
CLEARWATER COUNTY COUNCIL AGENDA 
July 28, 2015 

 9:00 A.M. 
Council Chambers  

4340 – 47 Avenue, Rocky Mountain House AB 
 

10:15 A.M. DELEGATION:   Caroline HUB Completion: Caroline & District Athletic & Agricultral  
 Society  
 
         
A.       CALL TO ORDER  
 
 
B.  AGENDA ADOPTION 
 
 
C. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
1. July 14, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes 
 
 
D. PUBLIC WORKS  
1. Grader Maintenance Tender Award – Grader Beat # 512 
2. Speight Road Concerns 
 
 
E. PLANNING 
1. Adoption of Revised Bylaw at Land Titles Request  

 Bylaw 1007/15 Authorizing the Revision of Bylaw 991/14 

 Bylaw 1008/15 Adopting Revised Bylaw 991/14 
 
 

F. COMMUNITY & PROTECTIVE SERVICES 
1. Creation of a Committee of Council - High Speed Internet 
2.  Caroline HUB Completion – Construction Funding Report 
3. South East Recreation Grounds Completion – Construction Funding Report 
 
 
G. CORPORATE SERVICES 
1. TABLED ITEM - 2015 Operating Budget Six Month Performance 
2. Financial Indicators Graphs (2013) 
3.  Appointment of Auditors 
 
 
H. MUNICIPAL  
1. TABLED ITEM -  Ministerial Staff and Cabinet Committee Membership  
2. Linear Property Assessments Discussion 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
I. AGRICULTURE SERVICES & LANDCARE  
1. Livestock Tax Deferral Provision – VERBAL REPORT 
 
J.  INFORMATION 
1. CAO’s Report 
2. Public Works Director’s Report 
3. Councillors’ Verbal Report 
4. Accounts Payable Listing 
5. Councillor Remuneration 
 
 
K. IN CAMERA* 
1. Labour: CAO Performance Evaluation  

* For discussions relating to and in accordance with: a) the Municipal Government Act, Section 197 (2) and b) the Freedom of Information 
and Protection of Privacy Act, Sections 21 (1)(ii); 24 (1)(a)(c) and (g); 25 (1)(c)iii; and 27 (1)(a) 

 
 

L. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TABLED ITEMS 
 

Date  Item, Reason and Status      
02/24/15 073/15 Invitation from Mayor’s Office, Drayton Valley 

STATUS:  Pending Information, Municipal 
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AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT: Grader Maintenance Tender Award – Grader Beat # 512 

PRESENTATION DATE: July 28th, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☐  N/A      ☒ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: 

Theme 1:  Managing our 

Growth 

PRIORITY AREA: 

Objective – 1.5      Support a 
transportation network that 
connects and moves residents 
and   industry. 

STRATEGIES: 

Gravel road maintenance 

program 

RECOMMENDATION: That Council reviews the information and approves awarding the Grader 

Beat # 512 contract to Terry Morin. 

ATTACHMENT(S):  N/A 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 

Administration has tendered the proposed maintenance of Grader Beat # 512. This 

program is to begin on August 1st, 2015, (five year contract) and entails the 

maintenance of approximately 42 km of gravel road (Red Deer River Access).  

A tender opening was held on Thursday, July 16th, 2015, at 2:01 p.m. for the work 

outlined above. Two bids were received with Terry Morin being the low valid bidder. 

The following is a summary of the tenders received. 

 
Contractor    Cost per hour                              
Terry Morin   $113.90 
Dan Harder   $120.00 
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AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT: Speight Road Concerns 

PRESENTATION DATE: July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☒ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: 

Managing Our Growth 

PRIORITY AREA: 

Transportation 

 

 

STRATEGIES: 

1.5 Support a transportation 

network that connects and 

moves residents and   industry. 

RECOMMENDATION: That Council review the request and provide the administration with 

direction on whether they wish to see a change to the current policy. 

ATTACHMENT(S):  Speight Road Petition, Background information submitted by Jim Duncan,  

 ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL TRUCK HAULS Policy  

 

 

BACKGROUND: A petition was received from a number of residents that live on or 

adjacent to the Cow Creek Road (R.R. 8-4) and the Speight Road (TWP 39-0).  

The concerns are generally in relation to the amount of industrial traffic that has been 

present on these roadways and the quality of maintenance and dust suppression that 

has been undertaken on these roads on an ongoing basis. There is also a perspective 

that there is a lack of, or perceived lack of, enforcement of the requirements associated 

with road use conditions. 

The Administration believes the current policy has been an effective tool in providing a 

balance between the quality of life for residents and the economic viability of Industry. 

The Municipality, as a whole, has seen the benefits of industrial development through 

creating revenue while sharing the burden of increased traffic. Unfortunately, industrial 

activity tends to focus in one or two areas of the Municipality at a time creating a 

cumulative effect. Even though an individual user maybe meeting the policy 

requirements, increased traffic from multiple users and vehicles that are exempted from 
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road use such as pickups and one tons can have an undesirable effect on local 

residents.  

Staff continue to work with Industry and residents through multiple policy guidelines 

including a the  Dust Abatement Policy, Road Use policy, Road Weights Control Policy 

etc. as well as hosting  annual meetings for all industrial users to discuss policy 

changes and relay the expectations for Industry working in the County.     

The Speight Road / Cow Creek Road provides access to an active industrial area. From 

July 2014 to July 2015 twenty-three (23) road use agreement were issued to six (6) 

different industry users utilizing the Speight Road. These agreements range from 

seventeen (17) loads up to one hundred (100) loads spread over multiple days.  2014 

traffic counts identified 533 vehicles per day (vpd) for the first kilometer west of Hwy 752 

with counts decreasing to 235 vpd further west towards the Cow Creek Rd intersection. 

Vehicle counts south of the intersection drop to 127 vpd. 

Attached is an outline of the concerns that have been raised with the area Councilor as 

well as some history of the industrial activity in this area as outlined by Councilor 

Duncan .Also attached is Council’s current policy for Road Use For Industrial/ 

Commercial Truck Hauls Policy 

 

See Attached 
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Background: Provided by Jim Duncan 
 
-The Speight Road has been an ongoing issue since I started on Council. This is a wide road, constructed 
across low lying, often wet terrain. It runs west from highway 752 for 7km and intersects the Cow Creek 
road which runs from the Grandview Stage store NW past my property and dead ends at a network of 
oil lease roads. The road width and relatively poor quality of clay available in CC for initial construction 
has caused road maintenance issues since the road was new. 
 
-The situation has been compounded by a high level of drilling activity (probably 30-40 wells) associated 
pipelines and the completion of a good sized gas plant (Orlen Upstream) as well as the initial site prep 
and construction start for the large Devon (now CNRL) plant site that is now on hold. 
 
-Devon (CNRL) also has another gas plant about 1 km west from Highway 752. Past traffic counts have 
identified this first km as one of the highest use gravel roads in the county with numbers dropping after 
that point. The first km has typically been under dust control of some type 
 
-Devon was maintaining the first 3 km of the Speight road and did a heavy MgCl application in 2013 
(soupy mess referred to in the petition). CNRL has since suspended this maintenance and the County has 
resumed responsibility. 
 
-In addition CC did a shoulder pull and rebuild of a couple problem areas of the first 2 km in 2015. We 
also dealt with major bridge repairs in 2013-14. 
 
-The portion of the Cow Creek Road from the Speight Road North and West for about 4 km is also an 
area of concern in the petition. While much of the Speight Road has no residences along it the Cow 
Creek Road has many acreages and occupied quarters.  
 
-I believe there are a couple of issues for consideration here. 
     First, even after grading, these roads do not stand up to the oil field traffic for any length of time, 
particularly if it is wet. Potholes, washboard and even major soft spots with deep ruts are common. 
Similar to many other roads, excessive dust from large trucks and pick-ups is probably the main concern 
of most residents. The Speight Road is relatively new compared to many roads in the county, while the 
Cow Creek Road is over 50 years old. Much of the Cow Creek Road has been rebuilt from the store NW 
to the Speight Road intersection. I believe more of the road is scheduled in the next couple years which 
should help. A number of ratepayers have opted for dust control and in past years Birchill (now Orlen 
Upstream) has placed MgCl in front of some residences but have not done any this year. Should we be 
adjusting our maintenance/rebuild programs or asking industry to do more grading to try and deal with 
some of these problem roads? Are standards/policies needed for MgCl applications to avoid the “soupy 
mess” cases? Saddle Hills and Grande Prairie counties have joint use programs where they put down 
dust control and bill local oil company users for some of the costs. These are multi-year contracts I 
believe. 
 Second, there is a real or perceived lack of compliance to road use agreements. A number of 
companies with a few trucks each causes the same effects as a major haul but does not require a road 
use agreement or dust control. During dry times even pickups and 1 tons can really raise the dust. 
Residents do not know if this is one company or several but feel that the compound effect exceed what 
they should have to endure. Of course there have been cases throughout the county where the rules 
were not followed and CC staff were unaware of these. “Sunday” or “Midnight” hauls or the lack of a 
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water truck are examples. I think many residents feel that our rules should be tighter. Our ability for 
more enforcement has budgetary implications. Enforcement need not necessarily mean CPO’s. 
 
 I have received some feedback from Orlen Upstream and former Birchill staff as well. They say 
they have participated in joint dust control programs with other companies and have exceeded county 
requirements with MgCl they have applied in the past. They feel they comply as best they can to road 
use agreements and dust control policy. They would consider in next years’ budgets ways to reduce 
impacts to residents but would like other industry users to be partners as well. This could also include 
rerouting traffic if a number of plans fall into place. It would seem that they will continue with a drilling 
program, number of wells unknown at this time. My impression is that CC rule are less stringent than 
some counties, more stringent than others. They did say that in one county dust control was required 
for operator traffic.    
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CLEARWATER COUNTY 
ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL 

TRUCK HAULS 
 

P a g e  1 | 3 
ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL TRUCK HAULS 

Approved as Amended: February 24, 2015 

 
 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 
REVISED DATE: 

June 24, 2008 
February 24, 2015 

SECTION: Public Works 
 

POLICY STATEMENT:
  
 

The purpose of this policy is to define Council’s expectations for 
staff to follow when dealing with truck hauls on County Roads. 
 
For purposes of implementing and interpreting this policy, the 
following principles apply: 
 
• All roads maintained by the County are for public use 
(including trucks). 
• The County will regulate truck traffic to the extent that is 
necessary to ensure safe travel for all users of the roadway. 
• Although all roads are for public use, no user will have 
the right to damage a roadway beyond that experienced 
through normal use without the permission of the County. 
• Any users that damage roads beyond that expected 
through normal use, shall pay for any damages. 
• During times of major truck hauls, (i.e. generally more 
than 5 trips in any given one-hour period) the prime contractor 
will provide dust control. A “trip” is defined as a singular 
movement from point A to point B passed a particular location 
on a road (e.g. residence).  Under damp conditions or in remote 
areas, this requirement may be waived by the Director of Public 
Works or his designate.  
• During a snow event, the permit holder is entirely 
responsible, prior to and during the move, for the blading of 
Clearwater County roads which are part of the approved haul 
route.  A snow event is defined as generally more than 10cm of 
snow. 
• Truck hauls that will be transporting 10 or more loads 
per day will require an executed Road Use Agreement 
(attached as Schedule “A”) to be in place prior to the 
commencement of the haul. Road Use Agreements shall be 
entered into 24 to 48 hours prior to the haul commencing. 
• Truck hauls of less than 10 loads, including a single trip 
load that requires a Motor Transport permit for any reason, 
shall have the Motor Transport permit validated by TRAVIS MJ 
prior to utilizing roads under County jurisdiction. A 
validation/permit number will be issued by TRAVIS MJ as per 
the “Road Weights Control” policy. 
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CLEARWATER COUNTY 
ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL 

TRUCK HAULS 
 

P a g e  2 | 3 
ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL TRUCK HAULS 

Approved as Amended: February 24, 2015 

• The requirements of this policy shall not apply to 
agricultural related hauls.  Agricultural related hauls shall be 
limited to farm plated vehicles only. 
 
• Generally, unloading of equipment on County roads is 
not permitted.  However, under certain circumstances 
permission may be granted by the Director, Public Works or his 
designate. 

PROCEDURE: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Annually, the Director, Public Works will write all larger 
trucking and hauling contractors working in the County, and 
advise them of their responsibility towards the travelling public, 
for dust control and for repair costs. 
2. Haulers shall contact the Public Works office to 
determine appropriate routes. Condition of roads, adjacent 
developments and truck travel distance will be considered when 
assigning routes. 
3. All policies and regulations associated with weight 
restrictions shall be adhered to. 
4. County staff, as a condition of assigning a haul route, 
may require the contractor to apply dust control on the road for 
safety reasons or on the road in front of affected residents. 
5. If County staff becomes aware of a major haul through a 
complaint, the complaint will be investigated and the contractor 
may be required to stop hauling, to change routes or apply dust 
control. 
6. County staff shall monitor roads used for major hauls 
and excessive damage repair costs will be charged to the 
permit holder. 
In instances where major road damage is inevitable, or where 
collection for damages may be difficult, the Director, Public 
Works is authorized to take securities in the form of irrevocable 
letters of credit.  Said securities will be used by the County to 
repair damages when a permit holder does not repair or 
maintain roads as required by the Director, Public Works. 
7. The Director, Public Works and the County Chief 
Administrative Officer (CAO) are authorized to ban roads on a 
temporary basis and to take any appropriate enforcement 
action necessary to implement this policy and protect County 
and public interests during major truck hauls. This enforcement 
action may include, in addition to implementing road bans, 
suspending a permit holder’s ability to obtain a single trip permit 
or a Road Use Agreement for a period of time until the Director, 
Public Works or the CAO is satisfied that the hauler is able and 
willing to abide by the requirements of this policy. 
8. The area Councillor will be informed of any action taken 
by County staff under this policy. 
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CLEARWATER COUNTY 
ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL 

TRUCK HAULS 
 

P a g e  3 | 3 
ROAD USE FOR INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL TRUCK HAULS 

Approved as Amended: February 24, 2015 

9. Road Use Agreements will be issued covering a time 
period that allows the applicant to complete the work 
considering weather conditions and other factors that influence 
start and completion of the haul. 
10. Generally Clearwater County requires all equipment 
(including service rigs) to be loaded or unloaded directly on the 
designated lease. 
 
If a wheeled service rig (or any other load) is unable to enter a 
lease, an email must be sent to 
publicworks@clearwatercounty.ca requesting permission to 
load/unload on the required County road.  The email should 
include the following: 
 
• What is being loaded/unloaded. 
• The legal land description of the lease(s) when the 
load/unload is to take place. 
• The date and time of the load/unload. 
• Provincial permit number 
• Location – Range Road or Township Road where 
load/unload is taking place 
 
If permission is granted you will receive the following email: 
“After discussing with the required County staff, Clearwater 
County agrees to the loading/unloading of the requested 
equipment on the road way as long as the following conditions 
are met”: 
 
• Pilot cars and Flag personnel must be on site. 
• The load/unload is only approved to take place during 
daylight hours. 
• All trailers (jeeps/boosters) must be removed from the 
roadway immediately after the equipment is loaded/unloaded.  
No parking along the side of the road. 
• No load/unload will take place during school bus hours 
(between 7:30am-9:00am & 3:00pm-4:30pm). 

      Dry or frozen track only 
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ROAD USE AGREEMENT  

 

PERMIT NUMBER                          CC-15-   

Permit Holder Information  

Company Name  

Contact Name  Phone Number  

Email Address  Fax Number  

 

Trucking Company Information 

Company Name  

Contact Name  Phone Number  

Email Address  Fax Number  

 

Load Information 

Number of Loads  Load Description  

ROUTE 

 

 

 

% Axle Allowance  Provincial Permit No.  

Surface Moving From  Surface Moving To  

Start Date of Move  End Date of the Move  

Required Conditions: 

 It is understood that all loads will be in compliance with Clearwater County Road 
Weights Control Policy dated February 24, 2009 (revised January 13, 2014).  

 Dust / Ice control will be supplied by permit holder.  Dust control must be in place at least 
one hour prior to rig move or haul commencement. 

 During a snow event, the permit holder is entirely responsible, prior to & during the move, 
for the blading of Clearwater County roads which are part of the approved haul route. 

 Grader maintenance on Clearwater County road to be undertaken by the permit holder 
while haul is in progress.  This grader maintenance shall keep the road surface in the 
same or better condition as it was prior to the haul commencing. 

 Road damages will be at the sole expense of the permit holder. 
 Road repairs will be undertaken to the Municipalities satisfaction and will be at the sole 

cost of the permit holder.  The Haul route shall be evaluated by the permit holder upon 
completion of the haul to determine all areas which require repair.  If re-gravelling is 
required the rate at which these areas will be graveled will be determined by a Clearwater 
County representative.  20 mm gravel shall be used for regravelling. 

 In case of rain and or wet conditions, the trucks are to be stopped immediately in order to 
protect the road from damage. 

 Dry or frozen track 
 Mud tracked from a gravel road or lease site on to a public road must be removed 

immediately. 
 Service rigs that cannot meet surfaced road weights must be hauled on a wheeler 
 FULL PERMIT MUST BE CARRIED IN VEHICLE. TRUCKING COMPANY IS AN AGENT 

OF THE PERMIT HOLDER. PERMIT MUST BE PRESENTED UPON REQUEST BY 
PEACE OFFICERS. CLEARWATER COUNTY WILL MONITOR THE ROADS AND 
STOP THE PROJECT IF NECESSARY. 

            Terms and conditions of this agreement acknowledged and agreed to: 

Signed Date  Time Issued  

Name (please print)  Witness  

Permit Holder 

Signature 
 

Clearwater 

Rep. signature 
      

CLEARWATER COUNTY, BOX 550, ROCKY MOUNTAIN HOUSE, Phone: 403-845-4444  Fax: 403-845-7330 

Email: publicworks@clearwatercounty.ca   Revised February 24, 2015      

 

PLEASE REVIEW, 

SIGN & EMAIL 

BACK 

Schedule A 

AaaAAA 
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AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT: Creation of a Committee of Council - High Speed Internet 

PRESENTATION DATE: July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☐  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☒  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: 

 

1:  Managing our Growth 

PRIORITY AREA: 

 

Local Economy 

STRATEGIES: 

1.3.3 Advance the findings of 
the Reeves Economic Summit by 
partnering with local Chambers of 
Commerce, businesses or other 
stakeholders to initiate or support 
marketing programs that will 
generate economic activity. 
 
1.3.4 Initiate programs, which 
may include installation of 
communication towers and/or 
fiber optic cable, to support “Final 
Mile” connectivity for residents, 
business, and industry within 
Clearwater County. 
 
1.3.5 Monitor current and 
projected growth of businesses 
and population, and, to respond to 
the various trends, impacts and 
demands affecting land 
development or the economy 
within Clearwater County.   
 
1.3.6 Develop and market the 

community of Nordegg, as 

financial resources permit and in 

accordance with the Nordegg 

Development Plan and Design 

Guidelines. 

RECOMMENDATION:  
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1. That Council establish a Committee comprised of members of Council and community 

stakeholders to evaluate what, if any, role Clearwater County should have in addressing the 

gaps in access to and/or improved capacity of high speed internet throughout Clearwater 

County.   

2. That Council direct the Committee to establish a Terms of Reference to assist in the evaluation 

process using a 20 Mb/sec internet speed as a baseline performance measure. 

3. That the Committee report back to Council by October 31, 2015 with its findings and 

recommendations. 

ATTACHMENT(S):   

 

BACKGROUND: 
 

Clearwater County Strategic Plan 2015 – 2018 recognizes a focus and potential greater 

involvement of the County towards addressing the gaps in rate payers’ and business’ access to 

and/or improved capacity of high speed internet throughout Clearwater County.  Council has 

discussed its possible involvement in addressing an ongoing private sector gap in internet 

service to current and future rate payer’s residents and businesses. Final Mile Grant funding 

through a Federal program was sought but was not approved.  

Studies detailing an option of wireless (broadband using a 1.5 Mb/sec measure) and fiber 

connection have been completed and reported to Council.  These reports have identified that a 

majority of the County’s rate payer’s residents (61.5%) and businesses are not currently served 

or underserved in their ability to connect to high speed internet or having poor levels of service 

when able to connect using a wireless option. Analysis completed to date includes: 

1. Identify the current broadband coverage/capacity for selected townships.  

2. Identify the gaps between the current broadband coverage/capacity and the Industry 

Canada coverage/capacity maps. 

3. Provide recommendations for alternative rural communication strategies to fill the 

gaps.  

4. Provide a high level budget for each of the rural communication strategies. 

5. Identify barriers, such as technical, capital investment, for each of the strategies.  

6. Identifying current or future partnerships for each of the strategies. 

7. Provide an economic analysis for a rural fiber optic network. 

3.6 Results 

The details of coverage/capacity analysis are provided in Appendix A: Wireless 

Coverage/Capacity Results. Fifty-two (52) WISP towers were analyzed and as a result ninety-five 

(95) townships were classified as either unserved, unserved, and underserved. The breakdown is 

provided in Table 3: Township Analysis. 

Table 3: Township Analysis 

Classified     Townships      Percentage    Population Percentage 
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Unserved 47 49.5% 520 8% 

Served 21 21% 2506 38.5% 

Underserved 28 29.5% 3486 53.5% 

Total: 95 100% 6512 100% 

Clearwater County Rural Communications Strategy Report, VITEL Consultants 

Delegations involved in informing and/or reporting to Council have used varying internet speeds 

as baselines in establishing capabilities and limitations of high speed internet connection.  A 

recommendation from Administration is that Council establish a 20 Mb/sec internet speed as the 

standard baseline performance measure. 

Options for Council to Consider Include: 

1. Council continue to lobby private sector service providers to adequately address gaps in 

internet service. 

 

2. Council determines a level of service for internet speed and directs the Administration to 

develop a deployment strategy to best address gaps in internet service within fiscal 

limitations determined by Council. 

 

3. Council determines a level of service for internet speed and establishes a Committee of 

Council comprised of members of Council and community stakeholders to evaluate what 

if any role Clearwater County should have in addressing the gaps in rate payers’ and 

business’ access to and/or improved capacity of high speed internet throughout 

Clearwater County. 

Administration believes that the formation of a Committee of Council comprised of members of 

Council and other community stakeholders will help provide clarity as to determining the 

community’s needs and provide helpful insights towards any future decision of Council.  This 

Committee’s function would include evaluating what if any role Clearwater County should have 

in addressing the gaps in rate payers’ and business’ access to and/or improved capacity of high 

speed internet throughout Clearwater County.   

Suggested Committee Membership: 

 Clearwater County Council: (Council to determine number of members) 

Members At Large:  (Council to determine number of members) 

 Chamber(s) of Commerce: (Council to determine number of members) 

 Municipalities:   (Council to determine number of members) 

 Industries:   (Council to determine number of members) 

 

Council may wish to appoint members of the Committee or advertise positions and review 

applications to the Committee.  Application reviews could be completed by Council as a whole 

or Council may want to create a subcommittee of Council to complete this process. Entities 

such as Alberta Health Services, the Wildrose School Division and others may be included in an 

advisory capacity.  
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AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT: Caroline HUB Completion – Construction Funding Report 

PRESENTATION DATE: July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: 

1:  Managing our Growth 

 

PRIORITY AREA: 

Assets 

 

STRATEGIES:  

1.2     Build a sense of community 

through an engaging range of                                                                  

facilities and shared open spaces. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   That Council accepts this reporting as information.  
 

ATTACHMENT(S):   

 Caroline Community HUB Expansion Project (revised June 16, 2015) - Caroline 
Athletic & Agricultural Society  

 

 Substantial Completion Report 
 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 

2009 was the genesis of the Caroline HUB Project.  In 2013 two projects of construction were 
initiated being the Caroline HUB and the Clearwater County South East Recreation Grounds.   

 

The Caroline HUB being a multi-use, an all ages all-in-composing wellness centre promoting 
increased physical activity, health and wellness and community quality of life. Clearwater 
County rate payers and Caroline community residents gained access to numerous health and 
wellness programs and community based activities previously not available.  

 

The Caroline HUB Committee was established to direct the construction project.  An estimated 
completion cost for the project was established at $ 1,445,766.00.  Committee Members 
included: 

 Clearwater County:  Earl Graham, John Vandermeer 
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 Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society: Reg Dean, Leo Fagnan, Alternate: Dwight 
Oliver 

 Community Member At Large:  Jackie Cullen (Committee Chair) 

 Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society Staff:  Debbie Northcott 

 County Staff: Mike Haugen 

 Clearwater County Administration Staff:  CPS, PW, CS 

Premier Building Solutions was selected as the primary contractor. 

 

Financial contributions for the project included The Province of Alberta’s MFCP Grant funding 
for the project that was accessed through the Village of Caroline (HUB) and Clearwater County, 
the Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society as well as community volunteer contributions. 
Agreements were completed between Clearwater County, the Village of Caroline and the 
Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society. This community based and supported project 
benefited greatly through both financial and materials donations from within the 
community and its businesses.  Additionally over 90 volunteers contributed time and 
expertise to the completion of the project to reduce construction costs and/or increase 
the equity value of the HUB. 

   

Listed below are a number of complicating factors that caused an increase to the completion 
costs. These included but were not limited to: 

 2013 Snow fall amounts at record high depths contributing to winter construction costs. 

 Amendments to MCFP funding required to address areas of construction related to 
health & wellness areas within the HUB. 

 Scope of work changes that normally occur during construction. 

 Staff changes within Clearwater County and the Village of Caroline. 

 

The finalized construction project costs table will be presented to Council at Tuesday’s meeting.  
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AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT: South East Recreation Grounds Completion – Construction Funding Report  

PRESENTATION DATE: July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: 

1:  Managing our Growth 

 

PRIORITY AREA: 

Assets 

 

STRATEGIES:  

1.2     Build a sense of community 

through an engaging range of                                                                  

facilities and shared open spaces. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:   That Council accepts this reporting as information.  
 

ATTACHMENT(S):   

  

 

BACKGROUND: 
 

In 2013 two projects of construction were initiated being the Caroline HUB and the Clearwater 
County South East Recreation Grounds through agreements between Clearwater County, 
Caroline Ag Society and the Village of Caroline.   

 

The Clearwater County South East Recreation Grounds created improved access to 
recreational opportunities as well as site amenities to promote community wellness and potential 
economic development opportunities within the area for the benefit of Clearwater County rate 
payers and Caroline community residents.  

 

Financial contributions for the project included The Province of Alberta’s MSCP Grant funding 
for each project that was accessed through the Clearwater County as well as community 
volunteer contributions, the Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society. 

   

The South East Recreation Grounds was overseen by a Construction Committee that was 
established.  An estimated completion cost for the project was established at $ 1,000,000.00.  
Committee Members included: 

 Clearwater County:  Earl Graham, John Vandermeer 



 
 

 Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society: Reg Dean, Leo Fagnan, Alternate: Dwight 
Oliver 

 Community Member At Large:  Jackie Cullen (Committee Chair) 

 Caroline Athletic and Agricultural Society Staff:  Debbie Northcott 

 County Staff: Mike Haugen 

 Clearwater County Administration Staff:  CPS, PW, CS 

 

Some complicating factors as listed below, including but not limited to, were encountered during 
the construction time period for the South East Recreation Grounds Projects.  These factors 
caused an increase to the estimated completion costs for each project: 

 Contractor turn over and interruption of continuity of work. 

 Staffing changes within Clearwater County and the Village of Caroline. 

 

Finalized project costs are listed below.  Overage of construction costs were paid through the 
use of contingency funds in the 2014 fiscal year. 

 

        
Clearwater County  
SE Rec Grounds 

  $ 1,000,000.00 (Estimate) 
 

(Estimate)   

Total 
 
MSCP Grant 
Funding 
Received 
 
Net Non-Grant 
Funding 

   $  (1,071,192.49) 
 
$  500,000.00 
 
 
 
$  571,192.49 

   
 
 
 
 
 
Over Expenditure of 
Estimated Budget 
$    (71,192.49)   
7% 
 
 

 



 

Agenda Item  

Project:  2015 Operating Budget Six Month Performance 

Presentation Date: July 14, 2015 

Department: Corporate Services Author: Rudy Huisman 

Budget Implication:         ☐  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

Strategic Area: Well Governed and Leading 
Organization  

Goal:  

Legislative Direction: ☐None                                       

                                     ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)        _________________________   

                                     ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite)       _  

Recommendation: None – For information only. 
 
 

Attachments List:  
1. Budget Report 

 

Background: 

Staff is committed to providing periodic budget performance reports to Council.  The six 

month report is particularly important because if there are significant issues they will 

probably have become apparent by mid-year and enough of the year remains so that 

effective mitigation strategy can still be implemented. 

The attached schedule shows the operating budget to the end of June.  Actual revenues 

and expenses to June 30, 2015 appear in the first column, the annual budget amounts 

are in the second column, the variance amounts are in the third column and the 

percentage that the actual revenue and expense amounts are in relation to the annual 

budget amounts appears in the final column.  

The first six months of 2015 presented no red flags from an operating budget 

performance perspective.  In total, operating revenues are very close to the annual 

budget and total actual operating expenses are at only 26% of the annual budget. There 

are some variances that appear to be large but in most cases the variances are simply 

a reflection of the timing of the underlying revenue or expense items. 
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The capital program is under way and an interim capital budget report will be brought 

forward to the September 22nd meeting of Council.  Issues with capital expenditures 

such as cost overruns or savings are normally brought to the attention of Council on a 

project by project basis through the tender award process. 

Operating Revenue: 
Net Municipal Taxes.  Tax revenue is booked in May or June when the tax bills are 

mailed so 100% of tax revenue is shown in the six month report.  As indicated in the 

2014 year end report, there was an unfavourable variance in the 2014 tax revenue 

related to the project cost overrun at Westview Lodge which is now being corrected by 

an offsetting positive variance in 2015.  Also, the the requisition for Separate Schools 

has not yet been submitted to the County and consequently has not yet been paid. 

User Fees and Sales of Goods.  This item shows revenue of only 19% of the annual 

budget so far this year which is lower than one might expect.  Two thirds of the revenue 

budgeted in this account  or $553,000 was for land sales none of which has 

materialized so far in 2015.  All of the $154,640 in actual revenues applies to the 

remainder of the revenue items budgeted in this category. In total the actuals for these 

remaining items exceed budget expectations as at June 30th. 

Government Transfers for Operating.  The 2015 government transfers for operating 

primarily consists of the recovery of funds for flood repair and wildfire damage incurred 

in 2013.  Disaster relief funds already received and now included in deferred revenue 

will be transferred to the appropriate actual revenue accounts when related work has 

been completed and all costs are booked.   

Investment Income.  Investment income is recorded on a cash basis during the year 

and is only accrued at year-end.  Staff is confident that the 2015 budget will be achieved 

or exceeded. 

Penalties on outstanding taxes. Penalties on taxes are applied only in September and 

December therefore, no revenue is shown in the first half of the year.   

Development Levies and Permits & Licenses.  These two revenues already exceed 

the annual budget.  If this pattern continues, the budget amounts for these two revenue 

sources will be increased in 2016. 

Well Drilling Equipment Tax. WDET is at 92% of the annual budget.  Drilling activity 

has slowed down significantly because of low oil prices and legislated changes in the 

tax rates.  Staff anticipates that the budget amount of $2,000,000 will probably be 

achieved in 2015 and that activity will increase in 2016 but at the significantly lower 

rates. 
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Other revenue.  Other revenue includes Municipal Bylaw Fines, Rental of County 

Lands, recovery of some fire costs from Alberta Transportation and some minor fees.  

The total of actual revenues as at June 30, 2015 is at 54% of the annual budget which 

is within normal expectations. 

Operating Expenses: 
Agriculture Services – Overall expenses for the department are in line with budget at 

42% of the annual budget. 

Community and Protective Services     

Community Services. This budget includes the Airport, Animal Control, Services to 

Seniors, transfers to Community and Emergency Organizations, FCSS, Cemetery and 

Regional Waste.  Of the $2,037,481 in the Community Services budget, $1,391,342 is 

paid out annually in the fall based on invoices received from Regional Waste Authority, 

FCSS and the Airport.  In addition, debenture interest of $152,189 is not due until the 

second half of the year.  Of the remaining budget of $493,950 about 52% has been 

spent to the end of June which is within normal expectations. 

Culture.  The expenses for this program include primarily payments to several 

museums and libraries within the County.  Some of the payments are made quarterly 

some are made annually.  All payments are on schedule and the annual budget will be 

achieved. 

Emergency Services. This budget includes amounts for CREMA, Clearwater County 

Emergency Services, Flood & Fire Repair Costs and Search & Rescue.  Of the total 

budget of $2,632,860 in Emergency Services, 90% or $2,370,700 relates to Flood and 

Fire Repair Costs.  The roadwork required to repair flood damage will be completed in 

2015 but the Buster Creek armouring and the bridge work will not be completed until 

2016.  All FREC funds have been received for this work and will be transferred from 

deferred revenue before year-end to the extent of costs actually incurred.  The 

remaining expense budget of $262,160 is about 34% spent which is within normal 

expectations. 

Economic Development.  Actual Economic Development expense to the end of June 

equals only 4% of the annual budget for that program.  82% or $1,304,878 of the 

Economic Development budget is made up of payments to other municipalities.  

Clearwater County has revenue sharing agreements with the County of Wetaskiwin, the 

Village of Caroline and the Town of Rocky Mountain House.  The fixed payments under 

these agreements are not due until later in the year and these payments will not exceed 

budget.  The budget other than that for revenue sharing totalling $290,541 includes 

wages, contracted services etc and is only 24% spent primarily because of a staff 
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vacancy in this area and contracted services scheduled to be incurred in the second 

half of 2015.   

Peace Officers.  Expenses to the end of June are at 42% of the annual budget and 

within normal expectations. 

Recreation. The Recreation budget consists primarily of commitments to the Town of 

Rocky Mountain House and the Village of Caroline.  The agreements include sharing in 

the costs of operating and capital requirements with the largest being a $4,560,293 

commitment to the Rocky Mountain House arena and curling rink capital project. The 

timing of the payments is dependent on progress made on the projects. 

Regional Fire Services.  Regional Fire expenses to the end of June equal 55% of the 

annual budget which is within normal expectations. 

Corporate Services 

With the exception of TIMS, Corporate Services expenses at 46% of budget are within 

normal expectations.  The TIMS actual operating expenses include some capital items 

that will be adjusted and will bring the account into line. 

Planning & Nordegg 

Planning.  The Planning budget includes a provision for additional services of $585,000 

most of which is intended to cover the cost of completing a Regional Economic 

Development Study.  Also, the budget includes $50,000 in MPC and SDAB legal fees.  

No costs have been incurred on this study or the legal fees in the first half of the year.  

Factoring out these two items, the planning expenses are at 38% of the remaining 

annual budget which is within normal expectations. 

Safety.  The expenses for this program are within normal six month budget 

expectations at 35% of the annual budget. 

Nordegg Operating.  Nordegg operating expenses are at only 18% of the annual plan.  

A number of projects had not incurred any costs as at June 30th including the minesite 

restoration, the ferrier shop archeological dig, the demolition of several buildings, the 

Shunda campground firepits, and the minesite logo and branding.  In addition, because 

there have not been any land sales in the first half of the year, real estate fees have not 

been incurred.  When the above items are removed from the calculation, the actual 

expenses are at approximately 40% of the remaining budget which is within normal 

expectations. 

Nordegg Historic Society. The actual expenses for the first half of 2015 are at exactly 

50% of the 2015 approved expense budget. 
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Public Works  

Actual expenses at 38 % of the annual budget are within normal expectations for the 

department as a whole. 

Contingency  

The provision for contingency of $750,000 remains unspent as at June 30, 2015. 

Conclusion: 
Staff is confident that actual revenues and expenses to June 30, 2015 do not present 

any issues requiring mitigation.  
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AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT: 2013 Financial Indicator Graphs 

PRESENTATION DATE: July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN THEME: 

Well Governed & Leading 

Organization 

PRIORITY AREA: Build 

community trust through 

socially responsible 

governance for long term 

sustainability. 

 

STRATEGIES: Fiscal 

management and reserve 

management strategy. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That Council receives this item as information 

 

ATTACHMENT(S):  2013 Financial Indicator Graphs 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 
The financial indicator graphs attached to this report were produced on the Government of 

Alberta website and are intended to serve as a tool that may assist council and administration 

with operational decisions.  The comparative measures may be useful in assessing past 

performance and for budget planning.  The comparison group used for this set of graphs 

includes 8 other counties/MD’s: Brazeau, Grande Prairie, Greenview, Lacombe, Leduc, 

Mountain View, Red Deer and Yellowhead. 

Caution should be used when interpreting results because each municipality has unique 

characteristics affecting how it compares to the group.  Also circumstances may have changed 

since the December 31, 2013 reporting date. 

HIGHLIGHTS: 

Graphs 1 – 3:  Taxation in comparison to the eight municipalities is well below the median for 

the period 2008 to 2013.  With the tax rate increases in 2015, that gap will have been narrowed. 
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Graphs 4 and 5: Assessment per kilometer of roads and non-res assessment as a percentage 

of total assessment are right at the median. 

Graph 6: Tax collection rates continue to be excellent. 

Graphs 7 – 9:  The County’s debt capacity is substantial if and when it is needed. 

Graph 10:   This graph shows net municipal property taxes per capita and indicates that 

Clearwater County has consistently been at or near the median which was just under $3,000 in 

2013.  Note that this includes non-residential taxes.  Residential taxes alone is closer to $300. 

Graph 11: Except for 2010, grants per capita were at or slightly below the median. The spike in 

2010 relates to the grants received for the Sunchild Road project. 

Graph 12: This graph shows the amount per capita of sales and user charges.  The 

composition of this revenue source varies from one municipality to the next and comparability is 

hampered.  Several of the comparator municipalities for example, include significant amounts of 

water and wastewater fees and solid waste management tipping fees.  The fluctuations in the 

Clearwater amounts from year to year relate to sporadic land sales. 

Graph 13:  This graph shows percentage composition of the revenue sources with the county at 

or near the median in 2013 for all three categories. 

Graph 14:  This graph shows a breakdown of 2013 expenditures per capita by function.  The 

County was well below the median for General Government and Recreation, slightly above the 

median for Protective Services and Transportation and right on the median for Environment. 

Graphs 15: This graph shows that Clearwater County is well below the median in the per capita 

expenditures on Salaries Wages and Benefits. 

Graphs 16 – 19:  These graphs indicate that Clearwater County is at or near the median for per 

capita expenditures on Contracted Services, Materials, Debt Charges and Amortization. 

Graph 20:  Municipalities are required to record tangible capital assets at the cost of acquisition 

and to amortize this cost over the expected useful life of the underlying assets.  The net book 

value represents the unamortized portion of asset costs and is an overall measure of where the 

assets are in the lifecycle.  According to this graph, Clearwater County still has 52.7% of cost 

unamortized whereas, the median of the comparators is only 40.6%. 

Graphs 21 – 22:  These two graphs show two views of the County’s accumulated surplus.  One 

is a percentage distribution of the components of the County’s surplus in 2013 the other is a 

similar distribution but on a per capita amount basis but they both say the same thing.  As at the 

end of 2013 Clearwater County had slightly less than the median in Restricted Surplus or 

Reserves and more than the median in Equity in Tangible Capital Assets. 

Graph 23:  This is the final graph and shows a very healthy current ratio. 
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Financial Indicator Graphs

Introduction

The financial indicator graphs are intended to serve as a tool that may assist council and administration with operational decisions. The comparative measures may
be useful in assessing past performance and for budget planning. Each municipality is compared to a group of similar size urban municipalities, or to rural
municipalities with similar tax base. The comparison group is shown on the last slide.

Custom graphs can be created comparing your municipality to other Alberta municipalities.

Financial Advisory Services is available to assist you in interpreting the information contained in the graphs. Please be aware that advisors will not have access to
any of the custom graphs you create, but would still be able to assist with the underlying formulas and data used to create all graphs.

It should be noted that that the financial indicator graphs are point-in-time documents. The system is updated daily as new information is added to the municipal
financial database. As such graphs will reflect the current data set and the results will be subject to change as the database is updated and verified. However, most
information from the previous reporting year will have been posted by the fall of the subsequent year.

Other points to note are:

- The range for most of the graphs is 2008 to 2013.

- Equalized assessment is shown for the period 2009 to 2014.

- Caution should be used when interpreting results as each municipality has unique characteristics affecting how it compares to the group. Also, circumstances
may have changed since the December 31, 2013 reporting date.
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Financial Indicator Graphs

Introduction

Financial Indicator Graphs include:

o Equalized Tax Rates - Municipal/Residential/Non-Residential

o Equalized Assessment Per Kilometer of Road

o Non-Residential Equalized Assessment as % of Total

o Tax Collection Rate

o Debt Debt Service as % of the Limits

o Long Term Debt Per Capita

o Major Revenue Sources Per Capita

o Major Revenue Sources As % of Total Revenue (only 2013)

o Broad Function Expenses Per Capita (only 2013)

o Per Capita Expenses by Major Type:

- Salaries, Wages Benefits

- Contracted General Services

- Materials, Goods, Supplies Utilities

- Bank Charges Interest

- Amortization

o Net Book Value As % of Capital Costs

o Accumulated Surplus Categories, As % (only 2013)

o Accumulated Surplus Categories, Per Capita (only 2013)

o Ratio of Current Assets to Current Liabilities
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 1

Equalized Tax Rates: Net Municipal

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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4.2

4.8
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5.5 5.7

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 5.7% 6.3%

2012 5.5% 6.0%

2011 5.2% 5.8%

2010 5.0% 5.8%

2009 4.8% 5.4%

2008 4.2% 5.4%

Note: Municipal Equalized Tax Rate is calculated based on total equalized assessment and net municipal property tax.
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 2

Equalized Tax Rates: Residential

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 5.1% 5.8%

2012 4.9% 5.6%

2011 4.7% 5.3%

2010 4.5% 5.4%

2009 4.4% 5.0%

2008 5.1% 5.3%

Note: Residential Equalized Tax Rate is calculated based on gross residential property taxes and residential equalized assessment.
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 3

Equalized Tax Rates: Non-Residential

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 9.3% 10.2%

2012 9.2% 10.1%

2011 8.9% 10.4%

2010 8.6% 9.7%

2009 8.1% 9.1%

2008 7.4% 9.5%

Note: Non-Residential Equalized Tax Rate is calculated based on gross non-residential property taxes and non-residential equalized assessment
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 4

Total Equalized Assessment Per KM of Roads

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

0

50,000,000

100,000,000

1,755,279 2,185,372 2,383,998 2,705,544 2,704,075 2,813,614

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 2,813,614 2,791,172

2012 2,704,075 2,615,765

2011 2,705,544 2,486,784

2010 2,383,998 2,563,298

2009 2,185,372 2,286,432

2008 1,755,279 1,755,279
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 5

Non-Residential Assessment as % of Total Equalized Assessment
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CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 74.0% 66.2%

2012 73.3% 66.3%

2011 73.4% 67.1%

2010 76.0% 65.6%

2009 76.2% 65.1%

2008 82.4% 67.0%
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 6

Tax Collection Rates

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 99.0% 98.3%

2012 98.9% 98.3%

2011 98.8% 98.6%

2010 98.9% 98.3%

2009 98.7% 98.5%

2008 98.7% 98.7%

Note: This indicator reflects the percentage of taxes and grants in place of taxes which are collected by the municipality in the year in which they are levied.

G2



Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 7

Percent of Debt Limit Used

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 6.2% 17.6%

2012 7.5% 17.6%

2011 8.2% 12.1%

2010 9.7% 13.5%

2009 0.0% 9.2%

2008 0.0% 9.7%

Note: This graph shows, in percentage terms, the municipality's debt as a percentage of the regulated limit. This is compared to the median for the group of similar
municipalities.
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 8

Percent of Debt Service Limit Used

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
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CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 4.1% 10.8%

2012 4.6% 10.5%

2011 4.8% 10.8%

2010 5.3% 10.9%

2009 0.0% 11.5%

2008 0.0% 10.2%

Note: This graph shows, in percentage terms, the municipality's current debt servicing requirement relative to the regulated limit. This is compared to the median for
the group of similar municipalities.
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 9

Long Term Municipal Debt Per Capita
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2013 339 740

2012 362 663

2011 399 552

2010 421 421

2009 0 263

2008 0 371
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 10

Revenue Sources Per Capita: Net Municipal Property Taxes
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CLEARWATER COUNTY
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Range

2013 2,961 2,936

2012 2,786 2,738

2011 2,627 2,555

2010 2,526 2,439

2009 2,514 2,499

2008 2,014 2,144
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 11

Revenue Sources Per Capita: Total Grants
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2013 757 828

2012 665 724

2011 767 892

2010 2,002 766

2009 972 795

2008 746 671

G2



Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 12

Revenue Sources Per Capita: Sales and User Charges
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 13

Major Revenue Sources As % of Total Revenue, 2013
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 14

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Broad Function, 2013
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 15

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Salaries, Wages and Benefits
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2008 448 708
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 16

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Contracted and General Services
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 17

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Materials, Goods, Supplies and Utilities
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 18

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Interest and Banking
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Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 19

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

1,314 1,327 1,374 1,389 1,453

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 1,453 908

2012 1,389 768

2011 1,374 764

2010 1,327 769

2009 1,314 857

G2



Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 20

Net Book Value as % of Total Capital Property Costs

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
0

20

40

60

80

54.2 55.0 54.6 53.3 52.7

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Median

Range

2013 52.7% 52.0%

2012 53.3% 51.4%

2011 54.6% 50.5%

2010 55.0% 50.8%

2009 54.2% 52.9%

G2



Financial Indicator Graphs

CLEARWATER COUNTY

Created on: July 21, 2015 05:21

Page 21

Accumulated Surplus Categories as % of Total, 2013
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Accumulated Surplus Per Capita, 2013
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Ratio of Current Assets to Liabilities
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APPOINTMENT OF AUDITORS  RUDY HUISMAN 
REVIEWED BY:   
DEPARTMENT:  
Page 1 of 1  

AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT:  Appointment of Auditors  

PRESENTATION DATE:  July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☐None   ☒ Provincial Legislation (MGA )  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy  

STRATEGIC PLAN 

THEME: 

Well Governed and 
Leading Organization 

 

PRIORITY AREA: 

Ensure timely compliance with 

statutory and regulatory 

obligations 

 

STRATEGIES: 

 

RECOMMENDATION: That Council appoints the firm of Hawkings, Epp, Dumont LLP as 

auditors for Clearwater County for the 2015 calendar year.  

ATTACHMENT(S):   

 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

Sections 280(1) & (2) of the Municipal Government Act requires that Council appoint 

one or more auditors for the municipality and each of its controlled corporations. 

 

The firm of Hawkings, Epp, Dumont LLP has performed the audit of the County 

satisfactorily from 2010 to 2014.  The firm has extended its 2010 fee schedule to include 

2015.  Staff recommends appointment of Hawkings, Epp Dumont LLP to conduct the 

audit of the financial statements of the County for the 2015 calendar year. 
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Agenda Item  

Project :  Ministerial Staff and Cabinet Committee membership 

Presentation Date : July 14, 2014 

Department : Council Author : Ron Leaf 

Budget Implication:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

Strategic Area : Well Governed and Leading Organization 

Legislative Direction: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy  

Attachments: Insight – Directory of Cabinet Ministers & Committees of Cabinet 

Recommendation:   

1. That Council accepts this report for information  

Background: 
 Attached is The Insight newsletter - Directory of Cabinet Ministers, Deputy Ministers and 

Cabinet Committee that identifies the MLAs and senior provincial staff currently in key positions 

in the Notley Government.  

 

While Councillors are familiar with the role of the Ministers and the various Provincial Ministries 

(e.g. Health, Education, Agriculture & Forestry) I wish to spend time on Tuesday providing my 

perspective on the roles of the Executive Committees and Legislature Policy Committees and 

how the current Government’s committee structure may relate to lobby efforts by Council, 

regional or provincial organizations.  

 

In terms of the Executive Committees (i.e. Treasury Board, Economic Policy Committee, Social 

Policy Committee and Legislative Review Committee) these committees have specific 

mandates regarding developing policies and making recommendations to Cabinet on the 

priorities, programs and government direction within their mandate or area of oversight. 

Treasury Board has additional responsibility for final budget decisions.  

 

The Legislative Policy (LP) Committees, of which there are ten (10), are more program oriented 

and, I suggest, provide the opportunity for the most effective lobby on specific issues such as 

the hospital, broadband internet, bridge funding, etc. There are two aspects relating to the 

membership and mandates of Legislative Policy Committees that I believe provide lobby 

opportunities. The first opportunity arises from the cross party membership that comprises the 

LP Committees. One of the concerns that is being raised is that the majority of the NDP 

membership is from Calgary, Edmonton or mid-size cities and that there is a limited opportunity 

to engage or educate the NDP government regarding rural issues. I suggest that the LP 

Committees provide a platform to legitimately engage NDP MLAs in conversations, formally or 
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informally, related to the second opportunity, which is the breadth of mandate assigned to the 

respective LP Committees.  

 

For example, Craig Coolahan (MLA – Calgary – Klein) is Chair, Committee on Alberta’s 

Economic Future. This Committee’s mandate encompasses Ag & Rural Development; 

Innovation and Advanced Education; International & Intergovernmental Relations; Tourism; 

Parks & Recreation; Jobs, Skills, Training & Labour; Infrastructure. Given this mandate a 

conversation with Mr. Coolahan could focus on hospital, west country management, broadband 

internet, bridges, water/wastewater with the discussions all positioned in the context of rural 

development, infrastructure or tourism. There are eight other NDP members on this Committee. 

I believe similar key messages could be developed relating to the mandates of the remaining 

nine (9) LP committees. The “when to engage with Committee members, the frequency of 

lobbying, who is to communicate with MLAs are details that I suggest be evaluated in the 

coming months prior to the fall AAMD&C convention. I suggest that Council get the AAMD&C’s 

perspective on how to engage  

 

A variable in the lobby strategy that is not known, is the degree to which Minister’s will set their 

Ministry agendas vs the Ministers being charged with carrying out Cabinet’s and/or the 

Premier’s direction. This Cabinet/Minster/Premier dynamic will be something to monitor in the 

coming months. 

 

 Summary: 

The purpose of this report is to identify options with respect to informing/educating members of 

the Provincial Government on rural issues as well as identify lobby strategies to consider in the 

future. 
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WRITTEN BY:  RON LEAF/RUDY HUISMAN/DENNIECE CROUT/CHRISTINE HEGGART 

Page 1 of 3   

 

AGENDA ITEM  

PROJECT:  Linear Property Assessments Discussion  

PRESENTATION DATE:  July 28, 2015 

BUDGET IMPLICATION:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTION: ☒None   ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)  ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) 

STRATEGIC PLAN 

THEME: 

Well Governed and 
Leading Organization 

 

PRIORITY AREA: 

Advocate in the best interests 

of our community and region 

 

STRATEGIES: 

Present perspectives on 

matters of regional or provincial 

significance. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: That Council directs staff in terms of key messages to communicate to 

with regards to linear taxation.  

ATTACHMENT(S):   

 AAMDC: Industrial Taxation Position Statement (2015) 

 AAMDC: Funding Rural Growth – The Facts About Linear Assessment (2014) 

 AAMDC: Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta (2013) 

 AUMA: Resolution Equitable Funding from Oil and Gas Revenues (2012) 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 
Reeve Alexander has requested a review of the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association 
(AUMA)’s 2012 resolution to reform the province’s assessment and taxation system.  The 
AUMA resolution (attached with this agenda item) requested an “equitable funding from oil and 
gas revenues.”  
 
Below is an excerpt from Building Thriving Communities – AUMA’s Submission to the MGA 
Process Review (2014).  
 
The province’s assessment and taxation system needs to be reformed to make it open, 
transparent and equitable….AUMA calls for a more equitable sharing of linear property 
assessments and associated taxation within the province. 
 
Equity in the property taxation system is extremely important; however, the AUMA’s claim of 
inequity has not been proven.  
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As Council is aware, over the past couple years there have been a few suggestions by the 
AUMA, or its members individually, proposing linear assessment be pooled and that the 
resulting taxation be shared with municipalities throughout the Province.  
 
The majority of linear taxation is located within rural municipalities and linear property 
assessments includes: electric power systems (generation, transmission, and distribution 
facilities); telecommunication systems (including cellular telephone systems); cable distribution 
undertakings; pipelines to transport petroleum products; and, oil and gas wells.   
 
Since the recent Provincial election, there has been a renewed call by various urban elected 
officials for the Government to review the linear pooling concept and Reeve Alexander believes 
there is a need to begin preparing a rural response to the linear pooling concept. 
 
AAMDC Reports and Position 
 
In 2013, the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties (AAMDC) released a report 
titled Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta, which took a look at the 
state of rural municipal finances to determine if the existing taxation system can support the 
long-term financial viability of rural municipalities.  This report details what rural municipalities 
are responsible for and how they pay for it.   
 
The Apples to Apples report concludes that reallocating linear taxation based on population 
would have significant negative impact on rural municipalities while adding little to no benefit to 
small urban municipalities. The report notes that population is a weak predictor of municipal 
expenses compared to assets for the vast majority of municipalities in the province, and that per 
capita arguments are not equitable to rural or most urban municipalities. Assets such as roads, 
bridges, and water and wastewater systems are a better forecaster for municipal expenses.  
 
It is important to note that in areas with lower density of populations, such as rural areas, there 
is a higher per capita investment required by municipalities to develop and maintain 
infrastructure. 
 
The AAMDC’s 2015 Position Statement on Industrial Taxation highlights the fact that all 
discussions on rural municipal finances must include an examination of both net revenues and 
expenditures.  The position statement reiterates that the current distribution of industrial taxation 
is fair, and reflects the expenses absorbed by municipalities from industrial development within 
their jurisdiction. Rural municipalities receive the majority of industrial taxation revenue, because 
that is where heavy industries are located – the same industries that provide strain or damage 
to rural municipal infrastructure.  
 
The position statement also notes the AAMDC’s support of the use of voluntary cost sharing as 
an innovative solution to meet needs of regional partners.   
 
Clearwater County currently has three annual revenue sharing agreements in place with the 
Town of Rocky Mountain House ($750,000.00), the Village of Caroline ($50,000.00) and County 
of Wetaskiwin ($500,000.00), and various operational and capital cost sharing practices (i.e. 
recreation, FCSS, fire, solid waste, emergency management), which would not be possible 
without the current distribution of industrial taxation revenue.  
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For Clearwater County, linear property assessments make up 56% ($24.4 million) of the 
County’s revenues and any pooling and redistribution of these revenues would negatively 
impact on the County and all its taxpayers. 
 

 
 
Council’s previous discussions on the issue of linear pooling, as well as their key messages to 
MLAs and provincial representatives, have been similar to that of AAAMDC’s position statement 
in that the current distribution of industrial taxation is fair, and reflects the expenses incurred by 
municipalities.    
 
Council has also endorsed the idea of working with municipal neighbours, as demonstrated by 
the Stronger Together agreement, and of regional partnerships – as an alternative to pooling of 
linear revenues. In earlier discussions Council has also stated that local communities or regions 
are best suited to determine the needs of their areas, and need to work together.  
 
Staff recommend Council review and discuss the AUMA resolution and reports, along with 
AAMDC’s Industrial Taxation Position Statement.  If Council agrees with AAMDC’s position 
statement in response to the idea of sharing linear or industrial revenues, then Council may 
wish to adopt the same position statement as well as formally endorse the Position on Industrial 
Taxation statement. 
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AUMA Resolution 2012.D4 

Town of Drayton Valley 

Equitable Funding from Oil and Gas Revenues 

WHEREAS the oil and gas industry continues to be the major driver of Alberta’s economy, with an estimated $11 

billion in royalties and land lease sale revenue going to the Province in 2012 alone; and 

WHEREAS much of the strain of accommodating the labour force for the oil and gas industry is borne by urban 

municipalities; and 

WHEREAS this situation places considerable pressure on the housing, infrastructure and services provided by those 

urban municipalities; and  

WHEREAS virtually none of the revenues generated through taxation on oil and gas installations goes to those urban 

municipalities. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT that the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association urge the 

provincial government to develop and adopt a funding formula that is fair and equitable and allows urban municipalities 

to continue to meet the service, infrastructure, and housing needs of residents, businesses and the oil and gas industry 

without placing an unfair burden on the residential and business tax base of those municipalities. 

BACKGROUND: 

When the oil and gas sector heats up, Alberta’s towns find themselves attempting to deal with an influx of workers from 

outside the area. These workers create demand for services ranging from garbage collection to policing, but they do not 

contribute to the municipal tax base since they are not long-term residents and do not typically own property in the 

area.  

The oil and gas industry is a tremendous asset to the province as a whole. The provincial government is expecting to 

take in more than $11 billion in royalties and land lease sales in 2012. The province also benefits from corporate income 

tax paid by the industry; however, little of the revenue generated by oil and gas flows to the province’s urban 

municipalities.  

The Provincial Government takes in a very large sum in the form of royalties. Alberta’s municipal districts and counties 

also prosper from linear and other taxation on oil and gas installations. That leaves urban municipalities to deal with a 

disproportionate share of the pressures created by a booming economy while enjoying none of the benefits. 
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Industrial taxation is critical to the financial viability of Alberta’s rural municipalities. Not only is 
this revenue important to the maintenance of rural Alberta’s infrastructure, it also helps maintain 
the roads and bridges that provide access to the natural resources that drive Alberta’s economy.  

What is industrial taxation?  

 Industrial taxation refers to the taxes collect from industry for industrial properties and 
infrastructure within municipal boundaries.    

 Industrial taxation includes assessment on both linear property and machinery and 
equipment (M&E) property.  

 Linear assessment refers to the taxes industry pays to municipalities for the placement 
of linear property items such as oil and gas pipelines, telecommunications systems, and 
electric power lines. The assessment of linear property is completed by the provincial 
government.  

 Machinery and equipment taxes are paid to municipalities for the placement of property 
such as underground tanks, compressors, refineries or pulp and paper plants. Machinery 
and equipment assessment is provided by local municipalities.  

What is the AAMDC’s position on industrial taxation?  

 The AAMDC recognizes the financial challenges faced by all municipalities in Alberta; 
however, the AAMDC believes all discussions on rural municipal finances must include 
an examination of both net revenues and expenditures. 

 The current distribution of industrial taxation is fair and reflects the expenses absorbed 
by municipalities from industrial development within their jurisdiction.  

 Rural municipalities receive the majority of industrial taxation revenue in Alberta because 
that is where Alberta’s heavy industries are located. These industries often strain or 
damage rural municipal infrastructure.  

 The AAMDC supports the use of voluntary cost sharing as an innovative solution to meet 
needs of regional partners. Since 2004, transfers from rural municipalities to urban 
municipalities have increased from $40 million a year to as high as $130 million a year 
through cost sharing agreements. These cost sharing agreements, which would not be 
possible without the current distribution of industrial taxation revenue, support services in 
urban areas including protective services, recreation opportunities, and medical clinics. 

Why is industrial taxation an important issue to rural Alberta?   
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 Rural Alberta is the base for the province’s industrial activity because this is where the 
majority of Alberta’s natural resources are located. This is where it all starts.  

 Industry’s use of rural Alberta’s infrastructure often causes significant damage that 
requires municipalities to allocate a level of financial and human resources not typical in 
urban areas.  

 Rural municipalities use the revenue generated from industrial taxation to maintain the 
infrastructure that is critical to both rural municipalities and to Alberta’s economy as a 
whole.  

 Proponents in favour of redistributing industrial taxation revenue on a per-capita basis 
have pointed to a gap in revenues generated between rural and urban municipalities 
through these taxes. However, compared to urban municipalities, rural municipalities 
spend significantly more per person to maintain the basic infrastructure needs of their 
community, which in turn supports the economy.  

What would happen if industrial taxation revenue were redistributed based on 
population?  

 If industrial taxation revenue was distributed on a per-capita basis, Alberta would 
experience a redistribution of revenue away from rural municipalities and towards 
Alberta’s largest urban centres. This would result in many rural municipalities struggling 
to remain viable. Weakening some municipalities to strengthen others is not a fair or 
sustainable solution to municipal funding challenges. 

 Reallocating industrial taxation revenue based on population would negatively impact 
rural municipalities by severely compromising their financial viability, while providing little 
or no benefit to the vast majority of urban municipalities. 

 Alberta’s rural municipalities would be forced withdraw or reduce inter-municipal cost 
sharing agreements to the detriment of Alberta’s smaller urban centers who have 
benefitted from these arrangements.  

For more information, visit www.aamdc.com for reports and an online, searchable 
Resolution Database which includes information on all active resolutions and emerging 
issues related to transportation and infrastructure.  

AAMDC reports specifically related to the position statements identified in this document 
include: 

 Apples to Apples: Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta 

 Cost Sharing Works: An Examination of Cooperative Inter-Municipal 
Financing 
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Industrial Taxation in Alberta: Facts  

 Rural municipalities manage approximately 75% of Alberta’s roads and 60% of 
Alberta’s bridges. 

 If linear assessment revenues were distributed based on population in 2014, 
50% of Alberta’s rural municipalities would be unable to cover their expenses.  

 A per capita redistribution of industrial taxation revenue would see Alberta’s 
municipal districts and special municipalities lose $800 million in revenue.  

 Industrial taxation revenues are not consistent across all rural municipalities and 
range from $750,000 to $49,000,000.  

Contact: 

Matt Dow, Policy Analyst 
AAMDC - Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties  
matt.dow@aamdc.com 
780.955.4085 

 

H2



 

 

 

 

Expenses are the key 

consideration in 

municipal finance. 
 

 

The current taxation 

system is vital to the 

long-term sustainability 

of rural municipalities. 
 

 

Sharing revenue based 

solely on population is 

short-sighted and not in 

the best interest of 

Alberta—rural or urban. 

 

 

 

 

Funding Rural Growth: The Facts About Linear Assessment 
There has been some recent debate about linear property tax allocation in Alberta. Currently, these 

revenues stay in the municipality that hosts the linear infrastructure. Opponents of this system argue 

that unlike other forms of municipal revenue such as residential property taxes, linear revenues 

should be pooled and distributed on a per capita basis, either regionally or provincially. The same 

opponents argue that rural Alberta, which is responsible for maintaining 59% bridges and 72% of 

roads in Alberta despite having only 17% of the population, is becoming “wealthy” off linear taxes. 

This argument is flawed on a number of levels. Measuring wealth – be 

it of an individual, corporation, or municipality – based only on the 

money that they take in, without considering their costs, tells an 

incomplete story. In 2013, the AAMDC released Apples to Apples: 

Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta. It proves that expenses are a better 

indicator of a municipality’s financial health than revenues. More 

importantly, the report shows that across all municipalities, assets are 

a more accurate predictor of expenses than population. 

Although linear taxes are not pooled and redistributed on a per-capita 

basis, there are several forms of municipal funding that are. For 

instance, rural municipalities will receive only $35,470,670 from the 

province’s 2014-15 Gas Tax Fund (GTF) allocation, which totals 

$208,651,000. Urban municipalities do have a greater need for certain 

types of infrastructure, but the challenges that rural municipalities have 

in maintaining infrastructure such as roads, bridges, and water systems 

across sprawling areas should not be understated. Quality rural 

infrastructure does not only benefit rural communities. Both the 

resource industry and the agriculture industry, two of Alberta’s 

economic drivers, depend on rural roads to ensure that their products reach market. This is why a per 

capita distribution of all municipal revenue sources is no more equitable than distributing all revenue 

sources based on any other single factor. 

Rural municipal assets support the industries that make rural Alberta the province’s economic engine. 

According to a 2013 Conference Board of Canada report, rural Alberta’s 2009 economic footprint was 

a staggering $65.5 billion, including a direct contribution of $36.9 billion in rural GDP. Making sure that 

rural Alberta has the revenue generating tools to continue to grow is not a matter of neglecting urban 

areas, but of ensuring that Alberta’s economy continues to be the envy of other jurisdictions. 

Keeping linear taxation revenues in municipalities that host industrial development makes sense. The 

strain on infrastructure associated with this development is local, while the economic benefits 

reverberate across the province. Population is not an indicator of how much industrial development 

occurs in an area, or of how such development impacts infrastructure, so there is no logic to labelling 

rural municipalities as “wealthy” simply because they receive most of the linear taxes paid in Alberta. 

May 2014  
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Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta
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Don’t try to solve city problems by picking rural Alberta’s pocket 

Rural Alberta is being targeted for the money it collects. As home to the robust industries that drive the 
province’s economy, there has been an increasing push for rural municipalities to share their perceived 
wealth with urban neighbours.

Why? Well, it’s true: rural municipalities do raise significant funds through taxes on those industries. 
Some suggest rural Alberta is unfairly wealthy when you look at how much revenue a county or 
municipal district collects per person.

But that’s only half the picture. Equally real are the large costs incurred to provide municipal services in 
rural areas that have low populations and a lot of industry. Per person, the costs are staggering.

But per person or population-based comparisons don’t work in Alberta. They can’t. One size just does 
not fit all.

Similarly, looking only at revenues is simplistic and, in many cases, misinformed. Is a business 
considered profitable based solely on how much money it makes? Of course not. It is about how much 
money you have left over after paying the bills. For rural Alberta, those bills carry a high price.

Preface

The bottom line is the same —  
we all could use more money to meet  

the needs of Alberta’s people and industries.
No matter where we live, we all rely on rural areas to provide the essentials of daily life: gas for 
heating, oil for our cars, wood for our homes, and grain and meat for food. These industries are nested 
in rural Alberta because it has the land and resources to support production and bring those products to 
market.

But that infrastructure comes with a cost. Rural municipalities manage the majority (72 per cent 
or 131,000 km) of Alberta’s roads and highways and 59 per cent (8,500) of all bridges. At a cost of 
$500,000 to $1 million for every kilometre of road and bridges coming in at anywhere from a few 
hundred thousand to more than a million dollars to replace, the costs are significant.

Much of this infrastructure was built in the 1950s and 1960s and is overdue for replacement. 
Technology and industry don’t stand still either. That aging infrastructure is not meant to carry the type, 
volume and weight of heavy industrial and agricultural activity that is the reality in Alberta’s robust 
economy.

Further, rural Alberta is a good neighbour to cities and towns. By and large, we pay for what we use 
through cost-sharing agreements. That way, our taxpayers know exactly where their hard-earned tax 
dollar is going and what benefit they get. What resident, rural or urban, would accept anything less?

Overall, rural communities simply have more roads and bridges to service than money to pay for it. 
Urban centres have similar challenges with providing services that rural Albertans can only dream 
about.

The bottom line is the same — we all could use more money to meet the needs of Alberta’s people 
and industries.

However, picking our back pocket is not the solution.

Bob Barss 
President, Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties

— Originally appeared as a featured letter in the Edmonton Journal (September 5, 2013).
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Executive Summary
Discussions on municipal finances cannot focus solely on revenues. To compare apples to apples, 
expenditures must be considered in assessing the differences between the urban and rural context. 
For rural municipalities, expenses are often higher due to their unique mix of assets, such as 
extensive road networks, bridges and water and wastewater systems that needs to be maintained. 
These assets, and the resources they help access, are a vital part of Alberta’s current economic 
prosperity.

In an effort to equip AAMDC members and educate other municipal stakeholders, the AAMDC, 
working with Acton Consulting, has commissioned this study on the current state of rural 
municipal finances and to determine how vital the current taxation system is to the long-term 
financial viability of rural municipalities. 

This paper is a comprehensive analysis of municipal finances in rural Alberta. It presents 15 unique 
findings on the current state of both rural municipal expenses, revenues and reserves. It also 
examines the potential impact of reallocating linear property revenue based on population. 

In going beyond simple revenue comparison, this paper seeks to provide a more objective and 
holistic analysis of the current state of rural municipal finances in Alberta. To accomplish this, Apples 
to Apples examines the following questions: 

1. Are there trends in resource-based taxation revenue and to what level do  
rural municipalities depend on these revenue resources?

2. How important is linear taxation revenue to rural communities?

3. Should restricted municipal reserves be considered an indication of wealth  
or a financing tool?

4. What is the state of the municipal infrastructure deficit? How does that relate to overall 
municipal finance?

5. What is the validity of per capita funding arguments in the province?  
What impact would they have on municipalities?

6. What is the level of funding transferred inter-municipally through cost and/or  
revenue sharing agreements?

The answers to these questions all support the AAMDC’s position that only comparing urban 
and rural municipal revenues and reserves is misleading. The reality is that every municipality 
in Alberta faces challenges in terms of financial sustainability and continues to rely on federal 
and provincial grants and transfers. These challenges, however, are not identical, nor can they 
be solved with a one-size-fits-all solution. For while the perception is that population may be 
the best predictor of expenses in municipalities, in reality, assets are a far better predictor for 
need. These assets are critical to the support of the development of the natural resources that 
drive Alberta’s economy.
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The AAMDC believes the 
idea that all tax revenue 

from linear properties 
should be shared based on 
population is short-sighted 

and not in the best interests 
of Albertans  

– rural or urban.

Preliminary Expectations 
Based on discussion with members and preliminary 
research, the AAMDC expects that due to their 
proportionally higher expenses, rural municipalities 
are in similar or worse financial positions compared 
to their urban counterparts. Rural municipalities incur 
these proportionately higher expenses as a result of 
their lower populations and typically large networks of 
infrastructure. It is also expected that rural municipality’s 
higher reliance on non-residential revenue sources will 
leave them more susceptible to economic downturns 
and changes in the energy industry, increasing their risk.

Introduction
Over the past decade there has been a 
growing trend for neighbouring  
municipalities to develop financial sharing 
agreements that recognize the joint cost  
of various municipal services and  
infrastructure. Mutually and regionally  
beneficial, there are currently many 
examples throughout Alberta of successful 
inter-municipal financing agreements 
between rural and urban municipalities.

Perceived revenue inequality between rural 
and urban municipalities, however, has 
caused some to see rural Alberta as unfairly 
advantaged – with access to lucrative 
industrial assessment without significant 
populations to support. To rectify this 
situation, some have suggested that all tax 
revenue from linear properties should be 
shared based on population.

The AAMDC believes this approach to be 
short-sighted and not in the best interests 
of Albertans – rural or urban.

Discussions on municipal finances cannot 
only focus on revenues. To compare apples 
to apples, expenditures must be considered 
in assessing the differences in the urban 
versus rural context. For rural municipalities, 
expenses are often higher due to their 
assets, such as extensive road networks, 
bridges and water and wastewater systems 
that need to be maintained. Providing 
municipal services to rural, sparsely 
populated/highly industrial areas is also 
costly.

In an effort to equip AAMDC members and 
educate other municipal stakeholders, the 
AAMDC, working with Acton Consulting, 
has commissioned this study on the current 
state of rural municipal finances and to 
determine if the current taxation system 
can support the long-term financial viability 
of rural municipalities. 

In addition, it is also expected that the redistribution 
of municipal revenues in the province, specifically 
the redistribution of linear property revenue based 
on municipal population, will have negative impacts 
on rural municipalities and threaten the viability and 
sustainability of rural municipalities. This is because 
municipal expenses are driven by assets and assets are 
not always driven by population. 

There is a minimum level of assets that all municipalities 
must maintain, regardless of the population. In rural 
municipalities, these assets (and their subsequent 
expense and servicing) often stem from the vastness of 
the land and the type and quantity of natural resources 
that exist. By ‘short changing’ municipalities with 
smaller populations we, in effect, ‘short change’ Alberta 
by impacting access and servicing to the land and 
resources that drive our prosperity.
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Finding 1 
Municipal Financial Information System (MFIS)  
reporting in Alberta needs to be improved 
During our analysis we encountered a number of challenges based on inconsistencies 
in financial reporting. This was evident in MFIS reporting, particularly after the 
introduction of TCA practices. It will be important to continue to provide clarity and 
training on municipal financial reporting to ensure consistency. This consistency will 
improve transparency for citizens, will make it easier to plan for municipalities, and will 
make it easier to plan and develop policy for the Government of Alberta. 

The Core of the Matter

Methodology 
While not all results are outlined in this paper, the key areas investigated in this paper include: 
Municipal Expense Drivers, Revenue Sources, Expense Sources, Reserves and Debt and Rural 
Municipal Infrastructure Deficit. 

To analyze these key areas a number of tools were used, including regression analysis, Municipal 
Financial Information System (MFIS) data, workbooks for inter-municipal transfer data capture, as well 
as a deterioration model. 

The MFIS data was used to develop a number of ratios that provide insight into the current state of 
municipal finances in the province. The ratios were calculated over an eight year period, from 2004 to 
2011, in order to identify any longer term trends in the ratios. MFIS data was only available up to 2011 
at the time of analysis.

The workbooks were developed to capture the level of inter-municipal transfers that occur between 
rural and urban municipalities in the province. The level of transfers are intended to describe the cost 
sharing that occurs between municipalities in the province, but also capture some revenue sharing 
arrangements between rural and urban municipalities.

The deterioration curve used an existing model from the AAMDC’s Rural Transportation Funding 
Options Report (2006). The analysis shows the current state of rural municipal infrastructure in the 
province and was updated to the year 2011, using the most current information available. The model 
shows the impact of MSI funding and municipal investment in rural municipal infrastructure in the 
province. One of the key research topics was to analyze the infrastructure deficit and determine the 
impact that may have on municipal finances1. 
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Definitions 
There are a number of terms used in this paper that have specific definitions within the context of the 
report. The precise meaning of the terms within the paper is important to understand for context and 
consistency. These terms are consistent with other AAMDC papers, but may differ from the definitions 
used by other organizations.

Revenue sharing 
The redistribution of revenue between 
municipalities based on some predetermined 
model or formula. The particular focus for this 
study is revenue sharing based on allocation by 
population. AAMDC does not support revenue 
(tax) sharing among local governments as a 
desirable means of addressing regional financing 
of capital initiatives or the funding of service 
delivery, especially if the tax sharing is in the form 
of a grant from one local government to another.

Cost sharing 
Benefit-based cost sharing takes many forms but 
all involve an agreement between municipalities 
where those who benefit from a service pay 
for that service. AAMDC considers cost sharing 
the most effective and accountable means 
of cooperative financing in use by Alberta’s 
municipalities. 

High Risk Revenue 
High risk revenue sources include machinery 
and equipment (M&E) as well as resource-
related linear property revenue2. These revenues 
are subject to change based on fluctuations 
in the economy or specific markets over a 
relatively short period of time, making them less 
predictable.

Regression Analysis 
A statistical method measuring the strength of 
the predictive relationship of multiple variables. It 
can be used to determine the predictive power of 
one variable on another. Please see the Technical 
Appendix for more detail on regression analysis.

Operating Expenses 
Expenses involved in ongoing operations and 
maintenance of municipalities. In this report 
operational expenses are based on MFIS criteria 
and definitions.

Capital Expenses 
Expenses directly related to capital assets 
including purchasing, constructing and upgrading 
that extends the useful life of the asset. In this 
report capital expenses are based on MFIS criteria 
and definitions.

Tangible Capital Assets (TCA) 
A system of municipal financial reporting for 
municipalities to record and report their capital 
assets in their financial statements, including 
information on the condition of those assets. The 
changes to reporting involved recognizing capital 
expenditures, capital assets and to amortize 
(depreciate) them over their expected useful life. 
They were implemented for the 2009 reporting 
year. For the purpose of this paper, a number of 
financial ratios were impacted by changes in TCA, 
particularly ratios involving capital or operational 
expenses, as these changed in the transition. 
TCA also impacted the levels of reserves, as 
municipalities had to dedicate more of their 
reserves to capital projects under the new 
regime.

Own-Source Revenue 
Includes all revenue a municipality takes in from 
its own operations. This includes a combination 
of property tax revenue, fees and rentals. This 
does not include transfers from other orders of 
government. This is based on the MFIS definitions 
and criteria.

Outlier 
The most extreme examples in any set of data. 
For example, when discussing population urban 
outliers are generally Calgary and Edmonton and 
rural outliers include the RM of Wood Buffalo and 
Strathcona County.  
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Expense, not revenue, is the key driver in municipal finance. 

As a rule, municipalities usually set budgets by first determining expenses and then sourcing revenue. 
Expenses, however, are not solely driven by population. There is a minimum level of assets that all 
municipalities must maintain, regardless of the population. In rural municipalities, these assets (and 
their subsequent expense and servicing) often stem from the vastness of the land and the type 
and quantity of natural resources that exist. Accessing and developing these assets is a big part of 
economic development (and the subsequent high quality of life) in Alberta.

Significant revenue, therefore, is required by all municipalities – regardless of population. 

In our analysis, we found that rural municipalities in the province have higher risk in their revenue 
portfolio compared to their urban counterparts. Rural municipalities have a significantly higher reliance 
on volatile and risky own-source revenue sources compared to urban municipalities (i.e. reliance 
on the Machinery and Equipment (M&E) Tax).  This revenue is considered high risk because not 
only just because  is transitory, but also because the related revenue is dependent on a number of 
uncontrollable variables (e.g. amount of product running through pipelines, potential for abatement, 
overall industry health, world economics, etc).

High risk revenue brings uncertainty to the rural financial situation, as higher risk revenue sources are 
more prone to decreasing or being eliminated. This potential for volatility makes it difficult for municipal 
administrators to plan long-term. Without predictable and consistent revenues, it is difficult to plan 
capital projects, to service interest payments, and to provide consistent levels of service to citizens.

Trends & Reliance  
on Resource-based  
Taxation Revenue 

Without predictable and consistent 
revenues, it is difficult to plan capital 

projects, to service interest payments, 
and to provide consistent levels of 

service to citizens.
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Percent of Municipalities with Machinery and Equipment Tax Revenue / Total Revenue > 10%Chart 1.

Chart 1 demonstrates that more and more rural municipalities are relying on M&E taxation as a 
significant portion of their revenue stream. This is in contrast to urban municipalities who have 
held very constant. This chart intentionally understates the reliance of Albertan municipalities on 
high risk revenue sources by excluding the resource related linear property tax revenue and only 
examining M&E. 

This shows the percentage of municipalities who had greater than 30% of their total revenues 
from linear property and M&E combined. This was done by adding linear property revenues to 
M&E and dividing by total revenues. This likely overstates the reliance on high risk revenue as 
part of the linear assessment will go towards more permanent utilities, particularly in the urban 
municipalities.

From this chart we see in 2004, that 76% of rural municipalities had greater than 30% of their 
revenue from linear property and M&E tax revenue sources; by 2011 this had increased to 82% 
of rural municipalities. Over the same time period the percentage of urban municipalities with 
greater than 30% of their revenue coming from linear and high risk sources stayed relatively flat; 
ranging from 0% to 3% of municipalities. The rural municipalities’ higher reliance on M&E and 
linear property means that their revenue streams are higher risk and more exposed to economic 
swings.

Percent of Municipalities with Linear Property Tax (plus M& E) / Total Revenue > 30%Chart 2.
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Finding 2 
Rural municipalities are increasingly reliant  
on higher risk revenue sources
Charts 1 and 2 understate and overstate the reliance of municipalities on high 
risk revenue sources, respectively. This is a proxy for the reliance on resource 
based revenue. We found rural municipalities to be much more reliant on high-risk 
revenue and, by association, resource tax based revenue, compared to their urban 
counterparts. 

The Core of the Matter
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Much of this analysis suggests that revenue 
sharing, particularly if it is based on population, 
would be damaging to rural municipalities. To 
demonstrate the impact, we asked ourselves 
what would happen if all of the linear taxation 
revenue collected by municipalities was 
pooled together and redistributed based on 
population. This is the type of scenario that has 
been proposed in the province, and although it 
represents an extreme example, it does have a 
level of support from some decision makers. 

In an attempt to illustrate the impact this scenario 
would have, we projected a number of ratios up to 
2013 using current distribution methods and then 
projected 2014 to 2016 based on the redistribution 
of linear tax revenue by population.

Our analysis shows immediate and extremely 
negative impacts to rural municipalities. 

Importance of linear  
taxation revenue  
to rural communities 

Revenue
sharing, particularly if it  
is based on population,
would be damaging to 

rural municipalities.
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revenue sharing based on population

Chart 3.

Assuming municipal debt continues to grow at its current rate, this shows the minimal impact 
to urban municipalities, increasing their debt ratio by approximately 10% over the projection. 
Rural municipalities are much more significantly impacted in this projection as their debt limits 
decrease as a result of reduced revenues (i.e. their adjusted debt limit). We see an immediate 
and steep increase as soon as the reallocation model is applied in 2014. By 2016, the average 
rural municipality has long-term debt over 90% of its debt limit. 

Forecasted percentage of municipalities in financial deficitChart 4.

Starting in 2014, we forecasted a reallocation of linear taxation revenue based on population. 
The chart shows an immediate effect of reallocation on rural municipalities as soon as it is 
applied in 2014. Roughly 50% of all rural municipalities would immediately be unable to cover 
their expenses. This is a drastic difference compared to 2013, before the redistribution, where 
there are a much smaller percentage of rural municipalities unable to cover their expenses 
compared to urban ones. This scenario has little impact on urban municipalities though. The 
number of urban municipalities unable to cover their expenses remains low (approximately 5%) 
and we do not see an increase after the model is applied.
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What does this mean?
Finding 3 
A redistribution of linear taxation revenues  
based on population would have a significant  
negative impact on rural municipalities debt levels;  
with little or no impact on urban municipalities 
This analysis looked at future projections of municipal long-term debt compared to 
debt limits based on the redistribution linear taxation revenue. Municipal debt limits 
are calculated based on revenue; therefore a municipality’s debt limit is directly 
linked to any changes in revenue reallocation. In this scenario rural municipalities lose 
revenue and therefore their debt limit decreases. This has a significant impact on the 
ratio of long-term debt to debt limit for rural municipalities. Our analysis highlighted 
that the average rural municipality would be over 90% of its debt limit by 2016 in this 
scenario, seriously affecting municipal sustainability.  

Finding 4 
Reallocating linear property revenue based  
on municipal population would negatively impact rural 
municipalities by severely compromising their financial viability
Reallocating linear property based on population will have significant negative impact 
on rural municipalities while adding little to no benefit to small urban municipalities. 
This provides support for the assertion that distribution based on population is not 
equitable or even advantageous to all municipalities.

Our analysis looked at the ratio of total expenses to revenues to highlight the impact 
redistribution would have on the bottom line of rural and urban municipalities. 
Redistributing linear taxation revenues based population would heavily favour 
larger urban centers with high population, have limited impact on smaller urban 
municipalities, and severely hinder rural municipalities’ ability to operate.

Our future projections highlight the severe negative impact that redistributing linear 
property tax revenue based on population would have on rural municipalities. Rural 
municipalities would immediately increase their long-term debt compared to their debt 
limit. The average rural municipality would nearly reach their debt ceiling by 2016 in 
this scenario. The analysis also projects a large number of rural municipalities unable 
to cover their expenses under this scenario. It is also important to note the analysis 
showed minimal impact to urban municipalities. 

These findings offer strong evidence against arguments for redistributing linear 
property revenue based on population and reinforce the short-sightedness of any 
population-based distribution model. 

The Core of the Matter
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Current legislation gives 
municipalities the autonomy to 

decide how their funds are spent 
or saved to address infrastructure 

projects. This enabling legislation is 
strongly supported by the AAMDC 

and must be maintained.

There is a misconception that reserve 
levels on balance sheets are a means 
of measuring wealth in municipalities. 
Reserves are a means to pay for assets in 
the future. Many municipalities dedicate 
specific funds, called restricted reserves, 
to specific projects. Alternatively, some 
municipalities borrow to pay for these 
projects. Under each of these scenarios, the 
municipality acquires the asset, but up until 
completion the reserve ‘rich’ municipality 
appears to have greater wealth. Over the 
past decade, the majority of reserve funds 
have been dedicated to a project and are 
now restricted.

Restricted reserves can only be considered 
an indication of wealth when considered 
in context with all of the municipality’s 
assets. One must balance financial assets 
with the condition (and thus, value) of 
municipal infrastructure.  Otherwise, 
restricted municipal reserves are simply 
council’s choice of financing replacement or 
upgrading of infrastructure.

The current level of  
reserves held by municipalities  
Municipal reserves can be restricted for a specific 
project (i.e. restricted reserves) or held to use for 
emergent issues at a later date (i.e. unrestricted 
reserves). The AAMDC does not have a recommended 
policy on holding reserves, as some municipalities 
choose to use them, while others do not. This decision 
is largely up to the political will of the constituents in 
each municipality.

Our analysis shows that, on average, rural municipalities 
have higher levels of restricted reserves than their urban 
counterparts. It is important to note that restricted 
reserves are specifically set aside for planned capital 
projects. Urban municipalities have typically had higher 
levels of unrestricted reserves. There are, however, a 
number of outliers that significantly increase the average 
reserve levels (both in urban and rural municipalities). 

Given that the cost of infrastructure upgrades/
replacements are typically too high to be paid out of a 
single year’s revenue stream, even with grant funding, 
councils must choose to finance the project and enjoy 
it now while spreading the cost over future years, or 
save now and put off the benefit of the new upgraded/
replaced infrastructure off until years down the road.  

Annual budgeted contributions to restricted reserves 
are considered a liability and are carried as such on 
municipal balance sheets. They are an indication of a 
council’s commitment to a future project and should not 
be considered part of a surplus.

Current legislation gives municipalities the autonomy to 
decide how their funds are spent or saved to address 
infrastructure projects.  This enabling legislation is 
strongly supported by the AAMDC and must be 
maintained.

Should restricted 
municipal reserves 
be considered an 
indication of wealth  
or a financing tool?

Restricted reserves can only be 
considered an indication of wealth 

when considered in context with all 
of the municipality’s assets. 
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Percent of municipalities with Total Reserves > One Year of Total Expenses3Chart 5.

This chart summarizes the percentage of rural and urban municipalities that had reserve 
levels greater than their total expenses per annum. It reveals an increasing trend in the 
number of municipalities that have reserve levels as high as, or higher than total expenses. 
In 2004, 37% of rural municipalities had total reserves greater than 100% of their annual total 
expenses; by 2011 this increased to 64% of municipalities. In comparison, there are fewer 
urban municipalities that have reserves as high as annual expenses; however the trend is also 
increasing. In 2004, 19% of urban municipalities had total reserves greater than 100% of their 
annual total expenses; by 2011 this increased to 37% of urban municipalities.

Finding 5 
Both rural and urban municipalities  
are increasing their reserve levels 
Our analysis of reserves compared to total expenses shows an increasing trend in 
the number of rural and urban municipalities that have total reserves greater than 
total expenses. The ratio is total reserves divided by total expenses and represents a 
municipality’s ability to cover future capital projects and operational expenses in the 
event of decreasing revenues. As both rural and urban municipalities are increasingly 
reliant on revenue sources that are susceptible to unforeseen reductions (e.g. grants, 
transfers, resource-based revenue), it is possible that increasing reserve levels is a 
strategy to offset potential risk.  

The Core of the Matter
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The current level of reserves held by municipalities  
The other typical means for financing capital projects is through borrowing. Our analysis included 
a review of the long-term debt levels of municipalities in the province. We compared these levels 
to municipal debt limits and found that this ratio had stayed relatively low for both urban and rural 
municipalities, which indicates debt levels are being managed appropriately. 

Average municipal long-term debt compared to debt limitChart 6.

What does this mean?
Finding 6 
While urban and rural debt levels  
are relatively low in proportion to municipal debt  
limits, they have marginally increased over the past decade
From a debt perspective, rural and urban municipalities are fulfilling their financial 
responsibilities managing their long-term debt. The long-term debt limit is based on a 
formula which relies on a municipality’s revenue and ability to re-pay long-term debt. 
Approaching the debt limit will increase risk to the municipality and pressures its ability 
to service its obligations.

We found that both rural and urban municipalities are, on average, holding relatively 
low levels of long-term debt compared to their debt limit. However, there is a slight 
increasing trend for both rural and urban municipalities, and we observed that on 
average urban municipalities do have more long-term debt compared to their debt limit 
than their rural counterparts. 

The Core of the Matter

Municipal debt limits are calculated as 1.5 times the current revenue of a municipality. 
This chart shows that, for both urban and rural municipalities, there is an increase in their 
ratio of long-term municipal debt to debt limit yet the majority of municipalities remain well 
below their overall limits. It is interesting to note that in comparison to the use of reserves, 
borrowing seems to have an opposite pattern with the urban municipalities using more 
of their debt limit than their rural counterparts. This may be an indicator of differences in 
financing philosophy and/or an outcome of the risk associated with rural revenue sources.
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A closer look at reserves and borrowing 
As a part of this analysis, we indicated that typically the 
discussion around municipal finances in this province is centered 
on revenues. This is evident when we look at the arguments for 
redistributing linear property tax revenue. The AAMDC argues 
that it is critical to look at expenses, as well as revenue when 
discussing municipal finances. In fact, expenses are more 
important than revenue. A municipality’s first priority is covering 
their expenses in a cost efficient manner. 

There are a number of “outlier” municipalities (both urban 
and rural) that are holding large amounts of reserves; which 
some would consider a measure of wealth. However, we have 
illustrated that the more typical rural municipalities have levels 
of reserves in line with the average urban municipality. There 
may be a few outlier rural municipalities that are driving this 
perception, but the reality is that a discussion of municipal wealth 
must include a more in-depth discussion than the currently 
available data will allow. Ultimately, the level of reserves must 
always be considered in relation to the value of a municipality’s 
assets.
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Urban Reserves (Outliers Excluded) 

Chart 7. Rural Reserves (Outliers Excluded)

Chart 8.

The analysis shows that on average rural municipalities have slightly higher levels of 
reserves overall but still proportionally similar levels of both restricted and unrestricted 
reserves compared to urban municipalities. Specifically rural municipalities have 
approximately $25 million in restricted reserves post-Tangible Capital Assets (TCA) 
reporting which is very similar to the average urban. The average rural does have slightly 
higher levels of unrestricted reserves, though not significantly. Prior to the introduction 
of TCA reporting4  the average rural had lower overall levels of total reserves, but higher 
levels of unrestricted reserves. 

There is also an increasing trend in the level of restricted reserves for rural municipalities 
under both reporting eras (2004 to 2008 and 2009 to 2011, respectively). However our 
analysis also shows that unrestricted reserves were also increasing for rurals prior to TCA. 
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What does this mean?
Finding 7 
Rural municipal restricted reserve levels are increasing,  
but unrestricted reserve levels have remained flat
We looked at the current reserve levels for urban and rural municipalities (restricted 
and unrestricted). Reserves become restricted when they become allocated to fund 
a specific future capital expense, therefore increases in restricted reserves accounts 
for more in-depth municipal planning and forecasting of future expense needs, as well 
as a reflection of new reporting requirements under TCA. Restricted reserves can be 
considered responsible financial practices for future capital expenses. Our analysis 
shows rural and urban municipalities have similar levels of average restricted reserves, 
but rural municipalities have slightly higher levels of unrestricted reserves, on average. 

In our analysis we discovered a number of urban and rural municipalities were having 
drastic impacts on the average reserve levels, making them seem excessively large. 
For the urban municipalities, the outliers were Calgary and Edmonton and the rural 
municipalities were Wood Buffalo and Strathcona County, among others. These 
outliers were removed from our analysis to show a more typical urban or rural 
municipality in the province.

The Core of the Matter
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The Rural Municipal  
Infrastructure Deficit 
What is the impact of this borrowing or use of reserve 
accounts? These financing tools are used for capital 
projects; some to build new needed infrastructure 
and others, to refurbish or replace existing assets. A 
key question of this report is to determine the current 
level of infrastructure deficit in rural municipalities and 
how it impacts rural municipal finances.5  

Rural infrastructure portfolios throughout Alberta are 
made up of capital assets such as roads, bridges, 
buildings, water and wastewater systems, whose 
benefits extends beyond a time span of one year 
(i.e. expected asset life). Over time, capital assets 
deteriorate (with the exception of land). Therefore, 
the value of the infrastructure portfolio naturally goes 
down. This can be prevented through investment 
in the maintenance or replacement of assets; this 
investment maintains and/or increases the condition 
(i.e. the percentage of new condition) of these 
assets depending on the level of investment. The 
infrastructure deficit is the difference between the 
current condition of rural municipal infrastructure and 
the optimal level of assets6. 

The deterioration curve model was first applied to 
analyze the state of rural infrastructure in a 2006 
AAMDC report, Rural Transportation Funding Options 
Report. This analysis was a key item of evidence in 
the design of the Municipal Sustainability Initiative 
in 2007. It is a mathematical formula that forecasts 
the condition of the overall portfolio based on the 
weighted average point in the assets life; in a graph 
format it looks like a curve. 

Our analysis looked at the rural infrastructure deficit 
under scenarios where there was no MSI funding 
provided, the planned MSI funding amounts were 
provided, and the current reality. 

The infrastructure 
deficit is the 

difference between 
the current condition 

of rural municipal 
infrastructure and the 

optimal level of assets
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Asset Deterioration CurveChart 9.

This chart shows that assets do not deteriorate on a straight line basis; in their first years 
of service, little deterioration of their value occurs. But if the asset is left to deteriorate, the 
pace of deterioration continues at an increasing rate. At approximately 70% of the expected 
life, we see a “cliff” where deterioration accelerates very quickly. At this point it becomes 
extremely expensive year over year to maintain the asset. Instead it is a much better strategy 
to maintain the asset at the top of the curve, approximately 94% of new condition and 50% 
of useful life, where it takes a much smaller investment to maintain the asset year over year.

This curve shows the potential impact to municipalities if infrastructure is left to deteriorate. 
Municipalities run a risk of having their infrastructure reach the steep part of the curve, 
where repairing it becomes extremely expensive. This would put incredible pressure on 
municipalities to reallocate revenues from other areas to address their infrastructure issues.

Individual details on the condition and age of these assets are difficult to gather, but there are 
techniques to study them as a whole portfolio. For this study we looked at the previous work 
that had made estimates of the state of Alberta’s rural municipal infrastructure in 20067  and 
20088. We then updated the model using current information up to 2011 to see the changes 
that have occurred since the last variation. 

Using updated information, we looked at the levels of investment that have been made 
by rural municipalities into the rural infrastructure portfolio, and mapped them against the 
expected year over year deterioration of the portfolio based on the curve above. We wanted 
to see if the investment was outpacing the deterioration of the portfolio or vice versa. We also 
analyzed the addition of Municipal Sustainability Initiative (MSI) funding on the portfolio. The 
MSI funding was a major initiative by the provincial government to reduce the infrastructure 
deficit in the province. 

This study also recognizes that municipalities also contribute to infrastructure from their own 
reserves and other federal and provincial grants and transfers9. These grants and transfer 
programs continue to be vital to the sustainability of rural municipal infrastructure creation and 
maintenance. 
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Year  Actual MSI Amounts Original MSI Amounts

2007  $143,069,526  $142,929,826

2008  $169,393,843  $160,830,963

2009  $136,277,743  $195,818,640

2010  $300,856,693  $470,925,530

2011  $219,261,581  $339,332,521

Comparison of Actual vs. Original MSI Rural ContributionsChart 10.

Rural Municipal Infrastructure Deficit (Millions) Chart 11.

Here we see the annual infrastructure deficit for each of the three scenarios (Actual, Original 
and Without MSI) and the funding required to get the infrastructure portfolio to the optimal 
level. The differences between the three scenarios demonstrate the differences in annual 
municipal capital investment as a result of the Municipal Sustainability Initiative. The chart 
also emphasizes the benefit of MSI as an investment – preventing an additional $1.5 billion 
in infrastructure deficit for rural municipalities.
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Finding 8 
Without the MSI program,  
rural Alberta’s infrastructure deficit would have  
been 51% higher at $4.44 billion ($4.59 billion in 2013 dollars)
By 2011, the infrastructure deficit would have been $4.44 billion ($4.59 billion in 2013 
dollars) if the MSI program had not been implemented. This finding demonstrates that 
MSI has, and will continue to work in preventing an increasing infrastructure deficit in the 
province.

It is also important to consider how MSI funding is being used: whether to maintain 
existing assets, or to build new assets. Municipalities, that are using MSI funds to build 
new assets, such as community centers, rather than maintaining or replacing existing 
assets, must be mindful of the long-term consequences. This is because building new 
assets will add to the size of the asset portfolio, requiring more revenue to maintain. 

Finding 9 
The MSI program, as it was originally designed,  
would have cut the rural infrastructure deficit and  
would have reversed the deterioration trend 
The original MSI funding commitment was $1.31 billion to rural municipalities over five 
years. This increased MSI funding would have reversed the deterioration curve and reduced 
the rural infrastructure deficit to $2.11 billion ($2.19 billion in 2013 dollars). This highlights 
that the MSI program, as it was initially envisioned, would have been an even better 
investment for the provincial government and would have reduced the infrastructure deficit 
on rural municipalities.

Finding 10 
While MSI payments are slowing the increase in  
rural Alberta’s infrastructure deficit, the program  
has not eliminated the $3 billion rural infrastructure deficit 
Since 2007, MSI funding has helped slow the increase of the rural infrastructure deficit. By 
2011, MSI had saved rural Alberta approximately $1.49 billion ($1.54 billion in 2013 dollars). 
While MSI has contributed to limit the deterioration of assets, it has not been enough to 
completely halt, let alone improve, the overall condition of rural infrastructure. 

The actual MSI funding contribution to rural municipalities from 2007 to 2011 totalled $969 
million and has helped limit the total infrastructure deficit to $2.94 billion ($3.05 billion in 
2013 dollars).

Our analysis of the rural municipal infrastructure deficit highlights that MSI funding has 
been successful in limiting the deterioration of rural infrastructure in the province. However, 
the current levels of funding have not been enough to completely limit deterioration or 
improve the overall portfolio condition. This clearly shows that MSI is a critical investment 
in Alberta’s municipalities – preventing billions in infrastructure deficits. The significant cost 
saving effects of MSI also demonstrate the need for the province’s continued partnership 
in investing in municipal infrastructure.

The Core of the Matter
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For both urban and rural municipalities, government transfers 
and grants to fund capital expenditures are essential. As 
responsibilities and expectations for municipal government 
increase, these grants and transfers will only become more 
vital. Without consistent and predictable funding, municipalities 
are hampered in their ability to create long-term plans. 

The extent to which 
municipalities rely on 
government transfers for 
capital projects
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This chart was constructed from the ratio of government transfers divided by total revenue. 
It shows the percentage of rural and urban municipalities that have greater than 50% of 
their total revenues from provincial grants/transfers. This ratio represents a municipality’s 
reliance on government transfers and the 50% threshold highlights an arbitrary but 
significant percentage. On the chart, the higher percentages and increasing trends 
experienced by urban municipalities equates to a significant reliance on transfers from 
other orders of government. In 2004, 2% of urban municipalities had government transfers 
encompass greater than 50% of their total revenue; by 2011 this increased to 15% of urban 
municipalities. Conversely, over the same time period the percentage of rural municipalities 
with government transfers making up greater than 50% of their total revenue stayed 
relatively constant; ranging from 0% to 3% of municipalities.

Percent of Municipalities with >50% Government Transfers/Capital ExpendituresChart 12.

This summarizes the percentage of rural and urban municipalities that have more than 50% 
of their capital expenses funded by government transfers. Since government transfers 
are considered to be at risk, having government transfers greater than 50% of capital 
expenditures is problematic. Municipalities using a higher percentage of government 
transfers to fund capital expenses are at risk if government transfers are ever reduced. 

An increased numbers of rural and urban municipalities have transfers greater than 50% of 
capital expenses over the eight year period, highlighting an increased reliance on transfers 
as a revenue source. While more urban municipalities met this threshold, the increasing 
trend in rural municipalities is potentially problematic factoring in their high reliance on high 
risk revenue sources (see Trends & Reliance on Resource-based Taxation Revenue).

Percent of Municipalities with >50% Government Transfers/Total RevenuesChart 13.
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What does this mean?

Finding 11 
Federal and provincial government  
grants and transfers are vital to the sustainability  
of both rural and urban municipalities
The analysis suggests urban municipalities rely on government transfers as a bigger 
proportion of their revenue and capital expenditures than their rural counterparts. 
However, there is an increasing trend for both rural and urban municipalities. A 
reliance on government transfers adds risk to their revenue projections, as they are 
outside of the municipality’s control. As responsibilities and expectations for municipal 
government increase, these grants and transfers will only become more vital.

The Core of the Matter
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Recent years have seen a dramatic rise in 
the average annual expenditure of municipal 

governments. Many credit this to Alberta’s overall 
increasing population, a shift in responsibility to 

municipalities from higher orders of government, 
their efforts to slow or reduce the infrastructure 

deficit, their residents’ demands for high 
standards of infrastructure and services, or a 

combination of these and other factors. 

As the reliance on transfers from other orders of government grows, it is important to test the 
assumption that population is the most fair and equitable means to allocate grant funds. Recent years 
have seen a dramatic rise in the average annual expenditure of municipal governments. Many credit this 
to Alberta’s overall increasing population, a shift in responsibility to municipalities from higher orders 
of government, their efforts to slow or reduce the infrastructure deficit, their residents’ demands for 
high standards of infrastructure and services, or a combination of these and other factors. The fall-back 
argument is generally that population increases puts increased pressure on municipal jurisdictions as 
Alberta continues to grow. Alternatively, there is also an argument that rural municipal expenses will 
be declining based on the steadily declining population in most rural municipalities. If this is true, then 
population will provide to be the main driver of municipal expenses and distribution of government 
support based on population will be a feasible argument.

To test whether population can accurately predict municipal expenses we used regression analysis, 
a statistical technique that attempts to explain the strength of the relationship between a number 
of variables. Regression analysis uses a form of averaging that represents the relationship of these 
variables. From this, we can determine how good a predictor one variable is for another (i.e. population 
for expenses).

To identify whether there are better predictors of municipal expenses, we also conducted a regression 
analysis on the relationship between municipal assets (length of roads, water and wastewater systems, 
total area, and number of households) and municipal expenses.

Impact of  
Per Capita Funding
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Relationship between Alberta Municipal Population and 
Total Expenditures – All Municipalities 2004 – 2011 

Chart 14.

This chart shows the relationship between population and expenses for all Alberta 
municipalities over an eight year time period. Does population predict expenses? 
Initially, the method seems to answer this question, suggesting that 96% of the 
change in expenses can be predicted by change in population. However, one 
can see in the circled portion of the chart that the high population data points, 
Edmonton and Calgary, have a significant impact on the analysis. 
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Relationship between Alberta Municipal Population and 
Total Expenditures – Excluding Edmonton & Calgary 

Chart 15.
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Remove Edmonton and Calgary from the equation and a very different picture 
emerges. First, the influence of population drops from 96% to about 80%. This 
means that population is becoming less relevant as a predictor of expenses. 
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Relationship between Alberta Municipal Population and Total Expenditures – 
Municipalities under 10,000 (2004 – 2011) 

Chart 16.
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A different picture emerges again when we present only the data from 
municipalities with populations under 10,000 (about 87% of Alberta municipalities 
have pop. <10,000). The points are far more scattered from the trend line, and the 
explanatory power of the model drops to about 63%. This suggests that for 87% 
of Albertan municipalities, population is not an accurate driver of expenses. 

H2



Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta

32 | Alberta Association of Municipal Districts & Counties

What does this mean?

Finding 12 
Analysis of municipal data is misrepresented  
with the inclusion of Edmonton and Calgary  
There are fundamental differences in population, infrastructure, scope and influence of 
Edmonton and Calgary compared to other municipalities in the province. They should 
not be considered in the same analysis as other municipalities. This conclusion was 
highlighted in our regression analysis as Edmonton and Calgary are obvious outliers 
in the sample (see Chart 14). They also impacted the results of the analysis as the 
linkage between population and municipal expenses decreases significantly when they 
are removed from the analysis (see Chart 15 and 16). 

The Core of the Matter
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A Better Predictor for Municipal Expenses 
Total municipal population is not a good predictor of municipal 
expenses, particularly for smaller municipalities. Would an asset-
based model work better for predicting expenses? 

To test this we applied a similar methodology to municipal 
assets, regressing a bundle of assets (length of roads, water and 
wastewater systems, total area, and number of households) against 
municipal expenses. We ran the same analysis as our population 
analysis: for all municipalities, municipalities under 100,000 
populations and municipalities under 10,000 populations. 

Size   Population Assets  # of Municipalities

All   96.0%  95.0%  342

Under 100,000 80.5%  79.0%  339

Under 10,000 62.6%  83.0%  298

Population versus Asset as a Predictor of Municipal ExpensesChart 17.

The amount of assets a municipality has can predict 95% of its expenses. As 
an example, each additional kilometre of road and the amount of land that a 
municipality has will lead to higher expenses. 

Four of the asset groups had a positive correlation with municipal expense as in, 
the greater the length of roads, water and wastewater systems, and total area 
of the municipality the greater cost the municipality faces. The fifth asset group 
(housing density) showed a negative correlation to municipal expense. In other 
words, the more condensed a municipality is, the lower the costs to service the 
municipality.10

H2



Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta

34 | Alberta Association of Municipal Districts & Counties

What does this mean?

Finding 13 
Total municipal population  
is not a strong driver for predicting municipal expenses
For the strong majority of municipalities in the province, their expenses are more 
closely related to their asset base than their population. Plans to redistribute grant 
funding or taxation revenue based on population therefore are likely to hurt smaller 
urban and rural municipalities, while helping only a small number of larger urban 
centers. The reality is that even in instances of declining population in rural areas, 
fixed costs related to infrastructure do not decline with population and need to be 
considered in funding models. 

Finding 14 
Assets are a better driver than population  
for predicting Alberta municipal expenses
Both analyses, for under 100,000 population and under 10,000 population, provide 
strong evidence that asset based models are better predictors of municipal expenses, 
predicting 79% and 83%, respectively. The asset based regression model does not 
decrease nearly as much as the population analysis when looking at smaller population 
groups.

This analysis also lends support to rural municipalities retaining linear tax property 
revenue, because the industries that supply it require a substantial infrastructure 
base and road network. Typically the argument is that some of the revenue should be 
redistributed to urban municipalities, where the workers for the industry typically live. 
However, our analysis shows that the asset based to support the industry is a better 
predictor of expenses than the population used to staff those industries. 

This analysis answers the question whether population is the best driver for municipal 
expenses, and whether population based grant funding is appropriate. What we 
found is that municipal expenses are driven more by their assets compared to their 
population, especially in smaller municipalities. This calls into question the use of 
population-based allocation models for grant programs if the goal is to fund needs (i.e. 
expenses) in the fairest manner. 

The Core of the Matter

H2



Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta

35 | Alberta Association of Municipal Districts & Counties

100

80

60

40

20v

0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

120

140

2011

$ 
m

ill
io

n
s

Increasingly inter-municipal transfers 
represent cost sharing initiatives between 
rural and urban municipalities.11 Typically, 
and inappropriately, these inter-municipal 
transfers are often ignored in discussions 
of municipal finances in the province. 

Current Cost  
& Revenue  

Sharing  
Agreements

Rural to Urban Inter-municipal Transfers Chart 18.

Since 2004, anywhere from $45 million to $130 million has been transferred from 
rural to urban municipalities. In general, an increase in transfers is seen year over 
year. However, there is evidence to suggest that this significant drop is due to 
the lack of complete data in 2011 and 2012 as well as the potential delays in the 
completion of capital projects in urban centers, which received contributions from 
rural municipalities. 

H2



Apples to Apples: A Study of Rural Municipal Finance in Alberta

36 | Alberta Association of Municipal Districts & Counties

What does this mean?

Finding 15 
Rural municipalities make substantial  
contributions to their urban neighbours   
Significant monetary amounts are transferred between municipalities every year. 
Chart 18 shows the total amount of inter-municipal transfers, from rural to urban 
municipalities, through cost-sharing and other arrangements. These numbers do not 
reflect basic fee for service arrangements. Data for the chart was collected from rural 
municipalities. The data collected from the workbooks was verified against the MFIS 
reported values for the amount of transfers in each municipality.

Inter-municipal transfers have increased steadily since 2004, aside from the years 
2011 and 2012 which may have incomplete data. These growing inter-municipal 
transfers represent increasing rural participation in urban services and infrastructure, 
leading to shared benefits and better service to rural and urban citizens alike and 
should be included in any future inter-municipal finance discussion. This trend also 
gives strength to the argument that municipalities are seeing value in cost sharing 
arrangements, because transfers (which include some cost sharing arrangements) are 
increasing steadily. 

The AAMDC supports the use of cost sharing as innovative solutions to meeting 
citizen needs and providing transparency for expenditures.

The Core of the Matter
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1. Municipal Financial Information System (MFIS) reporting in Alberta 
needs to be improved

2. Rural municipalities are increasingly reliant on higher risk revenue 
sources 

3. A redistribution of linear taxation revenues based on population would 
have a significant negative impact on rural municipalities debt levels; 
with little or no impact urban municipalities 

4. Reallocating linear tax revenue based on municipal population would 
negatively impact rural municipalities by severely compromising their 
financial viability 

5. Both rural and urban municipalities are increasing their reserve levels 

6. While urban and rural debt levels are relatively low in proportion to 
municipal debt limits, they have marginally increased over the past 
decade 

7. Rural municipal restricted reserve levels are increasing, but unrestricted 
reserve levels have remained flat

8. Without the MSI program, rural Alberta’s infrastructure deficit would 
have been 51% higher at $4.44 billion ($4.59 billion in 2013 dollars)

9. The MSI program, as it was originally designed, would have cut the rural 
infrastructure deficit and would have reversed the deterioration trend 

10. While MSI payments are slowing the increase in rural Alberta’s 
infrastructure deficit, the program has not eliminated the $3 billion rural 
infrastructure deficit 

11. Federal and provincial government grants and transfers are vital to the 
sustainability of both rural and urban municipalities

12. Analysis of municipal data is misrepresented with the inclusion of 
Edmonton and Calgary  

13. Total municipal population is not a strong driver for predicting municipal 
expenses 

14. Assets are a better driver than population for predicting Alberta 
municipal expenses

15. Rural municipalities make substantial contributions to their urban 
neighbours 

Summary  
& Conclusions
Core Findings
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Conclusions
At the beginning of this paper, we outlined a number of topics and questions that we wanted 
to address. After our analysis of the current state of municipal finances and our projections 
into the future, we wanted to address each topic and offer a conclusion.

1. Are there trends in resource-based taxation revenue  
and to what level rural municipalities depend on  
these revenue resources? 
Although we could not separate out specific aspects of resource-based revenue, 
we were able to analyze revenues that can be considered high risk. This high 
risk category contains revenue based on resource activity. We found that rural 
municipalities have a high reliance on this high risk revenue and that this component 
is becoming a foundational piece of rural municipal financial capacity. Fluctuations in 
the resource industries will likely impact rural municipalities.

Reallocating linear property based on population 
will have significant negative impact on rural 

municipalities while adding little to no benefit to 
small urban municipalities. 

2. How important is the linear taxation revenue to rural 
communities? 
Reallocating linear property based on population will have significant negative impact 
on rural municipalities while adding little to no benefit to small urban municipalities.  
 

Municipal debt limits are calculated based on revenue; therefore a municipality’s 
debt limit is directly linked to any changes in revenue reallocation. By reducing their 
access to linear taxation, rural municipalities lose fundamental revenue. 
 

Our future projections highlight the severe negative impact that redistributing linear 
property revenue based on population would have on rural municipalities. Rural 
municipalities would immediately increase their long-term debt compared to their 
debt limit. Over half of Alberta’s rural municipalities will nearly reach their debt 
ceiling by 2016 in this scenario. The analysis also showed a large number of rural 
municipalities having trouble covering their expenses under this scenario. It is also 
important to note the analysis showed minimal impact to urban municipalities. 
 

These findings offer strong evidence against arguments for redistributing linear 
property revenue based on population and reinforces the short-sightedness of any 
population based distribution model. 
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MSI funding needs to be 
increased in order to reduce 

the overall rural municipal 
infrastructure deficit.

3. Should restricted municipal reserves be considered an 
indication of wealth or a financing tool? 
Restricted reserves can only be considered an indication of wealth when considered 
in context with all of the municipality’s assets. One must balance financial assets 
with the condition (and thus, value) of municipal infrastructure.  Otherwise, 
restricted municipal reserves are simply council’s choice for financing infrastructure 
replacement or upgrading.   Given that the cost of infrastructure upgrades/
replacements are typically too high to be paid out of a single year’s revenue stream, 
even with grant funding, councils must choose to finance the project and enjoy it 
now while spreading the cost over future years, or save now and put off the benefit 
of the new upgraded/replaced infrastructure off until years down the road.   
 
Annual budgeted contributions to restricted reserves are considered a liability and 
are carried as such on municipal balance sheets. They are an indication of a council’s 
commitment to a future project and should not be considered part of a surplus. 
 
Current legislation gives municipalities the autonomy to decide how their funds 
are spent or saved to address infrastructure projects.  This enabling legislation is 
strongly supported by the AAMDC and must be maintained.

4. What is the state of the municipal infrastructure deficit?  
How does that relate to overall municipal finance? 
We showed that the infrastructure deficit has remained fairly level. This is in part 
due to the injection of MSI funding from the provincial government. We also 
showed that an increased amount of MSI funding could have started to reverse the 
infrastructure deficit relieving the financial liability associated with these assets. This 
relief would allow municipalities to address other priority areas. 
 
MSI funding needs to be increased in order to reduce the overall rural municipal 
infrastructure deficit. 
 
While current levels of MSI funding have been to sufficient to limit the increase in 
the rural infrastructure deficit, they have not been high enough to improve asset 
portfolio conditions to the optimal level. In order to reach the optimal condition level 
(94%) overall to MSI funding contributions by the province will have to be increased.
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5. What is the validity of per capita funding arguments in 
the province? What impact would they have on rural 
municipalities? 
We showed that population is a weak predictor of municipal expenses compared 
to assets for the vast majority of municipalities in the province – per capita 
arguments are not equitable to rural or most urban municipalities.  
 
If the aim of grant funding and revenue sharing are to ensure equitable funding 
of need, than per capita arguments are misguided. In fact, our analysis shows 
that redistribution of revenue based on population would be a disaster for rural 
municipalities with almost no gain for most urban municipalities in the province 
 
Our regression analysis also identified that because assets are a better predictor 
of municipal expenses; there is a minimum level of assets for municipalities 
that exists no matter how small a population is. This is because assets must 
be serviced regardless of the population size, and they require revenue. This 
provides further evidence against reallocating revenue based on population, 
because even municipalities with lower populations will still have a minimum level 
of assets to fund. 

6. What is the level of funding transferred inter-municipally 
through cost- and/or revenue-sharing agreements? 
Sharing of municipal resources does occur. Many municipalities, urban and 
rural, have prospered from cost-sharing arrangements. Based on the increase 
in transfers, we can suggest that most municipalities are working with their 
neighbours to find equitable solutions to regional issues. The AAMDC believes 
that the value of these arrangements is significant to urban populations and 
should act as a model for future arrangements.  
 
The AAMDC supports the use of cost sharing as innovative solutions to meeting 
citizen needs and providing transparency for expenditures.

Population is a weak predictor of municipal 
expenses compared to assets for the vast majority 

of municipalities in the province  
– per capita arguments are not equitable to rural or 

most urban municipalities. 
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1 —  See our companion document, Apples to Apples: Technical Appendix for a more detailed 
 overview of these tools and processes, including the process, calculations and assumptions  
 behind the research.

2 —  Some linear property also includes utilities that cannot be separated under the current reporting  
 structure.

3 —  For scaling purposes, we have used one year of expenses as the comparator for reserves.

4 —   There is a clear shift in the reporting of restricted and unrestricted reserves levels after the 
 introduction of Tangible Capital Assets (TCA) reporting in 2009.

5 —   We were unable to locate comparable data for urban jurisdictions.

6 —   The optimal level of assets has been determined to be approximately 94% of new condition --  
 the lowest annual investment required maintenance. For more information, please see the  
 AAMDC’s Rural Transportation Funding Options Report.

7 —   AAMDC, Rural Transportation Funding Options Report, 2006.

8 —   AAMDC, internal analysis, unpublished, 2008.

9 —   Grants & Programs referenced in this analysis include:

• Rural Transportation Grant / Basic Municipal Transportation Grant (Name change, 2011)
• New Deal for Cities and Communities / Federal Gas Tax Fund (Name change, 2010)
• Alberta Municipal Infrastructure Program (AMIP)
• Strategic Transportation Infrastructure Program (STIP)
• Alberta Municipal Water/Wastewater Partnership (AMWWP) / Water for Life - Water 

Strategy Initiative (W4L) 
 Municipal Sustainability Initiative (MSI)

10 —    It is important to note that this analysis still includes Edmonton and Calgary, which as identified  
 earlier, are outliers that can impact the analysis.

11 —    AAMDC, Cost Sharing Works: An Examination of Cooperative Inter-municipal Financing, 2010

Endnotes.
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