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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

In February 2009, Banister Research & Consulting Inc. (Banister Research), on 

behalf of the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (AUMA), conducted a total of 

319 surveys with Mayors, Reeves, Councillors and CAOs of urban and rural 

municipalities within Alberta regarding their opinions and expectations of a potential 

restructuring of local governance within Alberta. Respondents were asked about their 

opinions regarding restructuring of local governance and about potential methods of 

implementing change. 

 

Issues Affecting Municipalities 

Respondents were asked what they felt are the most important issues affecting their 

municipalities. The largest proportion of respondents (61%) felt that updating, 

maintaining and funding municipal infrastructure was the most important issue. 

 

Respondents were then asked to indicate which issues were the least important for 

their municipality. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of respondents indicated that all of 

the issues are equally important, followed by 5% who indicated that money is the 

least important issue, and an additional 5% that stated recreation and recreational 

facilities are the least important. 

 

Next, respondents were asked to indicate which issues they felt are critical to the 

sustainability and viability of their municipality. Thirty percent (30%) of respondents 

indicated that infrastructure and funding for infrastructure is the most critical issue, 

and 22% felt that finding alternative revenue options is the most important issue. 

 

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. 

Twenty percent (20%) of respondents indicated that ensuring alternate revenue 

sources and increased funding, respectively, would be the most effective methods, 

while 19% felt that partnering with neighbouring municipalities would be the most 

effective method. 

 

When asked if they, personally, felt that there are too many municipalities in Alberta, 

there was an even distribution between the proportion of respondents who felt that 

there are too many municipalities in Alberta (49%), and the proportion of 

respondents who do not feel that there are too many municipalities in Alberta (50%). 

 

Respondents were then asked to indicated what incentives they felt would be needed 

for municipalities to consider restructuring for the betterment of Alberta’s citizens. 

Fifteen percent (15%) of respondents indicated that more financial supports would 

be needed, 12% felt that incentives for joint services between governments would be 

important, and 10% felt that help with providing essential services to residents 

would be required. 
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Restructuring of Local Governance 

Respondents were asked if they felt that maintaining the status quo would be 

effective in restructuring local governance.  

 

 Twenty-four percent (24%) of respondents felt that maintaining the status 

quo would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5) or moderately effective (3 out 

of 5), respectively, and 

 Fifty percent (50%) of respondents felt that maintaining the status quo would 

not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). 

 

Respondents were asked if they felt that maintaining the status quo, while 

implementing some changes (stronger central leadership, shared administration, and 

better cooperation) would be effective in regard to restructuring local governance.  

 

 Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents felt that maintaining the status quo 

while implementing some changes would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5); 

 One quarter (25%) of respondents felt it would be moderately effective (3 out 

of 5); and 

 Twenty-six percent (26%) of respondents felt it would not be effective (1 or 2 

out of 5). 

 

Respondents were asked if they felt that implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance (merging of municipalities, with a goal of achieving economies 

of scale) would be effective in regard to restructuring local governance.  

 

 One quarter (25%) of respondents indicated that implementing a single-

tiered, full capacity regional governance would be highly effective (4 or 5 out 

of 5); 

 Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents felt it would be moderately effective 

(3 out of 5); and 

 Fifty-five percent (55%) of respondents felt that implementing a single-tiered, 

full capacity regional governance would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). 

 

Respondents were asked if they felt that implementing a two-tiered regional 

government (regional governments that have a mandate for regional 

services/infrastructure and municipal governments that have a mandate for local 

services/infrastructure) would be effective in restructuring local governance. 

 

 Thirty percent (30%) of respondents felt that implementing a two-tiered 

regional governance would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5); 

 Twenty-one percent (21%) felt it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5); 

and 

 Forty-three percent (43%) felt it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). 

 

Respondents were asked if they felt that communities within amalgamated regions 

take on different responsibilities (dissolution of communities that are not viable on 

their own, but provision of budget/autonomy to administer specific areas, for 

example: recreation) would be effective in regard to restructuring local governance.  

 

 Thirty-four percent (34%) of respondents felt that this approach would be 

highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5); 

 Twenty-one percent (21%) felt that it would be moderately effective (3 out of 

5); and  
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 Thirty-nine percent (39%) felt that it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). 

 
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. Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents felt that it would be possible, while 

37% felt that it would not. Seventeen percent (17%) of respondents did not provide 

a response. 

 
Need for Change 

The majority (59%) of respondents felt that municipal governance in Alberta needs 

to change, while 23% felt it does not. Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents did not 

provide a response. 

 
Barriers to Change 

Respondents were asked to indicate potential barriers to local governance 

restructuring. Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents felt that there would be too 

much resistance to change, 17% stated a fear of community dissolution and a loss of 

autonomy, 14% stated there would be resistance from locally elected politicians, and 

10% stated there would be resistance from local populations. 

 

Respondents were then asked if they felt that neighbouring municipalities are 

presenting barriers to change with regard to local governance in Alberta. Seventeen 

percent (17%) of respondents indicated that they did not feel their neighbouring 

municipalities are presenting any barriers, while 12% of respondents stated that 

their neighbouring municipalities do present barriers to change. Thirty-five percent 

(35%) of respondents did not provide a response. 

 

Respondents were also asked if they feel that the provincial government should force 

changes in local governance. The majority (54%) of respondents did not feel that the 

provincial government should force changes, while 28% did.  

 

Respondents were then asked if they feel the provincial government should provide 

incentives to reduce potential barriers to change, to which the majority (56%) of 

respondents agreed. 

 
Communications 

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of communication methods for 

receiving future information from AUMA. Email newsletters (63%) received the 

highest rating, followed by video-conferencing (24%). 

 

The majority of respondents (55%) indicated that web-based surveys would be the 

most efficient, followed by a multiple-method approach, mentioned by 26% of 

respondents. 

 

Finally, respondents were asked to indicate which quarter they would prefer member 

surveys to be conducting within. The largest proportion (40%) of respondents had no 

preference, followed by 19% that would prefer member surveys be conducted in the 

first quarter (January to March). 
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1 STUDY BACKGROUND 

In January 2009, the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association contracted Banister 

Research to conduct a survey with Mayors, Reeves, Councillors and CAOs of urban 

and rural municipalities within Alberta regarding their opinions and expectations of a 

potential restructuring of local governance within Alberta. Objectives of this research 

included: 

 

 To determine the most important issues currently affecting municipalities; 

 To determine perceptions of the benefits and concerns associated with 

different methods of restructuring local governance; 

 To determine potential barriers in implementing changes to local governance; 

and 

 To gather opinions on how the provincial government can help overcome 

barriers to change. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 

All components of the project were designed and executed in close consultation with 

the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (the client). A detailed description of 

each task of the project is outlined in the remainder of this section. 

 

2.1 Project Initiation and Questionnaire Design 
The survey instrument was designed by Banister Research in close cooperation with 

the client. It included a mixture of qualitative and quantitative questions to elicit a 

more in-depth investigation of the issues and concerns pertinent to the research 

assignment.  A copy of the final questionnaire is provided in Appendix A.  

 

2.2 Survey Population and Data Collection 
During the project, Banister Research collected a total of 319 surveys with mayors, 

reeves, councillors and CAOs of various urban and rural Albertan municipalities. Data 

collection was conducted via a web-based survey from February 13 to March 13, 

2009.  

 

Overall results provide a margin of error no greater than +5.1% at the 95% 

confidence level or 19 times out of 20. It is important when considering the survey 

findings, that the reader note that the sample error tolerances associated with the 

size of sample sub-groups vary. 

 

Table 1, below, illustrates the number of surveys completed based on each 

respondent’s position within their municipality’s government.   

        

    Table 1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Summary of Completed Surveys by Position 

Position 

Surveys  

Collected 

Mayor/Reeve 57 

Deputy Mayor/Reeve 29 

CAO 97 

Councillor 129 

Other 7 

Total 319 
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2.3 Data Analysis and Project Documentation 

While data was being collected, Banister Research provided either a written or verbal 

progress report to the client. After all questionnaires were verified, the lead 

consultant reviewed the list of different responses to each open-ended or verbatim 

question and then a code list was established. To ensure consistency of 

interpretation, the same team of coders was assigned to this project from start to 

finish. The coding supervisor verified at least 10% of each coder’s work. Once the 

responses were fully coded and entered onto the data file, computer programs were 

written to check the data for quality and consistency.   

 

Data analysis included cross-tabulation, whereby the frequency and percentage 

distribution of the results for each question were broken down based on respondent 

characteristics and responses (e.g. elected official versus non-elected officials). 

Statistical analysis included a Z-test to determine if there were significant differences 

in responses between respondent subgroups. Results were reported as statistically 

significant at the 95% confidence level.  

 

Tabulations of the detailed data tables have been provided under a separate cover.  

It is important to note that any discrepancies between charts, graphs or tables are 

due to rounding of the numbers. 
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3 STUDY FINDINGS 

Results of the study are presented as they relate to the specific topic areas 

addressed by the survey. The reader should note when reading the report that the 

term significant refers to “statistical significance”, and is not to be interpreted as an 

indicator of order or magnitude. 

 

3.1 Issues Affecting Municipalities 

Respondents were asked what they felt are the most important issues affecting their 

municipalities. The largest proportion of respondents (61%) felt that updating, 

maintaining and funding municipal infrastructure was the most important issue. See 

Table 2, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 2 

What do you feel are the most important issues affecting your municipality? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Updating/maintaining/funding infrastructure 61 

Lack of funding/grant money/revenue/financial viability/bank 

support 
26 

Water/water issues/services/lake/lagoon/waste water 26 

Lack of investments/loss of businesses/economic development 17 

Growth management/development 16 

Intermunicipal relationships 14 

Increase in taxes/school taxes/property taxes 14 

Attracting qualified healthcare staff 13 

Proper/adequate policing 12 

Increasing municipal services/organizations/programs 12 

Overall sustainability 11 

Affordable housing/housing for seniors/homelessness 10 

Poor land use planning/availability of land/land management 8 
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Limited tax base 8 

Health care sustainability 8 

Environmental issues 8 

Aging population/declining population 6 

Recreation initiatives/funding 6 

Recycling/waste management 4 

Planning (general) 4 

Other (3% or less) 57 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents were then asked to indicate which of these issues they felt are the least 

important for their municipality. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of respondents indicated 

that all of the issues are equally important, followed by 5% who indicated that 

money is the least important issue, and an additional 5% that stated recreation and 

recreational facilities are the least important. See Table 3, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 3 

Of these issues, which ones do you feel are the least important for your 

municipality? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

All are important/none/equally important 29 

Money/cost control/funding 5 

Recreation/recreation facilities 5 

Highway bypass/maintenance of roads/walking paths 4 

Infrastructure cost 4 

Attracting qualified labour/management/staffing 4 

High taxes/tax burden/tax recovery 4 

Basic municipal service operations/sustaining services 3 
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Water/water supply/waste water 3 

Intermunicipal coordination 3 

Policing/police services 3 

Other (2% or less) 30 

Don’t know/not stated 18 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Next, respondents were asked to indicate which issues they felt are critical to the 

sustainability and viability of their municipality. Thirty percent (30%) of respondents 

indicated that infrastructure and funding for infrastructure is the most critical issue, 

and 22% felt that finding alternative revenue options is the most important issue. 

See Table 4, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 4 

Which issues are critical to the sustainability/viability of your municipality? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Infrastructure/funding for infrastructure 30 

Alternative revenue options 22 

Water/waste water/waterline/treatment 17 

Attracting business/retaining business 14 

Growth management/development 10 

All are critical/all are equal 9 

Minimal increase of taxes/reasonable property taxes 7 

Attracting/retaining quality staff 7 

Regional communication/cooperation/cost sharing 7 

Health services/ambulance/health care sustainability 5 

Affordable housing/seniors housing 5 
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Environmental health/air quality 5 

Quality of services 5 

Long term planning 5 

Limited tax base 4 

Other (3% or less) 36 

Don’t know/not stated 3 

*Multiple mentions 

 

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. 

Twenty percent (20%) of respondents indicated that ensuring alternate revenue 

sources and increased funding, respectively, would be the most effective methods, 

while 19% felt that partnering with neighbouring municipalities would be the most 

effective method. See Table 5, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 5 

In your opinion, what would be the most effective method of ensuring the 

long-term viability/sustainability of your municipality? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Alternate revenue sources/revenue/economic sustainability 20 

Assured long term grants/more provincial funding/assistance 20 

Partnering with neighbours/better relationships 19 

Infrastructure 13 

Attract commercial/industry/economic growth 11 

Create sustainability plan/planning 9 

Attract more people/higher population/growth/expansion 6 

Keeping taxes low/property costs low 5 

Water issues 4 
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Regionalization/amalgamation 4 

Strong municipal leadership/good governance model 4 

Other (3% or less) 48 

Don’t know/not stated 4 

*Multiple mentions 

 

When asked if they, personally, felt that there are too many municipalities in Alberta, 

there was an even distribution between the proportion of respondents who felt that 

there are too many municipalities in Alberta (49%), and the proportion of 

respondents who do not feel that there are too many municipalities in Alberta (50%). 

See Figure 1, below. 

 

 

Figure 1 

Do you agree that there are too many municipalities in 

Alberta?

49% 50%

2%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Yes No Don't know/Not stated

n=319
 

 

Respondents who felt that there are too many municipalities in Alberta (n=155) were 

asked to elaborate on their response. Thirty-seven percent (37%) of respondents felt 

that some small municipalities cannot provide adequate services, while 21% felt that 

there should be a regional approach to dealing with certain municipal issues. See 

Table 6, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 6 

Why did you provide this response? 

Base: Respondents that feel there are too many 

municipalities in Alberta 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=155) 

Some small municipalities can’t provide adequate services 37 

There can be a regional approach to issues 21 

Amalgamation leads to more cost-effective service 17 

Hard to find officials/attracting qualified staff 15 

Too many governments is ineffective 10 

Too much duplication of services 9 

Other (2% or less) 19 

Don’t know/not stated 5 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents who did not feel that there are too many municipalities in Alberta 

(n=158) were asked to elaborate on their response. Twenty-three percent (23%) of 

respondents felt that small municipalities are good because the government is close 

to the people, followed by 16% who mentioned that each municipality is different 

and has its own unique issues. See Table 7, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 7 

Why did you provide this response? 

Base: Respondents that do not feel there are too many 

municipalities in Alberta 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=158) 

Small municipalities means government is close to people 23 

Each municipality is different 16 

Retain sense of autonomy 14 

Communities already work together/some small municipalities are 

viable 
12 

Reducing would cause more issues 8 

Alberta has a reasonable amount/not too many 6 

Residents don’t want to live in cities 5 

If a municipality is viable it shouldn’t be changed 4 

Needs and costs won’t change with fewer municipalities 4 

Other (2% or less) 21 

Don’t know/not stated 6 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked to indicated what incentives they felt would be needed 

for municipalities to consider restructuring for the betterment of Alberta’s citizens. 

Fifteen percent (15%) of respondents indicated that more financial supports would 

be needed, 12% felt that incentives for joint services between governments would be 

important, and 10% felt that help with providing essential services to residents 

would be required. See Table 8, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 8 

What incentives do you feel would be needed for municipalities to consider 

restructuring for the betterment of Alberta’s citizens? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Financial viability/more financial support 15 

Regional governance/incentives for joint services 12 

Provide essential services for residents 10 

Incentives for infrastructure upgrades/projects 9 

Reduced taxes/keep same mill rates 6 

Assurance of keeping one’s identity/autonomy 6 

None/nothing 6 

Grant funds/equal grants/easier application for grants 5 

Incentives for amalgamation 5 

Assurance of equal representation/treatment 5 

Tax incentives/tax sharing 4 

Other (3% or less) 44 

Don’t know/not stated 11 

*Multiple mentions 
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3.2 Restructuring of Local Governance 

Respondents were provided with a list of options for the restructuring of local 

governance in Alberta, and were asked to indicate how effective they felt each option 

would be. 

 

3.2.1 Status Quo 

Respondents were asked if they felt that maintaining the status quo would be 

effective in regard to restructuring local governance. Twenty-four percent (24%) of 

respondents felt that maintaining the status quo would be highly effective (4 or 5 out 

of 5) or moderately effective (3 out of 5), respectively, while 50% of respondents felt 

that maintaining the status quo would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). See Figure 

2, below. 

 

Figure 2 

Effectiveness of maintaining the status quo

2%

32%

18%

24%

15%

9%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Don't know/Not stated

Not at all effective (1)

2

3

4

Very effective (5)

n=319
 

 

 

Respondents who felt that maintaining the status quo would be effective (n=77) 

were asked to indicated they provided this response. Fourteen percent (14%) of 

respondents replied that they are concerned with keeping their local autonomy and 

identity, while another 14% indicated that they are already a viable community. See 

Table 9, in the following page, for other responses. 
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Table 9 

Why would maintaining the status quo be effective? 

Base: Respondents that felt maintaining the status quo 

would be effective 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=77) 

Concerned with keeping local autonomy/identity 14 

Already a viable community 14 

Council knows what is best for their community 9 

Changes are not needed 9 

Each municipality needs to be looked at individually 9 

Cooperation should come naturally 8 

Centralization will create regions that are too big 7 

Already working well with other municipalities 7 

Need support/funding not change in structure 7 

Concerned that autonomy with taxes would be lost 5 

Other (4% or less) 34 

Don’t know/not stated 7 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked if they have any concerns with maintaining the status 

quo. As seen in Table 10, fifteen percent (15%) of respondents indicated they were 

satisfied with the status quo, while 14% indicated that the costs are too high due to 

a lack of revenue, and 12% indicated that a change is needed. Refer to Table 10, 

below, for other mentions. 
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Table 10 

Do you have any concerns with maintaining the status quo? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

No/satisfied with status quo 15 

Costs too high/lack of revenue 14 

Yes, change is needed 12 

We need to cooperate/share services 10 

Concerned with sustainability of some municipalities 7 

Province needs to support/fund communities 5 

Unviable communities will get further into trouble 5 

Too much duplication of services 3 

Maintaining the status quo is impossible 3 

Need a plan/solution 3 

Some communities are viable, some aren’t 3 

Priorities are different among municipalities 3 

Other (2% or less) 20 

Don’t know/not stated 9 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Next, respondents were asked what they felt are the potential benefits of 

maintaining the status quo. Twenty-three percent (23%) of respondents indicated 

that they would be able to maintain their local autonomy, while 18% indicated that 

there are no benefits to maintaining the status quo. See Table 11, below, for other 

mentions. 
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Table 11 

What are the potential benefits of maintaining the status quo? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Local autonomy/keep our say 23 

None 18 

Local pride/sense of community 15 

Citizens related to local government/are involved 13 

Know the needs of our community better 10 

Familiarity with present system 7 

Have to give up less taxes/revenue 5 

Costs/time of restructuring are avoided 3 

Change will happen naturally 3 

More efficient delivery of services 3 

Other (2% or less) 13 

Don’t know/not stated 14 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Twenty-four percent (24%) of respondents felt that maintaining the status quo 

would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5) or moderately effective (3 out of 5), 

respectively, while 50% of respondents felt that maintaining the status quo would 

not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). Based on the opinion of respondents surveyed 

(n=319), maintaining the status quo would not be an effective option. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



20 

  
  FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES – April 15, 2009 

 

3.2.2 Status Quo While Implementing Changes 

Respondents were asked if they felt that maintaining the status quo, while 

implementing some changes (stronger central leadership, shared administration, and 

better cooperation) would be effective in regard to restructuring local governance. 

Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents felt that maintaining the status quo while 

implementing some changes would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5), one quarter 

(25%) of respondents felt it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5), and 26% of 

respondents felt it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). See Figure 3, below. 

 

Figure 3 

Effectiveness of maintaining the status quo while 

implementing some changes
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Respondents who felt that maintaining the status quo while implementing some 

changes would be effective (n=147) were asked to elaborate on their response. One 

quarter (25%) of respondents felt that there would be financial benefits, while 20% 

indicated that there would be opportunities to improve upon services provided to 

residents. See Table 12, on the following page, for other mentions. 
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Table 12 

Why would maintaining the status quo while implementing some changes be 

effective? 

Base: Respondents that felt maintaining the status quo while 

implementing some changes would be effective 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=147) 

Financial benefits 25 

Opportunity for some improvement of services 20 

Retain ownership/autonomy 14 

Best option/realistic approach 10 

This is already happening 8 

Provide expertise needed/information 8 

Allow for more qualified staff 7 

Allows local decisions to be made in best interests of community 7 

Forced partnership/regional government don’t work 6 

Would reduce duplication of services 5 

Has potential/could work 4 

Other (2% or less) 16 

Don’t know/not stated 13 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked if they had any concerns with maintaining the status 

quo while also implementing some changes. Twenty percent (20%) of respondents 

felt that this would lead to a loss of autonomy among smaller municipalities, while 

10% felt that some municipalities would refuse to participate. See Table 13, below, 

for other mentions. 
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Table 13 

Do you have any concerns with maintaining the status quo while 

implementing some changes? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Small areas/municipalities will lose autonomy 20 

Some will refuse to participate 10 

None/no concerns 8 

Centralization doesn’t work 5 

Only partially solves the problem 4 

Equality/fair to everyone 3 

Overworked staff/lack of staff 3 

Choice needs to be made as to who will drive the change 3 

Other (2% or less) 37 

Don’t know/not stated 19 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

When asked to indicated what would be the potential benefits of maintaining the 

status quo while also implementing some changes, 26% of respondents felt that cost 

sharing between municipalities regarding services offered to residents would be an 

important benefit. See Table 14, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 14 

What are the potential benefits of maintaining the status quo while 

implementing some changes? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Cost savings/sharing services 26 

More/better services 11 

Better cooperation/less friction 10 

Better decision making/government/administration 9 

None 9 

Allows for independence/autonomy to be kept 7 

Can access more qualified staff 5 

Small changes are easier to adapt to 4 

There will be more communities that will remain viable 3 

Other (2% or less) 19 

Don’t know/not stated 26 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Overall, forty-six percent (46%) of respondents felt that maintaining the status quo 

while implementing some changes would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5), one 

quarter (25%) of respondents felt it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5), and 

26% of respondents felt it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). Of all the 

potential options for change respondents were asked to comment on, this option 

received the highest rating for effectiveness. 
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3.2.3 Single-Tiered, Full Capacity Regional Governance 

Respondents were asked if they felt that implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance (merging of municipalities, with a goal of achieving economies 

of scale) would be effective in regard to restructuring local governance. One quarter 

(25%) of respondents indicated that implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5), while 18% of 

respondents felt it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5). Fifty-five percent 

(55%) of respondents felt that implementing a single-tiered, full capacity regional 

governance would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). See Figure 4, below. 

 

Figure 4 

Effectiveness of implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance
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Respondents who felt that implementing a single-tiered, full capacity regional 

governance would be effective (n=80) were asked to indicated why they provided 

this response. Thirty-four percent (34%) of respondents indicated that this would 

bring about economies of scale and more equal funding, an additional 34% felt that 

this would create a more efficient decision making process, and 26% felt that there 

would be better sharing of resources. See Table 15, on the following page, for other 

mentions. 
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Table 15 

Why would implementing a single-tiered, full capacity regional governance be 

effective? 

Base: Respondents that felt implementing a single-tiered, full 

capacity regional governance would be effective 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=80) 

Economies of scale/cost effective/more equal funding 34 

Better decisions will be made more effectively 34 

Better use of resources/sharing of resources 26 

Eliminate duplicate services 9 

Longer terms/full-time leadership 9 

Create a stronger voice 8 

Lower taxes/strong tax base 6 

Residents treated equally 4 

Globally makes sense/has worked in other places 4 

Less politicians/council members 4 

Other (3% or less) 14 

Don’t know/not stated 10 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents were then asked to indicate if they had any concerns with implementing 

a single-tiered, full capacity regional governance. The top response, mentioned by 

20% of respondents, indicated that they worried that the needs of smaller 

communities would be forgotten. See Table 16, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 16 

Do you have any concerns with implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Needs of smaller communities are forgotten 20 

Lack of say/voice/representation 11 

Loss of sense of ownership/community 11 

Loss of autonomy/local decision making 10 

Lack of access to decision makers/lack of accountability 10 

There will be an increase in costs 8 

Reduction in services/lack of control over services 8 

Governance area will be too large 7 

Amalgamation in other areas hasn’t worked 7 

Too many regional differences 7 

Higher levels of discontent from residents 4 

Creates too much bureaucracy 4 

Other (3% or less) 31 

Don’t know/not stated 22 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked to indicate what potential benefits they felt 

implementing a single-tiered, full capacity regional governance would bring. One 

quarter (25%) of respondents felt that there would be no benefits, while 22% felt 

that this change would bring about economies of scale among municipalities and 

would lead to cost savings. See Table 17, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 17 

What are the potential benefits of implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

None 25 

Economies of scale/cost savings 22 

More efficiency of service delivery 4 

Better decision making/strong management team 4 

Longer term sustainability 3 

Other (2% or less) 36 

Don’t know/not stated 30 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Overall, one quarter (25%) of respondents indicated that implementing a single-

tiered, full capacity regional governance would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5), 

while 18% of respondents felt it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5). Fifty-five 

percent (55%) of respondents felt that implementing a single-tiered, full capacity 

regional governance would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). Out of all of the options 

for change respondents were asked to comment upon, this option was rated as being 

the least effective. 

 

3.2.4 Two-Tiered Regional Governance 

Respondents were asked if they felt that implementing a two-tiered regional 

government (regional governments that have a mandate for regional 

services/infrastructure and municipal governments that have a mandate for local 

services/infrastructure) would be effective in regard to restructuring local 

governance. Thirty percent (30%) of respondents felt that implementing a two-tiered 

regional governance would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5), 21% felt it would be 

moderately effective (3 out of 5) and 43% felt it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 

5). See Figure 5, below. 
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Figure 5 

Effectiveness of implementing a two-tiered regional 

governance
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Respondents who felt that implementing a two-tiered regional governance would be 

effective (n=95) were asked to indicate why they provided this response. Twenty 

percent (20%) of respondents felt that this would produce economies of scale with 

less financial strain, while an additional 20% felt that this option would help 

municipalities maintain their autonomy and character. See Table 18, on the following 

page, for other mentions. 

 

Table 18 

Why would implementing a two-tiered regional governance be effective? 

Base: Respondents that felt implementing a two-tiered 

regional government would be effective 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=95) 

Economies of scale/less financial strain/better cost sharing 20 

Municipalities keep autonomy/character 20 

Each provide services needed 10 

Regional government handling broader services/reduces barriers 8 

All areas would be treated equally 6 
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Other (3% or less) 54 

Don’t know/not stated 32 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked if they had any concerns with implementing a two-

tiered regional governance, to which 11% of respondents responded that they felt 

municipalities would lose autonomy and local representation, and 10% of 

respondents felt that it would create conflicts between regional municipal tiers. See 

Table 19, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 19 

Do you have any concerns with implementing a two-tiered regional 

governance? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Loss of autonomy/lose local representation 11 

Conflicts between regional municipal tiers 10 

Needs more information/doesn’t know enough 8 

More government politics 6 

Greater cost/too expensive 5 

Create conflict between regions 5 

More red tape/bureaucracy 4 

Won’t work/not an improvement 4 

No concerns 4 

Ensuring the split is well defined 4 

Equity/equality of opportunity 4 

Other (3% or less) 22 

Don’t know/not stated 34 

*Multiple mentions 
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Respondents were also asked to indicate what they felt would be the potential 

benefits of implementing a two-tiered regional governance in Alberta. Twenty-two 

percent (22%) of respondents felt that there would be no benefit, while 11% 

indicated that cost sharing among municipalities would be a benefit. See Table 20, 

below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 20 

What are the potential benefits of implementing a two-tiered regional 

governance? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

None/no benefits 22 

Cost sharing/economies of scale 11 

Issues are dealt with appropriate tier 4 

Balanced and efficient form of government 4 

Need more information/model to compare to 3 

Regional cooperation 3 

Other (2% or less) 21 

Don’t know/not stated 45 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Overall, thirty percent (30%) of respondents felt that implementing a two-tiered 

regional governance would be highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5), 21% felt it would be 

moderately effective (3 out of 5) and 43% felt it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 

5). Respondents felt that this option would be less effective and create more issues 

than other potential options. 
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3.2.5 Communities within Amalgamated Regions 

Respondents were asked if they felt that communities within amalgamated regions 

take on different responsibilities (dissolution of communities that are not viable on 

their own, but provision of budget/autonomy to administer specific areas, for 

example: recreation) would be effective in regard to restructuring local governance. 

Thirty-four percent (34%) of respondents felt that this approach would be highly 

effective (4 or 5 out of 5), 21% felt that it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5) 

and 39% felt that it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). See Figure 6, below. 

 

Figure 6 

Effectiveness of communities within amalgamated regions 

taking on different responsibilities
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Respondents who felt that communities within amalgamated regions taking on 

different responsibilities would be effective (n=107) were asked to indicate why they 

provided this response. Thirteen percent (13%) of respondents did not feel that this 

would be an effective option, followed by 7% of respondents who felt that this 

change would bring about economies of scale and cost savings to the municipalities. 

See Table 21, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 21 

Why would communities within amalgamated regions taking on different 

responsibilities be effective? 

Base: Respondents that felt communities within 

amalgamated regions taking on different responsibilities 

would be effective 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=107) 

Not effective/not a good idea 13 

Economies of scale/cost savings 7 

Specialization in areas 6 

Better use of resources 3 

Promotes economy that supports a region providing services 3 

Local communities maintain identity by running local programs 3 

Sharing of equipment/services 3 

Individual community more in touch with needs 3 

May be effective/good option 3 

Other (2% or less) 39 

Don’t know/not stated 38 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked if they had any concerns with communities taking on 

different responsibilities within amalgamated regions, to which 14% of respondents 

replied that this would not be an improvement over the current system. See Table 

22, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 22 

Do you have any concerns with communities within amalgamated regions 

taking on different responsibilities? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Wrong way/not an improvement 14 

Concerned about equity/equality of opportunity 6 

Needs more information 6 

Amalgamation/loss of autonomy/loss of identity 5 

None/no concerns 4 

Loss of voice for smaller communities 4 

Should just take over completely 3 

Other (2% or less) 27 

Don’t know/not stated 38 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Finally, respondents were asked to indicate what potential benefits they felt could 

arise from communities taking on different responsibilities within amalgamated 

regions, to which 16% of respondents indicated that there would be no benefit. See 

Table 23, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 23 

What are the potential benefits of communities within amalgamated regions 

taking on different responsibilities? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

None/no benefit 16 

Feeling of ownership/autonomy of area 8 

Economies of scale/cost savings 6 

Needs more information 3 

More cooperation/expertise used effectively 3 

Other (2% or less) 30 

Don’t know/not stated 45 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Thirty-four percent (34%) of respondents felt that this approach would be highly 

effective (4 or 5 out of 5), 21% felt that it would be moderately effective (3 out of 5) 

and 39% felt that it would not be effective (1 or 2 out of 5). Overall, respondents 

were relatively indifferent to this proposed option for the restructuring of local 

governance. 

 

As illustrated in Figure 7, below, the largest proportion of respondents felt that 

maintaining the status quo while also implementing some changes (46%) would be 

the most effective option, followed by 34% of respondents who felt that communities 

within amalgamated regions taking on different responsibilities would be most 

effective and 30% of respondents who felt that a two-tiered regional governance 

system would be the most effective. A single-tiered, full capacity regional 

governance (25%) and maintaining the status quo (24%) were considered to be the 

least effective options.  
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             Figure 7 

Comparative effectiveness of local governance 

restructuring options
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3.3 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. Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents felt that it would be possible, while 

37% felt that it would not. Seventeen percent (17%) of respondents did not provide 

a response. See Figure 8, below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



36 

  
  FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES – April 15, 2009 

 

 

Figure 8 

Do you believe it is possible to maintain a unique 

community identity within a larger municipality than the 

one you are part of today?
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Respondents who felt that it is possible to maintain a unique community identity 

within a larger municipality (n=146) were asked to indicated why they provided this 

response. Twenty-seven percent (27%) of respondents stated that individual 

communities can exist within larger municipalities, followed by 18% of respondents 

who stated that identity is something built by the people of a community, not by the 

government. See Table 24, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 24 

Why do you feel it is possible to maintain a unique community identity within 

a larger municipality? 

Base: Respondents that feel it is possible to maintain a 

unique community identity 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=146) 

Is possible to have individual community within larger municipality 27 

Uniqueness/identity is built by people, not the government 18 

Citizens already identify with their community 8 
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Already has excellent relationships with neighbours 5 

Will lose identity if recreation/culture is lost 5 

Need proper representation 4 

It is possible/can happen 4 

Identity will be strengthened by cooperating with surrounding areas 3 

If region is too big it could become difficult to retain identity 3 

There will be less duplication of services/more efficient services 3 

We can adapt and maintain identity 3 

Names of towns should not change 3 

Other (2% or less) 25 

Don’t know/not stated 7 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents who did not feel that it is possible to maintain a unique community 

identity within a larger municipality (n=119) were then asked to indicate why they 

provided this response, to which twenty-two percent (22%) of respondents indicated 

that unique communities will get lost amidst the larger municipality. See Table 25, 

below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 25 

Why do you feel it is not possible to maintain a unique community identity 

within a larger municipality? 

Base: Respondents that feel it is not possible to maintain a 

unique community identity 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=119) 

Unique communities will get lost 22 

Need proper representation/concerned about loss of representation 8 

There’s a lack of trust/cooperation 6 

Prior amalgamations of services hasn’t worked 5 

Summer villages were formed because of their special needs 5 
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Very little say/communication towards smaller communities 5 

Promotion of community identity comes from local leaders 5 

Geographic locations/distance makes amalgamation difficult 4 

If region is too big would be difficult to retain identity 4 

Funding/service disparities would exist 4 

People don’t connect to large governments 3 

Depends on the region/will be easier in some communities 3 

The structure will be too controlling/will not work 3 

Other (2% or less) 27 

Don’t know/not stated 8 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

3.4 Need for Change 

As depicted in Figure 9, below, respondents were asked if they feel that municipal 

governance in Alberta needs to change in order to meet the challenges of the future. 

The majority (59%) of respondents felt that municipal governance in Alberta needs 

to change, while 23% felt it does not. Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents did not 

provide a response. 
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 Figure 9 

Do you think that municipal governance in Alberta has to 

change in order to meet the challenges of the future?

59%

23%
18%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Yes No Don't know/Not stated

n=319
 

 

 

Respondents who felt that municipal governance in Alberta has to change (n=188) 

were asked to indicate why they provided this response. The largest proportion of 

respondents indicated that the current governance structure is inefficient (27%), 

followed by 12% of respondents who stated that there are too many duplicate 

services, and an additional 12% who stated that current costs are too high. See 

Table 26, on the following page, for other mentions. 

 

Table 26 

Why do you feel that municipal governance in Alberta has to change in order 

to meet the challenges of the future? 

Base: Respondents that feel that municipal governance in 

Alberta has to change 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=188) 

Governance structure needs to change/is inefficient 27 

Need to improve service delivery/too many duplicate services 12 

Costs are too high/need to adapt to economy 12 
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Decisions need to be made on a regional scale/cooperation is 

needed 
8 

Municipalities lack revenue/tax base to continue 7 

Need fairness in sharing funds/revenue/taxes 7 

Hard to find/pay qualified people for municipalities 7 

Need some local autonomy/representation/change should come 

locally 
7 

Should provide more support/training to smaller communities 4 

Province needs to show leadership in changes/provide a model/not 

force 
3 

There is too much government as it is/doesn’t want centralization 3 

Other (2% or less) 27 

Don’t know/Not stated 11 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents that do not feel that municipal governance in Alberta has to change 

(n=73) were asked to elaborate on their response. Sixteen percent (16%) of 

respondents stated that municipal governments are capable of meeting and future 

challenges, while 14% stated that change is not needed. See Table 27, below, for 

other mentions. 

 

 

Table 27 

Why do you feel that municipal governance in Alberta does not have to change 

in order to meet the challenges of the future? 

Base: Respondents that do not feel that municipal 

governance in Alberta has to change 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=73) 

Municipal governments are capable of meeting needs/future 

challenges 
16 

Change is not needed/we are working well 14 
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Present structure can accommodate cooperation/already 

cooperation 
8 

Change should happen naturally/gradually/voluntarily 8 

Change will happen but bigger isn’t better 7 

Need fairness in sharing funds/revenue/taxes 7 

Need regional cooperation but not regional governance 7 

Should provide more support/training to small communities 6 

Provincial government control hampers us/province needs to change 4 

Change should happen individually/depends on the area 4 

Government should focus on more pressing issues 4 

Not all change is for the better 3 

Minor changes are needed/do not have to change everything 3 

Other (2% or less) 23 

Don’t know/Not stated 12 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

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. 

Thirteen percent (13%) of respondents indicated that training, seminars and 

education would be useful, while 12% of respondents indicated that honest 

communication and a promotion of the advantages of restructuring would be useful. 

Thirty-five percent (35%) of respondents did not provide a response. See Table 28, 

below, for other mentions. 
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Table 28 

If municipal governments were to restructure in Alberta, what tools could 

AUMA provide to its members to assist them through such a change? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Training/seminars/education 13 

Open/honest communication/justification/promotion of advantages 12 

Provide support/assistance/funding 9 

A strong plan/template/legislation base is needed 8 

Consultation with municipalities/need to understand differences 6 

Provide examples of where things have/haven’t worked 5 

Mediation process/foster cooperation/fairness 5 

Lobbying on our behalf/communicate on our behalf 4 

Merge with Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties 3 

AUMA can do nothing/is a provincial responsibility 3 

Conduct research/more research needs to be done 3 

Need public approval/public consultation 3 

Provide support fairly (not just Edmonton/Calgary) 3 

Legal advice 3 

Other (2% or less) 17 

Don’t know/Not stated 35 

*Multiple mentions 
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3.5 Barriers to Change 

Respondents were asked to indicate what they felt could be potential barriers to 

implementing change to municipal governance in Alberta. Eighteen percent (18%) of 

respondents felt that there would be too much resistance to change, 17% stated a 

fear of community dissolution and a loss of autonomy, 14% stated there would be 

resistance from locally elected politicians, and 10% stated there would be resistance 

from local populations. See Table 29, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 29 

What barriers are there to implementing change to municipal governance in 

Alberta? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Resistance to change 18 

Fear of community dissolution/losing power/autonomy 17 

Resistance from locally elected politicians 14 

Resistance to change by local population 10 

Lack of education/education officials/people on change 7 

Neighbouring municipalities arguing 5 

Attitudes/egos/selfishness 5 

Loss of local culture/history/diversity/identity 5 

Fear of losing say/choice 4 

Financial inequality/how funds will be allocated 4 

Change is not necessary 4 

Concerns over the cost of implementation 4 

Lack of a comprehensive provincial plan 4 

Other (2% or less) 20 

Don’t know/Not stated 29 

*Multiple mentions 
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Respondents were then asked to indicate what incentives could be provided to help 

overcome these barriers to change. Twenty-two percent (22%) of respondents 

indicated that financial incentives would help overcome potential barriers, followed 

by 17% of respondents who indicated that educating people on the positives of any 

changes would be helpful. See Table 30, on the following page, for other mentions. 

 

Table 30 

What incentives could be provided to help overcome these barriers to change? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Financial incentives 22 

Educate people on the positives of change 17 

Meaningful consultation/public input 7 

Provide good governance/leadership 5 

None/nothing 3 

A model that can demonstrate successful examples 3 

Assurance that taxes will not increase 3 

Assure people they will not lose local authority/independence 3 

Assure that services will be strengthened 3 

Needs to be forced/directive from the Minister/legislate changes 3 

Other (2% or less) 20 

Don’t know/Not stated 39 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Next, respondents were asked to indicate what current provincial policies work 

against making changes to local governance in Alberta. Eight percent (8%) of 

respondents felt that the Municipal Government Act is working against any potential 

changes, 6% felt that the current allocation of grants and funding works against 

potential changes, and 5% stated that there are no current provincial policies 

impeding change. Sixty-one percent (61%) of respondents did not provide a 

response. See Table 31, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 31 

What current provincial policies work against making changes to local 

governance in Alberta? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

MGA (Municipal Government Act) 8 

Allocation of grants/money/funding 6 

None 5 

Other (2% or less) 28 

Don’t know/Not stated 61 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents were then asked if they felt that neighbouring municipalities are 

presenting barrier to change with regard to local governance in Alberta. Seventeen 

percent (17%) of respondents indicated that they did not feel their neighbouring 

municipalities are presenting any barriers, while 12% of respondents stated that 

their neighbouring municipalities do present barriers to change. Thirty-five percent 

(35%) of respondents did not provide a response. See Table 32, below, for other 

mentions. 

 

Table 32 

Do your neighbouring municipalities present barriers to change (with regard 

to local governance in Alberta)? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

No/are no barriers/work well with neighbours 17 

Yes (in general) 12 

Many fear losing local representation/autonomy 5 

Sometimes/some are willing to cooperate, some aren’t 5 
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There are always challenges of protectionism 4 

There is a lack of regional planning/cooperation 4 

Other (2% or less) 30 

Don’t know/Not stated 35 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents were also asked if they feel that the provincial government should force 

changes in local governance. As depicted in Figure 10, below, the majority (54%) of 

respondents did not feel that the provincial government should force changes, while 

28% did.  

 

Figure 10 

Do you feel that the provincial government should force 

changes in local governance?
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Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to feel that the provincial 

government should force changes in local governance included: 

 Respondents who are non-elected officials in their municipal government 

(39% versus 22% of elected officials). 

 

 



47 

  
  FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES – April 15, 2009 

 

Respondents that felt that the provincial government should force changes in local 

governance (n=88) were asked to indicate why they provided this response. One-

third (33%) of respondents indicated that they felt this would be the only way 

change would happen. See Table 33, below, for other mentions. 

Table 33 

Why do you feel that the provincial government should force changes in local 

governance? 

Base: Respondents that felt that the provincial government 

should force changes in local governance 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=88) 

Only way change will happen 33 

Provincial government needs to show leadership 9 

Some are not motivated to change on own 8 

Legislation is needed so change is uniform 8 

Some need intervention as they are not viable 6 

Province has resources to ensure effective changes 6 

Province should define criteria and a hard timeline for change 5 

Will reduce duplication of services 5 

Discussion/consultation has not worked 3 

Province holds all the power/controls Municipal Governance Act 3 

Other (2% or less) 22 

Don’t know/Not stated 9 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents that did not feel that the provincial government should force changes in 

local governance (n=171) were asked to indicate why they provided this response. 

Fourteen percent (14%) of respondents felt that municipalities should come to an 

agreement on their own, while 13% felt that there should be public consultations 

first. See Table 34, below, for other mentions. 
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Table 34 

Why do you not feel that the provincial government should force changes in 

local governance? 

Base: Respondents that did not feel that the provincial 

government should force changes in local governance 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=171) 

Municipalities should come to an agreement on their own 14 

Need public consultation first/should be up to the public 13 

Incentives/funding incentives will work better 9 

Undemocratic/like a dictatorship 9 

Need to have input from all municipalities 6 

Government is not honest/up front about change 6 

Forcing change creates poor relations 5 

Government will lose support 5 

Only some need intervention as they are not viable 5 

Not worked in other jurisdictions/provinces 4 

Forcing change threatens local survival/autonomy 4 

Should not force amalgamation/change (in general) 4 

Change is not needed/everything is working well 4 

Forcing change won’t be successful in the long term 4 

Province should only provide guidance 4 

Other (3% or less) 20 

Don’t know/Not stated 15 

*Multiple mentions 

 

 

Respondents were then asked if they feel the provincial government should provide 

incentives to reduce potential barriers to change, to which the majority (56%) of 

respondents agreed. See Figure 11, below. 
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Figure 11 

Do you feel the provincial government should provide 

incentives to reduce barriers to change?
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Respondents who felt that the provincial government should provide incentives to 

reduce barriers to change (n=179) were asked to indicate why they provided this 

response. The largest proportion of respondents (43%) stated that incentives would 

help to make any potential changes more successful. See Table 35, on the following 

page, for other mentions. 

 

Table 35 

Why do you feel that the provincial government should provide incentive to 

reduce barriers to change? 

Base: Respondents that feel that the provincial government 

should provide incentives to reduce barriers to change 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=179) 

Incentives make changes more successful 43 

Funding should be provided for cooperating with other municipalities 9 

Province should provide more communication/feedback on changes 7 
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Resistance creates need for incentives 5 

Only if changes are agreed upon 4 

Should provide incentives but also force change 3 

Better to assist then dictate 3 

Other (2% or less) 20 

Don’t know/Not stated 19 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Respondents who did not feel that the provincial government should provide 

incentives to reduced barriers to change (n=62) were asked to indicate why they 

provided this response. Nineteen percent (19%) of respondents indicated that they 

do not want change so no incentives are needed, 11% felt that the benefits from any 

changes should be incentive enough, and 10% felt that there should be incentives 

only if changes are agreed upon. See Table 36, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 36 

Why do you feel that the provincial government should not provide incentive 

to reduce barriers to change? 

Base: Respondents that feel that the provincial government 

should provide incentives to reduce barriers to change 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=62) 

Doesn’t want change so need no incentives 19 

Benefits should be incentive enough 11 

Only if changes are agreed upon 10 

Incentives are a waste of money 8 

Province needs to be supportive 5 

Would like to know what the incentives would be  3 

Province has the power to make changes 3 

Province should provide more communication/feedback 3 

Funding should be provided for cooperating with other municipalities 3 
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Incentives need to be long term 3 

Changes should be forced 3 

Other (2% or less) 19 

Don’t know/Not stated 23 

*Multiple mentions 

 

3.6 Communications 

Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of communication methods for 

receiving future information from AUMA. Email newsletters (63%) received the 

highest rating, followed by video-conferencing (24%). See Figure 12, below. 

 

Figure 12 

Effectiveness of Communication Methods for Future 

Information from AUMA
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Base: Effective (4 or 5 out of 5)  

 

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to feel that video-conferencing 

would be highly effective included: 

 Respondents who are elected officials in their municipal government (28% 

versus 15% of non-elected officials). 
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Respondents were then asked if there were any other methods of communication for 

future information from the AUMA that would be effective. Close to half (48%) of 

respondents indicated that there are no other effective methods, while regional 

meetings and AUMA conferences were mentioned by 8% of respondents. See Table 

36, on the following page, for other mentions. 

 

Table 36 

Are there any other methods of communication for future information from 

the AUMA that would be effective? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

No/maintain current methods 48 

Regional meetings/AUMA conference/workshops 8 

Mail/post office/newsletter mail outs 5 

Open forum meeting 3 

Regular updates at mayor meetings/caucus meetings 3 

Other (2% or less) 10 

Don’t know/not stated 25 

*Multiple mentions 

 

Next, respondents were asked if to indicate the effectiveness of various methods for 

conducting future survey research. The majority of respondents (55%) indicated that 

web-based surveys would be the most efficient, followed by a combination approach, 

mentioned by 26% of respondents. See Figure 13, below. 
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Figure 13 

Effectiveness of Methods for Future Survey Research
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Respondents were then asked if there are any other methods of communication that 

would be effective for conducting future survey research. The majority (61%) 

indicated that there were no other methods that would be effective, followed by 4% 

that indicated focus groups, conferences and meetings would be effective. See Table 

36, below, for other mentions. 

 

Table 36 

Are there any other methods of communication for future survey research? 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

No 61 

Focus groups/conferences/meetings 4 

Make surveys shorter/clearer 2 

Surveys done in person 1 
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Hard copy (general) 1 

Email the survey 1 

Consider municipal workload 1 

Survey questions need to be less biased/skewed 1 

Other (less than 1%) 3 

Don’t know/not stated 28 

 

 

Finally, respondents were asked to indicate which quarter they would prefer member 

surveys be conducting within. The largest proportion (40%) of respondents had no 

preference, followed by 19% that would prefer member surveys be conducted in the 

first quarter (January to March). See Figure 13, on the following page. 

 

Figure 14 

Preferred Quarter to Conduct Member Surveys
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Respondents were also asked to provide additional comments at the end of the 

survey. Twelve percent (12%) of respondents indicated that they had no further 

comments, followed by 7% who indicated they were dissatisfied with some aspect of 
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the survey, and 3% who were thankful for the opportunity to complete the survey, 

and an additional 3% who were pleased with the AUMA. It is important to note that 

60% of respondents did not provide a comment. See Table 1, below, for other 

mentions. 

 

Table 1 

Additional Comments 

 

Percent of 

respondents* 

(n=319) 

Nothing 12 

Dissatisfied with survey/too long/too vague 7 

Thankful for survey/opportunity to provide input 3 

Please with AUMA 3 

Feels that AUMA thinks amalgamation is inevitable 2 

Is not in favour of regionalization 2 

Other (less than 2%) 15 

Don’t know/not stated 60 

*Multiple mentions 
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APPENDIX A 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

AUMA Local Governance Initiative Survey  
The Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (AUMA) is conducting a survey regarding 
their future of local governance. The intent of the survey is to gather your thoughts and 
opinions regarding the current state of local governance, current and future issues, and 
options for more effective local governance in Alberta.  
All responses will be collected and analyzed by Banister Research and Consulting Inc. 
to ensure confidentiality of your feedback and the objectivity of the analysis. All 
information will be reported in aggregate form and responses will NOT be reported in a 
manner that identifies any individual.  
Thank you in advance for your time.  
A. Which municipality do you represent?  
B. What is your current position in your municipalityôs government?  
1) Mayor/Reeve  
2) Deputy Mayor/Reeve  
3) Chief Administrative Officer  
4) Councillor  
5) Other  

 
Issues  
1. What do you feel are the most important issues affecting your municipality?  
2. Of these issues, which ones do you feel are the least important for your municipality?  
3. Which issues are critical to the sustainability/viability of your municipality?  
4. In your opinion, what would be the most effective method of ensuring the long-term 
viability/sustainability of your municipality?  
5a. Some experts have suggested that there are too many municipalities in Alberta. Do 
you agree with this statement?  
1) Yes  
2) No  
5b. Why did you provide this response?  
6. What incentives do you feel would be needed for municipalities to consider 
restructuring for the betterment of Alberta citizens?  
 
  



57 

  
  FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES – April 15, 2009 

 

LOCAL GOVERNANCE RESTRUCTURING  
7. Regarding the following options for the restructuring of local governance in Alberta, 
please indicate how effective you feel each option would be, on a scale of 1 to 5, where 
1 means ñnot at all effectiveò and 5 means ñvery effectiveò.  
1. Not at all effective  
..  
..  
5. Very effective  
F5. Donôt know  
 

a) Maintain the status quo  
 
b) Maintain the status quo, while implementing some changes (stronger central 

leadership, shared administration, better cooperation)  
 
c) Implementing a single tiered, full capacity regional governance (merging of 

municipalities, with a goal of achieving economies of scale)  
 
d) Implementing a two tiered regional government (regional governments that 

have a mandate for regional services/infrastructure and municipal 
governments that have a mandate for local services/infrastructure)  

 
e) Communities within amalgamated regions take on different responsibilities 

(dissolution of communities that are not viable on their own, but provision of 
budget/autonomy to administer specific areas, for example: recreation)  

 
8a. (If indicated 4 or 5 out of 5 for 7a) Why do you feel that maintaining the status quo 
would be effective?  
8b. Do you have any concerns with maintaining the status quo?  
8c. What are the potential benefits of maintaining the status quo?  
9a. (If indicated 4 or 5 out of 5 for 7b) Why do you feel that maintaining the status quo, 
while implementing some changes (stronger central leadership, shared administration, 
better cooperation) would be effective?  
9b. What are your concerns with maintaining the status quo, while implementing some 
changes (stronger central leadership, shared administration, better cooperation)?  
9c. What are the potential benefits of maintaining the status quo, while implementing 
some changes (stronger central leadership, shared administration, better cooperation)?  
10a. (If indicated 4 or 5 out of 5 for 7c) Why do you feel that implementing a single 
tiered, full capacity regional government (merging of municipalities with a goal of 
achieving economies of scale) would be effective?  
10b. What are your concerns with implementing a single tiered, full capacity regional 
government (merging of municipalities with a goal of achieving economies of scale)?  
10c. What are the potential benefits of implementing a single tiered, full capacity regional 
government (merging of municipalities with a goal of achieving economies of scale)?  
11a. (If indicated 4 or 5 out of 5 for 7d) Why do you feel that implementing a two tiered 
regional government (regional governments that have a mandate for regional 
services/infrastructure and municipal governments that have a mandate for local 
services/infrastructure) would be effective?  
11b. What are your concerns implementing a two tiered regional government?  
11c. What are the potential benefits of implementing a two tiered regional government?  
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12a. (If indicated 4 or 5 out of 5 for 7e) Why do you feel that regions being designated 
different responsibilities (dissolution of communities that are not viable on their own, but 
provision of budget/autonomy to administer specific areas, for example: recreation)would 
be effective?  
12b. What are your concerns with regions being designated different responsibilities 
(dissolution of communities that are not viable on their own, but provision of 
budget/autonomy to administer specific areas, for example: recreation)?  
12c. What do you feel would be the potential benefits of regions being designated 
different responsibilities (dissolution of communities that are not viable on their own, but 
provision of budget/autonomy to administer specific areas, for example: recreation)?  
13a. Do you believe it is possible to maintain a unique community identity within a larger 
municipality than the one you are part of today?  
1) Yes  
2) No  
13b. Why did you provide this response?  
14a. Do you think that municipal governance in Alberta has to change in order to meet 
the challenges of the future?  
 

1) Yes  
 
2) No  

 
14b. Why did you provide this response?  
15. If municipal governments were to restructure in Alberta, what tools could AUMA 
provide to its members to assist them through such a change?  

 
BARRIERS TO CHANGE  
16. What barriers are there to implementing change to municipal governance in Alberta?  
17. What incentives could be provided to help overcome these barriers to change?  
18. What current provincial policies work against making changes to local governance in 
Alberta?  
 
19. Do your neighbouring municipalities present barriers to change (with regard to local 
governance in Alberta)?  
20a. Do you feel that the provincial government should force changes in local 
governance?  
 

1) Yes  
 
2) No  

 
20b. Why did you provide this response?  
21a. Do you feel the provincial government should provide incentives to reduce barriers 
to change?  
 

1) Yes  
 
2) No  
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21b. Why did you provide this response?  
 

COMMUNICATIONS  
22. Regarding the following options for your preferred method of communication for 
future information from the AUMA regarding local governance issues, please rate the 
effectiveness of each method, using a scale where 1 means ñnot at all effectiveò and 5 
means ñvery effectiveò.  
 

1. Not at all effective  
 

2.  
3.  
4.  

 
5. Very effective  
6. Donôt know  

 
a) E-mail newsletters  
 
b) Postings on the AUMA website  
 
c) Telephone web/based conferences  
 
d) Video-conferencing  
 
e) Other; specify __________________________  

 
23. Regarding the following options for your preferred method for future survey research 
conducted by the AUMA, please rate the effectiveness of each method, using a scale 
where 1 means ñnot at all effectiveò and 5 means ñvery effectiveò.  
 

1. Not at all effective  
 

2.  
3.  
4.  
5. Very effective  
6. Donôt know  

 
a) Telephone survey  
 
b) Web-based survey  
 
c) Faxed hard copy version of the survey  
 
d) A combination of all of these methods  
 
e) Something else; specify: ________________________________  
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24. And, in what quarter would it be most appropriate to conduct a memberôs survey?  
 

1. First quarter (January to March)  
 
2. Second quarter (April to June)  
 
3. Third quarter (July to September)  
 
4. Fourth quarter (October to December)  
 
5. NO PREFERENCE (DNR)  

 
25. Do you have any other comments that you would like to share with the AUMA?  
 
The AUMA is interested in conducting phone interviews with interested officials to build 
upon their understanding of the issues relating to local governance. If you would be 
willing to participate, please provide your contact information below.  
Name: __________  
Phone Number: __________  
Do we have your permission to collect and release your contact information? Please 
be assured that only your contact information will be released and none of your 
responses to this survey will be linked to you in any way.  

 


