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Although the MGA contains requirements for the preparation of Intermunicipal and
Municipal Development Plans it does not describe a desired planning process to
achieve the requirements. As a result, no common terms of reference are applied by the
Region’s municipalities so the content and level of detail of statutory plans vary widely.
In turn, the impact of these Municipal Development Plans and Intermunicipal
Development Plans on developers, business operators and residents may vary resulting
in competition as well as service inequities in the Capital Region.

5.4.3 Legislative Gaps - Intermunicipal Planning Gaps

Although the MGA provides for Intermunicipal Development Plans (IDPs), few within or
outside the Capital Region have been completed and fewer still have proven successful
over time. As the pressure for development occurs within the IDP area, typically on the
periphery of an urban municipality, municipalities come into conflict with their existing
and proposed future land uses. Only a few IDPs exist within the Capital Region. These
Plans are between Sturgeon County and the City of St. Albert, Leduc County and the
Town of Beaumont, and Leduc County and the City of Leduc. Recent growth rates have
shortened the longevity and relevance of these plans. Region municipalities with
Municipal Development Plans (MDPs) may feel their MDPs meet the requirements of
Section 632 of the Municipal Government Act including subsections (3)(iii) and (3)(iv),
however the provisions of the existing MDPs regarding future growth patterns,
transportation systems and other infrastructure with adjacent municipalities have not
been sufficient to address the range of intermunicipal planning issues in all parts of the
Region. The IDP provides solutions for specific issues between consensual, often
bilateral, parties, however it is not a tool that allows for the development of a broad-
based comprehensive regional plan designed to involve multi-lateral parties or address
regional growth issues.

5.4.4 Legislative Gaps — Municipal Development Plans

Not all MDPs in the Capital Region are current and the long range planning horizons
within the plans do not align. It is difficult to compare municipal growth projections
throughout the Capital Region as there is no common time period, common language or
terms, population projections, or the identification of future annexation areas. This
makes integration of all the MDPs into a regional plan difficult. Only a few MDPs provide
population projections, or guidance on the lands that will be subject to an annexation
application.

Although the Town of Bon Accord, the Village of Thorsby, and the Village of New
Sarepta do not have MDPs, the MGA does not require that smaller municipalities with
less than 3,500 in population adopt a MDP.

5.4.5 Operational Gaps - Fringe Area Development

As growth occurs or is planned to occur in a municipality, adjacent municipalities are
concerned about incompatible land uses being developed on their borders. For
example, the City of Edmonton objected to Strathcona County’s recently approved MDP,
while Bruderheim is concerned about Lamont County’s 1.6 km development setback
between residential development and new industrial development.

Provincial health and safety setback requirements cover some but not all situations

where setbacks are required between incompatible land uses. For example, the
Subdivision and Development Regulation of the MGA legislates setbacks from
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wastewater treatment and solid waste disposal sites. The Natural Resources
Conservation Board (NRCB) establishes minimum distance separation (MDS) from
CFO's to incompatible land uses such as residential. Existing setbacks between heavy
industry and incompatible uses, and setbacks between railways and residential land
uses are established by municipalities and vary considerably in the Capital Region, so a
common framework for regional planning of future land use is not possible. In the
Capital Region, municipal setbacks from heavy industry vary from 1.6 kilometres to 3.2
kilometres or require risk assessments to determine setbacks, and residential setbacks
from railways are not consistent in their width or application.

Strathcona County’s recently approved Municipal Development Plan has designated a
new Urban Reserve Policy Area to accommodate future urban growth in the County
resulting, in the longer term, in a new town. A new town that is legislatively considered a
hamlet similar to Sherwood Park will change the current status quo of urbans in the
Capital Region.

Regional rural municipalities approving large areas of country residential, commercial
and industrial development near the boundaries of regional urban municipalities is a
further issue as it may constrain urban growth and may create:

» the pressure for the installation of piped services in future where they currently
do not exist;
uncertainty and potential land use conflicts in the rural/urban transition area;
a conflict in density in the rural/urban transition area;
fragmentation of agricultural areas;
ambiguity in addressing separation and transition between existing and planned
heavy industrial development in an urban municipality and potentially
incompatible development in a rural municipality.

VVVYV

The 1995 MGA created a level playing field for urban and rural municipalities. This
allowed the rural municipalities to develop at urban densities on the boundaries of urban
municipalities resulting in both hard and soft infrastructure challenges and land use
conflicts. This situation limits the expansion options of the urban municipalities. The
interface between these rural-urban areas requires planning in terms of road linkages
and land uses, particularly since a separation buffer may not exist.

5.4.6 Operational Gaps - Effect of Annexation Plans

As development and growth occurs, especially at the present day rapid pace, urban
communities are looking at expanding their boundaries which will result in rural
municipalities losing land and associated tax revenue. A number of Capital Region
municipalities anticipate needing more land beyond their current municipal boundaries
in the future to support growth. This will require an annexation request — a process that
requires considerable time and resources that smaller municipalities may have difficulty
finding.

Many urban municipalities in the Region will need to consider annexation before 2041.
For example:

» the City of Leduc had thought their supply of industrial land would be adequate
to 2040, however the City now expects to annex more land from Leduc County
within the next five years;

» the City of Fort Saskatchewan has a "Boundary Accord" agreement with
Strathcona County to meet its future population growth needs for the next 30
years; and
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» other municipalities in the Capital Region, such as Redwater, Spruce Grove and
Thorsby have recently annexed County lands in order to address immediate
growth needs.

At the time of writing this report there are also cases of recently approved annexations
and annexation applications in the process of being prepared in the Capital Region.
Unfortunately the Municipal Government Act contains no criteria for defining the need for
annexation, or to provide direction to those applying for annexation, although the
Municipal Government Board has developed criteria it uses when recommending
annexations to the Minister and Cabinet. Section 76 of the MGA allows the Minister to
establish principles, standards and criteria to be taken into account when considering
annexations and other forms of municipal restructuring. The absence of principles,
standards or criteria for annexations in the MGA is a legislative gap that needs to be
addressed. As rural and urban municipalities continue to compete for growth in the
Capital Region, legislative provisions for reasons for annexation may be needed.

5.4.7 Operational Gaps - Municipal Expansion Constrained by
Adjacent and Planned Development

Expansion opportunities for many municipalities are constrained by adjacent
development. Given infrastructure costs and development constraints it is timely to
consider how much of the growth of each of the Region’s major urban municipalities
should be accommodated by infill and redevelopment as compared to outward
expansion. The City of Edmonton, which will contain most of the Region’s population in
2041, is constrained by:
» Leduc County North Major ASP
» Woodbend-Graminia country residential development; Enoch Reserve; Acheson
ASP; Big Lake ASP to the west in Parkland County
» City of St. Albert; Sturgeon Valley ASP; Edmonton Garrison, W4 Sturgeon
Industrial ASP and growth associated with the Alberta Industrial Heartland ASP
to the north
» Strathcona County’s developed areas and MDP growth policy areas to the east,
which include: Transition Urban Reserve Policy Area; Sherwood Park; Rural/
Urban Transition Policy Area and Agricultural Small Holdings Policy Area.

This means that the City of Edmonton will eventually be required to expand to
accommodate new population and employment growth through infill at high densities
similar to Vancouver, Toronto and Montreal.

5.4.8 Structural Gaps - Other Affected Municipalities

There are other municipalities in a zone of influence beyond the existing Capital
Regional boundary which are being affected by the Region’s growth and which will
continue to be affected by planning decisions in the Capital Region. The municipalities
within this zone of influence should be considered in the preparation of the Capital
Region Integrated Growth Management Plan, and include:
» Chipman and Mundare in Lamont County
» The western part of Beaver County, Tofield and Ryley (which is the site of a
major regional landfill facility)
» County of Thorhild (issue — site of regional landfill)
» Lac Ste. Anne County and urban municipalities located in its eastern sector
(issue — regional population pressures)
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» Improvement District 13 (issue — maintaining plant and animal populations and
natural ecosystems within the airshed of heavy industry, specifically Alberta
Industrial Heartland).

5.4.9 Structural Gaps - Predicting the Pace and Location of
Development

New industrial areas and expansion of existing areas is more market and developer
driven and land use planning follows suit. In most cases, predicting the location of
future industrial areas or the degree of development in planned existing industrial areas
may not be feasible. For example, the Acheson Industrial Area in the western portion of
the Capital Region is experiencing considerable growth not just because of the boom
economy, but also because of very aggressive developers.

Although municipalities, in most cases, plan for growth, the private sector leads the
subdivision and development process based on land ownership and market demand.
Market demand also drives a developer’s choice of residential housing form.

5.4.10 Structural Gaps - Regional Growth Planning

The absence of an effective forum for regional decision making and planning has left
municipal authorities and provincial government departments without a venue for the
planning and consistent interpretation of provincial policy and/or regional infrastructure
requirements. For example, the expansion of regional transportation infrastructure,
particularly new regional roadway development, will significantly influence future land
use plans within each municipality however, the planning of future regional roadway
alignments and highway corridors becomes a difficult task of drawing consensus from
many, competing interests.

Legislation that provides Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation with the tools to
protect existing highways, does not extend to future highway corridors and regional
roads. Therefore without an ongoing commitment from municipalities, potential regional
roads and highway corridors cannot be protected from subdivision and development.
Although the Alberta Capital Region Alliance (ACRA) supports the proposed location of
the outer regional ring road few municipalities have reflected the proposed corridor in
their Municipal Development Plans.

5.4.11 Technical Gaps - Data Inventory Incompatibility

Of the 25 municipalities, approximately 12 utilize a GIS approach to data management
and display for future planning purposes. Of these 12 there is some difficulty in relating
the information from one municipality to another. The remaining 13 municipalities rely on
ACRA for mapping. For future planning purposes a common data base or standards
used by all municipalities would facilitate regional land use planning in the Capital
Region.
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