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1 PREFACE

How does one enable local governments to become more sustainable in the future?

Do we need to re -examine the governance model under which municipalities operate

and their current relationship wit h the Province to ensure sustainability? These are

t he guestions Al bertads muni ci pal el ected
community members and AUMA are struggling with. Today, the challenges of
ensuring sustainability are significant and multi -faceted. They are significant in the
sense that they pose a threat to the well -being of many Albertan communities
concerned about their future. They are multi -faceted in that they may need to go
beyond traditional notions and require legislative changes to th e MGA to provide
better governance, and ensure municipal sustainability in the future.

The idea for the Presidentés Summi:t emer ged
where one of the top priority initiatives identified by the membership was the need

to t ackle the issue of local governance. To start the discussion, a Task Force, made

up municipal administrators, was struck to develop a draft Policy Report on the

Future of Local Governance to stimulate membership thinking and dialogue at the
Presidenmihs Sum

The main goal of the Presidentds Summi't was
explore, reflect and discuss local governance models and issues both inside and

outside of Canada. The Summit attracted two hundred and seventy -five elected and
appointed officials from all over Alberta. Summit organizers tried as much as possible

to provide the members with an open forum to discuss and debate the issues. The
outcome was a rich collection of responses and ideas, and the creation of new ideas

and relationsh ips which we hope will inspire change.

The information and ideas generated at t he
summarized in this proceedings document. Since the Summit featured speaker
presentations, panel discussions and open workshops, the goal of this document is to
identify key highlights and summary themes that emerged from Summit
presentations and discussions. Note: Detailed Speaker Presentations, Questions &
Answers, and Survey Results are all published on the AUMA website or contained in

th e Proceedings Appendices.

In order for change to occur, it is critical that the issue of local governance become
more prominent in the political agenda and that communities work together, and
with their government to find solutions to the problem. It is ou r hope that the

President 6s Summi t contributes to the discussi

catalyst for change to bring about the tangible and effective governance solutions in
Alberta.
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2 SUMMARY FINDINGS

Day One:

The highlight of Day One was t he international speaker presentations and panel
discussion. They all spoke about the need for change and strong leadership to meet

the challenge of effective and sustainable local governance. In addition, speakers
shared their experiences and insights abo ut how local governance evolved in their
own province/countries (e.g. New Zealand, Australia, Eastern Canada, and Alberta).

Day Two:

On Day Two, Banister Research presented their survey findings on the opinions of

the Mayors, Reeves, Councillors and CAOs of urban and rural municipalities on the
issue of future of local governance in Alberta. (Refer to the AUMA website for survey
results).

The Discussion Paper was presented by the Task Force and was positively received

by the members. The paper provided bac kground information on the current state of
municipal governance in Alberta; detailed six potential governance models to
implement change; and analyzed the risks and benefits of each model. This was an
enormous undertaking which could not have been complet ed without the hard work
of the Task Force members and AUMA staff. The discussion paper
me mb e r 6 s -sehfomcldange, provided background information and set the context

for the following workshop discussion.

Workshop Findings

Summit pa rticipants discussed the Governance sustainability statements and worked
through a series of inquiry -based questions to discern the best model (s)/solutions to
restructure local governance. Below are the summary findings.

1. Sustainability Statements:

Overall, feedback on the governance sustainability statements was positive. Some
members were very satisfied with the statements, whereas others wanted more

clarity on the definition of sustainability. Some AUMA members also indicated a need
to get consensus  around the definition of sustainability; a single vision. Feedback on
the draft performance indicators was mixed. Some members were very happy with

the performance indicators, while others felt this needed some additional work.

2. Reflecting on the Models: Benefits, Risks & Challenges

The benefits, risks and challenges associated with each of the six models are detailed
below. These summary comments are distilled from workshop documentation.

Model #1: Status Quo?
1 Benefit: _No change to local governance
1 Benefit: _Municipalities continue to function as they do today

1 Benefit: _No additional changes for formation, fundamental changes
or dissolution of municipalities.

1 Risk & Challenge: Status quo is not an acceptable choice.

! For a more detailed explanation of the potential governance models that were reviewed, please refer to
Section 6.4 of the ~ Summit Proceedings  (this document), or the Discussion Paper on the Future of Local
Governance
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Model #2: Status Quo + Financial Change
1 Benefit: No change to municipal boundaries;

1 Risk: _Municipalities that are unable to meet the needs of their
citizens through own  -source revenues, yet meet other criteria, would
get a new, substantial provincial grant;
Model #3: Status Quo + Functional Change
1 Benefit: No change to municipal boundaries;

T Risk: iregi onal cooperationodo (voluntary); and

1 Challenge: Create a new system of local governance made up of
municipal governments in a region that are on equal footing, and
that keeps the citizen (of the reg ion) in mind at all points of
decision - making.

Model #4: Single tier, full capacity (fewer municipalities)
transitioning to the accountability framework
Provincial-Municipal Sustainability Partnership Agreement (2008)

i Benefit: _Efficien cy/Service level improvement (potential)

i Risk: Require agreement on defining a sustainable municipality;

bl Risk: This model depends on consensus for the process of
evaluating sustainability and then, focuses on restructuring;
Risk: Fewer municipalities will result if model adopted; and

1 Challenge: Few municipalities have full capacity to deliver effective,
efficient and responsive infrastructure and services to citizens.

Model #5: Regional Government - 2 tiers of local government
1 Benefit: Regional government is responsible for municipal functions
that can be better carried out over a region, rather than a single
urban municipality (e.g.: land use planning, transportation and
transit, water and wastewater systems, recreation); and

Challenge: Models adds an addi tional layer of local government;

1 Challenge: Councils could be elected by citizens in the region or
appointed through existing members of municipal councils located in
the region.

Model # 6: Council members or Committees taking on localized
responsibilities

M Benefit: Can be combined with other models; and

1 Benefit & Challenge:  Model refers to having a larger municipal
government as a result of amalgamating several municipalities into
one (model 4), yet puts in place certain features that allow
municipalities  to maintain their identity and autonomy over certain
municipal functions
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3. Decisional Questions

Three decisional questions were posed to participants on how AUMA could
assist them and their communities restructure and/or develop practical tools

to help m unicipalities assess their sustainability. Below are the summary
findings.

What can AUMA advocate, on your behalf, to assist you in
restructuring?
1 A sound Sustainability Framework where the Province sets expected
Aoutcomesod for each s usandmuniaifsiitiésicany di mensi o
determine the fAhowo.
1 Performance Measures and reporting must follow outcomes

1 Increase funding --- equitable formula; review method of how grants
are distributed.

9 Build relationships and work together (AUMA, AAMDC and the Province)

What practical tools would you like AUMA to develop to help you
assess your municipal’s sustainability?

1T Define fAsustainabilityo and develop a |ist o
1 Performance measures: provide relevant data to use for

benchmarking, templates, Repo rt Card,;
1 Regional planning &agreements

Which governance model or mix of models, do you feel, moves your
municipality closer to achieving the vision of good
governance/municipal government sustainability (as defined by
AUMA' s Discussion Paper)?

I Super -sizing into really big municipalities is not desirable;

1 No one model fits everybody. Mix of models needed. This shows in
the workshop results of favoured models (or mixes of models). Note :
Model #3 with various components of other models mixed -in was

preferred b y most of the Summit Workshop groups.

Panel Discussions (Local and Provincial Perspective)

A panel of local elected officials and administrators spoke about how their

municipalities handled their restructuring experience in Alberta. Members enjoyed

hearing how their coll eagues dealt with the issues and
thoughtful presentation. The Minister of Municipal Affairs, Honourable Ray Danyluk

and his two MLA colleagues, MLA Len Mitzel, Cypress -Medicine Hat, and MLA Cal

Dallas, Red Deer -South also shared their insights and guidance on the issue.

In summary, for change to occur we all need to work together (AUMA, AAMD&C,
Government, and the public) to ensure we satisfy the needs of our communities and
those who live, work and play there




3 SUMMIT PURPOSEAND OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the Summit is to stimulate discussion about local governance.
Specifically, to gather, record and explore new ideas and opportunities in local
governance, which could contribute to the future of local govern ance in Alberta.

The objectives included:

T Reflecting on t he Asi xo governance model s pr e
Discussion Paper;

1 Discussing the opportunities and the risks associated with different
methods of restructuring local governance;

1 Discussing potent ial barriers in implementing changes to local
governance; and

1 Gathering additional input from the membership on what practical tools
AUMA could develop to help municipalities assess their sustainability, as
well as what AUMA can advocate on your behalf to help municipalities
restructure to ensure municipal governments are or remain sustainable.

In order to achieve the objectives, Summit participants were asked to provide
feedback on the Discussion Paper and work through a series of inquiry questions to
share their ideas and experiences and identify the pros and cons of a model.
Participants also identified which governance model or mix of models they felt moved
municipal governments closer to achieving the vision of good governance (as defined
in the Discu ssion Paper).

A selection of local and international speakers provided insight and ideas to stimulate

creative thought and discussion. Some of the speakers were asked t
envel opeo to hel p t he member s see ot her opportuni
challenge. The question period that followed each speaker and panel discussion was

val uabl e as it hel ped figroundd the speakerds present
able to understand how their insights and experiences could be applied in Alberta




4 OPENING REMARKS BY PRESIDENT BERTSCHI

The following are excerpts from President LI oyd
Summit participants. President Bertschi set the stage for the purpose and intent of
the Summit, as well as the expectations of success that would be earned through the

membership listening and working with one another during the Summit to provide
input to the Discussion Paper.

T Thi s Summi t presents an opportunity for
community leaders and other stakeholders to ¢ ome together to explore,
reflect and discuss local governance models T both inside and outside of
Canada.

1 We have assembled some terrific speakers from both Canada and abroad
and we hope that you enjoy the dialogue T we anticipate a full and lively
debate! Our future awaits! Let 6s be bold and fApush the
ready ourselves for change.

1 Our discussions and the information gathered throughout the Summit will
be used to guide AUMAG6s ongoing initiative,
model options to ens ure that municipal governments are sustainable,
creative and responsive to the new challenges and responsibilities facing
municipalities.

1 Recommendations for actions have not been determined as yet --- thatis
where your input and insights will be invalua ble to AUMA as we work
together to explore effective local governance options.

1 You will work in small groups to provide AUMA with a clear understanding
of our membersd ideas about the future of |

1 | am confident that together, we can lead the charge on developing
governance tools and institutions in this province so we can ensure
municipal sustainability.
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5 DAY ONE

Speakers and Panel Presentations

Summit participants enjoyed stimulating presentations by the speakers to help set

th e stage for the work ahead. The following points were provided as background to
ensure that everyone in the room understood why the issue of local governance was
important to address:

T At |l ast yeards AUMA convention, on entfed
by the membership was the need to tackle the issue of local governance;

1 Participants indicated that municipalities could not remain the same as
they were today and be sustainable in the future;

1 As aresult, a Task Force on the Future of Local Gov ernance was created
to assist AUMA in developing a discussion paper on the topic of the future
of local governance in Alberta.

1 It appears that change in the provincial -municipal relationship is
inevitable, so we must begin the journey and ready ourselves for change;

Below are brief highlights of each presentation. Presentations can be viewed on the
AUMA website ( www.auma.ca ).

5.1 Chris Edgelow, Leadership and Change in Alberta Municipalities

1 Chris Edgelow, Founder and Pres ident of Sundance Consulting Inc.
presented an insightful and inspirational key note address on Leadership
and Change in Alberta Municipalities

I The presentation focused on inspiring Summit participants and
encouraging them to take responsibility as leader s to make changes;

1 Mr. Edgelow spoke about an integrated approach to leading change. Four
imushtavesd were presented that ensur e
desired results as quickly as possible, and with minimal disruption:

1. Effective Strategic leadership;

2. Transition - the need to lead people through transition (the period
between the old world and the new world);

3. Communication - the need to engage people through a variety of
communication techniques; and

4. Implementation - what needs to be in place to imp lement successful
change?

1 In addition, the importance of systems thinking was highlighted as key to
leading change.

5.2 Larry Mitchell, the New Zealand Experience

1 Larry Mitchell is a Financial and Policy Analyst who works with local
government in Canada and Ne  w Zealand. He is also a Senior Fellow with
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http://www.auma.ca/

the public -policy think tank, the Frontier Centre for Public Policy
(Winnipeg).

1  Mr. Mitchell gave a very pragmatic, yet entertaining presentation about
his experience with local governance in Auckland.

1 the focus was on three areas:
1. the process of Auckland local government reforms;

2. financial management best practices as adopted and operating in New
Zealand councils; and

3. the i mportance of wusing integrated fAholistico
asset management discipli  nes.

T A review of the Frontier Centreds best practice
performance government was also touched upon.

5.3 Dr. Brian Dollery, the Australian Experience

1 Professor Dollery from the University of New England, provided insight into
the Australian exp erience regarding local governance reform;

I His presentation highlighted the cause of the problems and then he
discussed the four proposed solutions used in Australia to overcome the
problems (e.g. amalgamation; asset management; shared services;
federal/st ate local infrastructure funds);

1 Dr. Dollery then outlined the policy implementation that occurred as a
result of the reforms;

1 Finally, lessons learned in Australia were presented.

5.4 Brian Lee Crowley, Emerging Governance Models in North America

9 Dr. Brian Le e Crowley, President of the Atlantic Institute for Market
Studies (AIMS), gave a provocative presentation entitled: Surviving and
thriving in an irrational world . The following are excerpts from his
presentation.

Lessons Learned:

1 Politicians in Nova Scot ia thought there were major efficiencies to be
gained in amalgamating the municipalities. However, no evidence -based
research exists to support this notion;

1 The smaller the government unit, the more responsive it is to people and

their needs;

1 Evidence sugg ests that creating a single  -tier local government monopoly
does not reduce costs T it increases them. Especially true when
amalgamation has eliminated competition between pre - existing
municipalities;

1 Dr. Crowley claims that study after study shows that the efficiency gains of

bigger government claims do not materialize. Economies of scale exist in
two areas: fire protection and library services.

V AUMA TN 10



Spur Competition

1 There is a need a framework for local competition that spurs competition.
At the local level  competition takes place on two dimensions: (1)
competition within municipalities, as well as (2) competition between
municipalities.

1 Thereis a need to encourage the province to be the stimulator of
competition.

Take the Initiative:

i Thereisaneedtota ke performance seriously and begin to measure it.

Municipalities should begin to collect useful data and use it to compare
themselves on performance.

T Public sector competition, |like private sector
but instead promotes efficien cy, accountability and good servi
After the presentations, the speakers answered many questions. The Questions &

Answers to the questions posed to Mr. Mitchell and Dr. Dollery by the AUMA

members are in Appendix C.

5.5 Panel DiscussionThe Future of Local Governance in Alberta

The key speakers, Larry Mitchell, Brian Dollery and Brian Lee Crowley formed the
expert panel, and Dr. Roger Gibbins moderated the session. Dr. Gibbins told the
members that he wanted to fAgroundod theeedriescussi ons |
Dr. Gibbins asked the panel a series of questions. Some of the questions/answers

are as follows:

Q: We can agree that there is no optimum size, but is there a minimum

size? What is the minimum for financial and administrative capacity?

Answer: B. Crowley: I dondt think size is the issue.

Q: In Saskatchewan, there are about 800 municipalities; in some cases the
a common

councils are bigger than the electorate. Therebds been
that the smaller the community is, the closer it is to the peo

ple.

I 6 m

wondering how much weight we should put to this argument? Is democracy

something that thrives small and wilts large?

Answer: L. Mitchell: My personal belief is that smaller communities have a
better chance at democracy. But sometimes on a larger s cale 1 the groups
and lobbying that happens... Democracy has to be nurtured much more in

the bigger governments/councils. For example, in a small town, you can

bump into the mayor or reeve walking on the street. My answer is that it

probably depends.

Answer: B. Dollery - The question can be re -posed. Failure at lower levels

of government is likely to be more frequent.

Answer: B. Crowley — Annapolis Royal, Nova Scotia has a population of
about 500 people. The business community was up in arms about tax
incr eases. My view is that we advanced that debate by giving both sides

some information that they could use. Municipalities were classed in with

other municipalities of like size. Small er communi ti

es

donot
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media scrutiny that others get. Data col | ecti on i sndt quite as goo
communities.

Q: In all the economic news, we hear about businesses that are too big to

fail. There is a comparison between big businesses and big communities.
Small governments can fail, they can collapse. | wantt o come back to the
amalgamation question. All the evidence seems to deny economic benefits,

yet why is it still out there, and in the back of our minds? How do we explain
what appears to be the perpetual life of a bad idea?

Answer: L. Mitchelli amalgamati on i try to take a practical approach. We

shoul dnot throw the baby o u tTherewiatehsome h e bat hwa
amal gamations that havendt worked, probably beca
in the firstplace. I n New Zeal and, we | ook at: #fAcan this a
the requirements of the citizens based on environment, economy, social and

cul tural clfr thet amalysi| 8hows a net benefit that is positive,

perhaps itis ok.  Amalgamation may not necessarily be a good or bad idea.

Answer: B. Dollery i This questio n is often asked in Australia, and there

are plenty of theories, none of them are convincing. Amal gamati on doesnoét
generate cost -savi ngs, doesnoét make quality better (in
are prescribed).  Very small organizations cannot afford specialis ts on staff.

That might be an argument for amalgamation; however the hole in that

argument is that you could have shared services without amalgamating.

There could be a case made for amalgamation based on capacity - building.

The conspiracy theory is not con vincing. Amalgamation does not save costs,

does not enhance the quality mandated by the Australian government.

Technical, administrative capacity is good (e.g. environmental specialists).

Some claim that it is cheaper as youetweve fishare
case for amalgamation since you have capacity building capability.

Answer: B. Crowley i some kinds of amalgamation work (e.g. Vancouver)
where you preserve local identities, but achieve benefits Amalgamation is a
broad brush concept and what matters is the kind of amalgamation you are
talking about.

Q: What impact does the current financial situation have on the movement

of municipal reform? Are circumstances favourable to push on and make

reform essential? Or , should we hunker ddiwwhentlend | et ds r
economy improves?

Answer: B. Crowley: An economic crisis (or downturn) reveals problems in
the public sectorr We shoul d be more careful and are we
each level of government?

Answer: B. Dollery: In Australia, the State set up an Inquiry, a
Commissioner. The state of affairs was intolerable, something needed to be
done. A crisis, whether manufactured or invented is good. I'tds a better

excuse to have to do something!

V' AUMA N 12




Answer: L. Mitchell: It is better to be pro -active. Timing in a recession is
tough. History says you have to do something. Otherwise the provincial
of ficials wildl ffido you overo.

Q: If all evidence denies the economic benefit to amalgamation; why not
drive a stake toit. ~ Why is it back in the minds of people? It seem sto have a
perpetual life of being a bad idea.

Answer: B. Crowley: GVRD i

Q: Who is the best to lead the charge? How or what is the best way to drive
the reform agenda?

Answer: B. Crowley: Have sound, reliable information in a form that is
useful. Inf ormation that is based on personalities and is defensive needs to

be overcome. A Report Card on Municipal Governance would be very useful,
and then this information could be used to talk to the Province about what

is going right.  Here you have information. Know, that in the absence of
information, prejudice wins. Put your energy into this.

Q: How do you measure satisfaction?

Answer: B. Crowley: There are extreme limits of information on

municipalities.  Collection of data is not comparable. But municipaliti es want

to know how they are doing when compared to others. | agree they need a

Muni ci pal Report Card, but we still dondét know
picture. There is a need to demonstrate responsibility for performance. Put

effort in improving perform ance, and show that to the Province. Economic

benefits from improved performance are a win for citizens and show the

province that municipalities are accountable. Be proactive instead of

reactive. 1tés our responsiThHeriskisthyatwhenysuhi ft t he
engage in measurement you can demonstrate excellence in community, but
this is also a comparative exercise. There will be some discomfort, but it

requires that competitive aspects be in place.

Answer: L. Mitchell: Start on process, make it ann ual. Measure citizen

satisfaction where people need to be satisfied. Use a single indicator,

measure it for 5 years. Then take the challenge of sharing results within

your own organization on Hlewmexwstep wouldbeadr e doi ng.
public release.

Q: The province of Alberta has returned to a policy framework for regional

planning (the Provincial Land Use Framework with 7 regional planning

authorities). Regional planning may have ecological and environmental

concerns i how do you address environmen tal issues and not be

constrained by boundaries? Could environment al pressures be
for greater municipal cooperation (regardless of operation)? Or, is this not

important and will it not impact local communities?

Answer: L. Mitchell: Regional b oundaries transform beyond ecological.
Sometimes they group for regional governance. In Auckland, amalgamation
was the result of one of the boundaries drawn based on watersheds and the

passing of environmental protection legislation. It was perverse T the dotted
line for watersheds then became the boundaries. Be careful.

V AUMA N 13




Answer: B. Crowley: Environmental issues have spill -over effects i

negative externalities (e.g. pollution, dumping of water downstream) which

puts the cost onto someone else. The job of a senior government is to set

rules. |t 6s not in the cards for the municipalities
for example, parks which are positive, have local costs. If the local

government decides to bear them, this will increase the quality of the

environm ent. Local governments have trade - offs.

Answer: B. Dollery: In a policy, if you can (1) justify it is for the

environment and (2) declare health/safety reasons T no one can oppose you.
Environment arguments fisnealdustraiattbewat teler r ef or ms
catchments authority, in order to protect the environment drew the lines;

there was no coordination. However, in the end, the human boundaries

coincided with the environment.

Q: Any final advice on what NOT to do?

Answer: L. Mitchell: Do no harm to th e community. At the lowest levels,
satisfy the needs of your community. If the community is not best served,
donoé6t do it.

Answer: B. Dollery: You need a united voice, not one for urban and one

for rural. The province can use this to split you and it is a n effective
technique. You need to meet political fire with political fire. Use opinion
public polling, the public knows municipalities how they currently exist, and

you can get t he p Héave sorething constpugiie totsay. If the
province is | ooking for a solution, be part of the solution not the problem,

and speak about a better solution. Use your deep attachment to local
communities to your benefit. If the province is coming to fix the problem,

you are not coming from a strong position. Help solve their problems.

5.6 Closing Remarks and Thoughts of Day One

AUMA President Lloyd Bertschi addressed two issues in closing Day One of the
Summit: (1) the relationship between AUMA and the Alberta Association of Municipal
Districts and Counties (AAMDC) an d (2) the need to link asset management plans to
government funding.

An issue surfacing at the Summit was the relationship between AUMA and AAMDC. It
was important to let the Summit participants know that AAMDC was invited to
participate in the Task Force on the Future of Local Governance, but the invitation

was declined. AUMA will move forward and more effort will be directed to
strengthening the relationship between the associations as all municipal
governments have something a stake in the future of loca | governance.

The other issue the President addressed was the need to link planning and

performance wi t h government fundi ng. -MuitipalA 6 s propo
Partnership Agreement is objective -based and would be agreed to by both parties to

the Agreem ent.

V' AUMA N 14



6 DAY TWO

6.1 Review of Day One andOverview of Day Two

The following is the presentation by President Bertschi recalling what happened on
Day #1 and what was accomplished. The following pictures and memorable quotes
recapped Day #1 highlights.

“Availability of such
deal with conflict and get into
dialogue enables you to move
forward."” And, soeit
journey of change & transformation.”
Mr. Chris Edgelow

SHARING- THE GROUP'S COMELECT
WISDOM

“Good news is that | oc
government reforms can take place
at the smaller sub-national
provincial l evel .”

Mr. Larry Mitchell
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The A
ne Australian Experience

Prolessor Brian Oudler

Unevarsity of New England

“BE PART OF T AEONNOT THE
PROBLEM. WHEN PROPOSING A BETTER
SOLUTION, USE DEEP ATTACHMENT TO
LOCAL COMMUNITIES TO YOUR BENEFIT.
HELP SOLVE THEIR PROBL EMS. ”

DR. BRIAN DOLLERY

“TAKE THE | NI T WKHEN YGU ENGAGE IN
MEASUREMENT, DEMONSTRATE EXCELLENCE IN
COMMUNITY. BE THE BEST IN AREAS THAT
RING BELLS WITH THE PROVINCE AND YOUR

Cl TI ZENS. "

DR. BRIAN LEE CROWLEY

“Gl VEN OUR CURINANGIAESITUATION,
SHOULD WE CONTINUE TO PUSH FOR REFORM?
OR, SHOULD WE HUNKER DOWN AND REVISIT
THE ISSUE WHEN THEECONOMY | MPROVES

DR. ROGER GIBBINS, ASKING
THE PANEL

Memorable Quotes from Day #1 and shared at the Summit

The AUMA President

T AThere is no reason

move forwardo.

T AiCompetition between
ncreases efficiency,

T A"There is no observable correlation of

shared sever al

Aimemor abl ed quot es

why Leaslershipishatisb eneedddé be st .

pr i v aMurécipa competianb |l i ¢ i s good.
accountability, Il eads to go

amal gamat i

T iOone size dale8iggerf may NOT be bettero.

T AStructur al

change

not a magic bulleto.
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T ATake t he iBe preparadito aolect performance data and take it to
the province and to your community?o

T ACommendabl e inaesultd is anghort -term win to wrestle something

from another level of government or your neighbours as opposed to the long -
term win where the real benefits can be realized.

6.2 Presentation of Banister Survey

Background
In February 2009, Banister Research & Consulting Inc. (Banister Research), on
behal f of AUMA, conducted a survey with Mayor s, Reev

urban and rural municipalities in Alberta asking their opinions about the future of
local governance in Alberta.

Project Purpose
1 To determine the most important issues cu rrently affecting municipalities;

1 To determine perceptions of the benefits and concerns associated with
different methods of restructuring local governance;

1 To determine potential barriers in implementing changes to local governance;
and

1 To gather opinions  on how the provincial government can help overcome
barriers to change.

Below are some of the key issues highlighted in the presentation:
Issues Affecting Municipalities

Respondents were asked to indicate which issues they felt are critical to the
sustainability and viability of their municipality. The top five mentions
included:

1 Infrastructure/funding for infrastructure 61%
1 Alternative revenue options 26%
1 Water/waste water/waterline/treatment 26%
9 Attracting business/retaining business 17%
1 Growth mana gement/development 16%

Respondents were then asked to indicate what they felt would be the most
effective method for ensuring the long-term viability and sustainability of
their municipality. The top five mentions included:

1 Alternate revenue sources/re venue 20%

9 Assured long term grants/more provincial funding 20%
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1 Partnering with neighbours/better relationships 19%
1 Infrastructure 13%

1 Attract commercial/industry/economic growth 11%

Restructuring of Local Governance

Respondents were then asked to indicated what incentives they felt would
be needed for municipalities to consider restructuring for the betterment of

Al berta’s citizens. The top five mentions included:
1 Financial viability/more financial support 15%
1 Regional governancel/in  centives for joint services 12%
1 Provide essential services for residents 10%
1 Incentives for infrastructure upgrades/projects 9%
1 Reduced taxes/keep same mill rates 6%

Respondents were asked the following: Of the six models in the draft
Report, how effective are they as a local governance restructuring option?

1 The largest proportion of respondents felt that maintaining the status
quo while also implementing some changes (46%) would be the most
effective option.

1 Asingle -tiered, full capacity reg  ional governance (25%) and maintaining
the status quo (24%) were considered to be the least effective options.

Community Identity

Respondents were asked if they felt it would be possible to maintain a
unique community identity within a larger municipality than the one they
are currently a part of.

A Forty -six percent (46%) of respondents felt that it would be possible;

A Thirty -seven percent (37%) felt that it would not; and

A Seventeen percent (17%) of respondents did not provide a response
Respondents were asked if they felt it would be possible to maintain a

unique community identity within a larger municipality than the one they
are currently a part of.

1 Forty -six percent (46%) of respondents felt that it would be possible;

1 Thirty -seven percent (37%) felt t hat it would not; and

1 Seventeen percent (17%) of respondents did not provide a response.
Need for Change

1 The majority (59%) of respondents felt that municipal governance in
Alberta needs to change, while 23% felt it does not.
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Respondents who felt that municipal governance in Alberta has to change
(n=188) were asked to indicate why they provided this response.

A The largest proportion of respondents indicated that the current
governance structure is inefficient (27%);

A Twelve percent (12%) of respondents stat ed that there are too many
duplicate services; and

A An additional 12% stated that current costs are too high.

Respondents that do not feel that municipal governance in Alberta has to
change (n=73) were asked to elaborate on their response.

A Sixteen percent  (16%) of respondents stated that municipal
governments are capable of meeting any future challenges; and

A Fourteen percent (14%) stated that change is not needed.

Barriers to Change

Respondents were asked to indicate what they felt could be potential
barriers to implementing change to municipal governance in Alberta. The
top five mentions included:

1 Resistance to change 18%
1 Fear of community dissolution/losing power/autonomy 17%
1 Resistance from locally elected politicians 14%
1 Resistance to chang e by local population 10%
91 Lack of education/education officials/people on change 7%

Tools to Restructure

Respondents were then asked what tools the AUMA could provide to this
members to assist them through a potential restructuring of municipal
governments in Alberta. The top five mentions included:

1 Training/seminars/education 13%
1 Open/honest communication/promotion of advantages 12%
91 Provide support/assistance/funding 9%
1 A strong plan/template/legislation base is needed 8%
1 Consultation wi th municipalities 6%
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6.3 Presentation of AUMA Discussion Paper on the Future of Local Governance

Presented by: John McGowan, Task Force Chair, Alana Healy -Newton, Village of
Longview CAO, Bernie Kreiner, Town of Hinton CAO

1 Mr. McGowan provided context to the paper, and indicated that AUMA has
exploring this issue since 2008. At the 2008 Convention, workshop participants
strongly agreed that AUMA should make this a special initiative. In addition, the
Minister of Municipal Affairs recently, publicly stated that municipalities must be
sustainable and viable in order to survive and that the Government of Alberta is
looking to AUMA to provide a solution(s).

f Due to the AUMA President és Summi t |, the Province
about local governance. The Summit was provided as an opportunity to better
understand the issues and implications of changes to local governance.

1 The Task Force is made up of senior administrators from Cities, Towns, Villages
and Summer Villages, and was tasked with developing a Pape r on the Future of
Local Governance. 2

1 The Task Force sought feedback and additional insights on the Governance
Sustainability Statements and the six governance models presented in the
Discussion Paper.

6.4 Workshop: Reflecting on the Draft Report

A booklet wa s handed out to each participant at the table. Each table was assigned a
specific governance model to discuss. Participants worked through the booklet and
documented the following:

I Thoughts and comments about the governance sustainability statements
and ac companying performance indicators; and

9 Identified the benefits and risks/challenges associated with each model.

Sustainability Statements:

Overall, the feedback on the governance sustainability statements was mixed. Some
were very satisfied with the state ments whereas some needed clearer definition on
what sustainability means and indicated a need for consensus T a single vision.
Again, comments about the possible indicators varied. Some members were happy
with the possible indicators, whereas others felt this needed more work, but was a
great beginning.

1 2Two papers were prepared for the Presi dentlLocalGOarmante:t . The fir st
A Short Review of Changes in Va  rious Jurisdiction . This research paper provides a review of current
and recent efforts in making changes to local governance. Local governments around the world
including the United Sates, Denmark, and Australia are examined. As well as, current and rec ent
efforts within Canada (Alberta, British Columbia, Ontario, and Saskatchewan) are investigated and
provided as background material to the Summit participants.

1 The second paper is entitled: Discussion Paper: Future of Local Governance and examines the ¢ urrent
state of municipal governance in Alberta; provides six potential governance models (developed by the
Task Force) to implement change; and, includes an assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed
models for change. What is more, the paper detail s the risks and benefits of each proposed models
for change, and, identifies incentives required to make the changes.
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Reflecting on the Models: Benefits, Risks & Challenges

After reviewing the models, Summit participants were asked to share their thoughts
on the benefits, as well as the risks and challenges associated wi th each of the
models. Some highlights are provided.

Model #1: Status Quo
Summary:

1 No change to local governance
1 Municipalities continue to function as they do today

1 No additional changes for formation, fundamental changes or
dissolution of municipalities

Benefits
1 Straight forward & simple.
9 No change is required

1 Retain local decision making

Risks/Challenges

1 Model is unacceptable, it means a slow death for struggling municipalities;

9 Not taking action, allows the province to decide.

1 Members want change;

1 Leadership may be compromised

9 Lack professional staff to undertake and address issues

1 Non -viable municipalities revert back to counties or province I costs.

fLack accountability to find out and monitor AfAnet

1 AUMA would need to do much more t raining to assist Councillors re:
sustainability;

9 Need to work with AAMDC (need new approach developed jointly)

Model #2: Status Quo + Financial Change
Summary:

1 No change to municipal boundaries

1 Municipalities that are unable to meet the needs of their
citizens through own-source revenues, yet meet other criteria,
would get a new substantial provincial grant

Benefits

1 Simple concept; Not creating another order of government;
1 Local decision makers decide how money should be spent;
1 Maintains community identi ty;

1 Stability
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1 Autonomy of municipalities, localized oversight of services maintained;

1 If you are one of those municipalities on the border line, this program will
help bring you closer to sustainability;

1 May avoid some dissolutions/amalgamations.

Risks/Challenges

1 This is just a financial change, not a structural change;

1 Almost a social program (subsidized) municipalities;

1 Just delaying the inevitable dissolution or amalgamation of municipalities

1 Changes the definition of sustainability. Success is dependen t on criteria.
1 Sends counteractive message to sustainability platform to the province.

1 Financial mismanagement is possible.

1 May discourage effectiveness (efficiency) in service delivery ;

9 Encourages dependency on external (provincial) funding; may be creat ing
another level of administration.

1 No incentives for improvement to service delivery
9 May lead to new advocacy issues;

1 More reporting possibly required;

1 AUMA work more closely with AAMDC.

Model #3: Status Quo + Functional Change
Summary:
1 No change to municipal boundaries

T “regional <cooperation (voluntary)

1 Create a new system of local governance made up of
municipal governments in a region that are on equal
footing, and that keep the citizen (of the region) in mind
at all points of decision-making

Benefits
9 Still allows municipalities their self - determination;
1 Does not require support from Government of Alberta;

9 Has the potential to enhance the service levels for all partners (e.g. large -
scale fire services 1 better economies of scale).

1 Has potential to ev  olve into large scale regional systems.
1 Extension of services;

1 Non-threatening 1 people will start to work together and opportunities will
arise to expand partnership;

9 More uniformity
1 Leads to cooperation;

1 Addresses change
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Risks/Challenges
1 Looks like an intermediate step to something else. This Model has no teeth.

9 Accountability framework is a good tool to improve local government (We
need to be definers of the criteria T with our citizens)

1 Possible lack of cooperation. Non -cooperative partners opting ou tor
threatening to opt out;

1 Difficult to address the needs of smaller municipalities.
1 Larger municipalities may control the administrative structure.

1 Attitudes need to change to make this a fair funding model. Does not
address the real revenue shortages i n many municipalities;

fl't may be a 6red herringo for the issue of inade
revenue infrastructure issues.

9 Provincial interference;

9 Does not address the fact that some municipalities may not be sustainable.
1 Could be tough to adapt it ac ross the province;

1 One size does not fit all.

9 Government needs to put into legislative policy, ways and means for co -
operation and functionality, but let local governments set the actual process
based on their wants, needs, and uniqueness

1 AUMA and AAMDC mu st work closely together on these models. They have
to model co -operation.

1 AUMA may need to, along with municipalities, review the way of doing
business to give a voice to all municipalities regardless of size and influence.

9 Cooperation;
1 AUMA would need to  create a templates/support structures to get
movement in this area.

Model #4: Single tier, full capacity (fewer municipalities)
transitioning to the accountability framework as set out in the
proposed Provincial-Municipal Sustainability Partnership Agreement
Summary

1 Agreement on defining a sustainable municipality

1 Model depends on consensus as to the process of
evaluating sustainability and then restructuring

Result: fewer municipalities

The few municipalities, however, have full capacity to
deliver effective, efficient and responsive infrastructure and
services to citizens

Benefits
1 Efficiency (maybe);
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Scale;

More clout (potentially);

Service level improvement (potentially);
More rational planning

Provide economic development;

Revenue sharing

Risks/Challenges

f
1

=A =4 =4 -4 A4 -4 -4 A -4 -4

=

Not proven to be an effective model
Imposition of it (or any model) without buy -in.

Fear of being ignored, if you are the poorest /less populated areas (loss of
identity, voice, autonomy).

Conflicts with communities;

Cannot address local community issues.

One organization is all that would be required.

Decline of services going from urban to rural;

No increase of services;

Difficult to satisfy both large and small municipalities in the process
Potential inequities;

Cost;

Demoaocratic representation

The AUMA can set an example by working closer with AAMDC.
Demonstration fromtop - down. Needs to be at the table with Province.

Revamping of administration, (possible elimination of some CAOS)
Change in Directors on AUMA/AAMDC

Model #5: Regional Government — 2 tiers
Summary

1 Additional layer of local government

1 Regional government responsible for municipal functions that
can be better carried out over a region, rather than a single
urban municipality (e.g.: land use planning, transportation and
transit, water and wastewater systems, recreation)

1 Councils could be elected by citizens in the region or appointed
through existing members of municipal councils located in the
region.

Benefits

1

Capacity building; (the combining of expertise and staff and resources );
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Cooperation;

Maintains local autonomy;

Promotes cooperation & communication between regions;
Strengthens the region;

May be the lifeline of smaller municipalities

Risks/Challenges

f
1

=A =4 =4 =4

Developing trusting relationships between municipalities;
The adding of another layer of government. Possible increase in cost;

Concern about possible loss of democratic input (i.e. large geographic
areas - increased distance to travel to meetings; video conferencing might
be a problem solver (applies to all participants i officials and residents);

Day -to-day communication between residents and regional layer.
Sense of disconnection with elected officials.
Reduced citizen engagement

Be the voice to bring together the solutions decided on by our members
and present them to Gover  nment;

Need the province to develop a list of the core services that must be
provided on a regional basis.

Need to develop a formula on cost sharing /contribution of those services
(if left to individual municipalities moving forward will be slow and onero us)

Proof that these changes or any changes will work!
Leadership;

Change of elected officials.

Model #6: Council members or Committees taking on localized
responsibilities
Summary

1 Can be combined with other models

1 Model refers to having a larger municipal government as a
result of amalgamating several municipalities into one (model
4), yet put in place certain features that allow municipalities to
maintain their identity and autonomy over certain municipal
functions.

Benefits

administrative advantages (i. e. staffing, shared resources)
Access to larger tax base and administrative;

Economies of scale

Maintain their uniqueness;

Grass roots (representing)
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i Facilitation, implementing over a longer period to get a better result.
1 Possible cost efficiency.

1 Gives me mber municipalities some lip service

Risks/Challenges

1 Bigger is not better. Another level of governance may lead to another set
of inefficiencies.

Member ship may require change to include other r
Cost to implement it;

Loss of autonom y or communities. Less local input and involvement;

Leaving a committee in place to deal with local issues;

fiLosingd who the smaller municipalities are.

Level of service reduced;

Municipality out of touch with taxpayers & rate payers;

=A =4 =4 A4 4 -4 -4 -

Some municipalities a re winners and some are losers depending on the
base starting with.

Competing wards or districts for funds/services.
Not adding to sustainability.

Government is too distant.

Summary Findings: Decisional Questions

A series of questions were asked participan ts. The decisional level questions enabled
the groups to make some resolution about the future. Answers to these questions
helps guide AUMA in its next steps.

What can AUMA advocate, on your behalf, to assist you in
restructuring?

1 Push for Regional Planni ng and partnerships with functional change, while
retaining individual autonomy

1 A sound Sustainability Framework where the Province sets expected
Afoutcomesodo for each sustainability di mension anc
determine the O0Ohowo.

Performance Measures and reporting must follow outcomes

Increase funding --- equitable formula; review method of how grants are
distributed.

Leadership
Ensure the process does not proceed with undue haste
Build relationships and work together (AUMA, AAMDC and the Province)

= =4 -4 -2

Research on proven models
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1 Make communities and the people the decision maker. Request for

dissolution or amalgamation should come from the people T bottom -up;

not from the government top -down.

What practical tools would you like AUMA to develop to help you assess

your municipal’'s sustainability?

1 Define Sustainability & develop a list of indicators/outcomes

1 Research 1 continue to review the implications of various models

1 Regional planning & agreements

1 Leaders

1 Performance Measures: Provide relevant data to use for benchmarking;

template; Report Card 2

Which governance model or mix of models, do you feel, moves your

municipality closer to achieving the vision of good
governance/municipal government sustainability (as defined by
AUMA' s Discussion Paper)?

1 Super -sizing into really big municipalities is NOT desirable.

1 No one model that fits everybody. Mix of models needed. This shows in the

workshop results of favoured models (or mixes of models) below:

Model #3 and Model #4 with components of Model #6.

Model#3, (vo luntary)

Model #3 combining with Model #6 (committees and commissions)
Model #3, with elements of Model #4 mixed in.

Model #3 combined with the sustainability attributes of Model #4
Mix of Model #3 & 5

Model #3 & 2 1 financial and functional change.

O O O O o o o o

Model #4 1 moving to super -leagues without going thru the minor
leagues.

0 Model #5 T with modifications (get more uniform revenues,
legislative)

o Model #6 for smaller communities

6.5 PanelDiscussion: Restructuring Experience in Alberta

A panel made up of local electe d officials was invited to speak and share with
Summit participants how their Municipality handled a restructuring (or study of
restructuring) experience in Alberta.

3 performance measurement, Report Card, tools for accountability, templates were identified several times
by the members.
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Mayor Colleen Power, Town of Athabasca

1 Mayor Powell spoke about the process (the good, bad and the ugly) the
Town of Athabasca and the County of Athabasca took to attempt to
amalgamate as one municipality;

1 The process was a difficult journey. The municipal governments were
advised not to go to the public, but to just do it;

1 Inthe end, mun icipal officials fought a losing battle with the public, due to
mistrust and misunderstanding of the efforts.

1 Lesson learned: Bring community leaders into the process at the
beginning and get them involved so they take ownership. It is through this
proces s that work is legitimized. Change must come from the people.

Mayor Darren Aldous, Village of Breton

1 Mayor Aldous began his presentation by stating that the process the Village
of Breton went through was all about -Astayind alive o0t

9 A discussion about dissolution began in 1996. A Councillor at the time,
Aldous recommended a dissolution study because he felt it was important
that the people in the community know the facts before they made a
decision about restructuring.

1 The Department of Municipal Affairs conducted the study and all the
information was shared with the public.

91 Residents in the area learned that if the Village was to dissolve, the mill
rate would drop by 55%. However, the MGA provides for a special tax
bylaw that allows a municipali ty to charge a special tax for items including:
water works, paving, roads, water, ambulance, recreation services, and
street lighting.  The village residents were warned that the County could

and would develop a special tax bylaw. Residents would have then seen an

increase in taxes for the services covered by the special tax bylaw.

1 A public meeting was held prior to the plebiscite. At the session, people
asked lots of questions and clearly were passionate about their community.

When the motion for dissoluti on was <call ed, the answer

9 After the dissolution study, volunteerism in the community increased.
Currently there are many cost -sharing agreements between the Village and
the County 1 worked out jointly with mutual respect, and hard work.

1 Lesson learned: provide people with the information they need to make
the hard decision.  The Village of Breton is still alive.

Deputy Mayor Cecilia Quist, Lac La Biche County

1 In the Fall of 2006, Councils of the Town of Lac La Biche and Lakeland
County jointly a greed to talk about possible amalgamation;

1 The review started with a Terms of Reference to guide the process, and a
plan to engage the public. Trust was built between the two parties, and the
bigger picture was kept in mind.

‘vtllu'v‘
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1 As the process was seen to be credible, the solution T to favour
amalgamation between the Town of Lac La Biche and Lakeland County was
well received.

TA plebiscite was held and it was a simple, Yes/
of the Town of Lac La Biche and Lakeland County amalgamating to form
one mu ni c i Wheh itatlied,? Support for amalgamation from Town
residents was 92 per cent and 53.1 per cent from County residents.

1 Lakeland County was dissolved and a new municipality called Lac La Biche
County was created. In this instance, am algamation worked. The key
reason for success was their decision to take the time to hold public
community meetings and ensure that the public got ongoing feedback as
the process unfolded.

1 Lessons Learned:

0 Take the time to engage the public so they are part of the process
and the solution.

ODondt amal gamate for money; sdnsedft ead, have a
identity.

6.6 PanelDiscussion: The Provincial Perspective

Summit participants enjoyed a stimulating and lively address by the Minister of
Municipal Affairs, R ay Danyluk, and his colleagues: MLA Len Mitzel, Cypress -Medicine
Hat; and MLA Cal Dallas, Red Deer  -South.

Panel Session Chair: Minister of Municipal Affairs, Honourable Ray Danyluk

The overall message was that we all need to work together, and ensure that the
community is the bottom - line. The Minister stated that this Summit is an
opportunity for participants (Alberta municipal government officials) to tell the
Government of Alberta what you feel the solutions are regarding local governance. If

we plan, w e must protect local autonomy. Do not pursue change for the sake of
change.

Some excerpts from the Ministerds presentation:

9 Draw your attention to small municipalities, they need to work closely
together and look at possibilities; here is an opportunity to work together.

1 In the Capital Region, they plan together, prepare for growth, decreasing
duplication and increasing coordination;

| challenge municipalities to look at commonalities
The community is the bottom line
Issues cannot be solved just with mor e money

Letés talk about solutions and why we are here.

= =4 4 A -2

Premier Stelmach gave me a mandate I to develop and ensure
municipalities are sustainable and viable.
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1 If we have strong municipalities, we have strong communities.

1 We have 60 -70 municipalities that ar e challenged today, the majority of
them are fAsmall 6 and some are | arger.

1 Thereisnotop -down solution. We need to work together on this issue;
9 There is urgency for smaller municipalities to work on this.
T There are three fAimustso faies: sustainabl e munici pe

0 Municipalities must deliver necessary and essential services and
infrastructure to support their communities;

0 Municipalities must manage risk at the local level;
0 Municipalities must have the capacity to plan for the future

1 Encourage you to be creati  ve. Be flexible.

MLA Len Mitzel

The MLA explained that he has been through the process of dissolution, and
understands clearly the issues and challenges involved in raising government
restructuring in a community.

MLA Cal Dallas

91 Itisthe responsibil ity of leaders to believe strongly in our communities; it
is our privilege.

1 Leaders need to be at the helm T either leading in front or pushing in the
back to improve the quality of communities.

1 Need to meet the immediacy of concerns

The harder task is how  you think long term, the decisions you make today
will have impact 50 years out;

9  Strongly believe in rural communities but also see the advantage of urban
values

1 Need to envision some changes to en hance all the measures of
sustainability

1 RedDeerandits neighbours have been successful in collaborating in a
region, not just elected officials

People got involved and met ithey had a fAstake in the gameo.
1 Need to realize the vision T both perspectives of urban/rural and work
towards achieving great outcomes.

After the panel presentations, the Summit participants asked the provincial
representatives questions and made comments.

6.7 Closing Presentations

Closing presentations were made by Larry Mitchell, Financial & Policy Analyst from
New Zealand, Dave Gourlay, re  tired City Manager, and Robyn Singleton, Strathcona
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County Chief Commissioner. These speakers were asked to provide wrap
observations and recommendations for the Summit. All three speakers felt that the
Summit was inspirational and thought provoking and reinforced the need for

Afchangeo.

Larry Mitchell

il

f
f
f
f

Three key points were shared: (1) This was an inspirational summit; (2)
the Process; and (3) the need to be bold!

Members and leaders have shown determination on this journey, faced
blizzards and challeng es, that is why it is called a Summit

The Process-f i rst, you need to start with
set the stage and help the community to decide. AUMA needs to lead; the
province has to listen, need to codify and frame government structures,

best practices, and financial performance measures.

Need to meet three criteria: well -being, common sense and best practices.
One size (solution) does not fit all.
Cost zero vs. cost plenty; there is a divergence to service delivery

Leadership needs to fi t and be an Alberta solution

Dave Gourlay

1

Mr. Gourlay felt that the Summit was a thought provoking two days

Appears to be |l ittle support for the
is in the wind.
The change though will need to consider community identi ties and we all

need to be part of the solution.

See this as an opportunity for municipalities to work with the Province to
achieve -wi mavi mut come

The challenge for AUMA will be to support the change, get the information
out and implement the solution

Mahatma Gandhi summed it up well: AfBe the change you

the worl do.

Robyn Singleton

f

It is critically important that we don't make a big mistake on how we deal
with the issue of the two associations and possible coordination of
activities or amalgamation.

Without a good working relationship between AUMA and AAMDC, the
Province can use disput es -ftdthe passiblei d e
disadvantage of many or all municipalities.

An example of what is possible to do is what the City of Brandon m y
former employer did, leaving one Association and joining the other to
assist in a move to creating one new combined association.

In Strathcona County, urban and rural disputes do occur but they are
resolved internally.
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91 Both rural and urban municipalities are guilty of focusing blame for
problems on each other first and then expecting the other to agree to
meet and resolve problems without due consideration of the other
municipal perspective.

1 Unless you address your own issues first, it is very difficult t 0 move
forward with others.

1 MSI funding is less this year however the Province was very clear in the
MSI Grant terms of reference to identify the possibility of reduced funding
in future years if Provincial revenues fell.

T Having heard Larrw Xealchrd | BspdmMNieenced present a
believe we need to re  -evaluate the budget process - we need to ensure
that each municipality is as efficient as possible and be able to
demonstrate this efficiency to our rate payers, our municipal neighbours
and the P rovince of Alberta.

1 All municipalities are facing difficult financial decisions in the upcoming
budget deliberations.

1 Let's make sure we make the right decisions internally before making
demands of our neighbours to help us address our internal financial
concerns;

T We may need to fdo (THisenight hogte the best thinggno .
the short term for our own municipality but may be critical for the region
or the Province;

1 For example, the new Capital Region Board model being used in the
Edmonton area. The proposed Appeal Process for CRB decisions left many
rural municipalities uncomfortable but Strathcona County Council
determined the original proposal was the best of the available options and
we promoted this option, despite misgivings, as the best choi ce for the
region. It was the right thing to do. It may hurt in the short term but you
need to do it to get to the long term advantages.

1 AUMA will take away the information the membership has provided at this
Summit and we'll revise the draft report and re - package it for the
November Convention.

Gap Analysis

Did we do what we said we would do?
9 Outline goals and objectives of the project
1 Record what happened as a result of the project T e.g. resources developed,
training sessions completed.
1 Describe the ch anges that occurred in relation to the success indicators.

What did we | earn about what worked and what didnoét
91 Outline key learnings from the project about making things work. Eg.
Producing effective resource materials, structuring productive adviso ry
committees,
T Ildentify | earnings about what strategies didnodt w
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What difference did it make that we did this work (outcomes)

9 Outline results from the evaluation that show how the project made a
difference to consumers, project sponsors and th e wider community;

1 Identify any changes i of attitudes, knowledge, skills or behavior T that
occurred form the project work.

1 If appropriate, show how the project contributed to increased public
participation and strengthed community groups.

1 Include persona | statements and anecdotal material from project evaluations
which illustrate the impact in actitivty has had on project participanats. E.qg.
Afon thing | plan to use right away in my work whi
i sé. .o

What could we do differently?

1 Listlearnings from the projects about different ways to do the work. E.g.
adapting the project model to make it more responsive to volunteers, change
the reporting role, resourcing of project team, employee engagement, time
required;

1 Reflect on cautions an d challenges about doing the project work.

Final thoughts on what we would like others to know.
1 Conclude with a summary of the work done and how well the goals and
objectives were reached.
91 This information could include the performance of the project tea m,
communications, attention to training and change management, good project
management, etc.

9 Include recommendations for further work
1 Include recommendations on how the evaluation results can be used.
This section provides recommendations for XYZ with re spect to the project/ syst
deficiencies, practices that should be included in XYZ best practices and lessons
learned/areas for improvement that should be reviewed and addressed in future
projects.
This section summarizes the opportunities for improveme nt for future projects.
These opportunities could include project management, improved communications,

etc.
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Appendix AT AUMA Pr e s i &uwnmit Agenda

DayOne :Expl oring New |l deas and Experiencesé

8:30 i 8:45 am Presidentdés Wel come/ Summi t Overview

8:45 1 9:25 am Chris Edgelow : Leadership & Change In Al bertads Muni c

9:25 1 10:30 am Larry Mitchell i The New Zealand Experience

10:30 7 10:45 am Coffee Break

10:45 7 11:50 am Brian Dollery - The Australi an Experience

12:00 7 1:00 pm Lunch

1:00 - 2:10 pm Brian Lee Crowley - Emerging Governance Models In North America

2:10 17 3:30 pm Panel Discussion : The Future Of Local Governance In Alberta
1 Roger Gibbins (Moderator)

1 Brian Dollery

1 Brian Cr owley

1 Larry Mitchell

3:30 -3:45 pm Coffee Break

3:45 7 4:00 pm Closing Remarks And Thoughts On The Day i President Bertschi
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DayTwo :Bridging the GapéGrounding the Discussior

8:15 i 8:30 am President Welcome & Recap Of Day One And Brief Overview Of Day
Two T Presid ent Lloyd Bertsch
8:30 1 8:45 am Presentation of Banister Survey Results T T.With
8:45 am i 9:00 am Presentation of the AUMA draft Report i Task Force on the Future of

Local Governance

9:00 am 7 10:30 am Small Group Reflection

10:30 7 10:45 COFFEE BREAK

10:45 7 11:50 am Small Group Reflection and Report -back to Plenary
12:00 7 1: 00 pm LUNCH

1:00 - 2:00 pm Panel Discussion: Restructuring Experience in Alberta

9 President L. Bertschi, Moderator

1 Village of Breton, Mayor Darren Aldous;

1 Lac La Biche County, Deputy Mayor Cecilia Quist;
1

Town of Athabasca, Mayor Colleen Powell

2:00 7 3:30 pm Panel Discussion : Provincial Perspective

1 Honourable R. Danyluk, Minister of Municipal Affairs, Moderator
and Speaker;

MLA i Len Mitzel, Cypress -Medicine Hat;
MLA i Cal Dallas, Red Deer -South

3:30 -4:00 pm Wrap 7 up: Refl ecting on the Summitdés Di g
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Appendix B Speaker Biographies

Chris Edgelow, Founder and President, Sundance Consulting Inc
www.sundance.ca

) Chris is the founder and president of Sundance Consulting Inc., a
consulting firm ded icated to helping organizations change. Educated in both Canada
and the United States, Chris is based in Alberta and has worked extensively
throughout North America as well as in many countries in Europe, Asia and Central
America and the Middle East.

For t he past twenty years, Chris has consulted with a diverse range of organizations

in every sector of the economy, leading projects and facilitating programs in
leadership, personal and organizational transition, the changing world of work and
organizational character. He is a gifted facilitator and educator, and a dynamic,
down -to-earth speaker. Chris has authored and published a number of articles,
booklets, workbooks and facilitator guides on topics relating to leading changing
organizations. Predominantly practical in his approach, he helps leaders and
managers in organizations recognize and tell the truth about the challenges they are
facing so they can begin the process of finding a way through the chaos of complex
change.

Chris has taught at the universi ty level and speaks at many conferences every year
on topics relating to the magic and mystery of people, organizations and change. The
focus of his work centers on helping people and organizations grow through change

to create work places that provide dig nity and meaning for the human spirit.

Chris has worked with organizations in manufacturing, all levels of government, high

tech, telecommunications, aviation, finance, insurance, pharmaceutical, defense,
education, healthcare, consumer goods, utilities, chemical, oil and gas,
transportation, research and the not -for - profit sector.

Larry Mitchell, Chartered Accountant and Financial Policy Analyst

Larry Mitchell, Senior Fellow, is a New Zealander though a Canadian

by birth. He has over 30 years ac tive experience of commerce,
chartered accounting and since the mid -nineties an immersion in local government
finance and policy practice. He services the New Zealand local government sector

with extensive financial and policy advice primarily through his "Base Stats with
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Trendz" statistical reports to over 30 New Zealand Councils. Larry is working with the

Frontier Centre to lead, develop and deliver the Canadian Local Government Index a

major initiative designed to assist with performance improvements of the Canadian
local government sector. Larry graduated B Com, (Auckland University) in 1967. He

served as a pilot in the RNZAF before taking up public accountancy practice.
Following over twenty years experience as a partner in Coopers and Lybrand's
Aucklan d office in 1996 he graduated Master of Public Policy (Victoria University)
majoring in public sector finance. He operates his own international local government
consultancy business from Puhoi, 40 km north of Auckland, New Zealand.

Professor Brian Doller 'y

Brian Dollery, Professor, Faculty of the Professions, School of
Business Economics and Public Policy. Brian is a Professor at the University of New
England, in Arm idale, New South Wales, Australia.

Briands academic career began in 1976 as a tempor
University of South Africa in Pretoria. Brian has held positions at universities in South
Africa, U.S.A., Japan and is currently in Australia. Bri anbs research interests

Australian local government, local government economics, local public economics
and the economics of federalism

Brian enjoys playing cricket and rugby.

Brian Lee Crowley Bio

s
5‘ / Brian Lee Crowley is the founding President of AIMS, the Atlantic
Institute for Market Studies, Atlantic Canada's public policy think tank.

In the nearly 15 years since its founding, AIMS has bro ught a distinctive and
influential Eastern Canadian voice to regional and national debates over public policy

in areas such as transfer payments, social policy, fiscal and tax policy, health care,

education performance and accountability, equalization, reg ulatory burden, Canada -
US relations and much more.
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AIMS is one of the world's most honored think tanks. It is a four time winner of the

prestigious Sir Antony Fisher Award, which recognizes excellence in public policy

think tank publications and projects. In its tenth anniversary year (2004 -05), AIMS
also won the Templeton Freedom Prize for Institute Excellence.

Crowley is a frequent commentator on political and economic issues for the CBC,

Radio - Canada and many other media, and is a former member of the Editorial Board
of The Globe and Mail and of the National Political Panel on Morningside with the late

Peter Gzowski on CBC Radio. He holds degrees from McGill and the London School of
Economics.

Roger Gibbins

. Roger Gibbins is President and CEO of the Canada West Foundation, a
public policy research group based in Calgary and operating across the four western
provinces. Prior to assuming the leadership of the Canada West Foundation in 1998,

Roger was a professor of political science at the University of Calgary, where he
started his academic career in 1973 and served as department head from 1987 to

1996. An ongoing appointment as a Faculty Professor of Political Science continues

his association with the University of Calgary. Roger has authored, co -auth ored or
edited 21 books and more than 100 articles and book chapters, most dealing with

western Canadian themes and issues. In 1998 he was elected as a Fellow of the
Royal Society of Canada, and was the President of the Canadian Political Science
Associati on from 1999 to 2000. In 2007, he was awarded the Alberta Lieutenant
Governor 0s Awar d for Exceptional Achi evement
Outstanding Contribution to Public Administration. Roger was born in Prince George,
British Columbia, and received his undergraduate degree from UBC and his doctorate

in political science from Stanford University in California.
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AppendixCi Speaker 6s Questions & Answer Session

After each speaker presented, Questions submitted from the audience were
addressed by the  speaker. Enjoy.

Questions posed to Larry Mitchell, the New Zealand Experience

Themes are fAAO0 for amal gamati on, APO for performanc
operational issues

1 If cost effectiveness was not considered in amalgamation, what was
the driver ?”

00 Usually similar community interests are the
by the higher government) that initiate amalgamations. As | said in my paper

it is rare that the amalgamation starts with willing participants drawn from

amalgamating councils . My stance on amalgamation is this
rational economi c t ererfsf e(cptoisvietni evses 6G/cpoossti t i ve NPV)
has the support of the communities involved then it should proceed.

1 Why was Auckland chosen for a trial system to change the

government?

AA0 No Auckland is not a guinea pig for anything
rationale for amalgamation does not extend further than big city

amal gamations case studies ¢é although in NZ it r
rolling and othersmayfo | | ow (Wel |l i ngton/ Christchurch are ta

see my paper re its rationale for attempting to make Auckland competitive
with other world class cities.

1 Without a true estimate of monetary savings, how did Auckland
forecast a positive Net present Value of the possible venture?

AfO0 Ahhaa yes ¢é | said that the investigations
estimates of cost savings. The financial analysis however was done
(superficially as a desk exercise with littl e r

marginal ly positive present value.

17 Why did the NZ government start the process with legislation in

1989?

AfA0O Because they were determined to get it done.
|l ocal gover nment as senior government € and they
themeansat t heir di sposal € legislation é end of stor

7 Re: Performance Measurement. How can we assure that we measure
the right things?

AP0 Excell ent guestion. The Nz | ocal gover nment
community outcomes and consultation that ensures that each unit of local

government unit following these determinations IS doing what it is called

upon to do. This includes of course all of the many mandated things the law

requiresthemtodo ¢é such as the three 6RO66s rates rats anc
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In your experience is bigger better?

AA0O Based on the amalgamations in NZ of 1989 ¢é
people still left who would bewail the loss of the small and inefficient units of

pre 1989. Many were incapable of meeting the sustainability goals of the

fourth labour government and incidentally the people who ran the old council

were way behind the times in terms of modern managerial practice. They had

the rug pulled and the new guard came on board. Such is life!

Can Canada’ s current emphasi s on “ angiblet managen
capital assets) work without a requirement to budget for
depreciation? (as it currently is?).

iod No. The Canadian standard on tangible assets
point of just booking the assets (at values that
not insisting on an accounting and budgetary action of measuring and

providing for depreciation. If proof be needed of the poor practice that passes
for standards of Canadian | ocal government accoun
example. And! because this is happening currently it must be of major

concern. Different if the problems had some history attached to them, they

have not as this the best (worst actually) that current standard setters have

come with. It shows just how far there is to go. One other misc hief of this

state of affairs is that is that with current disclosures (in the statement of

financi al position ¢é Ireative nfinamciakabset® ogitionacann e t

be made to | ook 6gooddé (appear positive overal/l
tangible assets figure.

Is there anything you would do differently (after the fact)?

AO0 VYes € I n NZ audit shoul d have done what t
Particularly with enforcement of a performance measurement and reporting

regime. They have lacked both the will and wit to do as the law has

prescribed of them. The bureaucrats have had free rein and cost - effectiveness

is only now (in recessionary times) reappearing after ten long years of

absence.

How do you move forward? (you talked about leadership)

AAO VYedserlsehai p at al l |l evels é and if it is O0right
best practice (let alone problematical amalgamations) then we can leave

something of value (improved performance/municipalities) for our

grandchildren.

How did the region get past the resistance to change? The
protectionism from local councils and citizens to move forward to
amalgamation?

AAO0 | f this question refers to thevideBpueadk| and case
view and recognition that Auckland governance was not working for Auckland
€ and the region was part of this mess. The | awm:
determined that it had to be fixed so local government had very little say in
the prospect é they (local government) continue t
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1 What strategies were used to return “community identity”
amalgamation?

AAO | f t he amal gamati on had proceeded on t he l
community of interests coupled with good economi
communities worked well together. Their combined C of | becom e a greater

sum than the separate parts. In one case though (in my District) it did not

work (the two communities, note one urban and the
it ?) é never got it together and ended up wi

commissioner running the s~ how having tossed out the previous council

1 In the Auckland super-city merger/amalgamation deals with the
issue of community identities following the amalgamation process?

AAO0 I n Aucklandds case the major motivation for
economic and infrastructure management purposes. The bottom up
community input is stildl being 6devisedd. This is

1 Please give an example of a favourable outcome for social, economic,
environmental and cultural objectives.

oo Our NZ | oc atlact gets we & penfoemance framework which
requires reportage of the community consulted level of success or failure to
be fully measured and publicly reported. One simple tip for Canadian local
government is to immediately implement with a start by intr oducing an
annual public satisfaction survey and using this as a measure of longer term
O6progressbo.
17 What happened to volunteerism in larger amalgamations?
AAO Frankly I do not know. I see no compelling
properly managed, volunteerism cannot be Obetterdé al ways depend

buy -in for the new organization of course. With greater resources made
available combined local support could be improved. The opposite of course is

possible if conditions are hostile. In our Puhoi valley commu nity support and
volunteerism is thriving é | ong post amal gamat i c
cultivated) relationships with our local council.

1 What has been the response of the “customer” to a
oo Hard to say. Some still ovh®mneah direclyhei r i nabi

(pothole fixing) with a local councillor to get their potholes fixed. Councils
throughout NZ now spend huge effort (and cost!) on front office customer
response and service support. This may mask to some extent the effects on
some still  disgruntled by the merger.

T In smal l er communities of 300 or | ess, what v
perception of losing their local government? And has it (their
perception) changed since then?

AfnA0O We never did have communities of 3a0n06 to r | ess.
say €é sorry.

17 How can we spend less without cutting costs?

AO0 Contracting out plus three- maethirdpadly Lower ser \

drivenuserpays -and attack counci l payroll . € Lower ser
thought to be unlikely candidates but | disagree. Some services have got to a
point where they are now wunaffordabl e, for e x amp
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collectionsé, o6freed internet in libraries, taxpa
third party user pays involves cost shifting of largely private benefits to the

private sector ¢é refuse collection services for e
(yes 50%) of Canadian municipal operating expenditure. Staff numbers and

their salary levels is the first place | always look in expenditure control. |

know this sounds like cost cutting but to me it is just good management and

cost control! Contracting out services €é an obuvi
too. As for revenue reductions € they wi || on
inevitably lead to spending less. Bu t show me a unit that has! Better to attack

costs? € or | ower service |l evels (above) as these op

for ever more revenue. Good luck with that!

How did they address the rural/urban interface? How to incorporate
without losing rural integrity?

AA0 Very difficuldt € see above about my District
urban rural 6di videbd. As this is such an importa
like to suggest that AUMA ask me to deal with the subject in some fuller

detail. We have tr ied such techniques as separate financial divisions, separate

governance at the truly local level and have even preserved well past their

use by date rating (taxing) differentials recognizing the historical urban - rural

financial circumstances. Some of the se strategies have even worked!

To what extent are NZ municipalities required to fund depreciation of
Capital Assets? How did you fund it? Taxes? Cost share? Provincial?

AfO6 The funding (loosely defined as depreciatio
potential of assetsd is mandated. This is 6a Biggied ¢é
web site for my writings on the matter. The major portion of this funding

comes from rates (taxes) and as a result we have had very large rates

increases to cover these costs. In Canada withou t this stricture ¢é bac
asset maintenance builds up. Which would you prefer?

How did you deal with the fear of lack of representation at local
levels?

AAO0 Not well yet. Community boards at the | owest
if they can be given ass  urances and money to paddle in their own local pond
for such things as |l ocal par ks, l' i braries et c b

expenditures é roads and www to the more corpor a
new entity.

How do you define the boundaries? (When does the geographical size
become unmanageable?).

AA0O Number one is to draw new boundaries along c
NOT environmental ones. If the two coincide well and good but

amalgamations that have gone wrong in the past have generally not been

careful enough with recognizing how communities
have one celebrated case of Hastings and Napier cities remaining separate

(though only 10 miles apart!) because of fierce local loyalties to their council

and not to a combined one.
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1 Did the senior level of governments(s) share their revenue with local

level?
00 No not applicable the way NZ 1l ocal gover nment
subsi dies apart there i s only mi ni mal (10 to 1

funding of local government
1 What IS the first step?

AfA0 Get communities (intending to merge) engaged
1 Why Auckland? Was it your pilot project?

AfA0 No it was the most recent € 2007 to 2009 6a
above also in Auckl andds cas e hetnergerimimg forr mot i vat.i
regional economic and infrastructure management purposes.

1 Is the Auckland transformation creating another level of government
or are they closing down the local councils?

i Ao It i s a true mer ger of seven exhesting cou
disestablished/decommissioned.

T How would Al berta’s municipalities benefit from
Zeal and “strategies” and/or way of governing?
ifO00 Hugely é in my very humble opinion of course.
on what is wrong here in Canada w ith its local government sector. The best
first step to getting all of this ofixedb6 is t

government) act.

T What i s t he “di stance” t hat i s considered S
amalgamation to work? Is a community a radius of 100 km. where
you live, work, recreate, shop, school church etc.?

fA0 One wise man told me that if you cannot driv
from all corners of a district within 30 minutes then (in NZ) your district is too

big. We have some districts though where we [ over 100 miles is the
and they seem to work é with |l ots of help from go
are being held in one large district over the internet (tele -conferencing) so

di stance is |l ess of a problem today ¢é arfeut good e

essential for these large districts to work

1 Does the public see this change as positive? Why or why not?

iA0 Overal/l Yes, based on the fact that there are
heard anyone seriously suggest going back to the bad old days. This | believe
recogni zes that the smaller units O6were just not

be sustainable and still service the modern quadruple bottom line well beings
of 21 *' century citizens.

1 Who should lead local government structural reform vs. who did in

NZ?
AA0 Communities in tandem with central gover nment
commission/commissioner to glue this all together then this has worked for
us.
T This “change” requires a certain | evel of expert

and engineering). How was this achieved - particularly with smalli
municipalities?
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AP0 Yes very true. Amal gamati on transitional Supf
In our Auckland case it has warranted a whol e chcé
report. This is well worth a read to see in detail the many transitional issues

and how they can be addressed.

1 Why amalgamate or regionalize? Why change at all? Why go through
all of this? Who should lead the change initiative?

ifA0 Good points é but then you askheértemaho shoul d
(community of interests  -economic rationality) are met then communities,
assisted by a (in your case a Provincial Commissioner) and guided by senior

government O6should all l eadé. And in harmony €& Ni
T Can one really médastwref“ Quae” in a community..? |

to financial efficiency measures?

AP0 Mmmm ¢é it has been my | ifebs work | ead by the

6performd and to as far as has been possibl e, en

limited success | haste nto add. However the economic/financial well being is

one of the four overarching outcomes and | fail to see why this should be

ignored in performance measur ement terms €& as o
continue however with my crusade providing support for performance

measurement of economic and financial outcomes. Measurement and

reporting of municipal performance is totally achievable contrary to the

perhaps more general view é that itdéds not!

17 Amalgamation vs. Dissolution (which is what we appear to currently
have). What is the difference?

AA0O | am puzzled by your term 6dissolutiond. I st
it means O6forcedd as opposed to voluntary then |
if that does not work then forceiahbestcitewia onl y i f t
(above) are first me t of cour se. I see it as seil

responsibility to get improved performance from their parts of the public
sector. If this view is accepted then implementing better ways of achieving
these ends are really non -negotiable.

f How comparable are the societies” of Alberta and

AA0O As | note in my discussion paper we are surpr
Our societies share common governance, historical and social (language)

positions. | have been ¢ oming to Canada, the home of my birth now for over

thirty years and find commonality at every turn, It is little different when |

visit other English speaking Canadian provinces and Commonwealth countries

¢ and this excludes to some ¢glrcalggovernmene USA who
things differently.

T How i s “best val ue” determined when one i s try
contract and or go in-house service is provided? How do you do an
effective comparison?

iPBasy ¢é Just do it (even i f it opwitpansaun a pil ot b
But be sure to measure the in -house unit in a transparent and comparable

posture first, that is, with no hidden cross -subsidies or benefits from shared

munici pal overheads. Make it a fair level pl ayin
results on this basis. Have the results independently prepared and audited

too. | am prepared to put serious dollars on the outcome. See

larry@kauriglen.conz _é f or all O6taker sé.

V AUMA N 45


mailto:larry@kauriglen.co.nz

1 Is the idea that financial reasons alone are the reason for
restructuring bad? Should the driving factors be based on resource
conservation? (I.e. water use, lake stewardship, effective service
delivery etc.)?

fA0 Yes and Yes. And dondét forget community of ir

istherealB i ggi e i f amalgamation is to work é Il ong ter
1 Re: GAAP and IFRS --- How has incorporating GAAP and IFRS helped

to use “like terms” and be kg Thehdefiitiomeof page ?

capital assets is now common??

00 The incorporation of atdd amsltour act iacorporatese i s mand

these (GAAP) as standardso. Best practice then i :

out in my discussion paper IFRS should not (IMHO) have been adopted in NZ.

This is way too complicated for Joe Six -pack and just means more fees f or the

bean-count er s. Consistency of O6termsd as you have s

if these are mandated. However, the merit of some Canadian terms such as

6capital assetsd is |l ess at i ssue and are prese

(Tangible Assets) stan  dard itself is so pathetic.

1 Does this model increase bureaucracy and is burdensome with paper
work? We are already drowning in paper.

AiP0 Trees of the world unite! Yes |ife gets more
if properly managed with excellent IT and less paper it is challenging and
exciting too é believe me. The trees wild.l be pl ea

1 Would Council amalgamation over ride the wishes of small groups
and put their wishes on a “scrap heap”?

AfA0 It depends (Sorry é thereds t hemmuditdgepends ageé
groups of sufficient numbers are resistant to change and have sound counter -

arguments AND can show dis  -benefits (C of | and economic ones that is) then

amal gamati on should NOT proceed. | f not then éOd0sc

1 How do you establish a 10 year financial plan at municipal level,
when you are at the mercy of economy, provincial grant rules and
systems, and unreasonable timelines and competitive nature of
funding?

AP0 True concer rées baxpryeosus emu s t still try, by coi
evaluating plans with these uncertainties inherent in them and with

consequent assumptions for the plan clearly stated. They (your list above) are

NOT good reasons for failing to plan. Asset management plan financial

projections and prudent debt levels ar e the major ingredients of these long

term plans and they incorporate their own uncertainty/risk calculations within

their parameters. So go to it! BTW | do not have a ready answer for

budgeting senior government grant receipts. Maybe use history as a guid e

(less say current less 10 to 15% pa to 2019 and be prudent).

1 How did you achieve buy-in for the process? For the public? For the
political?

ifABy holding a Summit and reading and treasuring
its hearts and minds programs with ¢ ommunity engagement based on sound
reasoning supported by evidence of a good basis for (or against)

V AUMA N 46



amal gamation. Then after all/l of this é be prepare
you whatever the above.

1 What is the advantage of amalgamation if it is not social or financial?
fA0 There is none (see above). You have got it in

1 During amalgamations what happens to the duplication of staff
(CAOQO' s, manager s, (Howndid yduoget yid of them? Who
decides who goes?

A0 Use of ionaconimitteenls camposition and processes are vital to
fairly manage this difficult area.

T What is the first obstacle to “change” in municip
AA0 Attitudes é see above re Ohearts and mindsb?d

1 How do we respect the voices of smaller communities?
AA0 With respect! é (see above re smal/l groups)

1 The NEED for the province to define roles - responsibilities and
resources. Would suggest that the time has arrived to solve this
Problem!

fi P &es see above re urgent need for a new provincially sponsored | ocal
government municipal act incorporating best practice and performance
management (model .. the NZ act)

1 Drew a triangle.

Financial
Comments?
Capacity Commitments
00 Yes these are the tensions between unli mit

resources. Our NZ local government act provides a workable mechanism for

moderating this process. Supported by excellent relational database local

gover nment I' T é it really works! Rati onal and f
recognition of priorities are two of the big payoffs.

1T Describe wh at an amal gamated “community” of a |
residents looks like (E.g. 1 Council? 1 Public works?) Sort of the nuts
and bolts.
A0 Suggest y ovww.lgnzco.tkz  artd review say two or three NZ
councilsli ke Hastings, Gi sborne and the Far North. Th
contracted out their works and use just one (say) head -honcho super -
qualified professional asset manager -engineer where prior to amalgamation

some (the Far North) had six of them.
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1 After 20 years what is the next step?

AA0 Looks Ilike Nz wild.l move down from the exi st
about a third of that number. The regional EPAGs
the chop, central government talking these over. That is there will be more

amalgamation (and dissolution) but it is unlikely under present community

structures to go much in future below this level. It will mean an average rural

district of say 50 to 75,000 persons é cities on
number.

1 How do you establish performance measures?

AiP@W%ow what a question! My | i feds work refers. But
start with a citizends satisfaction survey then
though that it takes years to get it right and working. In NZ typica [ly it took

over seven years for the whole box and dice to be up and fully operational.
Good luck with that! It is not rocket surgery though and good models abound,
try our NZ one it is hard to beat é but then mayhb

1 What was the impetus for change - struggling with costs? Revenues
vs. Expenses? Inability to attract and retain professionals? Isolation?

ifA0 Yes, Yes and Yes again. Youlsttcdneentrate good quest
the mind as all are good reasons to do something to address the challenges

presented é by for example a | ack of professi on:
alone we have seen in NZ an enormous lift in the standard of professional

employee, engineering and finance fields principally. Currently NO! CMA

qualified 2008 gradua te in Saskatchewan is even remotely interested in a

career in | ocal government . Startling is this not

different for Alberta?
1 Who is asking for the changes? Is it the people or the government?

fAA0 The gover nmentthe fdebnatleeaédst hen the TV/newspap:
t he el ected me mber s and prol etariat ar e asked |
foreshadows the process/ boundaries etc €& then it
medi a comment again with protests oftesa springi:
drafted further consul tation happens € then ol 1
happens. Note: Few processes of this kind are ever properly post -

implementation reviewed and assessed. If they had been then answers to

your questions would have been 6éeasy onesb.

1 Advantages/Disadvantages of contracting out municipal services?
Accountability - how do you ensure service equity? Between big and

small?

f0O0 There are few disadvantages of contracting ou
continuously managed. Except in a case tha t is where competitive forces are

weak then market failure may need to be taken into account and managed

through. 06Big and small & have very Ilittle to do
small can become big or small may be just the ticket. Contracting out must be

assessed on a case by case basis not just over size alone. Note also the
effects on local employment loom large here. This is a judgment call as to
whether to factor this in or not within the competitive contracting process.
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1 What levels of government do you have? And, how did they all
downsize?

AA0 Only two (central and |l ocal). They have not!
the PM and cabinet will no doubt have determined this probably based on
economic rather than (somewhat perversely?) as a result of pu blic pressures.

1 Competitive process: How to evaluate? Value? How to initiate? Public
relations? Service level?

00 We in NZ have a mature contracting out proce:
it?

7 How does the municipal association ensure population
representation?

i 00 I donot know t he answer but can i f y O
larry@kauriglen.co.nz ___ put you in touch with someone who does.

17 How do you get more service for less cost?

AP0 Sounds | i ke the per pe.tButaerioustypyoucanndoit dea t o m
if you really! work at it. The Hutt City case study referred to in my discussion
paper did it e after nearly ten years of capital

1 Have the strategies addressed social impact?

00 Yes they by | awuadisu plde* bBichtet om | ine over oOe
ensures this. é * These well beings are the Economic, |
Environmental outcomes that are the basis of all mandated NZ council

strategies/long term consulted upon plans

1 What is realistic expectation for making the transition to performance
management practice? (in terms of time and resources).

i PO See al so above about Hut t City and t he s e
concentrated 6Efforté. A budget for Hut t (80, 00
exceeded on avera ge (say) $200 K pa excluding? software and consultancy

support, although they did 90% of it themsel ves
paid performance bonuses not included above. Works out at $2M over ten

years but their rates increases over the same period pr obably were (say) ten

times this figure. (No warranties given on these

from introducing performance management but | am currently working on
them. They are of this order | believe and | can report back later.)

1 Advantage/Disadvant age of working together “informally
amal gamati on?”
inAO0 | think on balance that the for mal approach
on the other hand lacks staying power. For example, in my experience loose
joint shared service provision generall y falls apart over the mid -term. Maybe

you guys are o6differentdé though? é kinder ¢é gent|l

1 Challenge in Alberta is the distance between communities. Regional
Government may not have unbiased support for individual community
needs.

it AO Y¥eus - NZ too th ough. We are a long skinny country yours is very
wide so some distance issues are (somewhat) comparable. The Far North
(50,000 people) are spread over nearly 300 miles
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less than you? Where provision of public and necessary services are involved,
the Province could be expected to add financial support to distant less
advantaged communities. An amalgamated local government unit may also

have better capacity to support a regional program of support, maybe not,

your call,

1 What sorts of things currently make BC superior local governance
mod el relative to Al berta’ s and those of other pr

fi P BC seems to have got their performance measurement act together and

have better financial disclosures earlier than others. In the work | do wit h
Frontier (at www.fcpp.org ) the 100 municipalities we review for our LGPI
project throw up cases of improving performance reporting of some BC
municipalities. See our 2008 LGPI reports for the detail of these assessmen ts.

1 Amalgamation /re-organization means that fewer people have a
meaningful stake in the democratic process.

i A dNo, not fewer people just that it may become harder for them to

enquire/research bigger local government and their actions. | am glad that

you rai sed this point as | donodt believe | have p
detail in this area of the NZ local government act (my paper refers). This law

materially assists in addressing the information imbalances that so often can

accompany (and get worse) for citizens dealing with large(er) units. The NZ

law requires this imbalance to be properly serviced by local government units,

you could do well to follow its precepts.

1 During the 1989 Council amalgamations, what was the relationship
like between rural and urban? Tense? How did they overcome
challenges?

fi A &ee above re these tensions. They will always? exist, 1989 -2009 é no
essential difference.

7 What impact(s) did competitive bidding have on established
municipal services (e.g. roads, parks, garbage)?

fiPd6 Huge and for the good. Ask yourself one quest
market for your in  -house service unit and in the absence of good performance

measurement how can you tell if your in -house service provision is cost -

effective and efficient? Answer : You canoé6t! QED then for competi |
that usually, if the process is fairly run (see also above) results in third party

tendered provi si on. And donot I et the wunions ru
benefits to their members of performance -related pay . Even a Democrat like

Barack Obama in his latest book agrees with much of this philosophy (about
teachers in his case!)

1 Through amalgamation, do or will the local governance outside the
nuclear urban centre be forgotten or left behind?

A0 No but ove) Prietakes empowerment -funding of such units as
rural community councils/boards operating under the bigger structure to
achieve good community up results.

1 What are the benefits for small municipalities (e.g. less than 5,000) in
amalgamation?

i A6  Btimes NONE! Surprised are you by this answer? | have two council
clients in NZ who | will be advising NOT to amalgamate such are their
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geographical and other advantages. Kaikoura DC (see
www.localgovernment.co.nz ) is a case in point, located isolated and alone on
the East Coast of the South Island it is doing a great job already and should

be left alone. Any amalgamation would be highly problematical. Does this
have resonance for your smaller Alberta units?

Have you seen other options for regional cost-sharing & cooperation,
which may work better than amalgamation?

iA0 No. (see also above). Evidence is that cost s

amalgamation but satisfaction levels generally go the other way. It is the not

measuring |like with |ike here that proves the pr
shared services work well (see above also). You may be different however

(see also above).

Is regionalization based on population or land mass?

AAMmMmMmM t hat és a har d eognieo.n sOUrEPNAZ s essentially) ar
environmental (watershed) lines. Our larger units of territorial local

authorities are as their name suggests more organized by their geography

(land mass). Their sustainability however often depends on population

numbers so that they generally do not go down to very low people numbers

(below 5,000 people) but this appears to be about to change (to over 50,000?

persons maybe).

What sub-sectors maintained on an individual level and which are

amalgamated?

iAO Sor dygnolt under stand t he guestion. Pl ease €
larry@kauriglen.co.nz

Why must we amalgamate to achieve sustainability? How do

communities maintain their individuality?

AfA0 These are the tensions. You must decide whic

carry out the tests | have referred to (above).

How do you deal with the rural/urban amalgamation/ mentality?

AAWI th great and seemingly enduring ¢é& Difficuldt.y

complete explanation? of these trenchant rural -urban issues

Did the government that mandated:

A minimum service level and;

That a budget be prepared to ensure “a minimum

o Contribute any funds to the municipality to help the
municipality meet that minimum service level?

AfO00 No but this is no surpri NEfutdihgonodehlt gi ven t he
is different from yours, as a typical NZ council raises over 85% of its revenues

locally (yours get large transfers from Province, lesser but still large amounts

from Federal sources).
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Questions Posed to Dr. Brian Dollery: The Australian Experience

Resource to Explore: See Centre for Local Government: http://www.une.edu.au/clg/
which also has numerous linkages to other Australian sites.

Is Australian constitutionally similar to Canada in that local governments
only exi st at the “pleasure” of the province/ Mini s
provincial are constitutionally recognized?

1 Yes. Although in some states local government has recognition in state
constitutions, but i n etedigpittakd sense of not p

Does the education or health system existing in a municipality affect
Australian governance and amalgamation?

T Not really since health and education are state government
responsibilities.

Did any of the commissions or inquiries explore raising the
power/jurisdiction of the municipal level of government so that they can
have greater tax powers?

1 In all Australian jurisdictions, local government only has the property
tax, as well as numerous fees and charges. The various commissions
did not consid er additional taxes, but rather increased transfers and
greater powers to charge more direct fees and charges.

How do the local residents feel about local government?

1 Opinion surveys show people overwhelmingly support local
government more than state and f ederal government.

If forced amalgamation is not the answer - then what is?

91 1 think regional alliances of municipalities, which share some selected
services with scale economies and scope economies is the best way
forward.

Do you believe the policy of amalgamation in general is a failure OR does
it fail because of inadequate analysis and planning?

1 Both. Amalgamation seldom brings economic benefits because (a) the
process is expensive and (b) in gener al 6bi g
6bigger cheaperd.

Without demonstrated benefits - What is driving the amalgamation
agenda?

1 In Australia this is a puzzling question. Some people argue that it is
easier for state governments to control fewer local councils than a
larger group of councils.

Is there an example of successful amalgamation in Australia?

1 Yes. Typicallytheseareso -cal |l ed 6doughnutdé councils i.e.
municipality surrounded by small rural shires. Amalgamation makes
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sense because distance is not a factor and most people work in the
larger coun cil and use its services anyway.

What shared services in Australia did not work?

T I'n general-intepespled services, l'i ke front of
not work well because (a) there are no scale economies and (b) local
knowledge disappears when they ar e centralized.
Through the amalgamations, have the communities managed to retain
their “local identity™—hewdo?i f they have
1 In general, local communities have lost their identities to the chagrin
of local residents. So -cal | ed Gcommunityl dewmeiuing ® y an
committeesd have sometimes been created to a

local identity but they seldom work because they have no authority.

Is there one municipal organization in Australia that represents the
municipal concerns when dealing with the state or federal government?

1 Each state local government jurisdiction has its own single
representative body. At the national level, the Australian Local
Government Association (ALGA) represents local government to the
federal government. Local government managers and local
government engineers also each have their own representative bodies.

In general, the system works well, although state governments still

ne

run 6roughshodé over | ocal council s.
How did Australia address the impact of amalgamation on culture and
community (social components-“ sense of community”?
T Apart from someti mes creating O6community cour
commi tteesd not at al | . Thi s i ssue has
addressed.

What is the alternative to forced amalgamation and how is it
accomplished.

1 In the Australian context, the main alternative is regional alliances of
councils involved in shared service arrangements. Unfortunately, there
is no O6magic formulad for success and many
not work out well.

What do you think about dissolution of state government? Would that
improve sustainability of local government?

1 In Australian, a majority of people support the abolition of state
governments. Problem is this would require a constitutional
amendment i nvolpwirngmag oosuy6. Hi story has
that Australians seldom support referenda to change the constitution.

How would you recommend we encourage the Provincial Government to
get out of the local assessment base?

1 Wish I knew! An analogous problem exists i n New South Wales with
O0rapeggi ngbd and toheutms beemrablento remove state
government interference.
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What formula creates equity when the range of need (and/or
expectation) is so broad?

il

| suggest that people consult the various websites of the different
Australian State Local Government Grants Commissions. All have
developed formulae that (a) create a degree of certainty for local
government and (b) remove much of the politics. The system
generally works well.

What is your opinion of a bottom up approach to taxation collection and
more autonomy locally?

il

I believe in the fprinciple of subsidiaritybo

possible autonomy to local government. Problem is state governments
in Australia never agree!

With the federal government collecting roughly 80% of taxes, but only
returning 40%, has there been any pressure from local government for
more of the pot?

il

A great deal of pressure. Some progress has been achieved. The
Howard Government instituted the Roads to Recovery program whi ch
delivered billions of dollars direct to local government for road
expenditure and the present federal government has continued this

scheme under a new name.

If the state does not agree that basic municipal services should be
provided, how do the small communities survive?

f

Ple as e

f

| think this makes their role close to impossible. Some remote outback

communities in Austral-dadéfspiedt wimbra aorcahes

on the back of community volunteers. But this is hardly an ideal way
to approach matters.

explain furdihearet“idomry” factors cruci
sustainability.

State governments prescribe not only which services will be delivered,
but also often the standard of services offered. In other words, they

oblige local councils to exp end funds on these services [
di scretionaryd expenditure. In addition, d e mc
community age profile, basically force councils to expend money on
certain services, whether they like it or not.
What actions are being taken to limit infrastructure shortfalls in the
future?
I Main action is to oblige councils to institute adequate local
infrastructure asset plans to force them to engage in adequate
depreciation. However, in many cases the backlog is so large that it
requires transfe rs from higher tiers of government.
Wh y is Australia not prepared to give municipal i
raising authority”?
1 I think that state governments do not want to give up any tax powers

or even share any taxes.
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Does Australia have many local government bodies? And, is there a
minimum and maximum size? Have many amalgamations taken place?

1 At present Australia has around 550 local councils in six states and one
territory. There is no minimum or maximum size. Literally more than
one thousand amalgamati  ons have occurred over the past 150 years.
It is very popular.

How did you enable a positive response to citizen needs when those
needs cannot be fulfilled? (Community resources or adequate access to
resources (e.g. population, local economy, property taxes,
assessments)?

T lwish I knew.

“

We have reference to
model?

amal gamati on” What

1 Indeed, many models of collaboration exist. | suggest you look at the
edited volume Local Government Reform in Theory and Practice
(Edward Elgar, 200 8) which contains dozens of examples.

Does the government have any regrets about the previous
amalgamations?

I State governments never seem to have any regrets at all. Indeed,
they never even assess amalgamation outcomes.

One of the biggest problems in the municipal sector in AB is the
fractured organizations that rural and urban belong to. Would you agree
that in order to get municipal issues to the provincial government in a
co-coordinated way - would it not be prudent for our organization to
represent all Alberta Municipalities?

1 1 could not agree more. It is fatal for local government to speak with
more than one voice since this plays
often adopted by higher governments.

Do small local governments have the fiscal and administrative capacity
to conduct their business in the best way possible?

1 Often they do not independently posses the requisite capacities. But
this is an argument for regional alliances and resource sharing, etc.,
rather than amalgamation.

How does an Association (AUMA) deal with amalgamated municipalities?
Do they belong to AUMA or AAMD&C?

9 | am afraid | do not have sufficient local knowledge to address this
question.
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Appendix DT Workshop Process

Workshop Instructions:

There are four steps to the work shop process. Please use the worksheets in the
Booklet to help you and your table brainstorm and reflect on the governance models
identified in the Discussion Paper.

1. Complete the housekeeping tasks:
1 Identify a recorder; and

1 Identify someone who will prese nt your groupds discussion and
to the larger group.

2. In your booklet, find the page titled: Governance Sustainability
Statements (page 3 -4). On the following page is a diagram. Discuss the
statements and indicators and either create a new or am end the work

presented. Note: the key elements associated with the governance

statements are just Afhookso to help get the dis
needs to come to some agreement about the terms, so you are ready to

move forward together, even if you do not agree on all the details. Make

changes to the statements/indicators in the booklet.

Recorder: Please document the new definitions in the blank worksheet space
provided or write the revisions directly on the visual diagram.

3. Each group is assigned = ONE model option to discuss and explore (See the
Models Cheat Sheet, page 5). Please only discuss the governance model
option assigned to your table. Discuss and work through the questions on the
page titled: Reflection Questions (page 6 -8). The most impo rtant questions
to complete are #14  -#16. Option : After completing your designated model, if
your table feels that another model is needed, please document this also and
be ready to share your thoughts.

Recorder: Document at least a few bullets of the discu ssion per question. A

Abl ankd question templ ate, wor ksheRessefilsn cont ai ned

the template. We 6 | | be picking up the booklets as #fdinput
4. Presenters, be ready t o present your t eamds di

audience. (3 -5 mi nute summary of your tablebds findings

Enjoy the dialogue with your colleagues! Have
fun. Your thoughtful insights are key to
strengthening the report.

\I\\\\\III/.' g

56




Appendix E T Model Analysis: Benefits and Risks/Challenges
Below are the unedited notes from the summit participants on each of the models.

Model #1: Status Quo

Benefits

1 Strength = straight forward & simple.

i No change is needed

i Retain local decision making; Does not seek solution to current
problems;

Risks/Challenges

i Model is unacceptable

i Members want change;

i Others (province) make the decisions for you.

1 No leadership on a municipal level

i Less municipalities are efficient for municipal affairs as an entity, but

not so for the municipalities.

i Not solution based;

i Respectful partnerships not mentioned.

i Slow death for struggling municipalities;

i Not taking action, allows the province to decide.

i Sustainability for some (financial, capacity, risk factors).

1 Lack professional staff to undertake and address issues

i Non-viable municipalities reverting back to counties or province T
costs.
Leadership may be compromised
Lack accountability to find out and monitor
AUMA would need to do much more training to assist Councillors re:
sustainability;

i Need to work  with AAMD&C (need new approach developed jointly)

Find common ground and build on that. Need to stop back room
discussions
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Model #2: Status Quo + Financial Change
Benefits

i If you are one of those municipalities on the border line, this program
will h elp bring you closer to sustainability;

i Public will be provided with such things as (e.qg. libraries, recreation,
parks).

Autonomy of municipalities, localized oversight of services maintained;
Not creating another level of government;

May avoid some dissol utions/amalgamations.

Simple concept;

Maintain community identity;

Stability

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4

Local decision makers deciding how money should be spent;

Risks/Challenges

1 Would this be a mandatory program or voluntary?

i What classification will be used to determine small ¢ ommunity?

i This is just a financial change not a structural change;

i There are communities that are not viable, but this allows them to
continue to run. Could prop up (disguise) bad management.

i If you are over line, then you would miss out -even though needed
Changes the definition of sustainability;
Just delaying the inevitable dissolution or amalgamation of
municipalities
May discourage effectiveness (efficiency)in service delivery ;

i Encourages dependency on external funding; may be creating another
level o f administration.

1 Success all dependent on criteria.

i Ad hoc management not sustainable;

1 Dependency on provincial dollars;

i No incentives for improvement to service delivery

1 What happens when you meet only 2 out of the 3 criteria?

i Grant funding proportionat e?

1 Inflationary?

1 Complex administration;

1 Survival doubtful;

i Dependency on whim of provincial funding.
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Grant monies are not stable;

Financial mismanagement is possible.
Maybe lead to new advocacy issues;
Same issue battles;

More reporting required possibly;
AUMA work more closely with AAMDC.

Almost a social program (subsidized) municipalities;

=A =4 =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -

Sends counteractive message to sustainability platform to the
province.

Less grant monies for other municipalities;

Healthy municipalities will suffer.

Model #3: Status Quo + Functional Change

Benefits
i Has the potential to enhance the service levels for all partners (e.g.
large -scale fire services 1 better economies of scale.
i I'tds not fAshoved dAbiityto reetiprovinbial abjedives.
i Has potential to e  volve into large scale regional systems.
i Still allows municipalities their self -determination;
T Extension of services;
i Sharing overhead/equipment
i Doesndt require support from GOA;
i Al l ows municipalities to bwinsed;ective and fin
i Non-threatening 1 people will start to work together and opportunities

will arise to expand partnership;
Could create more and more available services
More uniformity

Lead to cooperation;

=A =4 =4 =4

Address change

Risks/Challenges
i What could be shared, how could it benefit us?

i Do we volunteer on a project by project basis? Therebs no evidence tl
is more efficient?

How do you define a region?

i How do you define the term -Anew systemd of | ocal governan
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=A =4 =4 4 =4 =A =4 =4 -4 4 =4 =A =4 =4 4 A4 -4 -4 4 -4 -4

=A =4 4 A4 4 -4 A -4 -4

Accountability framework is a good tool to improve local government
(We need to be definers of the criteria T with our citizens)

Non -cooperative partners opting out or threatening to opt out;

Difficult to address the needs of the smaller municipalities.

Larger municipalities may control the administrative structure.

Past conflicts am ong municipalities may just continue in a new forum;

No teeth T no motivation;

Attitudes need to change to make this a fair funding model.

Howdoyougetco -operation if it isndt already happer
How does this model address County/MD struggles?

D o e s ndve angthing on its own.

Does this discussion open a door for the Province and/or Federal
government to mandate because of the 50/50 picture it sometimes
appears we candét decide for ourselves?

Possible lack of cooperation;

Provincial interference;

Non -coo peration;

Everyone must be all  -in.

How do you propose this to a reluctant partner?

How do we get past the financial inequities that affect our ability to
partner?

Willingness to come to the table will be lacking in many regions;

AOpting Out 0 c odrpsoltinditie movement

Even this model could generate more hostility
Doesndét address the real revenue shortages in
Doesnét address the fact that some municipali!t
sustainable.

Not sure where it leads;

Looks like an intermediate step to something else.
Regional egos;

Lack of trust;

Liability costs;

Could be tough to adapt it across the province;
One size does not fit all.

Does it go far enough?

Not sure if our situation /needs are addressed by th e model capability
of people to work together.
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i Government needs to put into legislative policy ways and means for
co-operative and functionality, but let local governments set the actual
process based on their wants, needs, and uniqueness

i AUMA and AAMDC mu st work closely together on these models.
i AUMA has to lead by example, they have to model co -operation.
i Need Mediation and facilitation services
1 AUMA may need to, along with municipalities, review the way of doing
business to give a voice to all municipali ties regardless of size, and
influence.
Cooperation;
Assistance from Province.
AUMA would need to create a template/support structures to get
movement in this.
Encourage government to come up with templates (or maybe not!);
Improve advocacy roles;
AUMA mem bers will need a change of perspective, as will AAMDC
members
i It may be a 6red herringo for the issue of

address revenue infrastructure issues.

Model #4: Single tier, full capacity (fewer municipalities)
transitioning to the accountability framework as set out in the
proposed Provincial-Municipal Sustainability Partnership Agreement

Benefits

Efficiency (may be);

Scale;

More clout (potentially);

Service level improvement (potentially);
More rational planning

Provincial only not munic  ipality
Provide economic development;

Enhance services (water/sewer

=A =4 =4 4 A4 -4 -4 A -4

Revenue sharing

Risks/Challenges

i Fear of being ignored, if you are the power. Populated areas (loss of
identity, voice, autonomy).

i Imposition of it (or any model) without buy -in.

1 Conflic ts with communities;
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i Not proven to be an effective model

i Divides smaller communities and are forgotten;

i Candt address | ocal community issues.

1 One organization is all that would be required.

i Loss of identity;

1 Decline of services going from urban to rural;

1 The environment fmega cityo.

i Possible changes to mill rate;

i No increase of services;

i Loss of culture and community

i Difficult to satisfy both large and small municipalities in the process

i Potential inequities;

1 Cost;

i Loss of autonomy;

i Democratic representati  on

i Fear of mandatory amalgamation;

1 Incentive program: how/what could this look like?

i The AUMA can set an example by working closer with AAMDC.
Demonstration fromtop - down. Needs to be at the table with Province.

1 Revamping of admi niisstaff artelimnationofCEOG6 s

Change in Directors on AUMA/AAMDC (e.g. summer villages, towns);

Number of representation.

Model #5: Regional Government — 2 tiers

Benefits

The combining of expertise and staff;

Combining of funding to hire qualified staff;
Combined r esources for capital intensive project;
Capacity building;

Cooperation;

Environmental = spillovers

Maintains local autonomy;

Increases capacity;

Exposes awareness of the region;

Promotes cooperation & communication between regions;

=A =4 =4 4 -4 -4 4 -4 -4 -4 -

Strengthens the region;
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i May afford the lifeline of smaller municipalities

Risks/Challenges

Developing trusting relationships between municipalities;
The adding of another layer of government;

Concern about possible loss of democratic input (i.e. large geographic
areas - distanc e to travel to meeting is difficult; video conferencing

might be a problem solver (applies to all participants T officials and
residents;

Communication 1 reporting must be timely;

Day -to -day communication between residents and regional layer.
Another level of government;

Sense of disconnection with elected officials.

Daniel and Goliath syndrome;

Lack of citizen representation;

Reduces citizen engagement

=A =4 =4 4 4 -4 -4 -

Be the voice to bring together the solution decided on by our members
and present them to Government;

1 Request the province develop a list of the core services that must be
provided on a regional basis?

i Help develop a formula on cost sharing /contribution of those services
(if left to individual municipalities moving forward will be slow and
onerous)

No real d ata to prove this works.

Proof that these changes or any changes will work!
What next?

Leadership;

Change of elected officials;

Continuity.

Possible increase in cost of another tier;

=A =4 =4 4 4 -4 -4 -

What would actually fall under the jurisdiction?

Model #6: Council members or Committees taking on localized
responsibilities

Benefits

1 administrative advantages (i.e. staffing)

1 Shared resources 1

i Access to larger tax base and administrative;

‘vtllu'v‘
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Maintain their uniqueness;
Larger lobby group
Economies of scale

Grass roots (repre  senting)

Eliminate duplication of officials, administrators, staff, services;
Possible cost efficiency.

Gives member municipalities some lip service

To save money;

Sharing of resources  and services;

=A =4 =4 A -4 -4 4 -4 -4 -4 -

Still some local actions to make decisions.
Risks/Challenges

Another level of governance may lead to inefficiencies.

Membership may require change to include other municipal
fistructureso.

Facilitation, implementing over a longer period to get a better result.

i Loss of autonomy or communities
1 When does it becom e a success= costs over benefits.
T Level of service reduced;
i Distancing; elected from rate payers.
i Municipality out of touch with taxpayers & rate payers;
i Some municipalityds winners and some | osers d:¢
starting with.
i Cost to implement it;
i Community identification;
i Competing wards or districts for funds/services.
i Maybe bigger is not better;
1 Leaving a AAicommittee in place to deal with | o
i How do you keep the integrity of fairness?
i Smaller communities would be vulnerable creating mor e bureaucracy.
i ALosingd who the small er municipalities are.
1 No benefits or autonomy for municipalities;
1 Not adding to sustainability.
1 Bigger is not better
1 Less local input and involvement;
i Government is too distant;
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Appendix F i Workshop Results: Summary of Decisional Questions

Summary: Decisional Questions

in this summar

Answers from all the groups as they relate to Questions #14
ytable. These
Members often added additional thoughts; all were captured as they were
written. Notes are not extensively edited.

T 16 are captured

comments come directly f

Di
Decisional
level

Questions to
elicit
resolution,
bring the
conversat ion
to a close &
enable the
group to
make a
resolve
about the
future

#14. What can AUMA advocate, on your behalf, to assist
you in restructuring?

il

= =4 -

E R

= =

Organize and facilitate sessions with neighbouring
municipalities that will benefit from regional planning &

service delivery (must include
agreements);

A sound sustainability framework where the Province sets
expected Aoutcomeso for each pi

determine the HOW.

Measures and reporting must follow outcomes (i.e. Land
use framework, Family & Community Support Services).
Increase funding --- equitable formula.
Status quo indicates. No restructuring.
Parameters/conditions must be monitored

a time period for using program and return to
independence;

Do not a llow laziness;

Lobbying for right criteria.

Show leadership.  Give us time to work towards regional
Co-operation;

1 should include

Ensure the process doesndt proc
The power to ACHOOSEO without 4
on us by t hose wh davdto makeitwark.t u a l

AUMA with AAMDC take the lead to get agreements in
place.

Advocate with GOA for more great opportunities
(incentives) when partnerships involved,;

Get Minister on side so there is expectation for all too
participate (encouragement not enforcement).
Listen to and take lead from municipalities more.
Helpful i some template agreements to help facilitate.
Incentives;

Continued support;

Performance evaluations  --- Take arole 71 initiating with the
province.
Al arger pusho f or shipseagdfunctienbl par t

change while retaining individual autonomy.

Advocate provincial government for legislative measures

and monitor for sustainability.

The AUMA can set an example by working closer with
AAMDC. Demonstration from top - down. Needs to be at
the table with Province.
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Be the voice to bring together the solution decided on by
our members and present them to Government;

Request the province develop a list of the core services
that must be provided on a regional basis?

Help develop a formula on cos  t sharing /contribution of
those services (if left to individual municipalities moving
forward will be slow and onerous)

Capital Region 1 land -use, transit 1 additional layers
increases costs;

Research on a proven model;

Doesndét guarantee seoiset s or | ev e

Concern that this model is a stepping stone to
amalgamation and dissolution.

One size does not fit all.
Method grants are handed out.
Need for on -going discussion on these topics.

Build a transparent positive relationship with AAMDC and
Province ( MLAGs) .

Need detailed information on models used in Canada.
Advocate incentives,

give time for communities to come together;

Lake stewardship i regionalization or water management.

Build a better (stronger) relationship with AAMDC T rural
and urban muni cipalities MUST work together;

To work on common issues NOT another level of
government.

Request for dissolution or amalgamation should come from
people up; not from the government down.

#15. What practical tools would like AUMA to develop to

helpyouassess your municipal’s sustai
1 More voice for mid -range communities.
1 Continue to promote a review the implications of various

=a =4 —a 8 _a_a_°

models

Promote value

Criteria for sustainable municipalities
Criteria for councils for self evaluation

More than a public o pinion poll.
Facilitate municipalities doing sustainability;
Create criteria for decision  -making;
Criteria could be:
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Citizends best interest,;
Does it limit future choices;
Fiscally responsible

o Does it negatively impact neighbours
Provide relevant currentd  ata to use for benchmarking;
Provide suggestions for municipalities working together
regional agreements.
Must first define sustainability & then develop a list of
indicators/outcomes
Financial, capacity, risk factors (good water services, police
etc.).
Need a template that we could use to evaluate our
performance;
Should be fairly simple
Be affordable.
Things |ike todayds summit.
AUMA needs to have a bigger voice from the smaller cities
and larger towns.
Everything outside Calgary and Edmonton.

[N elNe]

Generall y speaking:

f

= =4 -8 -8 9 =a =& -9

=a =4 -8

= =4 -8 —a 9

E ]

Some definitive bench marks which are identified by
membership (i.e. library checklist);

Research models 1 template that can be used;

Annual accountability report.

Benchmarks and best practices such as the one in the USA
I GASB Performance Meas urement Reporting;
Continue to build on the comparison of municipalities;
Applaud PSAB and other standards.

Self assessment tool 1 e.g. province of Manitoba.
Performance Indicators i e.g. Province of Ontario.
Use the existing sustainability process that ma ny

municipalities have already completed;

Community report card model

Regional infrastructure planning;

AUMA/AAMDC working example of co -operation we can
model in our communities.

Sample agreements for joint projects (i.e. recreation cost
sharing).

Define success measures and template for that
accountability report card.

Measurement standards;

Output standards;

Accountability standards;

Consultative Services;

Create a formula to make grants equitable especially for
joint services.

Evaluation tool kit;

To de termine whether we are meeting the needs of our
citizens;

This needs to be about what is best for our
residents/ratepayers. Not what is good for the province or
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the municipality.

List of criteria for sustainability developed in consultation

of municipality , AUMA and Government realistic or smaller
municipalities.

Sustainability measures;

Fiscal tools (e.g. costing of infrastructures;

Consistent legislation & reporting requirements

Automated tool -kits to assist and administration of
large/small communities f  or tasks;

Aut omated tool s t ewrrietpdrascoe fAgr a

Excellent website;

Continue with present forums of support;

Inform other communityés initi
Financial indicators;

Measurement templates;

Access to grant writers and training;

Simplicity of grant de  tails.

Evaluation/measurement tool;

AUMA could assess other regional governments across
Canada for feasibility.

Training;

Governance models

Templates;

Tools for accountability for municipalities

Template for performance review for municipality;

Positive re porting of successes;

Baseline of communities who already assist other
municipalities

Performance measures used elsewhere.

An easy & practical template of pros and cons assessing
your municipalityds sustainabi
To determine which services could be regi onally provided;
Develop criteria for regional service delivery;

Finalize and approve sustainability statement AND promote

to government.

A report card must be a part of all three levels of

government.  Also, offer incentives for public to become
involved a nd community must be held accountable.

What wil|l be the thinking of t
Collect measurement criteria suggestions from this

seminar and develop for use by municipalities to use to

prove its sustainability.

#16. Which governance model or mix of models, do you
feel, moves your municipality closer to achieving the vision
of good governance/municipal government sustainability

(as

E R E]

defined by AUMA’'s draft report

No one model that fits everybody. Mix of models needed.
Cookie -cutter does not work.

Summer Village i1 status quo.

Bigger regions 1 Model #4 (good model)

a
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i Top down = bad
1 Grass roots action is required.

Administration is pretty good at declaring services, but needs to

know what they, Province, wants us to deliver.

Municipalitesar e r esponsi ve Justneedtekadwiwhay o .
the reality is.

iSustainabilityo is differ enhifferénor
populations, issues and criteria make it a complicated problem.
Hard to deliver with no set expectations.

Model #3 and Mo del #4. Components of Model #6.
Model must include local decision making ability;

Allow local governments to meet citizen needs;

Must include cooperative relationships;

Respectful partnerships between all orders of government;
AUMA provide tools;

Ability t o pay; ability to tax.

Model #3 and some of Model #4.

=4 =4 -4 _a_98_9_-9a_-2

1 Step#1 1 Model#4 1 mustdetermine if sustainable.
MUST be to continue to exist.

1 Step#2 1 Model #3. Options are shared service (regional
cooperation) OR could be amalgamation.

T Need to consniedkdrs of lciokremoni dagnt er
summer villages around Sylvan work with Sylvan rather
than R.D> County or other?

1 Factors embedded in legislation 1 define sustainability &
expected outcomes.  Developed by municipalities &
province together T need to include AA MD&C. (See New
Zealand)

T Models - Combine #4 and #5 T with certain services
delivered on a regional basis. (Half the group agreed).

T Model #6 1T Would work for the smaller communities;

1 One person expressed concern about #5 due to their
experience with the cap ital Region Board.

1 Two folks expressed concern that arose from their
experience in Ontario when Regional Government was
brought in.

In summary i there is concern about balancing the needs of ALL
communities involved in amalgamation.

1 Model #3 and Model #5 i MAP includes the following
together: Mountain View County Olds, Didsbury, Carstairs,
Cremona, and Sundre;
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T Model#3 il ast bull et édcreate a ney
governanceé.. Replace -malki wpod dw
ARecommendati onso.

1 A mix of model #3 and #5 which would be a single tier
government and two tired Governance! The second tier
needs to be Regional Governance.

1 Flexible is importantécoll abor a

1 Members like Model #3 combining with model #6 ( parts
of #6 only).

 The committees and commissions o f Model #6.

9 Our discussion centered on the fact that the model is
highly influenced by where you live. Most participants in
this group reside in larger cities.

Model #3, with elements of Model #4 T mixed in.
We like the voluntary aspect;

We need to contro | the fApace: ;

= =4 =4 -4

on this issue;

1 We need a means to balance the needs of smaller
municipalities with the larger ones. Larger municipalities

shoul dndt dominate the Agenda

1 Model#2and #3 i financial and func tional change.

Provincial help:
Inter - municipal operating grants rather than capital

1 Model #3 combined with the sustainability attributes of
Model #4

At the same table this was the breakdown:
0 Three folks picked Model #3;
0 Three folks picked Model #4;
0 Three folks picked Model #5.

The AUMA and AAMDC need to have quality co - operation

1 Allagree it hat nA-sugémgo is really b
NOT desirable.
Note: Dondt | ose sight of t hMunidipalises r e
need the ability to fund services to their citizens (including the
required infrast ructure). Example 1 control of property tax would
be an answer that works ifgrants arendt the an;g
1 Specialized municipalities;
1 Two tier
1 Good support for Model #3.
1 Seven folks voted for Model #3.
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9 Issues drive change and get people integrated.

1 Solutonca nét be i mposed.

1 They will be found by the people who need them.

T This is all about the peopl
1 Model #3.

1 Model #5.

Split vote at the table

1 Prefer#5 1 with modifications
T Prefer #3
1

eé.

Model #4 i is too much like moving to super -leagues

without going through th e minor leagues;
1 Model #5 T must find way to get more uniform revenues

=

Model #3 1 Status quo and functional change to fit
individual communities. One size does not fit all.

6.3 7 framework for discussion;

Ability to cross boundaries.

Model #4 1 identified as possibility.

Progressive steps to a model

A template from the province may not work.;
Proximity to large urban centers makes a difference
Model #5 1 Legislative

Model #3 1 Voluntary

Model #3 1 Status Quo and Financial

Change: incorporate local choice =/ - needs

Local needs and communities should be addressed.
may not be one model which works for all, but various
depending upon where municipality is located, local
requirements etc.

= =4 =4 -4 -4 A -4 - _a -2 -

Other Model:

1 Functional boundaries and not just administrative
bou ndaries.

Principles:
1 Local choice =/ - need;
1 Service levels on a regional basis (which may be functional
& not administrative);
Geographic context a requirement;
Environmental.
Model #6 1 blend;
Represents an opportunity to recreate and re -ignite
communi ty spirit;

E R E

There
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Province has lost communities and spirit.
A model that provides municipalities with full access to
property tax (province remove themselves from property
tax). And, establishment of roles and responsibilities
between municipalities and the provi nce, including a true
government (province) to government (municipalities)
relationships.
Model #3 i
But fAregional cooperationd must
incentives;
An evaluation process/accountability framework must be
established at the outset;
This model should satisfy rate payers, elected officials and
provincial government (unsustainable municipalities would
have to amalgamate/dissolve because grants would not be
available).
Incentives, Incentives, Incentives!!!!

Suggestion:
Region i 1 m ayor elected
Councillors T 1 representative from each municipality or 2
within the boundaries elected. Depends on the population.
Committees 1 unpaid volunteers.  See: Strathcona County.
Model #3 is the best option.
Model #2
Model #3 1 just a minor tinkerin g not amalgamation

73



Appendix G 1 Model Analysis: Report Back to Plenary
MODEL 1 STATUS QUO

il

il

What word or phrases catch our attention?
Local, same number of municipalities,

What we like about the model: There wonot be a | ot upset

change

What practi cal tools would like AUMA to develop to help you
assess your muni ci pal ' s tols ghatawonld e | i t y ?
helpful are: a tool for better evaluating our performance. Lots of
financial accountability. Wedve devel opetdck ip toaat put

them on t he shelf and have them collect dust. Some kind of a simple

tool that wonét take too many hours of counci

is affordable. And t hings | i ke tThimhalikeittss werksihomi t .
will be helpful to us. AUMA needs to have a tool wher e the mid -size
cities and communities have a bigger voice. We have a small
communi t i esThe % lg cities.have the biggest voice, but the

md-si ze cites dondét have a voice.

Which governance model or mix of models, do you feel, moves
your municipality closer to achieving the vision of good
governance/municipal government sustainability (as defined

by AUMA’ s Di scussiiomwe Iragep people? who have

experience with the Ontario changes. Models 4 and 5 T regional basis.

Half of the group thought number 6 might be a good solution for us.

One person has concerns about the capital region board. Although they
say it i sndt a 2 tiered government, they

way.
i Summary 1 whatever model we go to, we have to find a way of
reaching a balan ce of the needs of the different types of communities.

MODEL 2 STATUS QUO + FINANCIAL CHANGE

1 Governance statements i needs to be measuring and accountability
mechanism in place.  That and capital assets connected to long -term
planning and revenue sources.
i Base funding, as opposed to grants. We like that wording. Webve heard
it before e.g. MSI and it can still be changed.
1 What worries us: the thresholds for qualifications are uncertain. Does
there need to be more qualifiers to ensure that municipalities do nét run
amok in order to meet the criteria for the model?
Questions about this model: What does equal footing mean? How do we
measure and ensure we are equitable. Is this a short -term bandage on a
problem that cannot be resolved? Is dissolution inevitable?
Intent of the model i to allow or help ensure all communities have access
to be sustainable
74
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Strengths i not creating another level, maintains local autonomy

Advantages i keeps local decision -making in place. May avoid some
dissolutions/amalgamation in t he short -term

Liabilities i provincial government can change. Are we just managing or are

we moving to sustainability?

Most concerned: is this ad hoc management or is it sustainability? No
incentives for improvement to service delivery.

is this a subsidize d social program for a certain portion of municipalities? Is
this going to bias AUMA and in its representation? How do we bring all the

thoughts and positions together?

What changes may be required of AUMA (and/or for municipalities)?i
ensure there are tee  th in the requirements that are to be met in order to get
this funding. Has to be rules/regulations.

What can AUMA advocate, on your behalf, to assist you in

restructuring?i that parameters and conditions are set. Should include a
time period. Try to bring things back to sustainable municipalities and then if
youbre not successful wi t hin a -dgroupnPdrhiaps e
dissolve.

What practical tools would like AUMA to develop to help you assess
your municipal '’ s s U $SASBI in@Sacclounting Board with
performance measurement. Redeveloped and retooled. Continue to build on
current tools.

Which governance model or mix of models, do you feel, moves your
municipality closer to achieving the vision of good
governance/municipal government sustainability (as defined by
AUMA’ s Di scuss i onModeb#3 eas)rie we felt was the most do -
able. With a combination of Model #5 or 6.

MODEL 3 STATUS QUO + FUNCTIONAL CHANGE

1 What intrigues you about the model? Equal footing, not much.
Volunteer chang e.

1 What worries you about the model? i difference between equal
and equitable. We have gone beyond voluntary change. Government
may download schools and hospitals.

i How would a new system ensure sustainability?

1 What questions does this model raise for us?i how long before
this model would need to be changed?

1 What would you say is the intent of this model? i reduced costs,

improved efficiencies, shared services and costs, regional harmony and
shared goals.

i Leads to cooperation 1 addresses change. Could create more
uniformity

| What are the advantages of implementing it?i government grants
increase, with the right people it could move us way ahead. Lower

purchasing costs
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i Lack of trust T liability cost. One size does not fit all.

1 Does it go far enough?  Not sure i f situation needs are addressed.

i AUMA could produce templates. Advocacy, evaluation ongoing
processes.

1 Encourage government to come up with templates (maybe not).
Improve adv. AUMA members need to change. Change in perspective
with AAMDC. Need short -term w ork together. Long-term becoming one
organization.

i AUMA advocate on our behalf

1 Tools i measurements standards, output standards, make grants
equitable for joint services

i 1/3 of table wanted specialized municipalities. Some for 2 tiered, some

supported Mode | 3.
MODEL 4 SINGLE TIER, FULL CAPACITY (FEWER MUNICIPALITIES)

1 What worries you about the model? Details worrisome |
accountability framework. i could increase workload.

1 What intrigues you about the model? i retains autonomy

1 Feels that it was threatening to autonomy.

| What changes may be required of AUMA (and/or for
municipalities)?i need to work together I might start with an
overlapping conference with AAMDC.

bl AUMA can demonstrate top  -down cooperation with AAMDC. We need to
be at the table with the provin ce on this issue we dondt want
thrust upon us.

i Automated toolkits to assist municipalities large and small. Might be
separate for large and small. System to replace the grant -writers
model

i Split between models 5 and 3. Going to model 4 was too m uch like
going to the super leagues without going to the minor leagues first.

i Feel that cooperation across municipal boundaries is important.

MODEL 5 (REGIONAL GOVERNMENT (2 TIERS)

i Scintillating conversation!

1 Words that stood out: additional government. Regional government
for municipalities functions. Better carry out over a region. Who
decides what is better carried out and under what measure? Councils
elected by citizens or elected by council?

1 What intrigues you about this model?i it takes the individu al
interests out of the picture for the good of the region. Worries? Voting
structure, what is the weighting? What is the formula? It eliminates the
local input for the greater good. E.g: what if the greater good says we
have to put in a dam but it is my m unicipalities that is flooded for the
greater good.

1 What worries you?i additional costs, local responses, where are

services located?  You are elected to represent those in your
municipalities, what if someone at the region votes for something your

citizens donodt I i ke.
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What questions do you have of this model?i what is the best
method of determining how to select the members of the regional
government? If we go into the 3 ™ layer of government and take out

the services that municipalities need, if you take t hat out and give it to
another layer of government, would it be easy for the province to take

over everything. We need to look at an entirely different model (e.g.

UK)) they have eliminated the state level of government.

What questions does this model raise for us?i where does the
expertise come from? How do we make sure that everything is heard

at that table.  If adopted, what do you need local councils for?

Strengths i shared costs, relieves issues for local councils

Advantages i better planning, lookinga  t macro rather than micro.
Vulnerabilities i1 citizens not buying in. Hard enough to get voters
out. Reduces citizen engagement at the local level.

Implications for AUMA i where does this fall? Is it with AAMDC? Or
is there another association?

What can AUMA advocate, on your behalf, to assist you in
restructuring?i lobby for funding and an equitable funding model.
AUMA needs to ensure there is some way there is a model for
amalgamating with AAMDC. Needs to, at the very least, be considered

for discussion. Amalgamation of our associations would eliminate a lot

of the disputes.

What practical tools would you like AUMA to develop to help

you assess your muni ci pal ’ Pacti@utedisaiinabi | ity?
comprehensi ve, computer program t hat measur
sustainability that would be consistent across the board. We need this

information. Di dn o6t |l i ke the idea that this woul d
else. We are the ones that need to govern ourselves. Performance

indicators that are simple.

Which governance model or mix of models, do you feel, moves
your municipality closer to achieving the vision of good
governance/municipal government sustainability (as defined
by AUMA’' s dr af tOf thermodealst )i ?7a combo of #3 and #6.
Not opposed to larger governments, just re sisting additional levels of
government.

MODEL 6 -- COUNCIL MEMBERS OR COMMITTEES TAKE ON LOCALIZED
RESPONSIBILITIES

f

Sustainability statements i well -presented. Prioritized the 3 boxes.
#1 is effective and efficiency T but includes relationships within t hat.

#3 1T define t he relationshi ps i woré detaiML Ad s and

Accountability has to be dependent on performance.

Went to the combination of this one with some others (larger
municipalities).

Intrigues i potential to maintain unique identities. Refr eshing
community spirit i very important. Concerns i amalgamating, larger,
who will have the power within this model? How to structure?  What
processes will be put in place? Will it be within the new land use
structure?
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1 Intent of model i cost efficiencies T improved communication with
neighbours. Sustained municipalities to have QOL while providing

shared resources. Loss of autonomy if not done in a positive process. If
negative, top down then youol |l |l ose the opport
1 Advantages i facilitation and implem  entation over a longer period of

time. When youbr e nieypwhavean dpporgunity to negotiate.
Model provides an opportunity from other levels of government and
grassroots doesndt have t oOppamtuniyrtoegetway of doi n
different kind  of input.
1 Vulnerable i loss of autonomy
Why do we need to go there? What are the costs and benefits?
1 Implications for AUMA - huge. There have been smaller
communities absorbed by counties. We 6v e | ost s ome of t ho
towns/vilages. Pr ovi nce hasnodtfisgpievceinaltilzeido st at us.
do we service and how can we provide the best service? (Implications
for AUMA).
1 Goal is to look at the one entity. Lot of focus on the big cities. How can
we get the voices from every municipality at the same table? Province
need s to hear from one voice.
i Build a transparent, positive relationship with province, AAMDC, bring
them to the table. We have to go at that again. Perception is reality.
Pl ace oursel ves i h whalda they wanbus fo dd far the
province?
i Best co mbination is 6 and 4. Represents an opportunity to be creative.
i Templates for a performance review. Common performance review.
Each municipality can say this is our criteria. Database of
municipalities who are already successful with services to neighbour S.
Search out other examples, both international and national. Wedbre one
of the last provinces to do this. Positive, pragmatic opportunity to get
those statements.

=

OTHER

1 We might have taken our eye off the ball here. When we talked about
3Rs years ago. Then province gave MSI, and then they started to take
itaway. AUMA has to get back on focus of having province move out of
the school tax so that we can get back to providing local needs. How
can municipalities become independent of provincial government? Help
AUMA focus on getting the resources we need to be an accountable
level of government.

i Additional sustainability statement A strategic long -term plan. Felt the
vision is essential and a strategic plan through the AUMA could have
continuity through all m unicipalities.  If municipalities have to have a
report card, so do all governments. Soft glove and big stick, coupled
with financial incentives. Has to be developed by all stakeholders.
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we had several speakers say that there is evidence that changing the

size is going to make a difference. Larry Mitchell yesterday said that
communities underestimate the costs of amalgamation and
overestimate the new services. Provincial government is going to make

a change. Which of the changes is least hurtful for us? Do we have to
take a step back, in order to better advance? Do we need to do a more
forceful job of what makes better communities not just bigger
communities? We need to ask ourselves the characteristics of excellent

cities and how do we get there.

At the b eginning of the paper, it talks about the 5 dimensions of
sustainability.  Interesting how quickly we revert back to what is very

familiar 7 finance and the economy. Challenge the group. What
happened to culture, what happened to the environment? No indicat ors
about the impacts of those dimensions. | think we need to take
another look at the models with the 5 dimensions. Leadership,
sure it is in there.
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