated by the FCSS Board.

4. Committee Roles and Responsibilities

41

4.2

4.3

At the Organizational meeting, the Committee, by a majority vote, will elect a Chair and
Vice Chair for the Committee to serve a one (1) year term.

The Committee will make recommendations to Council on the development, provision,
and quality of a broad range of family and community support services and programs,
including monitoring and review of the terms of reference. As well as recommend the
allocation of grants and funds to community organizations.

The Board shall advise and make recommendations regarding the preparation of a Social
Needs Assessment Master Plan at least every five (5) years, outlining, in order of priority,
and providing recommendations relating to preventive social services matters in
accordance with the Social Needs Assessment Master Plan.

12
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4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

The Board shall monitor and review operating policies and procedures and make
recommendations to Council regarding the creation and implementation of Bylaws,
policies, and procedures relating to preventative social services matters in accordance
with the Social Needs Assessment Master Plan.

The FCSS Board shall adjudicate the nomination process for annual volunteer recognition
awards for the Town of Blackfalds and recommend award recipients.

Donated funds that are remaining at the end of the budget year may be held in municipal
reserves for Council approved municipal family and community support services projects.
Provided these funds are reported and shown in the annual audit report, the FCSS Board
may recommend to Council special projects for allocation of reserve funds generated by
family and community support services related activities.

Decisions of the FCSS Board are not binding on the Town of Blackfalds until it is approved
by Council. Where Administration recommendation varies from that of the Committee both
recommendations will be brought forward.

Establish project sub-committees as required. These sub-committee may include non-
FCSS Board members. Project committee will report back to the FCSS Board through the
sub-committee chair.

The Board shall promote collaboration throughout the Regional Family and Community
Support Services District to encourage the sharing of available resources towards the
provision of preventative social services opportunities for everyone in the district.

13
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BLACKFALDS TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

BYLAW 1339.25

AL

B E R T A

1.2

2.4

2.5
2.6
Meetings

3.3

3.4

3.5

SCHEDULE “F”

TERMS OF REFERENCE
RECREATION, CULTURE & PARKS BOARD

Purpose/Mandate

The purpose of the Recreation, Culture & Parks (“RCP”) Board is to act as Advisory Board
which provides recommendations to Council on the planning, development, and policy of
municipal recreation services and amenities. The RCP Board provides recommendations,
with support and advice from Administration, regarding direct service provision; including,
but not limited to, programming, policy development, annual budgeting, partnering
opportunities, and funding for other providers. The decisions and recommendations that
come from the Board for Council’s consideration are influenced by the current Recreation
Master Plan and Community Services Framework Policy.

Membership

The RCP Board is comprised of a maximum of eight (8) members, who are appointed by
Council. Council will appoint RCP Board members who are dedicated to enhancing the
development, provision, and quality of a broad range of recreational and cultural services,
facilities, programs, parks and green spaces. Membership includes:
2.1.1 A maximum of two (2) Council members (voting members);

2.1.2 A minimum of five (5) - maximum of six (6) members at large who are residents
of Blackfalds (voting members);

2.1.3 A maximum of one (1) Lacombe County resident may be appointed (voting
member); and

2.1.4  Director and any other Administrative Staff that the Chief Administrative Officer
deems necessary (non-voting members).

The majority of members must maintain a residence within the Town of Blackfalds.

The term of the Committee appointments will be for up to three (3) years.

Meetings will be held starting at 6:30 p.m. on the first Wednesday of the month, with no
meetings regularly scheduled in July and August.

The RCP Board shall hold a minimum of four (4) regular meetings annually at a time and
so designated by the RCP Board.

The Chair may call additional meetings as required.

Committee Roles and Responsibilities

41

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

At the Organizational meeting, the RCP Board elects a Chair and Vice Chair for the
Committee by a majority vote to serve a one (1) year term.

The Committee will make recommendations to Council on the development, provision,
and quality of a broad range of recreational and cultural services, facilities, programs and
parks and green spaces.

The RCP Board will recommend the allocation of Community Initiatives Grant funding to
community organizations.

The RCP Board shall provide advice and recommendations on the development of a
Recreation Master Plan, including prioritizing initiatives and guiding the growth of
recreation, culture, and park resources in alignment with the Recreation Master Plan and
Community Services Framework Policy.

Decisions of the RCP Board are not binding on the Town of Blackfalds until it is approved
by Council. Where Administration recommendation varies from that of the Committee,
both recommendations will be brought forward.

14
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BLACKFALDS TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

BYLAW 1339.25

A L B E R T A

4.6

4.7

The RCP Board may establish sub-committees as needed. A sub-committee may include
non-RCP Board members. The designated Chair of the sub-committee will report back to
the RCP Board.

The Board shall promote regional collaboration to encourage the sharing of available
resources towards the provision of recreation opportunities within the district.

15
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A L B E R T A

SCHEDULE “G”

TERMS OF REFERENCE
MEMBER AT LARGE REVIEW PANEL

Purpose/Mandate

1.1 To carry out the screening, interview and selection process for the Member at Large
Appointments and make recommendations to Council on Member at Large Appointments
to Council Committees.

Membership

2.1 The Member at Large Review Panel will consist of three (3) Council Members.

Meetings

3.1 Meetings will be held on an as needed basis.

Committee Roles and Responsibilities

4.1 To review all applications received for vacancies on a Committee.

4.2  Shortlist candidates for an interview.

4.3 Conduct interviews.

4.4 Make recommendations for Member at Large appointments to Town Council.

16 Bylaw 1339.25 - Council Committee Bylaw



Council Committee
Bylaw




Why the
Bylaw?

» This Bylaw flows out of the
Council Committee Audit that
was undertaken in 2024.

Gaps identified in the audit
included the following:

» No process to report annually

to Council on Committee
activities.

Inconsistent approach to
orientation.

No reference in how to deal
with mid-term vacancies.

Inconsistency between the
lengths of terms.

Inconsistent process for
review of draft minutes and
agendas.

» The development of a Council
Committee Bylaw would
address the above-noted

gaps.

BL



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Committees were in existence prior to this bylaw but some where done via Terms of Reference and others were established through Bylaw. The Municipal Government Act regulates that any Committee of Council must be established by Bylaw. This Bylaw will ensure that the Town is compliant with the MGA. 


» Council gave first reading to
Bylaw 1339.25 on June 24,

2025
» The purpose of the bylaw is
About the to establish the various
Byl aw Committees via Bylaw and

to establish procedures for
the Committees that are
consistent across all
Committees.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Committees were in existence prior to this bylaw but some where done via Terms of Reference and others were established through Bylaw. The Municipal Government Act regulates that any Committee of Council must be established by Bylaw. This Bylaw will ensure that the Town is compliant with the MGA. 


Committees
established
under this
Bylaw

vV v v Vv

EDTAC
FCSS
REC Board

Member at Large Review
Panel



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Although there are other Committees of Council such as the Policing Committee, Library Board and Municipal Planning Commission various legislation requires that those Committees are established and governed under their rules or guidelines. (ie. Police Act, Libraries Act). Based on this those Committees will continue to operate under their own separate bylaws. 


Member vs. Member at Large

» The Bylaw defines Member as “members of Council who are
appointed to Committees by Council.....”

» Member appointments are made at the Organizational Meeting
of Council.

» 1 year terms

» The Bylaw defines Member at Large as “a member of the
public appointed by Council to a Committee”.

» Member at Large Appointments are made at the first meeting in
December.

» 1-2-3 year terms

» No member shall serve for more than 3 consecutive terms,
unless authorized by Council.

» No remuneration will be paid to Members at Large, but expenses
will be covered for out-of-town meetings or other events
approved by the Committee.

BL



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The process for Member at Large Appointments have changed to include any new appointments being interviewed by the Member at Large Review Panel and recommendations for appointments are made to Council typically at the 1st meeting in December. The MAL will have discretion on whether or not it is necessary to interview candidates that are currently on a Committee. 


Rules of Procedure

>

Committees must conduct their business in accordance
with the Bylaw and their applicable Terms of Reference.

Meetings may be held through electronic means if the
facility enables the public to watch and/or listen to the
meeting.

Notice must be given of the meeting.
Sub-Committees may be formed.

To provide additional expertise a Committee may invite
others to assist and or serve on a Sub-Committee.

The Chair of the Committee shall not be a Council
Member.



Rules of Procedure - Con’t

>

Committee meetings will be scheduled as per the Terms of
Reference or as scheduled by the Committee at the
Committee’s Organizational Meeting. (First Meeting of the
Year).

Meeting dates will be advertised on the Town’s website.

Agenda packages will be available at least 3 days ahead of
the scheduled meeting and posted on the Town’s website for
viewing by the public.

A quorum of the Committee represents at least 50% of the
Committee.

Committees will follow the rules of procedure as outlined in
the Council Procedural Bylaw.

All members of the Committee shall be required to vote on
any matter before the Committee unless a conflict of
interest is declared.

BL



Rules of Procedure - Con’t

» Minutes from the Committee will be taken and, following adoption,
included in the next Regular Meeting of Council Agenda.

» Any Member at Large who is absent from 3 consecutive meetings
automatically ceases to be a Member at Large as of the date of the
third meeting unless such absence is authorized by resolution of the
Committee.

» Annually, the Committee shall complete the Committee Evaluation
Checklist (Schedule C) to determine the Committee’s effectiveness.

» A quorum of the Committee represents at least 50% of the
Committee.

» Committees will follow the rules of procedure as outlined in the
Council Procedural Bylaw.

» All members of the Committee shall be required to vote on any
matter before the Committee unless a conflict of interest is
declared.

BL




Reporting Procedures

» Annually the Committee will report to Council through
the Chair on the following:

» Their proposed work / strategic plan
» Matters referred to them or requested by Council

» When Council approval is required for specific action,
initiative or budget.

» Any Sub-Committee struck by a Committee shall report to
Council through the Committee.




Responsibilities of Committee Chair

Liaise with the Recording Secretary on the agenda development.
Review draft minutes once prepared by the Recording Secretary.

Preside over and keep order at Committee Meetings.

vV v v Vv

Endeavor to ensure that Member at Large appointees are fairly and
appropriately engaged in meetings and related events.

» Assist the Member at Large Review Panel on the selection and
interview process if required.

» Ensure that new appointees receive an orientation on the Committee
prior to their first meeting.

» Report annually to Council on the activities of the Committee.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Note that any orientation materials will be prepared by the Recording Secretary to assist with the orientation process.  Training will be provided to the Chair on rules of procedure. 


TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

BLACKFALDS STANDING COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL MEETING

B E R T A REQUEST FOR DIRECTION
Page 1 of 2
MEETING DATE: November 17, 2025
PREPARED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer

PRESENTED BY: Kim Isaak, Chief Administrative Officer
SUBJECT: Electoral Boundaries Review

BACKGROUND

The Electoral Boundaries Commission Act requires a review of the provincial constituency
boundaries prior to the next Alberta General Election.

An Interim Report was provided to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly on October 27, 2025,
and the public consultation period is now open, with written submissions being collected until
December 19, 2025.

DISCUSSION

The Town of Blackfalds falls within the Lacombe-Ponoka Division and has a population of 51,408.
The proposal removes Ponoka and starts with Lacombe, extending to Rocky Mountain House, for a
total population of 53,580 (Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House).

A request was made for MLA Johnson to come speak to the proposed changes at tonight’s meeting;

however, due to the legislature sitting, she was unable to attend. MLA Johnson responded that she
would be happy to consider and bring forward feedback that Council has on the proposed changes.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Not applicable

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION

That Standing Committee of Council consider the following motion:

1. That Standing Committee of Council recommend to Council to bring forward the Electoral
Boundaries Commission Report to a Regular Meeting of Council prior to the deadline of
December 19, 2025, so that a formal written submission could be submitted identifying
any concerns that the Town of Blackfalds has on the proposed new boundaries.

ALTERNATIVES

a) That Standing Committee of Council refer the Electoral Boundaries Review back to
Administration for more information.



TOWN OF BLACKFALDS

BLACKFALDS STANDING COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL MEETING

AL BERTA REQUEST FOR DIRECTION
Page 2 of 2
ATTACHMENTS
e  Electoral Boundary 2025 — Interim Report
e  Proposed New Boundary Map — Lacombe — Rocky Mountain House
e Lacombe-Ponoka Electoral Boundary Map - Current
e  Home | 2025 Alberta Electoral Boundaries CommissionAlberta Electoral Boundaries Commission
APPROVALS
Kim Isaak, Department Director/Author

Chief Administrative Officer


https://abebc.ca/

2025-26
Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission

PROPOSED ELECTORAL
DIVISION AREAS,
BOUNDARIES, AND

NAMES FOR ALBERTA

h~—

INTERIM REPORT TO THE SPEAKER OF
THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF ALBERTA

OCTOBER 2025



Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission

Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway NW Edmonton, AB  T5G 2Y5

The Honourable Ric Mclver, ECA

Speaker of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta
Room 325, Legislative Building

10800 — 97 Avenue NW

Edmonton, Alberta T5K 2B6

Dear Mr. Speaker:

We have the honour of submitting to you the unanimous interim report of the 2025-2026 Alberta Electoral
Boundaries Commission setting out the areas, boundaries, and names of the 89 electoral divisions proposed
for Alberta together with our reasons. This report fulfills our obligation under Section 6(1) of the Electoral
Boundaries Commission Act, RSA 2000, c. E-3, as amended (the Act).

This report is provided within seven months of the establishment of the Commission on March 28, 2025.

We invite responses and further written submissions in the days ahead, and we intend to hold further public
hearings as required by the Act in January 2026. We will consider the public feedback to this report and provide
to you our Final Report on or before March 28, 2026.

Dated at Edmonton, Alberta this 23rd day of October 2025.

Original Signed

Honourable Justice Dallas K. Miller, Chair

Original Signed Original Signed
Greg Clark, Commissioner John Evans, KC, Commissioner
Original Signed Original Signed
Dr. Julian Martin, Commissioner Susan Samson, Commissioner

Email: info@abebc.ca  Toll-Free Number: 1.833.777.2125 Website: abebc.ca
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FURTHER CONSULTATION

The Commission is interested in the advice, suggestions, and feedback from Albertans on the 89 electoral
divisions proposed in this report. Submissions are most helpful when they:

Identify by name and number the proposed electoral division described in the submission;
Briefly describe the specific concerns;
Propose solutions to address those concerns; and

Indicate the effect of their proposed solution(s) on neighbouring electoral divisions.

Written submissions must be made before the close of business on Friday, December 19, 2025, and they may
be mailed, emailed, or submitted through the Commissions website.

Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission
#100 — 11510 Kingsway Avenue
Edmonton, Alberta T5G 2Y5
info@abebc.ca

www.abebc.ca

Those wishing to make a submission in person or virtually in January 2026 should check the Commission’s
website for available dates, times, and locations.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In accordance with its duties under the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act, RSA 2000, ¢. E-3 as amended (“the
Act”), the Electoral Boundaries Commission (the “Commission”) recommends that changes be made to the
electoral boundaries of most of Alberta’s electoral divisions and that a net of two additional electoral divisions
be added.

The Commission’s views can notably be summarized as recommending that:

one additional electoral division be added north and west of Calgary to reflect the significant increase
in population in Cochrane and especially in Airdrie;

two new additional electoral divisions be added to Calgary, one in the city’s Centre-east and the other
in the city’s North, to reflect the significant growth in the city, particularly its North and East;

an additional new electoral division be added to the southeast of Edmonton;

an additional new electoral division be added to the west of Edmonton, incorporating Enoch Cree
Nation and adjacent area in Parkland County;

six electoral divisions in the urban centre of Edmonton (Edmonton-City Centre, Edmonton-Glenora,
Edmonton-Riverview, Edmonton-Strathcona, Edmonton-Gold Bar, and Edmonton-Highlands-
Norwood) be consolidated into five to reflect the fact that the rate of population growth in these areas
has been below that of the city, and there is no justifiable reason that these electoral divisions should
have populations markedly below the provincial average;

six electoral divisions in the western and central non-urban areas of the province (Banff-Kananaskis,
Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre, Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin, Lacombe-Ponoka, Innisfail-Sylvan
Lake, and Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills) be consolidated into five, having grown at a rate less than that
of the province as a whole;

seven electoral divisions in the north of the province (Peace River, Central Peace-Notley, Lesser Slave
Lake, Grande Prairie-Wapiti, West Yellowhead, Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland, and Athabasca-Barrhead-
Westlock) be consolidated into six, having either lost population or grown at a rate that is less than the
province as a whole;

two electoral divisions that are mostly in Calgary incorporate portions of adjacent counties;

an electoral division that is mostly in Foothills County and the Town of Okotoks (and should mostly
be considered a rural electoral division) include some territory in the City of Calgary; and

various resulting and/or independent constituency boundary changes be made, considering the
Commission’s obligations under the Act.

The Commission recommends that the electoral division of Mackenzie, as a successor to the electoral division
of Lesser Slave Lake, be granted protection by Section 15(2) of the Act.

The Commission has further considered the following in recommending new or changed names:

names should reflect the geographical location of the electoral division;

when a community is divided between multiple electoral divisions, the name of that community should
appear first;

current electoral division names should be retained except where it is recommended that communities
whose name in the electoral division be removed from the electoral division;

names of electoral divisions should be as concise as reasonable; and

names of electoral divisions that bear multiple communities should list the community with the largest
population first.

Each of the above recommendations is subject to further deliberation based on the public consultation, to be
conducted after the issuance of this interim report.



Alberta is a vibrant representative democracy. The province will be divided into 89 electoral divisions for purposes

of provincial elections. The people in each of those electoral divisions will vote for the person they want to represent

their interests in the Legislative Assembly in the next election. It is the task of the Commission to ensure effective
representation across the province.



I. Introduction to the Commission

The Commission was established on March 28, 2025. The Honourable Justice Dallas K. Miller was appointed
by the Lieutenant Governor in Council as Chairman of the Commission. The Honourable Nathan Cooper,
Speaker of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta, appointed four members of the Commission, two members
nominated by the Leader of His Majesty’s Loyal Opposition, and two members nominated by the Government.
Those members are:

Greg Clark (Calgary)

John Evans, KC (Lethbridge)

Dr. Julian Martin (Sherwood Park)
Susan Samson (Sylvan Lake)

The Electoral Boundaries Commission Act (the “Act”) is the legislation that authorizes the appointment of the
Commission. It also provides the authority for the Commission and its function. The Act sets out the schedule
for the Commission’s public hearings leading up to what has become known as an “interim report.” The
Commission must hold further public hearings after it submits its “interim report” to the Speaker, and it has
the discretion to amend its report and submit a final report to the Speaker. The final report must be submitted
within five months of issuance of the interim report. The Chief Electoral Officer is to provide advice,
information, and assistance to the Commission pursuant to the Act. The Act also provides Redistribution Rules
in Part 2 to guide the Commission. Simply put, the “interim report” must be submitted to the Speaker of the
Legislative Assembly by October 28, 2025, and the final report must be submitted to the Speaker by
March 27, 2026.

The Commission first met in mid-April 2025. An initial half-day meeting of the Commission took place virtually
via Microsoft Teams on April 16. A full-day in-person meeting took place in Edmonton on April 22. The
Commission continued to meet during the public hearing process in late May and throughout June. Further
virtual and in-person meetings occurred throughout the summer and fall of 2025.

Communication Plan

A public consultation communication plan was approved early in the Commission’s mandate. Unlike previous
Commissions, the typical “householder” or information card was not sent out to all Albertans. This was because
of the high cost of mailing the card to every household in Alberta and the perceived ineffectiveness of this type
of advertisement in 2025. A stakeholder letter was sent to Municipal Governments, School Boards, Members
of the Legislative Assembly, Members of Parliament, Indigenous communities, and community organizations.
The communication strategy was designed to create public awareness and build momentum for the public
hearings and encourage attendance and participation. It also invited submissions through the Commission’s
website. The strategy sought to maximize media relation opportunities and other avenues for free promotion
of the Commission’s work. The primary focus of the communication strategy was to use social media to spread
awareness and encourage public participation. This was done by focusing all communication to encourage and
drive the public to the Commission’s website, which has all the information in terms of the Commission’s
mandate, schedule of hearings, and how to make online written submissions. The Commission is satisfied that
this approach to advertising through Facebook, Instagram, X, LinkedIn, and YouTube and through public
digital billboards will be more efficient and will provide better value for money in 2025 than mailing out the
typical householder card. Inviting Albertans in these various ways to visit www.abebc.ca is the most efficient
way to communicate.



Opportunity for Public Input

The Commission provided an opportunity for Albertans to submit written proposals relating to new electoral
divisions by way of webforms on the Commission’s website, by email, and by ordinary mail to the Commission
at Election Alberta’s address. All those who made submissions had their personal information protected for
privacy reasons. Submissions in this manner could be made between April 17 and May 23, 2025. During this
period, 198 written submissions were received. An opportunity will be made available for individuals to revise
their submissions after this interim report is made public. Written submissions have been maintained and are
available for public viewing at www.abebc.ca.

The Commission held a series of public hearings across Alberta as required by the Act. These hearings took
place in late May and throughout June. A total of 28 hearings were held in 16 different locations. Two additional
virtual hearings were also held. Complete transcripts and audio recordings of the hearings as well as summaries
of the written submissions received are available at www.abebc.ca. A complete list of dates and locations of the
hearings is attached as Appendix A.

A list of persons who made written submissions can be found at Appendix B. A list of persons who made
presentations at the public hearings can be found at Appendix C.

In addition to information received from the public through the website and mailed in submissions and the
information gained at the public hearings, the Commission considered population data. The Commission
worked hard to ensure that the most up-to-date and verified population data was used from Statistics Canada
and the Alberta Treasury Board’s Office of Statistics and Information.

An opportunity for Albertans to submit written responses to our interim report will be available in November
and December 2025. A series of public hearings will be held by the Commission in January 2026 for input and
response to this report. It is expected that given the time of year and the fact that the public will have something
concrete to which to respond, the Commission will avail itself of virtual hearings as well as in-person hearings
in Calgary and Edmonton. Those public hearings will allow the Commission to receive feedback on the
recommendations in this interim report before it finalizes its recommendations and tables the final report with
the Speaker by March 27, 2026. The dates and locations of the second round of public hearings and information
on how to appear will be available on www.abebc.ca.

In this report, the term “electoral division,” as found in the Act, and incorporating the definitions from the
Election Act, RSA 2000, c. E-1 and Electoral Divisions Act, RSA 2000, c. E-4, is used interchangeably with the
terms “constituency” and “riding.”



I1. Legal Requirements

The Commission’s authority is the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act, RSA 2000, c. E-3 (the Act) and the
principles from various decisions of the Supreme Court of Canada and Alberta Court of Appeal regarding the
drawing of boundaries of electoral divisions. Court cases from other provinces can also help inform the work
of the Commission.

Part 2 — Redistribution Rules of the Act sets forth the direction as to how the Commission does its work:
13 The Commission shall divide Alberta into 89 proposed electoral divisions.

14 In determining the area to be included in and in fixing the boundaries of the proposed electoral
divisions, the Commission, subject to section 15, shall take into consideration the requirement
for effective representation as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and in
doing so may take into consideration

(a) sparsity, density and rate of growth of the population,

(b) communities of interest, including municipalities, regional and rural
communities, Indian reserves and Metis settlements,

(c) geographical features,

(d) the availability and means of communication and transportation
between various parts of Alberta,

(e) the desirability of understandable and clear boundaries, and

(f) any other factors the Commission considers appropriate.

15(1) The population of a proposed electoral division must not be more than 25% above nor
more than 25% below the average population of all the proposed electoral divisions.

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), in the case of no more than 4 of the proposed electoral
divisions, if the Commission is of the opinion that at least 3 of the following criteria exist
in a proposed electoral division, the proposed electoral division may have a population
that is as much as 50% below the average population of all the proposed electoral divisions:

(a) the area of the proposed electoral division exceeds 20 000
square kilometres or the total surveyed area of the proposed
electoral division exceeds 15 000 square kilometres;

(b) the distance from the Legislature Building in Edmonton to
the nearest boundary of the proposed electoral division by the
most direct highway route is more than 150 kilometres;

(c) there is no town in the proposed electoral division that has a
population exceeding 8000 people;

(d) the area of the proposed electoral division contains an Indian
reserve or Metis settlement;

(e) the proposed electoral division has a portion of its boundary
coterminous with a boundary of the Province of Alberta.



(3) For the purpose of subsection (2)(c), The Municipality of Crowsnest Pass is not
a town.

Section 3 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms states:

Every citizen of Canada has the right to vote in an election of members of the House of Commons or
of a legislative assembly and to be qualified for membership therein.

Alberta has changed dramatically since the last EBC report of 2017 in terms of explosive population growth
and social makeup. To some extent, this Commission’s approach will be different for reasons explained herein.
To observe and consider the change in Alberta, it is helpful to examine the history of electoral boundaries in
the province. While the population and social makeup of the province has changed, the principles of
representative democracy are timeless. The Commission needs to apply these timeless principles to a province
that is rapidly changing. Understanding the principles is thus essential.

Many people who gave written submissions insisted that this Commission strictly apply the principle of
representation by population. In other words, they have asked us to divide the boundaries based on “one
person, one vote.” A representative and concise submission in this regard is as follows: “Electoral seats should
be based on equal population per seat across Canada no matter what the geographical hurdles are.” Many of
these submissions took particular aim at Lesser Slave Lake and Central Peace-Notley, which have populations
that are barely 50% of the provincial average.

This certainly is the policy choice used by American states to draw the boundaries for elected congressional
officials. Indeed, the Supreme Court of the United States has held that this principle is constitutionally
mandated. This has, in turn, led to some very strange maps in the United States caused by an obsession with
ensuring that electoral divisions have equal numbers of persons in them. However, this is not the approach
taken by the Canadian Parliament or Provincial Legislatures in Canada.

In spite of the request to move to the American model of “one person, one vote,” the Alberta and Canadian
context does not mandate, and at times opposes, strict voter parity. Canada has historically taken a very different
path from our southern neighbours. This has been consciously taken, fully aware of the American practice and
jurisprudence. As the Supreme Court of Canada noted in 1991, “absolute parity is impossible [and] relative
parity as may be possible of achievement may prove undesirable.”

No Provincial or Federal Government in Canada’s history has ever adopted the principle of “one person, one
vote.” Indeed, the Nova Scotia Court of Appeal, in Reference re the Final Report of the Electoral Boundaries Commission,
2017 NSCA 10, considered legislation that mandated relatively strict voter parity. It held that this legislation
itselfoffended Section 3 of the Charter. In other words, overemphasizing the “one person, one vote” principle
is not mandated—in fact, it is forbidden.

Alberta, like all provinces, has allowed significant variance from the average population to achieve effective
representation. The 25% variance permitted (50% for up to four electoral divisions) is in line with Canadian
averages. The average population of constituencies in Alberta is nonetheless higher than in any province except
Ontario, as illustrated by the following chart, based on the most recent data provided by the Legislative
Assembly of Alberta:



Province Average Constituency Population
Ontario 114,709
Alberta 54,929
British Columbia 53,773
Quebec 51,291
Manitoba 22427
Saskatchewan 14,306
Nova Scotia 13,312
Newfoundland and Labrador | 12,863
New Brunswick 11,667
Prince Edward Island 3,704

Reasons for variances vary, which is not surprising in a federation such as Canada. Labrador, Northern Ontario,
Northern Manitoba, Northern Saskatchewan, and Northern British Columbia, for instance, all privilege the
ability for constituencies to have substantial Indigenous populations. Quebec has a standalone constituency for
the unique region that is the Tles-de-la-Madeleine. Nova Scotia privileges constituencies with substantial Acadian
and Black Nova Scotia communities. All provinces accept that rural electoral divisions can have, on average,
lower populations than urban ones given the difficulty in representing rural electoral divisions. But there is no
doubt that Canadian law neither mandates nor even countenances the consideration of the “one person, one
vote” principle to the exclusion of other principles. The 25% variance permitted by Alberta legislation—
extending to 50% for up to four electoral divisions—fits squarely within Canadian practice and jurisprudence.

A history of the Electoral Boundaries Commissions in Alberta is attached as Appendix D.

As a statutory body, this Commission’s work begins with analyzing its enabling legislation. Only one of six
criteria in Section 14 of the Act mentions population. After reviewing the Act, the Commission must remain
focused on the constitutional right of Canadian citizens in Alberta to vote and how that right has been
interpreted by the Supreme Court of Canada and the Alberta Court of Appeal. The Act reminds us of our duty
in this regard. This translates to ensuring “effective representation.”

The matter of electoral boundaries reached the Supreme Court of Canada in 1991, resulting in the now pivotal
case of Reference re Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Saskatchewan), [1991] 2 SCR 158 (often known as “Carter”). Justice
McLachlin (as she then was), in defining the right to vote, stated:

Itis my conclusion that the purpose of the right to vote enshrined in s. 3 of the Charter is
not equality of voting power per se, but the right to "effective representation”. Ours is a
representative democracy. Each citizen is entitled to be represented in government.
Representation comprehends the idea of having a voice in the deliberations of
government as well as the idea of the right to bring one's grievances and concerns to the
attention of one's government representative; as noted in Dixon v. B.C. (AG), [1989] 4
W.W.R. 393, at p. 413, elected representatives function in two roles -- legislative and
what has been termed the "ombudsman role".

What are the conditions of effective representation? The first is relative parity of voting
power. A system which dilutes one citizen's vote unduly as compared with another
citizen's vote runs the risk of providing inadequate representation to the citizen whose
vote is diluted. The legislative power of the citizen whose vote is diluted will be reduced,



as may be access to and assistance from his or her representative. The result will be
uneven and unfair representation.

But parity of voting power, though of prime importance, is not the only factor to be
taken into account in ensuring effective representation. Sir John A. Macdonald in
introducing the Act to re-adjust the Representation in the House of Commons, S.C.
1872, c. 13, recognized this fundamental fact:

... it will be found that ... while the principle of population was considered to
a very great extent, other considerations were also held to have weight; so
that different interests, classes and localities should be fairly represented, that
the principle of number should not be the only one.

Notwithstanding the fact that the value of a citizen's vote should not be unduly diluted,
it is a practical fact that effective representation often cannot be achieved without taking
into account countervailing factors.

First, absolute parity is impossible. It is impossible to draw boundary lines which
guarantee exactly the same number of voters in each district. Voters die, voters move.
Even with the aid of frequent censuses, voter parity is impossible.

Secondly, such relative parity as may be possible of achievement may prove undesirable
because it has the effect of detracting from the primary goal of effective representation.
Factors like geography, community history, community interests and minority
representation may need to be taken into account to ensure that our legislative
assemblies effectively represent the diversity of our social mosaic. These are but
examples of considerations which may justify departure from absolute voter parity in
the pursuit of more effective representation; the list is not closed.

It emerges therefore that deviations from absolute voter parity may be justified on the
grounds of practical impossibility or the provision of more effective representation.
Beyond this, dilution of one citizen's vote as compared with another's should not be
countenanced. | adhere to the proposition asserted in Dixon, supra, at p. 414, that “only
those deviations should be admitted which can be justified on the ground that they
contribute to better government of the populace as a whole, giving due weight to
regional issues within the populace and geographic factors within the territory
governed.”

[pp 183-185]

Justice McLachlin rejected absolute parity of voting as a criterion that outweighs all others. In other words, she
was rejecting the American system of one person, one vote. The 1961 U.S. Supreme Court case of Baker v. Carr,
369 US 186, which Justice McLachlin cited, is a leading case on the principle of “one person, one vote.” That
principle has been repeatedly affirmed over the years in the United States. Most recently in Evenwel v. Abbott,
578 US (2016), a unanimous Supreme Court affirmed the principle of “one person, one vote” on total
population. In Canada, we have not followed that route.

This has very much been to the betterment of Canadian democracy. American approaches that have obsessed
over “one person, one vote” have divided communities and led to electoral divisions with strange geographies
that cannot be effectively represented. This has also provided cover to partisan gamesmanship, where those
drawing electoral divisions can say that their maps are required to reflect the “one person, one vote” principle.
Canada’s system for drawing electoral boundaries has largely been shielded from allegations of this type of
partisan activity. The history of independent Commissions typically chaired by judges have largely taken this
task out of the hands of legislators in Canada. While legislators are free to reject Commissions’
recommendations, they do so at their peril.



The Supreme Court of Canada has rejected the approach of the United States and has taken a more “pragmatic
approach to electoral apportionment™ based on the principle of “effective representation.” No doubt the focus
on “effective representation” in Canada is due to differences in settlement, geography, and the concept of a
constitutional monarchy as opposed to a presidential and republican system in the United States. The difference
between a “melting pot” approach in the United States and a cultural mosaic approach in Canada no doubt
affects the way citizens chose their elected representatives. The Court made it clear that our system of “effective
representation” is not the tradition of absolute or even near-absolute voter parity.

The Court also recognized what to some is an obvious fact: that it can be more difficult to represent rural
electoral divisions than urban electoral divisions. Rural electoral divisions are certainly harder to serve because
of transportation and communication challenges. As well, it is well known that rural voters make greater
demands on their elected representatives. As one rural MLA noted, it is uncontroversial that rural areas have a
higher average age than urban ones. While we use total population to determine an electoral division’s
population rather than total voters, urban populations have more minors. Minors seldom make demands of
their elected representatives, meaning that rural MLAS' constituents are individually more likely to make
demands of their elected representatives.

The challenges of rural representation are certainly not meant to suggest that urban MLAs have “easy” jobs.
The geographic footprint for a city MLA might be tiny compared to a vast, expansive area of a rural MLA.
Even so, urban MLAs have unique challenges of their own, dealing with constituents who speak a dozen
different languages, have extensive dealings with social services issues, and encounter issues of housing that are
acute in certain urban areas.

The Supreme Court of Canada has indicated that a more broad-based approach to effective representation is
required:

In the final analysis, the values and principles animating a free and democratic society are
arguably best served by a definition that places effective representation at the heart of the
right to vote. The concerns which Dickson C.J.C. in Oakes associated with a free and
democratic society — respect for the inherent dignity of the human person, commitment
to social justice and equality, respect for cultural and group identity, and faith in social and
political institutions which enhance the participation of individuals in society — are better
met by an electoral system that focuses on effective representation than by one that
focuses on mathematical parity. Respect for individual dignity and social equality mandate
that citizen's votes not be unduly debased or diluted. But the need to recognize cultural
and group identity and to enhance the participation of individuals in the electoral process
and society requires that other concerns also be accommodated [p 188].

The Court of Appeal in two decisions—Reference re Electoral Commission Act (Alberta), 1991 ABCA 317 and
Reference re Electoral Divisions Statues Amendments Act, 1993 (Alberta), 1994 ABCA 342—has dealt with
apportionment of boundaries since the Supreme Court’s Carter decision. In the 1991 Alberta Reference, the Court
of Appeal stated its agreement with Justice McLachlin that absolute parity (one person, one vote) is impossible.
The meaning of the right to vote under Section 3 of the Charter entails:

Subject to those disclaimers, we turn to the right to vote and the Supreme Court of Canada's
decision in Carter. The rules we take from that case are these: the right to vote in s. 3 of
the Charter includes:

(a) the right to cast a ballot;
(b) the right not to have the political force of one's vote unduly diluted;

(c) the right to effective representation; and
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(d) the right to have the parity of the votes of others diluted, but not unduly, in order to
gain effective representation or in the name of practical necessity (para. 14).

Courts have shown deference to the Legislature and acknowledge that arriving at “effective representation” is
a complicated task and requires some balancing. That principle from Carter and the 1991 Alberta Reference is
further buttressed by subsequent case law underscoring the need for deference to administrative bodies such
as this Commission, given the fact that the Legislature has entrusted the decision to us (see Canada (Minister of
Citizenship and Immigration) v. Vavilov, 2019 SCC 67 at para 30). The Commission is also cognizant of what the
Supreme Court has held as its duty to consider “Charter values” such as equality and democracy.!

The Court of Appeal, in 1991, in a prescient statement, held:

This statement demonstrates how difficult is the idea of effective representation. If every
group in society with a community of interest can elect its own member of the
Legislature, they may not be encouraged to develop the mutual understanding and
respect that is essential to a healthy democratic life. Shared representation might
encourage mutual respect, just as it might also permit the repression of the voice
of those who become permanent minorities [para., 20 emphasis added)].

The Commission, in its hearings throughout the province, witnessed first-hand the benefits that can come from
elected representatives understanding the experiences of those in different parts of the province as a result of
travelling to and directly hearing from affected Albertans.

It is also worth emphasizing that effective representation does not guarantee any particular composition of a
Legislature. Justice Huscroft of the Court of Appeal for Ontario recently underscored this in Fair \Voting BC v.
Canada (Attorney General), 2025 ONCA 581.

The 1991 Alberta Reference case first referenced “hybrid” electoral divisions. This report will use the term
“hybrid” unless quoting another source, though they are sometimes referred to as “blended” or “rurban.” This
type of electoral division was reasonable and did not offend Section 3 of the Charter or adversely affect effective
representation. On the contrary, such electoral divisions were held to be a reasonable way to achieve effective
representation. At the time of the 1991 Reference, hybrid electoral divisions were a novelty. Today, they are more
common (18 currently in Alberta) and may become more common due to the population growth, expansion
of urban areas, the size of a Legislature that grows slowly, and the challenges of taking electoral divisions away
from rural Alberta.

In the 1994 Alberta Reference, the Court of Appeal stated that variance from the average population for an
electoral division must have reasons in order to justify the variance. The variance must be made only on the
basis of a singular electoral division, not as part of a grand province-wide scheme. The Act provides for that
approach. If there is a significant historic disparity of population between urban and rural electoral divisions
that has become unreasonable, the choices are: adding more electoral divisions to the Legislative

! The concept of “Charter values” is controversial: see e.g., Matthew Horner, “Charter Values: The Uncanny Value of
Canadian Constitutionalism” (2014) 67 SCLR (2d) 361; The Honourable Peter D. Lauwers , “What Could Go Wrong
with Charter Values” (2019) 91 SCLR (2d) 1; Mark Mancini, “The Conceptual Gap Between Dor¢ and Vavilov”” (2020)
43:2 Dal LJ 793). However, the Supreme Court has recently held that administrative actors such as this Commission
must consider these values, only to make it clear that Charter values are not determinative and Charter rights such as
those found in Section 3 of the Charter are clearly more important than Charter values: see Commission scolaire francophone
des Territoires du Nord-Ouest v. Northwest Territories (Education, Culture and Employment), 2023 SCC 31, contra York Region
District School Board v. Elementary Teachers’ Federation of Ontario, 2024 SCC 22. The Commission is particularly cognizant
of the value of equality but does not consider it determinative as to any decision given the Commission’s other
statutory and constitutional obligations. The value of democracy is of obvious importance and infuses the
Commission’s work.
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Assembly, taking electoral divisions away from the rural parts of the province, or creating more hybrid
electoral divisions.

There is logic to this approach. Subject to difficulties in assessing it, population can be objectively assessed. In
a democracy, it also means something for each voter to be treated equally in terms of the weight given to their
vote. Academics have not denied that populations between electoral divisions can vary, even significantly, for
legitimate reasons. They have nonetheless underscored that “the right to vote cannot be seen as so elastic as to
encompass dramatically different results for similarly situatedvoters.”2 In other words, different populations
between electoral divisions are permissible so long as they are not dramatic and they reflect the fact that
different voters are situated in different situations. Accordingly, while not overemphasizing voter parity, the
Commission explains why it is recommending departures from the provincial average population.

Unlike population, other considerations require an element of discretion. Examples include: weight to be given
to history; determining communities of interest; transportation routes; the vast distances in rural electoral
divisions; and what makes for clear and understandable boundaries. These criteria remain tremendously
important. As Justice McLachlin noted in Carter, population is only the starting point of analyzing how to
achieve effective representation. It is incumbent on this Commission to consider the other factors prescribed
in the Act and discussed in the case law.

There has been a clear trend (illustrated in Appendix D) towards greater emphasis on voter parity in Alberta,
despite neither the case law nor the Act historically mandating this. The explosive population growth in Alberta
and the consequential changes in the social makeup of the province require this Commission to approach its
task in a more nuanced way. This involves a fulsome discussion of “effective representation” and the utilization
of tools that both the courts and Legislature have provided to the Commission.

54,929 (the *“average population”) is the perfect average number of Albertans for each of the 89 electoral
divisions given Alberta’s total population of 4,888,723. That still does not take us to the American goal as
espoused by those who advocate “one person, one vote.” We have long ended the concept of counting voters
or electors for the basis of electoral boundaries. Within that number of 54,929 are persons under 18, non-
Canadian citizens, short-term residents as of 2024, and others that may be ineligible to vote. If we could by
some magic wand create 89 electoral divisions (which the Supreme Court acknowledges is impossible) with
54,929, the goal of “one person, one vote” would still not be achieved.

The tendency towards strict application of voter parity also fails to recognize the onerous task of representing
rural electoral divisions. This is illustrated by the comments of a Member of the Legislative Assembly in 2017,
when she responded to the final report of the 2016-2017 Electoral Boundaries Commission. Ms. Littlewood, the
MLA for Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville, explained concisely the challenges of an MLA in a rural electoral division:

Mrs. Littlewood: Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. | appreciate the opportunity to
speak about the boundary commission and its final report and just a little bit about the
interim report. The way that the constituency of Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville looks right
now is — I'll describe it to you. There are 12 municipalities, including villages, towns, and
cities. There are four county municipalities. There are more than 10 agricultural societies.
There are more than 20 schools. There are seven high schools, which means seven high
school grads, seven high school awards nights. There are schools across the constituency,
which is sometimes a lot of fun because you get to do Read In Week all across rural Alberta.
Because there are so many municipalities, there are three Legion branches.

2 Michael Pal, “The Fractured Right to Vote: Democracy, Discretion, and Designing Electoral Districts” (2015) 61:2
McGill LJ 231 at 249 [emphases added].
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You know, everything in rural Alberta has an exponential factor. Each municipality has
lodges, libraries, Elks clubs, Lions clubs, fish and game associations, ag service boards,
Boys & Girls Clubs. Every summer is a tour of rodeos, parades, ag days. All year it's
perogy dinners, steak fries, fish fries. | probably go to a hundred hot dog fundraisers a year,
the same when it comes to pancake breakfasts — this is how a lot of fundraising is done in
small municipalities — seniors’ drop-in centres, fire departments both hired and volunteer,
EMS services, junior trap shoots that take place in different rural areas. There are cemetery
blessings that take place in many of these communities. There are rotating church services
all across. It's a really, really diverse way of life. Anyone that thinks that it is sleepy in rural
Alberta is quite mistaken. It is a nonstop way of being able to represent a constituency.
[Hansard, Tuesday evening, November 28, 2017]

The Commission has approached its task by looking at the population growth of the province and examining
where that growth has occurred. It has arrived at an electoral division population average of 54,929. This results
in a target population range of 41,198 (25% below) and 68,662 (25% above) per electoral division. Effective
representation includes populations within this range. It is the “effective representation range.”

We received some significant submissions that certain electoral divisions—notably, Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St.
Paul, Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche, and Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo—have significant “shadow
populations.” “Shadow populations” are individuals whose permanent address is outside the electoral division
and may even be outside the province, but who nonetheless receive services in the electoral division. While not
adding to the provincial population, this phenomenon may result in “representation without taxation.” In other
words, the “shadow populations” may increase these rural MLAs’ workload, even if they are not part of the
population for purposes of this report.

In arriving at the recommendation for the 89 electoral divisions in this report the Commission has:

e reviewed all written submissions;
e considered all presentations and submissions at our public hearings;

e assessed the available options in allocating the two new electoral divisions given
Alberta’s population growth;

e considered options for boundary changes in neighbouring electoral divisions given
the new electoral divisions;

e considered the impact of removing more electoral divisions from the rural areas of
the province; and

e considered the factors in Part 2 of the Act.

It is important in considering the term effective representation to have an understanding of representative
government. Representative government is a form of indirect democracy as opposed to direct democracy or a
“one person, one vote” system. Albertans are governed by elected representatives who receive a mandate to
govern. In a study on electoral democracy, it has been noted that:

In choosing representative government, citizens restrict their
participation in the governance of their society; they transfer the
authority to govern to their representatives. In large societies, this is the
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only practical means to secure orderly and efficient government while
allowing for a measure of citizen participation. The fact that citizens can
elect and “retire” these representatives at regular intervals serves to hold
them responsible and accountable for what they do. Thus, elections
become the critical method of reconciling order with freedom.3

3

Reforming Electoral Democracy, Volume | (Ottawa, 1991) at pp 26-27.
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ITII.  Sources of Population Information

Determining the population of Alberta for purposes of redistribution is a very important issue that has
been contentious in the past. Section 12 of the Act stipulates how the Commission shall determine the
population of Alberta:

12(1) For the purposes of this Part, the population of Alberta is to be determined by the
Commission in accordance with this section.

(2) In this section, “decennial census” means the most recent decennial census of
population referred to in section 19(3) of the Statistics Act (Canada) from which the
population of all proposed electoral divisions is available.

(3) Subject to subsections (4) and (5), the Commission is to use

(@) the population information as provided in the decennial census, and

(b) information respecting the population on Indian reserves that are not included
in the decennial census, as provided by the Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development (Canada).

(4) If there is a province-wide census that is more recent than the decennial census and
from which the population of all proposed electoral divisions is available, the Commission is
to use

(@) the population information as provided in the province-wide census, and

(b) information respecting the population on Indian reserves that are not included
in the province-wide census, as provided by the Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development (Canada).

(5) The Commission may, as it considers appropriate, use more recent information
respecting the population of all or any part of Alberta in conjunction with the information
referred to in subsection (3) or (4).

The Constitution Act, 1867 requires a national census every 10 years (“decennial™). “Decennial census”
in the legislation refers to that same national Canadian census. The last decennial census was conducted
in 2021, and its results were released in February 2022. Those results are over four years old as of the
issuance of this interim report. With the rapid growth of Alberta’s population, reliance on the 2021
decennial census alone is not appropriate. The Commission is required to use any updated information
in the form of a province-wide census or recent population information “respecting the population of
all or any part of Alberta” as more reliable population data to supplement any census data. In either
case, the Commission is obliged to include the population on Indian reserves that are not included in
the decennial (Federal census) of 2021 or any subsequent province-wide census.

Why are the 2021 census counts alone not ideal for the Electoral Boundary Commission’s task?

On Census Day 2021 Alberta’s population was 4,262,635. The most recent population estimate
(January 1, 2025) pegged Alberta’s population at 4,960,097, an increase of almost 700,000 people.

This exceptional growth was not evenly distributed throughout the province. The cities of Edmonton
and Calgary alone accounted for over three-quarters of the province’s growth between 2021 and 2024.
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At the same time, 166 municipalities (out of 423) experienced minimal growth or a loss of population.
The majority of Alberta’s population growth since 2021 is clustered in and around larger urban areas
and their satellite communities.

Thus, use of the 2021 census would result in significant error both in the size and distribution of
Alberta’s population. Collection for the 2026 census will take place in May 2026, but the results will
not be available until February 2027, long after this Commission report is due.

The Office of Statistics and Information (OSI) is the official Alberta statistical agency, responsible for
the collection, analysis, and dissemination of data and the development and publication of statistics for
the province. The Office of Statistics and Information Act establishes the duties of the Office of Statistics
and Information as the official Alberta statistical agency and Statistics Canada’s focal point for the
province.

Population estimates and projections are regularly produced by the OSI as part of its legislated mandate
and are widely used across the province for funding calculations, planning, and budgeting, including
for the provincial Budget and fiscal updates.

Why is the July 2024 population estimate the best available?

The timetable for the Commission is established by the Act, and the Commission must find and use
the most appropriate population figures available as of the period leading up to October 2025. It is
safe to say that the 2021 decennial census numbers updated by the estimated population figures from
Alberta Treasury Board are the most accurate population information available to the Commission.
During the entire term of the Commission, no new Canadian census data will be available except for
the data of the 2021 decennial census updated by the OSI at Alberta Treasury Board.

The work of the Commission requires population figures at a sufficient level of granularity in order to
form appropriate boundaries. Since the 2021 census is somewhat out-of-date, population estimates are
the next best alternative. The OSI has produced population estimates at the dissemination area (DA)
geographic level. Statistics Canada defined the 6,203 dissemination areas in Alberta with full coverage
of the provincial territory.

In order to ensure the validity of the DA estimates produced by the OSI, it is necessary to “nest” the
estimates with population estimates for other geographic levels produced by the OSI and Statistics
Canada. The DA estimates must be consistent with estimates of other geographies of which they are a
part. As DAs fit 100% into 423 municipalities (census subdivisions), and municipalities fit 100% into
19 census divisions, and census divisions fit 100% into the province, the DA population estimates
must be consistent with estimates for the higher-order geographies.

Provincial and census division population estimates are regularly produced by Statistics Canada, while
municipal (census subdivision) estimates are produced by the OSI on an annual basis.

In order to fulfill the consistency criterion, population estimates must be available for all these higher-
order, sub-provincial geographies for the same time period. The most recent sub-provincial population
estimates are referenced for the mid-year (July 1) of 2024. Note that the mid-year population is a
standard demographic measure, representing the average population over a calendar year. All sub-
provincial estimates are only available for the mid-year. The next mid-year release (July 1, 2025) of
estimates for sub-provincial areas is set for February 2026, which makes the estimates unavailable for
the current work of the Commission.
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What method is used to estimate the population?

To estimate the 2024 mid-year population of dissemination areas, the OSI utilized a combination of
evidence from administrative records and modelling. Changes in the Alberta Health registry file are a
reliable indicator of population change in each dissemination area and are particularly effective in
capturing population changes due to migration, which was the main driver of demographic change in
Alberta since 2021. Estimates of dissemination areas were then modelled to ensure consistency with
the next highest geographic order— the municipality (or census subdivision). The municipal estimates
were produced by the OSI again using a combination of administrative records and modelling. In this
case, the administrative records used included the Alberta Health registry file, vital statistics (births and
deaths) files, MOVES (drivers’ licence) files, and the Canada Child Tax Benefit. The municipal
estimates were modelled to ensure consistency with the census divisions and provincial level estimates
produced by Statistics Canada. The primary indicator files for these estimates include personal income
tax files from the Canada Revenue Agency and Canada Child Tax Benefit along with files from
Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada.

The 2021 decennial census counted Alberta’s population at 4,262,635, and the most updated
population estimate verified by the OSI of the Alberta Treasury Board is 4,888,723. The population of
Alberta was 15% higher in the most recent estimate compared to the most recent census.

A historic illustration of Alberta’s population growth is best described in the following graph:
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The Commission is mandated to divide the province into 89 electoral divisions. The average population
of each of the 89 electoral divisions is therefore 54,929. This is an increase of 8,232 residents from the
2017 report. The figure of 54,929 persons per electoral division is a very important and helpful figure,
but it is not the determining factor to allocate Alberta’s electoral boundaries. This is the figure that
shows absolute parity (or one person, one vote). Achieving that figure in each electoral division is
impossible. Neither the constitutional right to vote and be elected nor the binding case law require
absolute parity. The realities of the urban and rural landscape of Alberta also make it impossible to
achieve perfect parity. Effective representation IS the goal. This Commission can reach the goal of
effective representation as long as the target range is reached. The statutory target range is broad, and
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it ranges from 41,198 (25% below) and 68,662 (25% above). Such a variance was held to be consistent
with Section 3 of the Charter in Carter. Granted, being close to the upper or lower end of that variance
should have some rationale. The Alberta Court of Appeal has held that departures from parity require
explanation. Insofar as this Commission does vary from the average, particularly when it does so
significantly, we explain why we are doing so.

Historically, Electoral Boundaries Commissions have struggled with the appropriate population figures
to use. While the province’s population is a key factor in making the decision to redraw electoral
boundaries, arriving at an accurate and agreed upon population is key. This Commission was aided by
the instruction, data, and expertise provided by the staff at the Office of Statistics and Information.
Lisa Zaporzan (Manager of Demography), Jennifer Hansen (Director of Demography and Economic
Analysis), and the Chief Statistician Fred Ackah walked the Commission through the process of how
the Alberta Treasury Board regularly updates and supplements the data received from Statistics Canada
after each decennial census. The supplementary work performed by the OSI not only updates the
Statistics Canada recent census data but verifies such data to ensure its accuracy. This process illustrates
how federalism can work well between provincial and federal departments. The 2024 mid-year
population figures were released in May of 2025. The Commission is unanimous in its approval to use
these population figures. Therefore, for the work of the Commission, the number of 4,888,723 for
Alberta’s population is the most accurate and verified population that we have at our disposal.
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IV. Jurisdiction of the Electoral Boundaries Commission

The Commission is encouraged by public response through written submissions to its website and
input from individuals and groups who took the time to speak and present at one of the many public
hearings across the province. It is clear to the Commission that Albertans take effective representation
in the Legislative Assembly very seriously. This bodes well for the state of democracy in our province.

As a Commission, we must remind ourselves of our legislative mandate. We must inform the public
and those who participated in the public process of our limitations. We recognize that a few of the
submissions have focused on issues that are clearly outside of our mandate. Some of these include:

e any suggestion assuming a number of electoral divisions different from 89 as prescribed
by the Act;

e suggestions of selecting Members of the Legislative Assembly by way of “proportional
representation”;

e asking that we redraw municipal or federal electoral boundaries;

e submissions that request the drawing of boundaries that would result in a population
above 25% of the provincial average (such as a submission proposing that the City of St.
Albert be a single electoral division);

e requests that the Commission delay its work until after the 2026 census data has been
released;

e suggestions related to campaign financing laws;

e suggestions on how to ensure the ability to vote for Albertans who cannot prove their
addresses;

e suggestions as to where voting should physically take place;

e recommending that we send a message to Ottawa by using “one person, one vote” to
force Ottawa to correct its electoral boundaries; and

e suggesting we use computer programs to update the electoral divisions more frequently
than every election cycle.

Many of these and similar recommendations and submissions may very well improve the situation of
representative government in Alberta. However, this Commission is limited in its investigative role and
in how it makes recommendations to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. These suggestions are
best submitted to Members of the Legislative Assembly or various committees of the Legislative
Assembly.

The Commission’s mandate is Part 2 — Redistribution Rules of the Act. It is clear to everyone both
implicitly by way of population and explicitly by virtue of an increase in the electoral divisions that this
Commission will recommend changes. This means that we must discard submissions recommending
that we not change the electoral boundaries at all. Section 12 of the Act requires us to determine the
population of Alberta for the purpose of redistribution. That is our first task, and we have done that.
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Our next step is to apportion the province into 89 electoral divisions up from the current 87. How we
do that work is governed by Section 15(1) of the Act and related case authorities. The process and
considerations are rather wide-ranging, and five specific considerations are directed along with a rather
discretionary criteria of “any other factors the Commission considers appropriate” (Section 14(f) of
the Act).

After determining the 89 electoral divisions or as part of the process in making that determination, the
Commission must compare the population of each electoral division with the average electoral division
population of 54,929, creating a target range of between 41,198 and 68,662. This comparison is
required by the Act, which imposes limits on population variance, and case law such as Carter, which
notes the significant (albeit not exclusive) importance of population parity.

The Commission must then decide the boundaries of the electoral divisions. Section 14 prescribes the
factors that the Commission may consider in doing so alongside the overall ability to consider other
“appropriate” factors:

e sparsity, density and rate of population growth;

e communities of interest, including municipalities, regional and rural communities, Indian
reserves and Metis settlements;

e geographical features;

¢ the availability and means of communication and transportation between the various parts
of Alberta; and

e the desirability of understandable and clear boundaries.

Moreover, the Commission can consider whether to recommend up to four “Section 15(2)” electoral
divisions with populations up to 50% below the provincial average.

The Commission is not unaware of the rapid growth in Alberta’s population. Alberta is the only
province whose population is significantly increasing due to intra-Canadian migration. In addition, the
number of persons moving to Alberta from outside of Canada is even larger. While the legislation does
not specifically include “anticipated population growth” as a factor for effective representation, it can
certainly be captured under Section 14(f) of the Act.

In justifying each recommended electoral division, the Commission will draw upon specific
submissions as appropriate. The fact that every representation is not explicitly referenced in the report
does not detract from the fact that we considered all submissions, both written and from public
hearings.

This Commission heard Albertans. However, it goes without saying that we cannot implement every
suggestion or recommendation. Obviously, it is impossible to implement conflicting and contradictory
recommendations.

We similarly considered the factors prescribed by Section 14 of the Act. We do not necessarily explicitly

address every factor for every electoral division because not all are as relevant for every electoral
division.
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V.  Public Hearings and Submissions

The Commission received and reviewed 198 written submissions. Some of the email submissions have
been updated. The written submissions can be reviewed at the Commission’s website.

From May 29 to June 19 the Commission held public hearings in Pincher Creek, Lethbridge,
Edmonton (six hearings), Westlock, St. Paul, Wainwright, Drumheller, Calgary (six hearings), Brooks,
Medicine Hat, Fort McMurray, Peace River, Grande Prairie, Slave Lake, Hinton, and Red Deer. This
amounted to a total of 26 public hearings, some longer than three hours in duration.

The Commission easily travelled 8,000 kilometres for public hearings and Commission hearings up to
the release of this report.

In addition, the Commission hosted two separate virtual hearings during which it received submissions
from across the province. Because the time of year allowed for ease of travel, the Commission decided
to focus on hearing from Albertans in person in their communities rather than utilizing technology to
do more virtual hearings. Among other reasons, this enabled us, in a small way, to appreciate the
vastness of the province and the challenges representing persons who live outside the major cities.

When this Commission toured the Northern Alberta communities of Fort McMurray, Peace River,
Grande Prairie, Slave Lake, and Hinton over a four-day period, we did not travel by car. For sake of
time savings and efficiency, we travelled by chartered plane. Some who appeared before the
Commission said that that was regrettable as we did not get a flavour for the vastness of the North and
the challenges of representing this area. We agree.

This interim report is based on the public hearings and written submissions received by the end of

June. It is expected that during our second round of hearings in January 2026, greater use will be made
of virtual hearings than in-person meetings.
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VI. Major Themes in Public Submissions and Presentations

Submissions to the Commission reflected a variety of concerns. Unsurprisingly, there was significant
overlap between the concerns and the statutory and constitutional requirements that the Commission
must consider.

1. Voter Parity

Many submissions underscored the importance of “representation by population” and suggested that
departures from strict voter parity must be exceptional and minimized. Other versions of such
submissions were more realistic about the prospects of achieving absolute voter parity, but nonetheless
urged caution before approaching or exceeding the 25% variance from provincial averages prescribed
in the Act.

Most of these submissions, in different ways, underscored the importance of treating every voter
equally. There were also submissions that suggested that it is more difficult to represent urban electoral
divisions, given the different types of diverse communities disproportionately found within urban
electoral divisions.

2. Rural Concerns

Representatives of, and residents in, rural communities generally had a much different view. They
underscored that technology is not a substitute for having an MLA physically present at a community
event, whether it be a summer barbeque, local rodeo, or high school graduation. In any event, the
reliability of high-speed Internet and telephone access in some parts of rural Alberta is wanting. The
amount of time a rural MLA must spend driving to attend such events is vastly greater than MLAs in
Calgary or Edmonton. An urban MLA can easily have an MLA from a neighbouring electoral division
attend an event in their absence. This is not an option available for rural MLAs, even if their budgets
were increased (as perhaps they should be).

Rural MLAs have all the Indian reserves and Metis settlements within their jurisdiction. Representing
these Albertans is an important constitutional duty that no urban MLA shares at this time.

More generally, there was a concern that Calgary and Edmonton dominate the politics of Alberta, and
there is a real risk that the rural voice, which many believe power Alberta’s economy, will be
unnecessarily diminished if further electoral divisions are taken away from rural Alberta. Industries
such as agriculture and agri-business in Southern Alberta, forestry, oil, and agriculture in Northern
Alberta, and natural gas in Western Alberta enable this to be the thriving province that it is. Ultimately,
these voices submitted that effective representation justified having a lower average population in rural
Alberta than in urban Alberta.

3. Urban Concerns

Many urban MLAs and their constituents noted that unique challenges also arise in representing urban
areas, often related to the need to address diverse communities and assist in building new infrastructure.
Edmonton-Meadows MLA Jasvir Deol made this point particularly well, reflecting on the communities
in his constituency:

Those communities share deep cultural ties, family networks, and social cohesion. It is crucial
that these bonds are preserved and not fragmented by boundary changes. When 1 ran in 2019,
Edmonton-Meadows was already one of the most densely populated and multicultural ridings.
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Since then it has grown around 20, 25 per cent of the average population for the riding. The
average age is just 36, and a large percentage of residents, almost 20 per cent, are between the
ages of five and 17. More than half of the population speaks a language other than English at
home.

To serve this diverse population, my office employs multilingual staff and uses ethnic media
to engage the community. We have taken a unique approach to budgeting and outreach to
ensure we can meet our residents where they are culturally and linguistically.

The needs in this riding are significant and distinct. Educational infrastructure is urgently
needed, especially new schools and early learning programs tailored to the young, diverse
population. Health care access must include culturally appropriate and multilingual services.
Immigration support is a major issue, and our office acts as a vital bridge for newcomers
navigating challenges in their own language.

Many urban areas also have discrete issues of crime and homelessness that can arise in more acute ways
than in other areas of the province.

4. Northern Concerns

Concerns similar to those expressed in rural Alberta were amplified in Northern Alberta, where it can
take hours to drive to the electoral divisions from Edmonton, and hours more to travel between
communities within them. In Peace River, Grande Prairie, and Slave Lake, MLAs and their
representatives and constituents all underscored the vastness of the territory encompassed by the
northern electoral divisions and the difficulty in representing them. If anything, these Albertans feel
they are lacking effective representation as is, despite the fact that their electoral divisions have
populations significantly below the provincial average. Air travel is simply not available or practical in
order to overcome the many challenges. There is a significant lack of surfaced roads in these areas,
particularly in an east-west direction. Rivers are often impassable, causing the electoral divisions to be
lengthy from a north-south perspective. Moreover, as noted above, many of these areas have significant
shadow populations.

5. Hybrid Electoral Divisions

The Alberta Court of Appeal has noted that there are three options available to address the fact that
Alberta’s population is becoming more concentrated in the cities of Calgary and Edmonton. Option 1
is to increase the number of seats in the Legislature. Option 2 is to decrease the number of rural seats
and move them to Calgary and Edmonton. The third option is to create “hybrid” seats, which are
partially rural and partially urban.

There was significant opposition to creating hybrid electoral divisions. The basis for this opposition
ranged in rationale but included notions that rural and urban Alberta have significantly different
representative concerns. For instance, concern was expressed that Calgary-East and Chestermere
would end up in the same electoral division. Doubts were raised about the commonalities between
these two communities.

This extended, to a lesser extent, outside the two largest cities. As discussed below, there were
submissions both for and against dividing the cities of Lethbridge and Medicine Hat into multiple
electoral divisions that would include surrounding rural areas. This is discussed in more detail while
discussing the electoral divisions in Southern Alberta.
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To be sure, this opposition was not expressed by all persons who gave feedback. Moreover, there was
significant support to maintain hybrid electoral divisions outside Calgary and Edmonton. For instance,
in Fort McMurray, local representatives expressed a strong desire to not create an electoral division
that was purely urban, but rather to have the large rural area surrounding the city shared by MLAs
whose electoral division would be partially urban. This, in their view, would enhance rather than detract
from effective representation. Indeed, in the case of Fort McMurray, no serious argument was made
against the hybrid electoral divisions, despite the population of Fort McMurray being sufficient to have
an entirely urban electoral division. Historically, hybrid electoral divisions have worked effectively for
almost 40 years in some parts of the province. Moreover, the line between rural and urban Alberta is
not neat. As Dan Hein noted when he presented in Brooks, drawing on a career that has taken him
throughout urban and rural Alberta and Canada, the “urban to [...] rural distinction is very much in
flux at all times.”

6. Hybrid Electoral Divisions — Edmonton and Calgary

Historically, the Act has limited the use of hybrid electoral divisions to outside of Calgary and
Edmonton. The new Electoral Boundaries Commission Act allows the Commission to consider blending
areas inside and outside the boundaries of both cities. This is particularly important in high growth
areas near the perimeters of both cities. The public feedback on this option remained skeptical.

As discussed in more detail in Appendix D, the opposition to hybrid electoral divisions is not new.
However, there has also been opposition to taking divisions away from rural Alberta or creating
sufficient new electoral divisions to reflect the shifting population from rural to urban Alberta. Changes
to the Act to permit hybrid electoral divisions in Calgary and Edmonton give the Commission an
additional tool to address concerns and values that may be in tension, but may not necessarily conflict.

7. Communities of Interest, Geographical Features, and Roads

Many submissions also concerned communities of interest. These submissions varied widely, ranging
from propositions as to where communities outside Calgary and Edmonton receive their services to
where individuals receive services in their cities.

Views in this regard were not unanimous, as is typical. For interest, submissions were made both in
support of and contrary to the notion that Brooks, Bassano, and Medicine Hat are communities of
interest that should share an electoral division. This is a discrete illustration of the fact that communities
of interest, though important, cannot be dispositive in the drawing of electoral divisions.

The Act’s requirement to consider “geographical features” became easy to consider in practice. For
instance, in many parts of the province, rivers and creeks form major boundaries. From the North
Saskatchewan to the South Saskatchewan to the Bow River to the Peace River to many more, rivers in
particular denote where Albertans receive their services and often formed a logical basis upon which
to draw boundaries. This was noted, for example, to be the case with respect to the North
Saskatchewan River in Edmonton. This is also a challenge in South Calgary with respect to the Bow
River.

County boundaries, which traverse municipal and rural interests as per Section 14 of the Act, are a way
to determine communities of interest. Particularly in rural Alberta, these formed a logical basis to draw
boundaries considering where individuals receive services. They also form a geographical feature, albeit
one created by law.

The question of transportation, particularly roads, is related to these considerations. Alberta remains a
province where driving is a prime mode of transportation. This is even codified in Section 15(2)(b) of
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the Act as relevant to the drawing of electoral boundaries, specifically in relation to distance from the
Legislature Building and, therefore, the central point for democratic activity in Alberta. Many
submissions, particularly but not exclusively outside of Calgary and Edmonton, underscored the
importance of ensuring that all parts of an electoral division are connected via roads. The Commission
considers such a submission to be sensible and seeks to comply with it when practical.

8. Maintenance of the Status Quo

The Commission received significant submissions—across the province—from MLAs and their
constituents that they are pleased with many of their electoral divisions’ current boundaries. This is
notwithstanding the fact that many of the divisions are quite large geographically, as submitted by
Cypress-Medicine Hat MLA Justin Wright, or very dense, as exemplified by Edmonton-City Centre
MLA David Shepherd and, despite her electoral division’s higher-than-average population, Edmonton-
Castle Downs MLA Nicole Goehring.

The Commission takes these submissions seriously. Constituents are used to being represented in a
particular manner. If an MLA submits that the status quo is achieving effective representation, that
warrants consideration. This is consistent with Justice McLachlin noting in Carter that “history” is a
proper consideration in drawing electoral division boundaries.

The Commission can only put significant weight on these preferences for the status quo if other
considerations are reasonably equal and keeping in mind the “cascading effect” of neighbouring
boundary changes. As noted above, the Act explicitly and implicitly is expecting changes to Alberta’s
electoral division boundaries. Disruption to the status quo is unavoidable.

In addition, the Commission is pleased to report that 9 electoral divisions’ boundaries are
recommended to be unchanged. Changes in many others are modest.
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VII. Reasons for the Commission’s Recommendations

The Commission has considered all statutory criteria and submissions in making its recommendations.
Insofar as they are particularly relevant to our process and individual electoral divisions, they are
addressed below. But five particularly germane rationales are cited at the outset.

1. Representation by Population

Effective representation requires consideration of electoral divisions’ populations. It is a useful starting
point given that it can be assessed objectively. Other things being equal, having electoral divisions of
relatively similar population is sensible, indicating the equality of voters. As such, the Commission
follows the statutory requirement of having all non-Section 15(2) electoral divisions within 25% of the
provincial average. We also explain variances and how they further the principle of effective
representation. We were particularly sensitive to large discrepancies within Calgary and Edmonton.
Variances continue to exist based on history, communities of interest, roads, infrastructures, rivers,
and other considerations that are explained as the new recommended electoral divisions are introduced.
The target range of population for effective representation is between 41,198 (25% below) and 68,662
(25% above) per electoral division.

2. Rural and Northern Concerns

A repeated concern that the Commission heard is that representing rural electoral divisions is more
challenging than representing urban electoral divisions. This is not only because of challenges in
communication and the difficulty in traversing vast rural territory and driving distances. Rural MLAs
also need to correspond with and attend events in multiple municipalities and multiple school boards.
Moreover, a typical rural constituent, whose average age is older than that of a typical urban constituent,
places greater demands on their representatives than urban ones. In our view, this warranted rural
electoral divisions, in the main, having lower populations than larger urban centres. This clearly
complies with the Act, the Carter decision, and the Alberta Court of Appeal 1991 and 1994 references.

It is noted that many urban challenges can be overcome by hiring additional staff. Travel distances in
rural areas cannot be solved in the same manner. Many submissions also suggested that technology
could create a link between MLAs working in Edmonton and their constituents, or even minimize the
need for MLAs to travel within rural electoral divisions. In the Commission’s view, however,
technology can mitigate but not eliminate the unique challenges that rural MLAs face.

These concerns were heightened in northern electoral divisions where the challenges in representation,
particularly related to transportation, are even greater.

3. Hybrid Electoral Divisions

There is no doubt that, over time, Alberta’s population has become less rural due to intra-Canadian
and international migration. Previous Electoral Boundary Commissions, partially due to limitations
placed on them by legislation, have responded to this trend by consolidating rural electoral divisions
and adding electoral divisions to major urban centres.

While the goal of effective representation can be achieved flexibly, rural Alberta will have fewer seats
in the Legislature notwithstanding the fact that the size of the Legislature has grown. Rural Alberta has
unique interests that require representation in the Legislature. Technology can mitigate a few of the
difficulties in representing rural areas but cannot eliminate all of them. It can take hours to drive to a
rural electoral division from Edmonton, and several more hours to drive across one. Many urban
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electoral divisions can be traversed by 15 minutes in a car, 30 minutes on a bicycle, two hours walking,
or via a short CTrain or LRT ride.

The constant reduction of the number and percentage of MLAs and electoral divisions outside the
major cities is continuing and may very well be unavoidable. Given Alberta’s history since the early
1990s and the rapid growth of population and the nature of this growth, however, it may make sense
to use the hybrid electoral division option in a more serious way. There will always be bodies that
reflect the interface between large urban centres and surrounding areas. Examples at present include
Intermunicipal Collaboration Frameworks, Edmonton regional water servicing, and Invest Greater
Calgary. These entities can reflect similar geography and varied municipalities just like the new intended
hybrid electoral divisions.

In the 1994 Reference, the Alberta Court of Appeal recognized three options to reflect the shifting
balance in the distribution of Alberta’s population:

Increase the size of the legislature such that, even though the number of rural MLAS is
decreasing as a percentage of the legislature, the absolute numbers remain the same;

Move seats from rural Alberta to Calgary and/or Edmonton; or
Create hybrid electoral divisions that are partially rural and partially urban.

To the extent that Option 1 can be followed, it requires legislation. The Legislature has authorized the
creation of two new electoral divisions for this redistribution. However, even placing both of these
electoral divisions in the cities does not adequately provide for effective representation in Alberta’s two
largest cities.

Accordingly, we also followed Option 2, to some extent. The new proposed map has an additional
three seats for Calgary and region (two of them in Calgary itself), and one additional seat in Edmonton.
This means the rest of Alberta lost a net of two seats.

Removing a third seat from the rest of Alberta would not achieve effective representation. Because the
legislation has changed, we are empowered to create a new form of hybrid electoral division, partially
in Calgary or Edmonton and partially outside the city’s boundaries. There was significant discussion
and debate on this point among the Commissioners. Following that discussion and debate, we are
proposing that we begin to follow Option 3, as the legislation empowers us to do. Accordingly, we
propose to create four hybrid electoral divisions between the two large cities and surrounding areas:
Calgary-West-Elbow Valley, Calgary-Cross, Calgary-Okotoks, and Edmonton-West-Enoch.

The Commission carefully considered how this option would assist us in our pursuit of effective
representation, and we received significant public feedback on this matter. We have considered the
creation of hybrid constituencies in and around Calgary and Edmonton using the principle of “hybrid
constituencies if necessary but not necessarily hybrid constituencies.” That is to say, we used hybrid
constituencies judiciously and only where we believe it helped further the goal of effective
representation.

The Commission acknowledges that public input has been skeptical of hybrid electoral divisions. But
mature democracies must evolve according to social change. We consider introduction of these hybrid
electoral divisions necessary to achieve effective representation for Albertans for several reasons.

First, we note that hybrid electoral divisions are the norm in most cities other than Calgary and
Edmonton. Fort McMurray, Grand Prairie, Medicine Hat, Sherwood Park, and St. Albert all share
geography with rural Alberta. The same is true for smaller cities such as Cold Lake, LIoydminster, Fort
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Saskatchewan, Camrose, Lacombe, Wetaskiwin, and Chestermere. The hybrid nature of representation
in these smaller cities is to some extent required by population in a way not shared by Calgary and
Edmonton, but it nonetheless indicates that effective representation is reconcilable with hybrid
electoral divisions. Moreover, many of these smaller cities have areas where the population is denser
than in parts of Calgary or Edmonton. For example, Lethbridge-West, geographically, is far smaller
than Calgary-Peigan.

Currently, Alberta has 18 hybrid electoral divisions, in that their territory is partially in a city and partially
outside of that city’s boundaries. As well, historically the Legislature has been loath to create more
electoral divisions to keep up with population. For example, seven general elections occurred between
1986 and 2008 using 83 electoral divisions. Four more elections took place since 2012 using 87 electoral
divisions. Based on comparative data, it is arguable that the proposed number of 89 electoral divisions
makes the demands on Alberta MLAs among the highest in the nation in terms of represented
population, with the exception of Ontario. This is after the increase to 89 electoral divisions!

One presenter from Southern Alberta insisted that Lethbridge be treated the same as Calgary and
Edmonton. While this may not be possible, it is not unreasonable to have Alberta’s two largest cities
begin to reflect what goes on in the rest of the province.

Second, the assertion that an MLA could not effectively represent urban and rural concerns is belied
by two examples. First, currently 18 MLAs do in fact represent both concerns. Second, 13 federal
Members of Parliament in Alberta also routinely represent constituencies with urban and rural
populations.# We are confident that the democratic process can rise to new challenges.

Third, the Commission is concerned that viewing rural and urban Alberta in constant opposition to
each other tends to increase polarization. While this province is less rural than it has been in the past,
approximately 40% of the population resides outside Calgary or Edmonton. Having MLAs who
represent both a city and areas not in a city may cause MLASs to understand issues important to all
aspects of Alberta society. It will help depolarization and increase understanding.

Fourth, these particular electoral divisions are discrete. Due to Highway 8, the rural portions of Elbow
Valley are very connected to the services in the City of Calgary within the electoral division boundaries.
This is amplified with respect to the link between Conrich and Calgary-Cross, as Conrich’s residents
are highly likely to receive services in Calgary. The relationship between Enoch Cree Nation and
Edmonton is very strong and likely stronger than Enoch Cree Nation’s relationship with municipalities
within Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon. In other words, we do not consider it likely that the urban
and non-urban parts of these electoral divisions are likely to have particularly divergent interests.
Indeed, though most submissions we received were skeptical of hybrid electoral divisions, we received
submissions explicitly advocating for all three of these hybrid electoral divisions. In this vein, the
submission from Kim Magnuson is telling: urging “a very cautious mix of urban and rural in the areas
around cities and large towns” but recognizing “where there are great similarities between urban and
rurban (acreages), | see the benefit of putting them all in the same constituency.” This may be the way
of the future.

We acknowledge this is likely not as true with respect to Calgary-Okotoks. Nonetheless, for reasons
discussed below in the context of ensuring effective representation for South Calgary, the Commission
is proposing Calgary-Okotoks despite a lack of explicit advocacy, given the myriad considerations this
Commission must balance.

4 Airdrie-Cochrane, Battle River-Crowfoot, Bow River, Fort McMurray-Cold Lake, Grande Prairie,
Lakeland, Leduc-Wetaskiwin, Lethbridge, Medicine Hat-Cardston-Warner, Ponoka-Didsbury, Red Deer,
Sherwood Park-Fort Saskatchewan, and St. Albert-Sturgeon River.
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Fifth, the line between rural and urban is blurry. These are not scientific terms or even legal terms used
consistently throughout Alberta legislation. There are areas within city boundaries that are transitioning
and more akin to acreages and even farms. Similarly, there are areas that are not legally in cities that
have dense populations and are more culturally suburban. The province is perhaps best considered as
being divided into the “urban cores” of Calgary and Edmonton, areas of these cities outside urban
cores (more suburban), the “doughnut” areas outside Calgary and Edmonton, truly rural electoral
divisions, small cities, and the North. Similarly, within areas neighbouring cities, there is a difference
between small cities such as Airdrie, Chestermere, St. Albert, and Spruce Grove, and acreage-
dominated areas found in Leduc County, Strathcona County, or Rocky View County. Of course, the
fact that the line between these different types of areas can be blurry does not mean that there are not
clearer delineations of interests that may have significant overlap with municipal boundaries. We view
municipal boundaries to be helpful delineations of interests, and they also assist in creating clear
boundaries, if other considerations are reasonably equal. However, other considerations are not always
reasonably equal. The spectrum of areas of the province is another reason that city boundaries cannot
be treated as impermeable borders never to be crossed as impediments to effective representation.
Calgary, for example, has historically annexed land as it has grown. Then there are electoral divisions
that do not fit neatly into any of these categories.

Sixth, if the distinction of interests being asserted by many opponents of hybrid electoral divisions is
in fact about issues, say, LRT or irrigation agreements, then one can readily agree. But these issues are
discrete. All elected officials share fundamental commitments and goals of good governance.

Seventh, the trend towards urbanization continues. If we are to avoid eliminating rural electoral
divisions, thereby making them unreasonably large, more hybrid electoral divisions must be considered.
This is the way of the future.

A list of current and proposed new hybrid electoral divisions is found in Appendix F.

The Commission acknowledges that hybrid electoral divisions are not necessarily good in themselves.
They can be used in ways that undermine effective representation. But abuse of hybrid electoral
divisions certainly does not prohibit their proper use when they facilitate effective representation.

4. Projected Growth

While it is difficult to define the rate of future growth with precision, the Commission bore in mind
that the rate of growth in population across the province is not the same, and growth is expected in
certain areas more than others.

5. Balancing the Factors

We grant that there is no “one correct way” to weigh the relevant factors. Reasonable people can
disagree regarding how we balanced them. Indeed, we disagreed among ourselves regarding the ideal
weight to give to different factors. But we have agreed with 89 electoral divisions that, in our view,
strike a reasonable balance given the aforementioned factors.

We recognize that effective representation can be achieved by balancing several factors found in the
case authorities and the Act. As will be discussed further below, we have designed 89 electoral divisions,
each of which can be effectively represented by a Member of the Legislative Assembly. We note why
variances from the provincial average population can be justified, but this is out of an abundance of
caution, given that we are not close to offending constitutional or statutory limits on permitted
population variance.
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As a Commission, we may be accused of using less than perfect solutions for impossible problems.
We have, however, reached unanimity on how to draw 89 electoral divisions to ensure effective
representation for Albertans.
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VIII. Process in Drawing the Boundaries

The work of the Commission is to create a province-wide political blueprint. Not all the rooms are the same size—but
the proposed foundation is solid. This is necessary for the house of democracy we call Alberta.

1. Macro-level Decisions

The Commission first considered how to allocate the two additional electoral divisions mandated by
the Act. Itis obvious that Calgary required an additional electoral division and Edmonton also required
an additional electoral division. Given the population redistribution towards the two main cities, it was
further decided, although with some reluctance given a desire not to take additional electoral divisions
away from rural Alberta, that Calgary should in fact receive two additional electoral divisions.

The pragmatic consequence of this was the need to reduce the number of seats in the rest of Alberta
by one. But population changes in Airdrie and Cochrane also made it obvious that those cities share
three electoral divisions rather than two. Therefore, the remainder of Alberta required a net reduction
of two seats. The first seat was eliminated in the rural central-west of the province as, to oversimplify
slightly, six electoral divisions were consolidated into five:

Recommended Electoral Division
Banff-Jasper
Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka
Sylvan Lake-Innisfail

Mountain View-Kneehill
Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House

Current Electoral Division
Banff-Kananaskis
Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin

Innisfail-Sylvan Lake
Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills
Lacombe-Ponoka

Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre

OB WIN -

The Commission further reluctantly concluded that an electoral division needed to be removed from
the North. The Commission is very sympathetic to the challenges of representing the North. It
continues to consider the population variances there to justifiably be the highest in the province. The
average variances in the Far North of the province were 18%, with those variances in two electoral
divisions approaching 50%. In a Legislature with only 89 electoral divisions, all of which needed to
achieve effective representation, preserving the electoral divisions in their current form became
untenable. The Commission sought to mitigate the negative consequences of removing an electoral
division by making electoral divisions in the “Near-north” more northern in their orientation, and
attempting to preserve an electoral division with a significant Indigenous population. The elimination
of the electoral division was mostly achieved by making amendments to the following seven electoral
divisions (which the creation of Banff-Jasper also facilitated):

Current Electoral Division

Recommended Electoral Division

Grande Prairie-Wapiti

Grande Prairie-Wapiti

West Yellowhead

West Yellowhead

Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland

Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland

Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock

Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca

Lesser Slave Lake

Mackenzie

Central Peace-Notley

Peace River-Notley

~NOoO|IOIBSIWN -

Peace River
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2. Calgary

After making macro-level decisions, the Commission first considered the map of Calgary. Given the
decision to add two additional electoral divisions to Calgary, and based on changes in population within
Calgary since the last redistricting, it was decided that an electoral division should be added to the north
end of the city, leading to a new electoral division named Calgary-Nose Creek, partially relieving the
very high population of Calgary-North East. The results of this cascaded into changes on the north
end of the city. An additional electoral division, Calgary-Confluence, is also proposed in the city centre,
cascading eastward, partially relieving the very high population of Calgary-Buffalo. This results in
electoral divisions previously considered to be in the city centre having their boundaries pushed further
south, enabling some of the electoral divisions in the south of the city to be smaller, both geographically
and population-wise, than was previously the case.

It is recommended that parts of Rocky View County centred on the Hamlet of Conrich, west of
Chestermere but south of the Airdrie-East electoral division, be added to Calgary-Cross. This creates
clearer lines among the electoral divisions in east Calgary, and balances populations between
Chestermere-Strathmore and Calgary-Cross. This change was explicitly advocated for by multiple
submissions. It is also recommended that the Elbow Valley be moved from Banff-Kananaskis to
Calgary-West, creating Calgary-West-Elbow Valley. This was also advocated for by submissions and
reflects the Elbow Valley being more connected in many ways to Calgary than to the major urban
centres in the new Banff-Jasper electoral division.

The Commission struggled greatly with the map of South Calgary, particularly the four most southern
electoral divisions: Calgary-Fish Creek, Calgary-Lougheed, Calgary-Shaw, and Calgary-South East. The
Commission is extremely content with the boundaries of the other 24 electoral divisions in Calgary
and did not wish to change them, lest cascading effects detract from effective representation. This
resulted in these final four electoral divisions having sub-optimal borders, in terms of not being clear
and being less polygonal. Moreover, their populations, while within the range for effective
representation, were undesirably high. Accordingly, the Commission is recommending an additional
0.3 of a seat for Calgary: Calgary-Okotoks, consisting of the far southwest corner of Calgary, the Town
of Okotoks, and the areas of Foothills County in between them. This enables the other four electoral
divisions in the south of Calgary to have smaller populations and clearer borders. Unlike the three
other hybrid electoral divisions involving Calgary and Edmonton that the Commission is proposing,
we acknowledge that Calgary-Okotoks will be controversial based on feedback we received. We are
presenting it to the public with humility and a desire for thoughtful feedback. The Commission is of
the view that this map of Calgary:

e keeps communities of interest in common;
e has clear boundaries; and
e has reasonably equal populations.

An alternative map that would remove the areas in Calgary from Calgary-Okotoks and have cascading
effects on Calgary-Fish Creek, Calgary-Lougheed, Calgary-Shaw, and Calgary-South East has been
discussed by the Commission. The Commission views this “Plan B” map to be less desirable because
its boundaries do not reflect major roads and rivers to the same extent. Moreover, it increases the
population gap between South Calgary and the rural south of the province, specifically by creating
“Okotoks-Diamond Valley” and in turn reducing the populations of High River-Vulcan and
Livingstone-Macleod. If the public indicates its preference for the “Plan B” map, which is found in
Appendix H, the Commission will take that seriously. The “Plan B” map still achieves effective
representation. However, this will undermine arguments that negatively cite an aggregate population
gap between Calgary and the rural south of the province.
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Ultimately, the Commission is of the view that the 28.3 recommended electoral divisions for Calgary
all work together as an urban mosaic for effective representation. Moreover, the electoral divisions are
all well within the 25% variance permitted by the Act and held to be legal under Carter. Indeed, all
variances are within 11% of the provincial average. This is illustrated in Appendix E.

3. Edmonton

The Commission next turned its attention to Edmonton. An obvious decision was made that
Edmonton would have an additional electoral division. One of the most striking features of the
population redistribution within Edmonton has been the overrepresentation of the urban core
compared to provincial and city averages: six electoral divisions in the urban core all had populations
below the provincial average, in some cases by more than 10%: Edmonton-City Centre, Edmonton-
Highlands-Norwood, Edmonton-Gold Bar, Edmonton-Strathcona, Edmonton-Riverview, and
Edmonton-Glenora. These electoral divisions are growing at slower rates than more suburban areas of
Edmonton. Moreover, all are easily traversed and very close to the Legislative Assembly Building. No
compelling reason could be offered as to why these electoral divisions were underpopulated compared
to the province as a whole. On the contrary, they are electoral divisions that can easily be traversed in
a car, a bicycle, LRT, or even on foot, and where infrastructure is shared within communities.
Moreover, these electoral divisions are closest to the Legislature. Indeed, the Legislative Assembly
Building is in one of these electoral divisions. As such, the Commission elected to remove an electoral
division from the urban core. This enabled adding two new additional electoral divisions elsewhere in
the city, one in the Southeast, and one traversing the West and Southwest. It was further decided to
include Enoch Cree Nation and adjacent parts of Parkland County in the latter division, considering
the link between Edmonton and Enoch Cree Nation.

Adjustments to North Edmonton were modest, and in the case of one division, non-existent. The 2017
Commission had drawn a map that logically facilitated effective representation, due to grouping
communities of interest, and being closely related to city and provincial averages in terms of
populations. Significant feedback supported keeping many of these electoral divisions in their current
form or with minimal changes, illustrated by submissions discussed below in the context of Edmonton-
North West and Edmonton-Castle Downs.

The south of Edmonton has experienced very rapid population growth over the past decade. By way
of example, Edmonton-South West has grown from 45,901 to over 78,000 since the last redistricting.
While the previous electoral divisions provided helpful starting points for the electoral divisions in this
area of the city, the recommended addition of two new electoral divisions makes comparisons to the
previous map more challenging.

Ultimately, the Commission is of the view that the 21 recommended electoral divisions in Edmonton
all work together as a vehicle for effective representation. Moreover, the electoral divisions are all well
within the target for effective representation. A chart illustrating all of these electoral divisions is in
Appendix E.

The Commission finds the departures from the provincial averages to all be justifiable, for reasons
noted above, according to the Carter decision and binding Alberta Court of Appeal decisions. All fall
within the 25% variance permitted by the Act. Indeed, there are no variances of more than 12.6% from
the provincial averages.

Any significant reduction of population in each Edmonton electoral division by adding one more
electoral division to the city would significantly reduce and change the boundaries of many electoral
divisions in Edmonton. Not only would this fail to provide effective representation for other parts of
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Alberta; it is also against the wishes of many Edmonton MLAs, particularly north of the North
Saskatchewan River, who wanted their electoral boundaries to remain largely unchanged.

4. Adjacent to Calgary and the Rural South

Areas adjacent to Calgary—particularly Airdrie—have experienced astonishing growth since 2017. This
necessitated the creation of an additional electoral division bordering Calgary as two electoral divisions
to the north and west of Calgary (Airdrie-Cochrane and Airdrie-East) become three. This has some
cascading consequences on other areas in the Rural South and adjacent to Calgary.

The creation of Calgary-Okotoks as essentially a replacement for Highwood allowed the creation of
High River-Vulcan, replacing Cardston-Siksika. Cardston-Siksika's geography was undesirable for
several reasons. As Tim Court submitted, “Cardston Siksika is shaped like an hour glass, stretching
from the US border to the Siksika reserve east of Calgary. It was poorly planned out. The southern
portion has little in common with the NE portion 225 km away.” As a Commission, we understand
the need to “shoehorn” some electoral divisions. Even so, Lisa Reis, Deputy Mayor of Coaldale, made
similar observations, as did Lethbridge resident Marc Slingerland. As Cardston Reeve Randy Bullock
submitted, “It’s not too late to change the figure eight.” High River-Vulcan brings together rural parts
of three neighbouring counties with many more common interests.

The creation of High River-Vulcan in turn enabled a reduction in the geography of Chestermere-
Strathmore (further facilitated by the changes to Calgary-Cross, noted above).

Because of these changes adjacent to Calgary, Banff-Kananaskis was able to absorb Jasper and parts
of Clearwater County. Not only did this accord with received submissions, but it helped eliminate an
electoral division from both the rural central and north of the province, as will be discussed below.

The replacement of Cardston-Siksika by High River-Vulcan allowed a re-creation of Cardston-Taber-
Warner as a standalone electoral division, with some collateral consequences on Livingstone-Macleod.

The Commission elected to leave the two Medicine Hat electoral divisions mostly unchanged, and also
made only a minor amendment to Drumheller-Stettler.

The only changes recommended to the two Lethbridge electoral divisions are made to balance
population between them and reflect where growth is likely to occur. The Commission acknowledges
that significant submissions were made regarding Lethbridge. Several of these submissions
recommended that the City of Lethbridge be divided into four, with each quadrant sharing an electoral
division with rural areas surrounding Lethbridge. This was partially based on the model of Medicine
Hat, which is divided into an agri-business corridor that blends rural with urban. Like in Medicine Hat,
these submissions concerning Lethbridge were based on regionally integrated economies and trade
corridors. This would create six electoral divisions across the south of the province, each being partially
rural and partially urban, reflecting the integration of Medicine Hat and Lethbridge and their
surrounding rural areas. The Commission suggests that more work needs to be done on this issue in
terms of recognizing the integrated economics of the agri-business industry in Southern Alberta.

The Commission was indeed intrigued by this possibility, as a way to reflect the link between the City
of Lethbridge and its surrounding rural areas. This increase in hybrid electoral divisions would also
reduce the need to remove electoral divisions from rural Alberta. It would also reflect the integration
of Southern Alberta in terms of economics, industry, and agriculture.

We have opted not to pursue this path at this time. Other local residents opposed this, arguing that
Lethbridge County and the City of Lethbridge have markedly different interests, and the city’s
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representation would be diluted in the absence of two MLAs representing solely these areas. While we
did not consider this opposition determinative, and, in the abstract, were sympathetic to the contrary
view, a pragmatic implication nonetheless weighed large: the boundaries of the two divisions within
the city are clearly logical and facilitate effective representation with minor changes to the boundaries,
to reflect disparate historical population growth and anticipated future population growth between the
two electoral divisions.

As a result of these changes, the Rural South (excluding Airdrie and Cochrane) has close to the number
of electoral divisions that it previously held. Adjacent electoral divisions had their boundaries adjusted
with electoral divisions neighbouring them, bearing in mind the principle of effective representation
and the requirement for populations to not vary by more than 25%. Indeed, with three exceptions
(Livingstone-Macleod, Airdrie-West, and Drumheller-Stettler), no electoral divisions varied from the
provincial average by more than 5%. Those variances are justifiable for reasons noted in the
descriptions of the electoral divisions.

We should note that we are defining “the South” (and, accordingly, “the Rural South”) to essentially
be those areas of the province parallel to or south of the Airdrie electoral divisions: basically, the
southern third of the map of Alberta.

5. Rural Central

Due to the addition of a net additional electoral division in Edmonton, two new electoral divisions in
Calgary, and one in the Airdrie/Cochrane area, two electoral divisions needed to be removed from the
rest of Alberta. The addition of Jasper to Banff-Jasper and parts of Rocky View County to Airdrie-
East helped bring the Commission some way towards this requirement. This needed to be considered
as the Commission turned north in its boundary determinations.

In light of the cascading consequences of those changes further south, and seeking to disrupt the status
quo to the minimal extent feasible, the Commission decided to remove Rimbey-Rocky Mountain
House-Sundre, with its territory being divided between five neighbouring electoral divisions:

Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House (a replacement for Lacombe-Ponoka);
Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka (a replacement for Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin);
Banff-Jasper (a replacement for Banff-Kananaskis);

Sylvan Lake-Innisfail (a replacement for Innisfail-Sylvan Lake); and
Mountain View-Kneehill (a replacement for Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills).

cooge

e

The Commission is reluctant to remove electoral divisions from rural Alberta. It nonetheless
considered this necessary given the constraints placed upon it by the legislation and the case law to
ensure effective representation for all Albertans. The effects of the removal of Rimbey-Rocky
Mountain House-Sundre on these five electoral divisions had cascading effects elsewhere in the
province. The Commission notes that the four electoral divisions along the Highway 2 corridor north
of Airdrie and south of Leduc follow county boundaries much better than the previous map, have
relatively balanced populations, and keep communities of interest in common. This will ensure
effective representation.

Minor adjustments were made further east in the province to reflect submissions and balance
populations between Camrose, Drumheller-Stettler, Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright, and Fort
Saskatchewan-Vegreville.

The removal of Jasper from the West Yellowhead electoral division allowed West Yellowhead to
absorb all parts of Yellowhead County and Woodlands County that were previously not part of it. This

35



kept communities of interest in common, facilitated effective representation, and balanced
populations. These changes, as well as the decision to move the Town of Swan Hills and portions of
Big Lakes County previously in Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock into West Yellowhead, also facilitated
changes adjacent to Edmonton and in the North.

In sum, all electoral divisions in this area of the province provide for effective representation, with no
electoral divisions approaching the 25% variance permitted by the Act. Indeed, only two electoral
divisions (Drumheller-Stettler and West Yellowhead) vary from the provincial average by more than
5%, and in both cases that is amply justifiable due to their large geographies.

6. Adjacent to Edmonton

The region around Edmonton is clearly integrated into the city to a significant extent as this region has
also experienced rapid growth since the last redistricting. While the number of electoral divisions
bordering Edmonton remains the same, adjustments to their borders were necessary, which had
collateral consequences on electoral divisions further from Edmonton.

Even so, the changes to this area of the province were relatively modest. The most notable changes
include: a) the City of Beaumont being divided into two, with its eastern half being paired with
Strathcona-Sherwood Park and its western half being paired with Leduc-Beaumont; and b) the City of
Spruce Grove being placed at the heart of its own electoral division, with the Town of Stony Plain
being added to Drayton Valley-Devon to form Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon. These had
cascading effects, notably on Camrose, Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland, and Sherwood Park. The addition of
Enoch Cree Nation and surrounding areas to the new electoral division of Edmonton-West-Enoch
facilitated these changes.

The eight electoral divisions that border Edmonton all keep communities of interest in common and
respect municipal boundaries and major roadways to the extent feasible. Seven of them are within a
5% variance from the provincial average population, and the eighth is within 10%. All of these electoral
divisions will be vehicles for effective representation.

7. The Near-north and the North

The Commission is unanimously of the view that population variances are most warranted in the
North, particularly the far north, of the province. The northern electoral divisions are united by their
particularly vast geographies, the relatively sparse population, the numerous Indian reserves and Metis
settlements, the importance of the oil, gas, and lumber industries, and the fact that it takes hours to
drive across them, and hours more to drive to the Legislature in Edmonton. While the Commission
traversed this area of the province via airplane, it would have taken us over nine hours to drive from
Fort McMurray to Slave Lake to Peace River.

However, the Commission could not accept that it would best facilitate effective representation for
Albertans if almost all variances from provincial average populations were concentrated in the north
of the province. The electoral division of Central Peace-Notley is particularly illustrative. Its population
was 48% below the provincial average. Its geographic size and location clearly warranted a significant
variance. It did not, however, warrant a variance of nearly 50% when similarly sized electoral divisions
such as Drumbheller-Stettler, Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche, Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo, and West
Yellowhead have nowhere near that degree of variance. The Commission has accordingly drawn an
electoral division, Peace River-Notley, that respects the Peace Region and has a significant, but
comparatively more modest, variance in population. The Peace River corridor requires effective
representation, but that can be achieved through a single MLA, especially if that MLA is not also
representing Mackenzie County.
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The Commission was more sympathetic to Lesser Slave Lake warranting a particularly large population
variance given the interests of Indigenous Albertans. However, its population had fallen to below 50%
of the provincial average. In other words, for Lesser Slave Lake to even qualify for Section 15(2)
protection, additional territory would have had to have been added to it. The obvious choice was the
Town of Swan Hills, but this would have reduced the percentage of the electoral division that is
Indigenous, despite the fact that the relatively high percentage of the electoral division that is
Indigenous is a significant reason why the electoral division was granted protection by Section 15(2) of
the Act.

The simplest solution to the Commission’s dilemma would have been to place the four municipalities
in Lesser Slave Lake (MD of Opportunity, MD of Lesser Slave River, Big Lakes County, and Northern
Sunrise County) into each of the adjacent electoral divisions. The Commission nonetheless sought to
mitigate the effect of removing an electoral division from the North with particular attention to the
interests of Indigenous Albertans, whose interests do not fit neatly into either the economies or culture
of either the Peace River corridor to the west or the Fort McMurray corridor to the east. This would
also have left the Peace Region with two electoral divisions, which seemed unnecessary to achieve
effective representation. The Commission therefore sought to ensure that the northwest of the
province has an electoral division in the Peace River corridor, with the North Central having an
electoral division with a particular view to the interests of Indigenous Albertans.

Accordingly, the Commission elected to merge the electoral divisions of Peace River-Notley and Peace
River but for Saddle Hills and Mackenzie Counties and Paddle Prairie Metis Settlement. While the MD
of Lesser Slave River required being moved to Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca for reasons of
population and integration with the highway infrastructure, Mackenzie County and Paddle Prairie Metis
Settlement were joined with the areas of the other three municipalities in Lesser Slave Lake with high
Indigenous populations to form Mackenzie. The Commission has no hesitation in granting Mackenzie
the protection of Section 15(2) of the Act (while it had significant reservations in granting the same to
Central Peace-Notley). Concerns regarding population and road infrastructure had cascading
consequences on Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland and, to a lesser extent, Grande Prairie-Wapiti, both of which
lead to effective representation. These changes were facilitated by making West Yellowhead a more
northern-oriented electoral division.

In the result, the electoral division of Peace River-Notley represents the Peace River corridor with a
population significantly below the provincial average but not approaching 50% below the provincial
average. The communities in common in the area will lead to effective representation.

Geographically, Mackenzie represents the largest electoral division in the province, but also the one
with by far the smallest population. It has a significant Indigenous population. The Commission
acknowledges that the distribution of the Indigenous population in Alberta renders it challenging to
draw an electoral division with a majority Indigenous population. The Commission nonetheless hopes
that this electoral division can be a vehicle for an Indigenous voice in the Legislature. We also
specifically seek feedback from Indigenous Albertans concerning this electoral division’s boundaries
and its name. We are of the view that effective representation will logically follow in this area.

Even under the new maps, the electoral divisions in this area of the province have by far the highest
average variances from the provincial average of any region in the province. Even with the
redistribution, the North and Near-north of the province contain almost all electoral divisions with the
largest variances from average provincial population. Drumheller-Stettler is the only electoral division
with a population variance greater than those of Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche, Fort McMurray-Wood
Buffalo, and Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca. Airdrie-West is the only other electoral division with a
population lower than Peace River-Notley. Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright is the only other
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electoral division with a population lower than West Yellowhead. In other words, when Mackenzie’s
special status is also considered, electoral divisions in this region represent six of the nine with the
lowest populations in the province, including four of the lowest five and five of the lowest seven.

We acknowledge that three electoral divisions in the far northwest of the province have essentially
been reduced to two-and-a-third. Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca and West Yellowhead becoming
more northern in their orientation only partially compensate for this. The Commission’s view is that
this is an imperfect solution to an impossible problem. But we consider this the best way to divide
Alberta into 89 electoral divisions to achieve effective representation for all Albertans.

The Commission also notes that, unlike Saskatchewan (see The Constituency Boundaries Act, 1993, SS
1993, s. 2(e)(1)), Manitoba (see The Electoral Divisions Act, CCSM c. E40, s. 11(3)(b)), Ontario (Electoral
Boundaries Act, 2015, SO 2015, c. 31, s. 2(1)), or Newfoundland and Labrador (Electoral Boundaries Act,
RSNL 1990, c. E-4, s. 15(6)), the concept of “Northern Alberta” is more organic than legal. Almost all
of the province is accessible by car, unlike these other provinces. The population of the far north of
Alberta is also not as Indigenous as the far north of these other provinces, each of which have at least
one electoral division where the population is majority or at least plurality Indigenous.> The
distribution of the Indigenous population in Alberta, coupled with the limitations placed on the
Commission by the Act, makes that challenging.

The Commission proposes the boundaries in this area of the province with humility. The Commission
is reasonably certain that an electoral division needs to be removed from the North or Near-north
given the extensive discussions of many alternatives, all of which did not yield effective representation
for Albertans. We nonetheless remain particularly open-minded on how to remove an electoral division
from this area of the province.

Populations of all electoral divisions and their variances from provincial averages are found in charts
in Appendix E.

> This includes but is not necessarily limited to (due to imperfect information available) Cumberland and
Athabasca in Saskatchewan; Flin Flon, Keewatinook, Thompson, and The Pas-Kameesak in Manitoba;
Kiiwetinoong in Ontario; and Torngat Mountains in Labrador.
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IX. Naming Recommendations

The Commission has the statutory authority and obligation to recommend name changes to electoral
divisions. The Commission is of the view that names that are based in geography that avoid even a
hint of partisanship are best practice to ensure faith in the electoral system and democracy. The
Commission is further of the view that names should be as clear and concise as reasonable. The
Commission also considers it appropriate for the largest municipality within an electoral division to be
listed first in an electoral division’s name. The Commission nonetheless is of the view that names
should reflect the status quo, unless geographical areas have been removed from a constituency, with
limited exceptions that will be explained. Accordingly, name changes are very modest, and only 18
existing electoral divisions are recommended for name changes. This is in addition to five new electoral
divisions and three electoral divisions where name changes are required due to consolidation.

This Commission’s preference is to preserve the status quo with respect to name changes, so it is not
recommending changes to the names of electoral divisions currently named after deceased politicians.
The Commission nonetheless discourages naming new electoral divisions after politicians. Without
question, there are politicians who should be honoured by Alberta. But when an electoral division is
named after a politician, it risks sending a signal, however subtle, of support for that politician’s political
party. Moreover, there are a finite number of electoral divisions but an infinite number of ways to
honour a politician. Naming electoral divisions after a politician risks questions about why a particular
politician was honoured. Again, however, the Commission favours maintaining the status quo if possible.
Accordingly, the Commission is not recommending changes to names of electoral divisions currently
named after politicians.

In a slight exception to the preservation of the status quo respecting names, the Commission is
recommending the largest municipality within an electoral division be named first within that electoral
division’s name. Accordingly, it is recommended that “Medicine Hat” go before “Brooks” or
“Cypress” in the names of those two electoral divisions. Medicine Hat is otherwise the only city of its
size in Alberta that does not appear at the beginning of an electoral division’s name, and it cannot be
found on an alphabetical list of electoral divisions. Similarly, it is recommended that “Innisfail-Sylvan
Lake” be renamed “Sylvan Lake-Innisfail.”
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X.  Recommendations for Boundary Changes

Having explained the rationales for the electoral divisions from the perspective of the province, the
remainder of this report will provide a rationale for the boundaries for each of the 89 electoral divisions,
listed numerically by map number. The maps are numbered in accordance with Elections Alberta’s
practice: every electoral division with “Calgary” at the beginning of its hame is numbered 1-29 in
alphabetical order, followed by every electoral division with “Edmonton” at the beginning of its name
being numbered 30-50 in alphabetical order, and finally, the remaining electoral divisions are numbered
51-89 in alphabetical order.

If an electoral division’s borders have not changed at all, we note that with an asterisk.* There are 9 of
them.

Where an existing electoral division’s name is recommended for change, we place the previous name
in parentheses beside the newly recommended name. There are 16 of them.

New electoral divisions are denoted with a dagger.t There are five of them.

Electoral divisions that are consolidations resulting in the removal of an electoral division from an area
have the previous electoral divisions’ names in square brackets beside them. There are three of them.
These last two changes reflect the net increase of two electoral divisions in the Legislature.

Calgary

The 2017 Commission created 26 electoral divisions in Calgary. We propose to make that 28 with
boundaries mostly in Calgary (though two share areas with what is adjacent to the city). Moreover,
Calgary-Okotoks is proposed as an additional “0.3” of an electoral division for Calgary.

Calgary-Acadia

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Acadia be as shown on
Map 1, resulting in a population of 57,620.

Significant changes are recommended to this electoral division. This is partially required due to the
creation of Calgary-Confluence. One of two new electoral divisions in Calgary, it is recommended that
all parts of Calgary-Acadia north of Glenmore Trail be moved to Calgary-Confluence. It is also
recommended that the area east of Elbow Drive, north of Heritage Drive, west of Macleod Tralil, and
south of Glenmore Trail be moved to Calgary-Glenmore, to increase the population of Calgary-
Glenmore and bring together communities just south of Glenmore Trail.

In order to increase Calgary-Acadia’s population, it is accordingly further recommended that areas
north of Canyon Meadows Drive, east of Macleod Trail, south of Anderson Road, and west of Bow
Bottom Trail be moved from Calgary-Fish Creek to Calgary-Acadia. These areas share significant
service centres and infrastructure with neighbourhoods to their north and west already in Calgary-
Acadia. Moreover, this is required to balance populations further south in Calgary.

The proposed electoral division continues to be based around the Acadia community. It has clear
boundaries and communities in common. Though its population is slightly above the provincial
average, this hardly warrants justification. To the extent that it does, it can be justified because less
growth is expected in this area compared to surrounding areas in Calgary and the boundaries are clear.
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Calgary-Beddington

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Beddington be as shown on
Map 2, resulting in a population of 56,024.

Two discrete changes are proposed from the previous boundaries of the electoral division. First, for
reasons noted in the discussion of Calgary-Edgemont, it is recommended that areas in the current
Calgary-Edgemont north of Country Hills Boulevard NW be moved to Calgary-Beddington. Second,
for reasons noted in the discussion of Calgary-Nose Creek, it is recommended that areas in the current
Calgary-Beddington north and east of Beddington Trail be moved to Calgary-Nose Creek. This is very
similar to the current boundaries, boundaries praised by MLA Amanda Chapman.

Both of these changes result in electoral divisions in Northwest Calgary, including Calgary-Beddington,
having very similar populations, logical boundaries that are major thoroughfares, and communities
with common service centres within the electoral division.

Calgary-Bhullar-McCall

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Bhullar-McCall be as shown
on Map 3, resulting in a population of 60,835. This is a rapidly growing area of the city, necessitating a
change with respect to Calgary-Falconridge: areas west of Falconridge Boulevard NE, south of 80
Avenue NE, and east of 36 Street NE are recommended for addition to Calgary-Falconridge, to better
balance the populations between the electoral division. Otherwise, the population of Calgary-Bhullar-
McCall would be unreasonably large.

It is also recommended that a border between Calgary-Bhullar-McCall and Calgary-North East be
moved from Metis Trail NE to a straight line extending south between Country Hills Boulevard and
96 Avenue, connecting 60 Street NE. This decreases the population of Calgary-North East in a way
that is justified given the expected population growth in Calgary-North East.

The Commission is of the view that the population variance is justified, given that it is nowhere close
to the statutory or constitutional limit, the electoral division can be effectively represented, and the rate
of growth is expected to slow.

Calgary-Bow

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Bow be as shown on Map
4, resulting in a population of 54,981.

This recommended electoral division’s boundaries have one discrete change from its current
boundaries: areas previously in the electoral division north of the Bow River are proposed to be moved
to Calgary-Varsity. This results in both electoral divisions having populations close to the provincial
average, and it makes sense for all of Calgary-Bow to be south of the river.

Calgary-Buffalo

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Buffalo be as shown on
Map 5, resulting in a population of 54,243. This recommended electoral division is small geographically,
but it reflects the density in this area of the city. The recommended electoral division is drawn entirely
from the previous electoral division bearing the same name, but it is smaller and has simpler lines: the
Bow River to the north, 1 Street SE to the east, 17 Avenue to the south, and 14 Street SW to the west.
Areas previously in the electoral division are moved to the new electoral division of Calgary-
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Confluence. The shared interests and clear boundaries of this very urban seat justify the extremely
modest variance from the average population, advocated for by Jaret Hargreaves. The reduction in
geographical size is necessary considering what was previously the very high population.

Calgary-Confluence’

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Confluence be as shown on
Map 6, resulting in a population of 56,902. With the Bow River and Deerfoot Trail running through
its centre, this new electoral division takes its name from the Confluence Historic Site and Parkland. It
unites both sides of the river in an electoral division that has a population modestly above the provincial
average, and has travel routes and service centres that constituents would avail themselves of
throughout the electoral division. Effective representation can follow for this new electoral division,
which is mostly drawn from many neighbouring electoral divisions.

Calgary-Cross

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Cross be as shown on Map
7, resulting in a population of 55,617. This electoral division’s boundaries have shifted notably, but
discretely, in four ways. First, all areas in the electoral division south of 16 Avenue are recommended
for removal to Calgary-East. This balances population and makes 16 Avenue a consistent border
between the two electoral divisions. Second, it is recommended that this electoral division include areas
north of 32 Avenue NE, south of McKnight Boulevard NE, west of 68 Street NE, and east of 36
Street NE, currently in Calgary-Falconridge. This increases the population of Calgary-Cross and makes
its borders generally clearer. Third, it is nonetheless recommended that areas north of 32 Avenue NE,
south of McKnight Boulevard NE, west of the city limits, and east of 68 Street NE, be moved to
Calgary-Falconridge, to better balance the population between the electoral divisions.

Finally, it is recommended that the Hamlet of Conrich—portions of Rocky View County west and
north of the City of Chestermere but south and west of Range Road 283 and Township Road 250—
be included into this electoral division. This community of Conrich is more connected in terms of
many services with Calgary than either Chestermere or Airdrie. This community’s inclusion in Calgary-
Cross better balances the population between Calgary-Cross and Chestermere-Strathmore.
Submissions asked for this change, citing Conrich’s potential annexation by Calgary in the near future.
The Commission was persuaded by such public submissions, including from Soha Ahmad, who wrote,
“While it's technically part of Rocky View County, in reality, Conrich feels like part of Calgary’s outer
edge. The community is just minutes away from the city, if you didn’t know the municipal boundary
was there, you'd probably assume it was already part of Calgary.”

The population of this electoral division is very modestly above the provincial average. Given its
relatively compact size and the commonalities within the electoral division, this variance is justified.

Calgary-Currie*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Currie be as shown on Map
8, resulting in a population of 58,111. This recommended electoral division’s boundaries are
unchanged. This reflects the fact that this electoral division makes sense due to common transportation
routes and roadways. This is a good example of where the Commission elects to maintain the status quo
in the absence of a compelling reason to depart from it, especially given the modest variance from the
average population being justified given the electoral division’s compactness and the preference to
preserve the status quo.
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Calgary-East

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-East be as shown on Map
9, resulting in a population of 57,359.

Changes are recommended from the current boundaries of Calgary-East. All areas south of 17
Avenue/Highway 1A are moved to Calgary-Peigan or Calgary-Confluence as part of the creation of
Calgary-Confluence. The electoral division has also gained areas from Calgary-Cross north of Memorial
Drive, south of 16 Avenue NE, and east of 36 Street. These diverse areas make sense in Calgary-East,
to which they are connected via major roads. They also make the population of Calgary-East more
balanced with those of neighbouring electoral divisions. Moreover, all of these changes result in a
rectangular electoral division with borders easy to describe: 17 Ave/Highway 1A on the South, 36
Street on the West, 16 Avenue NE on the North, and the city borders on the East.

This electoral division’s population is modestly above the provincial average, but that is eminently
justifiable given its compact geographic size and the logic of its borders.

Calgary-Edgemont

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Edgemont be as shown on
Map 10, resulting in a population of 55,141.

Two discrete changes from the current boundaries of the electoral division are proposed. First, as
noted below in the discussion of Calgary-Foothills, it is recommended that this electoral division’s
western boundary be Stoney Trail NW instead of Nose Hill Drive NW. Second, it is recommended
that areas in Calgary-Edgemont north of Country Hills Boulevard NW be moved to Calgary-
Beddington.

Both of these changes contribute to all electoral divisions in Northwest Calgary having very similar
populations. In the case of Calgary-Edgemont in particular, it has the further advantage of the electoral
division having clearer boundaries, with major roadways on all sides: Shaganappi Trail NW on the East,
Country Hills Boulevard NW on the North, Stoney Trail NW on the West, and Crowchild Trail NW
on the South. This fulfills the statutory goal of having clear boundaries, in addition to the goals of
keeping communities in common and similar populations together.

These modest changes to the electoral division’s boundaries are also consistent with MLA Julia
Hayter’s submission to keep the electoral division mostly in its current form.

Calgary-Elbow

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Elbow be as shown on Map
11, resulting in a population of 55,141. This recommended electoral division’s boundaries are largely
unchanged. The notable exception is the removal of a discrete area south of Glenmore Trail SW, which
is recommended for addition to Calgary-Glenmore. This small area bears more in common, from a
service and infrastructure perspective, with Calgary-Glenmore. Moreover, the new proposed
boundaries are easier to understand, with Glenmore Trail representing a consistent boundary across
the south end of the electoral division.

Apart from this small change, the recommended boundaries reflect the desire for relative continuity
with the status quo and the fact that this electoral division makes sense due to common transportation
routes and roadways. The status quo is generally supported by submissions such as those from Frank
Frey. The exceptionally modest variance from the average population does not require justification.
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Calgary-Falconridge

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Falconridge be as shown on
Map 12, resulting in a population of 56,052. For reasons noted in the discussion of Calgary-Cross, it is
recommended that the following areas be exchanged between Calgary-Falconridge and Calgary-Cross:

e Areas north of 32 Avenue NE, south of McKnight Boulevard NE, west of 68 Street NE, and
east of 36 St NE: move to Calgary-Cross from Calgary-Falconridge; and

e Areas north of 32 Avenue NE, south of McKnight Boulevard NE, west of the city limits, east
of 68 St NE: move to Calgary-Falconridge from Calgary-Cross.

As noted above in the discussion of Calgary-Cross, this keeps areas in common together and better
balances population.

It is further recommended that areas west of Falconridge Boulevard NE, south of 80 Avenue NE, and
east of 36 St NE, also be added to the electoral division from Calgary-Bhullar-McCall. These areas are
linked to the neighbourhoods immediately to their south in terms of service centres and roads.
Moreover, this change is necessary to better balance the population between Calgary-Falconridge and
Calgary-Bhullar-McCall.

Calgary-Fish Creek

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Fish Creek be as shown on
Map 13, resulting in a population of 60,044.

Significant changes have been proposed to this electoral division as a result of the changes required to
Calgary-Acadia, which were necessitated by the creation of Calgary-Confluence. As noted above, it is
recommended that areas north of Canyon Meadows Drive, east of Macleod Trail, south of Anderson
Road, and west of Bow Bottom Trail be moved from Calgary-Fish Creek to Calgary-Acadia. This is
recommended for reasons of population and connecting service centres.

It is accordingly recommended, to increase Calgary-Fish Creek’s population, that the following areas
be added:

a) From Calgary-Lougheed: areas north of Shawnessy Boulevard SW, following James McKevitt
Road North until it cuts across green space to Fish Creek Boulevard SW; and

b) From Calgary-Shaw: areas north of 194 Avenue, east of Macleod Trail, south of Spruce
Meadows Trail, and west of Chapparal Boulevard SE.

All of these areas are suburban neighbourhoods that share service centres and are easily traversable by
car.

We are confident that the new Calgary-Fish Creek is an electoral division for which an MLA can
achieve effective representation. Though the variance from provincial average is relatively large, it
remains well within the statutory and constitutional limits and is warranted given the other changes
within Calgary. Unlike some neighbouring electoral divisions, significant growth is not expected in
Calgary-Fish Creek.

The Commission notes that this is one of seven electoral divisions that will be aftected should
Okotoks-Diamond Valley be created rather than Calgary-Okotoks. Its population would be
Increased to 61,935, as it would absorb more territory further south as seen on Map 13B.
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Calgary-Foothills

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Foothills be as shown on
Map 14, resulting in a population of 54,797.

This proposed electoral division is mostly unchanged from the previous boundaries, with two
exceptions. Both of these areas are recommended for removal given significant expected growth in
Calgary-Foothills. First, as noted in the discussion of Calgary-North, it is recommended that the eastern
boundary, north of Symons Valley Parkway, be moved from Evanspark Boulevard NW/Panorama
Road NW to the West Nose Creek Ravine/Symons Valley Road NW. Second, it is recommended that
areas to the south of Country Hills Boulevard NW be moved to Calgary-Edgemont. This change
connects these areas to service centres within Calgary-Edgemont and makes Country Hills Boulevard
NW a consistent boundary on Calgary-Edgemont’s north.

This proposed electoral division’s population is very modestly below the provincial average. This hardly
warrants justification but, if it did, would be justified due to expected growth in the electoral division
and submissions such as those from resident Olga Barcelo, expressing contentment with the current
boundaries. Reducing the size of the electoral division will only facilitate effective representation.

Calgary-Glenmore

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Glenmore be as shown on
Map 15, resulting in a population of 56,917.

This recommended electoral division’s boundaries are unchanged, but for two additions. The first is a
discrete area south of Glenmore Trail SW, which is recommended for removal from Calgary-Elbow.
This small area bears more in common, from a service and infrastructure perspective, with Calgary-
Glenmore. Moreover, the new proposed boundaries are easier to understand, with Glenmore Trail
representing a consistent boundary across the north end of the electoral division. The second addition
is the area east of Elbow Drive, north of Heritage Drive, west of Macleod Trail, and south of Glenmore
Trail, which is recommended for addition from Calgary-Acadia, to reduce the population of Calgary-
Acadia, and bring together communities just south of Glenmore Trail.

This proposed electoral division continues to be based around the Glenmore Reservoir, with service
and population centres on the north, east, and south sides of the reservoir. It brings together
communities with commonalities. Its modestly exceeding the provincial average population hardly
warrants justification but, to the extent that it does, it can be justified due to lower-than-average
anticipated population growth compared to the rest of Calgary, and the other advantages of the
proposed and clear boundaries.

These boundaries were well supported by present residents, such as Marcia Cormier, Rob Cormier,
and Jayne Martin. As David Galasso wrote in his submission:

Calgary-Glenmore riding boundaries currently reflect the demographic[s] of this riding
extremely well. We are a riding that is not quite suburban, and not really inner city and
certainly not rural. We are firmly placed on the SouthWestern edge of Calgary with all the
requirements and concerns of a riding located in a big city. My preference would be to keep
the boundaries as they are . . .

In a similar vein, Marg Semel wrote, “The Jewish Community in Calgary Glenmore share common
interests and need to stay together for their voice to be heard and represented. The [electoral division]
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offers that connection and engagement.” Jayne Martin and Adam Singer expressed similar sentiments.
We find these submissions persuasive.

Calgary-Hays

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Hays be as shown on Map
16, resulting in a population of 52,111.

The proposed boundaries of Calgary-Hays essentially map the current boundaries, with the exception
of areas west of Deerfoot Trail being moved to Calgary-Peigan. It is recommended that these areas be
removed from Calgary-Hays to better balance the population between Calgary-Peigan and Calgary-
Hays. Though the territory may seem modest, development is very possible in the eastern part of
Calgary-Hays in the coming years, further justifying this boundary change.

The Commission is extremely satisfied that the proposed boundaries of Calgary-Hays make for an
electoral division that can be effectively represented. Essentially, they make the current Calgary-Hays,
which had boundaries lauded by a submission from Lawrence Alexander, slightly smaller, which can
only increase effective representation. The variance from average population is quite small. To the
extent it needs justification, expected development on the east end of Calgary-Hays, as well as the
advantages of the rectangular borders, provides that justification.

Calgary-Klein

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Klein be as shown on Map
17, resulting in a population of 49,666. This is largely based on the previous boundaries of Calgary-
Klein, with two exceptions. First, areas east of the Deerfoot Trail and south of 16 Avenue are
recommended to be moved to the new electoral division of Calgary-Confluence, as part of the creation
of this additional electoral division in Calgary. This reflects 16 Avenue being a major dividing line in
this part of Calgary. Second, areas north of 16 Avenue, between 10 Street NW and 2 Street NW, are
recommended to be added from Calgary-Mountain View. Itis recommended that these areas be moved
to Calgary-Klein because they bear similarities to Calgary-Klein in terms of housing, and to increase
Calgary-Klein’s population.

This electoral division’s 9.6% negative variance from the provincial average is relatively large in the
context of Calgary. But the electoral division has been effectively represented in the past, and the
proposed changes are likely to increase that. It must be underscored that perfect parity between
electoral divisions is not possible and this electoral division’s comparatively modest population is to
some extent the consequence of the recommended map of Calgary making sense as a whole. The same
is true of Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood in Edmonton.

Calgary-Lougheed

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Lougheed be as shown on
Map 18, resulting in a population of 52,241. Due to the changes in Calgary-Fish Creek, two changes
are proposed to Calgary-Lougheed. First, areas north of Shawnessy Boulevard SW, following James
McKevitt Road North until it cuts across green space to Fish Creek Boulevard SW, are recommended
for removal to Calgary-Fish Creek. These changes increase Calgary-Fish Creek’s population. Second,
to compensate for the foregoing, areas north of Stoney Trail SE, east of James McKevitt Road, south
of Shawnessy Boulevard, and west of Macleod Trail are recommended for removal from Calgary-Shaw
and addition to Calgary-Lougheed. These areas include service centres, infrastructure, and roads already
connected to and in Calgary-Lougheed.
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These changes make Calgary-Lougheed a more cohesive electoral division in terms of included
neighbourhoods. They further make Calgary-Lougheed’s borders a rough rectangle in the southwest
corner of the city and easy to explain. The relatively low population is justified given potential growth.

The Commission notes that this is one of seven electoral divisions that will be affected should
Okotoks-Diamond Valley be created rather than Calgary-Okotoks. Its population would be
Increased to 59,554, but its borders would remain a rough rectangle in the southwest of Calgary
as seen on Map 18B.

Calgary-Mountain View

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Mountain View be as shown
on Map 19, resulting in a population of 54,396. This recommended electoral division’s boundaries are
mostly unchanged. The only modest recommended changes are the exclusion of areas north of 16
Avenue, between 10 Street NW and 2 Street NW. It is recommended that these areas be moved to
Calgary-Klein. Not only are residents in these areas often more likely to seek services in Calgary-Klein;
this move is necessary to increase the population of Calgary-Klein, which would otherwise become
unreasonably low in the context of the city.

This electoral division will be a conduit for effective representation. The current boundaries provide
for effective representation. The slight reduction in size will only increase that.

Calgary-North

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-North be as shown on Map
20, resulting in a population of 57,945.

This proposed electoral division is modestly changed from the previous boundaries, with two
exceptions. First, it is recommended that the western boundary, north of Symons Valley Parkway NW,
be moved from Evanspark Boulevard NW/Panorama Road NW to Symons Valley Road NW/West
Nose Creek Ravine. This has three advantages. First, it creates a clear boundary for Calgary-North.
Second, it unites communities east of the geographic barrier that is the West Nose Creek Ravine. Third,
it reduces the population in Calgary-Foothills, where significant growth is expected.

Second, to reduce Calgary-North’s population in light of that change, and for further reasons noted
below in the discussion of Calgary-Nose Creek, it is recommended that areas north of Stony Trail and
east of 14 Street NW be moved into Calgary-Nose Creek. This also creates clearer borders and reduces
Calgary-North’s population, in addition to being necessary to create Calgary-Nose Creek.

As a result, this proposed electoral division has a population modestly above the provincial average,
but that is justifiable given its compact urban nature and the communities of interest it unites.

Calgary-North East

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-North East be as shown on
Map 21, resulting in a population of 54,541.

This area of the city has grown rapidly, and this is expected to continue. This requires two changes to
the electoral division’s boundaries. First, it is recommended that a border with Calgary-Bhullar-McCall
be moved from Metis Trail NE to a straight line extending south between Country Hills Boulevard
and 96 Avenue, connecting 60 St NE, for reasons noted above in the discussion of Calgary-Bhullar-
McCall. Second, all parts of the electoral division west of Deerfoot Trail are recommended to be moved
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to the new electoral division of Calgary-Nose Creek. The Deerfoot Trail is a major north-south
corridor, and is accordingly a logical boundary.

Though these changes leave Calgary-North East’s population modestly below the provincial average,
this is justifiable given the expected growth in this area of Calgary.

Calgary-North West*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-North West be as shown
on Map 22, resulting in a population of 52,488.

This recommended electoral division’s boundaries are unchanged. This reflects anticipated population
growth, and the fact that this electoral division makes sense due to common transportation routes and
roadways. This is a good example of where the Commission elects to maintain the status quo in the
absence of a compelling reason to depart from it, especially given the very modest variance from the
average population, and the rationales for other electoral divisions in Northwest Calgary.

Calgary-Nose Creek'

It is recommended that the boundaries of the new electoral division of Calgary-Nose Creek be as
shown on Map 23, resulting in a population of 55,155.

This electoral division’s boundaries are overwhelmingly taken from the previous boundaries of
Calgary-North East, as suggested by MLA Gurinder Brar: all parts of that electoral division west of the
Deerfoot Trail are proposed to be in this electoral division. It is also proposed that the portions of
Calgary-Beddington north and east of Beddington Trail be moved to Calgary-Nose Creek. Not only
does this modest change further equalize populations in this area of Calgary; it connects these
communities to the electoral division in terms of existing transportation routes and where residents
often receive services. Finally, it is recommended that areas north of Stony Trail and east of 14 Street,
that were previously in Calgary-North, be moved into Calgary-Nose Creek. This connects the
communities further north in Calgary-Nose Creek with neighbourhoods elsewhere in the electoral
division. It further helps equalize the populations between Calgary-Nose Creek and Calgary-North.
Otherwise, the population in Calgary-North may become unreasonably high.

Ultimately, this proposed electoral division has clear and easy-to-understand boundaries, linking
communities with significant commonalities. The population is very modestly above the provincial
average. The Commission thanks Ronald Yule for his recommendation regarding naming an electoral
division after the Nose Creek.

Calgary-Okotoks (Highwood)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Okotoks be as shown on
Map 24, resulting in a population of 58,327.

Though a successor to the electoral division of Highwood, this is a very different electoral division. It
consists of portions of Highwood: 1) in Foothills County, north of 338 Avenue, east of 48 Street West,
south of the City of Calgary and the Bow River, and west of 272 Street East; and 2) the Town of
Okotoks. It also consists of portions of Calgary south of Spruce Meadows Trail and west of Macleod
Trail (previously in Calgary-Shaw).

Unlike the other three hybrid electoral divisions containing parts of Calgary and Edmonton, all of
which were the subject of recommendations, there were no submissions that supported this link
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between Calgary and Okotoks. But the Commission is of the opinion that this electoral division will
enable effective representation and assist in facilitating effective representation in neighbouring
electoral divisions. The Town of Okotoks is the largest town in Alberta. Like Calgary, it is a
fundamentally urban area. This enables Okotoks and the portions of Foothills County in the electoral
division to be in a much geographically smaller electoral division than would otherwise be the case.
Perhaps most importantly, this allows all other electoral divisions in Southern Calgary (Calgary-
Lougheed, Calgary-Fish Creek, Calgary-Shaw, and Calgary-South East) to have smaller, more balanced
populations and clearer borders.

In other words, this electoral division will not only facilitate effective representation in itself, but it will
also enable effective representation in surrounding electoral divisions.

In the alternative, the Commission would recommend that the electoral division of Okotoks-
Diamond Valley be as shown on Map 24B, resulting in a population of 52,177. This electoral
division would link portions of Foothills County south of the border with Banff-Jasper and
north of Highway 7 (between Okotoks and Diamond Valley) and the Sheep River (in the west
end of the electoral division), including the Towns of Okotoks and Diamond Valley, in
addition to the parts of Foothills County already recommended for inclusion in Calgary-
Okotoks. This electoral division would also be a vehicle for effective representation. It would
also enable reduction of the populations of High River-Vulcan and Livingstone-Macleod,
facilitating effective representation. It would, however, increase the population variance
between the electoral divisions in Calgary and the rural south of Alberta. It would also result
In less clear borders within Calgary. The Commission is curious about public feedback.

Calgary-Peigan

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Peigan be as shown on Map
25, resulting in a population of 58,546. These proposed boundaries bear significant similarities to the
present boundaries of Calgary-Peigan, with some exceptions. First, it is recommended that areas west
of Deerfoot Trail and south of Mt McKenzie Way/McKenzie Lake Boulevard be moved to Calgary-
Peigan from Calgary-Hays. As noted above, this is necessary to reduce the population of Calgary-Hays.
Moreover, these neighbourhoods bear much in common with the areas to their north already in
Calgary-Peigan. Second, it is recommended that areas west of 36 Street SE, but north of Peigan Trail,
be moved into Calgary-Confluence. From an infrastructure and service perspective, these
neighbourhoods have similarities with Calgary-Confluence, and Calgary-Confluence’s creation requires
territory from several neighbouring electoral divisions. Third, it is recommended that all areas in
Calgary-East south of 17 Avenue be moved to Calgary-Peigan (with the exception of those north of
26 Avenue and west of 48 Street, which are recommended for inclusion in Calgary-Confluence). These
changes balance the populations between Calgary-Piegan, Calgary-Confluence, and Calgary-East, and
make the borders of Calgary-East, in particular, very easy to describe.

In sum, an MLA will be able to effectively represent Calgary-Piegan, a group of communities just east
of the Bow River extending to Calgary’s industrial east. Presenter Lorraine Robinson provided a
compelling submission urging the Commission to keep the constituency largely intact, in particular
keeping the community of Ogden. The proposed variance from the provincial average is modest in the
context of Calgary and keeps communities of interest together, enabling effective representation.

Calgary-Shaw

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Shaw be as shown on Map
26, resulting in a population of 57,612. Significant changes were required to Calgary-Shaw, due to the
changes to Calgary-Fish Creek and Calgary-Lougheed explained above, and changes to Calgary-South
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East, explained below. This required extending Calgary-Shaw to the areas east of the Bow River that
are south of Stoney Trail and west of Deerfoot Trail. These changes are further recommended because,
as discussed in more detail below, if Calgary-Shaw did not take this territory from Calgary-South East,
the population of Calgary-South East would be unreasonably large. Meanwhile, west of the Bow River,
Calgary-Shaw is now confined to areas south of Stoney Trail, and east of Macleod Trail. All areas in
the electoral division west of Macleod Trail are recommended for inclusion in Calgary-Okotoks or
Calgary-Lougheed. Areas north of 194 Avenue, east of Macleod Trail, south of Spruce Meadows Trail,
and west of Chapparal Boulevard SE are also recommended to be added to Calgary-Fish Creek.

The Commission was reluctant to have an electoral division in Calgary cross the Bow River but
concluded that it was necessary for one to do so. But this will not seriously impede effective
representation. Residents have two bridges to cross the river in the electoral division, and the electoral
division represents a polygon in the south of Calgary, mostly bordered by the city limits on the South,
Macleod Trail and Chapparal Trail on the West, Stoney Trail and 194 Avenue on the North, and Deerfoot
Trail on the East. The population is well within the effective representation range. The population
variance is justifiable given the communities of interest brought together and the clear borders.

The Commission notes that this is one of seven electoral divisions that will be affected should
Okotoks-Diamond Valley be created rather than Calgary-Okotoks. Its population would be
Increased to 58,018, as its borders will shift further west and further south as seen on Map 26B.
There are clear disadvantages to this map in terms of lack of a bridge crossing the river, and
less clear boundaries. But effective representation would still be possible.

Calgary-South East

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-South East be as shown on
Map 27, resulting in a population of 53,551.

The proposed boundaries of Calgary-South East essentially map the current boundaries, with the
exception of areas north and west of Deerfoot Trail being moved to Calgary-Shaw. It is recommended
that these areas be removed from Calgary-South East for two reasons. First, the creation of Calgary-
Confluence had effects on the boundaries of Calgary-Acadia, which in turn had effects on the
boundaries of Calgary-Fish Creek, which in turn had effects on the boundaries of Calgary-Lougheed.
All of these proposed boundaries are justified for reasons noted elsewhere, but it required Calgary-
Shaw to extend east of the Bow River, for reasons also explained above.

Second, it was logical for Calgary-Shaw to take territory from Calgary-South East given the significant
population growth in Calgary-South East. Losing this territory was necessary or else Calgary-South
East’s population would have been unreasonably high.

The boundaries of Calgary-South East are clear and rectangular: the city borders on the South and
East, Deerfoot Trail on the West, and Stoney Trail on the North.

The Commission is satisfied that the proposed boundaries of Calgary-South East make for an electoral
division that can be effectively represented. Essentially, they make the current Calgary-South East
slightly smaller, which can only increase effective representation. The slightly below average population
is eminently justifiable given growth potential and the clearness of the boundaries.

The Commission notes that this is one of seven electoral divisions that will be aftected should
Okotoks-Diamond Valley be created rather than Calgary-Okotoks. Its population would be
Increased to 60,417 people, as its borders would encompass areas west of Deerfoot Trail as
shown on Map 27B.
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Calgary-Varsity

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-Varsity be as shown on Map
28, resulting in a population of 57,166. This recommended electoral division’s boundaries are
unchanged from its current boundaries with one exception: areas north of the Bow River previously
in Calgary-Bow are recommended for transfer into Calgary-Varsity. This keeps both electoral divisions
closer to provincial averages in terms of population, and, in any event, it makes sense for both electoral
divisions to not be on both sides of the river. Moreover, this electoral division makes sense due to
common transportation routes and being centred around the University of Calgary. The modest
variance from average population hardly warrants justification but, to the extent that it does, it can be
justified due to lower-than-average anticipated population growth in this urban electoral division, as
well as the clear boundaries and the preference for boundaries close to the status quo.

Calgary-West-Elbow Valley (Calgary-West)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Calgary-West-Elbow Valley be as
shown on Map 29, resulting in a population of 54,167. This is extremely close to the provincial average,
and we anticipate that there will be growth in this electoral division. It has the same boundaries as the
current boundaries, with the exception of the rural portions that have been added to it: east of Highway
22, south of the Elbow River, west of the City of Calgary boundaries and north of the Tsuu T'ina First
Nation’s northern boundary. Adding these rural portions is justified for four reasons. First, the rural
portions of the electoral division are predominantly acreages in the Elbow Valley neighbourhood that,
in terms of service centres, are linked to Calgary much more than to Canmore or Cochrane in
neighbouring electoral divisions. Second, adding these rural portions brings Calgary-West-Elbow
Valley’s population closer to the provincial average. Third, this is an introduction to the concept of
hybrid electoral divisions, which is certainly the way of the future. Finally, Sanjeev Kad, on behalf of a
local constituency association, explicitly stated that this would be a welcome change, and we received
no submissions to the contrary.

Edmonton

After the last Commission, the City of Edmonton had 20 electoral divisions. We recommend that that
be increased to 21.

Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview be as
shown on Map 30, resulting in a population of 54,440. Though low for an urban electoral division, this
is extremely close to the provincial average and justified given expected development in the new
electoral division. MLA Peggy Wright noted that the neighbourhoods in the electoral division share a
common history.

This proposed new boundaries bear overwhelming similarity to the previous electoral division bearing
the same name, which by all accounts has worked well as a single electoral division, demonstrated in
submissions such as those of Lesley Thompson.

The electoral division has lost some territory to Edmonton-Decore, for reasons noted in discussion of
that electoral division. Further territory is added from Edmonton-Manning, south and east of 167
Avenue NE and the railway line, as the railway line created an artificial boundary, and to close the gap
in population between Edmonton-Manning and Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview. But the fundamental
character of the electoral division remains intact.
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Edmonton-Castle Downs*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Castle Downs be as
shown on Map 31, resulting in a population of 59,612. This electoral division is unchanged from the
last redistricting, with borders that reflect the city’s northern boundaries as well as major roadways.
Constituents congress on the same service centres. This remains well within the 25% variance that is
legally permitted, providing another reason to maintain the electoral division in current form. This
accorded with MLA Nicole Goehring’s submission that the boundaries remain unchanged, despite
being above provincial average in population.

Edmonton-City Centre

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-City Centre be as shown
on Map 32, resulting in a population of 54,041.

This bears significant similarities to the current boundaries of Edmonton-City Centre. It has gained
area east of 121 Street NW from Edmonton-Glenora. Not only does this make the electoral division
closer to the provincial population average, it also reflects the fact that individuals east of the rail line
are more likely to travel and receive services east of the rail line. This change also makes the borders
between Edmonton-City Centre and Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview clearer. The electoral division lost
territory to Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood west of 97 Street NW and north of Princess Elizabeth
Avenue NW/118 Avenue NW. These neighbourhoods are likely to seek many services in Edmonton-
Highlands-Norwood. Moreover, this transfer was necessary to keep the population of Edmonton-
Highlands-Norwood closer to the provincial average.

Ultimately, this electoral division is extremely close in population to the provincial average and remains
an electoral division that is extremely close to its current boundaries, boundaries which are praised by
MLA David Shepherd.

Edmonton-Decore

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Decore be as shown on
Map 33, resulting in a population of 58,182. This is very similar to the current boundaries of the
electoral division. However, additional territory south of 137 Avenue NW and west of the railway line
has been added from Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview, to reflect the fact that significant development is
not expected in this electoral division, unlike the neighbouring electoral divisions of Edmonton-
Manning and Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview. The additional neighbourhoods added are connected to
the new proposed boundaries from an infrastructure perspective, whereas they were separated from
the rest of Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview by the rail line.

The population variance from the provincial average is well within the target for effective
representation, and the compact size of the electoral division decreases the logistical challenges in
representing it.

Edmonton-Ellerslie

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Ellerslie be as shown on
Map 34, resulting in a population of 53,376. There are significant changes to this electoral division, to
assist in the creation of the new electoral division of Edmonton-South East. At its core, the new
electoral division of Edmonton-Ellerslie includes areas east of Gateway Boulevard, south of 23 Avenue
NW, north of 41 Avenue SW, and west of 66 Street, as well as those north of the Anthony Henday,
west of 50 Street NW, south of 23 Avenue NW, and east of 66 Street NW. These are all major
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thoroughfares that logically form the boundaries of an electoral division. The electoral division has
gained territory from Edmonton-South and Edmonton-Mill Woods to balance populations, prevent
an electoral division crossing Gateway Boulevard, and to keep communities of interest in common. It
has lost significant territory to create Edmonton-South East. It has also lost some area to Edmonton-
Meadows to balance populations and create clearer borders in this area of Edmonton.

The electoral division’s borders are a logical polygon in the south of Edmonton, significantly
geographically smaller than the current borders of the electoral division. Its slightly lower-than-average
population is amply justifiable given expected growth and the challenges in representing the very
diverse population.

Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview [Edmonton-Glenora and Edmonton-Riverview]

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview be
as shown on Map 35, resulting in a population of 61,705.

This new electoral division combines the current electoral divisions of Edmonton-Glenora and
Edmonton-Riverview, with five notable exceptions:

1) All parts of Edmonton-Riverview electoral division south of the North Saskatchewan River,
which are logically paired with Edmonton-Strathcona;

2) Parts of Edmonton-Glenora east of 121 Street NW, which are logically paired with
Edmonton-City Centre;

3) Parts of Edmonton-Riverview west of 163 Street NW and north of 95 Avenue NW, which
are recommended for addition to Edmonton-West Henday;

4) Parts of Edmonton-Glenora west of 156 Street NW, which are recommended for addition to
Edmonton-West Henday; and

5) Areas of Edmonton-Riverview south and west of Whitemud Drive, 149 Street SW, and 87
Avenue NW (as illustrated on Map 35), which are recommended for inclusion in Edmonton-
McClung.

All of these changes create the newly consolidated electoral division of Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview,
whose population is well within the legally mandated average. In particular, the new electoral division
of Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview combines several inner-city communities north of the North
Saskatchewan River, which have common service centres and are centred around roads such as Groat
Road, 142 Street NW, and 107 Avenue NW. This electoral division makes sense as a cohesive whole.

The electoral division is easily traversable, and communities share infrastructure and economic
interests. It can be effectively represented despite the higher-than-average population.

Edmonton-Gold Bar

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Gold Bar be as shown
on Map 36, resulting in a population of 54,981.

This is extremely similar to the current boundaries of the electoral division. The only change has been
the addition of the neighbourhoods of Ritchie, Hazeldean, and Argyll, by adding areas east of 99 Street
NW and south of Whyte Avenue from Edmonton-Strathcona. Though these areas have much in
common with Edmonton-Strathcona, they also receive significant services, notably related to public
health, in Edmonton-Gold Bar. Moreover, moving these areas from Edmonton-Strathcona to
Edmonton-Gold Bar balances the populations between the two electoral divisions. The Commission
notes that areas of Edmonton south of the North Saskatchewan River, east of the Whitemud Creek,
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and north of Whitemud Drive can be almost perfectly divided to create two electoral divisions with
negligible variances from provincial average population and for which effective representation is
possible. The Commission therefore recommends making two such electoral divisions.

Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood be
as shown on Map 37, resulting in a population of 49,995.

This is very similar to the current boundaries of this electoral division, boundaries generally supported
by submissions such as those of Max Amerongen, Charlayne Bozak, Katherine Joosse, Hans Smits,
and Donna Staszenski. One small change is recommended. The area east of 109 Street NW, west of
97 Street NW, south of Yellowhead Trail, and north of Princess Elizabeth Avenue NW/118 Avenue
NW has been added to the electoral division, to reflect the fact that many of the individuals who live
in this area obtain services in Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood, and to increase the population of
Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood compared to Edmonton-City Centre.

This electoral division’s population remains relatively low, particularly for an urban electoral division.
But, somewhat like Calgary-Klein in Calgary, given the submissions indicating contentment with the
current boundaries and the fact that the Commission is content with the other proposed electoral
divisions in adjacent areas of Edmonton, the Commission is recommending the continuation of the
electoral division with these modest changes. It remains well within the effective representation range.

Edmonton-Manning

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Manning be as shown
on Map 38, resulting in a population of 59,719. This is very similar to the previous electoral division
bearing the same name, which by all accounts has worked well as a similar electoral division. Indeed,
local resident Samuel Juru urged maintaining the status quo in this regard.

The electoral division has lost some territory south and east of the CN Rail line/167 Avenue NW. This
is recommended to reduce this electoral division’s population, especially as further development is
expected in this area of Edmonton. The railway line in particular is a logical demarcation of where
individuals receive services. The smaller size will only increase effective representation in the electoral
division, effective representation that was already present.

Given likely population growth, the Commission is particularly curious about the prospect of moving
areas of this electoral division that are north of Valour Road to St. Albert-Sturgeon. This would help
balance the population of the two electoral divisions in addition to reflecting the fact that these areas
of Edmonton bear many similarities to Sturgeon County, and significant urbanization is not expected
in the near future.

Edmonton-McClung

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-McClung be as shown
on Map 39, resulting in a population of 61,859.

These boundaries bear significant similarities to the current boundaries of Edmonton-McClung.
However, it has gained areas northeast of the Patricia Ravine from Edmonton-Riverview if south and
west of the Whitemud Drive, 149 Street SW, and 87 Avenue NW (as illustrated on Map 35), to reduce
the population of Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview. It also gained areas northeast of the Anthony
Henday Drive and northwest of the North Saskatchewan River, formerly in Edmonton-South West,
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both because these areas naturally receive services northeast of the Anthony Henday Drive and to
reflect the population increases expected in Edmonton-South West and the new recommended
electoral division of Edmonton-West-Enoch. To avoid the population becoming too high in light of
these changes, areas north of 87 Avenue NW, west of 170 Street NW, south of 95 Avenue NW, and
east of 178 Avenue NW are recommended to be added to Edmonton-West Henday, to better reflect
the balance in population between the two electoral divisions.

Ultimately, this electoral division has a higher-than-normal variance from the provincial average, albeit
one well within the effective representation range. The communities and neighbourhoods resident
within it make sense from a service perspective. It will be a vehicle for effective representation.

Edmonton-Meadows

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Meadows be as shown
on Map 40, resulting in a population of 53,318. The eastern part of the electoral division remains the
same, bordering the city limits until Anthony Henday Drive, and moving north at 17 Street NW. It is
recommended that the southwestern edge of the electoral division be moved to 16A Avenue NW and
15 Avenue NW. Though gaining some territory from Edmonton-Ellerslie, this is part of the changes
necessary to decrease Edmonton-Ellerslie’s population and create Edmonton-South East. It is also
recommended that the area south of 23 Avenue further west also be moved to create Edmonton-South
East. It is recommended that all areas west of 34 Street but north of 23 Avenue and those north of 38
Avenue even if east of 34 Street (though still west of 17 Street NW) be moved to Edmonton-Mill
Woods. This balances population and reflects less growth being expected in Edmonton-Mill Woods.

There has been rapid growth in Edmonton-Meadows. Its smaller geographic size will ensure effective
representation. Its smaller than average population is justified given that there remains growth
potential. MLA Jasvir Deol spoke eloquently about the challenges of representing this electoral
division. We are confident that future MLAs will be able to continue to effectively represent this area.

Edmonton-Mill Woods

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Mill Woods be as shown
on Map 41, resulting in a population of 59,673. This bears similarity to the current boundaries of the
electoral division, particularly on the west (Gateway Boulevard) and north (Whitemud Drive) sides.
However, it is recommended that the southern end of the electoral division be moved further north to
23 Avenue NW while the eastern border be moved further east to 34 Street NW. It is also
recommended that an area east of 34 Street NW, west of 17 Street NW, and north of 38 Avenue NW
be moved into Edmonton-Mill Woods from Edmonton-Meadows.

The reasons for these proposed changes are to make the population closer to neighbouring electoral
divisions, bearing in mind the additional electoral divisions being added to south Edmonton. Though
this electoral division has the highest population of the four in southeast Edmonton, it is also the one
with the least expected growth. Its borders are also clearer as a result of these changes.

Edmonton-Mill Woods still keeps together communities of interest, major roadways, and service
centres. The modestly above average population can be justified given the communities of interest kept
together, the electoral division’s small geography, and the relative lack of anticipated population
growth. Effective representation will continue.
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Edmonton-North West

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-North West be as shown
on Map 42, resulting in a population of 61,226. These boundaries are very similar to the current
boundaries of the electoral division, though it has gained some territory from Edmonton-West Henday,
south of 132 Avenue NW, north of Yellowhead Trail, east of 127 Street NW, and west of 113A Street
NW. This small change better balances the population between the two electoral divisions, recognizes
that these areas bear much in common with Edmonton-North West, and makes the borders between
the electoral divisions clearer.

We consider the population variance amply justifiable given that it remains well within the target for
effective representation, and multiple submissions indicated widespread contentment with the electoral
division in its current form. For instance, local resident Lyndsey Henderson wrote:

I have worked in this constituency for nearly 20 years and feel strongly that the current
boundaries should not be massively adjusted. The current boundaries keep the constituency
within the logical bounds ... and ensure that the neighbourhoods represented are well
defined as communities of common interest.

Anna Fiddler-Berteig similarly added “Edmonton-North West really makes sense as a constituency.”
Brent Bartlett praised the electoral division’s “stronger sense of community and commonality,” asking
the Commission to “Please leave this boundary alone.” Rowan Ley wrote of “hope that the
Commission will consider leaving the current boundaries of Edmonton-North West mostly
unchanged.” And Will van Engan submitted that “The Edmonton-North West riding should
remain largely the same as it is now.” (emphasis in original) Finally, MLA David Eggen praised the
culture of his electoral division, noting, “Although it’s a bit of a funny shape, there’s a certain coherence
in Edmonton-North West.” The minor adjustment to the borders does not affect the fundamental
character of the electoral division, for which effective representation will continue to be possible.

Edmonton-Rutherford

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Rutherford be as shown
on Map 43, resulting in a population of 58,082. This bears significant similarity to the current
boundaries of Edmonton-Rutherford. The only change is the addition of the areas north of Ellerslie
Road, south of Anthony Henday Drive, west of Gateway Boulevard, and east of Whitemud Creek
from Edmonton-South. This change is recommended to bring the populations of Edmonton-
Rutherford and Edmonton-South closer together. The added areas, from a service perspective, could
logically be placed in either electoral division. Given the preference for relative population parity within
cities, the Commission recommends the change.

Edmonton-South

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-South be as shown on
Map 44, resulting in a population of 57,522. Though bearing significant overlap to the current
boundaries of Edmonton-South, it is proposed that this electoral division lose territory, given its
growth, with all areas north of Ellerslie Road, east of Whitemud Creek, and west of Gateway Boulevard
being moved to Edmonton-Rutherford. It is recommended that areas north of Anthony Henday Drive
be moved to Edmonton-Whitemud. This accords with Robert Jarman’s submission. This will help
better balance the populations in the electoral divisions and create clear boundaries. Moreover, it is
proposed that the community of Chappelle Gardens be moved to Edmonton-South West to reduce
the population size of Edmonton-South. The same is recommended for areas north and west of the
Whitemud Creek but south of Anthony Henday Drive. Finally, it is recommended that areas east of
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Gateway Boulevard be moved into Edmonton-Ellerslie, both because Gateway Boulevard is a more
logical location for the boundary, and to reduce the population of Edmonton-South.

The variance from provincial average is a modest one. With anticipated population growth, it is well
within the range for effective representation.

Edmonton-South Eastf

It is recommended that the boundaries of the new electoral division of Edmonton-South East be as
shown on Map 45, resulting in a population of 52,888. This represents a logical polygon in the southeast
corner of the city: a) areas in the City of Edmonton, south of 41 Avenue SW, east of Gateway
Boulevard, and west of the City of Edmonton boundary; b) areas north of 41 Avenue SW, east of 66
Street SW, south of Anthony Henday Drive, and west of the city limits; ¢) areas north of Anthony
Henday Drive, east of 34 Street NW, south of 16A Avenue NW/15 Avenue NW, and west of 17 Street
NW; and d) areas north of Anthony Henday Drive, east of 50 Street NW, south of 23 Avenue NW,
and west of 34 Street NW.

These borders are logical and create an electoral division in the southeast of the city with communities
in common. Though below the provincial average in terms of population, these areas of Edmonton
are likely to develop quickly. The variance in population average is amply justifiable.

Edmonton-South West

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-South West be as shown
on Map 46, resulting in a population of 54,136. This electoral division mostly consists of: a) the current
parts of Edmonton-South West south of the North Saskatchewan River (parts north of the river are
moved to Edmonton-West-Enoch or Edmonton-McClung); b) areas north and west of the Whitemud
Creek but south of Anthony Henday Drive that are currently in Edmonton-South, to better balance
populations and use Whitemud Creek as a boundary; and c) the neighbourhood of Chapelle Gardens,
which is moved from Edmonton-South given that it is a “standalone community” in many ways and
there is otherwise significant expected growth in Edmonton-South. This electoral division’s
population, though lower than the provincial average, is still well within range, and growth is expected
in this electoral division in the coming years. It is mostly based on the current electoral division for
which effective representation is possible. That will continue.

Edmonton-Strathcona

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Strathcona be as shown
on Map 47, resulting in a population of 54,093. This is the current version of the electoral division,
combined with all areas of Edmonton-Riverview south of the North Saskatchewan River, but omitting
the areas south of Whyte Avenue and east of 99 Street NW, which are recommended to be moved to
Edmonton-Gold Bar. In the Commission’s view, this electoral division essentially keeps aspects of the
University of Alberta community together, as well as neighbouring areas which are often culturally and
economically linked to the university. The Commission notes that areas of Edmonton south of the
North Saskatchewan River, east of the Whitemud Creek, and north of Whitemud Drive can be almost
perfectly divided to create two electoral divisions with negligible variances from provincial average
population and for which effective representation is possible. The Commission therefore recommends
making two such electoral divisions.
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Edmonton-West-Enoch'

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-West-Enoch be as
shown on Map 48, resulting in a population of 56,894.

This new electoral division takes all areas previously in Edmonton-South West north of the North
Saskatchewan River, west of Anthony Henday Drive, and south of Whitemud Drive. Edmonton-
West-Enoch has also gained areas north of Whitemud Drive NW, west of Anthony Henday Drive,
and south of Webber Greens Drive NW/92 Avenue NW from Edmonton-West Henday. This
creates Edmonton-West-Enoch and helps reduce the population in Edmonton-West Henday.

In a novel recommendation, the new electoral division also includes Enoch Cree Nation. This First
Nation is very integrated into the economy, culture, and infrastructure of West Edmonton. The
Commission is particularly intrigued at the prospect of an Edmonton electoral division including an
Indian reserve. In the Commission’s view, this linking can create cultural understanding and
recognize shared interests. This was also supported by submissions that the Commission received.
The Commission acknowledges that these submissions did not formally come from Enoch Cree
Nation, so the Commission humbly requests that Enoch Cree Nation leadership inform the
Commission of its views on this proposed change to electoral division boundaries and, of course, the
electoral division’s name.

Finally, Edmonton-West-Enoch has gained a small number of areas outside city limits but east of
Highway 60 from Drayton Valley-Devon. The acreages and prospective development in this part of
Alberta bear far more in common, from an economic, service, and cultural perspective, with the City
of Edmonton than with Devon (which is south of the river), much less Drayton Valley. This also
helps balance population between the electoral divisions.

The electoral division’s modest variance from provincial population average is justified, given the
advantages of the electoral division’s borders, to achieve effective representation.

Edmonton-West Henday

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-West Henday be as
shown on Map 49, resulting in a population of 61,775.

Though bearing significant similarities to the current boundaries of the electoral division, it has lost
territory north of Whitemud Drive NW, west of Anthony Henday Drive, and south of Webber Greens
Drive NW/92 Avenue NW to Edmonton-West-Enoch. This creates Edmonton-West-Enoch and
helps reduce the population in Edmonton-West Henday. Territory was also lost to Edmonton-North
West south of 132 Avenue NW, east of 127 Street NW, north of Yellowhead Trail, and west of 113A
Street NW, for reasons related to population balance and creating clearer boundaries.

Territory was also added from Edmonton-McClung north of 87 Avenue NW, west of 170 Street NW,
south of 95 Avenue NW, and east of 178 Avenue NW, to better reflect the balance in population
between the two electoral divisions. Further territory is recommended to be added west of 156 Street
NW from Edmonton-Glenora to balance populations and create clearer borders. Finally, it is
recommended that areas west of 163 Street NW, south of Stony Plain Road NW, north of 95 Avenue
NW, and west of 170 Street NW be added to Edmonton-West Henday from Edmonton-Riverview.
This creates clearer borders and assists in the consolidation of Edmonton-Glenora and Edmonton-
Riverview. These areas are more suburban than what is often found in Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview.
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Though a relatively larger variance from most urban electoral divisions, we consider this population
amply justifiable given that it remains well within the target for effective representation, communities
of interest are kept together, and the electoral division is very easily traversed via road.

Edmonton-Whitemud

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Edmonton-Whitemud be as shown
on Map 50, resulting in a population of 56,752. This is very similar to the current boundaries, which
were noted as logical by MLA Rakhi Pancholi, though areas south and east of 23 Avenue NW and
Rabbit Hill Road NW have been added insofar as they are west of the Whitemud Creek and north of
Anthony Henday Boulevard. These areas were added both because of their connections to service
centres within Edmonton-Whitemud and to increase the population of the electoral division. This
leaves the electoral division with extremely logical and clear boundaries: west of the Whitemud Creek,
north and east of Anthony Henday Drive, and south and east of the North Saskatchewan River. These
clear boundaries and uniting communities of interest mean effective representation will continue.

Rest of Alberta
Airdrie-East

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Airdrie-East be as shown on Map
51, resulting in a population of 53,952. Though the current boundaries of the electoral division were
used as a starting point to draw its new version, significant changes are recommended.

Essentially, it is proposed that this electoral division contain parts of Rocky View County north of
Township Road 250 and east of 8 Street (from its border with Calgary) through Airdrie to Yankee
Valley Boulevard, when the western border of the electoral division moves east to the railway line
before proceeding north to Township Road 282, with the western border then moving west until Range
Road 20.

These recommended boundaries include the Towns of Crossfield and Irricana, and portions of the
City of Airdrie east of the border described above. This is consistent with submissions of Leona Esau
and Megan Stewart. This division keeps communities of interest in common in Rocky View County
and the rapidly expanding City of Airdrie. Its slightly lower-than-average population is amply justified
given growth expected in this area of the province. Effective representation will be achieved.

We note that this proposed division of the City of Airdrie was supported by the City of Airdrie and
the Town of Crossfield. This is further evidence of the tenability and, indeed, the benefits of hybrid
electoral divisions.

Airdrie-West'

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Airdrie-West be as shown on Map
52, resulting in a population of 48,145. This is essentially a “new” electoral division, drawn from
portions of the current Airdrie-Cochrane and Airdrie-East. It is proposed that its borders be Township
Road 282 on the north and the City of Calgary’s northern limits on the south. It is recommended that
Range Road 21/Highway 772 be the border on the west. On the east, it is recommended that the
border be the railway line from the north until Yankee Valley Boulevard, at which point the border
juts west until 8 Street, and then proceeds due south.

Essentially, consistent with submissions such as those of Jennifer Williams, Leona Esau, and Megan
Stewart, this electoral division aims to represent the west side of the rapidly growing City of Airdrie,
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along with surrounding areas in Rocky View County. It brings together communities of interest that
can be effectively represented. Though its population may seem unusually low for an urban electoral
division, that is justified on the basis that population growth in this area of the province is expected to
continue rapidly.

Banff-Jasper (Banff-Kananaskis)

It is recommended that the boundaries of Banff-Jasper be as shown on Map 53, resulting in a
population of 53,527.

This is largely based on the current boundaries of Banff-Kananaskis, with changes falling into two
macro-level categories.

The first aims to bring in areas with a unique relationship to the Federal Government into the electoral
division, by adding: a) Jasper National Park, including the Municipality of Jasper from West
Yellowhead; b) a small portion of Foothills County south of the Highwood River and west of the
Stimson Creek from Livingstone-Macleod; and c) portions of Clearwater County from Rimbey-Rocky
Mountain House-Sundre west of Highway 734 as well as north and west of the North Saskatchewan
River. The first change connects Jasper and Banff, two municipalities with significant commonalities.
We thank submissions from MLA Sarah Elmeligi, former Canmore Mayor John Borrowman, Marc
Lapierre, and Alan MacFadyen for this suggestion. The second change increases this electoral division’s
population, reduces that of Livingstone-Macleod, and brings Eden Valley 216 Indian Reserve into this
electoral division, which already has significant Indian reserves. The third change also brings three
Indian reserves into the electoral division, as well as communities adjacent to the Rocky Mountains
that support the national parks. The third change also assists in the elimination of Rimbey-Rocky
Mountain House-Sundre.

Second, it is recommended that several changes occur closer to Calgary, both to reduce this electoral
division’s population, and facilitate other changes occurring in electoral divisions that border Calgary,
such that:

A) Areas south of Cochrane, east of Highway 22, and north of the Elbow River be moved from
Banff-Kananaskis to Cochrane-Springbank;

B) Areas south of the Elbow River, north of the Tsuu T'ina First Nation boundary, and east of
Highway 22 be moved to Calgary-West-Elbow Valley (see also the discussion of Calgary-West-
Elbow Valley); and

C) A small quadrant around Millarville be moved to High River-Vulcan as this area bears more
in common, economically and culturally, with High River-Vulcan than Banff-Jasper (¢his
would be in Okotoks-Diamond Valley if that electoral division were to be created
rather than Calgary-Okotoks).

The electoral division is lengthy from a north-south perspective. The residents, even those located
outside the national parks, are largely industry dependent on the national parks, giving the electoral
division a common interest. Multiple Indian reserves are also in the electoral division, furthering the
link with the Federal Government. Other changes are warranted given the changes on the borders of
Calgary. The population is well within the effective representation range. To the extent that the
deviation requires justification, its large geography provides such a justification. This electoral division’s
boundaries are consistent with our approach to effective representation for rural Alberta.
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Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul be as
shown on Map 54, with a population of 55,809. This bears significant similarities to the current electoral
division of Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul, with discrete exceptions. Specifically, it is recommended
that all portions of the County of St. Paul presently in Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock be moved to
Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul. This unites most of the County of St. Paul in the same electoral division.
Second, it is recommended that Saddle Lake Cree Nation be moved to Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca.

These changes unite almost all of the County of St. Paul in a single electoral division. This brings
together communities of interest more clearly. The change regarding Saddle Lake Cree Nation prevents
an overcorrection from a population perspective resulting from the first proposed change. These are
consistent with changes recommended by MLA Scott Cyr.

Ultimately, as a result of these changes, the boundaries of this electoral division are clear: the County
of St. Paul and the municipalities within it; the MD of Bonnyville and the municipalities within it,
including the City of Cold Lake (making this a hybrid electoral division); and 1.C. 349 Cold Lake Air
Weapons Range. While the population of the electoral division is slightly higher than ideal for a rural
electoral division of this geographic size, the Commission is of the view that the variance from the
provincial average is so modest, and the recommended boundaries are justifiable for other reasons,
that the electoral division will clearly be a vehicle for effective representation.

We acknowledge that Mr. Cyr submitted that, due to shadow populations of temporary workers such
as members of the military and/or those who work in the oil industry, the electoral division serves
over 75,000 persons. This reflects the vast industry in this electoral division, and its importance to
Alberta’s economy. While not without sympathy to this concern of representation without taxation,
we do not have enough data about these matters to be certain. In any event, while this certainly
complicates the ability to effectively represent the electoral division, the Commission is satisfied that
its proposed boundaries make sense and can facilitate effective representation.

Camrose

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Camrose be as shown on Map 55,
resulting in a population of 54,542.

This bears significant similarities to the current boundaries of this electoral division, though modest
material changes are recommended. First, it is recommended that portions of Flagstaff County east of
Highway 872, notably the Town of Hardisty, be moved to Drumheller-Stettler. These areas are far
from the City of Camrose, and this recommended change is required for Drumheller-Stettler to comply
with s. 15(1) of the Act. For more details of this rationale, see the discussion of Drumheller-Stettler.

Second, it is recommended that portions of Beaver and Camrose Counties as well as portions of Leduc
County east of Highway 21, if north of Highway 625/Township Road 504 and east of Highway 814
even if south of Highway 625 (but excluding all of the City of Beaumont), be moved to Camrose from
Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin and Leduc-Beaumont. The changes regarding Beaver and Camrose Counties
unite Beaver and Camrose Counties and were advocated for by Chris Robinson and Adam Zinck.
Many of the portions of Leduc County recommended for inclusion also would use the City of Camrose
as a service centre. The changes also increase this electoral division’s population (which was rather low,
if justifiable) and reduce the populations of Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka, which would otherwise
be too high.
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In sum, this electoral division brings together Camrose County, Beaver County, almost all of Flagstaff
County, portions of Leduc County with a connection to Camrose, and all constituent municipalities.
These areas bear significant commonalities in rural, central-east Alberta. This electoral division will
enable effective representation.

Cardston-Taber-Warner (Taber-Warner)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Cardston-Taber-Warner be as shown
on Map 56, resulting in a population of 54,933.

This electoral division has undergone significant changes from the current boundaries of Taber-Warner
and Cardston-Siksika, to reflect changes in the distribution of population of Southern Alberta. Most
notably, it is recommended that all of Cardston County, and its towns of Cardston and Magrath, be
joined to the electoral division. The fact that there was a previous version of Cardston-Taber-Warner
underscores to the Commission that this electoral division contains communities of interest that can
be effectively represented. History proves that this configuration can provide effective representation.

To slightly reduce the population and keep communities of interest in common, it is nonetheless
recommended that portions of Lethbridge County that had been in Taber-Warner be moved to
Livingstone-Macleod. This keeps Lethbridge County in a single electoral division. In a similar vein,
portions of the MD of Taber, which were previously not in Taber-Warner, are recommended for
inclusion in Cardston-Taber-Warner, to better balance population and use municipal boundaries to
create clear lines.

In the vein of uniting municipal boundaries, the Commission has elected to include all of County of
Forty Mile in Cardston-Taber-Warner and all of Cypress County in Medicine Hat-Cypress. This also
balances populations and creates clear boundaries. This is addressed in more depth in the description
of Medicine Hat-Cypress.

In sum, this electoral division contains the entirety of four counties/municipal districts and their
constituent municipalities, which have been paired in a previous electoral division, to create an electoral
division with a population within four persons of the provincial average. The Commission is confident
that effective representation will be facilitated by this electoral division.

Chestermere-Strathmore

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Chestermere-Strathmore be as
shown on Map 57, resulting in a population of 54,859. Though largely based on the current boundaries
of Chestermere-Strathmore, given population growth in and near Calgary, notable changes are
recommended to this electoral division. Its geography is becoming more compact, given territory
gained by Airdrie-East to create another electoral division between Airdrie and Cochrane. It should be
underscored that the Commission expects these recommended changes to facilitate effective
representation, by concentrating the electoral division on portions of two counties near Calgary.
Notably, this recommended electoral division is to include:

A) Portions of Rocky View County south of Township Road 250, including the City of
Chestermere, but excluding the Hamlet of Conrich, which is recommended for inclusion in
Calgary-Cross for reasons noted in the discussion of Calgary-Cross;

B) Portions of Wheatland County south of Township Road 250 and north of Highway 1, if west
of the Town of Strathmore; and

C) The Town of Strathmore.
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This proposed electoral division takes the current Chestermere-Strathmore and makes it smaller and
more compact in light of population growth. Its population is extremely close to the provincial average.
Effective representation has occurred in the current boundaries and will only increase.

Cochrane-Springbank (Airdrie-Cochrane)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Cochrane-Springbank be as shown
on Map 58, resulting in a population of 56,487. This electoral division is largely based on the current
Airdrie-Cochrane. To reflect the exceptional population growth and new electoral division in Airdrie,
however, the eastern boundary is proposed to be Range Road 21/Highway 772. To increase the
population given the loss of these eastern portions of the electoral division, it is recommended that
areas south of Cochrane, east of Highway 22, and north of the Elbow River be moved to Cochrane-
Springbank from Banff-Kananaskis. These areas are more suburban and more likely to receive services
and have more in common with Cochrane-Springbank than the unique newly redrawn Banff-Jasper.

This electoral division, similar to what was advocated for by Anita McDonald and Ross Watson, will
result in effective representation with a manageable geography and communities of interest in areas
adjacent to Calgary.

Drumheller-Stettler

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Drumheller-Stettler be as shown on
Map 59, resulting in a population of 42,179.

This electoral division in southeastern Alberta is relatively unchanged from the last redistricting, though
portions of Flagstaff County east of Highway 872, notably the Town of Hardisty, are recommended
for inclusion from Camrose. This recommended change (suggested by Brian Golka and supported by
Adam Zinck) is also required for Drumheller-Stettler to comply with s. 15(1) of the Act.

This electoral division admittedly has an unusually low population compared to the rest of rural
Southern Alberta. However, we consider this reasonable given the common interest of the constituent
communities as well as their including the Special Areas in Alberta, where the link between constituents
and the Provincial Government is greater than in traditional municipalities. Moreover, the
Commissioners could not draw a satisfactory map of rural Southern Alberta that did not have one
electoral division whose population was not at least approaching the 25% variance.

Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche be as
shown on Map 60, resulting in a population of 47,304. This degree of negative variance is supported
by the geographically large area that the MLA must represent, as well as the virtually unanimous
submissions from MLAs and residents of this electoral division that the boundaries make sense, in
accordance with the 2017 report, and there should be no attempt to reduce representation to a single
MLA. This point was made well by Vaughn Jessome, who has been a constituency manager for MLAs
Brian Jean and Tany Yao and former MLA Guy Boutilier. This is an example where, “other things
were equal,” warranting maintenance of the status quo. This is a hybrid electoral division that no one
seriously argued against maintaining as such.

Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo be
as shown on Map 61, resulting in a population of 46,721. This degree of negative variance is supported

63



by the geographically large area that the MLA must represent, as well as the virtually unanimous
submissions from MLAs and residents of this electoral division that the boundaries make sense, in
accordance with the 2017 report, and there should be no attempt to reduce representation to a single
MLA. This point was made well by Vaughn Jessome, who has been a constituency manager for MLAS
Brian Jean and Tany Yao and former MLA Guy Boutilier. This is an example where, “other things
were equal,” warranting maintenance of the status quo. This is a hybrid electoral division that no one
seriously argued against maintaining as such.

Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville be as
shown on Map 62, resulting in a population of 57,287. This is very similar to the current boundaries
of this electoral division. Two modest changes are recommended.

First, it is recommended that portions of the County of Minburn east of Highway 881 be moved to
Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright. This helps balance the population between the two electoral
divisions. Moreover, despite living in the County of Minburn, these individuals are more likely to
receive services from Vermilion rather than Vegreville. The Commission is nonetheless particularly
curious for submissions on this recommended change.

Second, it is recommended that areas of Strathcona County south of Township Road 535 and west of
Highway 21 be added to Sherwood Park. This modest change can help, if only slightly, close the
population gap between Sherwood Park and Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville, and reflects that growth in
this area will use Sherwood Park as a service centre rather than Fort Saskatchewan.

In sum, despite a slightly higher-than-average population, this proposed electoral division brings together
Fort Saskatchewan, parts of Strathcona County, and the Counties of Minburn, Two Hills, and Lamont
to form a suburban and rural electoral division. This electoral division, consisting of a city and several
rural areas, illustrates the necessity of hybrid electoral divisions and the fact that they are not new.

Grande Prairie*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Grande Prairie be as shown on
Map 63, resulting in a population of 50,352. These are exactly the same boundaries as the present
boundaries of Grande Prairie. Though moderately below the provincial average, this remains well
within statutory and constitutional requirements. Moreover, the vast distance from the Legislature,
and the fact that electoral division logically works in its current format, all warrant preserving the
status quo as an appropriate way to achieve effective representation.

Grande Prairie-Wapiti

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Grande Prairie-Wapiti be as
shown on Map 64, resulting in a population of 56,276.

This is largely based on the current hybrid electoral division of Grande Prairie-Wapiti, but it also
includes Saddle Hills County, which is recommended for inclusion to reduce the geographic scope of
Peace River-Notley, and considering its closeness to Grande Prairie.

The Commission is confident that effective representation can follow given communities in

common. The slightly higher-than-average population can be justified for this reason, as well as the
benefits of the boundaries of neighbouring electoral divisions.
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The Commission is not, at this time, recommending changes to the boundaries of Grande Prairie to
better balance the population between Grande Prairie and Grande Prairie-Wapiti, but would happily
receive submissions in this regard.

High River-Vulcan (Cardston-Siksika)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of High River-Vulcan be as shown on
Map 65, resulting in a population of 56,029. This can be considered a successor to the electoral division
of Cardston-Siksika, despite the lack of overlap in name.

This electoral division is drawn from many current electoral divisions. The large changes to the electoral
division are partially the consequence of the cumulation of changes to other electoral divisions
described elsewhere as well as the undesirable boundaries of Cardston-Siksika. The electoral division
can be effectively represented, bringing together communities of interest, largely through:

A) The entirely of Vulcan County and constituent municipalities;
B) Portions of Wheatland County except the Town of Strathmore and rural areas west of
Strathmore, north of Highway 1, and south of Township Road 250; and
C) Foothills County and constituent municipalities south of the border with Banff-Jasper,
excluding:
a. The Town of Okotoks and areas north of Okotoks, east of 48 Street West, south of the
Bow River and the City of Calgary boundaries, north of 338 Avenue East, and west of 272
Street East, which are recommended for inclusion in Calgary-Okotoks; and
b. Areas south of the Highwood River and west of Stimson Creek, notably including Eden
Valley 216 Indian Reserve, which are recommended for inclusion in Banff-Jasper.

This electoral division essentially unites rural areas south and east of Calgary in a logical “L” shape.
While residents would occasionally go to Calgary for services, these communities are certainly rural
and not suburban or even bedroom communities. Uniting most of the three counties underscores the
communities of interest being kept together. The modest deviance from the average population is well
within statutory and constitutional limits. To the extent this requires justification, the logical nature of
the boundaries justify the variance.

If the Okotoks-Diamond Valley electoral division were adopted instead of Calgary-Okotoks,
this electoral division’s population would be reduced to 55,297, as illustrated on Map 65B. The
Town of Diamond Valley, as well as all parts of Foothills County south of the border with
Banff-Jasper and north of Highway 7 (immediately west of Okotoks) and the Sheep River
(further west) would create Okotoks-Diamond Valley. However, parts of the Municipal
District of Willow Creek roughly north of and including the Town of Claresholm would be
moved to High River-Vulcan from Livingstone-Macleod.

Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland be as shown
on Map 66, resulting in a population of 54,524.

This is largely based on the current boundaries of Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland, but with some notable
adjustments.

First, it is recommended that all of the County of Barrhead, including the Town of Barrhead, be moved
into this electoral division, to reduce the population of the sprawling Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca,
and reflect the transportation links of Barrhead with communities to its south.
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Second, it is recommended that all portions of Yellowhead County in Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland be
moved to West Yellowhead, to keep the county together, and increase the population of West
Yellowhead.

Third, it is recommended that areas in the current boundaries of Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland east of
Highway 779 and south of the CN Rail line be moved to Spruce Grove, to a) reflect that fact that these
areas bear more in common with areas adjacent to Edmonton than with a very rural quasi-northern
electoral division; and b) increase the population of Spruce Grove, given the loss of Stony Plain from
its electoral division.

Fourth, it is recommended, in accordance with the map, that areas annexed by St. Albert be moved to
St. Albert.

Fifth, it is recommended that areas south of Highway 16 and north of Stony Plain be moved to Stony
Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon, to reflect this area’s comparative connection to Stony Plain rather than
Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland.

Sixth, it is recommended that all other areas of Parkland County in Drayton Valley-Devon be moved
to Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland, with the exception of those east of Range Road 10 (if south of Highway
627) or Range Road 16 (if north of Highway 627), not including the areas of Parkland County contained
within the proposed electoral divisions of Spruce Grove and Edmonton-West-Enoch. This helps
balance populations between Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon and Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland and
unites the vast majority of Parkland County in Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland.

Seventh, it is recommended that portions of Westlock County that were previously in Lac Ste. Anne-
Parkland be moved to Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca to balance populations and unite all of Westlock
County.

In sum, these changes create an electoral division that is rural and contains many communities with
common interests and transportation routes as one travels northwest of Edmonton. The population is
slightly lower than the provincial average but well within the effective representation range. A slightly
lower-than-average population is also eminently justifiable given the electoral division’s large

geography.

Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House [Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre and Lacombe-
Ponokal]

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House
be as shown on Map 67, resulting in a population of 53,580.

The current electoral division of Lacombe-Ponoka is the basis of this electoral division, but significant
changes have been made, reflecting the recommendation that Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre
be removed. First, it is recommended that all portions of Ponoka County be moved to Wetaskiwin-
Maskwacis-Ponoka.

To compensate for this, it is recommended that all portions of Lacombe County presently in Rimbey-
Rocky Mountain House-Sundre be moved to this electoral division. This unites all of Lacombe County,
including constituent municipalities, in this electoral division. An exception is the small area
immediately north of Sylvan Lake, as discussed in the description of Sylvan Lake-Innisfail.
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It is further recommended that all portions of Clearwater County north of Highway 11 and east of the
North Saskatchewan River, including the Town of Rocky Mountain House, be included in this electoral
division. This balances the populations of the electoral divisions in the Highway 2 corridor. Moreover,
the geography of this electoral division is manageable. It brings together two neighbouring counties
and their constituent municipalities where agriculture is a dominant industry. These borders will enable
effective representation. The modest variance from provincial population average is amply justifiable
given the rural nature of the electoral division.

Leduc-Beaumont

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Leduc-Beaumont be as shown on
Map 68, resulting in a population of 57,548. Because of the decision to move the eastern half of
Beaumont into an electoral division with Strathcona-Sherwood Park, this electoral division required
additional territory to increase its population. It is recommended, therefore, that apart from the City
of Leduc, the western half of Beaumont, and the portions of Leduc County in the current electoral
division of Leduc-Beaumont, that the following areas in Leduc County be added to Leduc-Beaumont:

e Areas east of Highway 795 if south of Township Road 500, but excluding all of the Town of
Calmar;

e Areas east of Highway 60 if north of Township Road 500; and
e Areas west of Highway 814 if east of the lines noted above.

All of the areas in this hybrid electoral division are united by a common characteristic: they use Leduc
and/or Beaumont as service centres, and none are particularly far from them. They form an electoral
division of a small city, part of another small city, and adjacent portions of a neighbouring county,
united by common economic and social interests. The population is above provincial average, but well
within constitutional and statutory limits. To the extent the variance requires justification, this is
justifiable given the compact size of the electoral division and the advantages of the borders of
neighbouring electoral divisions.

Lethbridge-East

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Lethbridge-East be as shown on
Map 69, resulting in a population of 57,463. This electoral division is slightly changed from its current
boundaries. These changes accorded with the understanding that the electoral division has not seen
population growth to the same extent as Lethbridge-West and that Lethbridge-West will see more
development and corresponding population growth in the future. The border—Ilargely 13 Street—
within Lethbridge makes sense, as noted in submissions such as those of Belinda Crowson. The
necessary change to the 13 Street South border is an inclusion of the area south and east of Whoop
Up Drive/6 Avenue and east of Scenic Drive and the line extending in a southerly direction at the
intersection of Scenic Drive and 18 Avenue South to the southern boundary of the city. The population
being modestly above the provincial average is justified considering the desire to keep communities of
interest together and the majority of the current development and expected future development in
Lethbridge occurring on the west side of the city. In any event, the variance is well within statutory and
constitutional limits.

Lethbridge-West

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Lethbridge-West be as shown on

Map 70, resulting in a population of 53,937. This electoral division is slightly changed from its current

boundaries. As noted above, this accorded with the disparate population growth that has occurred in

Lethbridge-West and the anticipated disparate future population growth. The border—Iargely 13
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Street—within Lethbridge makes sense, as noted in submissions such as those of Belinda Crowson.
The necessary change to the 13 Street South border is an exclusion of the area south and east of Whoop
Up Drive/6 Avenue and east of Scenic Drive and the line extending in a southerly direction at the
intersection of Scenic Drive and 18 Avenue South to the southern boundary of the city. The proposed
boundaries closely adhere to the average population while providing for the anticipated future
population growth. In any event, the modest variance from population average is well within statutory
and constitutional limits.

Livingstone-Macleod

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Livingstone-Macleod be as shown
on Map 71, resulting in a population of 60,036. While this bears significant similarities to its current
boundaries, two major changes are recommended. The first is that Lethbridge County (excluding the
City of Lethbridge) be added to the electoral division in light of the reconfiguration of Cardston-Siksika
into High River-Vulcan. The second, to reduce population and considering changes made in areas
adjacent to Calgary, is to exclude all parts of Foothills County that had previously been in the electoral
division. These areas are recommended for inclusion in High River-Vulcan, but for a small portion
recommended for inclusion in Banff-Jasper.

By and large, these new boundaries facilitate effective representation by bringing together Lethbridge
County, the Municipal Districts of Willow Creek, Pincher Creek, and Ranchland, as well as Waterton
Lakes National Park, and the Municipality of Crowsnest Pass. These are communities of interest in
rural Southern Alberta and can be effectively represented. While the population is above the provincial
average, significant growth is not expected in this area, and the population is well within legal ranges.

If the Okotoks-Diamond Valley electoral division were adopted instead of Calgary-Okotoks,
this electoral division’s population would be 50,442, as illustrated on Map 71B. This would be
a significant reduction, as portions of the Municipal District of Willow Creek, roughly north
of and including the Town of Claresholm, would be moved to High River-Vulcan.

Mackenzie (Section 15(2)) (Lesser Slave Lake)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Mackenzie be as shown on Map 72,
resulting in a population of 39,072. This is the only electoral division in the province with a variance
greater than 25% from the provincial average, but this nonetheless is permitted as al/ five criteria
permitting such a variance pursuant to Section 15(2) of the Act are present in the case of this electoral
division (when only three are required):

(@) the area of the proposed electoral division exceeds 20 000 square kilometres or the total
surveyed area of the proposed electoral division exceeds 15 000 square kilometres;

(b) the distance from the Legislature Building in Edmonton to the nearest boundary of the
proposed electoral division by the most direct highway route is more than 150 kilometres;

(c) there is no town in the proposed electoral division that has a population exceeding 8000
people;

(d) the area of the proposed electoral division contains an Indian reserve or a Metis settlement;
and

(e) the proposed electoral division has a portion of its boundary coterminous with a boundary
of the Province of Alberta.

This electoral division’s boundaries have been chosen to reflect the interest of the northern-central
regions of the province with particular view to the desirability of an electoral division having a high
Indigenous population. In this vein, the division consists of:
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1) All portions of the current Lesser Slave Lake except:

a. MD of Lesser Slave River and its constituent municipalities, which are moved to Slave
Lake-Westlock-Athabasca for reasons of population distribution, road connections,
and a preference to unite the municipality; and

b. Portions in the southwest corner of Big Lakes County south and west of a line that
can be described as follows: commencing at the intersection of Highway 679 and the
western border of Big Lakes County, travelling east until Range Road 155A, southwest
until Range Road 155, southeast until Range Road 153, south until Township Road
752A, northeast until Highway 750, south until the northern border of Sucker Creek
First Nation, west until Range Road 154, due south until the northern border of East
Prairie Metis Settlement, west, then south, then east on the borders of East Prairie
Metis Settlement, and south along the East Prairie River until the first time it reaches
a southern border of Big Lakes County—these areas are recommended for inclusion
into Peace River-Notley as they are economically and infrastructurally part of the
Peace River corridor, and they increase the percentage of Mackenzie that is
Indigenous;

2) Mackenzie County and its constituent towns; and
3) Paddle Prairie Metis Settlement.

It is the Commission’s view that this electoral division will be a vehicle for effective representation.
Despite the large geography, the population in this electoral division is the smallest in the province.
Like Lesser Slave Lake, it consists of large parts of four municipalities connected via road in the
province’s north and central regions.

The name “Mackenzie” is chosen from the county which is the home to most of the electoral division’s
population. The Commission would welcome feedback on the name. The Commission would be
especially grateful for feedback from affected Indigenous Albertans about this electoral division, as
well as its surrounding electoral divisions.

Medicine Hat-Brooks* (Brooks-Medicine Hat)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Medicine Hat-Brooks be as shown
on Map 73, resulting in a population of 54,898. These boundaries are unchanged from the last
redistricting.

The Commission received several submissions that Brooks and especially Bassano are not well situated
to be paired with Medicine Hat, as residents of these municipalities drive west rather than east to
receive services, and/or it would be preferable for Medicine Hat to have a single urban electoral
division. However, this was not a unanimously held opinion, and many submissions requested the
electoral divisions be kept as is. In our view, the principle of effective representation warrants keeping
this electoral division as is.

Keeping the Medicine Hat electoral divisions hybrid but the Lethbridge electoral divisions purely urban
also reflects that submissions concerning both were clearly divided. The Commission understands
arguments both ways and, therefore, is compromising by keeping Medicine Hat hybrid and Lethbridge
purely urban at this time.

We also note that the pragmatic consequence of having a Medicine Hat electoral division that is purely
urban would be an enormously large geographic territory—essentially, all territory in Brooks-Medicine
Hat and Cypress-Medicine Hat not in the City of Medicine Hat—being united in a single electoral
division with the remnants of Medicine Hat. This did not strike us as an ideal way to achieve effective
representation. This has not been the reality since the 1980s.
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We also note that this electoral division’s population is the second closest in the province to the
provincial average. This is another reason to preserve the status quo.

For reasons similar to Medicine Hat-Cypress, we propose that this electoral division be renamed
Medicine Hat-Brooks, as every other city of over 50,000 people in Alberta has its name at the beginning
of an electoral division. Medicine Hat warrants the same treatment as the larger municipality.

The Commission did consider making the South Saskatchewan River a consistent border between
Medicine Hat-Cypress and Medicine Hat-Brooks. This would have resulted in Medicine Hat-Cypress
having a slightly higher population and Medicine Hat-Brooks having a slightly lower population.
Despite the advantages of the clear border, and the relatively modest change to population, the
Commission elected to preserve the status quo.

Medicine Hat-Cypress (Cypress-Medicine Hat)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Medicine Hat-Cypress be as shown
on Map 74, resulting in a population of 54,144. This represents minor changes from the last
redistricting and follows the good practice of aligning with county boundaries, specifically those of
Cypress and Forty Mile. All of County of Forty Mile is recommended for inclusion in Cardston-Taber-
Warner while all of Cypress County is recommended for inclusion in Medicine Hat-Cypress. Following
county boundaries will also result in populations that are very close in number in the southeast of the
province. Given the closeness to the provincial average and the preference, in case of ambiguity, to
preserve close to the status quo, we elected to preserve close to the status quo, which, submissions
informed us, facilitates effective representation. This accorded with submissions, such as those of MLA
Justin Wright.

Significant submissions, including from former MLAs Bob Wanner and Rob Renner, suggested that
the County of Forty Mile be placed in this electoral division so as to make the county closer to its major
service centre, Medicine Hat. The problem with this submission was that it would make the electoral
division much larger from a population perspective. Moreover, it would have made Cardston-Taber-
Warner much smaller, with a population variance that, while legal from a constitutional law perspective,
would still have been more difficult to justify. While both would have remained within the effective
representation range, in the face of mixed signalling regarding whether to move the County of Forty
Mile, we opted to continue with the status quo.

We propose that this electoral division be renamed Medicine Hat-Cypress, as every other large city in
Alberta has its name at the beginning of an electoral division. Medicine Hat warrants the same
treatment. As well, our naming tradition is to start with the larger municipality in the name.

The Commission did consider making the South Saskatchewan River a consistent border between
Medicine Hat-Cypress and Medicine Hat-Brooks. This would have resulted in Medicine Hat-Cypress
having a slightly higher population and Medicine Hat-Brooks having a slightly lower population.
Despite the advantages of the clear border, and the relatively modest change to population, the
Commission elected to preserve the status quo.

Mountain View-Kneehill (Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Mountain View-Kneehill be as
shown on Map 75, resulting in a population of 56,378.
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This electoral division has been significantly changed from the current Olds-Didsbury-Three-Hills, as
it has lost territory in its South and East to Airdrie-East (most portions of Rocky View County in Olds-
Didsbury-Three Hills, to create an additional electoral division in Airdrie) and High River-Vulcan
(specifically, all parts of Wheatland County). These changes are further explained in the discussions of
High River-Vulcan and Airdrie-East but also enable additional changes to Mountain View-Kneehill
that will facilitate effective representation.

Two areas are recommended to be added to the electoral division. First, it is recommended that
portions of Mountain View County that were previously in Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre
be moved to Mountain View-Kneehill. Not only does this unite all of Mountain View County; it enables
the elimination of Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre. Second, it is recommended that portions
of Clearwater County south of the North Saskatchewan River (if west of Rocky Mountain House) or
Highway 11 (if east of Rocky Mountain House) and east of Highway 734 also be added from Rimbey-
Rocky Mountain House-Sundre. These areas are integrated with the western part of Mountain View
County and facilitate the elimination of Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre.

In sum, Mountain View-Kneehill brings together the entirety of two counties (Mountain View and
Kneehill), a discrete connected portion of Clearwater County, and a small part of Rocky View County
previously in Olds-Didsbury-Three Hills. The modest population variance is justified given the
advantages of the borders and relative lack of expected growth. Effective representation will continue.

Given that four towns previously in electoral divisions’ names were placed in this constituency (Olds,
Didsbury, Three Hills, and Sundre), it is recommended that this electoral division be renamed
Mountain View-Kneehill. This acknowledges the counties which form the heart of the electoral
division and makes the name more concise. Moreover, even parts of the electoral division that are not
in the two counties are in the “view” of the Rocky Mountains.

Peace River-Notley [Central Peace-Notley and Peace River]

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Peace River-Notley be as shown on
Map 76, resulting in a population of 48,602. This electoral division represents the Peace River corridor
in the northwest of the province.

As noted above, maintaining both Peace River electoral divisions in their current forms was not tenable
given the cascading consequences in the rest of Alberta. Accordingly, the Commission sought to mostly
merge the two electoral divisions in this area to create a single electoral division that represents the
Peace Region of the province. Accordingly, this electoral division is drawn from:

o All of the current Central Peace-Notley except Saddle Hills County, which is moved to Grande
Prairie-Wapiti, because of its proximity to Grande Prairie and to make Peace River-Notley
more geographically manageable;

o All of Peace River, except Mackenzie County and Paddle Prairie Metis Settlement, which
borders Mackenzie County at the far northeast corner of County of Northern Lights; and

e Territory in Big Lakes County in Lesser Slave Lake that is adjacent to the Peace River corridor,
notably areas south and west of a line that can be described as follows: commencing at the
intersection of Highway 679 and the western border of Big Lakes County, travelling east until
Range Road 155A, southwest until Range Road 155, southeast until Range Road 153, south
until Township Road 752A, northeast until Highway 750, south until the northern border of
Kapawe’'no First Nation, west until Range Road 154, due south until the northern border of
East Prairie Metis Settlement, west, then south, then east on the borders of East Prairie Metis
Settlement, and south along the East Prairie River until the first time it reaches a southern
border of Big Lakes County.
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This riding will be a vehicle for effective representation in the Peace Region. Though the population
variance is significant, it is well within the statutory and constitutional range and is justified considering
the vast geography. Areas of the merged electoral division are connected via road and bear
commonalities as part of the Peace Region.

Red Deer-North

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Red Deer-North be as shown on
Map 77, resulting in a population of 53,798. It is recommended that this electoral division’s boundaries
be essentially unchanged since the last distribution. Its population is extremely close to the provincial
average, it keeps the City of Red Deer neatly divided between two electoral divisions, and the dividing
line within Red Deer is clear and is satisfactory in light of a lack of submissions for change. Effective
representation will continue.

A small amount of territory has been moved to Red Deer-North from Innisfail-Sylvan Lake to reflect
the annexation of this territory by the City of Red Deer.

Red Deer-South*

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Red Deer-South be as shown on
Map 78, resulting in a population of 59,123. It is recommended that this electoral division’s borders be
unchanged. Though moderately above the provincial average, this is well within statutory and
constitutional limits. Keeping this electoral division essentially unchanged keeps the City of Red Deer
neatly divided between two electoral divisions, and the dividing line within Red Deer is clear and
satisfactory in light of a lack of submissions for change. Effective representation will continue.

Sherwood Park

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Sherwood Park be as shown on Map
79, resulting in a population of 55,284. This is largely based on the current boundaries of Sherwood
Park. Three modest changes are recommended. The first is adding areas of Strathcona County south
of Township Road 535 and west of Highway 21 from Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville. This modest
change can help, if only slightly, close the population gap between Sherwood Park and Fort
Saskatchewan-Vegreville, and reflects that growth in this area will use Sherwood Park as a service centre
rather than Fort Saskatchewan. The second is adding areas in the Hamlet of Sherwood Park from
Strathcona-Sherwood Park north of Foxhaven Park/Heritage Hills Wetland and south of Baseline
Road. These areas can clearly be represented in the urban community of Sherwood Park. Moreover,
this helps balance population between Sherwood Park and Sherwood Park-Strathcona. The third is
adding areas west of Clover Bar Road that have been added to the USA of Sherwood Park since the
last redistribution. This better respects municipal boundaries and also balances populations between
Sherwood Park and Strathcona-Sherwood Park.

In sum, this electoral division reflects the interests of a hamlet and recognizes that those interests do
not stop at the hamlet’s borders. Effective representation will certainly be possible. The population is
extremely close to the provincial average. To the extent that justification is required for its slightly
higher-than-average population, its compact urban nature provides that justification.

Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca (Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca be
as shown on Map 80, resulting in a population of 46,076. Significant changes have occurred compared
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to the current boundaries of the electoral division of Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock, as this electoral
division shifts north in its orientation.

First, and on a relatively modest note, it is recommended that two areas be exchanged between this
electoral division and Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul:

e Itis recommended that portions of the County of St. Paul presently in Athabasca-Barrhead-
Westlock be moved to Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul;

e It is recommended that Saddle Lake Cree Nation be moved to Slave Lake-Westlock-
Athabasca.

The first proposed change unites all of the County of St. Paul in a single electoral division. This brings
together communities of interest more clearly and helps balance the population between the two
electoral divisions. The second proposed change prevents an overcorrection from a population
perspective resulting from the first proposed change, and unites Smoky Lake County (but for two
Metis settlements, which are recommended to remain in Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche).

Second, it is recommended that areas of Big Lakes County and Woodlands County presently in
Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock be moved to West Yellowhead. This unites Woodlands County,
increases the population of West Yellowhead, and reflects the link between the Town of Swan Hills
and Woodlands County. This is also consistent with local submissions of Joe Blakeman and Nick
Gelych, who cautioned against dividing counties.

Third, it is recommended that portions of the County of Barrhead, including the Town of Barrhead,
be moved to Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland. These areas are joined with Lac Ste. Anne County from an
infrastructure perspective and enable the final and most consequential change.

Fourth, it is recommended that portions of Westlock County that were previously in Lac Ste. Anne-
Parkland be moved to this electoral division to increase this electoral division’s population and unite
all of Westlock County.

That final and most consequential change is the addition of all of the MD of Lesser Slave River,
including the Town of Slave Lake, from Lesser Slave Lake. These areas are well connected via road to
Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca. Adding these areas to Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca also enables
the elimination of an electoral division in the north/near-north of the province. It unites the MD of
Lesser Slave River in a single electoral division. The Commission is reluctant to remove an electoral
division from the north of the province, but making Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca more northern
in orientation helps ensure effective representation for the north.

In sum, this creates an electoral division that can be effectively represented, uniting Smoky Lake
County, Thorhild County, Athabasca County, Westlock County, and the MD of Lesser Slave River.
This uniting of counties that were previously divided will facilitate effective representation. The
population, though lower than the provincial average, is well within statutory and constitutional limits.
To the extent the deviance from provincial average requires justification, the division’s vast geography
and increasingly northern orientation provides that justification.

Spruce Grove (Spruce Grove-Stony Plain)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Spruce Grove be as shown on Map
81, resulting in a population of 53,505. Spruce Grove has been separated from Stony Plain in light of
changes elsewhere in this region and Spruce Grove’s population growth. To increase Spruce Grove’s
population size, it is recommended that it gain additional area adjacent to the city in Parkland County:
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A) From Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland, areas east of Highway 779 and south of the CN Rail line, areas
that bear more in common with areas adjacent to Edmonton than with the sprawling quasi-
northern electoral division that is Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland:;

B) From Drayton Valley-Devon, areas north of Highway 628 and east of the City of Spruce
Grove, which are also much closer to Spruce Grove than Stony Plain, much less Drayton
Valley; and

C) From Drayton Valley-Devon, areas (not in the Town of Stony Plain) north of Highway 627,
east of Range Road 275, south of Highway 628, and west of Enoch Cree Nation, given the
proximity to Spruce Grove and to balance populations.

In sum, this electoral division reflects the interests of a small city and neighbouring areas in the
bordering county. The current MLA for Spruce Grove-Stony Plain, Searle Turton, acknowledged the
current boundaries necessitated dividing Spruce Grove and Stony Plain. Effective representation of
this hybrid electoral division will clearly be possible. Indeed, this is similar to what Spruce Grove Mayor
Jeff Acker submitted in arguing for “moving to a division that better aligns with the City of Spruce
Grove’s boundaries.” The population is well within statutory and constitutional limits. To the extent
that justification is required for its slightly lower-than-average population, anticipated growth in areas
bordering both Spruce Grove and Edmonton provides that justification.

St. Albert

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of St. Albert be as shown on Map 82,
resulting in a population of 53,130. This is very similar to the current boundaries of St. Albert, which
consist of areas of St. Albert to the south and west of St. Albert Trail and Boudreau Road. It is
recommended that a small area be added to the electoral division from Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland given
its annexation by the City of St. Albert.

In sum, this electoral division reflects the interests of a small city. Effective representation will certainly
be possible. The population is extremely close to the provincial average. To the extent that justification
is required for its slightly lower-than-average population, anticipated growth provides that justification,
as does keeping the City of St. Albert relatively intact. It accords with local submissions, such as those
received from Patricia McGrath, Mary O’Neill, Andrew Traynor, and Glenn Walmsley.

St. Albert-Sturgeon* (Morinville-St. Albert)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of St. Albert-Sturgeon be as shown on
Map 83, resulting in a population of 53,936. It is recommended that this electoral division be
unchanged from those of Morinville-St. Albert, being: a) the City of St. Albert north and east of St.
Albert Trail and Boudreau Road; and b) Sturgeon County east of Highway 2, including the towns of
Morinville, Legal, Bon Accord, Gibbons, and Redwater. This is a hybrid electoral division that has led
to effective representation and will continue to do so.

In sum, this electoral division reflects the interests of a small city and connected portions of the
adjacent Sturgeon County. Effective representation has occurred and will continue to occur. The
population is close to the provincial average. To the extent that justification is required for its slightly
lower-than-average population, anticipated growth provides that justification. Effective representation
is best facilitated by maintaining the status quo, supported by submissions such as those of Dennis
Schmidt and Andrew Traynor.
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We recommend that this electoral division be renamed St. Albert-Sturgeon, to: a) reflect the practice
of placing the largest municipality first in the names of electoral divisions; and b) recognize all of
Sturgeon County, and the fact that there are many towns within the county in the electoral division.

The Commission is particularly curious about the prospect of moving areas of Edmonton-Manning
that are north of Valour Road to St. Albert-Sturgeon. This would help balance the population of the
two electoral divisions, in addition to reflecting the fact that these areas of Edmonton bear significant
commonalities to Sturgeon County, and significant urbanization is not expected in the near future.

Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon (Drayton Valley-Devon)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon
be as shown on Map 84, resulting in a population of 55,066. This electoral division bears similarity to
the present Drayton Valley-Devon, with several consequential changes.

First, it is recommended that the Town of Stony Plain be moved into the electoral division from Spruce
Grove-Stony Plain. Spruce Grove and areas immediately surrounding it warrant an electoral division
of their own. Though the relationship between Stony Plain and Drayton Valley is not obvious, in the
circumstances, this division will yield effective representation for Alberta, especially considering the
link between Stony Plain and Devon. As part of the creation of Spruce Grove, it is recommended that
areas of Parkland County presently in Drayton Valley-Devon be moved to Spruce Grove if north of
Highway 628 and east of the Town of Stony Plain. It is also recommended that areas (not in the Town
of Stony Plain) north of Highway 627, east of Range Road 275, south of Highway 628, and west of
Enoch Cree Nation also be moved to Spruce Grove.

Second, it is recommended that Enoch Cree Nation and areas south of Enoch Cree Nation, east of
Highway 60, and north of the North Saskatchewan River be moved into the new electoral division of
Edmonton-West-Enoch. This balances population in this area, reflects these communities’ link to the
City of Edmonton, and enables the creation of the new electoral division of Edmonton-West-Enoch.

Third, it is recommended that areas south of Highway 16 and north of Stony Plain be moved into this
electoral division from Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland to reflect this area’s comparative connection to Stony
Plain rather than Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland.

Fourth, and related and subject to the foregoing, it is recommended that all other areas of Parkland
County in Drayton Valley-Devon be moved to Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland, with the exception of those
east of Range Road 12 (if north of Highway 627) or Range Road 10 (if south of Highway 627). This
helps balance populations between Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon and Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland
and unites the vast majority of Parkland County in Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland.

Finally, it is recommended that the following areas, some of which are presently in Drayton Valley-
Devon, be moved to Leduc-Beaumont: areas east of Highway 795 if south of Township Road 500, but
excluding all of the Town of Calmar, and east of Highway 60 if north of Township Road 500. These
areas use Leduc as a service centre much more than Drayton Valley or Stony Plain. Moving them to
Leduc unites them with their county seat and balances population between the electoral divisions. To
the extent that areas in Leduc County west of that line are presently in Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin, it is
recommended that they be moved to Stony-Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon, to balance population in the
electoral divisions, mitigate the divisions of Leduc County, and keep Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka
as a union of two counties.

In sum, the proposed electoral division of Drayton Valley-Devon brings together Brazeau County,
parts of Leduc and Parkland Counties, and the towns of Stony Plain, Drayton Valley, and Devon.

75



These are numerous communities of interest southwest of Edmonton. It is similar, if notably different,
from the present Drayton Valley-Devon. Its population is extremely close to the provincial average.
Effective representation will continue.

Strathcona-Sherwood Park

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Strathcona-Sherwood Park be as
shown on Map 85, resulting in a population of 57,429,

The Commission acknowledges the desirability of the current boundaries, being: a) the Hamlet of
Sherwood Park south of Highway 16 if east of Clover Bar Road; and b) Strathcona County south of
Highway 16. This contentment is shared by most submissions such as those of William Cook.

However, due to population growth in Beaumont and Leduc, the Commission is recommending that
the eastern part of Beaumont, east of 50 Street, be added to this electoral division, along with portions
of Leduc County east of Beaumont, north of Highway 625, and west of Highway 21, to connect the
portions of Beaumont with the remainder of the electoral division.

To balance population based on this change, it is recommended that areas of Sherwood Park presently
in Strathcona-Sherwood Park be moved into Sherwood Park if they are north of Foxhaven
Park/Heritage Hills Wetland and south of Baseline Road. It is further recommended that Sherwood
Park absorb areas west of Clover Bar Road that have been added to the USA of Sherwood Park since
the last redistribution.

This electoral division reflects the interests of Sherwood Park, Beaumont, and connected portions of
adjacent counties. This will be a vehicle for effective representation. The population is well within
statutory and constitutional limits.

Sylvan Lake-Innisfail (Innisfail-Sylvan Lake)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Sylvan Lake-Innisfail be as shown
on Map 86, resulting in a population of 55,904,

This electoral division is largely based on the current electoral division of Innisfail-Sylvan Lake, but
three changes have been made.

First, and most consequentially, it is recommended that all portions of Red Deer County presently in
Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre be moved to Sylvan Lake-Innisfail. This enables the
elimination of Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre and unites all of Red Deer County (excluding
the City of Red Deer) in a single electoral division.

Second, areas north of Sylvan Lake, west of Highway 20, south of Township Road 400 (also known as
Rainy Creek Road), and east of Range Road 30 are also recommended for inclusion from Rimbey-
Rocky Mountain House-Sundre. These areas are not in Red Deer County but are very connected to
the Town of Sylvan Lake, and effective representation warrants them being included in this electoral
division.

Third, a small amount of territory has been moved to Red Deer-North to reflect the annexation of this
territory by the City of Red Deer.

In sum, this electoral division unites all of the County of Red Deer and connected areas north of Sylvan
Lake in a single electoral division with a population that will certainly lead to effective representation.
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It is recommended that this electoral division be named Sylvan Lake-Innisfail, to reflect Sylvan Lake’s
status as the larger municipality.

Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright
be as shown on Map 87, resulting in a population of 48,473. The borders of this proposed electoral
division are very similar to its current borders. The only material proposed change is to add portions
of the County of Minburn east of Highway 881 from Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville. This helps balance
the population between the two electoral divisions, and was suggested by Linda Jacejko on behalf of a
constituency association. Moreover, despite living in the County of Minburn, these individuals are
more likely to receive services from Vermilion than Vegreville.

Though somewhat lower than the average population, this remains well within statutory and
constitutional limits. Its lower-than-average population is justified given the rural nature of the electoral
division provided. It logically brings together the Counties of Lloydminster and Wainwright, including
all constituent towns, and adjacent portions of the County of Minburn. Effective representation will
continue.

In the final report, the Commission will likely recommend that this electoral division be renamed
Lloydminster-Wainwright, reflecting the practice of placing the largest municipality within an electoral
division first in the electoral division’s name. It has kept the current name for the time being.

West Yellowhead

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of West Yellowhead be as shown on
Map 88, resulting in a population of 49,455.

This bears significant similarities to the current version of the electoral division, though areas have
been added and subtracted. Portions of the electoral division in Jasper National Park, including the
Municipality of Jasper, are recommended for removal to Banff-Jasper, for reasons noted in the
discussion of Banff-Jasper. However, all areas of Yellowhead and Woodlands County not presently in
the electoral division are recommended for inclusion to make up for the population lost to Banff-
Jasper, as well as to unite the two counties. Finally, it is recommended that the southern portion of Big
Lakes County currently in Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock, including the Town of Swan Hills, be moved
to West Yellowhead to increase West Yellowhead’s population and because of changes elsewhere in
the north of the province rendering West Yellowhead the most appropriate location for the Town of
Swan Hills.

Effective representation will result from these borders, which essentially build on the current West
Yellowhead, but unite two counties that had previously been divided. The towns of Grande Cache,
Hinton, Edson, and Whitecourt are connected via major roads. Though the population variance is
relatively large, that is justifiable considering the vast geography. The electoral division cascading north
makes this a quasi-northern electoral division, helping representation for Northern Alberta.

Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka (Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin)

It is recommended that the boundaries of the electoral division of Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka be
as shown on Map 89, resulting in a population of 56,995.

This electoral division consists of the entirety of the Wetaskiwin and Ponoka Counties, including all
cities and towns therein.
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In other words, compared to the present Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin, this electoral division has taken
portions of Wetaskiwin and Ponoka Counties from Lacombe-Ponoka and Rimbey-Rocky Mountain-
Sundre. These changes unite the counties, balance populations, and enable the elimination of Rimbey-
Rocky Mountain House-Sundre.

Compared to the current Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin, the electoral division has lost:

e Portions of Beaver and Camrose Counties, which are recommended for inclusion in Camrose
to unite the counties; and

e Portions of Leduc County in the current Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin and Drayton Valley-Devon,
which are divided between Leduc-Beaumont, Strathcona-Sherwood Park, Stony Plain-
Drayton-Valley-Devon, and Camrose, to balance populations in this area of the province.

This electoral division lends itself to effective representation. By bringing together two counties that
are adjacent to each other on the Highway 2 corridor in rural Alberta, the MLA will be able to represent
common interests and clear borders. The advantages of the clear borders warrant the slightly higher-
than-average population.
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APPENDIX A

Location and Date Summary — First Round of Public Hearings

Location and Date Summary

1. Pincher Creek, May 29

Lethbridge, May 29

Edmonton (South), June 2

Edmonton (North/Central), June 3

Westlock, June 4

St. Paul, June 5

Wainwright, June 5

Drumbheller, June 9
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. Virtual, June 23
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List of Submitters — First Round of Written Submissions

APPENDIX B

Submitter Name Affiliation
Rick Anderson Private Citizen
Aaron Holmes Private Citizen
Kevin Smith Private Citizen
Neal Gray Private Citizen
Herman Friesen Private Citizen
Dino Cavalic Private Citizen
Margaret Ireland Private Citizen
Tyler Cook Private Citizen
Joan M Kent Private Citizen
Sarah Zagoda Private Citizen
Tim Court Private Citizen
Jennifer Johnson MLA for Lacombe-Ponoka
Mary Bourke Private Citizen
Heather MacLeod Private Citizen
Eric Ruppel Private Citizen

Susan Larson Lessard

Private Citizen

Shelley Schmidtke

Private Citizen

Jessica Post

Private Citizen

Eileen Reppenhagen

Private Citizen

Louise Poirier-McCoy

Private Citizen

Kyle Dorchester

Private Citizen

Stuart Cruikshank

Private Citizen

Brenda Davidson

Private Citizen

Deborah Dean

Private Citizen

Clifford Wood

Private Citizen

Kim Magnuson

Private Citizen

Chris Hollingworth

Private Citizen

Monica Zyla Private Citizen
Karen Schoenbrunn Private Citizen
Sukhwant Sidhu Private Citizen
Anthony Imbrogno Private Citizen
Ronald Yule President, Nose Creek Preservation Society
Paul Buhler Private Citizen

Harchand Toor

Private Citizen

Quinnlan Boser

Private Citizen

Joseph Brown

Private Citizen

Aoun Khan

Private Citizen

Lisa Cumming

Private Citizen
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Submitter Name

Marc Lapierre

Affiliation

Private Citizen

Susan Vukadinovic

Private Citizen

Rebecca Brown

Private Citizen

Mary Bourke Private Citizen
John Middleton-Hope Private Citizen
John Usher Private Citizen
Ethan Williams Private Citizen
Elizabeth Aitken Private Citizen
Jeffrey Garn Private Citizen
Karl Hauch Private Citizen
Tom lkert Private Citizen
Krista Hamilton Private Citizen
Stacey Vanderveen Private Citizen

Hon. Rob Renner

Former MLA for Medicine Hat

Loren Montgomery

Private Citizen

Dominik Kaiser

Private Citizen

Elaine Manzer

Mayor of Peace River

Stanley Sakamoto

Private Citizen

Susan Sakamoto

Private Citizen

Gwendoline Dirk

Private Citizen

Danika Wolkow

Private Citizen

Dave Galasso

Private Citizen

Claude Laflamme

Private Citizen

David Carter

Former Speaker and MLA for Calgary-Millican and Calgary-Egmont

Margaret Semel Private Citizen
Hon. Searle Turton MLA for Spruce Grove-Stony Plain
Mary O'Neill Private Citizen

Glenn van Dijken

MLA for Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock

Kathleen Mary Dietrich

Private Citizen

Kim Large Private Citizen
Myrna Nerbas Private Citizen
Ashley Large Private Citizen
Lisa St. Jean Private Citizen

David Cloutier

Private Citizen

Charmaine Wood

Private Citizen

Jennifer Williams

Private Citizen

Michael Radziwon

Private Citizen

Maria Dusevic

Private Citizen

Lorelei Harasem

Private Citizen

Tom Rooke Private Citizen
Ed Dick Private Citizen
Ed Fredeen Private Citizen

81



Submitter Name
Ross Watson

Affiliation

Private Citizen

Jean Peterson

Private Citizen

Justin Acton

Private Citizen

Glenn Walmsley

Private Citizen

Ryan Yeats

Private Citizen

Sherry Perley

Private Citizen

Brandon Lunty

MLA for Leduc-Beaumont

Max Amerongen

Private Citizen

Soha Ahmad

Private Citizen

Lyndsey Henderson

Private Citizen

Judi Trelenberg

Private Citizen

Barbara Ivens

Private Citizen

Catherine Roy

Private Citizen

David Howard

Private Citizen

Rob Cormier

Private Citizen

Anna Fiddler-Berteig

Private Citizen

Jeff Baird

Private Citizen

Ellen Nygaard

Private Citizen

Scott Cyr

MLA for Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul

Deniene Patriquin

Private Citizen

Lisa Reis

Deputy Mayor of Coaldale

Braedon McNicol

Private Citizen

Becky Scott Private Citizen
Allan Pugh Private Citizen
Kym Porter Private Citizen
Dynelle Dunn Private Citizen

Michelle Sauve

Private Citizen

Lola Jean Stewart

Private Citizen

Daniel Meller

Private Citizen

Sean Dunn

Private Citizen

Alan James MacFadyen

Private Citizen

Lawrence Alexander

Private Citizen

Terence Field

Private Citizen

Robert Woolf

President, Coaldale Chamber of Commerce

Naomi Bell

Private Citizen

Ross Buchholz

Private Citizen

Marion E. Jones

Private Citizen

Ronald Dyck Private Citizen
Lisa Lambert Private Citizen
Adam Singer Private Citizen

Anastasia Sereda

Private Citizen

Sheila Stacey

Private Citizen
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Submitter Name

Affiliation

Brent Bartlett Private Citizen
William van Engen Private Citizen
Andrew Traynor Private Citizen
Scott Paul Private Citizen
Barb Phillips Private Citizen

Scot Hutton

Chief Administrative Officer, Fort McKay First Nation

Michele Veldhoen

Private Citizen

Nicole Goehring

MLA for Edmonton-Castle Downs

Jillian Creech Private Citizen

James Seller Private Citizen

Vladimir Pasek Private Citizen

Al Duerr Former Mayor of Calgary

Craig Coburn Professor, University of Lethbridge
Uduak Godwin Private Citizen

Janice Tye Private Citizen

Alexander Shevalier

President, Calgary and District Labour Council

Megan Stewart

Grant Writer and Intergovernmental Affairs, City of Airdrie

Hon. Nathan Neudorf

MLA for Lethbridge-East

Michele Meier

Private Citizen

Cameron Mills

Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, Town of Coaldale

Hon. David Eggen

MLA for Edmonton-North West

Jeanette McDonald

Private Citizen

Jeff Acker Mayor of Spruce Grove

Kalen Hastings Chief Administrative Officer, Town of Coaldale
Marg Chaba Private Citizen

Robert Wanner Former MLA for Medicine Hat

Olga Barcelo Private Citizen

Brenda Ives Private Citizen

Donald Seebeck Private Citizen

Greg Mady President, Edmonton and District Labour Council
Jonathan Breitkreuz Private Citizen

Patricia McGrath President, St. Albert NDP Constituency Association
Gil McGowan President, Alberta Federation of Labour

Amy Durand Private Citizen

Dennis Schmidt

Private Citizen

Luanne Metz

MLA for Calgary-Varsity

Keren Teng

Edmonton City Councillor for Ward Karhiio

Nagwan Al-Guneid

MLA for Calgary-Glenmore

Patricia McFarlane

Private Citizen

Kinza Barney

Chief Administrative Officer, Town of Crossfield

Julia Hayter

MLA for Calgary-Edgemont

Kelli Taylor

Private Citizen
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Submitter Name
Michael Janz

Affiliation

Edmonton City Councillor for Ward Papastew

Bill Tonita

President, Alberta New Democrats

Sanjeev Kad

President, Calgary-West UCP Constituency Association

Mariana Mejia Salazar

Vice-president External, Students' Association of Mount Royal
University

Claude Stevenson

Private Citizen

Donna Staszenski

Private Citizen

Hans Smits Private Citizen
Frank Frey Private Citizen
William Cook Private Citizen
Ryan Barker Private Citizen
lan Gray Private Citizen
Samuel Juru Private Citizen
Katherine Joosse Private Citizen
Rowan Ley Private Citizen

Stephanie Laflamme

Private Citizen

Peter Laudenkios

Private Citizen

Robert Nelson

Private Citizen

Andrea Ferriss

Private Citizen

Marc Slingerland

Private Citizen

Marle Roberts

Private Citizen

Clifford Reed

Private Citizen

John Borrowman

Private Citizen

Chris Robinson

Private Citizen

Bob Marshall Reeve, County of Grande Prairie No. 1
Viviana Lartiga Private Citizen
Colin Kunzli Private Citizen

Laura Cunningham-
Shpeley

Executive Director, Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues

Laveryne Green

Private Citizen

Spencer Patterson

Private Citizen

Cheryl Probert

President, Downtown Edmonton Community League

Jenn Parsonage

President, Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues

Shaminder Parmar

Private Citizen
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APPENDIX C

List of Presenters — First Round of Public Hearings

Location and Date

Name

Organization

Pincher Creek, May 29

Craig Burrows-Johnson

Private Citizen

Pincher Creek, May 29 Monica Zyla Private Citizen
Lethbridge, May 29 Drew Adamick Private Citizen
Lethbridge, May 29 Randy Bullock Reeve, County of Cardston
Lethbridge, May 29 Jeff Coffman Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Belinda Crowson

Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Jeffrey Deurloo

Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Maria Fitzpatrick

Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Keith Gardner

Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Cheryl Meheden

Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Cameron Mills

Private Citizen

Lethbridge, May 29

Tamara Miyanaga

Reeve, Municipal District of Taber

Lethbridge, May 29

Rob Miyashiro

MLA, Lethbridge-West

Lethbridge, May 29 Scott Paul Private Citizen
Lethbridge, May 29 Ken Sears Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Jasvir Deol MLA, Edmonton-Meadows
Edmonton, June 2 Neal Gray Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Jennifer Klimek Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Cori Longo Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Dale Todd Sikorski Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2

Searle Turton

MLA, Spruce Grove-Stony Plain

Edmonton, June 2

Roxanne Carr

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2 Kerry Day Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Cynthia Fedor Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Charles Gachnang Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Christina Gray MLA, Edmonton-Mill Woods
Edmonton, June 2 Terry Howlett Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Nam Kular Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Neil Singh Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2

Charlayne Bozak

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2

Jodi Calahoo Stonehouse

MLA, Edmonton-Rutherford

Edmonton, June 2

Harpreet Grewal

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2 Robert Jarman Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Leigh Makarewicz Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 2 Lloyd Osler Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2

Bob Paterson

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2

Rakhi Pancholi

MLA, Edmonton-Whitemud
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Edmonton, June 2

Stephen Raitz

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2 Karen Stix Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 2 Elizabeth Strange Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Ben Acquaye Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Sarah Hoffman MLA, Edmonton-Glenora
Edmonton, June 3 Nathan Ip MLA, Edmonton-South West

Edmonton, June 3

Audrey Johnson-McGillis

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Kyle Kasawski

MLA, Sherwood Park

Edmonton, June 3

Ben Kroeker

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Laura Paquette

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Victoria Pearson

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 David Shepherd MLA, Edmonton-City Centre
Edmonton, June 3 Stephen Smith Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Hans Smits Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Priya Usman Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Brooks Arcand-Paul MLA, Edmonton-West Henday
Edmonton, June 3 David Eggen MLA, Edmonton-North West

Edmonton, June 3

Dave Hardman

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

John Kolkman

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Bobbi-Sue Menard

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Aaron Paquette

Councillor, Edmonton City Council

Edmonton, June 3

Nathan Poon

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Peggy Wright MLA, Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview
Edmonton, June 3 Ruth Yanor Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Abdul Abbasi Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Maria Briones Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Paul Briones Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Calan Hobbs Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Susan Jubb Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Jarrad Marthaller

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3

Chantal McKenzie

Private Citizen

Edmonton, June 3 Abel Savard Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Susan Shaw Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Heather Sweet MLA, Edmonton-Manning
Edmonton, June 3 Lesley Thompson Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Andrew Traynor Private Citizen
Edmonton, June 3 Carolyn Walker Private Citizen

Westlock, June 4

Joe Blakeman

Reeve, County of Lac Ste. Anne

Westlock, June 4

Karen Doidge

Private Citizen

Westlock, June 4

Nick Gelych

Deputy Reeve, County of Lac Ste. Anne

Westlock, June 4

Heather Stocking

Private Citizen
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Westlock, June 4

Landen Tischer

Private Citizen

Westlock, June 4

Glenn van Dijken

MLA, Athabasca-Barrhead-Westlock

St. Paul, June 5 Josh Crick Councillor, Municipal District of
Bonnyville
St. Paul, June 5 Scott Cyr MLA, Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul

Wainwright, June 5

Linda Jacejko

President, Vermilion-Lloydminster-
Wainwright Constituency Association

Wainwright, June 5

Michael Jacejko

Private Citizen

Drumheller, June 9 Brian Golka Private Citizen

Drumheller, June 9 Adrian Zinck Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10 Michael Doyle Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10 Sarah Elmeligi MLA, Banff-Kananaskis

Calgary, June 10 Janet Eremenko MLA, Calgary-Currie

Calgary, June 10 Linda Goold Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10 Samir Kayande MLA, Calgary-Elbow

Calgary, June 10 Julia Law Vice-president External, Students’ Union,

University of Calgary

Calgary, June 10

Allison Leonhardt

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Ruben Nelson

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Gordon Paynter

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Alexander Shevalier

President, Calgary & District Labour
Council

Calgary, June 10

Joan Stauffer

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Kevin Van Koughnett

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Ross Watson

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Kathleen Ganley

MLA, Calgary-Mountain View

Calgary, June 10

Angela Grace

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Tala Abu Hayyaneh

President, Students’ Association of Mount
Royal University

Calgary, June 10

Marty Heeg

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Bernadett Maxwell

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Lorraine Moulding

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Daniel Nelles

Chair, City of Airdrie Library Board, and
Secretary, Airdrie Arts and Culture Council

Calgary, June 10

Michael Parker

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10 Julie Pithers Private Citizen
Calgary, June 10 Jim Ridley Private Citizen
Calgary, June 10 Irfan Sabir MLA, Calgary-Bhullar-McCall

Calgary, June 10

Mariana Mejia Salazar

Vice-president External, Students’
Association of Mount Royal University

Calgary, June 10

Marcia Cormier

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Jaret Hargreaves

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Jeremy Hexham

Private Citizen
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Calgary, June 10

Mike Horembala

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 10

Jayne Martin

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Pranav Bakaraju

Constituency Assistant, Calgary-Foothills

Calgary, June 11

Gurinder Brar

MLA, Calgary-North East

Calgary, June 11

Deborah Dean

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11 Anita McDonald Private Citizen
Calgary, June 11 Keith Purdy Private Citizen
Calgary, June 11 Lizette Tejada MLA, Calgary-Klein

Calgary, June 11

Court Ellingson

MLA, Calgary-Foothills

Calgary, June 11

David Howard

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Craig Hutchenreuther

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Brian Malkinson

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Miriam Obst

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Andrew Stewart

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Dale Wascherol

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

David Cloutier

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Neelam Naz

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Lorraine Robinson

President, Millican Ogden Community
Association

Calgary, June 11

lan Walker

Private Citizen

Calgary, June 11

Mary-Anne Williams

Private Citizen

Brooks, June 12

Arno Doerksen

Reeve, County of Newell

Brooks, June 12

Norman Gerestein

Private Citizen

Brooks, June 12 Dan Hein Private Citizen
Brooks, June 12 Stacey Vanderveen Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Jim Black Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Gilles Blouin Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Griffin Bray Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 David Carter Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Darlene Dee Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Jim Horsman Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Donald B. Knudsen Private Citizen
Medicine Hat, June 13 Rob Renner Private Citizen

Medicine Hat, June 13

Marle Roberts

Private Citizen

Medicine Hat, June 13

Stanley Sakamoto

Private Citizen

Medicine Hat, June 13

Holly Turnbull

Private Citizen

Medicine Hat, June 13

Bob Wanner

Private Citizen

Fort McMurray, June 16

Vaughn Jessome

Constituency Assistant, Fort McMurray-
Lac La Biche and Fort McMurray-Wood
Buffalo

Fort McMurray, June 16

Byron Kessler

Private Citizen

Fort McMurray, June 16

Rene Wells

Private Citizen
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Peace River, June 17

Angela Cobick

Constituency Assistant, Peace River

Peace River, June 17

Carolyn Kolebaba

Councillor, County of Northern Sunrise

Peace River, June 17

Art Laurin

Deputy Reeve, County of Northern Sunrise

Peace River, June 17

Gaylene Whitehead

Councillor, County of Northern Sunrise

Peace River, June 17

Corinna Williams

Reeve, County of Northern Sunrise

Grande Prairie, June 17

Bob Marshall

Reeve, County of Grande Prairie No. 1

Slave Lake, June 18

Mike Skrynyk

President, Lesser Slave Lake UCP
Constituency Association

Slave Lake, June 18

Ken Vanderwell

Vice-president, Lesser Slave Lake UCP
Constituency Association

Hinton, June 19 Linda Brown Private Citizen
Hinton, June 19 Bernie Kreiner Private Citizen
Hinton, June 19 Wendy Robinson Private Citizen

Red Deer, June 19

Laveryne Green

Private Citizen

Red Deer, June 19

Heath Gudmundson

Private Citizen

Red Deer, June 19

Bradley Hodcraft

Private Citizen

Red Deer, June 19

Jody Mercier-Layden

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Diana Batten

MLA, Calgary-Acadia

Virtual, June 23 Chris Dovey Private Citizen
Virtual, June 23 Linda Ensley Private Citizen
Virtual, June 23 Leona Esau Intergovernmental Liaison, City of Airdrie

Virtual, June 23

Andrew Knack

Councillor, City of Edmonton

Virtual, June 23

Danielle Larivee

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Barry Morishita

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Al Olsen

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Christopher Spearman

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Megan Stewart

Grant Writer and Intergovernmental
Affairs, City of Airdrie

Virtual, June 23

Patricia Williams

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Justin Wright

MLA, Cypress-Medicine Hat

Virtual, June 23

Malcolm Adams

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Gian-Carlo Carra

Councillor, City of Calgary

Virtual, June 23

David Carpenter

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Amanda Chapman

MLA, Calgary-Beddington

Virtual, June 23

Paul McLauchlin

Reeve and Division IV Councillor, County
of Ponoka

Virtual, June 23

Trevor Sloan

Private Citizen

Virtual, June 23

Courtney Walcott

Councillor, City of Calgary

Virtual, June 23

Wendy Whitehouse

Private Citizen
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APPENDIX D

History of Alberta’s Electoral Boundaries Commissions

The Canadian Context

Until the middle of the 20th century, Canadian Legislatures — both federal and provincial — handled all

reapportionment of their electoral boundaries.

At the federal level, all-party parliamentary committees were eventually tasked with drawing new electoral
maps after each decennial census. In the 1950s and 1960s, due to a series of minority governments in
Ottawa, a set of redistricting principles began to emerge. These principles provided a check on the

governing party and gave a voice to opposition and minority parties. These principles included:
e county and municipal lines would be used where possible;
e seats of party leaders would be left untouched;
e new electoral divisions would be placed in areas of greatest population growth;

e urban ridings would contain more residents than rural ridings (often by a factor of two to one);

and

e where practical, ridings would be drawn according to population.

In the 1950s and 1960s, the task of redistribution of boundaries was taken out of the hands of
Legislatures and given to independent commissions. Manitoba took the lead in 1955, establishing a
commission that comprised the Chief Justice of Manitoba, the Chief Electoral Officer of the province,
and the President of the University of Manitoba. The enabling legislation instructed the Commission

to draw boundaries considering:
e communities of interest;
e means of communication and transportation;
e natural features of the province; and

e municipal boundaries and other similar factors.
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The Commission was also instructed to distinguish between urban and rural ridings, with urban
districts to contain seven voters for every four rural voters. This provision was amended in 1968 to allow

for a permitted variation of +25% to -25% of the average voting population in each riding.

In the 1960s, independent commissions were established by Parliament for federal electoral districts
within each province. Manitoba was a model for the federal Parliament. The politics of minority
governments helped pave the way for these independent commissions. The government of Prime
Minister John Diefenbaker had promised an independent electoral commission to deal with boundaries
if his government was re-elected in 1962. After the election his government had proposed a resolution
for an independent commission and presented a bill at first reading. Parliament dissolved and the bill
died. While Diefenbaker won re-election in 1962, his government lasted only months before loosing

the 1963 election and was replaced by a minority government led by Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson.

A nonpartisan consensus for election reform was established by the minority Pearson government in
passing the Electoral Boundaries Readjustment Act of 1964. Following the Manitoba model, the federal Act
did not require strict voter parity or “one person, one vote” but allowed ridings to vary by +25% to -
25% of the average. Unlike the Manitoba law, Ottawa’s Act did not distinguish between urban and
rural ridings. The independent commissions established for each province by the federal law were
instructed to consider the following factors:

e geography;
e demographics;
e community interests; and

e social and economic concerns.

The federal model of 1964, along with the Manitoba example, influenced all Canadian provinces to
establish similar independent Electoral Boundary Commissions. The success of the independent
commissions at the federal level and provincial level has made them a permanent fixture on the
Canadian political scene.

The history of democratic rights in Canada no doubt laid the groundwork for constitutionally
entrenched rights in Section 3 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms:

Every citizen of Canada has the right to vote in an election of members of the House of
Commons or of a legislative assembly and to be qualified for membership therein.
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Alberta’s History

Given the historic Canadian context of independent commissions drawing electoral boundaries, it is
appropriate to look specifically at Alberta’s history.

1960

A provincial election held on June 18, 1959, resulted in a massive majority government for the
governing Social Credit Party. They won 61 of the 65 seats. In March 1960, the Legislative Assembly
passed a resolution appointing a committee to consider electoral boundaries. The Committee, chaired
by Frederick Colborne, MLA, included four other government MLAs, plus the only Progressive
Conservative MLA and the only Liberal MLA. The Committee Members represented constituencies
from across the province and recommended a new constituency be created in each of the cities of
Edmonton and Calgary. It also recommended the elimination of four rural constituencies in Central
and Southern Alberta. These recommendations resulted in the unusual net reduction of electoral
divisions in the Legislature from 65 to 63. The general election of 1963 was conducted on 63 electoral
division boundaries, and it appears that the electoral divisions were expanded to 65 for the 1967 general

election.
1968 - 1969

On April 5, 1968, the Legislative Assembly adopted a resolution appointing a special committee of the
Legislature, once again headed by Frederick Colborne, MLA, and including five other Social Credit
Government MLAs, two Progressive Conservative MLAs, and one Liberal MLA. The Committee
studied the process of all other provinces (except for Newfoundland) and the Federal Government in
terms of electoral boundary changes. Later in April, this Committee recommended expanding the
number of ridings from 65 to 75 and adjusting boundaries to reflect the increase of Alberta’s
population.

Most significantly, this Committee recommended the future establishment of an “independent
commission” to be chaired by a Judge of the Supreme Court of Alberta (or District Court), the Chief
Electoral Officer, two government members and two opposition members, and an “independent
citizen” appointed by the Speaker, with the concurrence of the Premier and the Leader of the
Opposition. This recommendation is the origin of Alberta’s current independent Electoral Boundaries
Commission. The enumerated voters of the most recent general election were to be the basis for the
population in drawing new boundaries. This Committee tabled its report in the Legislative Assembly
in April 1969.
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1969 - 1970 Electoral Boundary Commission Report

In May 1969, an Act to Facilitate the Redistribution of Seats in the Legislative Assembly was enacted. The
Electoral Boundaries Commission Act, became the first of its kind in Alberta. The members of the
Commission established pursuant to this Act are the same as were suggested by the 1968 Legislative
Committee, with the addition of the Clerk of the Executive Council.

The independent Electoral Boundaries Commission was appointed in January 1969 prior to the passage
of the legislation. The seven-person Commission was chaired by His Honour Judge Samuel Lieberman
(District Court of Alberta). The remaining members of the Commission consisted of two government
MLAs, two MLAs from the opposition, the Clerk of the Executive Council, and an Albertan jointly
nominated by the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition.

Part 2 of the Act included redistribution rules and instructed the Commission to divide the province
into 75 electoral divisions. There were to be two kinds of divisions: urban electoral divisions and rural

electoral divisions. Section 13 of the Act is as follows:

13. (1) The Commission shall establish one or more proposed electoral divisions in
each of the following urban municipalities only:

Calgary Lethbridge
Camrose Medicine Hat
Drumheller Red Deer
Edmonton St. Albert
Grande Prairie Wetaskiwin

(2) The number of proposed urban electoral divisions shall be determined by dividing
the total voter population of the existing urban electoral divisions by a figure 25 per
cent above the average voter population of all the existing electoral divisions, both
urban and rural.

(3) The voter population of the community of Sherwood Park shall be included as
part of the total voter population of the existing urban electoral divisions for the
purposes of subsection (2).

Public hearings held by the Commission after the release of its interim report took place in Edmonton
(Legislative Building) and Calgary (J.J. Bowlen Building). All other public hearings in the cities listed in
Section 13(1) were held at the local courthouse. An interim report was released on November 21, 1969,
and the final report on January 27, 1970.
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The Commission wrestled with the proper interpretation of section 13(2) of the Act and interviewed
the Chairman of the previous Legislative Committee that recommended the Act. In its report the

Commission determined the following:

Section 13(2) of the Act was exhaustively studied by the Commission and it was
unanimously agreed that this Section did not accurately reflect the intention of the
Committee on Redistribution Procedure or of the Legislature in that it could be
applied in the manner that would result in the apportionment of the 75 electoral
divisions provided for in Section 12 of the Act into 33 urban electoral divisions and
42 rural electoral divisions.

Rejecting that interpretation of the Act, the Commission recommended 38 urban electoral divisions
and 37 rural electoral divisions. The size of the electoral divisions could range from 25% above the

average voter population to 25% below that average.

In determining the area to be included in an electoral division, the Commission was to consider the

following factors pursuant to Section 21 of the Act:

() the community or diversity of interests of the population;

(b) the means of communication between the various parts thereof;
(c) the physical features thereof;

(d) the sparsity or density of the population; and

(e) all other similar relevant factors.

1975 - 1976 Electoral Boundaries Commission

In July 1975, a seven-person Commission was appointed, and it was again chaired by The Honourable
Justice Samuel Lieberman (now a Justice of the Supreme Court of Alberta). Part way through the
Commission’s term, Justice Lieberman requested to be relieved of his responsibilities, and he was
replaced by The Honourable Judge Tevie H. Miller (District Court of Alberta). The rest of the
Commission consisted of two government MLAs, two opposition MLAs, the Clerk of the Legislative

Assembly, and an Albertan jointly nominated by the Premier and Leader of the Opposition.

The Commission was directed to add four more electoral divisions, increasing the size of the
Legislature from 75 to 79 members. Also, the legislation directed that Calgary receive three additional
electoral divisions and Edmonton receive two additional electoral divisions. Areas outside the two
major cities were to be reduced by one electoral division.
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The proposed new electoral map was drawn up by the Commission and included in their interim report
of April 1976 without the benefit of public hearings. The public was invited to comment on the interim
report.

The final report of the Commission was issued in November 1976. The total “voter” population of
Alberta used by this Commission was 994,158. The average voter population in the urban electoral
divisions was approximately twice the size of the average rural electoral division. Once again, the
Commission applied the variance of +25% and -25% of the average voter population in each electoral
division.

1981 Standing Committee Privileges and Elections, Standing Orders and Printing

A special resolution was passed by the Legislative Assembly in 1981 to deal with the anomaly of growth
in the city of Calgary, resulting in single family and multi-family residences being built on the boundary
lines dividing electoral divisions in the city of Calgary. The Committee recommended to the Legislative
Assembly that the legislation be changed to provide authority to the Chief Electoral Officer to
determine, after consultation with returning officers in the electoral divisions, the electoral division in
which the voters in the residence shall cast their vote.

1983 - 1984 Electoral Boundaries Commission

In December 1983, a seven-person Commission was appointed and led by the Honourable Justice
Russell A. Dixon (Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta). The Commission consisted of two government
MLA:s, two opposition MLAs, a joint nominee of the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition, and
the Chief Electoral Officer of Alberta. The legislation governing the Commission provided for five
new urban ridings and one less rural riding, resulting in an overall expansion of additional four electoral
divisions. The new total of 83 electoral divisions was divided between 42 urban divisions — in Calgary,
Edmonton, Red Deer, Lethbridge, Sherwood Park, St. Albert, and Medicine Hat — and 41 rural
divisions. The calculations made by this Commission were based on the total “voter population” of
1,435,752, and again the variance from the average voter population in each electoral division was -
25% to +25%. Guidelines for creating electoral divisions included common community or diversity of
interests, means of communication, physical features, sparsity or density of population, and other
similar or relevant factors to be taken into consideration. The Commission made recommendations to
the Legislature outside of its mandate but based on strong public input:

- The Legislature must justify the added costs of increasing the number of electoral divisions to
83 from 79 in light of the comparative representation of other Provinces such as British

Columbia, Ontario, and Quebec.
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- The need for further study of the urban-rural mix and the need to make electoral boundaries
co-terminus with County and Municipal District boundaries wherever possible in the context
of making voter representation under Part 2 of the legislation more equitable.

- Anew classification of urban-rural electoral division be recognized in the legislation.

The Commission issued an interim report in July 1984 without public hearings. The final report of the
Commission was submitted to the Speaker of the Legislature in October 1984. Both reports were
unanimous. The general provincial elections of 1986 and 1989 were conducted based on the boundaries
recommended by the Dixon Electoral Boundaries Commission.

1989 - 1990 Alberta’s Select Special Committee on Electoral Boundaries

In August 1989, the Legislative Assembly passed a motion to appoint a Select Special Committee. The
Committee’s purpose was to review the electoral boundary process and recommend an updated basis
for the effective representation of Albertans. The seven-person Committee consisted of four
government MLAs and three opposition MLAs. Two of the MLAs were from Calgary, two from

Edmonton, one from southern Alberta, one from central Alberta, and one from northern Alberta.

The purpose of the Committee was to study and make recommendations regarding the Electoral
Boundaries Act, including the composition of any future commission and the manner in which
commissions carried out their responsibilities. The Committee was also asked to review the
implications of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, recent court cases, legislation and practices
of other jurisdictions, and make recommendations on how Alberta should draw its electoral
boundaries. Finally, the Committee was tasked with considering geography and demographic changes
on boundary revisions and how those revisions impact the work of Members of the Legislative
Assembly.

The Committee began its meetings in August 1989 and received presentations from various experts
and consultants, including lawyers, political scientists, previous EBC Chairmen and members. The
Chief Electoral Officer also joined the Committee in an advisory capacity. The Committee held 39

public meetings in 30 locations around the province between November 1989 and March 1990.

The Committee sought input from other provinces and travelled to Winnipeg, Regina, and Victoria to
hear from MLAs, Chief Electoral Officers, and Judges who chaired Electoral Boundary Commissions.
Comparative data from all 10 provinces and two territories and the Federal Government was gathered
and reviewed. The question whether drawing boundaries for electoral divisions should be based on

enumerated voters or total population was studied. Types of Electoral Boundary Commissions and the
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makeup of those commissions from other jurisdictions was also studied. Guidelines for other
provinces’ commissions along with exceptions and the need for special ridings, particularly in the
North, were examined. Finally, population averages per electoral division were examined. The
Committee took its work very seriously and acknowledged the need for a constitutionally sound
boundary distribution and demographically responsible plan. The Committee was faced with two
competing arguments in the submissions received and the presentations made at public hearings. One
side maintained that boundary redistribution should be based on the principle of “one person, one
vote”; the other favoured a wide degree of variance from one electoral division to another based on a
variety of factors. The Committee characterized the issue in the same way as Chief Justice McLachlin
(as she then was) did in Dixon v Attorney General of British Columbia, [1989] 4 WWR 393 (BC SC) at 402:
“Is the equality of voting power absolute or relative? If it is not absolute, what limits are there on

deviation from parity of voting power?”

It must be kept in mind that the Committee was operating in a legal context before the Supreme Court
of Canada issued its decision in Reference Re: Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Saskatchewan) in June 1991
(also known as AG Sask v Carter). The Committee was of the view that recognizing the right to vote,
found in Section 3 of the Charter, should be understood in the historic Canadian context. The
development of Canadian democratic rights must include the history, tradition, and underlying
democratic philosophy of Canadian society. The Committee rejected the American policy of “one
person, one vote” as antithetical to Canadian history, geography, and practice and not appropriate for
Alberta. This coincided with the decision of Chief Justice McLachlin in Dixon: “It would be simplistic
and wrong to infer, without more, that the Canadian concept of democracy dictates the [American]
result. It is vital to recognize that it is Canadian, not American, constitutional history, values and
philosophy which must guide this Court . . . It would do our own Constitution a disservice to simply
allow the American debate to define the issue for us, all the while ignoring the truly fundamental
structural differences between the two Constitutions.” (Dixon v. AG of BC pp 408-409).

The Committee therefore concluded that it was in fact the right of the Legislature to allow for deviation
or variance (like other provinces and the Federal Government) of +25% and -25% of the average. In
addition, based on examples of other provinces, there were legitimate instances such as the Far North,
where geography and topography justified ridings up to 50% below the average. “The direction then
is clear”, concluded the Committee. “A Legislature can determine . . . variance.” In this, the Committee

again defers to Chief Justice McLachlin:

“In recognizing the rights of provincial legislatures on setting these considerations
Dixon is clear that it is ‘not the role of the Courts to decide which factors and
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considerations are to be applied to each individual riding . . . this task is within the
responsibilities of the Legislature.””

At the same time, the Committee insisted at page 59 that: “Limits must be clearly stated and reasons
for variance must also be stated. This protects districts from having their voting power eroded to

unconstitutional limits such as B.C.’s previous system which allowed variances of up 150%.”

The Committee tabled its report in the Legislature in November 1990. A new Electoral Boundaries
Commission Act was passed in December 1990 based on the recommendations of this report. The new
Act provided authority to the Electoral Boundaries Commission to create what has come to be known
as “blended” or “hybrid” electoral divisions. This new category had been the subject of a
recommendation in the 1984 Final EBC report of Justice Russell A. Dixon. In other words, parts of
the cities of Red Deer and Medicine Hat not included in a single municipal electoral division could be

joined with part of one or more other municipalities which are rural.

As well, this Committee settled on using total population as the basis rather than enumerated voters for

representation.

Reference re: Order in Council O.C. 91/91 in Respect of the Electoral Boundaries Commission
Act, 1991 ABCA 317

Wanting to ensure the constitutional validity of the proposed electoral divisions in the legislation, the
Alberta Government in February 1991 referred the matter to the Alberta Court of Appeal, asking if
the manner in which the boundaries and areas of electoral divisions as proposed and established under
the new Act was consistent with Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The specific questions asked of

the Court are as follows:

(a) Is the manner in which the boundaries and the areas of electoral divisions are
proposed and established under the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act (c. E-4.01,
Statutes of Alberta, 1990), inconsistent with the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms;
and

(b) If so, in what particulars and to what extent?

A five-member panel of the Court of Appeal headed by the Honourable Mr. Justice Lieberman delayed
argument on this case until after the Supreme Court of Canada decided the Reference re Provincial Electoral
Boundaries (Saskatchewan) Reference. That case was argued before the Supreme Court of Canada in late

April and decided in early June of 1991. Justice Lieberman was the most senior Justice of the panel

98



and had earlier led the first two Electoral Boundaries Commissions for Alberta. Argument at the
Alberta Court of Appeal occurred on September 30, 1991 and the Court’s decision on November 21,
1991 answered many of the questions raised by those who objected to the government’s proposed
legislation. The Court of Appeal provided something of a running commentary on the legislation

leading to its conclusion of its constitutional validity. In this regard several paragraphs are worth noting:

[23]  We answer in general terms that the manner in which boundaries and areas
are proposed and established under the Act seems not to offend s. 3 of the Charter
in the sense that the general scheme of the Act is of the sort approved by the Supreme
Court of Canada in Carter. For the reasons already noted, we can go little further in
this case.

[24]  We agree with Alberta that the Commission structure and its procedures raise
no issue under s. 3 of the Charter, and we offer no further comment about them.

[26]  We also accept as reasonable the rule in's. 17 that permits, in five per cent of
the districts, a 50 per cent deviation. We think we can take notice that Alberta contains
sparsely populated areas that are also a long distance both from other populated areas
and the Legislature itself. We think the statutory criteria fairly identify those areas. We
note that the five per cent rule will potentially produce four “special” districts for the
next election. Nobody came forward to say it was too little or too much, and we infer
that it is reasonable. We cannot comment further without the aid of a demographic
study.

[27] A special feature of the legislation is what has been called the “hybrid”
divisions, the five electoral districts required to be part rural and part urban.
The urban areas are specifically named. We are told that they were selected for
having some “semi-urban” parts, by which is meant small holdings used partly
for residential and partly commercial purposes. Areas like this can indeed be
found both in urban and rural municipalities, and it might well be that a careful
selection would produce a new community of interest. We accept this as
reasonable. We think that most people when they talk about “rural” areas have
in mind farming areas, where the bulk of the population, both urban and rural,
have a great community of interest: they either work the land or serve those
that do. We accept that some non-urban areas today are not like that, and a
division of all Alberta into rural and urban tends to be simplistic. And so we
accept the reasonableness of “hybrid” areas, but offer no comment about
specific areas. [Emphasis added]

[28]  We are bound also to say that a rule permitting a 25 per cent deviation does
not offend the Charter as an “undue” intrusion upon voter parity. See Carter p. 19-
20. That case does not, however, mandate the use of that or any deviation in a case
where it is not needed. [. . .]

[32]  We do accept that some deviations are inevitable because of the geography
and demography of Alberta. The province is physically large; its huge natural barriers,
whether mountains, rivers, lakes or muskeg, create natural and necessary boundaries;
the pattern of settlement created natural ethnic boundaries; and populations in
predominately farming regions are declining. Indeed, we have already approved the
setting aside of four (of the 40) for the most under-populated and remote areas. And,
when the Commission chooses precise boundaries, no doubt other cases of disparity
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will arise in order to create “understandable and clear” boundaries. The question
remains how we know now that these precise extra numbers are necessary.

The proposed legislation reviewed by the Court of Appeal more fully defined hybrid electoral divisions
as multi-municipality ridings in section 15 of the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act. Ultimately, the
Alberta Court of Appeal answered the reference question that the proposed legislation recommended
by the Select Special Committee on Electoral Boundaries did not offend the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms.

1991 - 1992 Electoral Boundaries Commission Report

In January 1991 the government appointed a five-person Commission chaired by the Honourable
Justice Charles G. Virtue (Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta), two members nominated by the
government, one member nominated by the Official Opposition, and the Chief Electoral Officer. In
May 1991 the Commission asked for an extension of their mandate to await the Supreme Court’s
decision Reference re Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Saskatchewan) Reference. The Legislature extended the
time for the Commission’s interim report from September 1991 to on or before December 31, 1991.
Chairman Justice Virtue resigned in June 1991 and was replaced by Assistant Chief Judge Clare Liden
(Provincial Court of Alberta). An interim report was issued in December 1991, and the final report
was issued in May 1992.

No public hearings were held prior to the interim report. The Commission was instructed to draw
boundaries for 83 electoral divisions of which 43 were to be single municipality electoral divisions,
including 19 in Calgary, 17 in Edmonton, two in Lethbridge, one in each of Medicine Hat, Red Deer,
St. Albert, Fort McMurray, and Strathcona/Sherwood Park. The remaining 40 electoral divisions were
to be multi-municipality electoral divisions, five of which had to include portions of the cities of Red
Deer, Medicine Hat, St. Albert, and two in Grande Prairie, which could incorporate areas of a
neighbouring rural municipalities. The other 35 electoral divisions could consist of more than one
municipality. Relevant considerations in creating electoral divisions included adherence to the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, sparsity and density of population, common community interests,
geographic and road systems, and the need for understandable and clear boundaries. Population was
used by the Commission as the basis for redistribution rather than enumerated voters, and the
population of individual ridings could range from as high as 25% above the average population and
25% below. The population of Alberta for the purposes of this Commission was 2,554,779, with an
electoral division average of 30,780 and allowing for a target range for effective representation of
23,085 to 38,475.
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The function of the Commission was to make proposals to the Legislative Assembly as to the area,
boundaries, and names of electoral divisions in Alberta. The final report of the Commission resulted
in five different reports, one from each member! No majority report was possible. Reasons for the
fractious Commission began with problems relative to accurate determination of Alberta’s population
and evolved to differing perspectives on implementing the term “effective representation” from the
recent Supreme Court of Canada decision in Reference Re: Provincial Electoral Boundaries (AG of
Saskatchewan v. Carter) 1991.

Five disparate reports could not be appropriately used by the Legislature as the basis for new legislation
revising electoral boundaries. Accordingly, the Legislature established a further Select Special

Committee in July 1992,
1992 Alberta’s Select Special Committee on Electoral Boundaries

The Committee was structured similarly to the 1989/1990 Committee, but the Official Opposition
refused to participate. That left four government members chaired by Bob Bogle MLA to complete a
report recommending electoral division boundary changes. The Committee reported to the Speaker in
November 1992 and indicated that the proposed electoral map should be referred to the Alberta Court
of Appeal to ensure compliance with the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The population of Alberta used
by this Committee was from the 1991 Federal Census (including Indian Reserves and Settlements) and
totalled 2,554,779. The 83 electoral divisions consisted of 20 single municipality electoral divisions in
Calgary, 18 in Edmonton, two in Lethbridge, one in each of Fort McMurray, Medicine Hat, St. Albert,
and Sherwood Park. The remaining 39 electoral divisions consisted of multi-municipality electoral
divisions in the rest of the province. The Committee also recommended that four of the 39 electoral
divisions outside of the cities be considered as “Special Consideration Electoral Divisions” that met at
least three of five criteria in the legislation, which is now codified in Section 15 (2) of the current
Electoral Boundaries Commission Act.

The Government by way of Order in Council 215/93 referred the Committee’s recommended
legislation outlining electoral boundaries to the Alberta Court of Appeal pursuant to Judicature Act,
R.S.A. 1980, ¢. J-1.

101



Reference re Electoral Divisions Statutes Amendment Act, 1993 (Alberta)
The Reference questions to the Court of Appeal were as follows:

(@) Do the boundaries of the electoral divisions established in Part 3 of the Electoral Divisions
Statutes Amendment Act, 1993 infringe or deny rights or freedoms guaranteed by the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms?

(b) If so, in what particulars?

(c) If so, is such infringement or denial justified by Section 1 of the Canadian Charter of Rights
and Freedoms?

The Court stated on October 24, 1994 that there were only three possible solutions to address the
disparity between urban voters and rural voters:

1. mixing rural and urban voters in electoral divisions of equal size;
2. more seats in the Legislature overall; or
3. fewer non-urban seats.

The electoral map forwarded by the Committee and referred to by the Court removed the prospect of
more electoral divisions under the first option, the proposed concept of hybrid or blended ridings. The
Legislature did not add more seats, therefore making the second option impossible. This left the only
option being the third, the reduction in rural seats. The Court said that popular democratic opposition
to the first two options would not avoid eventual Court-mandated Charter compliance. In
acknowledging that the one option of more hybrid ridings was taken off the table by the Legislature
because of the public opposition, the Court responded as follows:

[62] The Chairman added that “The first priority would be to respect existing
constituency boundaries, if possible.” This is, of course, a simple way to assuage the
concern of some voters. [. . ]

[64] With respect, this very natural concern of an elected official for the “comfort
zone” of a vocal portion of the electorate is not a valid Charter consideration. The
essence of a constitutionally entrenched right is that it permits an individual to stand
against even a majority of the people. Put another way, Canadians entrenched certain
traditional rights for minorities in the Constitution because they do not trust
themselves, in all times and circumstances, to respect those rights. The fact, then, that
a significant number of Albertans do not like the results of an equal distribution of
electoral divisions is no reason to flinch from insisting that they take the burden as
well as the benefit of democracy as we know it.
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Recognizing that increasing the number of electoral divisions also faces public opposition, the
Legislature declined to utilize that option. The Court of Appeal then acknowledged that with two of
the options they had originally listed gone, the only option therefore was to approve more rural seats
being eliminated. While recognizing the need for judicial restraint the Court opined:

[72] The third, and last, is a reduction in the number of non-urban electoral divisions.
But that raises the natural and understandable reluctance of voters in the less
populous ridings to accept the “massive surgery” that would be needed to create
equity in the absence of an increase in seats. But, if one spurns this solution, none
remains.

[73] The people of Alberta must understand that this last is the only solution unless
they soften their attitude towards the other two. We re-affirm that popular opposition
to “massive surgery” is not a reason to ignore the breach of the right to effective
representation by widespread and significant imbalance in voting power.

The Court, again bearing in mind the virtue of judicial restraint, concluded that the government
proposal did not rise to the level of Charter condemnation. The Court did recognize “that a gradual and
steady” change was needed in the evolving practice of amending electoral boundaries in Alberta. The
Court countered that unpopularity of options is not a valid factor in assessing whether electoral

boundaries are constitutionally valid under the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

1995 - 1996 Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission

This Commission was established in June 1995 with Chief Judge Edward Wachowich (Provincial Court
of Alberta) as Chairman and the Speaker of the Legislature appointing two members nominated by the
government and two members nominated by the Official Opposition. Leading up to the interim report,
the Commission travelled to 17 communities to hear public presentations over a period of 11 days.
After its interim report, the Commission travelled to seven locations and heard public presentations
over a period of seven days. The was the first Commission which conducted public hearings before its

initial report.

The Commission issued a unanimous report to the Speaker relating to the existing 83 electoral
divisions. The Commission added one electoral division to Edmonton and one to Calgary and removed
two electoral divisions from the rural areas. The Commission also created two Section 15(2) electoral
divisions with populations below 25% of the provincial average.

The population of Alberta used by the Commission was 2,554,779, and a range of population per

electoral division was from 23,085 to 38,475 based on an average of 30,780.
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The Commission highlighted the need for “gradual and steady” change as stated by the Alberta Court
of Appeal. This Commission, because it was the fourth attempt to redistribute boundaries in the
province within six years, recognized the public’s impatience with the expense and time expended on
this task. The Commission fully examined the meaning of effective representation as it relates to
functions of the Members of the Legislative Assembly and effective representation from the
perspective of regional and community interests within the province. It acknowledged that facilitating
effective representation as it relates to regional and community interests in a unicameral Legislative
Assembly is a daunting challenge. That challenge warranted something of a dilution of voter parity in

a rapidly evolving province.

2002 - 2003 Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission

The Commission was established in March 2002, and the Alberta Ethics Commissioner Robert C.
Clark was appointed as Chairman. The legislation had been amended to allow the chair to be selected
from a list of several occupations in addition to that of a judge of any court in Alberta. The Speaker of
the Legislature appointed four other Commissioners, being two representatives from the government
and two representatives from the opposition. The Commission held a series of public hearings across
the province in May and June of 2002 and issued its interim report in September of that year. The
Commission briefed itself thoroughly on the legal aspects of effective representation and introduced
the “provincial quotient” or the average population and then emphasized that the allowable range for
standard electoral divisions would be +25% or -25% of that quotient. In wrestling with the concept of
effective representation, the Commission opined that rural ridings are much harder to serve because
of the difficulty in transportation and communication and that rural voters make greater demands on
their elected representatives. Further, geographic boundaries such as rivers and municipal boundaries
form natural community dividing lines. A citizen’s vote should not be unduly diluted. It is a practical
fact that effective representation cannot adhere strictly to voter parity as absolute voter parity is
impossible. This Commission issued its final report in February 2003. They were required to draw
boundaries for 83 electoral divisions, and they were to have 41 electoral divisions in the two major
cities, Calgary (23) and Edmonton (18), 22 electoral divisions in smaller urbanized locations, 19 rural
electoral divisions, and one special electoral division under Section 15 of the Act. Of the electoral

divisions outside of Calgary and Edmonton, 14 were multi-municipality or hybrid ridings.

This Commission referenced the fast-growing nature of Alberta’s population and stated that by 2030
Alberta’s population was expected to be at 4 million people, which has turned out to be a significant

underestimate!
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This Commission’s report was not unanimous. There was one dissenting report which emphasized the
need for near-absolute voter parity being the paramount consideration and wanting electoral divisions

more like the American model.

2009 - 2010 Electoral Boundaries Commission

This Commission was established in July 2009, and the five-member Commission was chaired by Chief
Judge Ernest Walter (Provincial Court of Alberta). The Commission was given a task of redrawing the
boundaries for 87 electoral divisions, up from 83. This Commission relied on the 2006 Census for
Alberta, which revealed a population of 3,290,350. The electoral division average was therefore 41,888,
with an allowable range from 30,660 to 51,100. This Commission summarized the principles of

effective representation as follows:
1. Relative parity of voting power.

2. The tradition in Canada of effective representation and not absolute parity as in the United
States.

3. The process of achieving effective representation may involve diluting the political force of
some votes but not unduly and not without reason, for the balancing of these interests is a
delicate one which involves an examination in depth of the social history, geography, and

demography of communities in every sense of the word.

In discussing these important principles, the Commission emphasized the challenge of balancing these
interests. It is delicate and involves an in-depth examination of the social history, geography, and

demography of communities and the province.

The Commission concluded that the 87 electoral divisions should be divided by Calgary receiving 25;
Edmonton, 19; and the rest of Alberta, 43; of which 15 were multi-municipality or hybrid. This report
was not unanimous. The minority position held that Edmonton should receive two new electoral

divisions.
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2016 - 2017 Electoral Boundary Commission

This Electoral Boundaries Commission was appointed in October 2016. Chaired by Justice Myra Bielby
(Alberta Court of Appeal), the Commission had two representatives from the government and two
from the opposition. The Commission issued an interim report in May 2017 and a final report in
October 2017. Public hearings were held both before the interim report and the final report. This
Commission had to draw boundaries for 87 electoral divisions, and the population of Alberta according
to the 2016 Census was 4,071,875, providing a provincial average of 46,803 per electoral division and
a target range for effective representation of between 35,102 and 58,503. The Commission added one
new electoral division to Calgary, one new electoral division to Edmonton, and one new electoral
division on the west side of Calgary for Airdrie and Cochrane. To make room for these new electoral
divisions, four divisions in northeast Alberta were collapsed into three, five in central-west Alberta
were collapsed into four, and seven in the southern part of the province were collapsed into six. This
Commission took great pains to avoid blended ridings whenever possible. It had one minority voice
who was of the view that effective representation did not require such a serious reduction in rural

electoral divisions.

Highlights from the History of Alberta’s Electoral Boundary Commissions

e The change from eligible voter population to total population based on the most recent
decennial census occurred as a result of the Select Special Committee’s report of 1990.

e Introduction of hybrid or blended electoral divisions originated with the 1985 Dixon EBC in

a recommendation to the Legislature.

e The Alberta Court of Appeal in both the 1991 and 1994 References held that hybrid electoral
divisions were the only plausible option to avoid taking away seats from rural Alberta in the

absence of expanding the Legislature.

e The practice of public hearings in advance of the “interim report” of an Electoral Boundary

Commission began in 1995.
e The number of Alberta’s electoral divisions from 1959 to the present changed as follows:
1959: 65

1963: 63
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1967: 65

1971 and 1975: 75

1979 and 1982: 79

1986, 1989, 1993, 1997, 2001, 2004, and 2008: 83
2012, 2015, 2019, and 2023: 87

2027: 89

There clearly has been a constant decline of rural (i.e., non-Calgary, non-Edmonton) electoral
divisions over the past 70 years. This is obviously not without warrant. However, the province
has drastically changed such that it no longer can be simply classified as “Calgary, Edmonton,
and the rest of Alberta.”

The obvious change in Alberta moving away from a strict binary society of “urban vs. rural”
was recognized by the Court of Appeal in 1991. That situation is intensely magnified in 2025.
The Court’s anticipated “gradual and steady” use of the third option (hybrid) to achieve
effective representation is long past due.

Of the eight independent Electoral Boundaries Commissions appointed by the Lieutenant
Governor and the Speaker of the Legislature, five of those have been led by Section 96
(Federally appointed) judges, two by provincial court judges, and one by the provincial ethics

commissioner

Albertans must constantly be reminded of the differences between the Canadian principle of
effective representation and the very different policy choice of Americans. Neither Alberta nor any
other part of Canada has ever adopted a strict, or anything close to strict, “one person, one
vote” model. Effective representation is the goal.
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APPENDIX E

Population of Each Electoral Division and Variance from Provincial Average

EDMONTON
Electoral division Population Variance from
Prov Average
Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood 49,995 -9.0%
Edmonton-South East 52,888 -3.7%
Edmonton-Meadows 53,318 -2.9%
Edmonton-Ellerslie 53,376 -2.8%
Edmonton-City Centre 54,041 -1.6%
Edmonton-Strathcona 54,093 -1.5%
Edmonton-South West 54,136 -1.4%
Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview 54,440 -0.9%
Edmonton-Gold Bar 54,981 +0.1%
Edmonton-Whitemud 56,752 +3.3%
Edmonton-West-Enoch 56,894 +3.6%
Edmonton-South 57522 +4.7%
Edmonton-Rutherford 58,082 +5.7%
Edmonton-Decore 58,182 +5.9%
Edmonton-Castle Downs 59,612 +8.5%
Edmonton-Mill Woods 59,673 +8.6%
Edmonton-Manning 59,719 +8.7%
Edmonton-North West 61,226 +11.5%
Edmonton-Glenora-Riverview 61,705 +12.3%
Edmonton-West Henday 61,775 +12.5%
Edmonton-McClung 61,859 +12.6%
Edmonton Average 56,870 +3.5%
CALGARY
Electoral Division Population Variance from
Prov Average
Calgary-Klein 49,666 -9.6%
Calgary-Hays 52,111 -5.1%
Calgary-Lougheed 52,241 -4.9%
Calgary-North West 52,488 -4.4%
Calgary-South East 53,551 -2.5%
Calgary-West-Elbow Valley 54,167 -1.4%
Calgary-Buffalo 54,243 -1.2%
Calgary-Mountain View 54,396 -1.0%
Calgary-North East 54,541 -0.7%
Calgary-Foothills 54,797 -0.2%
Calgary-Bow 54,981 +0.1%
Calgary-Edgemont 55,141 +0.4%
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Calgary-Elbow 55,141 +0.4%
Calgary-Nose Creek 55,155 +0.4%
Calgary-Cross 55,617 +1.3%
Calgary-Beddington 56,024 +2.0%
Calgary-Falconridge 56,052 +2.0%
Calgary-Confluence 56,902 +3.6%
Calgary-Glenmore 56,917 +3.6%
Calgary-Varsity 57,166 +4.1%
Calgary-East 57,359 +4.4%
Calgary-Shaw 57,612 +4.9%
Calgary-Acadia 57,620 +4.9%
Calgary-North 57,945 +5.5%
Calgary-Currie 58,111 +5.8%
Calgary-Peigan 58,546 +6.6%
Calgary-Fish Creek 60,044 +9.3%
Calgary-Bhullar-McCall 60,835 +10.8%
Calgary Average 55,692 +1.4%

Note: This chart does not consider Calgary-Okotoks a “Calgary” electoral division as the
majority of the electoral division is outside of Calgary.

THE RURAL CENTRAL AND THE RURAL SOUTH

Electoral Division Population Variance from
Prov Average
Adjacent-to-Calgary
Airdrie-West 48,145 -12.4%
Airdrie-East 53,952 -1.8%
Chestermere-Strathmore 54,859 -0.1%
Cochrane-Springbank 56,487 +2.8%
Calgary-Okotoks 58,327 +6.2%
Adjacent-to-Calgary Average 54,354 -1.06%
Rural South
Drumheller-Stettler 42,179 -23.2%
Lethbridge-West 53,937 -1.8%
Medicine Hat-Cypress 54,144 -1.4%
Medicine Hat-Brooks 54,898 -0.1%
Cardston-Taber-Warner 54,933 +0.0%
High River-Vulcan 56,029 +2.0%
Lethbridge-East 57,463 +4.6%
Livingstone-Macleod 60,036 +9.3%
Rural South Average 54,202 -1.3%
Rural Central
Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright 48,473 -11.8%
Banff-Jasper 53,527 -2.6%
Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House 53,580 -2.5%
Red Deer-North 53,798 -2.1%
Camrose 54,542 -0.7%
Stony Plain-Drayton Valley-Devon 55,066 -0.2%
Sylvan Lake-Innisfail 55,904 +1.8%
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Mountain View-Kneehill 56,378 +2.6%
Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka 56,995 +3.8%
Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville 57,287 +4.3%
Red Deer-South 59,123 +7.6%
Rural Central Average 54,970 +0.07%
Adjacent-to-Edmonton

St. Albert 53,130 -3.3%
Spruce Grove 53,505 -2.6%
St. Albert-Sturgeon 53,936 -1.8%
Sherwood Park 55,284 +0.6%
Strathcona-Sherwood Park 57,429 +4.6%
Leduc-Beaumont 57,548 +4.8%
Adjacent-to-Edmonton Average 55,139 +0.38%
Non-Calgary, Non-Edmonton Average 54,696 -0.45%
Excluding 10 Northernmost Electoral Divisions

The North

Mackenzie 39,072 -28.9%
Slave Lake-Westlock-Athabasca 46,076 -16.1%
Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo 46,721 -14.9%
Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche 47,304 -13.9%
Peace River-Notley 48,602 -11.5%
West Yellowhead 49,455 -10.0%
Grande Prairie 50,352 -8.3%
Lac Ste. Anne-Parkland 54,524 -0.7%
Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul 55,809 +1.6%
Grande Prairie-Wapiti 56,276 +2.5%
Northern Average 49,419 -10.0%
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APPENDIX F

Definition and List of Hybrid Electoral Divisions

Definition of hybrid electoral division

Electoral division that contains;

a) (part of) one of Alberta’s cities (Airdrie, Beaumont, Brooks, Calgary, Camrose, Chestermere,
Cold Lake, Edmonton, Fort McMurray, Fort Saskatchewan, Grande Prairie, Lacombe, Leduc,
Lethbridge, Lloydminster, Medicine Hat, Red Deer, Spruce Grove, St. Albert, Wetaskiwin);

and
b) location outside a city.

The following chart illustrates hybrid electoral divisions:

Current Hybrid Electoral Divisions

Proposed Hybrid Electoral Divisions

1. Airdrie-Cochrane

1. Airdrie-West

Airdrie-East

Airdrie-East

Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche

Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche

Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo

Fort McMurray-Wood Buffalo

Cypress-Medicine Hat

Medicine Hat-Cypress

Leduc-Beaumont

Leduc-Beaumont

2
3
4.
5. Brooks-Medicine Hat
6
7
8

Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville

2
3
4.
5. Medicine Hat-Brooks
6
7
8

Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville

9. Grande Prairie-Wapiti

9. Grande Prairie-Wapiti

10. Lacombe-Ponoka

10. Lacombe-Rocky Mountain House

11. Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright

11. Vermilion-Lloydminster-Wainwright

12. Morinville-St. Albert

12. St. Albert-Sturgeon

13. Chestermere-Strathmore

13. Chestermere-Strathmore

14. Camrose

14. Camrose

15. Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul

15. Bonnyville-Cold Lake-St. Paul

16. Spruce Grove-Stony Plain

16. Spruce Grove

17. Maskwacis-Wetaskiwin

17. Wetaskiwin-Maskwacis-Ponoka

18. Grande Prairie

18. Grande Prairie

19. Calgary-Cross

20. Calgary-West-Elbow Valley

21. Calgary-Okotoks

22. Edmonton-West-Enoch

23. Strathcona-Sherwood Park

It should be noted that;

1. The electoral divisions in green are divisions where the cities are large enough that they do not

have to share territory outside their city (at least to the extent that they do).

2. Spruce Grove-Stony Plain is in red because it was an unusual outlier. The present electoral
division includes the entirety of the City of Spruce Grove, the Town of Stony Plain, and
nothing else. It does not include any truly “rural” areas. It meets the letter of our definition,

but arguably not the spirit.

3. The electoral divisions appear beside their successor electoral divisions on the chart for ease

of comparison.
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APPENDIX G:
89 Maps of Recommended Electoral Divisions
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APPENDIX H:
Seven Maps of Recommended Electoral Divisions
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