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In 1995, with the passage of Alberta's new Municipal Goverment 
Act, the forma1 requirement for legislatively mandated regional 
planning in Alberta was eliminated. This destroyed a regionai 

planning system that had been held up by planners as a mode1 for 
the world. The change was a victory for rural politicians 

disillusioned with regional planning, which they saw as a way for 
urban officiais to block development of businesses -- and the 

taxes they bring -- in rural areas. Municipal g~vernments in some 
parts of the province preserved voluntary regional planning. But 

this did not happen in the Calgary region. There, rural 
politicians who saw the Calgary Regional Planning Commission as 
an interferinq bureaucracy refused to maintain the commission 
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CHAPTER 1 - BOMBSHELL 

When Alberta Municipal Affairs Minister Stephen West strode to 

the podium of the Calgary Convention Centre on Oct. 7, 1993, he 

was prepared to drop more than a bombshell.' West is an imposing 

and pugnacious man, ta11 and broad-shouldered, with a mane of 

silver hair and an icy, glare that says "don't mess with me." He 

is disinclined to back 

kind.' In person, West 

away from a political brawi or any other 

exudes a John Wayne swagger, and after the 

 hile it draws on newsDaDer reports and after-the-fact 
interviews, this description of <vents ât the 1993 annual meeting 
of the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association is the account of 
an eyewitness. The author  covered the event as the municipal 
affairs reporter of the Calgary Herald, and the Herald stories 
quoted are his own -- rather like a policeman consulting his notes 
long after the investigation. 

'on March 20, 1992, aiter coming under actack for a month for 
his sometimes violent ways, West rosa in the Alberta legislature to 
attempt to end controversy about his appointment by then-premier 
Don Gettÿ as sclicitor general, the province' s chief lawman. 
According to the lead story in the Calgary Herald the next day 
(Page Al, March 21, N W ) ,  "West has adnitted to spending nights in 
jail prior to getting elected as an MLA in 1986, and to being part 
of a vigilante group which tried to r i d  his home town of Vermilion 
of drug dealers. But he hasn't responded to a l l e g a t i o n s  of bullying 
and threatening behâvior in Edmonton bars two years ago, and to 
animal cruelty when he worked as a veterinarian in 1969. RCMP 
confirmed they responded to a midnight cal1 last summer involving 
a complaint from a neighbor in his home town of Vermilion, who said 
West trashed a bicycle in the neighbor's backyard but later paid 
for the damage. In his statement, West didn't directly deny any of 
the accusations." Nor did he deny a public d a i m  by his ex-wife 
that he had abused her during their marriage (Don Braid, Calgary 
Herald, Page A3, March 21, 1992). In an unusual stateinent to the 
legislature, West conceded that alcohol was a contributing factor 
in at least some of the situations prompting the accusations. As a 
result, he said, "todaqr, 1 make a cornitment to the premier, to 
this Legislative Assernbly, and to the people of Alberta that while 
1 am solicitor general or any other minister of the Crown 1 will 
refrain from the use of alcohol." There is no evidence West has 
ever violated his pledge. 
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election of Premier Ralph Klein's Tory goverment on June 15, a 

little more than five months before, he had quickly become the 

hard-ass point man of the deficit-slashing "Klein Re~olution."~ 

But the fa11 of 1993 was still the ea r ly  days of the Klein 

Revolution, and Chere were many in the audience, and throughout 

Alberta, who thought the premier and his party didn't really mean 

what they said about cutting spending, or didn't have the 

political will to follow through on what they'd promised. West 

had corne to the downtown convention centre, just a long block 

from Calgary's imposing new blue-glass city hall tower,' to set 

'"under the legislature dome, Steve West is the boss irom 
hell," wrote Calgary Herald legislative columnist Don Martin 
(Herald, "Alberta is leaning in a West-erly direction," 21 Jan. 
1994, p. A3). "Whenever senior bureaucrats gather to commiserate 
about their political superiors, they console thenselves knowing it 
could be worse; West could be their cabinet minister. . . .  His 
ultra-right philosophy is sixple: Round-table meetings are for 
wimps. If it costs money, cut the budget. If staffed by non- 
essential ernployees, lay 'ern off. When in doubt about the value of 
a public service, privatize." 

'which, despite the fact it contains city council's 
legislative chamber, is known w i t h  a wink and a nudge as "the 
municipal building," owing to the fact that, in the 1970s, before 
Klein became mayor of Calgary, voters rejected in a plebiscite a 
plan to build a new city hall. The scaled-down version of the 
rejected building was built anyway, but is not called what it 
really is in tribute to the electoraters thwarted wishes. Calgaryt s 
modest old sandstone city hall, an attractive heritage building 
which has recently undergone extensive renovations, stands on the 
northwest corner of the block occupied by the municipal building, 
which dwarfs it. Despite the fact that the elegant old four-storey 
building does not house council's chamber, for official purposes it 
i s  known as City Hall. Thanks to the mis-labelling, before the 
renovations commenced, a day seldom passed when a confused citizen 
did not wander into the Calgary Heraldrs modest fourth-floor bureau 
at the terminus of the structure's cramped and creaky elevator in 
search of the fifth f loo r  or above. 
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chem straight. Facing a mostly hostile audience of about 1,000' 

elected officials from small-town Alberta, the minister was 

loaded for bear. H i s  listeners from the Alberta Urban 

Municipalities Association were long-time Conservative supporters 

but they were not overjoyed at the prospect of the minister's 

message. The veterinarian from Vernilion, a town of 4,000 about 

190 kilomerres east of Edmonton, was there to cut spending and tc 

cut it big time, and everybody knew it. 

West had already announced 20-per-cent cutç in the province's 

$104-million municipal assistance grant program -- no-strings- 

attacbed rnoney that could be used for any purpose by 

municipalitiesE -- and indicated he intended to eliminate it 

completely w i t h i n  three years.- (Today, West recalls those funds 

as "just a slush fund for the municipalitie~."~) Some municipal 

politicians had been privately briefed about wnat else was to 

As a result, a sense of foreboding hung over the AUMArs 

' ~ a l g a r y  Herald, "West takes flak for recent cutbacks," 9 Oct. 
1993, p .  B 3 .  

6 ~ a l g a r y  Sun, ''Municipal officials brace for grant cuts," 5 
O c t . ,  1993, page number not included in Sun files. 

-~erald, l o c .  c i t .  

'~nterview with Steve West, former solicitor general and 
municipal affairs minister, then rninister of economic development 
and tourism, now minister of energy, 8 Jan. 1997.  

%id. "The provincial program is cut, cut, cut and rninisters 
have requested an opportunity to meet with municipalities during 
the AUMA convention," Calgary alderman and conference chairman Ray 
Clark Cold the Sun's reporter. (Calgary Sun, "Municipal officiais 
brace for grant cuts, 5 Oct. 1993, page not available.) C l a r k  
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gathering even before West gripped the sides of the podium. The 

speech was a headline-grabber and above al1 a message that the 

Klein goverment meant what it said. "1 am confirming a 20-per- 

cent firm cut in municipal assistance grants. And a total 

elimination is p~ssible."'~ He went on from there, rnentioning 

almost in passing that the huge cuts being made in the Municipal 

Affairs Department would also extend to provincial support of 

Alberta's powerful regional planning commissions. 

In any other circumstance, an announcement the province intended 

to pull the financial plug on Alberta's venerable and much- 

laudedx system of regional planning would have been big news. 

The Calgary Regional Planning Commission, for example, had been 

an important part of the landscape since 1951. But West's br i e f  

mention of that intention was lost in the roar of bigger -- if 
less significant, over the longer term -- oxen gored. The Calgary 
Sun did not mention the implications for regional planning at a l 1  

in its report of the day's events; the larger Calgary Herald 

passed over the issue lightly by quoting Ivan Robinson, the 

director of the Calgary Regional Plancing Commission." He noted 

added: "1 t h i n k  the bad news is coming." 

"~algary Sun,  "West warns of major cuts in city grants," O c t .  
8, 1 9 9 3 .  

"sec Chapter II. 

"~hough let it 
Heraldls editors and 
the significance of 

be 
not 
the 

noted that that omission was made by the 
its reporter, who understood and explained 
decision. 
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that its $1.8-million" budget "is now h a l f  paid by the province. 

If West follows through on his plan to elirninate provincial 

support for t h a t  body within three years, the planning 

commission~s nearly 30 municipal participants will have to come 

up with the extra $900,000," the Herald said." 

. - 
As delegates broke from their modest cold sandwich lunch,-' 

Robinson was still trying to get his thoughts in order about the 

implications of West's speech for the organization he  had headed 

for 14 years. Erudite and soft-spoken, a man who expressed 

himself in complete sentences and an accent that recalled his 

native Northern Ireland, the balding and professorial Robinson 

was for the record calmly optimistic that waÿs could be found to 

preserve regional planning in Alberta, at least in the Calgary 

area. But t h e r e  had been many warnings that this would not be an 

easy t a s k . 1 6  

In its 41st year of operation, the planning comission 

prosaically described its mandate as being to "administer the 

1994 
M L A  

I 3 ~ h e  commissionf s budget was reported consistently t h  
as being $1.7 million. For example, Calgary Herald, 
rnourns closure of commission due to fundinq cuts, " 

.r OU 
"Li 
10 

.gho 
ber 
De 

14ca lgary  Herald, O c t .  8, 1993, page B1. The main thrust of 
this article was contained in its lead: "The cuts announced 
Thursday by Municipal Affairs Minister Steve West will hit many of 
Alberta's srna11 towns f a r  harder t h a n  the province's big cities." 

%ee Chapter III. 



Regional Plan; exercise subdivision approving authority where 

this has not been delegated to municipalities; provide planning 

advice and assistance to municipal councils; advise on 

annexations; (and) encourage public participation in planning. "lÏ 

What that really meant for citizens of Calgary and its complex 

network of surrounding communities, Robinson would explain, was 

char: they had "a forum for inter-municipal decision making -- in 

order to bring a regional perspective. The growth and development 

of the Calgary region was grappled with from a broader 

perspective than could ever be done by individual municipalities 

negotiating with one an~ther."'.~ 

This was essential, Robinson argued, because some important 

issues in the commission's roughly 22,000-square-!cilornetre area 

of jurisdi~tion,'~ such as water quality, inevitably involved 

more than one of the commission's 28 mem5ersX -- which included 

''~algary Regional Planning Commission, Annual Report 
1989/1990, p .  3 .  

"~nterview with Ivan Robinson, now chief executive off icer  of 
the Columbia Basin Trust, an agency of the British Columbia 
goverment, based in Nakusp, B.C., 13 Jan. 1997. 

' 3 ~ a l g a r y  Herald, "Approvai recommended for regional plan, " 9 
Oct. 1982,  p .  Dl. 

'O~unicipal district of Bighorn, MD of Foothills, MD of Rocky 
View, county of Wheatland, Irrigation District No. 8, city of 
Airdrie, villaae of Beiseker, town of Black Diamond, village of 
Blackie, city o f  Calgary, town of Canmore, village of ~ a y l e y ,  
sumrner villaqe of Chestermere Lake (now the Town of Chestermere), 
village of Cluny, town of Cochrane, town of Crossfield, summer 
village of Ghost lake, town of Gleichen, town of High River, 
village of Hussar, village of Irricana, village of Longview, town 
of Okotoks, village of Rockyford, village of Standard, town of 
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n i n e  towns, several of them bedroom suburbs for Calgary, nine 

villages, three summer villages," at least one of which was in 

truth a suburban bedroom community, three rural municipal 

districts governing unorganized hamlets, one rural county, an 

irrigation district and two cities. One of the cities -- Calgary  

-- had a population that was expected to pass a million early in 
the next century." Effective planning to avoid or solve 

problems simply couldn't succeed without input from throughout 

the region, Robinson s a i d .  

"For example," he explained, "the preservation of agricultural 

land is not an issue that is peculiar to any one municipality if 

it is to be dealt with effectively. Similarly, any environmental 

issues which cross municipal boundaries tend not to be resolvable 

by individual municipalities acting on their own." 

Strathmore, town of Turner Valley and summer village of Waiprous. 
See map in Appendix 1. 

"under the 01 d Municipal Goverment Act (Revised S tatutes of 
Alberta, 1980, CM-26) -- not to be confused with the Planning Act, 
the former legislation that governed regional planning cornmissions 
-- communities with a seasonal population of 300 or more were 
defined as summer villages. Chestermere Lake east of Calgary, for 
example, began as a summertime community of cottagers. 

"~eck, R.A.D., People and Jobs, t h e  N e x t  30 Years (City 
lgary Finance Department, Calgary, 1993) . The region's only ot 
ty is the bedroom community of Airdrie, population 12,000, a 
nute drive north of Calgary's northern boundary. Under 
berta Municipal Governrnent Act, a population of 10,000 
quired for a community to be legally a city. (Munici 
vernment Act, section 82 [b] ) . 

of  
her 
10- 
the 
is 

p a l  
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"You canlt resolve the urban growth issues of Calgary without 

involving al1 of these municipalities. Bipartisan negotiations 

just don1t cut it. A regional perspective is re~pired."~' 

"The whole thing about the regional planning commission," 

Robinson would explain on another occasion, "is tha t  it gave 

urban communities legal sanction to exercise control outside 

their boundaries. Municipalities had a Say in what other 

municipalities did."" The commissionls "biggest success," was 

forcing rnunicipalities in the region around Calgary to adhere to 

the needs of Calgary's 'uni-cityr p01icy.~~ 

But input from the region could be the cause of controversy -- 
especially from the rural municipal districts, which governed the 

huge rural areas surrounding Calgary. The MDs, as they are 

commonly abbreviated in Alberta, were responsible for large areas 

of r ea l  es ta te ,  but lacked the richer tax base of their urban 

neighbors. Increasingly burdened with inefficient country- 

residential developrnent, often populated by people who demanded 

city-style services, they had long seen the reluctance of towns, 

villages and cities to approve developments on the MDs' fringes 

as a direct threat to the rural municipalities' tax revenues, and 

little else. When the urban representatives on the commission 

* - 
-'Robinson interview, September 1996. 

"~obinson interview, op. ci t . 
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voted against developments in the municipal districts -- as they 
indeed did, for what seemed like sound reasons from an urban 

perspective3 -- it looked to rural politicians like a revenue- 
grab, pure and simple. Just ask Bob Cameron, long-time councillor 

and current r2eve of the MD of Rocky View, which abuts Calgary on 
?Fi three sides, and other senior Rocky View officiais.-- 

"This was completely unfair, given that it was our land they were 

dealing with," recalled Cameron -- a man who likes to boast, "1 
was the architect of the planning commission's derni~e."'~ " People 

in Vulcan and   as sa no'' haà a vote! What did they have to do with 
US? II:: (In the last year of its life, the commission's 

legislative functions were carried out by 21 voting 

representatives on behal f  of 17 rnember municipalities." Al1 were 

elected municipal councillors, as required by law, and each was 

" ~ e e  Chapter II 

''interview with Bob Cameron, 13 Jan. 1997.  Interview with 
Petet Kivisto, Rocky View municipal manager, 15 Jan. 1997. 

"~his is not strictly true, but an indication of the depth of 
feelings on the issue. 

'OTWO small Prairie towns east and southeast of Calgary. While 
both are far away from the MD of Rocky View, they were not ideal 
examples to illustrate Cameron's point, as neither are were in the 
Calgary Regional Planning Commission's area of responsibility. 

%ameron interview, op. ci t . 
3 2 ~ i t y  of Airdrie, village of Beiseker, MD of Bighorn, town of 

Black Diamond, city of Calgary, summer village of Chestermere Lake, 
town of Carmore, town of Cochrane, town of Crossfield, MD of 
Foothills, town of High River, village of Irricana, town of 
Okotoks, MD of Rocky View, town of Stratbore, town of Turner 
Valley, county of Wheatland. 
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appointed by his or her council. Most councils had one voting 

representative, but by ministerial decree the city of Calgary had 

chree and the municipal districts of Rocky View and Foothills had 

two e a ~ h . ~ ~  In a l l ,  Il municipalities3' chose not to send regular 

representatives to the commission.) 

On top of Cameronfs concern, as Robinson has boasted, of 

Alberta's 10 regional planning commissions, the Calgary one was 

the most vigorous and aggressive in forcing member municipalities 

-- including the huge rural municipal districts -- to stick to 
the principles set out in the regional plan. 

Alberta's planning commissions also had a more prosaic duty 

which, proponents Say, brought long-term benefits. The 

commissions' mandate to provide routine subdivision planning to 

al1 municipalities across the large region provided a service 

that would pay off for generations. Robinson asserted: "Service 

was provided according to need, not according to ability to pay, 

which meant there was a uniform standard of planning services 

across the region." That meant, Robinson argued, that places l i k e  

j3~he extra voting representatives were assigned on the basis 
of population, (Robinson interview, op. cit.) according to ô 
formula that gave the Airdrie the right to an extra representative, 
a privilege that rnunicipality chose to decline. 

'4~illage of Blackie, village of Cayley, village of Cluny, 
summer village of Ghost lake, town of Gleichen, village of Hussar, 
village of Longview, village of Rockyford, village of Standard, 
summer village of Waiparous and Irrigation District No. 8. 
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Chesterinere Lake, '= which had very little money thanks to i t s  

srnall, residential-only tax base, had the benefit of professional 

planning. ''When the city of Calgary annexes Chesterrnere Lake -- 
which it inevitably will one day -- they will find that al1 i t s  

subdivisions are planned to the same guidelines as subdivisions 

in the city. "36 

Now, it is important to note that, under the terms of Alberta's 

1 9 7 7  Planning ~ c t , "  still in force when Stephen West delivered 

his speech, the province ' s regional planning commissions were 

required to draft binding regional plans. And the act clearly 

established the regional plan "as the supreme document in a 

hierarchy of statutory  instrument^."^^ Furthermore, regional 

plans reflected provincial policy, not policies pulled out of the 

air by regional planning  commission^.^^ (Guidelines published by 

the goverment in 1980 and 1981 said, 'The process of approving a 

regional plan provides an opportunity to reflect provincial goals 

PO PU^ 
count 
cityr 
and 1 

"A former "summer vil1 aqe" -- defined by its seasonal 
tion, similar to what woÜld be known in onfario 
y -- on an artificial irrigation reservoir just 
boundary along the Trans Canada Highway, which i 
90s turned into a substantial bedroom suburb. 

as cottage 
east of the 
.n the 1980s 

'6~obinson interview, op. ci t. 

"~he Planning Act, 1977,  Revised Statutes of Alberta, sections 
43 to 56. 

'e~ullingworth, Barry J. (rrban and Regional  P lann ing  in Canada 
(Transaction Books, New Brunswick, N.J., 1 9 8 7 ) ,  p.343. 

jglnterview with Karl Nemeth, former CRPC planner and, by 1995, 
providing contract planning services to the town of High River, 
Jan. 3, 1997. 



and objectives. . . . at a regional level."*" 

It's hard to find observers of politics in Alberta who will 

challenge Robinson's boast that, when it came to enforcing the 

principles of the regional plan, "we were the strongest in that 

area, and the most effective, and did the most good."" So it 

must have been obvious to Robinson in the wake of West's speech 

that atternpts by regional planners "to get people to give up some 

of their sovereignty so they could act in concert"" would worsen 

the tax-revenue cornpetition that so irritated the rural 

politicians who ran the M D s .  That the commission's powers 

included a legislated role as a subdivision-approving authority 

only exacerbated the irritation with the entire planning system 

in some quarters. And anyone knows that stirring up rural 

politicians in Alberta was dangerous, no matter how sincerely 

held or sensible the justification. It is conventional wisdom 

that the power-base of the province's Conservative government is 

a rural one, and that the government will do nothing to endanger 

that support." "2ural areas have the ear of the government," 

'O~lberta Planning Board guidelines. Edmonton: Alberta 
Municipal Affairs ,  1980; quoted by Cullingworth, op. cit. pp. 3 4 4 -  
345. 

41~obinson interview, op. cit. It is worth noting that on this 
particular point of cornparison with Alberta's nine other regional 
planning commissions, every single person interviewed for this 
paper is in agreement. 

42~obinson interview, op. cit. 

 gain, this was the near-universal opinion of everyone 
intexviewed for this thesis, as, indeed, it is the author's. 
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s â y s  Calgary Alderman David Bronconnier." "And they d e f i n i t e l y  

have more i n f l u e n c e  t h a n  some of the urban m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  r i 4 5  

Likewise Rocky Viewls Cameron: "The r u r a l  vo te  i s  seen a s  v e r y  

important t o  t h e  PCs. T h e r e r s  no q u e s t i o n  about  it -- they're not  

winning s e a t s  i n  E d m ~ n t o n . " ' ~  

Univers i ty  of Calgary environmental  des ign  p ro fes so r  P h i l i p  E lde r  

sees  t h e  r u r a l  f o r c e  behind t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  would e l i rn ina te  

reg iona l  p lanning  commissions i n  Albe r t a .  "Reduced p r o v i n c i a l  

funding and t h e  need f o r  c o s t  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  . . . helped mot iva te  

t h e  new l e g i s l a t i o n ,  a s ,  arguably,  d i d  t h e  g o v e r m e n t ' s  d e s i r e  t o  

respond t o  concerns of r u r a l  voters.  "'' 

Calgary alderrnan and former Calgary Regional Planning Commission 

execut ive member Bob Hawkesworth agreed: For t h e  Klein 

goverment ,  c l o s i n g  t h e  commission "solved what they  perceived a s  

a p o l i t i c a l  problem wi th  t h e i r  r u r a l  cons t i tuency ,  who were 

" ~ n t e r v i e w  w i t h  David Bronconnier, 12 Jan. 1 9 9 7 .  Bronconnier 
once seemed t u  be t r y i n g  t o  s e t  himself  up a s  urban A l b e r t a ' s  
champion i n  t h e  cornpet i t ion f o r  t a x  d o l l a r s  wi th  r u r a l  A l b e r t a  on 
such i s s u e s  as t h e  c r e a t i o n  of an expensive r u r a l  9-1-1 t e l ephone  
system. I n  e a r l y  1 9 9 7 ,  a s  he launched a bid t o  run f o r  t h e  L i b e r a l  
Par ty  of Canada i n  t h e  f e d e r a l  r i d i n g  of Calgary West, a high-  
stakeç game t h a t  could  see him emerge as  a Western Cabine t  
rninis ter ,  o r  a nobody. Therea f t e r ,  t h e  a s t u t e  municipal  p o l i t i c i a n  
was more c a u t i o u s  i n  h i s  pronouncements about  p o s s i b l e  r u r a l  
p e r f i d y .  

' S ~ r o n c o n n i e r  i n t e rv iew,  op. c i  t . 
'kameron i n t e r v i e w ,  op. cit . 
"P.S. Elder ,  r 'A lbe r t a l s  1 9 9 5  Planning Leg i s l a t ion ,  " Journal 

o f  Environmental Law and Practice (Vol .  6 ,  No. 2 ,  l 9 9 6 ) ,  pp.  24-25.  
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chafing under the restrictions. They felt their interests were 

being thwarted; they wanted more assessment, they wanted a bigger 

tax base. And they didn't like being relegated to the role of 

land bank for the city of ~algary."~' 

And, as we shall see later, even if the goverment had not been 

listening to the advice of rural politicians, officiais and 

developers -- Bob Cameron admits to breaking bread with West, but 

never to have discussed regional planningG9 -- that advice 

mirrored the goverment's free-market, pro-development, anti- 

regulation worldview. The outcome was predictable. 

Sut while these sentiments were well-known to the antagonists in 

Alberta's long regional planning debate, the municipal a f f a i r s  

minister's announcement nevertheless came unexpectedly. And the 

end of formal, legislatively mandated regional planning in 

Alberta -- and of al1 regional planning around Calgary -- 
followed swiftly. "We knew about their plans to downsize us," 

recalls Robinson, "but we didn't know specificalfy very much 

before (West's speech) . "'O Indeed, he remembers West 's speech was 

4a~nterview with Bob Hawkesworth, 20 Nov. 1996. 

'g~ameron interview, op. cit. A March 1994 response by the MD 
of Rocky View to a consultant given the unenviable task of trying 
to resuscitate the Calgary regional Planning Commission as a 
volunteer planning forum reflected almost perfectly the ultimate 
position taken by West. Who influenced whom the most, however, is 
likely to remain forever a question of the chicken-and-egg variety. 

'3~obinson interview, 8 Jan. 1997 .  
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unusual in only one regard: "We usually heard about these t h i n g s  

from newspaper from the municipal a f f a i r s  department 
- - 

grapevine or a legislative tipsheet published out of Edmonton." 

Not that anyone facing a budget cut was much consulted by t h e  

Klein government in those days. But, delegates to the urban 

municipalities' association were happy to relate their fury to 

the news media the next day. "Itls outrageous," said Judy 

Stewart, a councillor from the town of Cochrane 20 minutes west 

of Calgary. "1% so angry I coulci break someonefs neck!"" "The 

stuff that (West) announced today will cost the town of Cochrane 

a t  least $100,000 that welve got to find," added town manager 

Martin ~chmitke,~~ noting angrily that, "We weren't asked. We 

were j u s t  t01d."~~ But according t o  Steve West, there were 

considered reasons for t h e  haste. Alberta was broke, West 

contended on the day after his announcement. He snapped at a 

hostile question from Ponoka Mayor Sheila Chesney, "1 haven't 

corne back here to take abuse. The haste is werre broke!"" And he 

contends so now: "We knew we were broke," he sa id  early in 

"~obinson interview, op. ci t . 
''~obinson i n t e r v i e w ,  op. cit . 
5 3 ~ a l g a r y  Herald, "Towns will feel sting rnostrW 8 Oct. 1993, 

p .  BI. 

' = ~ a l g a r y  Herald, West takes flak for recent cutbacks," 9 Oct. 
1993, p .  B 3 .  
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1997. '  It would improve the province's financial health if its 

citizens heard in no uncertain terms that the time had come, 

imrnediately, to return to their fiscal senses, West asserted. "My 

plan was to send the message as strongly as 1 could in as short a 

time as possible. 

As for regional planning commissions, West said in comments that 

reveal much about the Klein governmentfs approach to problern- 

solving, their f a t e  too was best settled swiftly. "Did we do a 

lot of consultation? No. There had been lots of studies done, Dut 

nobody pays any attention to studies. You had to pull the plug. 

... This was part of the restru~turing.'~ 

"The first mistake you make if you want a change is to study it 

to death," he stated. A few moments earlier West had observed: 

"Necessity breeds solutions. You have to force the issue. You 

have to make it hard to make it better; you have to put duress on 

the system. ... If (you) don? address the planning boards, the 

people who do it, and straighten them out first, theyfll come out 

with stacked plans. You'd better destroy some of the system 

first." And, West concluded, "the bluntest thing you can do to 

get something done is pull the money. w60 

 est interview, 

 est interview, 

'%est interview, 

"West interview, 

op. cit., 8 Jan. 1997. 

op. c i t .  

op. c i t .  

op. c i t .  
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That is precisely what he did. With the money pulled -- and the 
promise that not long thereafter the legal necessity to remain a 

planning commission member would be gone too -- the Calgary 
Regional Planning Commission would soon fade away. For a t i m e  

during 1994, its members -- pushed by the representatives of 
Calgary, who offered to put up $300,000 of city taxpayers' money 

to preserve regional planningl6' and other urban municipalities - 

- struggled to create a voluntary, successor organization. Seven 
of Alberta's 10 regional planning commissions would create 

voluntary groups fulfilling at least some part of their previous 

r01es.~' But the M D s ,  led by Rocky View, were having none of it. 

On Friday, 9 Dec. 1994, the commission effectively died. At its 

last meeting on thât date, mernbers had failed to corne up with a 

plan to f o r a  a new version of the commission at their own cost. 

Except for the winding up of its paperwork, the doors that had 

opened in 1951 had closed. The province's new Municipal 

Government Act, which formally elirninated the requirement for 

regional planning in Alberta, received Royal Assent on 17 May 

1995. On 30 Sept., Stephen West signed a rninisterial order 

formally "de-establishing" the Calgary Regional Planning 

- - - - - - 

'%algary Herald, 10 June 1994, p. B3. 

6'~nterview with Bill Symonds, Senior Planning Advisor, Alberta 
Municipal Af fairs, Nov. 12, 1996. Commissions based in Calgary, 
~edicihe Hat and the South Peace area could not agrer upon a format 
for survival. Others survived as CO-operatives or feezfor-service 
planning agencies. 



Co~mission as a legal entity? 

And so, w i t h  t he  new act in place ,  t h e  regional plan dieci?" 

E"ymonds interview, Il Feb. 1 9 9 7 .  

 unici ci pal Government Act (MGA) , S t a t u t e s  of  Alber ta ,  CM-26. 1, 
1995. 



CHAPTER II - BOOM AND BUST 

Alberta started late, officially becoming a province only on 

Sept. 1, 1905. And it started small -- relatively s p e a k i n g ,  

remaining that way. The province "began its existence with some 

184,000 inhabitants, of whom some 80,000 were Indians, a n d  its 

revenues f o r  the first full year were $2,081,827 of which 

$1,030,375 came by subsidy from the federal government, $175,000 

from fees on land transfers and $131,156 from the sale of 

butter," observed political historian Ernest Watkins.' 

A place of such modest scale would seern to have little use for 

professional planners. Nevertheless, officials of the new 

province showed an early interest in town planning, s e t t i n g  out 

their first town planning regulations in 1906, establishing a 

municipal affairs department in 1911 and enacting t h e  province's 

first planning legislation i n  1913. By t h e  early 19505, regional 

planning began to take on a formal, clearly defined, legislative 

shape. District planning commissions, precursors to t h e  regional 

planning commissions that existed until the 1990s, were founded 

i n  1950 in Edmonton and 1951 in Calgary.' Alberta officials could  

boast that the province had "one of the longest traditions of 

'~at kins, Ernest . The Golden Province (Sandstone Publishing 
Ltd., Calgary, l98O), p. 11. 

' ~ u r t o n ,  Thomas L., The Roles and Relevance of Alberta's 
Regional Planning Commissions (Department of Recreation 
Administration, University of Alberta, 1981) , p. 1. 
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planning in canada."' But its planners also generated, as we 

shall see, a pattern of "boom and bust" in interest in and 

adherence to the principles of urban and regional planning that 

parallelled the booms and busts of the province's economy. 

In the 1970s and 1980s, the high point for planners and their 

influence ifi ~lberta,' government officials and professional 

planners in Alberta -- often the same people -- understandably 
took pride in their administrative creation and its 

accomplishments. "In Alberta, we have at least the framework of a 

soundly conceived and effective regional planning ~ystern,~ 

Canadian planning theorist Leonard O. Gertler had observed seven 

years earlier in Regional Planning in Canada: a Planner's 

Testament.' A University of Alberta professor, Thomas L. Burton, 

noted complacently in 1981 that, "Discussions of the system as a 

whole have g e n e r a l l y  supported the principle of a regional 

planning rnechanism and have commented favorably on the Alberta 

experience . '16 An of ficial with the B. C. government, Graham 
Dragushan, wrote in his 1972 M.A. thesis, "Planning legislation 

in Alberta has long been thought to be at the forefront of 

"Alerta Municipal Affairs,  Inter-agency Planning Branch 
Planning Services Division, Planning in Alberta: A Guide and 
Directory (Government of Alberta, Edmonton, 1980), p . 1 .  

'Robinson interview, October, 1996. 

' ~ e r t l e r ,  L.O. Reg iona l  P lann ing  i n  Canada: A Planner ' s  
Testament (Harvest House, Montreal, 1 9 7 2 ) ,  p. 31. 

6 ~ u r t o n ,  op. cit., preface, p. i. 
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planning efforts in Canada, especially in the area of regional 

planning."' He continued, ''Glowing descriptions of Alberta's 

pioneering efforts to establish urban-centred regional planning 

authorities appear in the literature from the late 1950s up to 

the present."' A former member of the Calgary regional planning 

commission, Karl Nemeth, called his organization, "the world 

mode1 . ' 19  

Constructing a coherent history of regional planning in Alberta 

is not easy. As the authors of the Alberta Planning Board's 1978 

s t u d y L O  observed, "Much of the historical evidence is f ragmented 

and not e a s i l y  accessible to al1 but the most dedicated 

historical researcher. Too, because much of planning is a 

government activity, and therefore not subject to political and 

administrative considerations, many of the reasons for particular 

decisions were never a part of the public domain, and so are lost 

to posterity."" However, the broad outlines necessary for a 

'~ragusha~, Graham N. G., Regional  P l a n n i n g  in Alberta, the 
Evol u t i o n  of Alberta ' s  System of Regional Planning Conunissions 
(University of British Columbia Masters thesis, Vancouver, 1 9 7 9 ) ,  
p. 1. 

'~nterview with Karl Nemeth, August 1996. 

'"Alberta Planning Board, Regional Planning System Study, 1 9 7  8 .  

'l~bid., Chapter 2.1. [Pages in this document are unnumbered. ) 
This comment, it is fair to observe, says something aboüt the 
attitudes that would lead Alberta's regional planning system into 
difficulty not so many years l a t e r .  
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study of this nature are fortunately easy enough to perceive. 

Before Alberta became a province, an influx of settlers was 

brought west by the new railroad. Most, but not all, were 

iarmers. After 1905, the new provincial goverment provided only 

rudimentary services suitable for a srnall farming community -- it 
had just six departments: agriculture, education, public works, 

treasury, attorney general and provincial secretary. I n e v i t a b l y ,  

however municipal governments were formed -- between 1896 and 
1914 the population grew from 50, 000 to 64C, 000 people, living ir. 

six cities of 2,400 to 72,000 souls and 136 towns and villages -- 
and the province recognized this trend in 1911 by establishing 

the Department of Municipal ~ffairs." Even before that event, 

the city of Calgary had engaged the services of an English firm 

to prepare a city plan "in the Old World Tradition. "'j Alas, the 

firm's dream-like drawings of a Paris on the Prairies, displayed 

from time to time at city hall, were never made real. 

But it was more prosaic concerns that led the province to first 

enact forma1 planning legislation in 1913," during one of the 

first booms that would become t yp i ca l  of the province's boom-and- 

"This was the first planning-specific legislation in Alberta, 
althouqh before that date the Land Titles Act of 1906 included 
specifkations of allowable widths for streets and lanes. 
Dragushan, op. c i t . ,  p .  32.  
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bust cycle of economic expansion." "Accompanying the rush of 

settlers swelling into the province's cities and rural areas was 

a speculative land boom that sent land values in Edmonton and 

Calgâry skyrocketing, ' the provincial municipal af fairs ministry 

explained in the introduction to its 1980 directory of Alberta 

planning officials and services." "By 1912, land in the downtown 

âreas of the two cities was selling for a thousand times what it 

was originally purchased at less that 20 years earlier. 

Subdivisions, both l e g a l  and illegal, were occurring far beyond 

the municipal boundaries, and at a stârtling rate. Finally, in 

1913, in an effort to curb the speculation, the Alberta 

government passed the Town Planning ~ct."'" Said the 1978 

Planning Board study:'? "There was the speculative land boom of 

1906-13, which saw the gross value of building permits issued for 

Edmontor. and Calgary rise from some $3 million in 1906 to an 

astonishing $34.8 million in 1912."" Important too, the authors 

of the study noted, was the vision of Arthur Sifton, premier of 

the province from 1910 to 1917. Indeed, they called Sifton 

"~lberta, and particularly Calgary, is in a boom again as this 
is written. But history has made Albertans shy of acknowledging the 
reality of their economy. So, in a front-page story on 24 Jan. 
1997, the Calgary Herald reported: "Calgarians haven't seen growth 
like this in years. Just don't cal1 it a boom. Mention the "B" word 
and economists and city officials run for cover. ..." (Calgary 
gera ld ,  "It's bustling, not booming," 24 Jan. 1997, p. Al.) 

" ~ l a n n i n g  i n  Alberta, l o c .  c i t .  

%ee Note 10, supra. 

" ~ e g i o n a l  Planning S y s t e m  S t u d y ,  op. c i t . ,  2 .2 .  



24 

"perhaps t h e  p r i n c i p a l  f o r c e  a t  work i n  b r ing ing  about t h e  1913  

act."'@The phi losophy of the act was " p r i m a r i l y  . . . a means of  

b r ing ing  o r d e r  and r a t i o n a l i t y  t o  an urban environment b e s e t  by 

popu la t ion  and econornic growth p r e s s u r e s  never be fo re  

exper ienced .  "" 

The o r i g i n s  o f  t h e  a c t ,  t h e  1978 s t u d y  noted,  were "a long l i n e  

of s o c i a l  exper iments  i n  t h e  c i t i e s  o f  V i c t o r i a n  England, t h e  

r e s u l t s  of  t h e  environmental  reform movement and i t s  d o c t r i n e  of 

' u t i l i t a r i a n i s m .  ' "" 

Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  p l a n n e r s  i n t roduc ing  t h e i r  

d i r e c t o r y  i n  1980  hera lded  t h e  1913 a c t  a s  a measure which 

al lowed m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  t o  ensure adequa te  roadways, s a n i t a r y  

f a c i l i t i e s ,  s t r e e t  l i g h t i n g  and open spaces  i n  new subd iv i s ions"  

Though, i n  fact, under t h e  act "a town p lanning  scherne was never  

prepared [ o r ]  implernented." I n  t h e  event, however, as t h e  

anonymous a u t h o r s  of t h e  government d i r e c t o r y  conceded and as  has  

been s o  often t h e  case i n  A l b e r t a ,  o r d e r  was brought t o  the 

''1bid. 2 - 2 .  "Out o f  t h i s  ph i losophy  came t h e  V i c t o r i a n  slum 
c l ea rance  schemes, t h e  Garden City concept  and similar E n g l i s h  town 
b u i l d i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  , and the c o n s e r v a t i o n  movement i n  t h e  l a t e  
1 9 t h  c e n t u r y  United S t a t e s .  Zoning was adopted from Germany and 
seen as a ' s c i e n t i f i c '  t o o l  for improving t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  urban 
environment,"  s a i d  t h e  s tudy .  



province's burgeoning new urban areas not by the newly adopted 

principles of town planning, so much as the boom going bust." 

Said the 1978 study: "[The actfs] introduction coincided with a 

slurnp in the land boom, and World War 1 and its aftermath; 

consequently it was dormant until 1922. ... Some indication of 
the magnitude of the slump in the land boom can be seen from the 

drop in Edmonton's population frorn 72,516 in 1914 to 53,846 in 

1916. Al1 of a sudden, subdivisions became unsalable and 

thousands of lots, many of which remained undeveloped for the 

next 30 years, reverted to the cities through tax foreclosures. 

The clouds of war in Europe and the end of European immigration 

had spelled the boom's end. 

Nevertheless, from the point of view of tracing the tradition of 

regional  planning in Alberta, the 1913 act was important in that 

it provided for intermunicipal planning where urbân development 

spanned more than one m~nicipality.'~ It also introduced another 

fundamental idea into Alberta law: "The 1913 Town Planning Act 

can be seen as a clear indication that the province recognized 

the need to manage urban growth and that this management was a 

public resp~nsibility."~~ Alberta law would stick with this 

interpretation of social policy until the middle of the neo- 

" ~ r a g u s h a n ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  35 .  
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conservative '90s. Nevertheless, "there was very little planning 

activity throughout the 1920s: once the forces of growth and 

change subsided, the need for planning was perceived to be 

nonexistent. "" 

Legislation that specifically mentioned the concept of regional 

planning becarne law in 192923 -- a change wrought partly by 
wornen's groups concerned with unsightly billboards along the 

again-prosperous province's increasingly busy highways. "A 

movement was begun by the United Farmers1 Women of Alberta to 

preserve the countryside from the spread of billboards," 

explained the government pamphleteer~.'~ "The act was aimed at 

the problems created by increased use of the automobile and 

sought to regulate unsightly developments, such as billboards and 

gas stations, in rural areas."" The United Farmers of Alberta 

had forrned the government in 1921, a tirne wben Albertans were 

increasingly becoming aware of their province as a province. 

"Public interest in planning and beautification, no less than in 

industrialization, was running high," wrote sociologist David 

Bettison of the Human Resources Research Council of Alberta and 

' ' ~ e g i o n a l  Planning System Study, l o c .  c i t .  As we shall see, 
this is a familiar refrain. 

c i t .  

' g ~ l a n n i n g  i n  Alberta, l o c .  ci t .  

' C ~ e g i o n a l  Planning System Study, op. ci t., 2 . 2 .  



27 

his colleagues in 1975." In 1927, the Edmonton Locsl Council of 

Wornen petitioned the city goverment to appoint a civic planning 

commission that would devise a scherne of development for the 

provincial capital3' -- including the renovation of unsightly 
buildings in t h e  city centre and creation of ''a dignified and 

attractive approach from the proposed Canadian National Railway 

Station to Jasper Avenue and the Macdonald ~otel."'~ The next 

year, Edmonton city council requested a revision of the Town 

Planning Act. "Something to preserve the beauty of the province 

was neededov3' The 1928 and 1929 planning Acts followed quickly. 

The 1928  a c t  was combined with revisions from 1922 into t h e  Town 

Planning and Preservation of Natural  Beauty Act of 1929. For the 

first tirne, zoning was introduced in Alberta, giving 

municipalities the power to prescribe building heights, square 

footage, lot sizes, building densities and allowable land uses 

within their boundaries . 35 "Provision for town and regional 

planning commissions was also made. Regional planning commissions 

could be cornposed of two or more municipalities formed 

 etti tison, David G., John K. Kenward and Larrie Taylor, U r b a n  
Affairs in Alberta (University of Alberta Press, Edmonton, 1 9 7 5 ) ,  

Alberta, c i t .  
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t~gether.~"' And the 1928 legislation, incorporated into the 1929 

act, was clearly "a measure designed to regulate an activity 

outside the jurisdiction of towns and cities, namely, the ribbon 

àevelopment characteristic of the time," note Bettison and 
- 

cornpany.2' Under the act, two or more rnunicipalities -- urban and 

rural -- were able to jointly form a regional planning commission 
with any powers, except where raising money or expropriating land 

z Fi were concerned. - -  

And once again, as had been the case in 1913, Bettison notes, 

"the provincial goverment moved to amend town planning 

legislation in 1929 at precisely the time when the urban economic 

expansion of 1928-29 was coming to a sudden halt. The 1929 

legislation was assented to on March 30, 1929, and the New York 

Stock Exchange slumped in October 1929,  to start the Great 

Depression of the 1 9 3 0 ~ . ~ ' ~ ~  The planning guidebook's official 

authors dryly summarized the situation. "During the depression of 

the 1930s, urban planning once again lost importance as the 

provincial planning branch was disbanded due to 'drastically 

curtailed revenues.' On the other hand, planning on a regional 

 etti tison, op. cit., p. 48 .  

'~ragushan, op. cit., p. 37. This, Dragushan notes in the sane 
place, "was consistent with the UFA principle of CO-operation, 
although biased in favor of urban municipalities s ince they carried 
weight in proportion to their contributions." 
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scale  was initiated as landowners went bankrupt and homesteads 

were deserted, thus requiring the government to acquire and 

administer large tracts of land. '14' Administration of the Town 

Planning Act was transferred to the Department of Public Works. 

But the farmland crisis -- between 1927 and 1938, about 6,000 
farms in the driest area east of Castor and Hanna were abandoned 

-- forced the province to establish a board to administer and 
redevelop these lands. 41 

As a result of the economic collapse, it is important to note, 

"the regional planning provisions of . . . the act were not ever 
used; nowhere in Alberta was a regional planning commission 

established." The 1978 study noted, "Both municipal and 

provincial governments were al1 too ready to abandon the concept 

of husbandry when economic conditions worsened and the land boom 

abated. "" 

But the pattern of waning and waxing interest in planning in 

Alberta resumed with the beginning of the Second World War and 

the revitalization of the province's economy.43 While a 

ccnsolidation of the Town Planning Act 

dropped the idea of regional planning, 

in 1942 had temporarlly 

the boom that followed the 

' ' ~ l a n n i n g  in Alberta, loc .  c i t .  

"~egional Planning  System Study, 

" ~ b i d . ,  pp. 38-39. 

" 1 b i d .  

c i t . ,  
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d iscovery  of  o i l  a t  Leduc, j u s t  south of Edmonton, on Feb. 13,  

i947, "launched Alberta on ano the r  round of r ap id  growth and the 

major c i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y ,  experienced r a p i d  expansion almost 

beyond t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s  t o  handle.'T44 The d iscovery  of  o i l  "was t o  

5e an event  of  s ingu la r  s i g n i f i c a n c e  f o r  t h e  p rov ince ' s  

p r o s p e r i t y .  Its impact, and t h a t  of even l a r g e r  developments 

which  followed, accounted f o r  t h e  burgeoning growth i n  

popula t ion ,  and the s h i f t  from a p r i m a r i l y  a g r i c u l t u r a l ,  

resource-based economy t o  one with cons iderable  manufacturing, 

p rocess ing  and t e r t i a r y  enter prise^."'^ Alberta's popula t ion  

would grow from 800,000 i n  1 9 4 1  t o  1 .63  m i l l i o n  i n  1971, a rate 

of  1 0 4  p e r  c e n t ,  compared wi th  a n a t i o n a l  r a te  of 87 per  cen t  i n  

t h e  same p e r i o d .  Rapid growth continued through t h e  '60s and '70s 

at rates i n  excess of t h e  n a t i o n a l  average? "The influx of  

people  c r e a t e d  severe pressures i n  t h e  l a r g e s t  c i t i e s . " ' -  

This led Edmonton t o  r e t a i n  as consu l t an t s  two McGill Univers i ty  

p r o f e s s o r s ,  Harold Spence-Sales and John Bland, who recommended 

" t h e  Edmonton District Planning Board with a rea  c o m u n i t i e s  as 

' c o n s t i t u e n t  rnember~.'"~' Profess ional  p lanners  were h i r e d  i n  

" p l a n n i n g  in Alberta, loc .  c i t .  

4 5 ~ e g i o n a l  Planning S y s t e m  Study, op. cit . ,  2 . 2 .  

'"bid., 2 .3 ,  2 . 4 .  

"1bid- ,  2 . 3 .  

'"~rgushan, op. c i t . ,  p .  42. 
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Edmonton in 1949 and Calgary in 1951.49 As a resul t  of the r e p o r t  

by Bland and Spence-Sales, Edmonton aldermen pressed the province 

for amenàments to provincial planning legislation,jO r e s u l t i n g  in 

the Town and Rural Planning Act of 1950. The new legislation 

established district planning commissions -- direct forerunners 
of Alberta ' s  regional planning commissions. 'l 

At the time, the commissions were conceived as only advisory 

bodies made up of elected politicians from mimicipalities withln 

t h e  district. But as time went on, the provincial planners d r y l y  

noted in their brochure, "it became cleâr that having only an 

advisory role did not give the commissions much authority over 

land use and planning de ci si on^.^'^^ Indeed. The booming Alberta 

economy was once aga in  leading to serious problems, especially in 

the urban f r i n g e  around the province's two largest cities. "Their 

population problems," concluded Bettison and his colleagues, 

"were a kind that reflected an inadequate control of migration 

from country to city and from smaller city to metropoli~."~~ 

Population increases on the fringes of the largest cities "were 

u n i f o r m l y  marked by the lower incorne status of the residents, the 

larger size of their families, and their apparent preference for 

. - 

" ~ l a n n i n g  i n  Alberta, loc .  c i t .  

" ~ l a n n i n g  i n  Alberta, op. c i t . ,  

 etti tison, op. cit., p. 122. 



home ownership rather than renting?' 

They explained the situation in a passage that i s  long, but worth 

quo t ing :  " In  al1 these fringe communities, the standard of public 

services was lower than in the cities and the services were often 

more expensive. The local councils were in financial difficulties 

and heavily dependent on provincial grants . . . The fringe areas 

were different from self-standing towns in Alberta's countryside 

due to their excessive dependence on residential property as a 

source of t a x  revenue, the high proportion of t h e i r  inhabitants 

who worked i n  the city but resided in the fringe area, and the 

h i g h  percentage of consumer good expenditure that took place in 

t h e  ~ i t y . " ~ ~  A "vicious circle of community degradation" was held 

off only by provincial grantd6 

"Though local governments had attempted make construction conform 

to zoning bylaws and standards, and had attempted to provide what 

services they could afford by way of water, sewage, garbage 

disposal, gas, electricity and roads, the direct i n c e n t i v e  to the 

individual home seeker was not derived £rom local goverment 

i n i t i a t i v e  ... home owners and contractors were permitted to 

build on unserviced lots, while in the cities they were not so 

permitted. ... [Hligh monetary returns permitted the quick 

s 4 ~ b i d .  

'"bid. 

'6~bid., pp. 46 -47 .  



recovery of capital on sub-standard hou~es."~' 

That genera l  situation, combined with the attempt in 1954 of the 

Municipal District of Strathcona, on Edmonton's eastern fringe, 

to build the "new town" of Sherwood Park led to a Royal 

Commission that would see Alberta's regional planners gain real 

legislative power. I n  1954, Strathcona met determined resistance 

from the Edmonton District Planning Commission to its plan to 

create a large new community east of Edmonton that did not 

conform with the commission's plan. Strathcona petitioned the 

government to allow it to withdraw £rom the commission. The 

attorney-general liberally interpreted the law of the day -- 
which allowed cabinet to alter the borders of a district planning 

area -- and let Strathcona pull out. "Strathcona remained outside 
the commission £rom August 1954, to August 1956, during which 

time the municipality secured the approval of their new town of 

Sherwood Park." '"~ a result of the controversy sparked by 

Sherwood Park, and the worrisome disorder on the fringe 

surrounding Calgary and Edmonton, the province in 1954 appointed 

a Royal Commission on Metropolitan Development in Edmonton and 

Calgary, which was known as the McNally Commission after its 

%ragushan, op. c i t . ,  p. 59. It is interesting to note that 
the residents of Sherwood Park, who today number about 30,000, have 
£rom the start resisted any form of municipal government, 
preferring to rernain part of the MD In 1997, Sherwood Park is a 
hamlet of 3U,OOO. (Nemeth interview, op. cit. ) 
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presiding judge." The commission reported ir! 1956 that there can 

be no orderly development in any area where dissent by one member 

municipality alone could disrupt an entire district planO6' It 

concluded that "the time has corne to amend the legislation so as 

to authorize enforcement of a district general plan.lV6' In short, 

as David Bettison and his co-authors concluded in Urban Affairs 

in Alberta, "the region had to adopt the basic instruments of 

planning control already used in ~ities."~' 

In 1957, coincidentally with the maturing of the province's iirst 

great oil boom, most of the McNally Commission's recommendations 

were made law." Municipalities in most partsG of the province 

were required to be members of regional planning commissions, 

whose plans would now have legal clout. The heyday of regional 

planning in Alberta had commenced. "Commissions containing a 

municlpaiity in excess of 50,000 population were given the 

authority to prepare a district general plan governing land use 

for the entire district. ... no municipality could take actions 

59~lberta, Report of the Royal Commission on t h e  Metropoli t a n  
Development o f  Calgary and Edmonton, (McNally Commission), 1956. 

55~araphrased by Dragushan, op. cit., p. 59. 

"~c~ally Commission, 1956, quoted by Bettison, op. cit., p. 

 etti tison, op. cit . .  pp. 191-192. 

6 ' ~ l a n n i n g  for rural northeastern Alberta was throughout this 
period carried out directly by authorities of the Municipal Affairs 
Department in Edmonton. 



inconsistent with the plan. Authoritative regional planning was 

thus in place.w65 

In 1963, there was another rewrite of the planning act that 

simplified the number of bodies required to handle subdivisions, 

development applications and appeals. Planning decisions at the 

regional level were furthermore vested entirely in the hands of 

elected officiais, removing civil servants. And regional planning 

commissions were required to get development controls in place 

while more comprehensive regional plans were written. A period of 

minor tinkering followed in 1968 and yearly £rom 1972 until 

1977 

The years leading up to the next major revision of regional 

planning legislation, the Planning Act of 1977, were again a tirne 

of economic boom. "The past 10 years has seen an unprecedented 

... increase in activity relative ta land use regulation," 

observed University of Alberta law professor F.A. Laux in his 

1979 analysis of the new acte6' The economic boom, sa id  the 

goverment's 1978 Regional Planning System Study, "accentuated 

the need for planning, and resulted in the further strengthening 

6 5 ~ l a n n i n q  in Alber ta ,  loc. c i t .  

 au aux, F.A. ,  The Planning Act, 1977 (Butterworth & Co. 
[Western Canada], Vancouver, 1979), p. v. 
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of the ~ystern."~' According to the goverment, the 1977 Planning 

Act did "not represent radical new elements by which planning and 

developrnent will be conducted ... the Planning Actr 1977, is an 
evolutionary progression in a 65-year tradition of planning."E3 

Nevertheless, noted Laux, while "the new act certainly cannot be 

said to represent a wholesale change in philosophy in respect of 

land use ... it does constitute a major rew~rking."~~ Financing 

for the pro- inc ces original eight, later 10, regional planning 

commissions continued in much the same manner as it had since 

1971. Prom 1963 until that year, planning commissions were 

financed by contributions from the province and member 

rnunicipalities. In 1971, amendments created the Alberta Planning 

Fund, which al1 municipalities had to contribute to. This money 

would pay for the operations of the commissions. Money from the 

fund could  also be used for other planning projects and regional 
-. 

studies. The fund continued under  the 1977 act little changed. 

Tne 1977 act expressed, in the words of Planning in Alberta, f i v e  

goals : 

1. There should be a system for ensuring that land is developed 

in an orderly fashion. 

6 B ~ e g i o n a l  P l a n n i n g  System Study ,  op. ci t. r 2.4. 

6 9 ~ l a n n i n g  in Alberta, op. cit. r p. 7. 

'O~aux, l o c .  ci t .  
-a. 

'Dragushan, op. cit., p. 133. 



2. Local autonomy in shaping land development should be preserved 

and strengthened. 

3. The time required to bring land into new use to a minimum 

[sic] . 
4. Broad regional and provincial concerns with the process of 

development should be recognized. 

5. The fullest participation of the public in the planning 

process should be encouraged." 

Sut the major change is that "the 1977 Planning Act clearly 

establish(ed) the regional plan as the supreme document in a 

hierarchy of statutory instruments."" The statute, enacted 64 

years after the province's first planning act, thereby 

rationalized the hierarchy of planning activities in Alberta 

"from an implied provincial level, to regional plans, municipal 

general plans, area structure plans, and finally to local land- 

use bylaws. "" The act established planning commissions as 

legal, corporate entities, enabling them "to enforce (their) 

plans by using legal remedies when the pressures of persuasion 

f a i l  (ed) . "'= So, now, mernbership in a regional planning 

" ~ l a n n i n g  in Alberta, l o c .  c i t .  

7'~ullingworth, J. Barry. Urban and R e g i o n a l  Planning in Canada 
(Transaction Books, New Brunswick, N.J., 19871, p. 3 4 3 .  

"~ragushan, op. cit., p. 129.  
- - 
"Ibid., p .  138. 



38 

c o m L i s s i o n  was e s t a b l i s h e d  by the c a b i n e t T 6  and t h e  commission's 

r e g u l a t i o n s  and rulings had t h e  

f o r c e  o f  l a w .  

The province ,  of course ,  retained t h e  power t o  supe rv i se  and 

approve r e g i o n a l  p lans  -- a fact o f t e n  ignored  by the opponents  

o f  r e g i o n a l  planning -- both through t h e  A l b e r t a  Planning Board 

and the c a b i n e t .  Sec t ion  52 of  t h e  1977 act  specified t h a t  when a 

p lan  was adop ted  by a  r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  commission, t h e  Alberta 

Planning Board must approve it and it must be r a t i f i e d  by the 

minister of  municipal  a f f a i r ~ . ' ~  T h i s  showed that t h e  t he  

province  wanted t o  d i r e c t  t h e  p rocess  a t  a fundamental level. 

Guidelines f o r  t h e  d r a f t i n g  of r e g i o n a l  p l a n s ,  i s sued  i n  1981, 

noted that " the  process of  approving a regional plan provides a n  

o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e f l e c t  p r o v i n c i a l  goals and o b j e c t i v e s  in a 

" ~ h e  Planning  Act, 1977,  RSA 1980,  Chap. P-9, S e c t i o n  21 .  "(1) 
The Lieu t e n a n t  Governor i n  Council may by r e g u l a  tion e s t a b l i s h  one 
o r  more p l a n n i n g  commissions. 
(2) The L i e u t e n a n t  Governor i n  Council may make r e g u l a t i o n s  
(a)  spec i f y ing  the name by  which each r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  commission 
is t o  be known; 
(b) deçcribing the a r e a  within  which each r e g i o n a l  p l a n n i n g  
commission i s  t o  e x e r c i s e  i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n ;  
(c)  a u t h o r i z i n g  a r e g i o n a l  planning commission t o  acquire r e a l  

p r o p e r t y  and p r e s c r i b i n g  the purposes  f o r  which a r e g i o n a l  p l a n n i n g  
commission may a c q u i r e  r e a l  proper ty ;  
(d) providing f o r  the d i s p o s i t i o n  o f  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  a c c p i r e d  

pursuant  t o  r e g u l a t i o n s  made under  c lause  (cl ; 
(e )  a f t e r  the es t ab l i shmen t  o f  a p l a n n i n g  r eg ion ,  changing the area 
o f  the p l a n n i n g  r eq ion .  
( 3 )  A regional p l a n n i n g  commission established by r e g u l a t i o n  is a 
corporation. . . . II 

" ~ h e  Planning A c t ,  1 9 7 7 ,  Sect 52.  



statutory document."'" 

The real power of the provincial government to direct and approve 

planning documents did not, however, much curtail the ability of 

individual planning commissions to make decisions that were 

unpopular with their member municipalities. Since member 

municipalities each possessed a vote on proposals within each 

othersr boundariesrTg and since developrnent proposals unavoidably 

displeased neighboring municipalities from time to time, disputes 

with winners and losers were inevitable. 

These disputes would lead, over time, to the political problems 

that contributed to the commissions' eventual downfall. 

The 1977 planning legislation made membership in the commissions 

compulsory, obliging councils named as planning commission 

members to appoint representatives, and made it clear that only 

elected municipal council members could serve on commissions. a y 

Paradoxically, over tirne this structure sornetimes left both urban 

''~lberta Planning Board guidelines, 1981, quoted by 
Cullingworth, op. cit., p. 344. 

-'section 22 (1) (a) and (b) of the Planning Act specified the 
voting membership of regional planning commissions. 

'"aux, op. 
which permitted 
"it is appropr 
function be at 

c i t . ,  p .  15. This differed f r  
appointment of civil servants 
iate that bodies exercising 
least indirectly politically 

om the previous act, 
. Laux observes that 
such a legislative 
accountable to the - - 

electorate." 
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and rural commission members feeling isolated and outvoted within 

the regional planning structure. We have heard Reeve Cameron and 

Municipal Affairs Minister Stephen West on this topic. (''What 

could rural Alberta do?" West asked at one point: "Secede?") 

Similarly, during the dying days of the Calgary commission, 

Calgary alderman and planning commission representative John 

Schmal told the Calgary Herald that, while it was vital to 

preserve the Calgary Regional Planning Commission, there was no 

way Calgary would agree to its representation on any successor 

body being cut £rom three members to one. "Wefre expected to 

cough up most of the funding. " It would be, said Schmal, "a 

little bit ridiculous" for a city of three quarters of a million 

people to have the same representation as the village of Blackie, 

with about 300." In 1979, Laux wrote that big cities worried 

that "they did not have representation on commissions 

commensurate with their population. This has been perceived ... 
as permitting rural members of planning commissions to dominate 

commission decisions, even where such decisions had a 

predominantly urban impact. ''32 By 1994, of course, the latter 

part of Lauxrs statement had corne to mirror precisely the view of 

rural nunicipalities in the Calgary region about the influence of 

towns and cities on decisions affecting them. 

" ~ a l g a r y  Herald, ''Planning proposal under attâck, " 14 June 
1994, Page B 5 .  

O -l --Laux, l o c .  c i t .  
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After  the economic collapse of 1981, Ivan Robinson recalled in 

1996, the provincial planning commissions began to be starved of 

funds, and their influence declined." In a talk to the Oldman 

River Regional Planning Commission in 1985, when t h e  commissions 

were beginning to feel the pinch, he çaid ,  "The availability of 

funds is a determining influence on the e x t e n t  t o  which 

commissions car! carry out the roles assigned to them. 1s the 

(Alberta Planning) Board using its authority o v e r  the 

administration of the Alberta Planning Fund to exert undue 

control on the role of commissions?" He went on, carefully 

avoiding an answer: "We must appreciate that t h e  board is 

carrying out an unpopular task under difficult economic 

circumstances. Nevertheless, the question is worth keeping in 

mind . 

By the mid 1980s, said Cullingworth, "the economic downturn had 

transformed Alberta's rapid growth into a precarious situation. 

... The impact on the planning scene has been significant: 

planning s t a f f s  have been cut; s u b d i v i s i o n  applications have 

fallen; funding for regional planning commissions has  been 

reduced; and it is being suggested by Alberta Municipal Affairs 

that planners should act as 'catalystsT rather t han  as 

g3~obinson interview, op. ci t . 
"~obinson, Ivan. The Present and Eùture  Roles of Regional 

Planning Commissions, address to the 26th annual workshop of the 
Oldman River Regional  Planning Commission, March 28, 1 9 8 5 .  



The effect of this trend on the Calgary Regional Planning 

Commission was dramatic. When municipal affairs minister West 

announced his intention to cut the provincial goverment's 

contribution to the Alberta Planning Fund from approximately $5 

million to ze ro  by the beginning of 1996-97, the Calgary 

commission had al ready undergone a long process of paring, wrote 

commission chairman Fred Bal1 in 1993. "Since 1982 we have 

reduced Our staff complement by 32 (60 per cent)."?6 Only a month 

later, the commission reported in its newsletter that that figure 

haa risen to 34 staff or 64 per cent. The province's annual 

contribution to the planning fund  had fallen from more than 80 

per cent in the mid-1970s to 51 per cent by the start of 1994 . ' -  

In conclusion, through the early years of the province, interest 

in regional  planning, and planning in general, followed a boom- 

and-bust cycle that parallelled the province's economy. When the 

economy boomed, it brought, first, the problems associated with 

development, then an interest in planning to avoid them. When the 

economy went bust, interest in planning waned, along with the 

economic development that spurred it. 

9 5 ~ u l l i n g w o r t h ,  op. ci t . ,  p .  346. 

'6~orrespondence f rom CRPC chairman Fred aall to Rocky View 
municipal councillors, 15 Dec. 1993. 

5'~algary Regional Planning Commission Upda te (monthly 
newsletter), January 1994, p. 1. 
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And while a long period of successful regional planning, at least 

in the sense of a growing regional-planning bureaucracy, took 

place  through the 1950s, '60s, '703 and early '80s, it c m  be 

argued that the waning of interest in regional planning from the 

mid-1980s on was no more than a return to that historical pattern 

after the long oil-driven splurge that got under way after Leduc 

in 1947. 

Alberta's boom went bust again in 1981. Not long after, regional 

planning began to be perceived as a nuisance by tax-shy 

government officials and by pro-development forces. By the m i d -  

1990s -- with t h e  rise o f  t h e  neo-conservative Klein government - 
- such thinking reached its zenith, with the destruction of 

Alberta's regional-planning mechanism. But it is not unreasonable 

to argue, as does planner Ivan Robinson, that renewed prosperity 

will br ing  a renewed demand among Alberta voters for a re- 

establishment of some sort of regional planning capability. Had 

the reduction in funds for regional planning experienced through 

the 1980s happened during an economic boom instead of a downturn, 

he argued, "you would see more evidence of a disaster around 

~algary. And by late 1996, Calgary if not al1 of Alberta had 

c lear ly  swung back from bust to boom. 

It is entirely reasonable to predict, in other words, that 

unregulated urban sprawl on the fringes of Calgary in 1997 will 

a a --Robinson interview, op. cit. 
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prompt the s ane  political demands for action as did unregulated 

urban sprawl on the fringes of Edmonton in 1912, that unsightly 

development on the highways of Alberta will spark the same 

demands as ugly billboards on the same roads did in 1927. The 

scene is now set for t h e  resumption o f  boomtime development -- 
and especially on the rural fringe of Calgary. "You will create a 

problem t h a t  will have to be solved by regional planning, l i k e  

Toronto in the 1450s,"  Robinson predi~ts.'~ Certainly, even if 

Robinson is only h a l f  right, the history of Alberta would suggest 

that soon there will be increased political pressure for a 

resumption of regional planning. 

0 a --Robinson i n t e r v i e w ,  op.  ci t. 



CHAPTER III - A 3OUSE DIVIDED 

In late 197  9, the association representing Alberta's rural 

municipal districts and the association representing towns and 

c i t i es  asked t h e i r  members what they r e a l l y  thought  of regional  

planning.' Such planning was becoming a mature, if not venerable, 

institution, with considerable thought  given to its workings and 

considerable satisfaction in its accomplishments. In terms of its 

real power and influence, the r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  system's 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  now Say, this period at the end of the 1970s and the 

beginning of the 1980s was the zen i th . '  

3ut regardless of the favorable reviews by profess iona l  planners, 

there was trouble ahead. For, as the municipalities' purely 

voluntary pcll clearly revealed, rural A l b e r t a n s  were g i v i n g  

regional  planning a r a spbe r ry .  The response t o  the poll was 

significant. A total of 76 municipalities responded to a 

questionnaire devised by members and staff of both organizations, 

plus provincial representatives.) Of those, 59 were urban, 1 7  

Reqional P l a n n i n g  in Alberta, 
Alberta ~ssÔciation of Municipal ~ i s t r k t s  and ~ounties and A l b e r t a  
Urban Municipalities Association, 1980, Introduction, p. x. 

'~obinson interview, October 1996. 

 unici ci pal A t t i t u d e s  Towards Reg iona l  P l a n n i n g  in A l b e r t a ,  op. 
cit., pp. vii-viii. The members were Les Miller, AAMD&C president 
and reeve o f  the County of Parkland; Councillor Bill Boyd, County 
of Grande Prairie; Jack Edworthy, AAMD&C executive director; A l d .  
Craig Reid, Calgary; Councillor Kay McKenzie, town of Vegreville; 
Mayor Ray Bowersock, village of Forestburg; Tom Buchanan, AUMA 
executive d i r e c t o r ;  Norm Milke, executive assistant AUMA; A l  
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rural. "While this represents only one quarter of the combined 

mernbership of the two  association^,'^ the survey's authors wrote, 

"we nevertheless feel that the results are significant and worthy 

of a t t e n t i o n . " '  Responses from urban rnunicipalities r e p r e s e n t e d  22 

per cent of al1 urban municipalities in Alberta; the rurals had a 

response rate of 35 per cent? The response  rate from 

municipalities in the Calgary area was above the provincial 

averagd The tone of their comments accompanying the responses -- 
d e s p i t e  the troubling findings of the survey -- assurned t h a t  

regional planning was part of Alberta's landscape, and l i k e l y  to 

stay that way.- 

But the findings indicated a c l e a r  -- and, for the f u t u r e  cf  

regional planning in the province, dangerous -- division. "The 

opinions of those rural and urban m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  responding to t h e  

poll differed quite dramaticallyrt' the report stated."~hile the 

Suelzle, Alberta Planning Board; Graham Murchie, Inter-agency 
Planning Branch; Peter Ho, Inter-agency Planning Branch. 

'1bid. "Land use planning is a critical area of shared 
responsibility. The willingness of the minister to assist both 
associations to present their views is most encouraging, and we 
look forward to a continued collaboration in the development of 
solutions that will benefit al1  participants." 
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urbafi3 respondents were generally supportive of regional planning, 

believing it to be doing a good job, the rural respondents were 

prsdorninantly negative towards it . "'O 

"Almost half the comments £rom the u r b a n  respondents viewed 

regional planning as doing a good job, providing needed advice, 

encouraging organized regional development ... rural respondents 
sa id  such things as the regional planning commission is too 

dictatorial; there is a loss of local autonomy, and there is an 

urban membership bias or>. the commission. "" 

Now, the committee behind the s u r v e y  did not do much more than 

scra tch  the surface of the reasons for the dissatisfaction of rural 

municipalities. Certainly, it lavished no detailed analysis on 

their unhappiness. Nevertheless, the reasons are clear  enough :rom 

the text. I n  t h e  C a l g a r y  region, for example, while there was 

"general agreement that the RPC is doing a good job" -- there were 
more urban than rural municipalities, after al1 -- "the most common 

cornplaint is that the RPC is too dictatorial, resulting in â l o s s  

%rban in this context means any with an urban character, 
including some q u i t e  small towns and villages, not j u s t  c i t i e s  and 
bedroom suburbs. 

" ~ b i d .  Emphasis added. 

: '~bbid .  Emphasis is the authors'. 
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of local autonomy. "'' Likewise, "dissatisfaction stems from an urban 

membership bias which virtually eliminates the approval of rural 

proposais, and from a RPC (sic) which is too restrictive from the 

viewpoint of rural members . "13 

"In every region," t h e  authors of the study concluded, "urban 

municipalities made a substantially greater percentage of positive 

comments than the rural municipalities, while in every region 

except oner rural municipalities made a greater percentage of 

negative comrnents . . . There is a perceived urban domination in 
the eyes of the rural rnunicipalities, and a srna11 town-rural bias 

in the eyes of the larger muni~ipalities."'~ 

Comments by regional planning commission members throughout the 

province suggest rural politicians perceived a bias against 

development in rural rnunicipalities. And this perception of bias 

was stronger in the Calgary region than elsewhere. With the benefit 

of hindsight, it is clear this would ultirnately lead to political 

problerns for the regional planning commission. And while at least 

one observer points to the survey itself as a factor in the 
. - 

eventual demise of regional planning commissions in 1995,  -' it is 

clear from newspaper and other accounts that friction between urban 

" l b i d . ,  p .  10. 

I31bid. Emphasis added. 

" ~ b i d . ,  pp. 21-22. 
'3 - 
-'Nemeth interview, November 1996. 
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and rural municipalities over the form regional planning should 

take 'nad been developing for some time in the Calgary area.I5 The 

r e a l i t y  was that there was a developing fissure between the 

predorninantly urban municipalities and the politically influential 

rural municipalities -- in which both sometimes pcrceived 

themselves as the aggrieved parties -- that would have eventual 
fatal consequences for the Calgary Regional Planning Commission. 

At any rate, in the Calgary region, evidence of the friction 

between t h e  city and i t s  surrounding municipalities, especially 

Rocky View, was clear. "Rocky View Counc i l  tends to view the urban 

f r i n g e  as a zone under constant attack by the city, which must be 

fought for at a l 1  c o s t s , "  wrote p lann ing  student Jacqueline D. 

Price in 1986. Rocky View, Price concluded,  wanted to prevent the 

loss through annexation of its most populous  and tax-rich areas to 

Calgary and such other growing urban municipalities as the city of 

Airdrie and the bedroom communities of Cochrane and Chestermere 

Lake. She argued that rural politicians f e a r e d  the loss of these 

areas would reduce the municipal districts ' f inancial clout and 

political influence. "By attracting and  developing industrial 

parks, commercial enterprises, institutional facilities, and 

country-residential development, Rocky View is trying t o  maintain 

its jurisdictional control over the land. Urban-oriented uses  are 

being enticed away from the city by t h e  o f f e r  of cheaper lana and 

- - - 

- C -Tr ice ,  Jacqueline D. The Urban Fringe: People and P o l i t i c s :  
A Case S tudy  of Rocky V i e w ,  Alberta (University of Calgary rnasters 
thesis, Calgary, 1986), pp. 188-205.  



lower taxes. "Y 

These troubles, too, had begun popping up in the press. On Oct. 9, 

1982,  t h e  Calgary Herald reported that " ru r a l  municipal councils 

maintained their opposition ... t o  a plan  to regulate development 

in a 22,000-square-kilometre area in and around Calgary."'e 

The Calgary Regional P l a n n i n g  Commission had previously adopted two 

preliminary p lans .  A 1963 version established an extended urban 

area around Calgary "to provide a protective belt by preserving the 

rurai character of the area (and) maintaining a low popula t ion  

density ... Permitted uses included intensive farming, natural 

resource extractive industries, institutional and public uses, 

daily r e c r e a t i o n a l  centres, and carnpgrounds." The commission's 1971 

version noted "demands placed on rural land f o r  non-agricultural 

purposes, eg., urban growth, c o u n t r y  residential living, 

recreation, highways, power and pipelines, resource extraction and 

other industry."Ig 

The 1982 Herald article l a y s  o u t  t h e  developing conflict. Angered 

by provisions that would restrict development in an e i g h t -  

kilometre-deep fringe around existing urban areas, the opposition 

'"algary Herald, "CRPC sends regional p lan  to Edmonton," 9 
O c t .  1982, p .  H i .  

: 3 --Price, op. c i t . ,  p .  121-122. 



51 

to the plan had corne frorn f i v e  rural municipalities and the t i n y  

country town of Irricana about 50 kilometres northeast of Calgary. 

Support came from representatives of Calgary and larger cornmunities 

such as Airdr ie ,  Oko toks  and High River." The commission's 

regulations, adopted in 1984, defined an urban fringe as al1 lands 

w i t h i n  eight kilometres of a c i t y  with a population of 100,000 or 

more; three kilometres from the boundaries of a cityr t o m  or 

village with a population between 1 , 0 0 0  and 100,000; and 1 . 6  

kilometres from the boundaries of a town, village or summer village 

of less than 1,000." 

"Fridayts vote was t h e  culmination of about eight years' work 

prepare a regional plan to replace an outdated 1971 land-use plan 

for the Calgary area,'' the Herald's report explained.  "The CRPC, 

oirer objections from rural members, adopted the plan about two 

years ago but the Alberta Planning Board refused to approve it 

u n t i l  some suggested changes were made. Rural representatives have 

argued the plan strips them of control over their own development 

and is heavily weighted in favor of urban municipalities. ... The 
regional plan is dictatorial and not flexible,' [Rocky View 

councillor Louise] Feltham charged in an interview. 'The reg ion  is 

taking away the right of municipalities to make good planning 

decisions. "' The rural rnunicipalities seerned willing to do whatever 

it took to block the plan. "Eventual implementation of the plan . . . 

"~erald, 9 O c t .  1982, op. c i t .  
* 
--Price, op. cit., p. 23.  
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is s t i l l  i n  ques t ion  because the docunent must be approved by the 

provincial goverment. And if it receives the province's stamp of 

approvai, the plan may be challenged in the courts by t h e  CRPC's 

rural members. In the event, the plan was never chal lenged i n  the 

courts. 

But approval by the Alberta Planning Board and the municipal 

affairs minister, chen Marvin Moore, waç no sure t h i n g .  Commission 

director Ivan Robinson and commission c h a i m a n  and High River mayor 

Lucille Dougherty spoke to the Herald ' s reporter and "conf irmed 

Moore has indicated t he  p lan  would not be ratified if al1 £ive 

rural members voted against it. T h e  plan becomes a political 

document when it g e t s  t o  Edmonton, ' D o u g h t e r t y  said. 'We'll j u s t  

have t o  wait  f o r  a dec i s ion .  '"" A year and a h a l f  later -- 10 years 
after work on a new regional p lan  began, and eight years after the 

p r o v i n c e ' s  p lanning  legislation was revised -- the Calgary Regional 

Planning Commission's proposed new p l a n  got t h e  nod from t h e  

Albe r t a  Planning 2oard and finally made it to t h e  desk of the 

municipal affairs minister, who was by then Julian Koziak. Next 

month, t h e  m i n i s t e r  approved it. "The  plan respects the autonomy 

and prerogatives of municipalities in making the rnost day-to-day 

land-use planning decisions [sic], while at the same time addresses 

common interests such as land use in an urban fringe," Koziak was 



53 

quoted by the Herald as saying in a prepared statement." 

The 1984 plan, Price wrote, Rrecognizes the pressures of change due 

to urbanization in rural areas, especially the urban fringe."" Of 

important political signif icance, given the desire of the rural 

municipalities to attract population and businesses that would 

generate tax revenues, "it aim (ed) to direct urbanization to 

incorporated urban centres and to preserve rural agricultural uses 

from unnecessary intrusion. It encourage (d) a distinct break 

between urban and rural uses."'6 

Within the urban fringe, the 1984 regignal planners wanted "to 

protect future long-term growth options for urban municipalities 

and to act as a b u f f e r  between certain types of rural uses and 

urban development, which may be incompatible. "'? According to a 1986 

city of Calgary study of the city's western fringe -- home to 

upscale country-residential housing -- "the reg ion  stresses the 

need to d i r e c t  urbanizing pressures and population growth in a 

manner that maintains a distinctness between urban and rural areas. 

A t  the same time it recognizes t h a t  urban growth is an inevitable 

product of a healthy regional economy. It attempts to balance the 

2 4 ~ a l g a r y  Herald, "Koziak O K s  regional plan, " 10 May 1984, p .  
Dl. 

7 G --Price, loc .  cit. 

'I - -Calgary Regional Plan, 1984, Section 4.11.1. 
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growth requirements of urban municipalities and annexation 

pressures against the desirability of rural municipalities 

maintaining their assessment base."'" Robinson told the Herald he 

was "very relievedn by Koziak's approval of the 1984 p lan .  "Members 

have worked verÿ hard in ~ h e  last couple of years to reconcile 

conflicting views, " he said, "and P m  very gratified to see the 

minister has recognized that. "" 

But if Robinson thought the commission's troübles were over, events 

would soori set him straight. The same essential conflicts over the 

sarne essential issues would before long again rear their heads . The 
year 1993, in particular, would prove to be disastrous for regionâi 

planning in the Calgary area. 

In the fa11 of that year, as we have seen, municipal a f f a i r s  

minister Stephen West would make  the dramatic announcement that he 

intended to cut off funds to regional planning. Then three things 

happened at once: West and the Klein government were plotting how 

to deal with what theÿ saw as the problems created by Alberta's 

regional planning system; regional planners and their partisans 

were trying to Save the system (and, not incidentally, their jobs); 

and a dispute was brewing between the Calgary planning commission 

and the Municipal District of Rocky View that would probably make 

"~auren Johns ton, City of Calgary, Western F r i n g e  Study 
[published internally only) , 1 9 8  6, Section 2.2.1, unnumbered page. 
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a reconciliation or compromise that could save regional planning in 

the Calgary area impossible. 

C1 cor  this was the moment wher? the Calgary Regional Planning 

Commission defeated Rocky View's wish to allow a large "factory 

outlet mall" in its territory j u s t  outside Calgary's western c i t y  

l i m i t .  The impl ica t ions  of this decision would soon become clear: 

despite years of talk about resolving c o n f l i c t i n g  views, nothing 

had been resolved, or perhaps ever could be. 

I r o n i c a l l y ,  after months of sound and fury surrounding the plan to 

build the factory outlet shopping centre, there was nothing. The 

scheme flopped; the mal1 was never buiit. 

There are many who now say the battle over the factory outlet mall 

between most of the commission~s urban members and Rocky View, 

supported by other rural municipalities, broke regional planning in 

Alberta. In fact, it is more seasonable to assume that the 

provincial goverment -- with its need to defuse the rural-urban 
acrimony over land development, its rural electoral base, its free- 

enterprise, anti-goverment philosophy, and its desire to slash 

spending -- had already decided how it was going to deal  with 

regional planning commissions. 

But there can be no doubt of the depth and bitterness of the 

disputes over land uses between Calgary and its hinterlands, 
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especially Rocky View. Rocky View wanted development in t h e  urban 

fringe around Calgary so much it even exploited in 1993 a series of 

still unsolved murders of prostitutes. The bodies of these women 

were dumped Ln  the countryside around Calgary. Rocky View argued 

that strip development and country residential housing would deny 
- - 

the unknown k i l l e r  or k i l l e r s  a place to dispose of victims.'" 

Zegardless of the actual significance of the factory-outlet mall, 

howevar, recent interviews indicate that the fight over it has 

becorne fixed in many minds a s  a crucial moment in the demise of the 

planning commission.'' At any ratef it is historical fact t h a t  a t  

about the same time in 1993 as Calgary developer Bill Crossley was 

proposing his 150,000-square-foot mall on a 22-acre site on t h e  

scenic highway t o  Banf f ,  10 kilometres west  of Calgary's city 

limitsI3' the Calgary Regional Planning Commission was trying to do 

what it could to ensure its own future. As director Ivan Robinson 

'Ocameron interview, op. ci t. ; briefing notes for Reeve 
Konschuck, 8 Nov. 1993f prepared by Rocky View s t a f f  for t h e  
reeve 's meeting with elected city of Calgary off icials . Development 
was proposed not only as a remedy to the dumping of human remains 
in unlighted areas outside city limits, but of stripped cars and 
roadside garbage. No t hough t  was apparently given to t h e  
possibility that t h e  perpetrator of these terrible crimes (who has 
since apparently ceased his or her activities) would j u s t  drive a 
little farther afield to dump the remains of victirns. 

%est prominently, Stephen West, then the municipal af fairs 
minister, mentioned the a f f a i r  prominently as a reason for, and 
iastification of, h i s  approach to dealinq with what he saM as the 
croblem of regional pfànning in the drafting of the Municipal 
Government Act. The timing of his announcement of plans to cut off 
funding fo r  regional planning, however, suggests he had made up his 
mind well before the Çpringbank mal1 fight took place. 

"~algary Herald, 5 Dec. 1993, page A3. 



has noted, the commission knew little through officiai sources what 

kind of future the provincial goverment had in mind for it -- but 
had plenty of hints from the grapevine that its filture was not 

So, on August 17, 1993, the commission convened a workshop of staff 

and representatives of member municipalities to ponder the "future 

roles of the CRPC." A couple of weeks later, Robinson sent member 

rnünicipalities an opt i rn i s t i c  summary of the workshop, which claimed 

to see a bright future for regional planning. Among other things, 

it proposed "a stronger regional planning and CO-ordination 

function to deal with such issues as growth management, 

environmental protection and the reduced availability of public 

fund~."~' A few days ear l ier ,  Rocky View planning director Ken Kelly 

had sent Robinson a polite and anodyne note thanking hirn for the 

opportunity to comment on future roles for the commission and 

offering a few suggestions "respectfully, positively, and 

supportively. w35  

But on 9 Sept., Kelly painted a darker p i c tu r e  of the discussion in 

'"obinson interview, op. cit. 

''~orrespondence f rom Ivan Robinson to Peter Kivisto, acting 
municipal manager, MD of Rocky View, 30 Aug. 1993, with attached 
s m ~ a r y ,  undated. The MD of Rocky View kindly gave me complete 
access to their files pertaining to this important period. Al1 
correspondence and other documents quoted in the remainder of this 
chapter cornes from that source. 

''correspondence from K.D. Kelly to Ivan Robinson, 27 Aug. 
1993. 
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thê workshop in a private memorafidum to Rocky View münicipâl 

manager Peter Kivisto: "It was a very frank and open discussion and 

the commission staff heard some very abrupt and pointed views from 

the group. ... The Town of Canmore and the MD of Foothills were 

especially outspoken, indicating the regional plan should be 

scrapped and if smaller municipalities needed planning staff they 

could form their own association, fund it, and hire staff to do 

whatever work might be expected of iLWz6 

K e l l y  went cn:  "Most people f e l t  that there should be a very strong 

ernphasis on 'regional' matters and the commission should get out of 

municipal matters altogether." He noted that the provinciâl 

ministries of economic development and tourism were spending money 

to attract business and industry to the region  but "these efforts 

. . . are being thwarted by a regional plan which does not a l low them 

to locate here. This has to change immediately. ... That is, with 
the urban fringe in place, there is really no incentive for the 

city to corne to the table and negotiate,. and ... as rural 

municipalities [we] are at a big disadvantage because the fringe is 

a l r eaay  in place. (Rocky View council met the next day to discuss 

regional planning. j7) 

Less than a month later, as we have seen, Stephen West's bombshell 

%.D. of Rocky View memorandum from K.D. Kelly to Peter 
Kivisto, 9 Sept. 1993. 
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ianded, forcing friends of regional planning in the Calgary area to 

scramble to preserve the system while at the same time being forced 

to carry on business as usual. This was the precise moment Crossley 

proposed the factory outlet mal1 -- with its promise to Rocky View 

of $500,000 a year in tax revenues.3z 

But the idea of a huge mal1 -- 50 to 75 stores occupying a 150,000- 
square-foot building on a 22-acre site3' in the location proposed 

-- proved highly controversial. Location is the key to 

understonding the ensuing battle. Crossley wanted the southwest 

corner of an intersection between a rural road and the Trans-Canada 

Bighway in r e l a t ive ly  open country 1 0  kilometres from Calgary's 

western city l i r n i t .  But this was not j u s t  any intersection -- it 
was on the road to Banff National Park, at the point where the 

vista of the Rocky Mountains came most dramatically into view. 

Moreover, a fact that would provide ammtinition to both sides,  it 

was one of the few locations on the road ta Banff with any 

significant non-residential development -- and unattractive 

development at that. Immediately adjacent to the site were a small 

amusement park and a particnlarly u g l y  recreational vehicle 

dealership. A few kilometres west ,  on the other side of the 

highway, is a truck-stop restaurant and service station, which -- 
- .  

' = ~ h i s  f i gu re  was trotted out almost daily by MD officiais, 
elected and unelected. The Heraldrs story of 5 Dec. 1993, op. c i t . ,  
quotes Rocky View councillor and CRPC representative Derry 
MacFarlane as naminç this figure, as well as $50 million in annual 
sales and $ 5  million in annual salaries. 

" ~ e r a l d ,  5 Dec. 1993, loc. c i t .  
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thanks to the restrictive policies of the Calgary Regional Planning 

Commission -- is virtually the only other highway development 

between Calgary and Canmore at the gate to Banff National Park. 

Opponents seized on three f undamental ob j ections to the proj ect . 
F i r s t ,  owners of nearby upscale country residential housing argüed 

the use was incompatible with their homes and adjacent small farms 

and that traffic from it would threaten children at a neighboring 

school . Second, Calgary officials argued the pro j e c t  was 

incompatible with a rural use and should be inside city limits, 

where taxes would support traffic control, firefighting, sewage 

disposalJO and other services. Calgary alderman and CRPC member Dale 

Hodges called it "a sector shopping centre that can operate at a 

much reduced level of cost than  a shopping centre here in the 

city."" Third, and most emotionally, opponents argued the mall 

would degrade the mountain vista, encourage more ugly development 

along the highway and drive tourists £rom the region." "If you want 

to see the corridor between Calgary and Banff bastardized and 

commercialized, this is the start," sa id  John Schrnal, a Calgary 

J°Crossleyls plan called for the construction of a sewage field 
system, that would see sewage generated by the mall absorbed into 
the earth. (Calgary Herald, "Mali scheme faces fight, " 20 Aug. 93r 
p. B10.) Needless to Say, this idea formed part of the concern the 
owners of nearby upscale residential properties had with the 
proposal. 

"~erald, 5 Dec. 1993, loc .  c i t .  

"~bid., numerous otner Herald  and Sun stories from this per iod  
make the same points. 
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alderman and one of three city CRPC representatives ." The long-term 
r e s u l t  of the project, warned neighbor Mary Luzi in an O c t .  4, 1993 

letter to the editor, "will be the creation of another 'MacLeod 

Traill on Highway No. 1 West."" MacLeod T r a i l ,  which runs south 

from Calgary's downtown eventually becoming Highway 2, the main 

road south to Fort Macleod and Lethbridge, is for several 

kilometres a suburban strip of fast-foot outlets, car dealerships, 

shopping centres, warehouse stores and highway hotels virtually 

indistinguishable from similar str ips  in most large Canadian 

cities. 

Rocky View officials responded that the mal1 would attract 

tourists, not chase them away, make an already marred intersection 

more attractive, not less,  and that the municipality needed the t a x  

revenues and had a right to them." And, emotionally, that the 

opposition of city aldermen was nothing more than an attempt to rob 

Rocky View of tax revenue. T t ' s  just Sour grapes from the city," 

said Rocky View councillor N o m  Devitt. If the development had been 

inside city limits, agreed Rocky View municipal manager Peter 

Kivisto, "these guys would have approved it yesterday . They,  too ,  

had their support among wri ters  of letters to the editor. "Give me 

a break," said Linda Caldwell in a letter to the Herald, "the site 

" ~ e r a l d ,  5 Dec. LW%, l o c .  c i t .  

" ~ a l g a r y  Herald, 4 Oct. 1993, p. AS. 

" ~ b i d .  
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is fiext to Woodyrs RV World and t h e y  are worried about detracting 

f rom the landscape? w47  

Geveloper Crossley insisted -- as he still doesqe -- that a site 
within a city or town was inappropriate because lessors at the more 

t han  300 factory outlet malls in the United States a n d  Quebec 

(Calgary's would have been the f i r s t  in Canada outside Quebec, the 

developers claimed) insisted that the centres be w e l l  outside city 

limits, so as not to violate licensing agreements with city 

retailers.lg Moreover, he told the Herald at the t h e r  "for the 

factory-outlet concept to succeedr the site criterion is to be 

between a major urban community and a major tourist destination." 

Rural locations suggested by urban politicians near communities 

east, n o r t h  and s o u t h  of Calgary were not a p p r o p r i a t e  because 

"tourists d o n f t  go t h e r e .  W e  want that busload from Germany or 

Japan that cornes to t h e  airport and heads straight to Banff and 

never stops in ~algary."~~ 

In the eventr Rocky View's lobbying would swing enough votes to 

have the regional planning commission's council approve the project  

10-7 on Nov. 12, 1993. Since  some similar commercial uses had been 

''calgary Hera ld ,  "Mal1 means jobsr taxes, " 21 Feb. 1994, p. 
AS. 

"~nterview with Bill Crossley, 8 Jan. 1997.  

' g ~ e r a l d r  5 December 1993, l oc .  c i t .  
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allowed f o r  more t h a n  a decade under the terms of t h e  r eg iona l  p l a n  

-- RV d e a l e r s h i p s ,  f o r  example -- al1 t h a t  was r equ i r ed  was a n  

amendnent. But under  t he  o l d  A l b e r t a  Planning Act, a r e g i o n a l  p l an  
- * 

amendment required a two- th i rds  vo te ,  'A and t h e  p ro  j e c t  was 

r e j e c t e d . "  A bitter Rocky View counc i l  felt i t s  p r o j e c t  had been 

de fea t ed  on a t e c h n i c a l i t y .  It launched an a p p e a l  t o  t h e  Albe r t a  

Planning Board. 

And it began t o  a t t a c k  t h e  Calgary Regional  P lanning  Commission. If 

t h e  m u n i c i p a l  politicians on the c o m i s s i o n  had on ly  been t r ÿ i n g  t o  

uphold p r o v i n c i a l  p l ann ing  guidel i r>.esr ïS as  many have s i n c e  

suggested,  t h a t  was f o r g o t t e n  arnid t h e  v i t r i o l  that fc l lowed.  

In s t ead ,  the munic ipa l  d i s t r i c t ,  wi th  t h e  i n t e r e s t  and approval of  

Stephen West and t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  government, brought i t s  arguments 

a g a i n s t  r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  i n t o  c lear  r e l i e f .  

On Nov. 15 ,  no doubt  s t i l l  smar t ing  from t h e  commission's decision 

t h r e e  days e a r l i e r ,  Rocky V i e w l  s munic ipa l  manager wrote A lbe r t a  

Municipal Affairs deputy  m i n i s t e r  Jack Davis a  long l e t t e r  

o u t l i n i n g  the MD'S cornplaints  w i t h  t h e  A l b e r t a  Planning Board and 

t h e  Czlgary commission. The commission, he complained, had abused 

"CRPC Update, January  1 9 9 4 ,  p. 4 .  ; The Planning A c t ,  P a r t  3 ,  
Divis ion 1, Section 56  ( 3 )  (cl. 

"fieraid, loc. c i t .  

" ~ n t e r v i e w  with Lynne Dale, executive d i r e c t o r  of the C a p i t o l  
Region Forum, voluntarÿ succes so r  agency t o  t h e  Edmonton ~ e g i o n â l  
Municipal  Planning Commission, IO Feb. 1997 .  
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its authority by re j ecting a bulk-fuel and bulk-fertilizer f a c i l i t y  

about a kilornetre £rom Calgary's northern city limit and, more 

seriously, it had rejected the factory outlet mall. "As a result of 

the commission's decision," Peter Kivisto t o l d  Davis, "the mall may 

be l o s t  to this r e g i o n  and perhaps even t o  Alberta. ... 5 4 

"Naturally, this decision will be appealed to the Alberta Planning 
- - 

aoard. 

The board would consider the rnatter s w i f t l y  and issue its decision 

before the end of January 1994. But before that happened, 

supporters of the commission would try to corne to terrns with the 

new Alberta r e a l i t y  and f i n d  a way for regional planning to survive 

-- if not to wield the same clout it had in the p s t .  On Dec. 15, 

for example, newly elected Calgary commission chairman Fred ~ a l l ' "  

wrote to municipal  councillors "to draw your attention to the 

funding cr is is  which threatens t h e  continued existence of the 

commission. 

If West followed through, Ball warned councillors, "the best 

- -  - 

'4~orrespondence, Peter Kivisto to Jack Davis, 1 5  Nov. 1993. 

56~all had served as commission chairman from 1977 to 1980, and 
was reelected chairman by commission representatives in November 
1993. 

"~orrespondence £rom Fred Ball to Rocky View councillors, 15 
Dec. 1993.  
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scenario is a further loss of perhaps 10 staff, leaving a 

complement of eight or IO? This may be enough to render the 

Commission ineffective. The worst scenario i s  that t h e  withdrawal 

of Provincial support and leadership removes an incentive for 

c o n t i n u e d  municipal participation, and the commission will collapse 

er~tirely."~~ Lest councils l i k e  Rocky V i e w ' s  t h i n k  this would be a 

good thing, he argued that "regional planning commissions protect 

Provincial interests and deliver cost-effective municipal planning 

services. ... My own view is t h a t  it would be appropriate for the 

Province to commit $2.5 million a n n u a l l y ,  w h i c h  would represent a 

50-per-cent reduction from its present level of contribution to the 

Alberta Planning Fund." He concluded with a plea: "If you share my 

concern for the future of CRPC and if you support the broadly held 

view that the Province should continue to contribute to the Alberta 

Planning Fund, please tell the M i n i s t e r  of Municipal ~f fairs . "'" 

Rocky V i e w l s  response was not what Bali had hoped: In a letter to 

5~ommission staff had been c u t  by 
1982, Ëall reported. By the next month. 
January, 1994, newsletter, that had become 34 or 64 per c e n t .  

32, or 60 per  cent, since 
, accordinq to the CRPC's 

6 a ~ b i d .  Attached to the letter was the CRPC submission to the 
province, which contained such arguments as the assertion regional 
planning protected provincial interests ("after a decade without 
regional land use plânning, t h e  B.C. government is now struggling 
to reintroduce it -- don? let that happen in Alberta"), that 
regional planning is essential in high-growth areas ("of the top 10 
f a s t e s t  growing municipalities in Alberta, seven are in the Calgary 
area") , and that it supports small-town Alberta by making good 
planning cost effective . (Calgâry Regional Planning Commission, In 
Support of R e g i o n a l  Planning Commissions, presented to the rriinister 
of Municipal Affairs, 8 Oct. 1993. ) 
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Nest dated Jan. 14, 1994, Reeve Larry Konschuk wrote, "Dear Steve: 

At the meeting of Jan. 11, 1994, Council for the Municipal District 

of Rocky View passed the following motion: 

"'Moved t h a t  the Minister of Municipal Affairs be advised that 

unless some immediate and significant benefit to our ratepayers and 

Nunicipality is realized from membership in the Calgary regional 

Planning Commission, the Municipal District of Rocky View No. 4 4  

supports  the Provincial initiative to reduce, and eventually 

elirninate funding  to planning commissions or the Municipality 

encourages the Province to change legislatiun to make membership 

voluntary. Carried.' 

"Council has reques ted  that 1 bring this motion to your attention 

at the earliest opportunity, and to confirm our strong support for 

your Department's efforts. ... 11 61 

As efforts to preserve support for regional planning flickered, the 

Alberta Planning Board considered the Springbank Factory Outlet. At 

a day-long hearing on Jan. 5, the board heard from one side that 

the mal1 would drive more tourists away than it would attract, and 

from the other that the city's opposition was a greedy attempt to 

6'~orrespondence f rom Rocky View Reeve Larry Konschuk to 
municipal  a f f a i r s  minister Stephen West, 14 Jan. 1994 .  
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hog t a x  revenues? Verbal r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  o r  w r i t t e n  submiss ions  

i n  favor were heard £rom Rocky View and F o o t h i l l s ,  and £rom nine 

i n d i v i d u a l s ,  including t h r e e  Rocky View c o u n c i l l o r s ,  a d e v e l o p e r s l  

group r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  and a former mayor of Calgary.  Submissions in 

oppos i t i on  were heard from t h e  city of Calgary,  the towns of 

Okotoks and High River  and s i x  citizens, three of  them ne ighbors  o f  

t h e  proposed p r o  j ect . 

On Jan .  25? 1994 ,  in a l eng thy  d e c i s i o n ,  the board approved the 

amendment t o  the r e g i o n a l  plan, a l lowing  t h e  mal1 t o  be built .E3  The 

board concluded t h a t  t h e  amendment d i d  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  a p receden t  

f o r  o t h e r  ru ra l -use  p roposa l s  because t h e  commission eva lua t ed  each 

such proposa1 "on a çpecific s i t e  and s p e c i f i c  merit." It concluded 

that each of the commission's reasons  f o r  rejection had been met by 

Rocky V i e w  -- t he  sewage field w a s  adequate,  t h e  highway 

intersection cou ld  w i t h  minor m o d i f i c a t i o n s  handle  t h e  f o r e c a s t  

t r a f f i c ,  and "with respect t o  t h e  v i s u a l  impact ,"  the Board did n o t  

hear anything convincing.  

The boa rd ' s  ruling was then submitted t o  West, who rubber-stamped 

i t .  On 4 Feb., Reeve Konschuk issued a g l e e f u l  press r e l e a s e  

announcing that West had approved the p r o j e c t  and c o n g r a t u l a t i n g  

5 2 ~ a l g a r y  Herald, "Mal1 suppor ters  f i g h t  back, '' 6 Jan .  1994, 
p.  8 3 .  The l a t t e r  point was made by Rod Sykes, a former mayor of 
Calgary. 

S 3 ~ l b e r t a  Planning Board Order S36-M-93/94 issued a t  Edmonton, 
25 Jan. 1990. 
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the rninister and the board "for this positive de~ision."~' 

Predictably, neighbors and Calgary city councillors assai led West's 

decision. "It's a catastrophic development," the president of the 

Sptingbank residents and Landowners Association told the Calgary 

~arald.~' "This will have a serious negative impact on Calgary 

businesses," warned Calgary Ald. Dale H~dges.~' 

As for West, he echoed the board's ruling, stating that the 

decision did n o t  set a precedent, and that,  in t h e  Sun reporter's 

summary, "there would be no visual intrusion since there1s already 

substantial development. Said West: TtT s a great development  -- 
it will create a l o t  of jobs and if wefd refused it it would j u s t  

have gone to another province." 

Rocky View officials dropped hints t h r o u g h  1990 that construction 

would start soon, but nothing happened. The delay caused a 

principal investor to lose i n t e r e s t  in the project, Crossleÿ 

recalled in 1997, and a dispute over the value of t h e  land finished 

it of f.6"They lost the battle," he said o f  t h e  mall Is opponents, 

- - - - - - 

"press Release, MD of Rocky View, 4 Feb. 19%. 
c- 

"Calgary Hera ld ,  ''Springbank mall OK angers citÿ aldermen, l' 
4 Feb. 1994, p .  BI. 

6 6 ~ a l g a r y  Sun, "Mal1 projectrs a go," 4 Feb. 1994, p .  3 .  

"suri, I b i d .  In this writerls p e r s o n a l  view, this statement is 
a serious misrepresentation of reality. 

c 0 - -Cross ley interview, op. ci t. 
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"but they won the war. Supporters of regional planning, it could 

be argued however, would soon lose another, more important, war. 

Crossley, l i k e  Stephen !?estr7' considers the factory-outlet mal1 

fight the last nail in the Calgary Regional Planning Commission's 

c o f f i n .  There was plenty of momentum pushing the Klein government 

to derail reg iona l  planning. And the il1 feeling surrounding the 

mal1 fight made the the creation of a voluntary body to succeed the 

planning commission al1 but impossible. Rocky View was in no mood 

to corne to the table, and without Rocky View, no plan was l i k e l y  to 

Despite this, supporters of regional planning in the Calgary area 

had turned their efforts to trying to reinvent the Calgary Regionai 

Plânning Commission as a voluntary planning forum for area 

governments. To that end, the commission promised to reexamine t h e  

rTbusinessesrl it was in and establish a three-year plan to "identify 

the products and services best suited to meet these prioritie~.~'-' 

To help devise this business plan, the commission had h i red  an 

Edmonton management consulting fim, George B. Cuff & Associates 

Ltd. George Cuff would recommend that the commission recast i t s e l f  

as a voluntary planning agency called the Bow Municipal Forum -- 

"ibid. 

 est interview, op. c i t .  
-. 
'CRPC Update ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  2 .  
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as, indeed, other Alberta regional planning commissions would do. 

The Edmonton Regional Municipal Planning Commission, f o r  exampie, 

transforrned itself into the Alberta Capital Region Forum Ltd. r 

although some rural rnunicipalities stayed out. But thanks to the 

implacable opposition of Rocky View, Cuffls plan was doomed. 

In March 1994, Cuff sent the commission's member municipalities a 

de ta i l ed  questionnaire, which he explained was part of a 

feasibility study.': Rocky View' s six-page response sets out its 

dislike of the commission and in retrospect makes clear the 

impossibility establishing a vo lun ta ry  successor agency. "The 

Municipal District of Rocky View sees no role for the Calgary 

Regional Planning Commission i n  the provision of (regional 

planning) services," one answer stated. Elsewhere, "The 

Municipality regards the usefulness and effectiveness of the CRPC 

to be minimal. . . . The Regional Plan is restrictive, directive, out 
of date (by  1 0  years) and acts to curtail developrnent rather t h an  

facilititate it in the Region. . . . The research and publication 
functions provided  by the Commission are not cost-effective and the 

documents rarely read."" 

Rocky View, the reply said, "has discussed its future involvement 

- - -  - -  

"~orrespondence from George Cuff, president, Gsûrge 5 .  Cüf f 
& Associates Ltd. to Peter Kivis to ,  Rocky V i e w  municipal manager, 
14 March 1994, w i t h  10 pages of attachments. 

' 3 ~ o c k y  View response to the CRPC questionnaire of March, 1994 ,  
undated, pp.  1-2. 
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with the Commission and the majority wouid iike to see the 

Commission and its Regional Plan t e rmina t ed . "  The document 

continues, with a pure distillation of the rural politicians' view 

of r e g i o n a l  planning. "Any impacts occurring form the abolition of 

the Regional Commission and Plan could only be p o s i t i v e  from Rocky 

Viewls perspective. Urban municipalities would sit down with their 

rural counterparts on an equal basis."'' 

"[Tlhe Commission as it is currently constituted has no future and 

must be r e t i r e d  with its Regional Plan  o r  replaced with  a voluntary 

association of municipalities. "'' 

By this time -- despite Rocky Viewfs leaving the door open a crack 

for a voluntary association, presumably without i t s  participation - 
- t h i n g s  were clearly falling ipart. ln March, MD of Foothills 

officials wrote West accusing urban rnunicipalities of meeting 

privately, and suggesting the result might be "block voting" 

against rural interests. "Ironically, this practice has been 

i n i t i a t e d  by urban municipalities who are attempting to validate 

the existence of the Regional  Planning Structure. By the nature of 

the discussion . . . these mernbers have left our municipality wanting 

to sever its ties to the CRPC. . . . [W]e fully support the 

Provincial mandate to withdraw funding from the Regional Planning 

'4~bid. 

?bide 



"These d a i m s  made by rural members are bogus," High River  

c o u n c i l l o r  C.D.  Campbell t o l d  West in a l e t t e r  a few days later. 

" D r .  West, it r e a l l y  bothers me t h a t  t he  rural members feel t h a t  w e  

urbans are having secret meetings. . . . The topics we d i s c u s s e d  were 

how do w e  Save regional planning, n o t  how do we gang up on t h e  

rurals o r  can we create a block vote a g a i n s t  t h e  r u r a l  development. 

I f e e l  it is very important  a t  t h i s  time t o  p o i n t  o u t  what you 

probably a l r eady  know and t h a t  i s  t h a t  t h e  MD of Rocky 'View" does 

not  want t o  belong t o  any r e g i o n a l  p l a n  and would like to p u l l  out 

now and never mind wa i t ing  f o r  the changes."" 

A t  the end of Apr i l ,  the commission met again t o  try t o  stave of 

c o l l a p s e .  But t h e  f u t u r e  of t h e  commission looked b leak ,  the 

Calgary Herald r epor t ed ,  quo t ing  Cuf f  saying that " 'Urban 

m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  a re  l a r g e l y  suppor t ive  of t h e  r e g i o n â l  p l a n n i n g  

- - 

'E~orrespondence  from F l o r e s  Groerieveld, Xeeve, M .  D .  of 
F o o t h i l l s ,  t o  Municipai Af f a i r s  Minis te r  Stephen West, 17 March 
1994. 

'%ocky View s e n t  a s i rn i la r  letter t o  that of Foothills, a copy 
of which is not a v a i l a b l e .  However, on 1 2  A p r i l ,  West wrote Rocky 
V i e w  reeve Larry Konschuk t o  thank him for rais ing* h i s  concerns  
about the meeting of  urban CRPC members, t o  advise  him t h e  meeting 
was n o t  sanct ioned by the commission. "As f o r  your comments about 
making p o s i t i v e  changes t o  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of Regional Planning 
Commissions, I a p p r e c i a t e  your support ,"  West concluded. 
(Correspondence from Stephen West t o  Lawrence Konschuk, 1 2  April 
1994 .  ) 

"~orrespondence  from C .  D. Campbell, High River councillor and 
former CRPC chairman, t o  municipal  a f f a i r s  minister Stephen  West, 
31 March 1 9 9 4 .  
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func t ion ,  wh i l e  t h e  r u r a l  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  c l o s e s t  t o  Calgary a re  

n o t .  I t  is r e l a t i v e l y  c l e a r  t h a t  g iven  t h e  op t ion  t o  leave t h e  

CRPC, t h e  rural j u r i s d i c t i o n s  o f  Rocky View, F o o t h i l l s  and 

Wheatland would do s o  . "'" 

"And i f  such major CRPC c o n t r i b u t o r s  d e p a r t ,  added d i r e c t o r  Ivan 

R o ~ i n s o n ,  ' t h e i r  l o s s  would r e s u l t  i n  a domino e f f e c t  f o r  t h e  r e s t  

of t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n . '  So, Cuff warned, i f  a way c a n r t  be found t o  

br idge  the gap, ' t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  could  d i sappear  wi th  no th ing  t o  

r e p l a c e  it . ' 

I n  June, t h i n g s  un rave l l ed  further. Calgary c i t y  c o u n c i l l o r  and 

CRPC r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  Zohn Schmal t o l d  t h e  Herald t h a t  C u f f ' s  p l â n  t o  

r e s t r u c t u r e  t h e  commission as a " f e d e r a t i o n  of equa l  p a r t n e r s "  

c o u l d n f t  f l y  i f  it gave t h e  same v o t e  t o  Calgary,  w i th  a popu la t ion  

of 7 5 0 , 0 0 0 ,  as such hamlets as B l a c k i e  and Rockyford, each with a 

popu la t ion  of  about  3 0 0 .  "It's a l i t t l e  b i t  r i d i c u l o u s ,  " s n i f f e d  

Schmal." And whi le  Schmal has a rnaverick r e p u t a t i o n  on Calgary c i t y  

counc i l ,  on t h i s  issue he r e f l e c t e d  a c c u r a t e l y  t h e  views of  h i s  

Cuf f t r ied  a g a i n  a t  t h e  end of  June  i n  a  c o n f i d e n t i a l  presentation 

- ' ca lgary  Herald, "Planning c o u n c i l  t r ies  t o  s t a v e  o f f  
c o l l a p s e , "  23 A p r i l  1994. page n o t  i n d i c a t e d  i n  e l e c t r o n i c  a r c h i v e .  

0 : - - C a l g a r y  Hera2 J, "Planning p roposa l  under a t t a c k ,  " 14 J u n e  
1 9 9 4 ,  p .  B5. 
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to Rocky View council in which he outlined a version of tiie 

voluntary forum plan that included a powerful metropolitan growth 

committee with an equal balance of urban or rural members, or a 

weighted voting scheme to balance rural and urban interests." The 

seven-point argument ended plaintively with an ancillary, eighth 

point: "We need yo~."~' On J u l y  4, Cuff sent the mayors and reeves 

of commission municipalities a list of 10 comforting "gu id ing  

principles" for the proposed forum, including " t h a t  each nember 

respect the inherent right of al1 jurisdictions to make those 

decisions deemed to be i n  the best interests of their citizens" and 

" t h a t  the potential for reducing planning conflicts be recognized 

and mutually supportive solutions be so~ght."~' The next month he 

provided a final feasibility assessrnent and business plan for ~ h e  

Bow Forum, in which he sa id  hopefully that "we  believe that there 

exists sufficient agreement to the notion of tî revised organization 

which addresses t h e  ongoing planning needs of this premier region 

of Alberta. "" 

But t h e  business plan hinged on funding, and too many conditions 

"~onfidential presentation to the MD of Rocky View, 28 June 
1994. Under the latter scheme, Rocky View, Foothills and the city 
of Calgary would each have two voting rnembers and four weighted 
votes, not really doing much to soothe Schmal ' s objections, though 
he never commented publicly on this version of t h e  p lan .  

'4~uiding principles f o r  the proposed forum, memorandum to CRPC 
mayors ana reeves, from George Cuff, 4 July 1994. 

" ~ h e  Bow Municipal Forum, Feasibil i ty Assessmen t /Business 
Plan, Final Report, George B. Cuff & Associates Ltd. August 1 9 9 4 .  
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were attached by too many municipalities for that to be possible. 

Working with the commissionf s Oct . 14 deadline, '' Calgary pledged 
$200,000 to the new forum -- but only on the condition that 

participation be agreed upon by the rnunicipalities of the 

metropolitan growth management area, in other words, Rocky View. 

The towns of Okotoks, Canmore and Cochrane pledged about $26,000 

each without conditi~ns,~"he city of Airdrie a similar amount w i t h  

conditions similar t o  Calgary's, and smaller rnunicipalities smaller 

amounts. Even Foothills pledged a little more than $17,000, on the 

condition that the forum focus only on general regional issues. But 

Rocky View pledged nothing, saying it wanted to see a more detailed 

business plan fir~t.~' 

Rocky View protested continually in correspondence to other 

municipalities that it was willing, indeed anxious, to remain in 

some sort of inter-municipal planning forum. 30 But when Cu£ f asked 

on Aug. 12 that Rocky View participate in drafting the business 

-- - 

e 6 ~ a l g a r y  Herald,  "Rocky Viewls input vital, alderman says, " 
26  August 1994, p.  B5. 

"780~ Forum business p lan ,  l o c .  ci t. 

"Cochrane would l a t e r  attach conditions. 

3 0 w [ ~ ] ~ r  council has always been very supportive of a planning 
body that would replace the existing Calgary regional Planning 
Commission," Reeve Konschuk told Calgary Mayor Al Duerr in a 17 
O c t .  1 9 9 4  letter, a sentiment he expressed in similar words in 
several letters during this period. 
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plan for the proposed forum, the council said no. '' "The municipal 
district has taken a position that (CRPC executives) come up with 

a plan of attack, and then the MD will decide whether werre in or 

out," Rocky View councillor and commission representative Derry 

MacFarlane told the ~erald.'" 

To a cynical John Schmal, that amounted to a guarantee the  

commission would fail. He demanded: "How the hell can we come w i t h  

a business plan without their participation?" If Rocky View 

representatives refused to take part in the business plan, he 

added, t h e y  should a t  least "clearly outline their views on how the 

proposed regional organization can serve their ceeds.lrg' In l a t e  

November, the commission's supporters tried one last time to get 

Rocky View on board, frustration increasinglÿ apparent in the tone 

of the communication. "We . . . are very disappointed to note that 
the MD of Rocky View has not agreed to participate at this tirne," 

wrote chairman Fred Ball, vice-chairman Schmal and second vice- 

chairman Esther Rogers in a letter faxed to Bob Cameron, by t h e n  

Rocky View reeve. "We are writing now to ask your Council one more 

time to reconsider its position before the Commission meeting on 

December 9, 1994.94 

g'~orrespondence from Lawrence Konschuk to rnayors and reeves, 
CRPC officiah, Stephen West, 1 Sept. 1994. 

3 ' ~ a l g a r y  Herald, 26 Aug., l oc .  c i t .  

"~orrespondence to Reeve Bob Carneron £rom Fred Ball, John 
Schmal and Esther Rogers, CRPC chairs, 29 Nov. 1994 .  



"Fourteen other rnunicipalities have expressed support for a Forum, 

including al1 those with more than 5,000 population except the 

County of Wheatland. However, commitments from Calgary, Airdrie, 

Foothills and Cochrane (totalling $146,000 in 1995) are conditional 

on the participation of Rocky View. We believe that a cornitrnent 

from your Council, at least for 1995, would make a Forum viable. "" 

Mo soap. E a r l y  in December, Rocky View said it "emphatically" 

wanted "to be an  active participant in the new planning body," but 

that the latest p l a n  amounted to little more t h a n  the sane o l d  

commission operating under a revised format. Rocky V i e w  Reeve Bob 

Cameron wrote: "1 do not share your concern 'that sJe will lotie 

rnomentum for change i f  we do not get the Forum under way now. ' "" 

Rocky View planning director Ken Kelly told the Herald that his 

council believed the commission should dismantle f irst, t h e n  

consider a new body.'' Schmal responded in the same report: T t ' s  

going to mean poor planning . . [there has] been pretty good 
development based on stringent rules and regulations within the 

Calgary regional  plan. If you let go of that, what yourre going to 

see is the type of mixture you often see in areas like Montana ... 
residential on top of industrial 

96~orrespondence from reeve Bob Cameron to Fred Ball, 8 Dec. 
1994. 

"~algary Herald, "Commission's existence to end, " 8 Dec. 1994, 
p .  B 7 .  
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On Dec. 6 ,  Rocky 'Jiew c o u n c i i  i n v i t e d  " a l 1  i n t e r e s t e d  

j u r i s d i c t i o n s "  t o  discuss a new p lann ing  format.39 But Rocky V i e w  

d i d  n o t  corne a c r o s s  wi th  funds  o r  s u p p o r t  a t  t h e  Dec. 9 meet ing o f  

the commission, and, indeed, momentum f o r  change, as p r e d i c t e d ,  had 

been l o s t  and t h e  decision was made t o  wind up t h e  a f f a i r s  of t h e  

commission. On Dec. 1 4 ,  d i r e c t o r  Ivan Robinson wrote Cameron 

o u t l i n i n g  " t h e  withdrawal of  CRPC s e r v i c e s  and i t s  impact on your  

rnunic ipa l i ty . "  Commission members had d e c i d e d  t o  l e a v e  the  regional  

p l a n  in force u n t i l  repea led  by the prov ince ,  he noted,  conc lud ing  

"Together 1 t h i n k  we have c r e a t e d  t h e  legacy o f  a well planned 

r eg ion ,  perhaps  t h e  b e s t  i n  North America. W e  w i s h  yoii every 

succes s  i n  b u i l d i n g  on  t h a t  l e g a ~ y . " ' ~ @  A s  a Cuff had observed tc a 

r e p o r t e r  a few months e a r l i e r ,  " t h e  p l ann ing  commissionr w i th  a l l  

ics war ts ,  p rov ided  a p r e t t y  good service wi th  â competent  

s taff.  1 r S T l  

"The impact and consequences of  not having  t h i s  k ind  of reg iona l  

p lanning  â u t h o r i t y  isnrt going t o  be apparent f o r  perhaps f o u r  o r  

f i v e  years ,  " Calgary L i b e r a l  MLA Gary Dickson had predicted t h e  day 

a f t e r  t h e  cornmissicnr s f i n a l  meet ing.  "But when people  begiri t o  see 

t h e  consequences,  t h e y ' r e  going t o  ve ry  much r e g r e t  t h a t  weTve l o s t  

t h i s  kind of commission and t h i s  kind of c e n t r a l i z e d  p l a n ~ i n g  

'O@Correspondence £rom Ivan Robinson t o  Bob Cameron, 1 4  Cec. 
1994. 

7 n -  
---Rocky View Five Village Weekly, 1 6  Aug. 1994, p .  1. 



a u t h o r i t y  . ""' 

Cuff s a i d  i n  August that t h e  coming f a i l u r e  o f  the commission was 

caused Sy t h e  " n a t u r a l  dichotomy between r u r a l  and  urban members. 

He accused t h e  members of f a i l i n g  t o  unde r s t and  each  o t h e r ' s  

perspect ive.  "'0' But what else could  be expec ted ,  Steve West 

wondered, when a b i g  c i t y  l i k e  Calgary could exercise 

d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  i n f l u e n c e  throughthe planning commission? "A p lan  

t o  a town of  250 and a p l a n  t o  a city of 850,000 would n o t  

necessarily have t h e  same i n t e r e s t s  at hea r t .  ... What does r u r a l  

Alber ta  do then? Secede? "lo4 

Perhaps i f  Alber ta ' s  previous  p a t t e r n  of economic boom and biist had 

cont inued through the 1950s, 1960s and 19705, t h e  p r o v i n c e ' s  

p a r a l l e i  interest i n  and o p p o s i t i o n  t o  r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  would have 

cont inued.  But thanks  t o  that long period o f  o i l  and n a t u r a l  gas  

windfalls and a g e n e r a l l y  buoyant economy, t h e  bust of 1981 was EI 

long t ime corning . Perhaps even more impor t an t ,  t h e  economic 

downturn that fo l lowed was a long time l i n g e r i n g .  

Had t h e  bus t  corne sooner  and t he  economic recover swifter, t h e  

chances of survival of a  more vigorous  form of  r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  i n  

i o 2 ~ a l g a r y  Hera ld ,  "Liberal MLA mourns c l o s u r e  o f  commission 
due to f und ing  cuts," 10 Dec. 1994, p .  B2. 

:EF~ Ve V i l l a g e  Weekly, l o c .  c i t .  

' ? i ~ e s t  interview, 8 Jan.  1 9 9 7 .  
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A l b e r t a  would have been b e t t e r .  Calgary p l anne r  and U n i v e r s i t y  o f  

Calgary p r o f e s s o r  Lauren Johnston has sugges ted t h a t  d u r i n g  t h e  

long good yea r s ,  t h e  Calgary Regional Plânning Commission became 

cornplacent, bureaucratie and t o o  i n c l i n e d  t o  set i t s  p r i o r i t i e s  on 

p r o j e c t s  o f  q u e s t i o n a b l e  value -- d r a f t i n g  economic p r o j e c t i o n s  and 

studies f o r  t h e  r e g i o n s  that were of  dubious  u t i l i t y . " '  

And when t h e  b u s t  o f  1 9 8 1  seemed t o  go on f o r e v e r ,  r u r a l  municipal 

o f f i c i a l s  were d e s p e r a t e  f o r  t ax  revenue.  Rockÿ V i e w  had l o s t  

r o u g h l y  a m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  i n  t a x  revenue wi th  t h e  c l o s i n g  of t h e  

Turbo Refinery j u s t  n o r t h  of  Calgary i n  t h e  e a r l y  1990s. Y e t ,  as 

Reeve Cameron noted, "Calgary  a c t e d  almost an economic black hole  - 

- things were drawn t o  t h e  c i ty . " lo6  The commiçsionrs  choice  of 

p r o j e c t s  p rovided  ammunition t o  those  ben t  on d e s t r o y i n g  r eg iona l  

planning because t h e y  b e l i e v e d  it was usurp ing  t h e i r  r i g h t  t o  make 

their own p lans  and find waÿs t o  generate new t a x  revenues .  

Ce r t a in ly ,  acco rd ing  t o  Stephen West, what the government saw as  

i n e f f i c i e n c y  and a  lack of focus in the e x i s t i n g  planning 

commissions were big p a r t s  o f  why h i s  depar tment  was w i l l i n g  t o  

t o l e r a t e  voluntary p l ann ing  forums i f  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  i n s i s t e d  they 

wanted them, b u t  would do l i t t l e  t o  e n c o u r a g e  them and noth ing  t o  

Save t h e  old commissions. "The f i r s t  t h i n g  p l ann ing  commissions and 

boards want t o  do i s  become an  empire," he e x p l a i n e d .  "We had 

''5~nterview w i t h  Lauren Johnston,  8 Nov. 1 9 9 6 .  

 ameron on interview, op. ci t. 
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(commission officials) building buildings that looked like Russia, 

for communities who didn't have a lot developed. ... Everyone had 
t h e i r  director a t  $90,000 a year,  it all worked go~d.""~ 

In other words, sarcasm aside, West explained that the Calgary 

Regional Plann ing  Commission amounted t o  no more than a n  extra, 

unneeded level of government. "Large planning commissions becorne 

~ureaucratic in the end," he explained. Furthermore, "it was â 

duplication of services. We did a lot of the planning for them, so 

now youfve got ano the r  layer of  duplication. What's the t a x p a y e r  

doing at this time? he's got four levels of planning ... to get 
t h rough  . llï'' 

Moreover, West said of the Calgary regional Planning Commission, 

"up until t h e  point we dismantled it, it was going off in many 

areas of interest that weren't being focused." Worse, he arguêd, 

the commission wâsnlt particularly effective -- " th ink  of al1 the 

things they were supposed to solve. They never solved anything. Why 

wouldnft you have one bus line if planning was r e a l l y  working? ... 
Why did they get such a hodgepodge of development with the planning 

commission? They've set up these blocks of 20 acres with a mansion 

on it al1 around the urban fringe. Thatvs a planning nightmare." 

West1 s iatter point may be unfair, since the planning commission 

would certainly have heid inefficient country residential 

 est interview, op. cit. 
ne ---West interview, op. c i t .  
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development i n  check i f  p r o v i n c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  had g iven  it the 

power t o  do so .  H e  made t h e  similar p o i n t ,  undoubtedly t r u e ,  t h a t  

even with t h e  commission i n  o p e r a t i o n ,  r n u n i c i p a l i t i e s  r a n  to t h e  

province when they c o u l d n l t  resolve the i r  differences -- as i n  t h e  

case of  t h e  facto . ry  o u t l e t  mall. "When it came t o  r e f e r e e i n g ,  theÿ  

always pu t  it back on the g o v e r m e n t  anyway. t''09 

But  West a l s o  conceded t h a t  r e g i o n a i  p l ann ing  commissions d i d  some 

th ings  right -- bu t  were simply t o o  expens ive :  "Welve had good 

planning, but we had a l o t  of money. But when w e  went broke it g o t  

embarrass ing.  ... It uould be n i c e  t o  have a l 1  t h a t ,  but we c a n l t  

a f f o r d  it ." 

I n  t h e  end. West concluded,  A l b e r t a ' s  p lanning  commissions had 

become sacred cows t h a t  s tood  i n  t h e  way of  good p lanning .  "There 

had been d i s c u s s i o n  about  p lanning  commissions, " h e  expla inëd ,  "but 

nobody would t ouch  them. It was almost a p o l i t i c a l  no-no." 

Governments, he s a i d ,  have the tendency of saying, "we b u i l t  t h i s  

s t r u c t u r e ,  and it's good because w e  b u i l t  it." I n  f a c t ,  he  argued,  

echoing t h e  l i n e  t a k e n  by Rocky View's r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,  the removal 

of the planning  cornmission has forced m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  t o  g e t  

t oge the r  and work a t  settling t h e i r  d i f f e r e n c e s .  Instead of 

becoming immersed i n  t h e  p o l i t i c s  o f  t h e  p lanning  commission, West 

asserted, "now, peop le  have t o  t a l k .  . . . I do b e l i e v e  t h a t  
a 

somewhere a long  the l i n e ,  cool  minds have t o  come t o  t h e  t a b l e . "  

="est i n t e r v i e w ,  op. cit. 



T h a t  was t h e  objective, of the goverment, West sa id .  "It didn't 

mean we wanted to stop good planning.""0 

lxwest in t e rv iew,  op. cit. 
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CHAPTER I V  -- A WHOLE NEW BPLLGAME 

Sitting in his modest of fice in the Calgary municipal building, 

overlooking the towers of the city's booming downtown, planner 

Ernie  Park w r i n k l e s  h i s  bald forehead and looks worried, but 

conceàes chat life without a regional planning commission is 

proceeding apace. 

The city's new r e l a t i onsh ips  with Calgary's neighbors seem to be 

working, says P a r k ,  the planner responsible for development in the 

cityls urban fringe. "1 think we will get through the transitional 

period without any problems. "' 

Still, there is a degree of discornfor t  here i n  the city of 

Calgary's planning department, and in the political offices on the 

floor below. Be l ie f  in "uni-city goverment" runs deep here -- from 
the start Calgary has successfully avoided being iorced into a 

metropolitan f ede ra t i on  like most Canadian ci t ies .  The city has 

always annexed its smaller neighbors as it grew, and today it is 

the largest municipality in terms of geographical area in Canada. 

On a l 1  sides, its urban fringe defines a clear line between the 

city and the countryside. 

City planners and elected officials make it clear in interviews 

t h a t  the Calgary Regional Planning Commission and its regional plan 

' ~ n t e r v i e w  with Ernie Park, October 1996. 
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was n o t  m e r e l y  a tool to ensure orderly planning in the urban 

fringe, but a bulwark against assaults on the uni-city concept .' 
This role is frankly admitted and defended by former commission 

staff today,' as they did when the commission remained in operation 

-- to t h e  annoyance of the cityrs surrouriding rural municipalities, 

especially the Municipal District of Rocky View. So while he's 

reasonably positive about the city's efforts to create new working 

arrangements with its r u r a l  neighbors, Park i s  cautious: "The 

jury's r e a l l y  out on v h e t h e r  theyrre going to work in the longer 

term."' Not surprisingly, his counterparts in Rocky View -- home t c  

the most b i t t e r  opponents o f  reg ional  planning i n  t h e  Calgary ârea  

-- say the new regime wcrks beautifully, and will l i k e l y  get 

better. 

With the adoption of the Municipal Goverment Act (MGA) of 1995,  

the old Planning Act was replaced by Part 17 of the MGA,' which no 

'~ayor Al Duerr, a planner  by profession, is the leading 
advocate of this view, but  it is nearly universally held in the 
city of Calgary planning department and among Calgary's city 
council. At least, if anyone there entertains doubts about the 
idea, they prudently keep it to themselves. 

'2obinson interview, op. cit. 

' ~ a r l r  interview, op. cit. 

'~evised Statutes of Alberta, Chapter M-26.1, ? a r t  17. 
Hereinafter referred to as the MGR, There is much more to the new 
MGA thaan 
purposes 
nunicipa 
expropri 
annexati 

legislation concern 
, powers, types 
lities, the scope 
ation, public utili 
ons, councillors' me 
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lanning. The act also governs t 
scope of j u r i s d i c t i o n  

their bylaws, rules governi 
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re la ted matters, assessment, taxes, enforcement of municipal law 
axd a l 1  t h e  other minutiae of running 3 municipality in a modern 
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longer contained provisions for mandatory and binding regional 

planning. It also resulted in the disappearance of the Alberta 

Planning F ~ n d , ~  which financed the operations of regional planning 

commissions, and the Alberta Planning ~oard,' to be replaced by 

something called the Municipal Goverment Board. Its job was 

spelled out i n  a 1994 Discussion paper: "The consolidated board . . . 
would serve largely as a tribunal of last resort ... t h e  new board 

would be lirnited to considering intermunicipal disputes and 

violations of provincial regulations regarding planning matters."') 

As we have seen, this marked the end of Alberta's 10 regional 

planning C O W ~ S S ~ O ~ S ,  at least as agencies whose forma1 plans, once 

r a t i f i e d  by t h e  minister of municipal a f f a i r s ,  were binding upon 

their mernber municipalities. The goverrmentts motives in effecting 

this change, as has been earl ier  argued, were a desire to Save 

money, respond to the desires of rural voters and to eliminate what 

the ruling Conservative party saw as an unneeded, extra layer of 

g o v e r m e n t .  ' 

'MGA, section 701. "On the coming into force of t h i s  Act, the 
A l b e r t a  Planning Rrnd established under  the  Planning Act is 
dissolved and a l 1  a s s e t s  a d  liabilitles of the Alberta Plann ing  
Fund become the assets  and liabili t i e s  of the  General Revenue Fund 
on the  same terms and condi  t i o n s .  rr 

'MGA, section 7 0 0  ( 3 )  . 
'Alberta P l a n n i n g  Act R e v i e w  ' 9 4  - D i s c u s s i o n  Paper, op. c i t . ,  

p. 1 5 .  

'West interview, op. c i t .  
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Since bad planning costs taxpayers money in the long term, it 

remains to be seen if the changes will be effective. "This wasnlt 

a cost-saving measure, it was an ideological measure," argues 

Calgary alderman, former planning commission member and former New 

Dernocrat MLA Bob Hawkesworth. "1 don't think we made the case from 

a cost-effectiver taxpayer-supported viewpoint ... that good 

plânning saves money. . . . (The goverment) solved what they 

perceived as a political problem with their rural constituency, who 

were chafing under the restrictions of regional planning."' 

Calgary's Mayor, A l  Duerr, agrees: "We have had the benefits of a 

uni-city, but a lack of understanding of the downside of not havlng 

continuity of regional planning."" 

The elimination of the regional planning layer 

for regional planning to the municipal level, 

govermont rernaining as a regulator and appeal 

said this was its intention. In its October 

moved responsibility 

with the provincial 

body. The government 

1994 reviex of its 

proposais for a new planning act, Alberta Municipal Affairs stated 

that municipalities would get power over subdivision approval as 

well as development controLL2 A iew rnonths earlier, Alberta 

Municipal Affairs noted that 'the planning system will be l a r g e l y  

self-funded, have no or minimal provincial funding, and will be 

iC~nterview with Bob Hawkesworth, 20 Nov. 1996. 

"Interview with Al Duerr, 7 Jan. 1 9 9 7 .  

"~lberta Municipal Af fâirs, Alberta Planning Act R e v i o w  ' 9 4  - 
2roposals (Edmonton, O c t .  1994), p. 2. 
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developed with a  maximum of municipal flexibiiity . "" This 

devolution of authority downloaded s u b s t a n t i a l  costs ont0 smaller 

rnunicipalities that, unlike Calgary or Rocky View, could not a f f o r d  

a substantial planning department. Without the regional planning 

cornmissionls subdivision planning and approval rnechanism, "the 

smaller communities -- including the rural r n u n i c i p a l i t i e s  -- are 
f i n d i n g  their  costs are skyr~cketing~" observed Hawkesworth. "Their 

system of planning is f a r  more expensive."" A s  an example, Bigh 

River used t o  pay approximately $30,000 to the Alberta Planning 

Fund for professional planning services, said Kari Nemeth, now the 

townf s consulting planner. "Now they have to pay twice that much 

and they're getting a q u a r t e r  of the service. The result is h igher  

taxes and charges . . . being passed to developers." The r e g i o n a l  

planning commission used to charge $40 for a subdivision 

application, Nemeth noted. Bigh River  now cha rges  $ 1 , 0 0 0  per 
7 = application for two lots, p l u s  $200  per lot after the f i r s t  two . - -  

In the end, new-home buyers pay the freight. 

The province's d e s i r e  to devolve authority to rnunicipalities is 

"ciearly evident" in the details of the MGAI University of Calgary 

professor Philip Elder argues. Under the old regirne, ministeriai 

authority was required for rnunicipalities to make their own 

subdivision decisions, now al1 municipal councils "must by bylaw 

f ?  - - D i s c u s s i o n  Paper, op. cit., p. 16. Emphasis added. 
. a  

-'Rawkesworth in te rv iew,  op. cit. 

"~erneth interview, op. ci t. 
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provi.de for a subdivision a u t h o r i t y  to exercise subdivision powers 

and duties on behalf of the m~nicipality."'~ At the same tirne, the 

Cabinet's power over planning has been "softenedVL7 and "al1 

subdivision approving authorities have more power than any did 

under the o l d  ~ c t .  "'" 

The potential ef fect, Elder speculates, is not clear. Under the old 

regime, "issues of regional importance, including the co-ordination 

of growth directions and strategies, were hammered out, even if 

iirban-rural tensions occasionally arose." B c t  now, "it is not cleâr 

how large-scale issues of ecosystem and watershed can be 

successfully addressed. "lg Elderrs implication, and the fear of many 

supporters of the old system of regional planning, is that large 

scale environmental and resource allocation issues may be toügii to 

solve without regional planning. In this chapter, we shall c o n s i d e r  

the new regime in three areas: The new Municipal Government Act 

itself, its regulations, and the development in the Calgary area of 

intermunicipal agreements as a partial replacement for regional 

planning. Some attention w i l l  be paid to the creation of voluntary 

regional planning forums, as in the Edmonton area .  

THE MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT ACT 

1 6 ~ ~ ~ ,  section 623 (1) . 
"~lder, op. cit., p. 41. 

"~lder, l o c .  c i t .  
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Though the Act elirninates regional planning and wigds up regional 

planning  commission^,'^ it does create mechanisms for what Elder 

calls supra-münicipal planning, allowing (in Part 625) inter- 

municipal service agencies, a new body in Alberta planning 

legislation," and (in Part 631) voluntary inter-municipal 

development plans. Municipal councils may enter into an agreement 

with a r e g i o n a l  services commission, o r  with one or more 

rnun ic ipa l i t i e s  to establish an intermunicipal service agency, to 
.. - 

delegate any of its subdivision or development powers.-- The new Act 

does not def ine  the duties of intermunicipal service aqencies, but 

the 1994 Discussion Pâper stated that "These services could inciude 

land-use planning, building inspection, regional economic 

development, regional information services, and any other nunicipal 

services to which the participating municipalities agreed."" 

Elder argues  this meâns "these could, if desirëdr partially replace 

regional planning commissions."" But, again, this is unlikely in 

a political clirnate in which rural municipal districts, controlling 

the land surrounding cities like Calgary, have a history of not CO- 

operating . In 1994, the Discussion Paper ' S a u t h o r s  noted that , "One 

disadvantage [to voluntary association] is that certain important 

"MGA, section 703 .  

=%lderr o .  cit., pp. 2 6 - 2 7 .  

"MGA, Division 3, section 625. 
- 1 --Discussion Paper, op. c i t . ,  p .  

" ~ l d e r ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  2 7 .  
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issiles transcend municipal boundarieç and voluntary membership 

would not provide an assured forum. "" Nevertheless, despite that 

r i s k ,  that was the mudel Alberta decided to follow. 

The new Act also permits "intermunicipal development plans"'6 to 

i n c l u d e  land inside municipal boundaries, to take care of future 

land use and "any other matter relating to the physical, social or 

econornic development of the area that the councils cons ide r  

necessary. "" These plans, E l d e r  notes, "need not cover the more 

extensive list of topics now required of ordinary nunicipal 

development plans," but must provide a procedure for the settlement 

of any conflicts, for amending cr repeal ing the plan, and for 

administering it. "" The part about "the physical, social or 

economic development of the a tea"  raises "the possibility of 

creating a broader plan than seerns to have been authorized under 

the former regional p lann ing  regime. " Under the Municipal 

Goverment Act, previous legislation allowing the establishment of 

r e g i o n a l  water, waste management, Storm sewer and sanitary 

 service^'^ continues. Likewise, the act now allows regional public 

-: - - D i s c u s s i o n  Paper, op. ci t . ,  p. 17. 

%GA, op. cit., Division 4. 

i d .  , Division 4, Part 631 (sections 1 and 3) . 
=%id., Part 632. 

"~lder, op. c i t . ,  p .  26.  
- A  

"Regional Municipal Services Act, CSA, c .  R-9.1, S. 3. 
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utilities or transportation agreements." 

But any such agreement must be voluntary. In some parts of Alberta 

-- like the Edmonton area -- such an approach might be politically 
realistic. However, given the history of the Calgary area, such an 

approach is Improbable. In the aitermath of the province's c u t o f f  

of funds for regional planning, not every one of the province's 10 

legislatively mandated regional  planning commissions collapsed 

completely. But the situation in Calgary was unusual. Sirnply by 

merit of the raw economic power which Maclean's Magazine described 

in February 1997 as the "powerhouse of the kew' west . . . 
creating jobs, building houses, expanding the economy at break-neck 

speedfvx Calgary is most likely to sustain lasting damage from an 

absence of reg iona l  planning. For it is axiomatic, as former 

planning commission chairman Ivan Robinson argued, that the 

pressure to push ahead with poor-quality, inappropriately located 

development, is felt most frequently during times of econornic boom, 

when entrepreneurs are at their most optirnisti~.'~ 

In the area around Edmonton, a region with 19 municipalities -- 
including four major cities in a forced metropolitan federation -- 
the Edmonton Regional ~unicipai Planning Commission recreated 

itself as the Capital Region Forum Ltd. on 23 March 1995, days 

"MGA, section 6 0 2 - 1 2 4 4 ,  cited by Eider, op. c i t .  
- - 
'-Maclean's, 24 Feb. 1997, p. 13. 

"~obinson interview, op. c i t  . 
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before its old form was "dis-established" by the province." 

The Forum is incorporated as a limited Company owned by the 13" 

ares municipalities that decided to s t i c k  i t  out with regional 

planning.36 With the motto of "hamony in diversity" and a staff of 

j u s t  six, it i s  financed by t h e  member-municipalities. It provides 

land-use planning services for smaller municipalities, but mainly 

functions as a monthly meeting place f o r  münicipal officiais t o  

"address current regional issues in an inter-municipal setting and 

allow rnembers to hear each other's concerns and  issue^."^' 

Not surprisingly, the major holdouts to membership are the t h r e e  

rural municipalities surrounding Aiberta's capital cityO3' But Lynn 

Dale, executive director of the Forum, hopes rural municipalities 

can be persuaded t o  sign on. However, she observes, "the rurals are 

now like teenagers -- they want their freedom. Now that they've got 

t , they' re enj oying their freedom. " Moreover, says Dale, the Forum 
is trying to operate on consensus -- "we  won% vo te .  We've 

obligated ourselves to make dec i s ions  based on consensus." The 

"capital  Regional Forum brochure, undated. 

" ~ h i s  number has now expanded to 1 4 .  But it remains to be seen 
if, like the original 13 colonies that made up the United States, 
the Edmonton Forum can expand further. 

' 6 ~ ~ ~  brochure, op. ci t. 

"~nterview with Lynn Dale, executive director of the Capital 
Region Forum Ltd., 10 Feb. 1 9 9 7 .  
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prospect of what  amounts t o  a rural veto, she hopes, will l u r e  t h e  

holdout rural municipalities and villages into the f 0 1 d . ~ '  Meantirne, 

she says,  "the Forum has been too hung up by the fact the r u r a l ç  

are no t  at the table. The map looks a w f u l l y  vacant, but in terms of 

numbers, w e  do r e p r e s e n t  93 p e r  cent of the population."'' 

But,  a s  noted above, CO-operation of this sort seems unlikely in 

t h e  Calgary area, at least as long as Rocky View rules out 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  that does not give freedom to act regardless of the 

wishes of other m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  Some in Rockÿ View might  cal1 this 

statement u n f a i r .  But it is the l o g i c a l  conclusion of Reeve Bob 

Cameron and other Rocky View officiais' rejection of any format 

t h a t  includes voting.  Votes can lead to alliances, and alliances 

can lead to the defeat of plans like Rocky View's factory outlet 

mal1 . Under the old regional  planning commission, observed Cameron, 

"the people t h a t  were i n  t h e  urban or town areas could  e a s i l y  

outvcte their rural b r e t h r e n .  This was completely u n f a i r ,  g iven 

t h a t  it was our land they were dealing with .""  

Indeed, Rocky ViewTs participation -- even one operating on a 

consensus -- seems u n l i k e l y  a s  l o n g  as the c u r r e n t  p l a y e r s  rernain 

 ale interview, op. cit. Whether what works for a Quaker 
meeting can work for a planning agency responsible for a large and 
populous region rernains to be seen, a s  does how v o t e r s  will view 
their taxes being used for such a purpose. 

%ale interview, op. c i t .  

%ameron interview, op. ci t. 
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in office. "Putting us in a deal that cornes to votes doesnft h e l p  

us, " explained Cameron. "We could never use legislative force on 

t h e  city of Calgary. ... Youlre never going to out-vote a million 

people, but you may be able t o  persuade them. What we want is the 

right to persüade them."" 

And Rocky V i e w  is a key to any future r e g i o n a l  planning effort. A s  

we observed, in the dying hours of the Calgary Regional Planning 

Commission t h e  city of C a l g a r y  was willing to cough up s e r i o u s  

money to preserve a regional planning format, even a toothless, 

voluntary one.  But it was not willing to spend the monêy without 

Rocky V i e w  's participation." 

For such circums tances -- where no intermunicipal development plans 

are created -- the MGA instructs that obligatory municipal 

development plans have to look after land-use, growth patterns and 

other infrastructure, "with adjacent municipalities if there is no 

intermunicipal development plan . . . (and) the provision of required 

transportation systems. "" In other words, under the new a c t ,  

* 
'-Cameron interview, op. ci t. 

"sec Chapter  III. 

%GA, 632 (3) (a) (iii) and (iv) . Municipal development plans 
must also address future land use w i t h i n  the municipality (il, 
manner of and proposals for future development in the municipali ty 
(ii) and the provision of municipal services and facilities either 
generally or specifically (v) . In subsection (b) , the act says that 
plans may address 

(i) proposals for financinq and programming of municipal 
infrastructure, 

(ii) the CO-ordination of municipal programs relating to the 
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intermunicipal planning is ncw required. Although, as  Elder notes, 

this provision f a l l s  short of requiring forma1 agreements." But t h e  

act does require n o t i f i c a t i o n  of adjacent rnun ic ipa l i t i e s  -- and 

allows them t o  speak out on t h e  matter -- about  planning matters 

and bylaw changes. 16 

A municipality unhappy with a neighboring municipalityvs bylaw 

change  may appeal it to the Municipal Governrnent Board? The 

appeal must be held w i t h i n  30 days  of the date o n  which the bylaw 

was passed. Tha t  compares t o  60 days under t h e  old Alberta  Planning 

A c t  before s i m i l a r  concerns c o u l d  be appealed to the now defunct 

phys ica ' ,  soc ia l  and economic deve l  oprnent of the munic ipa l i  t y ,  
(iii) environmen t a 1  ma tters wi thin the municipâl i t jr ,  
(iv) the f i n a n c i a l  resources  of the munic ipal i  t j r ,  
( v )  t h e  economic deveiopment of the m u n i c i p a l i t y ,  and 
( v i )  any o t h e r  m a t t e r  r e l a t i n g  t o  the p h y s i c a l ,  social or  

economic development o f  t h e  mun ic ipa l i  t y .  
F u r t h e m o r e ,  t h i s  part of the act says plans 

(c) may con ta in  s ta t emen t s  regardinq  the mun ic ipa l i  ty 's 
development c o n s t r a i n t s ,  i n c l  u d i n g  t h e  r e s u l  t s  o f  any development 
s t u d i e s  and analysis, and g o a l s ,  o b j e c t i v e s ,  t a r g e t s ,  p lannino  
p o l i c i e s  and corpora t e  stra t e g i e s ,  

(d )  must i d e n t i f y  the l o c a t i o n  of S o u r  g a s  f a c i l i t i e s  and  
con ta in  p o l i c i e s  r e l a t e d  t o  them t h a t  a r e  compatible w i t h  the 
s u b d i v i s i o n  and devel opmen t regul a ti ons, and 

(el must  contain p o l i c i e s  r e s p e c t i n g  the p r o v i s i o n  of 
munic ipal ,  school or  municipal  and school  r e s e r v e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  b u t  
no t  l imited t o  t h e  need for and a l l o c a t i o n  of tnose  reserves and 
the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of school requirements i n  c o n s u l t a t i o n  wi t h  
af'fected school au t h o r i  ties . 

. r 
' 'E lder ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  2 7 .  

;%GA, S e c t i o n  692.  

'%GA, s e c t i o n  4 8 8  (1) (j) , op. c i t .  
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Alberta Planning Board." There is no provision in the MGA for 

challenges to existing bylaws or plans, but Elder argues that this 

is not necessary "because those complied with the former regional 

plans,'' which were rnandatory. As a result, "municipalities . . . 
should not fear an open season on their bo~ndaries."'~ 

Clearly, then, the province expects issues on municipal boundaries 

to be addressed, Elder concludes, "although one can imagine this 

being done in a vague and grudging manner. "" Indeed, that is the 

fear of former regional planners and urban politicians in the 

Calgary area: that compliance will be so vague and grudging that it 

will amount to no compliance at all. "The implications are t h e  

policy makers have to negotiate and a g r e e  on what they want to do," 

expiains fcrmer r e g i o n a l  planner, now m u n i c i p a l  planning 

consultant, Karl Nemeth. "It al1 has to be negotiated at the local 

level." The problem with that, muses Nemeth, is that municipalities 

rnay not be able to reach agreement, and i f  they canlt the province 

rnay wash its hands of the matter without a satisfactory resolution 

being reached . "If you have animosity built up during the 

negotiations," Nemeth said on another occasion, "then not a l 1  

parties are going to abide by the agreement. Therelll be leftover 

hard feelings, and things are not going to work out." And in the 

" ~ l b e r t a  Planning Act, Section 44. 

"~lder, loc. cit. 

''3 1bi d . 
"~emeth interview, 3 Jan. 1997, op. c i t .  
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current regulatory situation, he concluded, if that leads to one 

municipality deciding to ignore an agreement, or wilfully fail to 

r e a c h  one, "the neighbor has no recourse."" Municipalities are 

being told to sit down around a table and sort out their 

aif ferences with "a ser ies  of nebulous, broad, toothleçs policies, " 

agreed  Richard Quail, planner for the bedroom town of Okotoks about 

h a l f  an hour south of Calgary. "That speaks volumes about the 
* - 

province's attitude toward planning," Quail added." 

In his essay on Alberta's 1995 planning legislation, Elder 

ident  if ied changes and shortcomings of the new Municipal Goverment 

Act. Possibly most important, h e  argued," was t h e  new power given 

t o  the provincial c a b i n e t  to establish binding land use policies. 

"Here is t h e  provincial p o l i c y  franework so long needed and 

awaited, " Elder observes ." But when the land use regulations were 

established in 1996, they would attract criticism for being too 

vague and unfocused to be of much value. The Act says the cabinet, 

"may make regulations directing a municipality, with or without 

conditions, to amend i t s  statutory plans and land use byla~."'~ 

"'~emeth interview, 15 April 1997.  

53~uail interview, op. ci t. 

55~bid.r p. 29. The reference here is t o  Elder's earlier 
articlesf The New Alberta Planning Act (1979), 17 Alberta Law 
Review 434, and Some Interesting Aspects of the New Alberta 
Planning Act (1980) 18 Alberta Law Review 1 9 8 .  

"MGA, Sectiori 694 ( 5 1 ,  cited by Elder, op. cit. 
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Sowever, E lder  observes, "no rnachinerÿ is provided  f o r  p l ann ing  

ins t ruments  t o  be vetted by p r o v i n c i a l  o f  f ic ia ls  [ b u t ]  . . . t h e  o n l y  

non-goverment pe r son  who can appea l  a subdivision decision is the 

a p p l i c a n t  . Elder a l s o  raises t h e  criticism t h a t ,  un l ike  On ta r io  ' s 

Planning A c t ,  t h e  A l b e r t a  l e g i s l a t i o n  fails t o  g i v e  guidance as  t o  

what p r o v i n c i a l  interests may be. "The m i n i s t e r  has a b l ank  

s l a t e . " "  I n  a n o t h e r  Land Use P o l i c i e s  Discussion Paper, publ i shed  

by Alberta  Municipal  Ai f a i m  i n  July 1995,'9 t h e  g o v e r m e n t  proposed 

"a List of l audab le  p o l i c y  goa l s ,  i n c l u d i n g  concen t r a t ed  p a t t e r n s  

of s e t t l e m e n t ,  p r e s e r v a t i o n  of farmland,  of h i s t o r i c a l  r e sources ,  

o f  significant habitat, wetlands and of other water resources. " But  

a t  t h e  same tirne, Elder cont inues ,  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  paper s t r e s s e s  

"an e q u a l l y  important thene of encouraging econonic  development and 

resource  e x t r a c t i o n .  ''50 

A s  a r e s u l t ,  he conc ludes ,  " the  g e n e r a l  wording often l eaves  room 

f o r  wide-ranging judgment i n  t h e i r  app l i ca t i on  t o  specif ic  p l ans ,  

bylaws o r  development proposais." For example, t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  paper  

suggested t h a t  development p a t t e r n s  a r e  t o  be o r d e r l y  and 

concent ra ted ,  "but o n l y  where ' p r a c t i c a l '  -- a f a i r l y  l a r g e  

loophole. " And t h i s  proposed p o l i c y  was "followed by t h e  i n  junction 

t h a t  'Albertans are t o  cont inue  t o  en joy  a cho ice  of  l i f e s t y l e s  

"MGA, Sect ion 678 (11, c i t ed  by Elder, op. c i t . ,  p. 2 9 .  

'"lder, op. cit., p.  30-31. 

5 9 ~ i s c u s s i o n  Paper, op. c i t . ,  July 1995. 

%lder, op. c i t . ,  p -  31. 
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through the maintenance of a range of settlement types.' The 

conclusion from this could be that t h e  wasteful  and expensive 

checkerboard pattern of 'country residential' homes on the  

outskirts of Calgary . . . may continue. If this is t h e  case, the 

policies will not be very effe~tive."~: The why of this is simple, 

as when, for example, country residential properties stand in the 

way of the most efficient rights of way for roads  and sewage 

l i n e s . "  I n  t h e  event, as we shall see, t he  actual regulaticns 

passed in 1996 seem even vaguer and less c lea r ly  defined than the 

proposals laid out in the government's various discussion papers. 

If, as the rural municipalities complained, mandatory r e g i o n a l  

planning gave too much power to elected officials from outside 

their boundaries, the new act raised t he  possibility t h a t  t h e  power 

of e lec ted  municipal councils might be trumped by non-elected 

provincial boards. While this portion of the new legislation does 

not go directly to the question of regional planning, it rnerits 

consideration in that it may make the CO-ord ina t ion  of planning i n  

adjacent municipalities more dif f icult . 

In revisions to the old act dating to 1991, authorizations from the 

cabinet or the minister could prevail over a municipal development 

permit. But in the MGA, that power was extended to authorizations 

from the Natural Resources Conservation Board, the Energy Resources 

" ~ b i d ,  

"~ohnston interview, op. ci t .  



Conservation Board and the Alberta Energy and ütilities ~oard" ' ,  

extending over almost the en t i r e  land use planning process. The new 

Act says that "a licence, permit, approval or other authorization 

granted by" any of these boards "prevailsw over any local or 

regional plan or decision? 

The signals from the documents are confusing if no t  contradictory. 

The Natural Xesources Conservation Board Act states t h a t  approvals 

granted under its provisions do not dispense wi th  requirements to 

obtaln any o t h e r  licence, approval, permit or alithorization." 

Likewise, Elder quotes Tom Thurber, Minister of  Municipal Affai rs  

until the election of 1997 ,  as stating that "a developrnent that is 

the subject of  an approval granted by the NRCB remains subject to 

the normal municipal planning process."66 However, the Albe r t a  

Planning A c t  Review '94 states that "this change effectively 

removes certain types of decisions from the normal Planning Act 

process.  n6' 

I n  o t h e r  words, " t h e  clear inference from combining Section 619 of 

the new act and section 9 (3) of the NRCB Act is that, although 

6 ' ~ ~ ~ ,  section 619 (1). 

" ib i  d .  

'"atural Resources Conservation Board Act, CSA, c. N-5.5, 
Section 9 ( 3 ) ,  cited by Elder ,  op. c i t .  

5 5 ~ l d e r ,  op. ci t . ,  p 3 4 .  

' * ~ l a n n i n g  Act R e v i e w  ' 9 4  -- Froposals ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  5 .  
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nunicipal authorizations s t i l l  have to be obtained, they m u s t  be 

issued f o r  p ro jec ts  approved by the board. Under the old Planning 

Act, municipalities could turn down pro  j e c t s  approved by the board. 

No more! Today in Alberta, no application may be refused by a 

municipality if the natural resources or energy boards have 

approved it. Effectively, then, the power of elected 

representatives at the l o c a l  level has been trumped by provinciallÿ 

ùppointed boards. Public realization of this fact is only dawning. 

While the question had been discussed in one academic p~blication,'~ 

this issue first came to t h e  public's attention -- buried deep 

inside the paper -- when the Calgary Herald reported in late 

December 1996 that "[m]unicipalities Eear that Alberta's new 

Municipal Goverment Act will strip them of their right to make 

t h e i r  own decisions. A conflict between the town of Canmore and t h e  

province," t h e  Herald report explained, "couid set the path for how 

the act will affect municipalities." The Canmore battle centres on 

a scrap between the town -- an hour's drive west  of Calgary,  within 

the boundaries of the old planning commission, now an expensive 

resort community -- and the biggest developer  in the area,  Three 

Sisters Golf Resorts Inc. The f i g h t  was the first tirne Section 619 

had been at issue since the act was introduced, and developments 

are being c l o s e l y  watched by municipal off icials throughout 

Alberta. "Welre monitoring the situation to see how it would 

5 ' ~ l d e r ,  loc. cit. 

C O  --Journal of Environmentaï Law and  Practice, op .  c i t .  
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ac tua l l ÿ  be used, and I think a l 1  Alberta planning  a u t h o r i t i e s  

a r e , "  s a i d  Richard Parker, t he  c i t y  of Calgary's d i r e c t o r  of 

planning .?" 

A t  f i r s t  g lance ,  t h e  d e t a i l s  of t h e  immediate d i s p u t e  i n  Canrnore 

seem i n s i g n i f i c a n t ,  a m a t t e r  of only a f e w  hectares. But while t h e  

a reas  of  land under d i s p u t e  r i g h t  now seem smal l ,  t h e  t o t a l  

proposed development is on a s c a l e  t h a t ,  i n  a r e g i o n  of  both high 

environmental  sensitivity (on t h e  edge o f  Banff National Park) and 

a t  l e a s t  i ~ n t i l  recently l i rn i ted  economic p r o s p e c t s ,  is sure t o  

rouse strong emotions. For, i n  1 9 9 2 ,  the  NRCB approved i n  concept 

Three Sistersr a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  approval t o  b u i l d  over  2 0  years more 

t h a n  6 ,000  housing u n i t s ,  2 , 4 2 5  h o t e l  rooms and four  g o l f  courses  

on an a r e a  of more than 1,000 hectares j u s t  east of  the park .  Ovêr 

t h e  two-decade pe r iod ,  approximately  15,000 people would be added 

t o  Canmorer s popula t ion ,  more than tripling it .-' About 400 hectares 

of t h e  area would be devoted  t o  housing." 

The town approved an 18-hectare f i r s t  stage of t h e  much larger 2 0 -  

year  development, which had been approved i n  concept  i n  1992  b y  the 

Natural Resources Conservat ion Board. Three S i s t e r s  appealed t h e  

town' s d e c i s i o n  t o  the Municipal Goverment Board, as allowed under 

"~algary Herald, "Canmore f e a r s  loca l  c o n t r o l  of land  use in 
jeopardy," 37 Dec 1996 ,  p. B6. 

" ~ l d e r ,  op. cit., p. 35. 
-. 
-Interview with Glenn Pitrnan, Town of Canmore ch ie f  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o f f i c e r ,  15  A p r i l  1 9 9 7 .  
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Sectior! 619, because t h e  Company wanted t o  develop approximately 2 5  

h e c t a r e s  and f e l t  t h e  broader NRCB approval allowed t h a t .  In l a t e  

February 1997 ,  b e f o r e  t h e  MGB, the Company won its case. The board 

ruled that the town was required by law t o  give land use approval 

for the l a rger  parce1 of  land  c u r r e n t l y  under d i s p u t e  because of  

t h e  broader NRCB approva l  . i 3  

The townls o b j e c t i o n  has more t o  do with t h e  usu rpa t ion  of l o c a l  

a u t h o r i t y  than  w i t h  t h e  details of t h e  c u r e n t  development 

proposal, town officiais insist. "From my point of view, (Section 

619)  is an erosion of  local a u t h o r i t y , "  Canmore Mayor Bert Dyck 

complained t o  the Calgary Herall in late 1996, noting that the 

municipality had already s p e n t  $100,000 of its taxpayers' money to 

defend its power t o  c o n t r o l  i t s  own l a n d  u s e  direction before t h e  

Municipal Goverment ~ o a r d . "  "Our concern  is more w i t h  the p l a n n i n g  

than it is w i t h  the developer , "  said t h e  townls c h i e f  

administrative officer ,  Glenn Pitman, a f e w  months l a t e r .  The town 

f e l t  t h e  Three Sisters1 appeal was i n c o n s i s t e n t  with the NRCB 

ruling, Pitman explained, but t h e  more important i s s u e  remained 

Canmorers f ea r  i t  was about  t o  lose control of  its own development. 

"We're mostly concerned at this p o i n t  with t h e  power of t h e  

province  t o  dictate local planning. It's going to strip away local 

a u t h o r i t y  and put it in t h e  hands of  local boards t h a t  a r e  not even 

- - 

?p: t r man i n t e r v i e w ,  op- c i t .  
- 1 

'Calgary iieraid, 27 ùec. 1997,  op. c i t .  



r e s p o n s i b l e  t o  an  electorate."" 

A s  a r e s u l t ,  Pitman said, t h e  town will continue its fight before  

t h e  Alberta Court of Appeai. In April 1997, he said he expects the 

appeal to be heard o v e r  t h e  next s i x  to n i n e  mon th^.'^ And t h a t  

appeal may be backed by other Alberta municipalities. On April  16, 

Tom McGee, president of the 283-member Alberta Urban Municipalities 

Association, was quoted in the Calgary Herald as saying the AUMA 

was considering joining the f ray.  "We t h i n k  it has s e r i o u s  

implications f o r  al1 municipalities," McGee said of the Canmore 

dispute. "It flies in the face of local democracy.  Why would you 

even need a council?"" 

The Camore case raises the important question of what 

municipalities -- or groups of municipalities attempting to plan on 
a regional basis -- c a n  do when f a c e d  w i t h  t h e  r u l i n g s  of such 

powerful ,  unelected provincial bodies. It would appear Dyck's 

a n a l y s i s  is correct. This  opens the possibility, Elder suggests, 

that developers who want to have as l i t t l e  as possible to do with 

municipal cr intermunicipal planners "would be tempted to submit 

precisely de ta i i ed  proposals, including design guidelines and 

architectural controls, t o  the applicable Board, whose 

' '~i trnan interview, op. ci t. 

'=~itman interview, op. cit. 

' - ~ a l g a r y  h é r a l d ,  "Town tu fight board ruling, " 1 6  April 1997,  
p. Ag.  
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autliorization of a highlÿ specific application would thereupon 

prevail over al1 local plans, bylaws and approvals. Approval of 

such a h i g h l y  detailed proposal would virtually remove a 

rnunicipality f rom the process. "" 

This is quite possible. If it is to happen, however, it is safe t o  

reason that it would be part of the historical cycle that demands 

stronger planning legislation in Alberta after periods o f  economic 

strength. Even in legislation, after all, even in Alberta, nothing 

is forever. I n  the meantirne though, Ylder cites a proposed golf, 

hotel and camping resort in the Municipal District of Bighorn, 

immediately north of Canmore, that would destroy wildlife migrâtion 

corridors contemplated by the NCRB in its Three Sisters proposal.-' 

But because no environmental impact report had been oraered for 

this proposal, t h e  NCRB couldn' t insist upon the wildlife 

corridors.""%s aireôdy existing plans or bylaws apparently cannot 

be appealed to the new Municipal Government Board, the town of 

Canmore is left to rely on . . . voluntary intermunicipal plans. . . . 
This type of problem illustrates a potentially significant f law in 

the new system."" I t  is reasonable to argue that the regime of 

"~his situation, Elder, ibid., notes on p. 40, was rectified 
when two environmental groups successfully sued to prevent the 
development without an environmental impact assessment u n d e r  the 
terms of  the Environmentai Protection and Enhancement Act. 



107 

regional planning t h a t  existed under t h e  o l d  Planning Act would 

have eliminated the d a n g e r  of such a situation. 

Finâllÿ, os we have seen  previously, under t h e  o l d  Planning Act, 

t h e  regional plan was preeminent. Without that method of imposing 

order,  the new MGA provides a blanket requirement that "al1 

s t a t u t o r y  plans adopted by a municipality must be consistent with 

each other"" B u t ,  a s  Elder  no te s ,  "No guidance is provided . . . 
about the consequences of inconsistency. The courts may have to 

decide this. Are al1 c o n f l i c t i n g  p1an.s void? Should t h e  Municipal 

Development Plan, having the broader p i c t u r e ,  prevail over the Area 

P l a m ?  Should t h e  later of  them, through the rules for statutory 

interpretation, p r e v a i l  through i r n p l i c i t  amendment of the  ear l ie r?"  

Moreover, the re  is no re ference  in the new act to a hierarchical 
- - 

relationship among plans and land use bylaws.='  gain, such 

questions may have to be settled in court. There are no answers 

yet. 

THE LANE USE POLICIES 

A s  w e  have seen, the new Municipal Govarnment A c t  carne into force 

on 1 Zan. 1995."  Under section 6 2 2 ,  t h e  MGA allows the cabinet to 

establish land use policies, and f u r t h e r  requires the bylaws and 

"MGA, section 638. 

II --Elder, op. c i t . ,  p .  50. 

"MGA, sec t i on  740.  



108 

actions of municipalities and their creatures be consistent with 

thern.'"he aim, the government said in its October 1994 Proposals 

d~curnent,'~ was d i rec t ly  r e l a t e d  t o  demise of regional planning in 

Alberta. "In the absence of a regional planning system and regional 

plans, there is a need for a clear articulation of  provincial 

interests to guide the new municipally based planning system."' 

Althoügh local bylaws and statutory pians -- previously required to 
be consistent with the provincially approved regional plans -- 
would not require any form of provincial (in the absence of 

regional) approval, the policy discussion paper went .on, "these 

municipal documents will be expected to r e f l e c t  provincial 

interests. So when the legislation came on the scene, it said 

that "[elvery statutory plan, land use bylaw and action undertaken 

pursuant t o  this Part by a municipality . . . must be cons i s t en t  

with these  [provincial] policies. "'' 

"MGA, l oc .  ci t .  "622(1) T h e  L ieu tenant  Governor i n  C o u n c i l  may 
by order, on the recommendation of the  M i n i s t e r ,  e s t a b l i s h  l a n d  use 
$1 ici es. 
(2) The Regulations Act does not app ly  to an order u n d e r  subsec t ion  
(1) 
13)Every statutory plan .  land use bylaw and action undertaken 
pursuant to this Part by a municipality, municipal planning 
commission, subdivision authori ty, devel opment authori ty o r  
subdivision and devel opmen t appeal board or the Muni cipal 
Government Board must be consistent with the land u s e  policies. " 

'%Zberta P lann ing  Act R e v i e w  '94 -- Proposals, October 1994, 
op. cit. 

%GA, s e c t i o n  622 ( 3 )  . 
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I n  t h e  even t ,  the p r o v i n c i a l  land  use p o l i c i e s  seem t o  have 

appeared somewhat l a t e r  than  they had been expected and promised by 

p r o v i n c i a l  ~ f f i c i a l s , ~ ~ u t  they rece ived  t h e  approval  of t h e  

Cabinet on 6 Nov. 1996.91 "The land use p o l i c i e s  will h e l p  

m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  t o  harnonize p r o v i n c i a l  and municipal  po l i cy  

i n i t i a t i v e s  a t  t h e  l o c a l  land-use planning l e v e l ,  l1 wrote Municipal 

A f f a i r s  Min i s t e r  Tom Thurber i n  a l e t t e r  of i n t r o d u c t i o n  publ ishea 

with the new policies. ' '  "1 encourage a l 1  e l e c t e d  o f f i c i a l s ,  

municipal s t a f f  and c o n s u l t a n t s ,  board members and o t h e r s  invo l -~ed  

i n  l o c a l  developrnent t o  work t o g e t h e r  t o  i n t e g r a t e  the s p i r i t  and 

intent of t h e  Land Use P o l i c i e s  i n t o  municipal  p lanning 

a ~ t i v i t i e s . " ' ~  A sentiment, as we s h a l l  see ,  more e a s i l y  wished than  

carried o u t .  

Indeed, t h e  g o v e r m e n t ' s  broad o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  l a n d  use  were 

well  before t h e y  were dra f t ed  and enac ted .  Two p o l i c y  papers ,  

c i t e d  above, ind ica ted  t h e  g o v e r m e n t ' s  t h i n k i n g  i n  1994  

clear 

of ten  

. The 

first, t h e  Discussion Paperr3' was made a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  in 

'O~erneth in te rv iew,  op. cit., 3 Jan. 1997. "They were supposed 
t o  be proclaimed within t h r e e  months (o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  becoming 
law) , " Nemeth stated. 

" ~ l b e r t a  Municipal A f  f a i r s ,  
Lieutenant  Governor i n  Council 
Municipal Goverment Act, Order 

Land Use Policies, Es tab l i shed  by 
pursuant  t o  s e c t i o n  622 of t h e  

i n  Council 522/96,  6 Nov. 1 9 9 6 .  

9 4 ~ l b e r t a  P l a n n i n g  
1 9 9 0 .  

Review ' 9 4  Discussion Paper, March 
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March 1 9 9 0 ,  and c o n t a i n s  a broad d i s c u s s i o n  of what t h e  g o v e r m e n t  

saw t o  be p r o v i n c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  and how t h e y  might be sa feguarded .  

The second,  t h e  Proposals  i s s u e d  t h a t  f a l l r 3 5  con ta ined  specif ic  

d i s c u s s i o n  of the  form l a n d  use r e g u l a t i o n s  might take t o  

a r t i c u l a t e  p r o v i n c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  i n  t h e  coming m u n i c i p a l l y  based 

p lanning  system.  W e  shall examine these papers  f o r  c l u e s  t o  t h e  

g o v e r m e n t ' s  o b j e c t i v e s  i n  t h e  p o l i c i e s  t o  corne -- enac t ed  by 

Order i n  Counci l  i n  t h e  fa11 of 1996. Whether they  ach ieve  the aims 

s e t  o u t  i n  t h e  earlier papers  remains  t o  be seen.  

The Di scuss ion  Paper d e a l s  with the question of t h e  coming l a n d  use 

p o l i c i e s  i n  s e c t i o n  5, under t h e  g e n e r a l  heading of  " p r o v i n c i a l  

inter est^."^^ A f t e r  a  l i s t  o f  t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  departments with a 
2' stake i n  t h e  current planning  system, t h e  paper says: "The 

p r o v i n c i a l  c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  the  e x i s t i n g  r e g i o n a l  p lanning  system 

will 5 e  e l i m i n a t e d  by 1 9 9 6 / 7 .  A s  a resu l t  o t h e r  methods a re  

required t o  m a i n t a i n  p r o v i n c i a l  interests. ''' 

" ~ l b e r t a  P l a n n i n g  Act R e v i e w  ' 94  - Proposals, October 1994 ,  
op.  c i t .  

cit., 

9 '~nv i ronmen ta l  P ro t ec t ion ,  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  and U t i l i t i e s ,  
A g r i c u l t u r e ,  Labor, Econornic Development, Health, ERCB and o t h e r  
agenc ie s  . "Each department 's p r o v i n c i a l  i n t e r e s t s  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  
main ta ined  through the Subd iv i s ion  Regulat ion,  r e g i o n a l  plans, 
d e l i v e r y  o f  i n fo rma t ion  t o  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  through r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  
commissions, direct  d ia logue  w i t h  rnun ic ipa l i t i e s ,  o r  special  
l e g i s l a t i o n . "  I b i d . ,  p.  5.  
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The paper began by s e t t i n g  out a l i s t  of seven general concerns -- 

ove r l app ing  approvals, the " N I M ~ Y ~ ~  syndrome, " protecting provincial 

interests, cost effectiveness, economic development, consultatior! 

with stakeholders, and interdepartmental coordination. Then it 

identified three sets of outdated guidelines: r u r a l  industrial, 

lake management, and agricultural land conservation .'JC Comment on 

the rurai industrial guidelines provides  an interesting insight 

into the government's motivation: "The rurai guidelines established 

che basic framework for rural industrial development in Alberta. 

The guidelines are not supported by a number of rural 

municipalities; they were implemented (in a large part) through the 

existing regional plans . . . In order  to effectively address this 

issue, modif y ing the current municipal financial system so that 

locational decisions are less affected by the concern for loss or 

gain of municipal revenue needs to be discussed.""' The ~eierence 

to rural unhappiness, in the political context of Alberta, is 

obvious .  The statement about the ioss or gain of municipal revenues 

can be taken as the government's acceptance of the daims  of rural 

municipalities that regional planning policies of urban centres 

amounted to little more than a tax grab. 

The Discussion Paper also argues that legislation and land use 

policies should avoid duplication in approval processes -- 

" N O ~  In My Back Yard. 
- ,.n ---Discussion paper ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  6. 
- 9 -  

- - - 1 ù i d .  Emphasis added. 
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incidentally providing some insights into the decision to allow the 

rulings of provincial boards t o  t r u m p  thoçe of municipal councils, 

discussed in the section above. "A variety of provincial approvals 

and municipal approvals have developed over tirne," the paper 

states. "Each independent approval process is logical and 

reasonable when considered in isolation. However, when the various 

approval processes are examined together, criticism has been ra ised 

with respect ta the amount of time it takes to obtain a l 1  the 

d i f  ferent  approvals , the amount of information required, the 

duplication of information, number of presentations, variety of  

opportunities for public participation and decision rnaking 

responsibilities between [sic] various provincial and municipal 

bodies, ""2 

This sounds l i k e  the undiluted complaints of developers and rural 

municipalities and suggests who had the governmentTs ear in 1994. 

But it is fair to note that some developer complaints were not 

without foundaticn. As the Discussion Paper noted, u n d e r  the o l d  

rules, developers had no guarantee that a project approved at one 

level would be approved at another. "A proponent can expend 

considerable funds to g e t  one approval only  to f i n d  that the 

project may not be acceptable for another reason." Moreover, "often 

one level  of decision rnaker iç unwilling to make a decision untii 

the other body has made a decision. In many cases the initial 

decision maker will wish t o  hear al1 the information to e n s u r e  that 
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its d e c i s i o n  is justified and dependable. " Likewise, pro  j eccs 

s u b j e c t  t o  approva l  by the n a t u r a l  r e sources  or energy boards faced 

reviews t h a t  "are expens ive ,  lengthy and can a l s o  be confus ing .  " 

S i n c e  such p r o j e c t s  were also s u b j e c t  t o  l o c a l  p lanning approva l  -- 
and l o c a l  p o l i t i c i a n s  can be unpred ic t ab le  -- "a duplication of 

information and p u b l i c  hearings occur . ""' 

Thus,  t h e  g o v e r m e n t  was determined t o  s i rnp l i fy  and s t r eaml ine  t h e  

approval p r o c e s s .  It was a l so  determined to t a k e  into account t he  

desire of r u r a i  municipalities t o  have commercial development on 

the fringes of urban c e n t r e s  -- an idea urban officiais feared 

would devastate small-town shopping d i s t r i c t s  .'" The Paper takes 

note of this concern -- "some r u r a l  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  are interested 

i n  a c c o m o d a t i n g  a broader range of commercial development (along 

highways)" -- and s u g g e s t s  "a g r e a t e r  range of de~elopment."'~' 

In the Planning Act Prcposals, '"  dealing more p r e c i s e l y  w i t h  t h e  

g o v e r m e n t ' s  legislative and regulatory p l a n s ,  the  au tho r s  note 

that " i n  the absence o f  a regional planning system and regional 

plans ,  there i s  a need for a c l e a r  a r t i c u l a t i o n  of p r o v i n c i a l  

'041nterview wi th  Richard Quail, town p l a n n e r ,  Town of  Okotoks, 
27 Sept. 1996. 

' C ' ~ i s c u s s i o n  Paper, op. ci t . ,  p .  11. 

" ' ~ r o p o s a l s ,  October 1994,  op.  tic. 



114 

Fnterests to guide the new municipally based planning systern.""- 

But beyond a tip of the hat to the notion that voluntary 

intermunicipal development plans "will be an extremely important 

t o o l  for municipalities, "'le there was little suggestion the 

government intended to do much beyond g iv ing  rural municipalities 

a freer development  hand on the  urban fringe. As noted by Elder, 

the Proposa1 suggested that l l [u ] rban  and rural rnunicipalities w i l l  

continue t o  facilitate a wide variety of settlement patterns and 

activities . 11Lz9 This was an i n d i c a t i o n  that inefficient country- 

residential development would be allowed to continue in the urban 

fringe -- creating many future problems for expanding urban areas .  

"Current distance restrictions on country residential development 

in the municipal fringe would be elirninated."i'" 

When the policies"' were finally adopted, to some they seemed vague 

-- so vague that one c r i t i c  assailed them as virtually 

rneaningless."' Of the 49 policies set out in this slim, 12-page 

document approved by cabinet Nov. 6, 1996, 44 include the words 

"municipalities are enco~raged.""~ Only the rernaining f i v e  contain 

 and Use P o l i c i e s ,  November 1996, op. cit. 

"'~emeth interview, op. ci t . 
1 7 2  

---Land Use P o l i c i e s ,  op. cit. Emphasis added. 



the words "municipaiities are expected.""' 

"It is expected," the Policies document stated, "that a l1  

mmicipalities will implement these policies in the course of 

c a r r y i n g  out their planning responsibilities. ""' Further, the paper 
says, " [el ach municipality is expec ted  t o  i n c o r p o r a t e  the Land Use 

Policies into its planning documents and planning practices . ""' And 
"as existing planning documents are being reviewed and revised, and 

as new ones are being prepared, municipalities are required to 

ensure  that t h e i r  plans and bylaws are consistent with the Land Sse 

Poli~ies."~'~ But in its section on interpretation, the document 

s t a t e s  that " [t] he province is entruçting to each municipality the 

responsibility to interpret and apply the Land Use Policies. . . . 
The poiicies are presented in a general manner which allows 

municipal interpretation and application in a locally rneaningful 

and appropriate fashion." Furthermorer the policies "are not 

intended to be the basis of l e g a l  cha l l enges .  """ 

"6~bid., p .  2. Sec t ion  680 (1) (c) requires that subdivision and 
development appeal boards and the Municipal Government Board to be 
consistent with the Land Use Policies in considering subdivision 
appeals;  Section 687 (3) ( a )  requires subdivision and development 
appeal boards to comply with the policies in determining a 
development appeal. 

'"~biid., p. 3. Emphasis added. 
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aui even without the expl ic i t  statement that the policies are not 

legally binding, t h e  specif ic policies thereafter of fer l i t t l e  to 

nunicipal o f f  i c i a l s  involved i n  the sort of intermunicipal disputes 

t h a t  a reg iona l  planning process could have mediated. For tha t  

natter, t h e  policies seem to say little to p l a n n e r s  j u s t  t r y i n g  t o  

figure out what they ought and ought not do in their own towns. 

"Once you read them, they say nothing,"  observed former r e g i o n a l  

planner Karl Nemeth, who n o w  contracts p l ann ing  services t o  towns 

i n  the former Calgary  Regional Planning ComrnissFon~s area  cf 

jurisdiction. "From a planner's perspective, 1 was looking for 

things tne province f e l t  should be p r o t e c t e d .  But therefs no 'Thou 

shalt notsl ... it leaves a vacuum.""g 

Indeed, the policies seem rernarkable for t h e i r  i a c k  of 

forcefulness. With a sole exception -- non-renewable resources -- 
the only policies to which municipalities are expected to adhere 

corne under  the r u b r i c  of "the planning process," with the bland 

goal to see "p lann ing  activities . . . c a r r i e d  out i n  a f a i r ,  open 

and equitable mariner.""" Municipalities are expected t o :  

- "take steps to inforrn both interested and potentially affected 

parties of municipal planning activities and to provide appropriate 

opportunities . . . to allow meaningful p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in the p l a n n i n g  

process by residents, landowners, comunity groups i n t e r e s t  groups, 

"'~erneth interview, op. cit. 
. - -  
---Land Use P o i i c i e s ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  3 .  
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municipal  s e r v i c e  p r o v i d e r s ,  and o t h e r  s t a k e h o l d e r s . "  

- ensu re  t h a t  p l a n s ,  a p p l i c a t i o n s  and t h e  l i k e  are processed  i n  a 

timely manner. 

- when c o n s i d e r i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n s ,  "have regard t o  bo th  site s p e c i f i c  

and immediate i m p l i c a t i o n s  and to long term and cumulative b e n e f i t s  

and impacts ."  

- and "respect t h e  r i g h t s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  c i t i z e n s  and landowners" 

while c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of  t h e i r  p l a n s  "within  t h e  

context o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t  .""' 

Af te r  t h a t  t o o t h l e s s  beginning,  a l 1  further p o i n t s  but one a r e  

simply encouragement. M u n i c i p a l i t i e s  are  "encouraged t o  expena 

in te rmunicpa l  p l a n n i n g  e f f o r t s  t o  add resç  common i s s u e s , "  

e s p e c i a l l y  when the p o s s i b l e  e f f e c t  of  a development might 

t ranscend a munic ipa l  boundary. Likewisë, t h e y  are "encouraged" t o  

CO-operate  i n  fringe areas, "encouraged" t o  pursue j o in t -use  

agreements, and "encouraged" t o  CO-ord ina te  with a i r p o r t  

a u t h o r i t i e s ,  s choo l  o f f  i c i a l s ,  p r o v i n c i a l  agenc ie s ,  h e a l t h  

a u t h o r i t i e s  and F i r s t  Nat ions  reserves."' B a t  t h e r e  is noth ing  here 

t o  compel. 

When it cornes t o  p a t t e r n s  o f  land use ,  r n u n i c i p a l i t i e s  are 

encouraged t o  p rov ide  "an a p p r o p r i a t e  mix" developed i n  a n  o rde r ly  

fash ion  t o  enhance l o c a l  ernployment, accommodate resource 
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extraction, provi.de a variety of residential environments and 

densities and contribute to their own financial health."' 

As for nature, municipalities are again encouraged to identify 

unique land areas and establish uses near them "having regard to 

their value." Where such uses include subdivisions, they are 

encouraged to "utilize mitigative measures designed to minimize 

possible negative impacts." They should also spot potential flood 

threats and natural habitats."' Agriculture means to identify and 
. - =  

not fragment agricultural land with inappropriate development. --- 

Non-renewable resources are to be recognized by identifying areas 

of potential sand, gravel and mineral resource extraction, and to 

direct development "so as not to constrain or conflict with non- 

renewable resource clevelopment . 'IE6 

This section also contains the only other actual requirement -- as 
opposed to encouragement -- in the policies. "In addressing 

resource development, municipalities are expected to, within the 

scope of their jurisdiction, utilize mitigative measures to 

minirnize possible negative impacts on surrounding areas and iand 
r i  127 uses. "Agriculture, sand and grave1 operations and sustainable 

7 -- -- I b i d .  
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development are where the strongest l a q u a g e  is found," Nemeth 

observed."~Simlar points of encouragement, and encouragement 

alone, are  set  out f o r  water resources, historical resources"' 

and the areas adjo in ing  transportation corridors."' 

Finally, under the heading residential development, the p o l i c i e s  

encourage municipalities to identify -- "in c o n s u l t a t i o n  with the 

l o c o l  housing industry" -- the need for housing, to accommodate a 
wide range of  housing t y p e s ,  to develop new areas in harmony with 

o l d  areas, to allow iirban infill housing and t o  review -- II in 

cooperation with the land development industry" -- t h e i r  c u r e n t  
' 7 7  developrnent standards and practices.--- 

The brief policy document, which under land-use patterns encouraged 

municipalities "to establish land use patterns which embody the 

principles of sustainable development, thereby contributing t o  a 

healthy environment, a healthy economy and a high quality of 

lifet tvi33 concludes with a summary of sometbing cal led The Alberta 
1 7 -  Vision of Sustainable Developrnent . - - -  This seemingly harrnless 

'Io ---Nemeth in terv iew,  op. c i  t . 
Use P o l i c i e s ,  

'"lbid., pp. 11-12. 

' " l b i d . ,  p .  1 2 .  

231bid., p .  6. 

I z 4 ~ n d o r s e d  by the Legislature i n  June 1992. 



120 

docüment exhorts Albertans, arnong other things, to adopt a "vision" 

in which "the quality of a i r ,  water and land is assured," "the 

economy is healthyrrr and "Albertans are responsible global 

citizens. These are fine sentiments, observes Nemeth, but they 

are thin grue1 for rnediating intermunicipal disputes or guiding 

planners. At best, he argues, this means al1 disputes have to be 

negotiated at the local le~e1.'~~ At worst, the lack of guidance in 

the new land use policies means "itls wide open -- there are no 

controls. Itls whatever the developer wants.""' 

INTERMUNICIPAL AGREEMENTS 

In March 1994, the A l b e r t a  Planning A c t  Discussion P a p e r  warned 

that " the  consequences of no provincial guidance maÿ inciude an 

increased number of intermunicipal disputes, further sprawl 

development (increasing the demand for infrastructure financinq), 

underutilized existing infrastructure, and an inefficient 

provincial highway ~ystem.""~ Virtually the same warning could be 

applied to the abandonment of regional planning -- hence, it can be 

argued, the emphasis in the MGA on facilitating intermunicipal 

planning structures. L a t e r  in 1994, i n  the Planning Act Proposals 

document, the governrnent ' s  approach was more explicit: "Neighboring 

rnunicipalities will be f u l l y  accountable to develop working 

s-bi d.  , p .  i. 

%ee Note 51, supra.  
1 - 4 7  -- Nemeth interview, op. cit. 
* 2 Q  - - -Mscuss ion  paper ,  s p .  c i t . ,  p.  7 .  
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mecnanisms t o  resoive intermunicipal and transboundary Issües. 

Resolut ion of disagreements must  be done in a short period of tirne 

y e t  provide sufficient due process for al1 affected parties in 

order t h a t  opportunities can be reali~ed.""~ 

In light of the o p t i o n a l  nature of the intermuriicipal planning 

provisions of t h e  1 9 9 5  MGA and t h e  apparent weakness of the r e l a t e d  

p l ann ing  CO-operation provisions of the 1996 Land Use ~olicies, '" 
observers are e n t i t l e d  to wonder how s e r i o u s  the goverment r e a l l y  

was about this stated objective. There is no doubt what planners 

think in the smaller towns around Calgary -- communities t h a t  have 

the most to lose from commercial development on their fringes. "Sow 

bad will it g e t ? "  asks Okotoks planner Quail. "That depends on how 

belligerent the rural municipalities are. ""' 

Rocky V i e w  p lanner  Linda Ratzlaff, a former regional planning 

commission staffer, obçerved that, " r i g h t  now, the regional p l a n  is 

totally gone and there are no c o n t r o l s  on what r e g i o n a l  

municipalities can develop. There were very limited choices before. 

Now a l 1  t h o s e  limits are o f f .  We could build a Canadian Tire or a 

Mazda plant anywhere we want -- including on the city'ç fringe."'" 

' 3 0  ---Proposais, op. cit., p. 25. 

"'"~unicipalities are encouraged to expand intexmunicipal 
planning efforts t o  address common planning issues, " etc. Land Use 
~ o l i c i e s ,  op. cit., p. 4. 

*. -'-Quail interview, op. c i t  . 
. * -  
- ' -Ratdaif  interview, op. ci t. 
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Quail warns that urbanized communities could end up waging 

bureaucrat ic  war on rural neighbors if the rural municipal 

districts develop harmful commercial strips outside town 

boundaries. "You would see the ugliest battle between t h e  town and 

the Mj), ' rx3 

Faced with the l o s s  of t a x  revenue to lower-taxed rural commercial. 

developrnents just outside their boundaries, towns l i k e  Okotoks and 

Blgh River -- both surrounded by the municipal district of 

Foothills -- would feel forced to retaliate b y  charging rural 

residents more for such shared services as the public library and 

sports facilities. Quail explained, "We'd end up with two classes 

of citizens, two systems of fire protection, two levels of 

recreation. Hockey registration for r u r a l  kids would go frorn $350 

t o  rnaybe $800 . . . Things would go to hell in a handbasket.""' 

That, Q u a i i  suggests, "would be a t r a v e s t y  o f  community'' as  

ordinary citizens i n  Foothills and Okotoks see their community. 

That gives him hope that common sense and goodwill will prevail on 

fringe development. "The community that we have here is not based 

on geopolitical boundaries, and I think i t  will prevail.""' 

Nevertheless, the absence of regional planning has sparked at least 

"'~uail interview, op. ci t. 

"'~uail interview, op. ci t. 

"'~uai.1 interview, op. ci t. 
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one other political b r u s h f i r e .  While Okotoks town officials worried 

about talk in Foothills of a commercial development just north of 

the town on the road to Calgary, Foothills and the town of High 

River fought a similar battle in the summer of 1996. Foothills 

proposed an industrial enclave right where High River officials 

wanted residential developrnent to go. In August, High River 

officials trooped to a Foothills councii meetings6 to plead 

iinsuccessfully against the land redesignation. Foothills council 

gave first and second reading to the commercial development 

applicaticn anyway? Nevertheless, while Foothills went ahead and 

adopted a bylaw allowing industrial development on the fringe of 

the town, by fa11 they bowed to pressure from t o m  officials, not 

t o  mention threats of  an appeal to the Municipal Government Board, 

and agreed to move the proposed industrial development "north about 

half a mile," explained planner Karl Nemeth. "Hopefully, we can 

resolve this locally, " he added. 

Other municpalities cornplain that their neighbors are willing to 

negotiate fringe agreements only -- not deal with the kind of 

broader intermunicipal i s s u e s  that would have been addressed by 

regional planning. The town of Canmore wants to negotiate 

environmental issues with the neighboring Municipal Eistr ic t  of 

L 4 6 ~ h e y  didnlt have far to go, the MD'S offices are located in 
the town of High River .  

' i 7 ~ k o t o k s  Western Wheel, "High River opposes redesignation, " 
14 Aug. 1996. 

"'~emeth interview, op. cit. 
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j i gho rn ,  sa id  town chief  administrative o f f i c e r  Glenn Fitman, "bur: 

t h e y ' r e  n o t  i n t e r e s t e d .  They o n l y  want t o  t a l k  about the  f r i n g e  

a rea . "  Yet Canmore and the MD need to n e g o t i a t e  wider  i s s u e s  " t h a t  

affect  e v e r y t h i n g  i n  o u r  valley, " said Pitman.  A s  a r e s u l t ,  he 

said, Canmore will press the p r o v i n c e  t o  implement a  system of 

bind ing  a r b i t r a t i o n  for d e a l i n g  with such q u e s t i o n s . L 4 3  

Neve r the l e s s ,  as w e  have seen, e l s ewhe re  i n  t h e  p rov ince  and even 

in t h e  p c l i t i c a l l y  d i v i d e d  Calgary area, m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  are  working 

on CO-operative relationships. This may n o t  s o l v e  environmental and 

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  issues t h a t  span an e n t i r e  region,  but it can 

rnitigate f r i c t i o n  on the urban fringe. 

In r e c e n t  months t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the old adversaries t h e  

city of Calgary and t h e  Municipal D i s t r i c t  of Xocky View, while n o t  

t h e  success some rural officiais d a i m ,  is working f o r  t h e  moment 

better than predicted by people  who were alarmed by t h e  collapse of 

r e g i o n a l  p l a n n i n g .  Indeed, t h e  two have led the way i n  

i n t e r m u n i c i p a l  agreements  -- be ing  the f i r s t  in t h e  o l d  Calgary 

Regional  P l a n n i n g  Commission's area o f  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  enter i n t o  

a formal i n t e r m u n i c i p a l  agreement -- i f  n o t  quite a full 

development plan as envisaged i n  t h e  MGA. By a g r e e i n g  t o  go ahead 

with t h e  fringe agreement ,  albeit one with a sunçet clause,  ftocky 

View and C a l g a r y  are seeking "the best o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a  con t inued  

:'%itmar, interview, op. ci t. 
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relationship between the 

In pitching the fringe deal to city council, Calgary administration 

officials described it as "a reasonable short-term alternative to 

the former urban f ringe provisions of the Calgary regional plan . . . 
the intermunicipal fringe agreement should a l s o  serve as a basis 

for p r e p a r a t i o n  of the intermunicipal development plan. ""' Rocky 

View Council approved the deal on AUCJUS~, 29, 1995; city coiincil 
: G'7 approved it on Sept. 5 . -  The agreement -- which expires upon 

approval of a full intermunicipôl development plan, or failing that 

on Sept. 1, 1997"3 -- essentially grandfathers and extends the 

f r i n g e  boundaries and policies of the old Calgary Regional Plan.'" 

"Certain uses are allowed at the discretion of the [municipal 

district] and certain other uses require agreement of city councii 

(whereas previously a Regional Plan Amendment would have been 

required. ) N ' s S  It operates on the principle that "lands within the 

' % i t y  of Calgary, Ternzs of Reference, 
Development P l a n ,  18 March 1996, Preamble. 

%ity of Calgary, Commissioners' Report to Council C93-74 ,  
"City council position on proposed MD of Rocky View intermunicipal 
fringe agreement," 5 Sept. 1995, p. 2. 

%ity of Calgary,  Council Minutes, 5 Sept. 1 4 9 5  regular 
meeting; City of Calgary Commissioners Report C95-74 ,  p. 2. 

l S 3 c i t y  of Calgary/MD of Rocky View Intermunicipal Fringe 
Agreement, Section 1. 

'54~ommissionersr report  C95-74, op. c i t .  
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urbar, f r i n g e  may u i t i m a t e l y  be p a r t  of the city of  Calgary (and)  

[ t l h e  e v e n t u a l  land use w i l l  t h e r e f o r e  be urban in nature and the 

planning  policies and p r i n c i p l e s  governing these lands  shall 

recogni  te t h i s  . ''"' 

The f r i n g e  agreement permi ts  a wide range of uses -- including 

country r e s i d e n t i a l  development i n  effect on Sept. 1, 1995 and a l 1  

development l e g a l l y  approved as  o f  t h a t  d a t e  -- a t  the d i s c r e t i o n  

of  Rocky V i e w  ~ounc i1 . " -  Uses pe rmi t t ed  but subject t o  ~ h e  

agreement of  city counci l  i n c l u d e  c o u n t r y  r e s i d e n t i a l ,  commercial, 

industrial ônd mixed-use development and hamlet expansion or 

subd iv i s ion  not  prev ious ly  approved. ''' 

Meanwhile, on March 15 c i t y  council approved t h e  s t a r t  o f  a f u X  

i n t e rmunic ipa l  development p l a n .  A day l a t e r ,  Rocky View councii 

approved the same."3 While rnainly ccncerned with the scheduling cf 

events ,  t h e  terms of  r e f e r e n c e  cal1 f o r  t he  p l a n n i n g  p rocess  t o  

include, once a d r a f t  p lan  i s  completed, " i n p u t  from landowners and 

r e s i d e n t s  through a series of open houses to i d e n t i f y  p lanning  

- - - - - - - 

" E ~ r i n g e  agreement, op. c i t . ,  s e c t i o n  3 .  
. C-.  

-=Fringe Agreement, s e c t i o n  4 .  

1 5 ' ~ r i n g e  agreement, op. c i  t., s e c t i o n  5 .  
' Z 3  

---Correspondence from Peter Kivis to, Rocky View municipal 
manager, t o  Frank Kosa, town of Chestermere chie£  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
o f f i c e r ,  28  March 1996 .  
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issues t o  be addressed. "16" Goals of the i n t e rmun ic ipa l  developmerit 

plan will inc lude :  to plan future servicing and transportation 

development and to protect l og ica l  sewer and storrnwater catchent 

a r e a s ;  t o  protect two p r imary  s o u r c e s  o f  drinking water, the BOW 

and Elbow rivers; and t o  i d e n t i f y  areas of existing country 

residential development and "establish urban overlay principles." 

The plan will also attempt to "establish the internunicipal 

planning process as the preferred means t o  address planning issues 

on a mutual bas is  ."16' 

According to Rocky View Reeve Bob Cameron, this approach has rneant 

the end of "people t a k i n g  cheap shots a t  each o t h e r  through t h e  

regional process. . . . Itl s worked ve ry  we11. ""' Indeed, Cameron 

d a i m s ,  negotiating development on the fringe between the t w o  

municipalities "has worked as (regional planning) shou ld  have in 

t h e  f i r s t  place. . . . We extended their (Calgary's) âreas of 

influence beyond what t h e y  would have been under the r eg ion .  " Rocky 

Viewls new relationship with the city has  been s o  successful, h e  

a s s e r t s ,  that agreements that simply wouldnl t  have been possible 

under the regional p lann ing  commission can be achieved. "Under the 

CRPC, it wouldn' t  have happened, it would have become a political 

'6%ty of Calgary/M.D. of Rocky V i e w ,  T e r m s  of Reference, 
Intermunicipal Development Plan, 18 March 1996, p. 2, p. 10. 

'Es~ameron in te rv iew,  op. cit. "Our r a t e p a y e r s  do not see the 
city and the MD l i k e  France and England. The border for them is 
v e r y  blurred." 
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footbail." Moreover, this success has encouraged other similar 

negotiations. "Word has spread that this little committee we had 

with the city of Calgary is working out very nicely," Cameron 

said. ''' 

And meanwhile, with their success in public view, both 

rnunicipalities are working toward similar agreements with other 

neighbors. Calgary  officials have struck an intermunicipal 

committee with Foothills, which borders the city on the south, to 

address issues that arise before a formal intermunicipal agreement 

is s igned.  It is like the similar comrnittee with Rocky View, 

approved in the fa11 of 1995 by Calgary city c~uncil.'~~ Still, in 

the absence of a formal intermunicipal agreement li ke that approved 

the çame n i g h t  with Rocky V i e w ,  let a lone  the old regional planning 

structure, the cornmittees are toothless: "The committee has no 

o f f i c i a l  legislative status or decision making authority, but 

members may share information, discuss matters of intermunicipal 

concern and make recommendations to their respective councils, " 

said a report to Calgaryts aldermen by city admini~trators.'~' 

Nevertheless, they are a forum for the resolution of disputes. 

i 63 Cameron interview, op. cit. 

'='~ity of Calgary, Commissioners ' Report to Council E 9 5 - 2 1 ,  
"Apppproval of the terms of reference for the M. D. of Rocky View and 
the M. D. of Foothills intermunicipal cornittees, " 5 Sept. 1995; 
Park interview, op. cit. 

'"~ommissioners ' report E95-21, op. ci t . 
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Meanwhile, Rocky View has concluded similar iringe agreements with 

Cochrane, a bedroom community of about 7,000 west of Calgary, and 

Airdrie, a community of about 12,000 j u s t  north of Calgary, plus an 

informal agreement with the town of Chestermere and regular 

meetings with officials from the rural towns of Irricana, Beiseker 

and Cr~ssfield.'~~ 

These bi-lateral successes are proof, Carneron adds heatedly, that 

the problem in the past was the process, not the people in 2ockÿ 

View. "I'm a supporter of regional planning," Cameron asserts. 

Tt's j u s t  that the (old) format was hopeless. . . . There was an 

underlying assumption that we were al1 a bunch of hicks and we 

would be putty in t h e  hands of s l i c k  developers. Well ..." Where 
are the bad developments? he asks. Likewise? Carneron responds, when 

supporters of regional planning claim environmental issues require 

a regional approach, Rocky View has proved that "we are no t  

environmental f elons . "16' 

a u t  believers in regional planning still suspect that disagreements 

may be waiting in the wings that cannot be solved by bi-lateral 

agreements that rnay or may not carry much weight  with municipal 

councillors. A f t e r  all, while there are no major disagreements 

right now, municipal councils change and so do the issues before 

them. 

' C C  ---Caneron interview, op. cit. 

'"cameron interview, op. ci t . 
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CHAPTER V -- CHARTING THE FUTURE 

"Please God," pleaded t h e  1980s Alberta bumper sticker, "g ive  u s  

ano the r  o i l  boom. This t ime w e  promise n o t  t o  piss it al1 away."' 

I n  f i r s t  w e e k s  of 1997, it had begun t o  look a s  i f  A l b e r t a n s '  

p r a y e r s  were going t o  be  answered. Calgary i n  p a r t i c u l a r  was 

walking t a l l :  There it was, the  B-word, i n  p r i n t .  ''The confidence 

is pa lpab le ,  " i n t o n e d  Maclean's i n  a cover  s t o r y  cal led Calgary, On 

Top of  t h e  World. "Calgary i s  booming -- c r e a t i n g  jobs ,  building 

houses,  expânding the economy at break-neck speed."' 

Even du r ing  1995, employment i n  Ca lgary  had been expanding 

s t e a d i l y .  Approximately 8 , 0 0 0  jobs  were added t h a t  year ,  a s  new 

investments  encouraged mig ra t ion  i n t o  t h e  c i t y .  Unemployment f e l l  

from n i n e  pe r  cent i n  1994 t o  8 . 1  per c e n t  in 1995 as Calgary  

a t t r a c t e d  about 11,000 net migrants  and t h e  c i t y ' s  popu la t ion  grew 

by more than  18,000.' By 1996, Maclean's  repor ted ,  C a l g a r y ' s  

' ~ a c l e a n  ' s ,  "Calgary on t o p  of t h e  world," 24 Feb. 1997 ,  p .  
13.  

' ~eck ,  R.A.D., The Calgary Economy t o  2001, C i t y  of  Calgary  
Finance Department, August 1996, p .  8 .  ( B e c k  is t h e  c i t y  of  
Calgaryls s e n i o r  co rpora t e  economist.) 

The c i t y ' s  popula t ion  according t o  t h e  1 9 9 6  civic census  iç 
767,590, an i n c r e a s e  of 1 7 , 9 8 6  from 1995 or a growth r a t e  of  2.3 
per  cent. A total of 40 p e r  c e n t  of  t h a t  growth r e s u l t e d  from 
n a t u r a l  growth ( 7 , 0 2 8  new c i t i z e n s ,  j u s t  under 600 p e r  month) and 
t h e  i n c r e a s e  from migra t ion  (10,958 people ,  o r  j u s t  under 1 , 0 0 0  p e r  
nonth)  made up 60 per  cen t  o f  Ca lga ry ' s  growth. "1996 growth 
represents a no t i ceab le  change fron 1993-95, years i n  which 
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iinemploÿment r a t e  had f a l l e n  t o  6.5 p e r  c e n t ,  compared with  a 

n a t i o n a l  rate o f  9.7 p e r  cent.' Many cornpanies cnose t o  r e l o c a t e  

s i g n i f i c a n t  o p e r a t i o n s  t o  Calgary i n  1995 -- i n c l u d i n g  CP R a i l ,  

Northern Telecom, Shaw Cable  and Suncor -- o f f s e t t i n g  t h e  expected 

1 3 ~ s  of  2 , 6 0 0  m i l i t a r y  j o b s  through t h e  c l o s i n g  o f  Canadian Forces 

8ase  Calgary th rough  1996 t o  1499.' Maclean's r e p o r t e d  that "signs 

of Ca lga ry ' s  f l o u r i s h i n g  economy were everywhere," c i t i n g :  

-The city's second-only-to-Toronto rank a s  a co rpora te  head-of f ice  

centre, home t o  92 of  t h e  F inanc ia l  p o s t t s  750  t o p  companies, 

compared w i t h  1 1 8  fo r  'Foronto6 

-3igh o i l  p r i c e s ,  w i t h  Canadian crude ave rag ing  $ 2 1 . 4 4  ÜS  per  

b a r r e 1  i n  1 9 9 6  and h i t t i n g  $26  i n  December 

-Corporate income tax r e c e i p t s  up  29 per c e n t  i n  t h e  1995-96  fiscal 

year, w i t h  manufac ture rs  paying more than mining and energy 

cornpanies for t h e  f i r s t  time 

441 .5 -pe r - cen t  apar tment  vacancy r a t e ,  and t h e  most housing s t a r t s  

per s a p i t a  of  any Canadian c e n t r e  i n  1996 

-An o f f i c e  vacancy r a t e  o f  9 .7  p e r  c e n t ,  f o u r  p o i n t s  lower than t h e  

popula t ion  growth remained s t eady  a t  abou t  10,600 people  p e r  year.  
1995's growth is a 60 p e r  c e n t  jump from t h e  c i t y ' s  average growth 
over t h a t  t h r e e - y e a r  p e r i o d . "  ( H a l l ,  Karen A. op cit., p .  31. 

' ~ a c l e a n ' s ,  op. c i t . ,  p .  15 

"This is somewhat mis lead ing ,  because C a l g a r y  i s  essentially 
one municipal  entity, whereas t h e  Toronto total does  n o t  i nc lude  
head o f f i c e s  i n  such ne ighbor ing  par t s  of  t h e  m e t r o p o l i t a n  area a s  
Miss issauga,  Scarborough and Ncr th  Y o r k .  
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And so, on March 11, 1997,  just days after posting a $2.2-billion 

surplus for 1996-1997,' Premier Ralph Klein's nearly revolctionary 

P r o g r e s s i v e  Conservative government swept back into power. Riding 

high on successful deficit-busting, the province ' s obvious 

prosperity and Klein's personal  popularity, the Tories increased 

their majority from 54 seats versus the Liberals' 29, to 63 againçt 

18 Liberals and two held by the New Democrats. Despite mild Tory 

disappointment that the Oppos i t ion  had managed t o  hang on at a l l ,  

to government supporters it seemed as if God was i n  His heaven and 

al1 was r i g h t  w i t h  t h e  world. Kleinf  s ha rd - r igh t  caucus  members 

were awarded the most impor t an t  cabinet posts. Reported the Calgary  

Herald:  "Premier Ralph Klein unveiled a 19-member cabinet ... that 
is expected t o  keep t h e  government on a f i s c a l l y  and s o c i a l l y  

conservative agenda."' 

Former municipal a£ fairs minis ter Steve West, the man who destroyed 

Alberta's system of  r e g i o n a l  planning, was rewarded with the job of 

ene rgy  minister. Oil industry leaders, to whom West was a relative 

stranger, were c a u t i o u s  but optimistic. "Steve West has a track 

record of believing i n  the market, " Canadian Association of 

-- - - - 

i~aclean's, op. cit., p. 15. 

' ibid. 

' ~ a l g a r y  Herald ,  "West in Energy s u p r i s e s ,  " 27 March 1997, p .  
A 2 .  
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Petroleum Producers p r e s i d e n t  David Manning t o l d  t n e  Heraid. 

"Nobody cculd confuse  Steve w i t h  a guy who likes goverment 

d i r e c t i o n  and i n t e r v e n t i o n .  "X There would n o t  be any b a c k s l i d i n g  

on the g o v e r m e n t ' s  hard-nosed approach t o  spending -- i n c l u d i n g  

spending on r e g i o n a l  planning.  

And boom tintes seem l i k e l y  t o  c o n t i n u e ,  for  a spell a t  leas t .  

A l b e r t a  is expec ted  t o  l e a d  Canadian economic growth u n t i l  a t  i e a s t  

2001,"  and Calgary i s  the economic leader of  Alberta, The Calgary 

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  p l a n  predicts t h a t  more than  233 ,000  jobs will ne 

created in Calgary between 1991 and 2024;" the city's c o r p o r a t e  
. - 

r e sou rces  depar tment  p r e d i c t s  3OO,OUO new jobs i n  t h e  sane pe r iod .  -' 

There were signs, t oo ,  t h a t  P.lbertars p a t t e r n  of economic boom and 

b u s t  would have i t s  t r a d i t i o n a l  e f f e c t  of spurring a renewal of 

i n t e r e s t  i n  r e g i o n a l  planning i n  t h e  Calgary area. For one t h i n g ,  

j u s t  a s  t h e  p r o v i n c i a l  goverment  had set  in motion p o l i c i e s  t o  

abandon planning,  p r o s p e r i t y  and s o c i a l  and dernographic trends were 

d r i v i n g  expens ive- to-se rv ice ,  ha rd - to -a s s imi l a t e  country 

r e s i d e n t i a l  development on t h e  city's f r i n g e  as never before .  "Ten 

"~eck, op. ci t . ,  pp. 6-7; Hall, Karen A., C a l g a r y ' s  E'uture 
G r o w t h ,  Protecting Q u a l i t y  of L i f e  t o  2024 and Beyond, City of  
Calgary Aldermanic Office, October 1996, p. 30 .  

" > 
- - C i t y  of Calgary,  Calgary Transportation P l a n .  1995, 2-4, 

ci ted  by Hall, op. c i t . ,  pp. 34-35 .  

'"ail, op .  c i t . ,  p .  34.  
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years  ago, about f ive  per cent of the houses  built in the region 

were outside the city, " observed Doug Beck, the city of Calgary's 

senior corporate economist. "Now about 10 to 15 per cent are. It 

varies, but it's a substantive growth factor. "" Country 

residential development, said Ald. Bob Hawkesworth, "is a l i f  estyle 

option that should be available. But it shouldn't act as a physical 

barr ier  to the growth of the city at urban densities" -- afid, 

poorly planneci, "it has that effect."" 

"What r eg iona l  planning d i d  was protect an iirban fringe on the 

immediate boundaries of Calgary. Tt protected this corridor a l 1  

aroilnd the city into which it could expand, and which the citÿ 

could annex," Hawkesworth said. He argues that, despite having to 

b u i l d  an infrastructure system big enough for the entire popalation 

of Red Deer every year, the combination of uni-city goverment and 

a strong regional planning commission have meant "that we have a 

better, more efficient city, more cost effective £rom a taxpayersT 

point of view than we would have had if a regional structure had 

not been in place. "16 

And ncw, said Beck, a study of the areaf s demographics suggest more 

serious challenges to corne, possibly "horrendous problems, 

administratively and politically," l i k e  those faced in the Greater 

"~nterview with Doug Beck, 9 Jan. 1997. 
. : 
--Hawkesworth interview, op. cit. 

'"awkesworth interview, op. ci t. 
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Vancoüver Regional District and Metro Toronto.  "There are emerging 

problerns out there: I've got a Baby Boomer shift t h a t ' s  go ing  to 

take place in the next 10 or 15 years.  . . . No one really knows 

where the Boomers are going t o  f a l l .  A lot of Boomers can't afford  

to retire to B.C. any more. They're going to have t o  move some 

place l i k e  Cochrane. If they decide to move to Turner Valley o r  

B lack  Diarnond, then we've g o t  a regional problem." Beck went on: 

"What happens i f  they decide to move t o  Cochrane or Black Diamond? 

I could have regional cities of 25,000 people  p o t t e d  around 

Calgary. Then I ' d  have a very, very d i f f i c u l t  administrative 

problem without a regional  planning group."" 

Right now, said B e c k ,  "there are emerging problems." For example, 

the Elbow Valley coun t ry  residential development up the Elbow River  

west  of  t h e  city, "over which we have no cont ro l . ""  According t o  

H a w k e s w o r t h ,  that development poses a threat t o  the city's water 

supply. "Werve g o t  a problem on the Elbow upstream from the 

Glenmore Reservoir w i t h  a country residential developrnent t h a t  is 

approaching urban densities."" 

Indeedr east of the city another large development in the village 

of Langdon has been approved by the MD of Rocky View -- giving rise 
t o  the p o s s i b i l i t y ,  acco rd ing  t o  p l anne r  Karl Nemeth, of a huge, 

- - 

' ' ~ e c k  interview, op. cit. 

''~eck interview, op. c i t .  

'g~awkesworth  in terview,  op. c i  t. 
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unorgan ized  hamlet arising like a new Sherwood P a r k  on C a l g a r y ' s  

eastern f l a n k . "  That 1950s-era Edmonton-area suburb i s  t o d a y  b i g  

enough t o  be a c i t y ,  s t i l i  a  i a r  c r y  f rom Langdon even w i t h  its 

c u r r e n t  plans f o r  a 350-home hous ing  p r o j e c t  f o r  what t h e  Calgary  

Eera ld  c a l l e d  "country-minded C a l g a r i a n s  w i l l i n g  to commute. "" The 

v i l l a g e  20 kilornetres east of Calgary,  which no t  long ago r i s k e d  

becoming a ghos t  town, now expects a  popu la t ion  of 1,500 i n  f i v e  

years ." T h e  danger  w i th  t h a t ,  s a y s  Calgary  Mayor A l  Duerr, is that 

cornmunities l i k e  Langdon can go t he  r o u t e  of  t h e  Sumi-er V i l l a g e  of  

Chestermere Lake j u s t  east of the c i t y  on Highway 1, which grew 

wi th in  a few years from a r i n g  o f  summer c o t t a g e s  to a substantiai 

bedroom suburb  t h a t  soon g a i n e d  l e g a l  s t a t u s  as a town. "Our 

concern i s  t h a t  at a c e r t a i n  p o i n t  t h e y  g e t  s o  rnany houses t h e y  can 

p e t i t i o n  t o  become a  Chestermere ,"  adding ano the r  m u n i c i p a l  
- - 

j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  t h e  r eg ion ,  e x p l a i n e d  Dnerr.-' 

Already Langdon is c r e a t i n g  problems of t h e  sort t h a t  r e g i o n a l  

p lanning could  ameliorate.  Sewage from the town is being fed i n t o  

a  man-made lagoon vhere natural p r o c e s s e s  can " t r e a t "  it o v e r  time. 

When Rocky View o f f i c i a h  approved t h e  l a t e s t  phase of t h e  p rob len ,  

t h e y  knew the  growing community's popu la t ion  would exceed t he  

'"emeth i n t e rv i ew,  op. c i  t .  

" ~ a l g a r y  H e r a l d ,  " I t l s  boom tirne f o r  lucky L i t t l e  Langdon," 
SC J a n .  1997,  p .  Al. 

- 2  --Duerr interview, op. ci t. 
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l agoon1s  c a p a c i t y ,  but t hey  assumed 

i n t o  t he  water system maintained 

t h e y  could  f l u s h  e x t r a  waste  

by the neighbor ing  Westerr. 

I r r i g a t i o n  Distr ict .  The i r r i g a t i o n  d i s t r i c t  was w i l l i n g  to ag ree ,  

b ü t  a t  a price -- a price t h e  municipal  district was unwilling t o  

pay. So, f o r  now, municipal  c o u n c i l l o r s  have vo ted  t o  s t a l l  t h e  

p r o j e c t  until t h e  sewage issue is resolved, a d e c i s i o n  t h a t  has 

l e f t  t h e  developer fuming. "They want t o  c o l l e c t  t a x e s  (frorn t h e  
- * 

development) ,  b u t  t h e y  d o n ' t  want t he  outcome," he charged.-' 

Developments l i k e  Langdon and Elbow Val ley ,  which w i l l  oniy 

i n c r e a s e  i f  t h e  economy cont inues  t o  boom, will keep r e g i o n a l  

problems on t h e  b o i l .  A s  Prof.  F.A. Laux s a i d  i n  1 9 7 9 ,  'lit is 

obvious t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  planning cannot  be c a r r i e d  out by l o c a l  

g o v e r m e n t  u n i t s  i r i  isolation from one another."" Concludes c i t y  

economist Beck: "There i s  a  c o n t i n u i n g  need, despite what the 

province t h i n k s ,  f o r  p lanning i n  t h e  r e g i ~ n . " ' ~  

From Mayor Duerr's p o i n t  of view, a new kind of regional structure 

t o  r e p l a c e  t h e  o l d  system of r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing  is t h e  answer -- and 

he vows t o  q u i e t l y  lobby t h e  p rov ince  f o r  it. After all, he 

sugges t s ,  t h e  g o a l  is consistent w i t h  the p r o v i n c e ' s  economically 

conse rva t ive  agenda.  "In t h e  absence of  r e g i o n a l  p lanning  and a co- 

o p e r a t i v e  mechanism," Duerr  e x p l a i n s ,  "you have t o  look a t  it i n  

? d 

- 'Ca lgary  Heraid, 20 Jan. 1997, op. cit. 
9 E -%aux, op. c i t . ,  p. 21. 
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t h e  c o n t e x t  of j u r i s d i c t i o n .  And if people are serious about less 

govermen t  and more effective government, you're going to see fewer 

jurisdictions. . . . I think that ultimately, yourre going to see 
fewer municipal jurisdictions, like it or not . "" 

Duerr, t h e r e f o r e  proposes a form of regional government under the 

single jurisdiction of Calgary city council, in which Calgary would 

"take over  t h e  administration of Rocky View and Foothills . . . (and)  

j u s t  run it 

rural seats 

services if 

as a rural area." You could create two or four more 

on city counc i l ,  and "allow people to pay for rural 

they want rural services, urban taxes if they want 

urban services. Everyone would get automatic fire service and 

ambulance and 911. You could cal1 it the Calgary Region, or Greater 

Calgary, or something like that ."" 

Towns within the t w o  municipal districts would be able to annex the 

rural land as they grow, maintaining their political independence - 
- a t  least  until t h e y  grew contiguous with the city. "This one 

would be a piece of cake," Duerr enthuses. "It's conceptually so 

simple, why wouldnTt you do it? It seems so 10gical."'~ 

To Rocky View's Reeve Bob Cameron, Duerr's plan smacks of a reprise 

of regional planning, with everything Rocky View hated about the 

''~uerr interview, op. ci t. 
-3 --Duerr interview, op. cit. 

2 3 ~ u e r r  interview, op. ci t . 
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system. Duerrqs idea,  he says, is "poiitically impossible. P u t t i n g  

us in a deal that cornes to votes doesn't help us. We could never  

win by joining a p o l i t i c a l  group w i t h  ~oliath."'" 

aut Duerr predicts conf i d e n t l y  that , without regional solut ions 
li ke his Greater Calgary idea, broad-based political pressure will 

return the area to some form of regional planning. "The ideological 

bent (of the Klein goverment) w a s  w e f r e  going to remove the cost 

to the individual, and let's not worry about the cost to the 

public. But the costs of bad development are immense -- and  those 

are public costs. Short-term economic gains create long-term 

economic liabilities. "" 

Meanwhile, as the economy does well, Alberta's cyclical interest in 

regional planning has already percolated beyond the politicai 

level. In February 1997, the Calgary Chamber of Commerce announced 

a forum on regional planning that would atternpt to a n s w e r  the 

questions: "Now that there is no formal regional planning process 

in place, do w e  need one?; and if we do what are the issues that 

such a process should address?"'"out 200 officials and business 

people were invited, at a substantial fee, to "seek consensus on 

the need for, and attributes of, a more forrnalized process to 

'3~ameron interview, op. cit. 

' '~uerr  interview, op. ci t . 
"~algary Chamber of Commerce, untitled C a l g a r y  and Regional 

Area Forum background paper, 24  Feb.  1997. 
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exchange ideâs for our f u t u r e .  "'' Said a n o t h e r  Chamber handout : "Tne 

purpose of  the forum is t o  identify how w e  take advantage of t h e  

current climate f o r  change and to assess t h e  advan tages  and 

disadvantages of d i f ferent  r e g i o n a l  planning approaches to manage 

tne significant growth we will see over the next 20 years."" 

But the Chamber's plans came a c roppe r  when p o t e n t i a l  rural 

delegates r e a c t e d  w i t h  indifference or  h o s t i l i t y .  Many ca l l ê r s  

seemed t o  t h i n k  the proposed forum was a n  a t t e m p t  t o  reimpose the 

o l d  form of regional  planning on the area, said con fe r ence  

o r g a n i z e r  David Millican. ''Some of  t h e  feedback w e  g o t  l e f t  u s  

f e e l i n g  there was tremendous animosity from some of the smaller 

r n u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  There seems t o  be a n  attitude out t h e r e  in the area 

beyond Calgary t h a t  the l a s t  thing t h e y  want is another regional 

planning expe r i ence . "  As a r e s u l t  of this -- t o  them -- unexpected 
- * 

setback, the Chamber pulled the plug on its conference idea . "  

There is support i n  the Calgary business community for r e g i o n a l  

p lann ing ,  a chagr ined  Millican concluded . "You can either react to 

these cycles, or you can get your s t u f f  together and talk about 

these t h i n g s  before t h e  crisis. But it w i l l  p robab ly  t ake  some 

" ~ a l g a r y  Chamber of Commerce, Who is P l a n n i n g  Our Future? 18 
March 1 9 4 7 .  Emphasis added. 

j51nterview w i t h  David Millican, C a l g a r y  Chamber of Commerce, 
31 March 1 9 9 7 .  
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l e v e l  of d i scornfor t  t o  m o t i v a t e  t h e s e  p e ~ p l e . " ' ~  

As weil as Alberta's historical p r e c e d e n t s  for j u s t  such a b u i l d u p  

of  support  for r e g i o n a l  p l a n n i n g ,  n o t e s  Rocky V i e w  p l anne r  Linda 

R a t z l a f f ,  there are more r e c e n t  examples elsewhere i n  Canada f o r  

j u s t  such a development.  "Other  provinces" -- l i k e  O n t a r i o  and 

B r i t i s h  Columbia -- "have done this b e f o r e ,  and t hey ' ve  a l 1  come 

back t o  r e g i o n a l  planning."" 

"The whole sy s t em ( i n  Alberta)  was highly regôrded .  A l o t  o f  places 
7 s  

were look ing  a t  model l ing  thernselves  on A l b e r t a , "  sa id  R a t z 1 a f f . - -  

High River  planner Karl Nemeth agreed: "Alberta was the North 

American model,  i n  fact i t  was t h e  wor ld  model ."  And B.C. and 

A l b e r t a ,  after dumping r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing ,  "have s t a r t e d  r e i n v e n t i n g  

t h e  wheel.  "" 

"Sometimes," concluded R a t z l a f f ,  "you have t o  take a step back in 

order t o  t a k e  two steps forward."'" 

I van  Robinson, t h e  gent lemanly  former head of t h e  Calgary Regiona i  

P lann ing  Commission, gloornily p r e d i c t s  t h a t  t h e  Calgary area w l l l  

' 5 ~ i i l i c a n  i n t e r v i e w ,  op. ci t. 
- - 
"Ratzlaf f interview, op. c i  t .  

' ' ~ a t z l a f f  i n t e r v i e w ,  op. cit. 

"~emeth i n t e r v i e w ,  op. c i  t. 

' ' ~ a t z l a f f  h t e r v i e w ,  op. c i t .  



142 

be t a k i n g  a ra ther  l a r g e  step backward b e f o r e  it  steps forward 

again. Robinson emerged in 1 9 9 6  as  chief executive officer of the 

3 . C .  gove rmen t ' s  Columbia Basin Trust i n  Nakusp, B.C." 'rom t h a t  

l i t t l e  town in B.C.'s southeastern wilderness, Robinson foresees 

the p r e s s u r e s  he i s  sure w i l l  soon r e v i v e  regional planning  i n  

A lbe r t a .  Indeed, he n o t e s ,  t h e  p r e s s u r e  would be s t r o n g e r  now had 

the econcmy rebounded sooner .  I f  it had, h e  says, "you would see 

more evidence of the  disaster around Calgary. 

"You're now go ing  to get urban development i n  r u r a l  areas which 

will evolve i n t o  several municipalities over one urban area,"  h e  

says. "Then you will create a problem that w i l l  have t o  be solved 

by r e g i o n a l  p lanning .  Itls j u s t  s o  obvious that thatls whatls going 

to happen . "" 

Despite what he called a long-lived example in Alberta, Simon 

Fraser University planner  Gerald Hodge has termed r e g i o n a l  p l a n n i n g  

i n  Canada t h e  Cinderella Discipline. "Regional  planning ... is 
always something of an outsider in t h e  Canadian governing system. 

There is no i n s t i t u t i o n a l  base t o  which to a t tach  it; it must make  

a place for i t s e l f  among, nay between,  a l ready ensconsed 

" ~ o b i n s o n  in te rv iew,  op. cit. 

" ~ o b i n s o n  interview, op. ci t. 
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Such jurisdictions, it might be added, do not suffer political 

cornpetition lightly. As Jane Jacobs has suggested, city states maÿ 

s t i l l  be the worldfs natural econornic ünits," but in the modern 

world municipalities and other local authorities are denied 

meaningful  power by the state. "Municipal insignificance is 

implicit in the ordering principles of modernity: the state and the 

market," wrote University of Victoria p o l i t i c a l  scientist Warren 

Magnuson. "The denial to municipalities and other local authorities 

of any inherent jurisdiction was fundamental to the establishment 

of state sovereignty. "(' 

There can be no doubt that in t h e  early 1990s, rnunicipalities in 

Alberta felt beleagured and stripped of the power to act 

effectively by the increasing reluctance of senior governments to 

continue financinq their operations, indeed their tendency tc 

"download" costs on t o  muncipalities, and their own dif f iculties 

controlling costs and r a i s i n g  additional f unds  . But , ironically, 
regional planning in Alberta -- especially in the Calgary region -- 

-- - - - - - - - 

"~odge, Gerald. "Regional Planning: The Cinderella 
Discipline," 1996, Canad ian  Institute of Planners Webpage, 
(http://www.cip-icu.ca/plan75/hodge-eng.html). 

"Sec Jane Jacobs, C i t i e ç  and the W e a l t h  of Nat ions  (Random 
House, New York, 7 9 8 4 ) .  

''~arren Magnuson, "The Political 
Municipality, " ~ity ~ a ~ a z i n e  ( V o l .  11, No. 
pp. 25-26. 

Insignificance of the 
2, ~inter/Spring 1 9 9 C ) ,  
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a l s o  suf fe red  from t h e  add i t i ona l  l i a b i l i t y  of i t s  ve ry  

e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  It worked, and hence it was subject t o  p o l i t i c a l  

p r e s s u r e s .  

But "why is planning  p o l i t i c a l ? "  asked Guy Benveniste i n  Mastering 

the P o l i t i c s  o f  Planning. "Because it m a k e s  a d i f f e r e n c e .  When 

p lann ing  makes a d i f f e r e n c e ,  something i s  changed t h a t  would not 

have changed otherwise. Thi s  irnplies s o c i a l  power has been 

u t i l i ~ e d . " ' ~  For  good o r  f o r  ill, the Calga ry  Regional Planning 

Commission made a d i f f e r e n c e .  That c r e a t e d  p o l i t i c a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

that, i n  t h e  end, e f f e c t i v e l y  killed it. But p a t t e r n s  o f  

development -- often e s t a b l i s h e d  e a r l y  i n  an a r e a ' s  h i s t o r y  -- t e n d  

t o  repeat themselves as economic development, d e c i s i o n  making 
* - 

p r o c e s s e s  and migra t ion  p a t t e r n s r e i n f o r c e  t h e  t r ends  of  t h e  past.' 

"The n o s t  probable f u t u r e  p a t t e r n  w i l l  t h e r e f o r e  resemble that of 

t h e  past . l t4? 

We have seen how, i n  t h e  c a s e  of Alberta, a p a t t e r n  o f  economic 

boom and b u s t  has been parallelled by a p a t t e r n  of waxing ar?d 

waning i n t e r e s t  i n  r e g i o n a l  p l ann ing .  I f ,  as Ivan Robinson and 

others have so  often sugges ted ,  t h e  Calgary r e g i o n ' s  booming 

economy i n e v i t a b l y  s p u r s  renewed i n t e r e s t  i n  r eg iona l  planning,  it 

%enveniste, Guy. Mastering the Po l i  t i c s  of P l a n n i n g  (Jossey- 
Bass P u b l i s h e r s ,  San Francisco,  1 9 8 9 ) ,  p. 2.  

" ~ a v i d  Gillingwater and D .A. Hart, The Regional p l a n n i n g  
Process (Saxon House, Westmead, Farnborough, Hants, 1 9 7 8 ) ,  p. 156.  
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seems reasonable to conclude t h a t  the Cinderella D i s c i p l i n e  ir, 

Alber ta  may yet enjoy another evening in glass slippers. 
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APPENDIX 1 

J u r i s d i c t i o n s  of  t h e  Calgary Regional Planning Commission 

*Calgary Regional Planning Commission map, 
from Urban Land and L o t  Supply i n  t h e  
Calgary Region, CRPC, 1 9  9 1. 
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