AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF
THE COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF ONOWAY
HELD ON THURSDAY, JANUARY 24, 2019 IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS
OF THE ONOWAY CIVIC OFFICE AT 7:00 P.M.

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
- as is, or with additions or deletions

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
@ ]—-‘-'L - January 10, 2019 Regular Council Meeting

4. APPOINTMENTS/PUBLIC HEARINGS - n/a

ﬂa 5’?«5. FINANCE - January 22, 2019 — Revenue and Expense Report
6. POLICIES & BYLAWS
7. ACTION ITEMS

a) Winter Sidewalk Clearing Survey Comments — further to discussions at the October,
November and January Council meetings, Council has asked that Administration
resurvey residents with respect to their comments on our winter sidewalk street
clearing pilot project. Council was also to seek direct feedback from residents and
bring their comments to this meeting. Survey results will be presented at meeting
time, and Jason will be prepared to speak with respect to Public Works. (for
discussion and direction as given by Council at meeting time)
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Onoway — ATCO Presentation — please refer to the attached January 15, 2019 email
from Troy Grainger, Executive Director of Growth Alberta, advising that ATCO has
formed a Telecom division to look at franchise agreements to deploy fibre in smaller
rural communities to improve internet connectivity. ATCO is presenting at the County
of Barrhead Council Chambers on January 28, 2019 from 10:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.
This certainly ties into future development in and around Onoway and | recommend
attendance. (fo authorize attendance of Council and Administration or accept for
information)

Mutual Aid Fire Agreement Amending Agreement — please refer to the attached
Amending Agreement to the Mutual Aid Fire Agreement between Lac Ste. Anne
County and the Town of Onoway which amends Appendix A Fee Schedule. This has
already been approved by Lac Ste. Anne County. (fo approve the amending
agreement and ratify execution of same)

Regional Revenue and Cost Sharing Committee — please find attached the October
30, 2017 Final Report entitted An Analysis of Options: Regional Revenue/Cost
Sharing prepared by Applications Management Consulting Ltd. evaluating how afl Lac
Ste. Anne County municipalities can work together to improve efficiencies in service
delivery. (to accept for information the Consultant’s reports and addendums)

Agriculture for Life (Ag for Life) — please refer to the January 2019 letter from Luree
Williamson, Chief Executive Officer of Ag for Life requesting a donation in the amount
of $1,500.00 to support their Rural Safety Mobile Unit which educates, encourages
and promotes safety on the farm and is aimed at educating rural grade 4 to 12
students. This is new and the Town does support the Farm Safety — Safety Smarts
Program. | am not sure of the benefit of supporting this program. (accept for
information or some other direction as given by Council)

The Alberta Order of Excellence — please refer to the January 7, 2019 letter from
Andrew Sims, Chair, The Alberta Order of Excellence, requesting nominations of
Albertans who have made significant contributions to the lives of other Albertans. The
deadline for submissions is Friday, February 15, 2019. (for discussion regarding a
nominee, to accept for information or some other direction as given by Council)



g) Minister's Awards for Municipal Excellence — please refer to the January 15, 2019

letter from Honourable Shaye Anderson, Minister, seeking nominations of worthwhile

R)/&iﬂ" recipients in five categories, and, if chosen by the Review Committee, one award for
aoﬂ—outstanding achievement. The five categories include: Innovation; Partnership; Safe

Communities; Smaller Municipalities and Larger Municipalities. Submission deadiine
is March 29, 2019. (for discussion regarding a nominee, to accept for information, or
some other direction as given by Council)

h) Community Generation Capacity Building Program (CGCB) - please refer to the
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January 15 2019 emaii from Klay Dyer, providing information regarding the above

“program whose purpose is to fund projects with activities focused on the pre-
development of a specific community generation facility or development of community
generation projects. Administratively we are unfamiliar with this program, but are
trying to learn more about it. The deadline for applications is February 22, 2019. (for
discussion and direction as given by Council at meeting time)

Summer Village of Sandy Beach request regarding Onoway Lagoon — please refer to
the January 10, 2019 request from Rudolf Liebenberg, Chief Administrative Officer
(CAOQ) of Sandy Beach to extend their wastewater haul contact when it expires in April,
2019. We will also consider Sunrise Beach's access at the same time. In 2018, the
Town received $29,512.00 in fees from these two summer villages which went directly
into a reserve account. We have had no concerns with accepting their effluent and
are recommending continuation for a 2 year term. (recommend a 2 year extension,
or some other direction as given by Council at meeting time)

Alberta’s Police Act Review — please refer to the January 9, 2019 email from the
Alberta Police Act Review Team notifying Council of an upcoming survey for elected
or administrative representatives from municipalities and indigenous communities to
provide perspectives on the impact of this legislation and on aspects that require
revision or clarification. The survey results are intended to form the next steps in the
Act's review and has been assessed by Brian Roberts, whose comments are attached
for Council’s information. (for discussion and direction as given by Council at meeting
time)



8. COUNCIL, COMMITTEE & STAFF REPORTS

a) Mayor's Report
b) Deputy Mayor’s Report
c¢) Councillor's Reports (x 3)
d) CAO Report
- Onoway Public Library Update\Census Training
- CPAC Meeting Report from Brian Roberts
- Utility/Budget discussion
e) Public Works Report
P9 930 - Cornell University Certificate in Project Management

9. INFORMATION ITEMS

Pq A3I = a) Community Peace Officer Report -December 2018

L.'L
83 b) Alberta Municipal Affairs — January 11, 2019 letter from Honourable Shaye
25 5/ Anderson, Minister, approving our application for funds for the Twp 544 and RR21
% Road Rehabilitation in the amount of $44,200.00 under the Gas Tax Fund (GTF)
partnership with the Government of Canada

qu%% ~ ¢) 2017 Financial Indicator Graphs prepared by Municipal Affairs for Onoway

d) Rural Municipalities of Alberta (RMA) Membership Fee and Patronage Rebate -

December 31, 2018 letter from Gerald Rhodes, Executive Director and Duane

Pg 95 ’f’ Gladden, Director of Business Services, advising of the Town’s membership fee of
$204.75 and a patronage rebate of $76.77

9H -e) AUMA 2019 Annual Membership Renewal — January 8, 2019 letter from Dan Rude,
N5, CEO, advising of a 2% increase in membership fees for a total of $2,114.54

P H 5:}_ f) Alberta Culture and Tourism — January 10, 2019 letter from Jeff Brinton, Executive
9 20 Director, Arts Branch/Alberta Foundation for the Arts enclosing artist postcards

Pg Q [p l g) Alberta Health Services — Dementia Advice available through Health Link 811
: poster
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)

10. CLOSED SESSION - Pursuant to Section 197(2) of the Municipal Government Act
and Section 21(1) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy
Act (FOIP) ~ Disclosure Harmful to Intergovernmental Relations (x2)

11. ADJOURNMENT

12. UPCOMING EVENTS:

- February 7, 2019 — Regular Council Meeting 9:30 a.m.

- February 14, 2019 - Regular Council Meeting  7:00 p.m.

- February 15, 2019 - Municipal Law Seminar 8:30 am.
Edmonton (Radisson Hotel)

- March 7, 2019 - Regular Council Meeting 9:30 a.m.
- March 21, 2019 — Regular Council Meeting 7:00 p.m.
- April 4, 2019 — Regular Council Meeting 9:30 a.m.
- April 18, 2019 - Regular Council Meeting 7:00 p.m.

- April 29, 2019 - May 1, 2019 - Community
Planning Ass’n Conf — Red Deer



TOWN OF ONOWAY

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
THURSDAY, JANUARY 10, 2019

COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE ONOWAY CIVIC OFFICE

PRESENT

Mayor:

Deputy Mayor:
Councillor:
Councillor:

Judy Tracy
Lynne Tonita
Jeff Mickle
Wade Neilson
Administration:.  Wendy Wildman, Chief Administrative Officer
Jason Madge, Public Works Manager
Debbie Giroux, Recording Secretary

Absent: Councillor Pat St. Hitaire

CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Judy Tracy called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m.

AGENDA
Motion #001/19

MOVED by Councillor Wade Neilson that Council approve the
agenda of the regular Council meeting of Thursday, January 10,
2019 as presented.

CARRIED

MINUTES
Motion #002/19

Motion #003/19

MOVED by Councillor Jeff Mickle that the minutes of the Thursday,
December 20, 2018 regular Council meeting be approved as
presented.

CARRIED

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that the minutes of the
Wednesday, December 19, 2018 regular Council Policies Review
meeting be approved with the following amendment:

Page 2 — Motion #475/18 should read:
“MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita (NOT Tonika) ...”

CARRIED

APPOINTMENTS/PUBLIC
HEARINGS

n/a

FINANCE

n/a

POLICIES & BYLAWS
Motion #004/19

MOVED by Councillor Wade Neilson that the Tendering Policy C-
FIN-TEN-1, be approved as presented.
CARRIED

G
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TOWN OF ONOWAY

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

THURSDAY, JANUARY 10, 2019

COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE ONOWAY CIVIC OFFICE

ACTION ITEMS
Motion #005/19

Motion #006/19

Motion #007/19

Motion #008/19

Motion #009/19

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that Council approve the
appointment of the following 2 Clerks and 4 Board members to the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) as per the
agreement with Emily House/Milestone Municipal Services:

Clerks — Emily House and Cathy McCartney
Board Members — Denis Meier, Rainbow Williams, Don Dobing and
John Roznicki

CARRIED

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that Council approve a
2019 Interim Operating Budget equal to %2 of the 2018 approved
Operating Budget, and that this 2019 Interim Operating Budget
cease to have any effect once the 2019 Operating Budget is
approved.

CARRIED

MOVED by Councillor Jeff Mickle that Administration request
Alberta Transportation to erect blue Onoway signs on Highway 43
northbound and on Highway 37, similar to the sign that has been
installed for southbound traffic on Highway 43 just before the
Onoway turnoff, and also to request that an additional sign for the
RV Dump Station be included on all.

CARRIED

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that the Town involve
citizens in a contest to submit ideas for a new Town slogan and a
new Town logo. There will be a prize offered for the winning slogan
and the winning logo each consisting of a $100 gift card for a movie
theatre and a charitable donation of $100 to a local Onoway
organization as chosen by the winner. The deadline for
submissions is April 30, 2019. Additionally, the Town will consider
sponsoring a Legion Friday Night Dinner where the top
submissions can be displayed and voted on by members of the
public. At this time, the Town is not committing to a change of
slogan and logo, we are simply considering options for change.

CARRIED

MOVED by Councillor Jeff Mickle that the Town approve and ratify
execution of the agreement between the Town and WiBand
Communications Corp for the installation of communication
equipment on the roof of the Town Administration Building to
service Academy Fabricators.

CARRIED
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TOWN OF ONOWAY

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES
THURSDAY, JANUARY 10, 2019
COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE ONOWAY CIVIC OFFICE

Motion #010M19

Motion #011/19

Motion #012/19

Motion #013/19

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that the rent charged to
Wildwillow Enterprises Inc. for rent of the south portion of the
Administration Office be increased from $700.00/month to
$750.00/month effective January 1, 2019.

CARRIED

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that Mayor Judy Tracy be
authorized to attend the City of Spruce Grove Council Social on
Saturday, January 26, 2019 at the Spruce Grove Elks Hall.

CARRIED

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that Councillor Wade
Neilson and Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita be appointed as the
Town's representatives on the Regional Recreation Committee,
with Mayor Judy Tracy appointed as alternate, and CAO Wendy
Wildman appointed as the Administrative representative.

CARRIED

MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that the Town distribute
the Minister's Senior Service Award Nominations Package to
Onoway community groups for their information.

CARRIED

COUNCIL, COMMITTEE
8 STAFF REPORTS
Motion #014/19

Motion #0159

MOVED by Councillor Wade Neilson that the following individuals
be appointed to the Onoway Public Library Board:

1 year term: Mary Rehill and Terry Slemko (members at large)
2 year term: Jeff Mickle (Town elected), and Glen Usselman, Lorne
Olsvik and Larry Villeff (members at large)
3 year term: Lynne Tonita (Town elected) and George Vaughan
(member at farge)
CARRIED

MOVED by Councilior Wade Neilson that the verbal Council reports
and the written and verbal reports from the Chief Administrative
Officer and Public Works Manager be accepted for information as
presented.

CARRIED
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TOWN OF ONOWAY

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

THURSDAY, JANUARY 10, 2019
COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE ONOQWAY CIVIC OFFICE

L
9. INFORMATION ITEMS | MOVED by Deputy Mayor Lynne Tonita that Council accept the
Motion #016/19 | following items for information as presented:
a) Onoway Chamber of Commerce — Thank you postcard
regarding support of the Chamber Winter Gala;
b) Yellowhead Regional Library Board Executive
Committee Highlights — December 10, 2018.
CARRIED
10. CLOSED SESSION | n/a o
11. ADJOURNMENT | As all matters on the agenda have been addressed, Mayor Judy
Tracy declared the meeting adjourned at 11:10 a.m.
12. UPCOMING EVENTS January 24, 2019 Regular Council Meeting 7:00 p.m.
February 7, 2019 Regular Council Meeting 9:30 a.m.
February 14, 2019  Regular Council Meeting 7:00 p.m.
February 15, 2019  Municipal Law Seminar 8:30 am.
(Edmonton — TBD)
March 7, 2019 Regular Council Meeting 9:30 a.m.
March 21, 2019 Regular Council Meeting 7:00 p.m.
April 4, 2019 Regular Council Meeting 9:30 a.m.
__ ~ April 18, 2019 Regular Council Meeting 7:00 p.m.
Mayor Judy Tracy
Debbie Giroux
Recording Secretary
Page 4 of 4




TOWN OF ONOWAY

Revenue & Expense

General Description 2018 Actual 2018 Budget 2018 %
Ledger Variance
TOTAL TAXATION REVENUE (1,590,042.35)| (1,691,586.00) 99.90
TOTAL FIEQUISIT!OINIS l 374,951 .03I 370,606.00 101.17
TAX REVENUE AVAIII].ABLE FOR MUNII (1,215,091.32) (1,220,980.00) 99.52
TOTAL GENERAL F:E]VENUE ' (146,660.21) {149,000.00) 98.43
TOTAL LE(.':‘.ISLATI\;El EXPENSE l 114,531.22 113,165.00 101.21
SURPLUSIDEFICIT_[ LIE_GISLATIVE : 114,531.22 113,165.00 101.21
TOTAL ADMIN FIEVJEII‘JUE I {62,051.03) (54,426.00) 114.01
TOTAL ADMIN EXPIEII*ISE ' 536,650.01 538,561.00 99.65
SURPLUS/DEFICIT ]AIDMIN ; 474,598.98 484,135.00 98.03
TOTAL FIRE REVEI:ILIIE I (304,100.12) (302,029.00)| 100.69
TOTAL FIRE EXPEI'!!SIE l 332,709.59 325,572.ooi 101.88
FIRE SURPLUSIDELIICIT : 28,609.47 24,543.00 116.57
TOTAL DISASTER SIEIFWICES REV. l 0.00 0.00| 0.00
TOTAL DISASTER SIEIFIVICES EXPENé 4,760.00 7,121.00{ 66.84
DISASTER SUFIPLl:SllDEFICIT l 4,760.00 7,121.00 66.84
TOTAL AMBULANCIEJEEVENUE : {2,400.00) (2,400.00) 100.00
TOTAL AMBULANClEIEXPENSE ] 0.00 0.00 0.00
SURPLUS/DEFICIT IA:UIBULANCE . (2,400.00) (2,400.00) 100.00
TOTAL BYLAW RE\:'EINUE I (6,431.08)| {2,500.00) 257.24
TOTAL BYLAW EXI;EINSE I 12,392.74 14,500.00 85.47
BYLAW SURPLUSIIIJIIEHCIT I 5,961.65 12,000.00 49.68
TOTAL POLICING F:EIVENUE I (88,057.00)| (88,150.00) 99.89
ITOTAL POLICIING IE)](PENSE l 122,4as.tﬁ 120,570.00 101.59
|| 1 1




POLICING SURPLUS/DEFICIT 34,429.00 32,420.00 106.20
TOTAL PW REVENUE = (17,445.00) 0.00 0.00
TOTAL PW EXPENSE = 199,775.31 171,363.00 116.58
FW SURPLUSIDEFICIT = 182,330.31 171,363.00 106.40
TOTAL ROADS REVENUE = {4,886.50) {42,180.00) 11.58
TOTAL ROAD EXPENSE = 321,935.40 408,087.00 78.89
ROADS SURFLUSIDEFICT = 317,048.90 365,907.00 86.65
TOTAL STORM SEWER REVENUE 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL STORM SEWER EXPENSE 0.00| 2,000.00 0.00
STORN SEWER SURPLUSIDEFICT 0.00 2,000.00 0.00
TOTAL WATER REVENUE = (635,328.11) (629,720.00) 100.89
TOTAL WATER EXPENSE = 659,218.65 620,933.00 106.17
WATER SURPLUSIDEFICT = 23,890.54 (8,787.00) (271.89)
TOTAL SEWER REVENUE = (219,100.23) {219,166.00) 99.97
TOTAL SEWER EXPENSE —= 232,352.14 226,668.00 102.51
SEWER SURPLUS/DEFICIT = 13,251.90 7,502.00 176.64
TOTAL WASTE COLLECTIONREV {127,838.93) (128,000.00) 99,87
TOTAL WASTE COLLECT EXP = 84,645.31 119,020.00 7112
WASTE COLLECT SURPLUSIDEF (43,193.62) (8,980.00) 481.00
TOTAL FCSS REVENUE = (115,062.00) (116,312.00)| 98.93
TOTAL FCSS EXPENSE — 103,622.75 105,793.cﬁi 97.94
FCSS SURPLUS/DEFICIT = (11,439.25) {10,514.00) 108.30]
TOTAL PLAN REVENUE = (7,339.27) (12,400.00)| 59.19
TOTAL PLANNING EXPENSE = 20,676.97 22,190.ooi 93.18
PLANNING SURPLUSIDEFICIT = 13,337.70 9,790.00 136.24
TOTAL LAND REVENUE = 0.00 0.00 0.00
TOTAL LAND EXPENSE = 0.00 2,020.00 0.00
TAND SURFLUS/DEFIGIT = 0.00 2,020.00 0.00
TOTAL EDC REVENUE = (52,465.52)| (10,000.00) 524.66
TOTAL EDG EXPENSE = 52,240.66 26,034.00 200.66
EDC SURPLUSIDEFICIT = {224.86) 16,034.00 (1.40)
TOTAL REC PROGRAM REVENUE (745.00)] 0.00 0.00
L1 || 1




TOTAL REC PROGRAM EXPENSE 20,180.00 20,539.00 98.25
REC PROGRAM SURPLUS/DEFICIT 19,435.00 20,539.00 94.62
TOTAL PARKS REVENUE (10,864.93) (10,725.00) 101.30
TOTAL PARKS EXPENSE 139,583.76 126,182.00 110.62
PARKS SURPLUS/DEFICIT 128,718.83 115,457.00 111.48
TOTAL GULTURE EXPENSE 11,205.74 13,130.00 86.03
CULTURE SURPLUS/DEFICIT 11,295.74 13,130.00 86.03
TOTAL MISC EXPENSE 1,006.57 3,535.00 28.47
MISC SURPLUS/DEFICIT 1,006.57 3,535.00 28.47
TOTAL SURPLUS/DEFICIT (45,803.45) 0.00 0.00

*** End of Report ***




Wendz Wildman

From: manager@growthalberta.com
Sent: January 15, 2019 12:22 PM

To: ‘Wendy Wildman'

Subject: RE: Onoway - ATCO presentation
Wendy,

Yes it is ATCO and they have formed a Telcom division to look at deploying fibre in smaller rural communities. That said,
they are hoping to keep the ATCO name somewhat quiet until they formalize a few franchise agreements with pilot
communities.

The meeting itself is on January 28" at 10:30am to 12:30pm at the County of Barrhead Council Chambers. The
presentation will likely be from about 10:40 to about 11:40 as | am sure there will be some questions and discussion.

If you couid, please advise if you or anyone else will be attending. We are just looking for catering and room logistics so
we can accommodate everyone.

Thanks,

Troy Grainger

Execulive Director, B.Admin, COME

rmanager@qgrovwihalberta.com

530¢ 43 Street Barrhead, AB, TTN 1N4.
(: ¥80.674.3140
1: 7806742777

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity as the intended addressee(s). If you have received this email in etror please notify the sender immediately
and you should not disseminate, distribute, or copy this e-mail and/or attachements.

From: Wendy Wildman <cao@onoway.ca>
Sent: Monday, January 14, 2019 4:18 PM
To: manager@growthalberta.com
Subject: Onoway - ATCO presentation



Good afternoon Troy — thanks for your voice mail message.
Did you say ATCO reps were coming to your January meeting?
We would be interested in hearing the conversation.

Thanks for thinking of us Troy!

w

Wendy Wildman

CAO

Town of Onoway

Box 540

Onoway, AB. TOE 1V0
780-967-5338 Fax: 780-967-3226
cao@onoway.ca

And when are where is that January meeting?

NOTE EMAIL CONTACT INFORMATION HAS CHANGED TO: cao@onoway.ca

This email is intended only for the use of the party to which it is addressed and for the intended purpose. This email contains information that
is privileged, confidential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in the strictest confidence. if you are not the intended recipient you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, copying, or distribution of this email or its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.



MUTUAL AID FIRE AGREEMENT
AMENDING AGREEMENT

This AMENDING AGREEMENT made this day of A.D. 2018

BETWEEN:
Lac Ste. Anne County
Box 219
Sangudo, AB TOE 2A0
{the “County”)

-AND-

Town of Onoway
Box 540
Onoway, AB TOE 1V0
{the “Town”)

WHEREAS the County and the Town entered into a Mutual Aid Fire Agreement on October 13, 2016 (the
“Mutual Aid Fire Agreement”);

AND WHEREAS the Mutual Aid Fire Agreement was subsequently amended by an Amending Agreement
dated August 12, 2017;

AND WHEREAS the County and the Town wish to further amend the terms and conditions set forth in the
Mutual Aid Fire Agreement in a way that is described in this Amending Agreement;

NOW THEREFORE THIS AMENDING AGREEMENT WITNESSETH THAT in consideration of the premises,
covenant and agreements set out herein, the County and the Town covenant and agree as follows:

1. Except as otherwise provided for in this Amending Agreement, any defined words or phrases in
the Mutual Aid Fire Agreement shall have the same meanings in this Amending Agreement,

2. The Mutual Aid Fire Agreement (as previously amended) is hereby further amended as follows:
a. The Fee Schedule is hereby amended as set out in the attached Appendix “A.”

3. All terms of the Mutual Aid Fire Agreement (as previously amended) which are not amended by
this Amending Agreement remain in full force and effect.

LAtTE. ANNE COUNTY TOWN OF ONOWAY

T o ———

eev Joe!a{gbpgmaﬁ/ - Mayor Judy Tracy
(

CQI-JPI(V Managér Mike Primeau Chief Administrative Officer Wendy Wildman

©



Mutual Aid Fire Agreement
Amending Agreement
Appendix "A"

Fee Schedule

2018 2018 2019 2019
Item 2.39% 2.39% 1.54% 1.54%
Fire Engine/Quint/Pumper Unit(s) complete with iwo (2) NFPA Certified Fire Fighters 3 280.85{ % 25918% 20431 | $ 2.62
Fire Only Rapid Attack Unit complete with two (2) NFPA Certified Fire Fighters $ 19668 | $ 20718 199711 % 2.10
Class 2 Engine (on road) with one (1) NFPA Certified Operator 3 196.68 | $ 25913 19971 | § 2.62
Class 3 Engine (on/off road) with one (1) NFPA Certified Operator $ 14492 | § 20719% 14715 | $ 2.10
Class 6 Engine {on/off road) with one (1) NFPA Certified Operator $ 133.87 [ § 207 3% 115.62 | $ 2,10
Tandem Water Truck / Tender (body job) with Operator 3 14492 | § 259 | $ 14715 | § 2.62
Class 7 Engine (off road) with one (1} NFPA Certified Operator $ 8281 (% 1.56 | $ 8409 | § 1.58
Command/Transport Vehicle 3 139.75 | nfa 3 141,90 | n/fa
Additional Fire Fighters 3 62,11 | n/a 3 63.07 | nfa
Consumables no change no change
Third Party Contractors no change no change
Consulting, Training or Specialty Services no change no change

When an incident occurs on Alberta Transportation Highway rights-of way, or any Railway right-of-way, the Jfollowing rates will be charged:

Emergency Unils as above **

Rates as published by the Province of Alberta annually

Contracted Equipment (Fire or General)

Invoice Cost

** (All Emergency Unit rates are inclusive of labour).




This email is intended for the use of the recipient or entity to which it has been addressed. This email may contain information that is privileged
confidentiol, and/or protected by law and is to be held in strict confidence. Please contact us immediately if you are not the intended recipient of
this communication, and da not copy, distribute or take action relying on it. Any communication received in error, or subsequent reply should be
deleted or destroyed.

From: aboffice@albertabeach.com <aboffice@albertabeach.com>

Sent: January 11, 2019 11:55 AM

To: Jim Benedict (jimbenedictalbertabeach@gmail.com) <jimbenedictalbertabeach@gmail.com>; ‘Judy Tracy'
<jtracy@onoway.ca>; 'Kate' <kate.p@telus.net>; Joe Blakeman' <jBlakeman@Isac.ca>; "aboffice@albertabeach.com’
<aboffice@albertabeach.com>; Wendy Wildman (cao@onoway.ca) <cao@onoway.ca>; cao@mayerthorpe.ca;
‘ddm@kronprinzconsulting.ca' <ddm@kronprinzconsulting.ca>; bpoulin@xplornet.com; 'Trista Court' <tcourt@lsac.ca>;

Mike Primeau <mprimeau@lsac.ca>

Subject: Re: Regional Revenue & Cost Sharing Committee Meeting Minutes

Please see the attached minutes from our Wednesday meeting. Also attached is a copy of the Regional Revenue/Cost
Sharing — An Analysis of Options Final Report {October 30, 2017).
Listed below you will find a page listing of where to find the addendums in the finai report.

An Analysis of FCSS — page 154 of final report
An Analysis of Recreation & Cuiture Facilities — page 162 of final report
Sample Agreements — page 167 of final report

Kathy Skwarchuk,

CAO

Alberta Beach

Box 278

Alberta Beach, AB

TOE 0AD

Phone: 780-924-3181

Fax: 780-924-3313
aboffice@albertabeach.com

This email is intended for the use of the recipient or entity to which it has been addressed. This email may contain information that is privileged
confidential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in strict confidence. Please contact us immediately if you are not the intended recipient of
this communication, and do not copy, distribute or take action relying on it. Any communication received in error, or subsequent reply should be
deleted or destroyed.



MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE

REGIONAL REVENUE & COST SHARING STEERING COMMITTEE
HELD ON JANUARY 9, 2019 AT 9:00 A.M. IN THE

ALBERTA BEACH COUNCIL CHAMBERS

LOCATED AT UNIT 5A, 4000 MUSEUM ROAD, ALBERTA BEACH

PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Mavyor Jim Benedict, Alberta Beach

Mayor Judy Tracy, Town of Onoway

Mayor Kate Patrick, Town of Mayerthorpe

Reeve Joe Blakeman, Lac Ste. Anne County

CAQ Kathy Skwarchuk, Alberta Beach

CAQ Wendy Wildman, Town of Onoway

CAQ Karen St. Martin, Town of Mayerthorpe

CAO Dwight Moskalyk, Summer Villages

General Manager Trista Court, Lac Ste. Anne County

Mayor Bemie Poulin, Summer Villages
County Manager Mike Primeau, Lac Ste. Anne County

CALL TO ORDER:

Mayor Jim Benedict called the meeting to order at 9:07 A.M.

AGENDA:

MOTION #42-2019
Agenda- Jan. 9/19

Additicns/Deletions: None,

Mayor Judy Tracy - that the agenda be adopted as presented.
CARRIED

MINUTES:

MOTION #43-2019
Minutes- Sept. 15/17

Mayor Judy Tracy - that the minutes of the September 15, 2017 meeting
be adopted as amended.
CARRIED

CORRESPONDENCE:

MOTION #44-2019
Accept Correspondence

Final Report:

a. Request for Amendment for Time Extension — Alberta
Community Partnership Reglonal Collaboration Program.

b. Alberta Municipal Affairs — Approval of Amendment for Time
Extension - Alberta Community Partnership - Intermunicipal
Collaboration Component (Letter of August 10, 2018)

(Time extension was approved to August 31, 2020.)

Mayor Judy Tracy — that the correspondence be accepted for information.
CARRIED

Appiications Management Consulting Ltd. — Final Report:
Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing — An Analysis of Options
Final Report (October 30, 2017)

A question was asked whether all Council members have received and
accepted the Consultant’s reports and addendums. It was suggested that
the reports and addendums be re-sent to all municipalities.
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
REGIONAL REVENUE & COST SHARING STEERING COMMITTEE
HELD ON JANUARY 9, 2019 AT 9:00 A.M. IN THE
ALBERTA BEACH COUNCIL CHAMBERS
LOCATED AT UNIT 5A, 4000 MUSEUM ROAD, ALBERTA BEACH

MOTION #45-2019
Accept Final Report Mayor Kate Patrick — that Applications Management Ltd. Final Report be
accepted for Information.

CARRIED

DISCUSSION: Discussion was held on the following:

o How the committee will move forward.

o Brief discussions regarding the new Regional Recreation Board
Committee which has their first meeting on January 11, 2019,

o It was suggested that the Revenue & Cost Sharing Steering
Committee consider an RFP to hire a consuitant to complete a
Parks, Recreation and Culture Strategic Plan (County wide). The
Strategic Plan would indude an assessment on all facilities in the
region; the condition, age and capital expenditures required in
the next 5 to 20 years etc.

MOTION #46-2019
Request Municipalities | Reeve Joe Blakeman — that each municipality be requested to submit a
submit a Facility List fadlity list to be inciuded In an RFP for a Parks, Recreation & Cuiture
Strategic Assessment and Plan and further request the list be submitted
by February 5, 2019.

CARRIED

NEXT STEPS:

o Kathy to forward out all reports and addendums recelved from
the Consultant, Applications Management.

o Trista to forward out the Fadility Lists and attach the spreadsheet
from the Consultant’s final report.

o Kathy to forward email to request municipalities review the
Facility List and submit any changes or additions they would like
included in the RFP by February 5, 2018.

o Karen to forward the Town of Mayerthorpe’s RFP for a Parks &
Recreation Strategic Plan as a sample template.

o Admin to draft RFP for next meeting.

NEXT MEETING:
Monday, February 11, 2019 at 9:00 A.M.

At the Alberta Beach Council Chambers

(Unit 5A, 4000 Museum Road, Alberta Beach)

ADJOURNMENT:
The meeting adjourned at 10:10 A.M.

Chair Recording Secretary
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October 30,2017
Alberta Beach Cost Sharing Study

ATTENTION: STEERING COMMITTEE
SUBJECT: REGIONAL REVENUE COST SHARING STUDY - FINAL REPORT

This report evaluates the options and analysis for regional revenue and cost sharing that could be
considered for the sixteen participating municipalities in Lac Ste. Anne County.

This report the options that were raised during discussions with participating member staff and Councils.
These options represent a broad range of alternatives that could be considered and their potential
impacts on the municipalities that have been assumed to participate in each option.

We thank the Committee for the opportunity to work on this interesting and important assignment.

Sincerely,
Applications Management Consulting Ltd.

bwﬂq/ 444)00”7

Darryl Howery
Principal
Encl. (1)
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Planning for municipal sustainability and viability is becoming increasingly important as the economy
cycles though periods of strong growth creating a demand for growth and services and then declines
which stagnate growth and erode the tax base. The reality in municipal finance is there is an
increasing disparity in municipalities ability to maintain service levels as the regional assessments are
not distributed equally. In addition, the Province has proposed new legislation governing
municipalities that will both encourage and require municipalities to work together to find efficiencies
in delivery of municipal services.

As a result, it is timely to evaluate how all the municipalities in Lac Ste.Anne County can work
together to improve efficiencies in delivery of services through reducing costs as well as possibly
sharing the benefits of assessment base and growth in the region.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY
The objectives of the project are as follows;

» Develop ‘conceptual’ revenue and cost sharing options for consideration and review by the
participating municipalities.

» Evaluate each of the options to determine their potential for improving municipal viability and long
term sustainability.

» Review the results of the option evaluation with the participating municipalities and determine which
options should be considered for a ‘functional’ level analysis.

» Provide a iong term analysis of the potential for each of the options evaluated in the functional analysis
to improve municipal viability and long term sustainability.

To complete these objectives, the following steps in the analysis have been completed.
» Review the growth potential of the region and each municipality in the region.
» Review the financial position of each municipality in the region.

» Prepare a Reference Financial Forecast for each municipality projecting the status quo forward
over the next 20 years.

» Develop conceptual revenue and cost sharing options for consideration and analysis.

» Evaluate the long term impact of each revenue and cost sharing option against a baseline
Reference Forecast for each municipality.

STUDY AREA

The Study Area is defined to include the following sixteen muricipalities:
Lac Ste. Anne County
Town of Mayerthorpe
Town of Onoway
Village of Alberta Beach
Summer Village of Birch Cove

Summer Village of Castle lsland

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Options - Final Report



Summer Village of Nakamun Park
Summer Village of Ross Haven
Summer Village of Sandy Beach
Summer Village of Silver Sands
Summer Village of Sunrise Beach
Summer Village of Sunset Point
Summer Village of South View
Summer Village of Val Quentin
Summer Village of West Cove

Summer Village of Yellowstone

Each of these municipalities have been included in the analysis of revenue and cost sharing options.
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ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The options developed as part of this project have been evaluated using the following analytical
framework.

POPULATION FORECASTING MODEL

Applications’ Population/Employment Forecasting Model has been used to develop a long range (20
year) forecast of growth for the region and each of the sixteen municipalities included in the study.
This model incorporates the following parameters:

» Projection of economic activity (GDP) for the region at the Census Division and sub-region (Lac
Ste. Anne County including all municipalities in the County).

» Regional population and employment growth is then allocated to each municipality included in
the analysis.

» Population growth is projected using two components: natural increase, which is comprised of
changes in population due to births and deaths; and net migration, which consists of the change
in population due to people choosing to move to the community.

The forecast results have been prepared for three growth scenarios and calibrated to a broader
projection of economic, employment and population growth for the province and Census Divisions
within the province.

MUNICIPAL FINANCIAL IMPACT MODEL

Applications’ Municipal Fiscal Impact Model has been used to prepare a long term baseline financial
forecast for each community - Reference Forecast. This Reference Forecast is used as the basis
against with the resuits for each of the revenue/cost sharing options has been compared to
determine whether the option will benefit the participating municipalities.

The Municipal Fiscal Impact Model incorporates consideration of the following components:

» Six years of historical financia! information (2009-2014/15) as available from Alberta Municipal
Affairs.

» Current financial information as available from each municipality.
» Current minimum tax rate information as provided by participating municipalities (See Appendix
E).
» The detailed information includes the following:
Operating Revenues: including fees and user charges
Operating/Capital Grants
Other Revenues: including franchise fees, sale of assets, penalties on late tax payments, etc.
Operating expenditures by function area

Capital expenditures and associated financing (including grants and non-municipal financing
sources) to determine the net municipal contribution as expensed or debt financed.

Long range capital requirements including life cycle costs and replacerment of existing
infrastructure

Contributions and pay-down of debt
Use of debt and debt servicing limits

Assessment growth by component

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Options - Final Report



Municipal tax rates have been calculated to balance the

Results of the analysis have been developed for several key indicators. A summary of the residential
tax implications of the Reference Forecast is provided in the next section of the report. Further to
this, a summary of the Reference Forecast results is provided for each municipality as an addendum
to this report.

MUNICIPAL SUSTAINABILITY INDICATORS
Applications' has complied a comprehensive list of municipal sustainability indicators. Included in this
analysis are six indicators as follows:

» Residential Tax Rate: Lower is better

» Non-Residential Tax Rate: Lower is better

» Debt per Capita: Lower is better

b % Debt Limit Used: Lower is better

» Share of Non-Residential Assessment: Higher is better

» Population/Full Time Staff. Lower is better

» Population Growth: Higher is better

Each of these indicators has been estimated based on a municipality’s position as compared to the
average and range of data for all municipalities of a similar type (e.g. County, Town,Village or Summer
Village).! As well, the indicator has been determined for each of the six years 2009-2014. In each
subsequent year, the data for the previous year has been incorporated in the average for the
municipal type.

The individual municipal score is an indicator determined to be Good, Fair or Poor depending on
how that municipality compares to all other municipalities in the same type (e.g. County. Town,Village
or SummerVillage). If the municipal score falls within a range close to the average, it is determined to
be in Fair condition for that indicator. If it is near the best for all municipalities of that type, it is
determined to be in Good condition. If near the bottom, it is determined to be in Poor condition.

Municipal Sustainability Indicator - Example

Fair

4.9 atursisal Seore

Poor B s Good

Tyos

[ a

' The companson of a village is based on the infarmation for all villages in Alberta over the period of analysis. A score for 2012, for example, would

include data for all whages between 2009-2012.
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Each municipality is determined to have an Overall condition based on the six individual Municipal
Sustainable Indicators. This is an average of the rating for each indicator in that year as compared to
the average for all municipalities of that type (e.g. County. Town,Village or Summer Village).

UISE OF FORECASTS

it 15 cautioned that the projections and indicators included in this report should not be taken literally,
but rather as an indication of the direction and magnitude of the expected change, based on the
assumptions that have been incorparated in the analysis.

STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

Following this introductory section, the remainder of the report has been structured as follows:

» Growth Projections & Financial Overview:

An overview of expected growth for the region and study area.

Population growth projections for each municipality.

Reference Financial Forecast and Municipal Sustainability Indicators for each municipality.
» Cost/Revenue Sharing Options:

Amalgamation Options: Four options are considered that include the amalgamation of
selected municipalities,

Comprehensive Cost Sharing Options: Four options are considered where municipalities
would share delivery of all municipal services.

Selective Cost Sharing Options: Five individual service areas have been considered for
sharing service delivery.

» Conclusions: An overview of the findings of the analysis.
» Appendices;

Six appendices that provide more depth of analysis for the results of the amalgamation
scenanos.

» Addendum's: Additional information for the Reference Financial Forecast provided under
separate cover for each municipality in the analysis. In addition, Addendum’s to this report were
prepared for additional options analyzed not included in the main report.

A report is provided under separate cover for each of the 16 municipalities included in the
analysis. This provides outputs for the Reference Financial Forecast which is used as the
basis against which each of the revenue/cost sharing options is compared.

FCSS was evaluated as an option under a separate cover.
Recreation Facilities was evaluated as an option under a separate cover.

For selected options, the elements of what would be included in an Agreement was
provided under a separate cover.
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Growth Projections & Financial Overview

A projection of growth has been prepared for each of the sixteen municipalities in the study area.
This includes a Base projection as well as a High and Low scenario.

STUDY AREA GROWTH SCENARIOS

Census Division |3 is located in the north central portion of central Alberta. The Study Area is
entirely included within Census Division | 3.

Census Division 13 - Alberta
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Alberta Treasury Board and Finance prepares three population growth forecast scenarios for all
Census Division's in Alberta.2 Historically, between 2001 and 2011, Census Division |3 population
has grown from 65,527 to 70,922 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth
rate of 0.8%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to decline from 70,132 in 2015 to 68,775 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of -0.1%. In the Base Scenario, population is expected to grow from 70,132 in
2015 to 71,605 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.1%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 70,132 in 2015 to 77,205 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 0.5%.

Alberta Treasury Board and Finance CD 13
Population Forecasts 2016 - 2036

80,000
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‘Alberta Treasury Board and Finance Population Projections 2016-2041. June 2016,
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STUDY AREA

Historically, between 2001 and 201 I, the Study Area population has grown from 13,358 to 14914
people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 1.1%.

AlbertaTreasury Board and Finance has prepared three scenarios of growth for Census Division |3
which have been allocated to the Study Area. In the Low Scenario, population is expected to decline
from 15,469 in 2015 to 15,169 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of -0.1%. In
the Base Scenario, population is expected to grow from 15,469 in 2015 to 15,794 by 2036. This
represents an annual average growth rate of 0.1%. In the High Scenario, population is expected to
grow from 15,469 in 2015 to 17,029 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of
0.5%.

For the purposes of this analysis, three modified growth scenarios have been developed for the Study
Area. Qver the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 15,469 in 2015 to 17,283 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.5%. In the Base Scenario, population is expected to grow from 15,469 in
2015 to 18,423 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.8%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 15,469 in 2015 to 20,231 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 1.3%.

Study Area Population Forecasts 2016-2036
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LAC STE. ANNE COUNTY

Historically. between 2001 and 2011, Lac Ste. Anne County population has grown from 8,948 to
10,260 people, This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of |.4%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 10,630 in 2015 to 12,299 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.7%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 10,630
in 2015 to 12,746 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.9%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 10,630 in 2015 to 14,052 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 1.3%.

LAC STE. ANNE COUNTY Populatlon Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 10,500 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

Lac Ste.Anne County is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the seven indicators
of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover. ,

Lac Ste. Anne County - Baseline Financial Indicators

:r

_ INDICATOR | . 2009 11 2010 | 2011 - 200350 20040 201500
Residential Tax Rate Score 6.0 6.5 &5 6.5 4.5 6.5 65 Lower tax rates result n
I I 1 1 | a better (hugher) score.
| Average . 6.6 | 6.7 1 6.8 : 68 68 = 68 . 68 Average = average score
'|' | | ) [ for all Municipal Distracts |
Rating Far Fair I Fair I Fair Fair Fair Fair in Alberta %
o : —er——! |8
Non-Residential Tax | 5 | . Lower tax rates result in "'
Rate Score 24 29 I 29 14 34 | 34 34 : a better (higher) score. | i
s | 1 | I 'l =St P | i
| Average = average =
Average 5% 59 58 >3 { 59 58 | 38 score for all Mun:eipal E,Z:i‘.
i | i I I I istri i
Ratng | Poor Poor | FPoor Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor EhiaLs '__,;f
+ B e - Bk a e ina { - 1 —7 L et . i
| Debt per Capita Score | 64 75 75 15 15 7.5 75 Lawer debt per capita ﬂ
! 1 : 1 t | 1 1 | results in a better I:‘||"'
: Average | 71 7.1 7.1 | o 72 72 | (higher) score. _ LFH
[ | B T | i i 3 T | Average = average score :.r
Rating Poor | Far | far | Far Far | Far Far  for all Municipal Districts | &
| in Alberta e
[ e s B 1 1 | J | ! | jt
% Debrt Limit Used | Score 59 7.0 70 59 59 65 = 69 Lower % debt limit used =‘ﬂ
1 o —t . - : { - results in a better | e
Average | T.| 70 70 70 mn 70 70 (higher} score. [ B
T ; I | Average = average score : -
i Raung | Poor | Far | Far Fair Fawr Far Far | _for all Municipal Districts | .T
[ i | 1 in Alberta }I
18 K 4 - i
| I o
| Share of Non-Res | Higher non-res b
| Assessment Score | 29 29 29 | 29 9 29 29 assesrnent results In a Eq
1 t 1 i T t 1 | better (higher) score. ;;*
1 1 =
| Average . 6.1 6. | 60 60 60 | 59 | 59 | Average = average score | |

[ ! | | for all Murwaipal Districts
Rating Poor Poor - | Poar Poor Poor | Poor Poor | 0 Alberta

AT

Population/Full time More staflicapita results |.-"'
Staff Score 6.8 6.8 68 68 68 6.8 68 in a better (higher) | 5
i } } ! 1 4 § - score. '}T
Average 51 50 50 49 49 48 48 average = average score ﬁ
! 5 ' i | | i | for all Muricipal Districts | |
Ratng  Goed = Good | Geod | Good  Good I Good | Goad | Alberta | [
1 I Ll AR A L8 L 2 ] | _f:
Papulation Growth Score 4.5 4.1 66 | 56 5.6 5.6 5.6 Higher population T__]
T 1 i f growth rates result n a &
Average 49 45 | 50 52 52 | 53 53 better (higher) score. (i
} ! | [ 1 1 Average = average score %
Rating Far | Far | Good | Far Far | Far Far  [orall Muncipal Districts © |
| in Alberta )
Qverall Score | 5.0 | 5.4 5.7 55 5.5 5.6 5.7 Cwerall score 1s an
— — : - e —— i - average of ndiidual |
| Average | 6.l 60 6.1 6.l 6.l 6.1 6.1 | scores. |
i _I_ E i = I P ey ' Average = average I
Rating Fair Fair Fair Fair Far | Fair far | scoreforall Muncipal
i Districts in Alberta
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TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Historically, between 2001 and 201 |, Town of Mayerthorpe population has declined from [,570 to
1,398 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of -1.2%,

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. |n the Low Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 1,401 in 2015 to 1,225 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of -0.6%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from |,40|
2015 to 1,456 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.2%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 1,401 in 2015 to 1,561 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 0.5%.

n

MAYERTHORPE Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Town of Mayerthorpe i1s determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the seven

indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Town of Mayerthorpe - Baseline Financial Indicators

. Residential Tax Rate

Non-Residential Tax
Rate

Drebe per Capita

% Db Lint Used

Share of Non-Res
Assessment

Population/Full time
Saff

Population Growth

INDICATOR

Score I

Average |
: Rating
[
| Score
L |
Average |
Rating
Score
Average

Rating

Score

| Average

| Rating

Score
. Average
| Rating
Score
j Average .
Rating
Score

| Average

54
66

Fair

49

6.6

Poor

6.5
6.8

Fas

6.5
7.1

Far

5l

48

Far

56

48

Farr

s
S

2009 | 2010

Poor

49

6.6
Poor

54

68

Fair

54
70

5.t

48

Far

68

_—

Poor

4.4
66
Panr
54
68

Fair

5.9
7.0

Far

6.3
48
Fair
56
48

Far

44
56

Faw
5.3
6.0

Fair

44

6.6
Poar

54

6.7

Fair

5.4
70

5.6

4.8

Far

6.8

48

45
5.6

: Good |
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2013 | 2014 |

49 49
6.5 6.5
Poor Poor
44 4.4
6.6 6.6
Poar Poar
5.4 54
6.7 6.7
Fair Fair
54 6.4
70 71
Poor Pagr
6.3 5.6
4.8 49
Fair Farr
5.6 5.6
4.8 4.8
Farr Far
45 45
5.5 5.4
Far Faw
€2 | 53 |
T T
&0 80
e
Far | Far
!

4.9
6.5

Poor

44

6.6

Poor

54
6.7

Fair

2015|  NOTES.

Lower tax rates result
in a better {higher)
score,

Average = average

score for all Towns in
Alberta

Lower tax rates resuhlt
in a better (hugher)

' sCore.

Average = average
score for all Towns in
Alberta

Lower debt per capita
results in a better
(hgher) score,
Average = average
score for all Towns in
Alberta

6.4 Lower % debt limit
| used results in a better

7.1 {higher) score.
Average = average
P score for all Towns in
% | Alberta
556 Migher norn-res
’ assessment results in a
bettar (higher) score.
49 Average = average
score for all Towns in
Fair Alberta
56 Higher stafl/capita
' result in a better
(higher) score,
Average = average
) score for all Towns in
Fair | Alberta
45 Higher population
| growth rates result in a
54 better (higher) score.
| Average = average
Fair score for all Towns n
Alberta
5.3 Owerall score 15 an
= average of indimdual
60 sgores.
Average = average
Fair | Score for all Towns in

Alberta




TOWN OF ONOWAY

Historically, between 2001 and 201 |, Town of Onoway population has increased from 847 to 1,039
people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 2.1%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 1,100 in 2015 to 1,365 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 1.0%. In the Medium Scenario, popultation is expected to grow from [,100 in
2015 to 1,491 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 1.5%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 1,100 in 2015 to 1,598 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of |.8%.

ONOWAY Population Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 1,100 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Town of Onoway is determined to be n ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the seven indicators
of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Town of Onoway - Baseline Financial Indicators

* INDICATOR | 2009 | 2010 20011 2012 2013 2004 2015 NOTES
Residential Tax Rate Score . 8.3 8.3 I 7.1 83 83 8.3 8.3 | Lower tax rates result in
- - { : ¥ a better {higher) scare.
Average 6.6 66 | 66 65 65 65 _ 6.5 Average = average score
| e TR | { i i | | for allTowns in Alberta
Rating Goed Good | Far | Good = Good | Good | Good |
| _ Lo T L T L . { e e . f
Non-Residential Tax | | | | I Lower tax rates result in |
Rate Score 4.9 5.4 . 6.0 : 54 5.4 . 6.0 57 a better (higher) score.
T | } BRI ! it " -
Average 66 66 66 | 66 66 66 66 reoren i Tows in
| | I ! b | ] [
Rating | Poor Far | Far | Far Fawr Fair Far Alzerta
! = - : 1] } . | . 1 =
| Debt per Capita Score | 44 4.4 49 49 49 49 49 Lower debt per capita
t | 1 i 1 t t t 1 | results in a better
| Average l 68 68 6.8 &7 | &7 | e&f 6.7 (higher) score.

: | { | | | Average = average score
Rating  JHSiDor gt Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor | for gl Towns in Alberta

| e e e e s e lh i | S 4 il !
% Debe Limit Used Score | 49 43 49 49 | 54 | s9 $9 | Lower % debt limit used
[ 1 1 - f T T results in a better
Average 71 70 70 70 70 71 71 (higher) score,
[ fend | | i [ Average = average score
Rating Pacr Poor | Poor Poor Poor | Poor | Poor | for allTowns in Alberta |
I 1 + i | L et - . - {
Share Non-Res Higher non-res
Assessment R 5l S0 g 63 = 6.3 L = assessment results n a
i 1 1 i T r T better (higher) score.
Average 4.8 48 48 | 48 48 | 49 49

~ Average = average score

for all Towns n Alberta

. [ [
Rating Fair Far | Far | Fair Far i Far Fair
; I | . 8 i -
PopdatonFulsme | 4o a5 | se | e8| a8 | se | e7 | Lwrmcmseitn
! ! il il | 1 "
Average 48 48 48 48 48 48 ag | f[yeage = average icore
| [ { | | |
Raung Fair Fair Far | Good | Good | Far | Good |
i | | o A ) b TR |
Population Growth Score 7.3 7.3 6.1 45 4.5 5.1 50 Higher poputation
i 1 t T T r growth rates result in a
Average 56 56 56 56 5.5 54 54 better (higher) score,
! t ! b [ [ Average = average score
Ratng = Good = Good = Far Fair Far Far Far | for alt Towns in Alberta
f ]
= B oo L R S ! LAl T ———
| overall | Scare | 56 57 | 58 J 5.9 59 | 6.0 6.1 —| Overall score 15 an
R i —_—r _!— | average of individual
. Average | 60 60 | &0 80 | 60 | 60 | 60 scores.
— Sl RSN FSESA ' = ! 11 Average = average
| Rating Far | Far Fair |  Fair Fair Faw Far | score forallTowns in
! | { | Alberta
i b= o e e SRR S b X
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VILLAGE OF ALBERTA BEACH

Historically, between 2001 and 201 [, Village of Alberta Beach population has increased from 762 to
865 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 1.3%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 867 in 2015 to 934 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of 0.4%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 867 in 2015 to
969 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.5%. In the High Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 867 in 2015 to 1,053 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.9%.
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Note that the 2015 population of 867 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Village of Alberta Beach is determined to be in Fair’ condition taking into account the seven
indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Village of Alberta Beach - Baseline Financial Indicators

 INDICATOR ) 0 | 2011 | 2012 2013 2014 2015 NOTES
' Residential Tax Rate Score | 83 83 83 83 83 | 83 B3 | Lower tax rates resuin |
i [ I E ! i T | a better (ugher) score.
Average = 63 65 | &5 | 66 6.6 | 6.6 66 | Average = average scare
i . 1 .. . =y |
| | ] | Vi
Rating Good = Good Goed | Good Good | Good 1 Good ! e
— T e e e o B e
Non-Residential Tax | T i | Lower tax rates result in %
Rate Score | 78 78 78 78 7.8 78 | 78 a better (higher) score. B
E— L | e e s Ei
Average 57 58 59 . 59 59 59 | 59 score for all w"ages in - i
Rang | Good | Good  Good = Good | Good | Good (BiConags] A= I %
- | P, S = L Ao s ———— e e L - Al SRR el e — -
Debt per Capita Score 81 | 8l 8.1 8.l 8l 8. 8.t Lower debt per capita i
1 T t i ' - results in a better E'i»
Average 72 A A 71 71 A I I A 7.1 (higher) score. ?r
i W { 1 [ || " Average = average score | |
Raung | Good Good i Good | Good | Good = Good | Good | for allVillages in Alberta s
b 2 o ot e e i et S L L B { B
% Diebe Limit Used Score | 81 81 | sl | 8l | sl 81 | Bl | lower%debtlimtused |
I : t t T - s T T i | results i 3 beter |
Average | 73 13 73 73 73 73 73 (higher) score,
[ ; 1 i { . i =4 | Average = average score
Rang | Good | Good | Goed | Goed = Good | Goed | Good | for allVillages in Alberta
| ! Saf f s ki S Bt o i e e ke .
Share Non-Res Higher non-res
| Assessment SEO | 2y s 14 . 4 24 . assessment results in a
| t 1 ; t i 1 t . better {ugher) score.
| Average 4.7 46 46 45 45 | 45 45 Average = average score |
Rating : Poar Pogr | Poor : Paor Poor | Poor Poor for allViages'in Alberta
| f + - i - L I
copdlarion/Fullime | score 35 s 29 29 35 15 35 :b‘:’“;fa'g‘;::)':;g:;'" I
T 1 i [ [ | Average = average score
Average | 45 45 4.5 45 . 45 | 4.5 . 45 for all\flllages inAlberta |
Ratng = Far Fair Poor Poor Far Fair Far |
Population Growth Score 51 5.1 5.1 5.6 56 5.6 5.6 Higher population
I growth rates result n a
| Average 50 50 4.9 52 53 54 54 | better (higher) score.
I E { | | | | Average = average score
Rating Far Fair Fair Fair Fair Far Far for allVillages in Alberta
' overan 'Score | 62 | 62 | &) 62 _I 63 | 63 | 63 |Owrallscoreisan |
S — FITE Frina e ] - average of individual
| Average | 58 | 58 58 | 59 | 5% | 59 | 5% scores.
- “ — F 5 | I T T | Average = average
Ratng = Far Fair Fir | Fair Fwr | Far Fair score for allVillages in
| _{ ' Alberta 1
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF BIRCH COVE

Historically, between 2001 and 2011, Summer Village of Birch Cove population has declined from 50
to 45 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of -1.0%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to decline from 45 in 2015 to 39 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of -0.6%. in the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 45 in 2015 to
47 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.2%. In the High Scenario, population
is expected to grow from 45 in 2015 to 50 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate
of 0.5%.

BIRCH COVE Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Birch Cove is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Birch Cove - Baseline Financial Indicators

. [ 2009 010 | 2000 2012 2015 | NOTES.
. Residential Tax Race Score ! 2.3 . 23 | 23 1.6 1.6 33 33 Lower tax rates result in
! { 1 t i i a better {higher) score.
Average 68 68 . 68 &8 67 66 6.5 Average = average score
{ frany 1 | i P [ for all Summer Villages in
| Ratng | Poor Poor | Poor | Poor foor | Poor | Poor | Alberta
Non-Residential Tax | I = . s S L-ower ta.x rates result in
Rate . Score 538 5.3 5.3 53 53 | 59 I 59 | a better (higher} score.
| | | 1 L } Yo 4 — '
1 A = ]
Average 74 14 73 23 | 72 72 | 73 | it |
| ! { il 1 [ Villages n Alberta
Ratirng Pacr Por i :Poor | - Poer-{" Poor +i + Poor Poor
I 4 H i . + 4 4 : B i - -
Debt per Capita Score 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 94 %4 Lower debt per capita
| 1 1 L 1 4 results in a better
Average 87 87 87 BB 88 89 89 (hugher) score,

I | "7 Average = average score

] I Good | for all Summer Villages in

Ratng | Good | Good Good | Good | Good

I _ .
A R 1 LT 10 2 Lk b ok e B
|

; ! , f | Alberta
4 e ey ]
% Debt Limit Used Score | 94 | 94 9.4 9.4 2.4 94 = 94 Lower % debt limit used
i { f T T f | results in a better
Average 8.7 87 88 B8 89 89 89 (higher) score.,
| | | | i ’ I | Average = average scare
Rating | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | for all SummerVillages in
| | [ | | | Alberta
| 1 AL 4 = e : b L Reticla] Ry el d VR A R o -
Share Non-Res Higher non-res
Assessment Score 58 58 30 3 30 =0 30 assessment results in a
: T t 1 T better (hugher) score.
Average 52 5.1 49 4% 48 47 { 47 Average = average score
) _ I | for all Summer Villages in
Rating Far Fair | ‘Pgor | “Poor Poor Poor Poor  Alberta
Population/Full time . Higher stalifeapita result
Staff Score 29 35 5 35 35 | 35 35 in a better (higher)
| i | ! - | score.
Average 44 . 43 43 43 4.3 42 . 42 | Average = average score |
for all SummerVillages in
Rating | Poor Far | Far Fair Faw Far | Fawr Alberta |
Population Growth Score 6.8 7.3 [ 5.3 53 5.3 53 53 Higher population
T t T T [ 1 | growth rates result in a
Average | 5.l 52 | 49 50 5.0 5.0 5.1 | better (higher) score, fa
[ | i f | ) | [ Average = average score %
Ratng | Good | Good Far Far Far | Far Far  for all SummerVillages in d
_ s i | Alberta &
= - SHFLSIEUEEE RS . = 4 _;_...___.._.:. S e _,_ = — S i"j
Overall ] Seore 6.1 I 6.1 55 | 54 54 | 57 I 8.7 | Overall score is an p";
: - =" CEARTN LIl S SIS By G A ' ...... - — average of indidual iu-nn
Average | 66 | 686 6.5 6h 65 | 85 65 | stores. 4
- T SR . -re ] r— - | - i — Average = average | I:_-%
> : | : . | B
Rating Fair Fair Farr Fair Fair Fair Far | scoreforal Summer [
E | Villages in Alberta 1A
e e L — e = . - - 1
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF CASTLE ISLAND

Historically, between 2001 and 201 !, Summer Village of Castle island population has increased from
10 to 19 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 6.6%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain constant from 19 in 2015 to 19 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 19 in
2015 to 24 by 2036, This represents an annual average growth rate of 1.2%. In the High Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 19 in 2015 to 31 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of 2.3%.

CASTLE ISLAND Population Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 19 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Castle Island is determined to be in‘Fair' condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Castle Island- Baseline Financial Indicators

NOTES

. INDICATOR
Residential Tax Rate Score
Average
Raung
Non-Residential Tax . Sc
Rate o
Average
Rating |
} L
Debt per Capita Score
Average
Rating
| % Debr Limit Used Score
[ Awverage
Rating
| Share Non-Res Sc
[ Assessment ks
Average
Rating
sP:g;.nlmoanull time Score
Awverage
Rating
1 ]
Population Growth Score
Average
Raung
Overall Score
e - o -4 - .
| Average
' Rating

- —

7.6

68
Far
8.8

7.4 .
Good

94

87

Good

94
87

Good

.0
5.2

Poor

24

44

5.0
5.1

Fair

66

Far

..

g S

60 |
68

Fair

5.4
68

Poor

..__.i. e

Poor

14

43
Pogr

68
52

Good

6.4

66

Fair

6.0

75

Good

ERH

49

Poar

14

43
Poor

46

49

Fawr

6.5

Far

| S.4
68

| Far

6.4
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Poor

64

72
Farr
9.4
88

Good

94
89

3.0

48

14

43

53
50

Fair

6.4

7.2
far
9.4
89

Good

9.4
89

30

47

Poor

24

42
Paor

53
5l

Far

58

5.8

6.5

Fair

i -

49 Lower tax rates result in
| a better (higher) score.

65 | Average = average score
for alt SummerVillages n |
Poor | Alperta '
Euirl I
o4 | Lower tax rates result in
: | a better (higher) score,
| Average = average
73 score for all Summer
Fair Viltages in Alberta
Il

9.4 Lower debt per capita
results in a better
83 (higher) score.

| Average = average score
Good  for all SummerVillages in
Alberta

94 Lower % debt limit used |

results in a betier
89 (higher) score.

Average = average score
Goog  for al Summer Villages in

Alberta
10 Higher non-res
’ assessment results n a
better (higher) score.
A7 Average = average score
| for all SummerVillages in
Poor | Alberta
24 Hsgher staff/capita result
. in a better (higher)
score.
42

Average = average score

for all SummerVillages in |

Poor | Alberta

53 Higher population
growth rates result ina
5.1 better {higher) score.
) Average = average score

for all SummerVillages n
Adberta

Fair

5.8 Overall score 15 an

- average of ndvdual
6.5 scores.

Average = average
score for all Summer

Fair ;
Villages in Alberta
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF NAKAMUN PARK

Historically, between 2001 and 201 I, SummerVillage of Nakamun Park population has increased from
31 to 36 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 1.5%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain constant from 36 in 2015 to 36 by 2036, This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenano, population is expected to grow from 36 in
2015 to 42 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.8%. In the High Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 36 in 2015 to 50 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of 1.6%.

NAKAMUN PARK Population Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 36 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Nakamun Park is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Nakamun Park- Baseline Financial Indicators

_ INDICATOR

Residencial Tax Rate

Non-Residential Tax
Rate

Debt per Capita

?C Debt Limit Used

Total Assmt per Capita
: Population/Full ime

Staff

Population Growth

. Score
Average Y] 68 | 68
| 1 < |- i S—_— 3
Rating Pogr Poor | Poor |
|Score | 69 64 | 64
Average 74 74 73
Rating P Poor Paor
Score 9.4 9.4 9.4
Average 8.7 8.7 87 |
i 1 T 1
Ratng | Good | Good & Good |
| L e R |
Score 9.4 94 @ 94 |
Average 87 87 | 88
| | |
Rating i Goed | Good i Good
L S R e
Score 58 5.8 30
| Average | 51 s1 | 49
4 } 1 {
Rating Far Fair Poor |
|
| Score i5 15 2.4
Average 44 4.3 43
I Rating Fair Far Poor
4 {
Score 19 34 9
| Average 51 52 49
Rating Poor Poor Paar
i | S SR A
' Score [ 6.1 l 61 | 55
| Average &6 6.6 | 65
Rating Far Fair ‘ Fair

49
68

Poor

49
6.7

Poor

6.4

73
Poor
9.4
88

Good

9.4

88
Good

58

49
Far

24

43
Poor

53
50

Fair

6.2

66

Fair
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wl S CE

9.4

6.4

7.2
Fair
9.4
88

Geod

89
Good

30
48

Poor

24

43
Poor

83
50

Fair

64

72
Far
94

89

Good
94
89

Good

30

47
Pocr

14

42

Poor

el

64

73

Faw
94
89

Good

94
8.9

Good
3.0
4.7

Poor

4

42
Poor

53
5.1

Fair
5.8
65

Fair

- results in a better

_INOTES

| Lower tax rates result in
-1 a better (higher) score.

Average = average score

for all SummerVillages in

Alberta,

Lower tax rates resuft in
| a better (hugher) score.

| Awerage = average
score for all Summer
| Villages in Alberta.

Lower debt per capita
results in a better
(hugher) score.

Average = average score

for all SummerVillages in
Alberta

Lower % debt hmit used

(higher) score.

| Average = average score |
| for all SummerVillages in |
. Alberta. |

Higher assessment per
capnta results i a better
(higher) score,

' Average = average score
for all Summer Villages in
Alberta.

| Higher stafffcapita resuft |

n a better (higher)
sCOre.

Average = average score
for all SummerVillages in
Alberta.

Higher population
growth rates resultin a
better (higher) score.
Average = average score

for all SummerVillages in
Alberta.
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| Average = average

| score for all Summer
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF ROsS HAVEN

Historically, between 200! and 201 |, Summer Village of Ross Haven population has increased from
109 to 137 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 2.3%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 137 in 2015 to 140 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of 0.1%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 137 in 2015 to
179 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 1.3%. In the High Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 137 in 2015 to 194 by 2036, This represents an annual average
growth rate of |.7%,

ROSS HAVEN Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Ross Haven is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below. Note that score improved from ‘Poor’

between 2009-201 1.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Ross Haven- Baseline Financial Indicators

Residential Tax Rate
Average 68
Rating Fair
. ::::-ResidentialTax | Scare i 75
] | |
Average 74
Rating Fair
| Debt per Capita Score 4.1
Average | a7
Rating Paor
% Debt Limit Used Score 4
Average 87
Rating Poor
| Share Non-Res
Assessment Score 58
Average 52 |
Rating Faw
;’z;;;lauoanul! time Score 40
Average 44
Rat:ng Far
Population Growth Score 4.5
Average 5.1
Rating Fair
|_Overall | Score 5.2 —I
e e el e [
1 |
Average 66 |
‘ sk W
; jRating Poor !
B e SRR e PP i B T |-t B

Poor

75

74

Fair
46
87
Poor
4.6

87

Pagr

58
5.1

Fair
40

43
Far

50
57

Fair

54
68 | 68
1
Poor |  Fair
64 64
73 13
Paor Poar
5.1 5.6
8.7 8.8
| Poor Poor
i
5.& 5.6
88
|
' Poor Poor
58 58
49 49
Fair Far
35 35
43 43
Fair Far
4,0 53
49 50
Far Faar
I 5.1 5.4
6.5 (1]
T ¥
i Poor Fair
SRS SERCE SN .
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8.8

54

6.7

Fawr
| 7.0
7.2
Fair |
5.6
88 |
Pagar |
5.6

89

Poor

58
48
Fair
35

4.3
Farr

53
50

Faw

20

6.5 7.0
6.6 6.5
Fair Far
70 | 71
73 7.3
Fas Fair
56 5.6
89 | 89
Pear Paor
5.6 56
839 89
Poar Poor
58 58
47 47
Fair Far
35 35
42 42
Fair Far
53 5.3
LA 5.1
Fair Fair
56 57
b5 | 65
Fair I Far

NOTES
Lower tax rates result in
a better (twgher) score.

Average = average score
for all Summer Villages in

Alberta,

Lower tax rates result in

| a better (higher) score.

" Average = average

score for all Summer
Villages in Alberta.

Lower debt per capita

results in a better
(higher) score.

| Average = average score
| for all Summer Villages i
| Alberta.

Lower % debt limit used
results in a better
{hugher) score.

Average = average score

for all SummerVillages in |

Alberta.

Higher non-res
assessment results in a
better (higher) score.

Awverage = average score

! for all SummerVillages in

Alberta.

Higher staflfcapita result

in a better (igher)
score.

Average = average score
for all SurmerVillages in

Alberta

Higher population
growth rates resuft in a
better (higher) score.
Average = average score
for all SummerVillages in
Alberta,

| Overall score is an

average of individual

| scores.

| Average = average
' score for all Summer
| Villages i Alberta,
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF SANDY BEACH

Historically, between 2001 and 201 |, Summer Village of Sandy Beach population has increased from
201 to 223 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 1.0%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain constant from 223 in 2015 to 223 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from
223 in 2015 to 240 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.3%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 223 in 2015 to 258 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 0.7%,

SANDY BEACH Population Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 223 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Sandy Beach is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Sandy Beach- Baseline Financial Indicators

INDICATOR |~ [ 12009 2010 {2011 2012 . 2013 2014 | 2015 | NOTES
| Residential Tax Rate Score | 1.8 Il 1.1 1.4 1.1 | 1.1 . N Lower tax rates result n
i { | | | ‘ a better (rugher) score.
Average | 68 68 68 | 68 &7 | 66 6.5 Average = average score
| [ ! | | ! | for all Summer Villages in
Rawng | Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor Poor | Poor | Poor | Alberta
S o 2z L L i il it e e —
Non-Residential Tax | | | [ | | Lower tax rates resultin |
Rate . Score : al | 36 16 36 ! 36 | 3 I X 2 better (higher) score.
i |8 . | 1 1 N i H 1 A =
Average | 74 74 72 | # 72 72 23 e s
{ ! | ! ! ! y !
Rating | Poor | Poor | Poor I Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor MU s
i | i | + - - : —
Debt per Capita Score 9.4 9.4 94 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 Lower debt per capita
I [ | t I 1 results in a better
Average | B7 87 87 J 88 | 88 89 | 89 (higher) score,
i P 1 TR | T A | Average = average score
Ratng | Good Good | Good Good | Good Good | Good  for all Summer Villages in
| i | | | Alberta.
! S et L B AR el L Lt Rt R b il il
% Debt Limit Used | Score | 24 94 94 | 9.4 94 94 94 Lower % debt lirmit used
1 ¢ 1 t f | resufts in a better
Average = B7 87 8.8 88 89 B9 89 (higher) score, |
l | i | Average = average score |
Ratng | Good | Good | Good | Gaod | Good Good Good  for all Summer Villages in
i 1 | i 1 | Alberta, {
t 1 e (b i L e ]
Share Non-Res Higher non-res
Assessment Score 73 58 58 58 i 58 58 58 assessment results in a
I | : { | t 1 better {higher) score.
Average 5.2 5.1 49 | 49 4.8 47 4.7 Average = average score |
' | i i | { for all Summer Villages in
Raung | Good | Far Far | = Fair Fair Far' |- Fair Alberta,
Rty ! i
Population/Full time { Higher staff/capita result |
Staff Score 7.3 . 79 7.3 73 79 79 75 i a better (Migher) i
! ! I | 4 4 il { { scare.
Average 44 43 43 43 43 42 42 | pversge = aversge score|
[ ! | [ I i ! for all SurnmerVillages in |
Rating Good = Good | Good | Good  Good | Good | Good  Aperta |
| E | { ! } i |
Population Growth Score 63 | 6l 46 | 53 5.3 53 5.3 Higher population
t 1 { t t ! growth rates result in a
Average 5.1 5% 49 ;50 50 5.1 5.t better {higher) score,
I ;- : I~ T [ T Average = average score
Rating Goad Far Far | Far Fair Fair Far  for all SummerVillages in
| Alberta,
S— S— — - S— — __.n_.:_ — —_— _.'_ - —_— — —_— _'— — —_—— S
Overall Score 62 | 6.2 ]— g 6.0 6.1 r 6.0 6.0 | Overall score is an
— S SRR SN, PSSty H——" S .l...._.._ i ——— ———— average O" |ndeUa]
| HAerage 66 66 1 65 | &b 65 | 65 &5 | scores.
; 1 1 | Average = average
Rating Fair l Farr Far | Fair Fair Far Far | Score for all Summer
| | i

| Villages in Alberta.
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF SILVER SANDS

Historically, between 2001 and 201 |, Summer Village of Silver Sands population has deciined from
126 to 85 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of -3.9%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. [n the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain constant from 154 in 2015 to 154 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from
154 in 2015 to 185 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.9%. In the High
Scenario, population is expected to grow from 154 in 2015 to 208 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of {.4%.

SILVER SANDS Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Viltage of Silver Sands is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below. Historically Silver Sands has ranked from
‘Poor’ to 'Good".

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Silver Sands- Baseline Financial Indicators

~ INDICATOR S 2010 13 20014 2015 NOTES

I Residential Tax Rate Score 5.4 65 | 5% 5.4 49 4.4 Lower tax rates result in
! ¢ | | a better {higher} score.

Avergge | 6B | 68 68 | 68 67 65 | 65 | Average = average score
1 | [ [ for afl Summer Villages in %
Rating Poor | Foor Far | Far Fair Paor | Poor | Alberta. b
- f i ! o K
i | | iy
Non-Residential Tax i Lower tax rates resuft in B
Rate Score | 75 75 7.5 75 26 l 2.6 26 | a better (higher) score. ‘;‘-}
I_ o 3 - 4 H | -+ S PSP TSP PR S JAgae:averae _-!.
Average 74 74 73 73 72 72 A1 S W Hj
| | | 1 | | N i
Rating Far Fair Fair Fair Peor '| - Poor i 'Poor Villages in Alberta. | f
Debt per Capita Score 11 Il 6 | 94 9.4 9.4 9.4 Lower debt per capita | |
I T 1 1 | i r | results in a better w
Average 87 | 87 87 | 88 88 | 89 | 89 (higher) score. ";,:
I | | , il ! " Average = average score g
Rating Poar Paar | Poor | Good | Good | Good | Good | for all Summer Villages in E
| ! { | | Alberta. %
| | { e T Sl e S i B R | .
% Debt Limit Used Score 1.1 2.1 4.1 94 94 24 | 94 Lower % debt limit used i
| ! | f results in a better [
Awverage 8.7 g7 88 88 89 85 89 (higher) score.

1 | I | Awverage = average score
Rating Poar Poor | -Poor ' | Good 47 Good | Goad | Good | for all Summer Villages in
| | ! ! . | Alberta.

Share Non-Res
Assessment

Higher non-res
assessment resufts in a
better (wgher) score.

Average = average score

i | for all Summer Villages in
Good | Good | Good | Good | Aberta.

Score 94 9.4 73 73 73 94 | 94

J
g

Average © 5.2 5.1 49 49 48 47 | 47

1

Ratng = Goed | Good | Good

St

Population/Full time | | Higher stafffcaprta result -.
Staff Score | 548 46 46 6.3 46 46 46 | ina better (ghe) r‘é
. ! ! | ! L it 1 score. ?-I
4
Average | 44 43 43 43 43 43 42 | Aversge = average score | [
| I | | lor all SummerVillages in 4‘ﬁ
Rating Good | Far Far | Good Fair Far | Fair Alberta, i
| s A | g i } |
| Population Growth Score 34 19 29 85 53 5.3 53 Higher population {
1 1 1 1 growth rates result in a
Average st 52 4% | S50 5.0 5i 5.1 better (higher) scare, L
1 | { [ 1 | Average = average score ':.f.;!-
Rating Poor | Poor Poor | Good | Far Far | Far far all Summer Villages in ,“_{.r
| | Alberta. ¥
{ I 1 EETT AT T R I L =
| Overall ls«m 48 4.9 { 49 | 78 6.3 65 | 64 | Overalscoreisan il
e = e O e - . § I, —I ——— average of ndmdual &l
Average bé 6.5 £5 | 66 65 | 65 | 65 scores. i.‘:ﬁ
g . TR [ : Average = average i
Rating ‘ Poor | Poor | ‘ Fair score for all Summer

Good F; Fa
2 ‘ i Villages in Alberta.
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF SUNRISE BEACH

Historically, between 200! and 201 |, Summer Village of Sunrise Beach population has increased from
95 to 149 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 4.6%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain relatively stable from 149 in 2015 to 150 by 2036. This represents
an annual average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow
from 149 in 2015 to 200 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of |.4%. In the
High Scenario, population is expected to grow from 149 in 2015 to 243 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of 2.3%.

SUNRISE BEACH Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Sunrise Beach is determined to be in 'Poor’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below, Over the period 2009-2014 Sunrise
Beach's score has varied between 'Poor’ and ‘Fair'.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Sunrise Beach- Baseline Financial Indicators

. INDICATOR

Residencial Tax Rate

Non-Residential Tax
Rate

Debt per Capita

% Debt Limit Used

Share Non-Res
Assessment

| Population/Full time
Staff

Population Growth

|

Score

Average '

Rating
Score
Average
| Ratng
Score

| Awverage
Rating

Score
Average
Ratng

Score
| Average

Rating
Score

Awverage

Rating

Score

Average

Rating
Score
Awverage

| Rating

23
6.8

Poor

74
Poor

9.4

5.2
Fair
6.3
44

: Guood

18

68

Poor

74

9.4
87

Goead

94
8.7

Good

58

5.1

Fair

63

43

Good

sl al W¥lalas

5.6
5.1

Fair

5.7

66

! L

6.l
5.2

Far
58
6.6

Fair

013

2014 2018 |

33 33 33 33 3.3 Lower tax rates result in |
| 1 - | a better (higher] score.
| 68 68 | 67 66 | 65 | perae= averagescore
{ 3 for all SummerVillages in
|5 Poor I Poor | Poor Pocr Poor | Alberta.

Ll 0l I I I Ll ichwertaxralesresuhm

: S L | K : a better (higher) score.
a - — 4 1 LY g
| Average = average

73 73 72 72 7.3 score for all Summer

| lages ;
: Poor Poor Poor Paor Poor Villages in Alberta.

1.4 46 9.4 56 94 . Lower debt per capita

| results in a better

87 | 88 88 | 89 89 | (higher) score.

i 1 i Average = average score |
I Poer : vty Good i Poar Good | for alt Summer Villagesin |
{ { | | Alberta,
g .I_ . R

1.1 41 9.4 56 5.6 Lower % debt limit used

| = T results in a better

88 8.8 8% | 89 89 {higher) score.

! | [ Awverage = average score
L8 Poar kil Pose ] Poor | Poar | for all SummerVillages
i | | Alberta.
i 1 i L b |

| Higher non-res

58 30 58 3 58 assessment results in a

benter (gher) score.

49 . 49 8 | 47 47 Average = average score

| I for all Summer Villages in

Far ' Poor Far | Far Far  Alberta

Higher stalf/capita resuits

6.3 6.3 61 6.3 63 in a better (higher)

f sCore.

4.3 43 43 42 42 Average = average score
| | for all SummerVillages in
| Good | Good Good Good Good | Alberta.

AT B R ke Lol il
| 46 5.3 53 5.3 53 | Higher population
growth rates result m a
49 50 50 5.1 .1 better (higher} score.
Average = average score
Fair Fair Fair Fair Fair for all Summer Villages in
Alberta.
3.3 J_ 4.0 5.8 47 | 53 | Owrallscoreisan
e e — 4| average of indidual
.65 66 | 65 65 65 | scores,
| e ! — Eemeaaurad Aerace & aversge
Poor | Poor | Fair Poor Poor | score for all Summer
| | 13 Villages in Alberta.
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF SUNSET POINT

Historically, between 2001 and 20! |, Summer Village of Sunset Point population has increased from
176 10 22} people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 2.3%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain stable from 22| in 2015 to 22| by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 221 in
2015 to 275 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 1.0%. In the High Scenario,
population 1s expected to grow from 221 in 2015 ta 312 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of |.7%.

SUNSET POINT Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Sunset Point is determined to be in ‘Fair' condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Sunset Point- Baseline Financial Indicators

INDICATOR | _ Jf 20180120 8 ] § SINOTES | IS
Residential Tax Rate Score 54 54 | $4 | s54 | es 6.5 6.0 Lower tax rates result in |
I 1 { | [ f | a better (higher) score.
. .Average | .6.8. . GB ! 68 . 68 | 67 | 66 . 6.5 Average = average scare
' | ; B2 i ' for all Summer Villages n
Rating Pesor Poor | Paoor | Far Far | Far Fawr Alberta. |
gt Epiating | | R O
Non-Residential Tax | i ! : | Lower tax rates result in
Rate | Score | 75 . 63 | 75 . 6.4 7.0 ! 7.0 7.0 | a better (higher) score.
- e P TR | } | : S | i — A _
Average 74 74 | 73 73 72 72 7l e
| | T i i | : Villages in Alberta. |
Rating Far Poor Far | Poor Fawr . Far fair B
| PPN M AL L d | : | | ! | 8
Debt per Capita Score 5.1 5.1 51 @ 56 5.6 5.6 5.6 Lower debt per capita f*i.t
1 1 1 1 f 1 1 1 results o a better ..;
| Average 87 | 87 87 88 88 89 89 | (higher) score, 1

1 | Average = average score
Rating Poor Poor | Poor Poar | Poor Poor | Poor for all SummerVillages n

[ ! | Alberta.

| " - e z J ! | | " |
% Debt Limit Used Score | 46 | 46 56 56 56 5.6 5.6 Lower % debt limit used

I + +— 1 ; I results in a better

| Average 8.7 87 8.8 88 89 89 89 (mgher) score.

| : | | Average = average score |
| Rating Paor Poor Poor Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor  for @l Summer\Villages in

| Alberta, | i

Share Non-Res Higher non-res .".‘.
Assessment Score 58 i 30 i b L) L) assessment results in a |

- - i 1 t better (higher) score. i

Average 52 5. | 49 . 49 48 | 47 47 Average = average score | [

[ | for all SummerVillages in | |

Rating Fair Fair Farr | Far Fawr | Fair Fair Alberta. &

] ! . i

; : : | .

Population/Full time Higher stafffcapita result | |
g Score 73 73 713 | 73 73 73 73 | ina beter (highe) 1
- t t ¢ t - score. !!-‘I-‘
Average | 44 43 43 43 _ 43 42 42 Average = average score I.'fn

| 1 | | I i | for all SummerVillages in | iq

Rating = Good | Good = Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Aperta ;.1

L perre i S St R | o e i
Population Growth Score 5.6 &1 44 53 53 53 53 Higher population i1

[ T I T : | 1 f growth rates result in a 1Y
Average | 5. 52 49 | S50 50 | 5 S better (higher) score. L

[ | | T 1 [ | Average = average score I‘:;

Rating | Fair Fair Far | Far Fair | Far Far | for all SummerVillagesin 13

Alberta. b1

SN —— | BT SR S el z sl e e — -
Overall Score | 5.9 s5 55 | 55 | 58 5.8 ] 5.7 | Overa score i an o
i e e — - — A AT et | EELS—Tey rLAT e _1 average of individual [
Average | &6 66 | A5 6.6 6.5 65 65 scores. -_:-"'._?

BT i T il = I~ I . Average = average r

Rating |  Fair Fair Far | Fai Fase Far Far | score for all Summer e

Villages in Alberta.
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF SOUTH VIEW

Historically, between 2001 and 201 I, Summer Village of South View population has declined from 87
to 35 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of -8.7%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to decline from 76 in 2015 to 64 by 2036. This represents an annual average
growth rate of -0.8%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 76 in 2015 to
89 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.8%. In the High Scenario, population
is expected to grow from 76 in 2015 to 102 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate
of 1.4%.

SOUTH VIEW Population Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 76 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of South View is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover,

Summer Village of South View- Baseline Financial Indicators

INDICATOR

- NOTES

| Residential Tax Rate

! "
| Non-Residential Tax
| Rate

Debt per Capita

% Debt Limit Used

| Share Non-Res
| Assessment

Population/Full time
Staff

' Population Growth

Score

Rating

| Score

Average

Rating

=

Score

Average :

1

Average |

Rating

Score

Average

Rating
¥

Score

1
£
|
{

| Bk et o et

| Average

Rating
Score
Average
Rating

Score

Average

Rat=g

Score

Average

Rating

i

66

Poor
9.4
87

Good

9.4
87

Good

58
52
Fair
15
44

Faw

29
51

Poor

Far
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- P | . A R & - - =
74 73 73 72 72 73
Poor I Poor | Poor Poor Poor Poor
9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 94
! |
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I ——— Y i aaclen
. . , :
| Good | Good ! Good | Good | Good | Good
94 9.4 94 | 94 94 9.4
| | |
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R e e e e L
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|
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!
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e L e S S e e 2 s z
§5 | 53 65 ] 5.9 5.7 | 5.7
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Lower tax rates result in |
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SUMMER VILLAGE OF VAL QUENTIN

Historically, between 2001 and 201 |, Summer Village of Val Quentin population has increased from
143 to 157 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 0.9%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to increase from 157 in 2015 to 160 by 2036. This represents an annual
average growth rate of 0.1%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow from 157 in
2015 to 167 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.3%. In the High Scenario,
population is expected to grow from 157 in 2015 to 179 by 2036, This represents an annual average
growth rate of 0.6%.

VAL QUENTIN Population Forecast

180 —

160

. i

= LAt "51

140 il e ErEi e T i
; 3

120 a 1 - = . F L : :'ll_

i t.'.‘:

100 : : : : - =
80 P F ) - . : A St T :
&0 - o 3
P : — . A, (e i
0 - X e
] ' 0 . ] ¥ i |. . 0 I..

R T YT R Y Y Y Y Y Y VY Y VI Iy

Total Population
158
158
158
159
159
160
160
161
162
162
163

163
164
164
165
165
165
166
166
166
167

-

L
| et
demm

P

T

ok
s VAL QUENTIN Papuiation Estimated Data Forecast (Base) ':L:-.i
1%
*Historical Trendline == == =Forecast {High} Forecast {Low) [
T
e
i, b
. . . g . i |
Note that the 2015 population of 157 is an estimate projected from the historical data. F
&
‘.f'f’
it
;
H_:_?‘i
: i
A
B
L
e
o

Regional Revenue/Cast Sharing - An Analysis of Oprions - Final Report



BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The Summer Village of Val Quentin is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Val Quentin- Baseline Financial Indicators

INDICATOR

| Residential Tax Rate Score 5.4 49 45 4.9 44 49 5.0 Lower tax rates result in | |
| | L I ! | | — 1 a better {(higher) score.

120131 2014 (2015 18 NoTes -

Average | 68 68 | &8 | 68 67 66 65

Average = average score |
| B A | ! Ll

| | I for all Summer Villages n
Rating Poor Poor | Poor | * Poor Poor | Poor | Foor  Aberta

Non-Residential Tax | ' [ o —r Lower tax rates result in I

Rate | Score 7.5 64 64 6.4 . 59 64 | 70 abetter (higher) score, |

. | I N | 1 A - ,
Average 74 74 73 1 | 2 7 | N ] i syl

Villages in Alberta,

Rating Far Poor | Foor l Poge | Poor | Far | Far
Debt per Capita Score 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 94 9.4 9.4 Lower debt per capita
| 1 T T 1 t results in a better
Average 87 87 87 88 88 | 8% B9 (higher) score.

[ | Average = average score

R e T

: | . | |
Ratng ~ Goed = Gosd  Gesd | Good = Good | Good | Good | for all SummerVilages in
J | | | | H | Alberta,
! 2 i i & e £ L] i R B | e PRI R] )i}
% Debt Limit Used | Score 9.4 9.4 9.4 94 9.4 9.4 9.4 Lower % debt himit used ?:.f
| | | | Ml — results in a better 3

Average &7 87 | 88 eg 89 89 89 (higher) score.
I | i | Average = average score

i | | |
| i { i ! )
Ratng | Good | Good | Good | Gaod = Good | Good | Good | foral SummerVillages« = |
I | ! | H | | Alberta. e
} | A =l G F iRl h s el e i .‘:
Share Non-Res Higher non-res ﬂ’ﬁ
Assessment S ) B by o el i) 30 assessment resuhs in a 3
- i { { ; : ! f | better (higher) scare. Y
: Average | 52 . 5.1 49 | 49 . 4.8 | 47 . 4.7 | Average = average score ‘::.
I | | ! for all SummerVillagesin | |
Rating Far | Poor | Poor Paor Poor Poor Poor  Alberta. #
{ { | { o
4 4 4 i '!-?
) g | B
Populatian/Fulltme  seore 63 63 63 | 63 63 63 63 | ey |
1 1 r T T 1 score. |
Average 4.4 43 43 43 43 42 4.2 Average = average score | |
[ { | | for all SummerVillagesin | |
| Rating Good Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good  Alerta, 1=
} { B St o il LT | 1 4 L 2 | | it | - :":'
Population Growth Score 5.6 6.1 4.6 53 5.3 5.3 53 Higher population '}t%
: : ! 1 ! growth rates result in a e
Average 5.1 52 49 S0 50 5.1 5.1 better (higher) score. :ﬂ
[ [ =i | £, | Average = average score ﬁ
Rating Fair far | Far Fair Fair Fair Fair for all SummerVillages in Py
Alberta. Bl
L. R : N — T m
| Overall [ Score 7.1 6.5 6.3 6.4 | 6.2 | 6.4 6.5 ] Overall score 15 an i
——rrrr—— = ———————— | average of individual 2
| Average 6.6 6.6 65 66 | 65 | 65 6.5 scores, |
[ Rating Fair Far | Far Far | Fair Far | Far | Scoreforall Summer i
| ! | i ! | Villages in Alberta. I
L S SN EE— | L ! S N SRR R SEEEE——
b

ity

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysts of Options - Final Report 3&



SUMMER VILLAGE OF WEST COVE

Historically, between 2001 and 201 |, Summer Village of West Cove population has increased from
105 to 121 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of |.4%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain relatively stable from 121 in 2015 to 122 by 2036, This represents
an annual average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow
from 121 in 2015 to 139 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 0.6%. In the
High Scenario, population is expected to grow from 121 in 2015 to 149 by 2036. This represents an
annual average growth rate of .0%.

WEST COVE Population Forecast
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Note that the 2015 population of 121 is an estimate projected from the historical data.
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The SummerVillage of West Cove is determined to be in ‘Fair' condition taking into account the
seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below,

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of West Cove- Baseline Financial Indicators

_ INDICATOR

 NOTES

Residential Tax Rare | Score
Average |
Rating
| Non-Residential Tax | 5
Rate I core
| Average
| Rating
Debt per Capita Score
| Average
Rating
% Debt Limit Used Score
Average
Rating
Share Non-Res Sc
Assessment ore
Average
Rating

Population/Full time Staff Score

. Average
Rating
Score

| Popufation Growth

Awverage

Rating

‘ Rating

- ~|-
| Average |

65 6.0 54
68 : 68 68
1
Far | Far Poor
| SR
81 | 75 69
|
74 74 73
Far | Far Fair
9.4 9.4 9.4
87 | 87 87
Good i Good Good
: | ;
94 | 94 94
8.7 87 BE
Good = Good Good
58 58 0
52 5.1 49
Far Faer Poor
38 46 44
44 43 43
Fair Fan Fair
4.5 5.0 40
5.1 5.2 49
|
Fair Fair Fair
67 | 6.8 [ 6.1
66 | 66 65
3 g
Fair Fair

| Far
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Lower tax rates result in

| a better (higher) score,

Average = average score

| for all Summer Villages in

Alperta,

Lower tax rates result in

| a better (higher) score.

| Average = average score

for all Summer Villages in
Alberta.

Lower debt per capita

results in a better
(hugher) score.

| Average = average score

for all SummerVillages in
Alberta,

Lower % debt imi used
results in a better
(hugher) score.

Average = average score
for all Summer Villages in

| Alberta,

Higher non-res
assessment resultsin a
better (fugher) score.

Average = average score
for all SurmerVillages in
Alberta.

Lower tax rates result in
a better {gher) score.

Average = average score

| for all Summer Villages in

Alberta,

Higher population
growth rates result i a
better (higher) score.
Average = average score
for all Summer Villages in
Alberta.

| PR
Overall score 1s an

average of individual
scores,

"] Average = average score

013 | 2014 |
49 54 5.4
68 67 66
Poor Far Fair
64 70 6.4
73 72 72
Poor Fair Fair
9.4 94 9.4
88 88 89
A |
Good Good i Good
9.4 94 94
838 89 89
Good Good | Good
SR
30 30 30
49 48 47
Poor Poor Poor
58 58 58
43 43 42
Good Good Good
53 53 53
50 50 5.1
Far Fair Fair
|63 | es I 6.4
66 | 65 | es
Faw -{ Fair | Far
. 1

for all Summer Villages in
Alberta.




SUMMER VILLAGE OF YELLOWSTONE

Historically, between 2001 and 201 I, Summer Village of Yellowstone population has increased from
98 to 124 people. This represents a historical ten year average annual growth rate of 2.4%.

Over the period, 2015 to 2036, three growth scenarios are presented. In the Low Scenario,
population is expected to remain relatively stable from 131 in 2015 to 132 by 2036. This represents
an annual average growth rate of 0.0%. In the Medium Scenario, population is expected to grow
from 131 in 2015 to 172 by 2036. This represents an annual average growth rate of 1.3%. In the
High Scenario, population is expected to grow from 131 in 2015 to 191 by 2036, This represents an
annual average growth rate of |.8%.

YELLOWSTONE Population Forecast
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BASELINE FINANCIAL INDICATORS

The SummerVillage of Yellowstone is determined to be in ‘Fair’ condition taking into account the

seven indicators of municipal sustainability defined below.

The results of the Reference Financial Forecast are provided under separate cover.

Summer Village of Yellowstone- Baseline Financial Indicators

Residential Tax Rate | Score 49 44 54 49

49 44 Lower tax rates result in
5 f : t i a better (higher) score.
| Average | 68 68 68 ] 68 | 67 6.6 | Average = average score
I [ ! [ for all Surnmer Villages in
Rating Poor Poar Pagcr Poor Poor | Poor | Alperta
) ; - I. S rc ? . e . e :_ e
Non-Residential Tax | _I | Lower tax rates result n |
. Rate Score 4.6 . 46 26 . 26 26 | 2.6 a better (higher) score. .
] I | " ,.  Average = average score
| AVEl‘age | 74 ! 74 ?—3 73 72 72 for all summervmages in
; I | Alberta.
Rating Poar Paor Poar Poor Poor | Poor
Debe per Capita Score 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 2.4 Lower debt per capita
| ] i | i © results in a better
| Average | B7 87 8.7 88 88 | 89 (igher) score.
| ! el | ! T | Average = average score
Rang | Good = Good = Good | Good | Good | Good | for all SummerVillages in
| ¥ I | | i Alberta.
! i s . - Feut—aes 1 B HE e + i PN B -= .,. Lo R
% Debt Limit Used | Score 9.4 94 | 94 9.4 94 | 94 | Lower % debtlimit used |
1 I — } | ' | results in 3 better
Average 87 8.7 B8 | 88 | 839 89 (higher) score.
[ ! : ! ] 1 : | Average = average score |
Rating | Good | Good | Good | Good i Good | Good | for all SummerVillages in
| | ! { | Alberta,
| | L= | i ¥ s LD | =
Share Non-Res [ | Higher non.res
Assessment Score 58 S iy iy 30 30 assessment results in a
i T 1 1 | better {ugher) score.
Average 52 5l . 49 49 48 . 47 Average = average scare
] ] | for all Summer Villages in
Rating Far Far Poor Poor Poor | Poor | Alberta.
Population/Full time Staff  Score 5.8 58 58 58 35 35 Lower tax rates result in
1 F | abetter (higher) score.
Average 44 43 43 43 43 ! 42 | Average = average score
| | | | for all Surnmer Villages in
Rating | Good Good | Good | Good Fair Far Alberta,
Population Growth Score 45 50 4.0 5.3 53 5.3 Higher population
1 1 growth rates result in a
Average 5.1 52 49 50 50 5.1 better (higher) score,
1 | i [ Average = average score
Ratng Far | Far Far | Far Far | far  for all SummerVilagesin
- ; Alberta,
e e L L - : 5l e e R N
Qverall | Score l 6.3 | 6.3 5.7 ‘ 5.8 54 J: 5.4 ! Qverall score is an
e S e E— l--- S B — ————— average of indmdual
Average | 66 | 66 | &5 | 66 65 | 65 | scores.
t Ty gy e (TS | | - —— | Average = average score
| Ratng Fair | Fair Fair | Fair Fair Far | for all Summer Villages in
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Various cost and revenue sharing options were considered and discussed with the members of the
Project Steering Committee. The options included in the analysis are based on these discussions.

The ordering of the options has been chosen to facilitate the presentation of the analysis and results
and is i iori i i ion. Generally the
options flow from being more comprehensive (e.g. amalgamation) to cost sharing on all services to
the sharing of costs on individual services. As well, the ordering of the options reflects a progression
from significant restructuring and centralization of decision making to a continuation of existing
municipal structures and decision making.

Generally, the cost/revenue options considered in this analysis include four major types and some
options within each major type as outlined below,

Option | - Amalgamation: Amalgamation where municipal boundaries would be adjusted to
create a single municipality from the municipalities being amalgamated.
Option 1A: Amalgamation of all municipalities in the study area.

Option I1B: Amalgamation of Lac Ste, Anne County and all Villages and Summer Villages in
the County.

Option | C: Amalgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach with the SummerVillages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin,

Option ID: Amalgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach with all the Summer Villages in
the County.

Option 2 - Comprehensive Cost Sharing: Comprehensive cost sharing where all municipal
operations and services would be delivered from a central municipality without affecting
municipal boundaries or jurisdictional control.

Option 2A: Comprehensive Cost Sharing of all municipalities in the study area.

Option 2B: Comprehensive Cost Sharing of Lac Ste. Anne County and allVillages and
Summer Villages in the County.

Option 2C: Comprehensive Cost Sharing Alberta Beach with the SummerVillages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin.

Option 2D: Comprehensive Cost Sharing of Alberta Beach with all the Summer Villages in
the County,

Option 3 - Cost Sharing on Selected Municipal Services: including:
Option 3A: Administration
Option 3B: Bylaw Protection
Option 3C: Roads & Streets
Option 3D: Fire
Option 4E: FCSS

» Option 4 - Revenue Sharing: Where the County of Lac Ste. Anne would share tax revenues
with selected urban municipalities in the County and alternatively two way revenue sharing
between the County and Towns,

Option 4A: Sharing of $1 million annually
Option 4B: Two way revenue sharing (County and Towns)

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharng - An Analysis of Opuions - Final Report



OPTION | - AMALGAMATION

Amalgamation is a significant step that would involve erasing existing municipal boundaries and
consolidating jurisdictional control and responsibility for delivery of municipal services in a newly
created municipality. This has potentially significant implications for service delivery which can, in
many instances, result in some economies of scale and cost savings. There are other non-financial
implications that must also be evaluated and considered. These include the following;

» Governance: The size, composition and electoral responsibilities of members of Council would
need to be determined. How the Council of the new entity would be configured would have
potential implications for representation. and responsiveness of elected officials to citizen 1ssues.

» Representation / Responsiveness : The size, composition and electoral responsibilities of
members of Council would need to be determined. and responsiveness of elected officials to
citizen issues.

» Implementation: The transformation from two or more municipalities to a single entity may .
require some adjustments to service delivery, municipal costs and tax rates. Where the g |
adjustment is positive, it can likely be implemented immediately. Where the adjustment isn't )
positive (e.g. a tax increase), there may need to be a phase in period or other measures taken |
to reduce or eliminate any negative implications of the amalgamation,

fssues associated with governance, citizen representation and other factors that would affect the _
structure and organization of the new municipality and its operations are worth noting, but beyond 5]
the scope of this study. The analysis completed as part of this project evaluates the potential financial
implications of amalgamation for various scenarios. If any of these, or perhaps other, amalgamation
options are of interest, it would be recommended to conduct comprehensive restructuring study that
would include consideration of all relevant factors associated with amalgamation.

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

To complete this analysis, the Reference Forecast has been used as the starting point for each
analysis. From this potential cost savings have been estimated and applied to municipal tax requisition
for each affected municipality in each year of the forecast. |

» Service Delivery: It has been assumed that services would be centralized in the largest _
municipality included in the scenanio. As a result, cost savings will result from economies of scale |
and reduction in overhead costs assoctated with service delivery in each function area. ;

» Cost Savings: For the municipalites included in the amalgamation scenario, an estimate has
been made of the proportion of fixed costs (e.g. overheads) that could be saved as a result of
delivering the service from a new centralized municipality. These cost savings have been
estimated for each of the municipalities except for the centralized municipality. It is expected
that a core service delivery structure would remain in place and that other services would be
added to this core service. This would result in savings of a portion of administrative costs
associated with delivery for the non-core municipalities included in the scenario.

Assessment and Taxation: The assessment base of each municipality included in the analysis has

been assumed to be combined to form a new amalgamated municipality. The municipal tax

rates have been calculated using the residential/non-residential tax split of the largest core ;

municipality3 |
» Tax Rate Splits: The tax rate splits between residential and non-residential tax rates have been

assumed to remain at their Base Year levels. For example, if the non-residential tax rate in the

3The residentialinon-residential tax rate split 15 a policy deaision that would be made by the newly formed council.
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Base Year is 10% higher than the residential rate, this differential is maintained in evaluating the
implications of the option analyzed.

» Minimum Tax Rates: In some municipalities a minimum tax rate has been established for
properties as set out in Section 357(2) of the Municipal Government Act. Where this is the
case, it has been assumed that the minimum tax rate would be adjusted by the same
proportion as the estimated impact on other municipal tax rates. In this way all properties in
the municipality would be affected simifarly by implementing the option, This is provided in each
option where Residential and Non-Residential tax rates are provided as MR VAR (variable). An
alternate approach to viewing the tax rate impacts has been provided where the Minimum Tax
Rate is held constant such that the total tax impact of an option is borne by the general
municipal tax rate. This is denoted as MR CON (constant) for the Residential and Non-
Residential tax rate impact results. The interpretation of these different approaches is
summarized in Appendix E where the tax rate impacts reported can be interpreted assuming
that the minimum tax were heid constant and not change with the change in the tax requisition.

» Operating Revenues: The operating revenues associated with charges and fees charged by each
municipality have been assumed to remain for each municipality as projected in the Reference
Forecast.*

Capital Expenditures: The capital expenditures and associated financing of these projects by
each municipality have been assumed to remain for each municipality as projected in the
Reference Forecast.

» Debt: The accumulated debt for the amalgamated municipality is assumed to not change from
that projected for each participating municipality in the Reference Forecast.

It is worth noting that holding operating revenues, capital expenditures and capital project financing
as projected for each participating municipality in the Reference Forecast s likely resulting in the
analysis not capturing the full financial benefits of amalgamation.

The estimated cost savings are calculated for each municipality and then set against the projected
total expenditures for the newly formed amalgamated municipality. These cost savings are accounted
for in the municipal requisition to determine the projected municipal tax rates.

* Setung fees and charges in a newly formed municipality through amalgarmation may result in changes to policies regarding services provided. This
rationalization of fees and charges may have a net benefit to the municipal financial results which has not been incorporated in the analysis,
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OPTION | A - AMALGAMATION OF ALL MUNICIPALITIES

This option considers the amalgamation of all the urban municipalities (e.g. Towns, Village and
SummerVillages) in Lac Ste. Anne County.

This analysis assumes that all services that are current provided in each municipality would continue
to be provided under the newly formed amalgamated municipality, at the same service level as
assumed in the Reference Forecast (Status Quo).

Savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery across all the
municipalities included in the option. These savings have been estimated for each of the municipalities
that would be added to the core or largest municipality, which is Lac Ste. Anne County in this option.

The evaluation of the financial impacts of this option are presented for four indicators as discussed
below. Note that the amalgamated municipality is assumed to establish a residential and non-
residential tax rate using the residential/non-residential split of the core municipality. These municipal
tax rates have been assumed to be applied to all properties in the amalgamated municipality.
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RESIDENTIAL MLt RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1A - Amalgamation of All Municipalities: Residential Mill Rate

: REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION IA
* RESIDENTIAL MILL

RATE o : e
- (REAL 2015 $} T MILL

o SCORE  paTE A AN NOTES =

] I b

LAC STE ANNE Fair 457 Fair 450 | 450 Fair 409  90% | 92% | Befter 3
MAYERTHORPE Poor | 10J0 = Poor 974 | 949 | Good = 409  -580% -587% | Better i
X ! | - : i oo i

ONOWAY Goed | 567 | Goad | 485 = 483  Good = 409  -I57% -158% | Better |

. e e e o P 4. : } e bt
ALBERTA BEACH | Good | 500 | Good | 509 523 | Good ' 409 -196% | -20.% | Better | B |

it | Rl Rl { | ! i S ke

BIRCH COVE Poor 6.20 Poor 623 6.24 Poor | 409 -343% | -348% | Better | ’
CASTLE ISLAND Poor 420 Poor 428 428 Poor 409 -4.4% -45% | Betler ._
NAKAMUN PARK Poor 460 | Paor  SA8 | 557 | Poor | 409  -210% -214% | Better i
ROSS HAVEN Fair | 242 Far 250 | 255 | Poor 409 636%  646% | Worse s
SANDY BEACH Poor | 900 | Peor | 92i 92 Paor 409 | -S56%  -56.% | Better | i

4 ! 4 | kin =

SILVER SANDS | Poor | 500 @ Poor | 464 451 | Poor 409 | -119% | -120% | Better g
Lo i 1 i il [+ b
SUNRISE BEACH . Poor | 640 | Poor | 776 = 998  Poor 409 | -473% | -485%  Befter i
SLINSET POINT Fair 329 | Poor | 405 | 405 | Poor 409 0% | 10% | Worse | :‘
SOUTHVIEW Poor | 609 | Poor 678 | 755 | Poor 409  -397%  -405% @ Better [ ]

b - ¥ - 4 e | ot
VAL QUENTIN Fawr 357 Poor 397 408 Poor 4,09 3.0% 3% | Worse :?

. 4 I + = | - '

i } ] e
WEST COVE Farr 390 Poor 449 476 Poor 409 -89% -9.0% Better | it
YELLOWSTONE Poar 5.02 Poor 556 5.56 Poor 409 -264% | -267% @ Better

i oL - :E

M
Legend: Scare based on M5l for the same municipal type | A = Difference Ref Forecast - Variable MinTax Rate ot
Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) A4 = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate f

o g - e e fi

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant decline in their Residential Mill Rate P
(13 of 16 municipalities). The decline in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 4.4% lower to a decline of i
58.7% in 2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of achieving economies of scale in the o
delivery of municipal services as compared to current expenditures. -
Three municipalities are projected to experience an increase in Residential Mill Rates for this option. h'_
The increase in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 1.0% to 64.6%, 2
%4
The change in Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix A S =]
.

* It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts for each opuion. Where a Mirimum Tax i
Rate has been established by a municipality. the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any 5';
Minimuem Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MRVAR - vartable); and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at " :]
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation, =
it
[an]

Regronal Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Opuians - Final Report 45



NON-RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1A - Amalgamation of All Municipalities: Non-Residential Mill Rate

Fa REFERENCE FORECAS' __ OPTION IA
' NON-RESIDENTIAL
" MILL RATE

~ (REAL2015 §)

2036

MiLL
SCORE o ate A AN NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE Fipoor | 1947 [iiPoar | 1906 | 1506 | Poor | 1741 | 9u% | 92% [HBners —‘5:,:
| MAYERTHORPE | Poor | 2086  Poor | 2013 2004 Paor | I7AI | 35% | -137% Better 5
ONOWAY !“-F'o;a.r-? 1597 | Far | 1366 | 1361 | Poor | 1741 | 275% | 277% | Werse | ?1
IALBERTA_B..EA_(II_-I“__-_I_-(-S;;E. 900 | Good = 947 | 9 .:m?a-i.r_ —[ 1741 899% | 920% | Worse ]' )
E_émCHéc_)vé T h_ Poor | 620  Peor | 623 624 _.-Poo.r-...r 1741 1795%  1819% | Worse :
CASTLE ISLAND  Rir | 420 | Far 428 428 | Poor | 1741 3068%  3098% Worse
| NAKAMUN PARK | Poor ' 480 | Poor | 518 | 557 | Poor'| 1741 | 2364% | 2400% | Worse I
_':rlo;:.é; HAVEN | Far Y - Far 250 255 , Poor 1741 S964%  606.1% l Wor.sej
| SANDY BEACH  Poor | 1300 | Poor 1330 " 1330 |Poor 741 309%  312% | Worse. |
ESILVER SAND'..S . Poor 1 17.25 ‘ Poor I 1602 15.60 : Pagr I 17.41 8.7% 8.8% .Worsc I

i L | i | | 1

Poor | 2500 Poor 3035 39.03 Poor 17.41 -426% | -43.8% . Better

I
SUNRISE BEACH

PN AL S A

SUNSET POINT [ Far 329 Far | 405 | 405 Poor 1741 | 399% | 3332% ! T
SQUTHVIEW , Poor 19.67 i.’oor ! 2191 . 2443 i Poor 1741 -205% ! -210% } B-et.ter
| VAL QUENTIN e | 357 | Far | 397 | 408 | Poor | (741 | 38S% | 3429% - Worse _
j WEST COVE | Far .. 190 | Poor 4.49 476 | Poor | 1741 . 287.8% . 2919% : Worse. i
;ELLOWSTONE . I Poor ! 17.25 Poor 1909 . 19.10 | Poor 1744 -8.8% . -8.9% i Better
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municipal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Vanable MinTax Rate
Mill Rate: Real 2015 % (No Inflauon) &4 = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate
For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant increase in their Non-Residential
Mill Rate (I} of 16 municipalities). This is typically a result of the municipality having a single mill rate

for Residential and Non-Residential purposes.® In other instances, including Onoway, Alberta Beach,
Sandy Beach and Silver Sands, the Non-Residential Tax Rate is lower without implementing Option
A

Five municipalities are projected to experience a decrease in Non-Residential Mill Rates for this
option. This resuits from a combination of reduced operating expenditures and a favourable
Residential / Non-Residential tax split.

The change in Non-Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix A,

¢The split or differential between residential and non-residential mill rates is 1.0 (i.e. tax rates are the same).
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This inciudes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1A - Amalgamation of All Municipalities: Operating Expenditures
Per Capita

OPERATING REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 1A

URES PER
Rl aTr 2036 2036

(REAL2015%) [T m i
Ealisc: : SCORE  § AA  NOTES

LAC STE ANNE COUNTY | Good 1765 | Good | 1568  -12% | Good 1506 4% | Beter | 3
MAYERTHORPE R | 1938 | Far | tew | 4t | Far | ts0s | -ase 2 Bener | Fi
ONOWAY | Fae | 1ss8 | far 1607 4s% | far 1506 | -63% Better | Fé
ALBERTA BEACH | = Py L Fair 4| 212 4% | Far 1,506 | 319% | Beter &
BRCHCOVE T Far 1392 “ér.::o-dm_l. IR0 sa% | Far 1506 | 140% .-:--_V;';e_ : F’E
| CASTLE SLAND RG] 3570 r Poor | 2802 204%  Far | 1506 -470% Bettert | b
NAKAMUN PARK [Eirett| ssis | Poor | 4750 | -139%  Far 1506 -683% Bener_
ROSS HAVEN Fa?r : 1.795 I Far | 1,549 -13.7% Fair 1,506 -2.8% .B-e_tt;r I
.SANDYBEACH | Fair 1,452 L Good . 1351 ' 7.0% ' Fair 1.506 11.5% ' V;;ul:'n;-| :
SLVER SANDS [ rar | 207 I_."Fa.lr. 1806 | -131% | Far | 1506 | -l6&% ; B 1 J
|SUNRJS-E BEACH Fageo | 1467 | Good | LI75  -19.9% Fair (506 282% . Wor:e
SUNSETPONT  far 1820 I‘_Fa-r s aex R | 1506 4% | Beter | o
SOUTHVIEW Fair - 2.045 { Farr 1771 | -13.4% Fair . 1.506 -15.0% Better .
VAL QUENTIN | hair | 1936 | Far | tew | -sex Fair 1506 -176% Better j
WEST COVE | Rar | 2025 | e | 1926 | -94% | Far | 1506 | -208% [ Bent #
YELLOWSTONE | L8al | Far | 1542 162% | Far 1506 | -23% _' Becter : B
Legend: Score based on MS| for the same municipat type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values i

A

il

i

Operaung Expenditures: Real 2015 § (No Inflation)  AA = Dillerence between 2036 & 2036 values [

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant decrease in their Operating
Expenditures Per Capita (13 of |6 municipalities). This results from economies of scale and savings
resulting reducing overheads associated with the delivery of municipal services.

N b PN . AT
B 7o

e

Bl e

Three municipalities are projected to experience an increase in Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for this option. This is typically a result of the municipality having low operating expenditures in
comparison to the other municipalities in the analysis,

The change in Operating Expenditures Per Capita for each year is presented in Appendix A.
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SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The following table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as comnpared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1A - Amalgamation of All Municipalities: Share of Non-Residential
Assessment

REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION A

SHARE OF NON-

RESIDENTIAL 2036
ASSESSMENT = : :
(REAL 2015 3) n SCORE % AN NOTES
I1_;¢\C—STE,¢\NNE COUNT.YJI_ Poor | 225% : I_’o.o.r . 2.0.0% -11.1% Pacr i 16.4% -18.0% | Wors(f. ;
MAYERTHORPE ] Fair 253% | Far | 250% | -08% Far | 164% | -347% | Worse |
IFONO\N.;'-\Y S BRI Goo; il 282% Good 5. 27.3% -3.2% Fair | 16.4% : -399% ‘ W;rse i
ABERTABEACH | Poor | 58% | Poor | sex 4% Poor | led% | 1929% ‘_—Be_ttht;_]
“éIRC.H CE)IVE B _Fa;r 0 04% Fair 04% I 00% Goog--; 16.4% ] 4.0}0.0%_|_Bet-ter “ !
| CASTLE ISLAND [Fpoord| 0i% | Por 0)% | 00%  Good 16a% 163000%  Better { il
NAKAMUIN PARK It | oax | Far | 04% . 00%  Good i 164%  40000%  Better 1' f:
ROSS HAVEN Gocd I 1.2% : . Good : 1.2% . 0.0% !-.-éo-o;._ii 164% . 1,266.7% J Better 1|
SANDY BEACH Good | 15% | Good | 5%  00%  Good | 164%  9933%  Better ‘%
SILVER SANDS Wi cood L 24% | Good | 26%  00% | Good | 164% | $308% | Bewer ;*
SUNRISE BEACH . i F;|r. t 0.5% ) I;r = 04% -20.0% . .-..G.O?d......! 16.4% 4,000.0% Ben-er {1‘
_ _ | : i
SUNSET POINT Fair 03% Fair . 02% -33.3% b .Gooc.l | 164% 8,1000% : Bet?er ?
SOUTHVIEW Far 0% | Far | 04%  -333% | Good | 164%  40000%  Better 3
VAL QUENTIN | rair 04% | far | 04%  00% | Good 164% | 40000% | Facher y
WEST COVE . Far 0.4% Far 0.3% -250% -’ Good 164% I 5.366.7% I Betler | F‘J’l
YELLOWSTONE Fair . 0.4% Far 03% -25.0% Good | 164% 5366.7% I Bette- I -
Legend: Score based on M5| for the sarme municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values
Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values
For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant increase in their Share of Non-

Residential Assessment (13 of 16 municipalities). This results from these municipalities having a
relatively small proportion of non-residential development as compared to the larger municipalities in
the analysis.

Three municipalities are projected to experience a decrease in in their Share of Non-Residential
Assessment for this option. In each instance these larger municipalities have a more diverse and
balanced assessment base than the others included in the analysis. Most of the other municipalities
(Villages and Summer Villages) have a high share of residential assessment and a small proportion of
Non-Residential Assessment.

The change in Share of Non-Residential Assessment for each year is presented in Appendix A,
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, | | of |6 municipalities are expected to benefit
from the implementation of this option. Four municipalities would experience mixed results.
Overall, no municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result of implementing this option.

Option 1A - Amalgamation of All Municipalities: Summary’

NON- SHARE OF NON-
RESIDENTIAL MILL  pecinenTiaL miy,  EXPENDITURES RESIDENTIAL

RATE (MR CON) PER CAPITA
INDICATOR RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT

AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES  AA

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY | -9.2% Better -9.2% Better -4.0% Better | -180% | Worse Ve

MAYERTHORPE -587% | Better -13.7% Better | -18.5% | Better | -347% = Worse e
ONOWAY -158% | Better | 27.7% | Worse | -63% Better | -399% | Worse e
ALBERTA BEACH -20.1% | Better | 92.1% | Worse | -319% | Better | 1929% | Better e
BIRCH COVE -348% | Better  1819% | Worse  140% | Worse  40000% Better ]
CASTLE ISLAND -4.5% | Better | 3098% | Worse | -470% | Better | 163000% Better v
NAKAMUN PARK -21.4% Better | 2400% @ Worse = -683% Benter | 40000% | Better e
ROSS HAVEN 64.6% Worse | 606.1% = Worse -2.8% Better  1.266.7%  Better It
SANDY BEACH -56.1% Better 31.2% Worse 11.5% Woerse | 993.3% Better 11
SKVER SANDS -120% = Better B.8% Worse | -166% | Better | 5308% | Better V
SUNRISE BEACH -485% | Better = -438% | Better = 282% = Worse | 40000% | Better Ve
SUNSET POINT 1.0% Worse  3332% | Worse -4.3% Bemer | 8.100.0% Better it
SOUTHVIEW -40.5% Better | -210% Better = -150%  Better = 40000%  Better e
VAL QUENTIN 3% | Worse  3429%  Worse  -176% | Better | 40000%  Better it
WEST COVE 9.0% Better | 2919% = Worse @ -21.8% | Better | 5366.7% | Better 7
YELLOWSTONE -267% Better -89% Better -2.3% Better | 5.366.7% | Better Ve
Average Change -180% 148.1% -12.7% 3.626.5%
Summar)ﬂ 7 Better (11 of 16) ~  Worse (None) i1 Mixed Result (5 of |6)

Most municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial
perspective.

T Al Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option helding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR CON).
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# The larger municipalities (Lac Ste. Anne County, Mayerthorpe and Onoway) would experience a
deterioration of their balanced tax base as a result of amalgamation with other murnicipalities
that are largely residential in nature. However, this dis-benefit is offset by a reduction in tax
rates (Residential and Non-Residential) and lower Operating Expenditures Per Capita.

» Some municipalities are projected to experience an increase in Residential Tax Rates (3 of 16)
from the Reference Forecast and more (I | of 16) an increase in Non-Residential Tax Rates.
With amalgamation, it would be possible to mitigate this impact in one of the following ways:

Council could on an annual basis exempt affected ratepayers from tax rates higher than
previous rates 8

The amalgamated municipality could request to be granted Specialized Municipality status
that would allow for the establishment of differential tax rates to different areas to reflect
the different services provided to each area.? Using this tax rates could be established to
mitigate possible increases and adjusted to reflect the cost of delivery services. NOTE: This
could also be achieved through cost sharing as evaluated in Option 2A.

- Three municipalities are expected to experience a net increase in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita. However, this result is offset by significant betterment of the balance of assessment in
the amalgamated municipality and the resulting lower Residential Tax Rates.

# Section 347(1) Cancellation, reduction, refund or deferral of taxes; Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26, July | I
1,2016 -

® Sectron 83 Specighzed municipality. Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26, july 1,2016
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OPTION 1B - AMALGAMATION OF LAC STE ANNE COUNTY AND ALL VILLAGES/SUMMER VILLAGES

This option considers the amalgamation of all the urban municipalities in Lac Ste. Anne County
except for the Towns of Mayerthorpe and Onoway. This option concentrates the opportunity for the
smallest municipalities in the study area (e.g. Village and SummerVillages) to take advantage of
economies of scale.

This analysis assumes that all services that are current provided in each municipality would continue
to be provided under the newly formed amalgamated municipality, at the same service level as
assumed in the Reference Forecast (Status Quo).

Savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery across all the
municipalities included in the option. These savings have been estimated for each of the municipalities
that would be added to the core or largest municipality, which is Lac Ste. Anne County in this option,

The evaluation of the financial impacts of this option are presented for four indicators as discussed
below. Note that the amalgamated municipality is assumed to establish a residential and non-
residential tax rate using the residential/non-residential split of the core municipality. These munic pal
tax rates have been assumed to be applied to all properties in the amalgamated municipality,
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RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1B - Amalgamation of Lac Ste Anne County and all Villages and
Summer Villages: Residential Mill Rate

REFEREMCE FORECAST OFTION |18 B

RESIDENTIAL MILL

RATE _ 2036
(REAL2015%) [~ i : MILL

: SCORE  pare A AA  NOTES
| LAC STE ANNE R | 47 | Far | 450 | 450 | Far | 427 | 1% | 52% | Bewer
OV — s . : W S
onowar baial R B
Y E3EN - ERETIETY -
BIRCH COVE Poor | 620 | Poor 623 | 624 Poor | 427 | 3% 3I9% | Better |
| CASTLE ISLAND CPoor | 420 | Poor 428 | 428 | Poor 427 0% 02% | Bewer
| NAKAMUN PARK Poor | 460 Poor 518 | 557 5";.;; 427 7% 79% ..B.t;t__te_r_.
3230_55%1&2&_ B I i;u;_ 242 i“ml-:al:r 250 255 Il :;oo;_ _i 427 084 719% _Vftgljs
| SANDY BEACH _“P.tzc:r"i 900 | Poor | 921 92 ' Poor ' 47 536X -542% B_eftfd
SILVER SANDS | Poor | SO0 | Poor | 464 45l ; Poor I 427 80%  BI% | Better "
| SUNRISE BEACH | poor | 640 i Poor | 776 = 998 | Poor | 427 450%  462% Better
SUNSETPOINT “Fanr”J 329 | Poor | 405 405 ]_Pmr I 27 sa% | s mv;r;
SOUTHVEW | Roor | 409 1 Poor | 678 755 .* Poor J' 27 e 3% 2 Berer |
lr\;;j_.@EN_'T;J- _ Fair 357 %or 397 4.08 | P-o.o;.*.:. 427 7.6% 77% W:rs_en-l
| WEST COVE Far 390 | Poor | 449 476 | Poor e | A% S0% | Pe.litfr_ii
YELLOWSTONE | Poor | 502 Poor 556 556 Poor a7 232% | 34% | Better
I Legend: Score based on MSI for the same munsaipal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Vanable Min Tax Rate
Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ {No Inflation) AA = Difference Rel Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant decline in their Residential Mill Rate
(11 of 14 municipalities), The decline in Residential Mill Rates from the Reference Forecast ranges
from 0.2% lower to a decline of 54.2% in 2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of
achieving economies of scale in the delivery of municipal services as compared to current
expenditures,

Three municipalities are projected to experience an increase i Residential Mill Rates for this option.
The increase in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 5.4% to 71.9%.
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The change in Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix B.'®

NON-RESIDENTIAL MiLL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1B - Amalgamation of Lac Ste Anne County and all Villages and
Summer Villages: Non-Residential Mill Rate

T OPTION 1B
NON-RESIDENTIAL ;

EEMILTRATE BV | 8820 310 | SR, 2036

(REAL20158) |

LI gl SCORE 1 TILE A AN NOTES

RATE

LAC STE ANNE  Poor | 1947 | Poor | 1906 1906 | Poor 816  52% | -53% - Better

 MAYERTHORPE

ONOV.V.'AY i Wlly :
|ABERTABEACH | Good | 900 | Good | 917 | 943 | Far | IBI6 | 980% | 100S% Worse
BRCHCOVE Poor || 630 | Poor | 623 4 624 | Poor | 1816 | 1915% 1941% | Worse

=T m e

CASTLE ISLAND | Far | 420 | Far | 428 | 428 | Poor | 1816  3243%  1275% | Worse

| NAKAMUN PARK . Poor I 460 | Poor | SI8 | 557 | Poor | I8)6  2506% = 2548% = Worse

! i I | | ol

'EO.S.S.HAVEN. Far | 242 | Far 250 255 Poor 1816  6264% 636.6%-}”Worse
SANDY BEACH : -_ ; Po?r .Jt 1300 | Poor 13.30 . 13.30 :. Poor E 18.16 _ 365% 369% ?Worse j
SILVER SANDS | Poor ' 1725 | Poor 1602 15.60 Poor | 1816 13.4% 35% | Worse
S_Ul\-lRIS_EBh!EAC;_._._-hI -P.o.t.)-r--:- 500 F-’oor 30.35"“ 39.03 P.oc-nr . 18.16 -.40.2% I -412% | B;n;r-:
| SUNSET PdINT : Fair 329 - F-ﬂ-l;" | 405 . 405 I Poor | 18.16 . 3484% - 351.9% \-"\.f'o.rs-e_-!
SOUTHT'IE\-.‘\.7 __.__.j Poor ! 19.67 * Poar | 2151 2443 .- P.OOI‘ | 18.16 - -17.0% . -17.5% '_Eette'r“.|
TVALQHFHNI{N_____ : Farr 157 _ F-a.ur. 397 408 _ .P<.).c_;r. 18.46 _-357.4% 3620% ; Warse4
| WEST COVE : Far 390 Poor 449 476 Poor 806 | 3045% 3089% @ Worse
YELLOWSTONE | Poor | 1725 | Pour 1909 1900 Poor | 1816 | -49%  -49% SBier ]
Legend: Score based on MS| for the same municipal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Variable Min Tax Rate

Mifi Rate: Real 2015 $ {No Inflavon) AN = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant increase in their Non-Residential
Mill Rate (10 of 14 municipalities). This is typically a result of the municipality having a single mill rate
for Residential and Non-Residential purposes.!!
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' It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate sphts would be mantained in evaluation of the mnpacts for each option. Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by a municipality, the projected municpal tax rate has been caleulated using two approaches: the first assurmes that any
Minimum Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - varable): and second where any Minimum Tax Rates reman at
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate caleulation.

I The split or differential between residential and non-residential mill rates 1s 1.0 {i.e. tax rates are the same).
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Four municipalities are projected to experience a decrease in Non-Residential Mill Rates for this
option. This results from a combination of reduced operating expenditures and a favourable
Residential / Non-Residentral tax split.

The change in Non-Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix B.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1B - Amalgamation of Lac Ste Anne County and all Villages and
Summer Villages: Operating Expenditures Per Capita

OPERATING REFERENCE FORECAST = OPTION 18

ExpeNgli;%iES PER 1 2015 2036

(REAL2015%) | I 1
| SCORE | - § | SCORE SCORE  § AA  NOTES

| LAC STE ANNE COUNTY

MAYERTHORPE

ONéWAY | ) 4 tk (e i

EFIALEE..RTA BEACH 2414 Far | 2212 -304% |

i.E.”RCEEme___ : “J.-F;i.r . 1392 . Gaod (321 5I%  Far | 1S40 | 166% i

CASTLE ISLAND | Poor | 3570 Poor | 2842 | 204%  Far | 1540 | 4sE% -

NAXAMUNPARK T 5515 Poor | 4750 | -19%  Fair +| 1540 | -676% |

ROSS HAVEN ke | 1295 | Far | 1549 -137%  far ' 1.540 ' 06% | |

i smxi_o: _B'E;(-:;- F_;_ 4 Farr 1452 _Gooii_: 1351 -70% Fair 1,540 140% |

SILVER SANDS J Far 2078 Far | 1806 -13.0%  Far NS0 -147%

 SUNRISE BEACH B e | e Gooal| 1475 | -199% | Far | 1540 311%

'EQSHPO!NT e Farr 1.820 Fir | 1573 -136%  Far | 1540 -20%

soutHViEW 1 Fae | 2085 | far | 1770 | 034% | Far | 1540 | -130% [ Baners

| VAL QUENTIN P | 1936 | Far | 1B27 | 56% | Far | 1540 | -157% ll B_el::e.r.\

WEST.COVE Fair 2,125 . Fair - 1926 34% I Fal-r- . 1,540 - -200% |;ett_er_ i

-YELLOWSTdNE Fair I 1.841 . Far . 1,542 =162% - Fair | 1.540 - 0.0% |__B:tt_e: E
Legend: Score based on MS| for the same municipal type . A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 § (No Inflation) | AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant decrease in their Operating
Expenditures Per Capita (11 of 14 municipalities). This results from economies of scale and savings
resulting reducing overheads associated with the delivery of municipal services.

Regional RevenuefCost Sharing - An Analysis of Opuons - Fimal Report
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Three municipalities are projected to experience an increase in Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for this option. This is typically a result of the municipality having low operating expenditures in
comparison to the other municipalities in the analysis.

The change in Operating Expenditures Per Capita for each year is presented in Appendix B.

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The following table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quoj for 2015 and 2036
as compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1B - Amaigamation of Lac Ste Anne County and all Villages and
Summer Villages: Share of Non-Residential Assessment

REFEREMCE F CPTION |IB
SHARE OF MNON- E FORECAST |

RESIDENTIAL Al [= 2036
ASSESSMEMT -

(REAL20I53) | 1 1 _ SCORE %  AA NOTE

Warse |

| LAC_S-TETANNE COUNTY

Fair 15.5% 225% |

MAYERTHORPE
' ONOwaY
ALBERTA BEACH } _ | | 1768% :
BRCH COVE | R | oex | fa | om% | oox T'a,;a‘”! I55% | 37750% | Beter
CASTLE ISLAND (e Faor 01% | Poor . 01% | 00 Good | 155% 'r5.4oo.0%:'“ B;e_r_'
NAKAMUN PARK  Rar | 04% | far | 04% | 00% | Go;i 155%  3.7750% 1Eener:
ROSS HAVEN ' G;;&? 1.2% ' Good”: 2% 00% | ch.a;_.! 155%  1191.7% _Bette;
SANDY BEACH | Good | 1% | Good | 15%  oo% I Good: (55%  933% | Berter 1| i
SUNRISE BEACH Far | OS%  Fa | 04%  200%  Good | ISS% | 37750%  Bever Vi
SUNSET POINT Far  03% | far 02% | 333%  Good  I55% | 76500% Bener *E
| SOUTHVIEW " Far | 06% | far | 04% | 333% | Good | 15.5% '3.775.0%; Bener“’! 2
| VAL QUENTIN  Far | 04% | Far | 04%  00% Ricee i 55%  37750% Be.tte.rm]i _
WEST COVE far | 04% Far | 0% 250% 1Good | IsSX S0667% | Better | f
YELLOWSTONE [rar | o4 | Far | o3% | 250% Creiit | I55% | 50667% E-g;l{e;_.J
Legend: Score based on MS] for the same municipal type & = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values i
4!

Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

S
e

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant increase in their Share of Non-
Residential Assessment (15 of |6 municipalities). This results from these municipalities having a
relatively small proportion of non-residential development as compared to the County.

2y

e

Only Lac Ste. Anne would experience a decline in its Share of Non-Residential Assessment. This is
due to the other municipalities (Villages and Summer Villages) having a high share of residential
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assessment. The change in Share of Non-Residential Assessment for each year is presented in
Appendix B.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures incuded in the analysis. Overall, 9 of 14 municipalities are expected 1o benefit
from the implementation of this option. Five municipalities would experience mixed results and no
municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result of implementing this option.

Option 18 - Amalgamation of Lac Ste Anne County and all Villages and
Summer Villages: Summary'?

NON- SHARE OF NON-
RESIDENTIAL MILL RESIDENTIAL MILL  EXPENDITURES RESIDENTIAL .

INDICATOR B (i oL SHERATE (MRCON) 7t FERC BRI ASSESSMENT
AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES
LAC STEANNE COUNTY | -52% | Better | S53% | Better | 8% | Better ? 22.5% 1Wam': s
MAYERTHORPE ! j
| onoway Ir :'“"! } :
ALBERTA BEACH -16.5% :' Better | 1005% | Worse ,! -30.4% | Beuter 1768% | Better 7
{ ! _I — - N | o o
| BIRCH COVE -319%  Better | 194.1% | Worse  166% ! Worse ‘3.775.0%. Better ih)
CASTLE ISLAND | -0.2% | Better ! 327.5% | Worse  -458% | Better  154000% Better e
} 1 ; ___..| } e Lt i
| INAKAMUN PARK -179% | Bewer | 2548% | Worse  -676% | Better AIT50% | Better |
ROSS HAVEN : 71.9% j W:orse | 636.6% i Worse -0.6% i B;t.t;r ; I.I9l.7%:_ B'.etter | 11
SANDY BEACH ! -542% Better x| Worse | 14.0% IWorse! 9333% Better ; i
Al } : ks — i
SILVER SANDS -B1% | Better | 135% I Worse  -147% | Better 4962% | Better I Ve
ly . P e, - il

SUNRISE BEACH -46.2% ._Bet“_:r_.... -41.2% Ben_er_I 3L1% J W?r.se j 37750% . Bt_am_zf i Ve
SUNSET POINT 55% | Worse  3519% ]_-Worse o Better | 7.6500% | Bemer | I
| SOUTHVIEW s P | 175% (aeer| -13ox !.B.e.tten.' 53.7750%: Better i ’
AL QUENTIN 7.7% l Wors.;:” 3620% | Worse | -15.7% | .Better 13.775.0%i-Ben;.r.i it Q
WEST COVE -5.0% Better r 3089% Worse --20|::rx | Better 1|50667%1 . Be\'—t::r | s i‘
YELLOWSTONE | 2245 [Watnet a%% | Bener | 1% R0 |50667%| Better i ’ %

Average Change -11.5% 179.8% -107% 3916.7% %}

Summary: »  Better (9 of 14) N Worse (None). | 1t Mixed Result (5 of 14} %[

el : 1V | e ) R A o S Tl s =i o 5
12 All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR CON}. %
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Most municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial
perspective.

» Lac Ste. Anne County would experience a deterioration of their balanced assessment as a result
of amalgamation with other municipalities that are largely residential in nature. However, this
dis-benefit is offset by a reduction in tax rates (Residential and Non-Residential) and lower
Operating Expenditures Per Capita.

» Some municipalities are projected to experience an increase in Residential Tax Rates (3 of 14)
from the Reference Forecast and more (10 of 14) an increase in Non-Residential Tax Rates.
With amalgamation, it would be possible to mitigate this impact in one of the following ways:

Council could on an annual basis exempt affected ratepayers from tax rates higher than
previous rates.'?

The amalgamated municipality could request to be granted Specialized Municipality status
that would allow for the establishment of differential tax rates to different areas to reflect
the different services provided to each area.!* Using this tax rates could be established to
mitigate possible increases and adjusted to reflect the cost of delivery services. NOTE: This
could also be achieved through cost sharing as evaluated in Option 2B.

» Three municipalities are expected to experience a net increase in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita. However, this resuit is offset by significant betterment of the balance of assessment in
the amalgamated municipality and the resulting lower Residential Tax Rates,

'* Section 347(1) Cancellation, reduction, refund or deferral of taxes: Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26,
July 1,2016

" Section 83 Specialized municipality; Municipal Government Ac, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26, July |, 2016
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OPTION 1C - AMALGAMATION OF ALBERTA BEACH AND SUMMER VILLAGES OF SUNSET POINT AND
VAL QUENTIN

This option considers the amalgamation of three municipalities connected by a common municipal
boundary: Village of Alberta Beach; Surmmer Village of Sunset Point and SummerVillage of Val
Quentin. The proximity of these municipalities to each other creates the potential that services could
more efficiently be delivered jointly. Amalgamation one option for how this could be achieved.

This analysis assumes that all services that are current provided in each municipality would continue
to be provided under the newly formed amalgamated municipality, at the same service level as
assumed in the Reference Forecast (Status Quo).

Savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery across all the
municipalities included in the option. These savings have been estimated for each of the municipalities
that would be added to the core or largest municipality, which is Alberta Beach in this option,

The evaluation of the financial impacts of this option are presented for four indicators as discussed

below. Note that the amalgamated municipality is assumed to establish a residential and non- |
residential tax rate using the residential/non-residential split of the core municipality. These municipal i
tax rates have been assumed to be applied to all properties in the amalgamated municipality. '

[¥,]
[= =]
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RESIDENTIAL Mitt RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1C - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and Summer Villages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Residential Mill Rate

REFEREMCE FORECAST i OPTION 1C

RESIDENTIAL MILL ; - _ S
RATE e . L 2036}

REAL2015 81 4 T [

LAC STE.ANNE

. MAYERT:ORPE

. bNOWAY a

. ;LBERTA BEACH
BIRCH COVE
CASTLE ISU\Nb

; I:IAKAMUN PARK

: R-OSS HAYEN
S"ANDY BEACH

. SIL.VF;R SANDS

SUNRISE BEACH

| SUNSET POINT Fair 329 |
R i ; o 1 1 |
SOUTHVIEW | 1 | i | i jaan |
| VAL QUENTIN ' Poor | 397 | 408 | Far | 385 | -30% | 3% | Befter
| WEST COVE : . ! : ' '
i L e o ___.__' il s T e
YELLOWSTONE : 1
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same munipal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Variable Min Tax Rate

J Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con MinTax Rate

For this option, all municipalities would experience a decline in their Residential Mill Rate. The decline
in Residential Mill Rates from the Reference Forecast ranges from 3.0% lower to a decline of 25.0% in
2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of achieving economies of scale in the delivery of
municipal services as compared to current expenditures.

The change in Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix C.!> Note that while
Sunset Point will experience a Residential Mill Rate benefit over the entire forecast period,Val

15 It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintaned in evaluation of the impacts for ach option. Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by a mumicipality, the projected municipal tax rate has been calcufated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mirrnum Tax Rates for that munacipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable): and second where any Muurnum Tax Rates remain at

their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calzulation,
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Quentin residential rate payers would experience a lower tax rate in the last few years of the
forecast.

NON-RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1C - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and Summer Villages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Non-Residential Mili Rate

! REFERENCE FORECAST _ OPTION IC
2036

NON-RESIDENTIAL |
MILL RATE
A AA NOTES

(REAL 2015'8) [ MILL
_SCORE . RATE ik

| LAC STE.ANNE
| MAYERTHORPE
e
' ALBERTA BEACH
CBRCHCOVE
| CASTLE ISLAND
NAKAMUN PARK
. RdSS HAVEN
I;ANDY BEACH
SILVER SANDS
SUNRISE BEACH

F.-;U_N§ET POINT

SOQUTHVIEW

m—.__w -
VALQUENTIN

WEST COVE
YELLOWSTONE

Legend: Score based on MS for the same municipal type & = Difference Ref Forecast - Vamable Min Tax Rate

Mill Rate: Real 2015 § (No Inflation} AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con MinTax Rate

For this option, Alberta Beach would experience a decline in its Non-Residential tax rate of 24.4% to
25.0% depending on whether the Minimum Tax Rate were to move with the general tax rate.

Both Sunset Point andVal Quentin would experience an increase in their Non-Residential Tax rate as
these Summer Villages have a single tax rate for both residential and non-residential properties.

The change in Non-Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix C.
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1C - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and Summer Villages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Operating Expenditures Per Capita

OPERATING | REFEREMCE FORECAST et : O.PTICI)N__I_C.: i : :'_ 2 ;
EXPENDITURES PER i TR pa pa T M e e
CAPITA | 2036 e 0360
(REAL3015'5) e ; : e
. SCORE  § NoOTES

s

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY

| MAYERTHORPE e SRRl L R
o it e e
i
BRCHCOVE 4 R e

CASTLE ISLAND
| NAKAMUIN PARK
. I.ROSS HAVEN
|_ SANDY BE-ACH
SR SANDS

| SUNRISE BEACH
SUNSETPONT

SOUTHWIEW

I:VAL QUENTIN

S =

i WEST COVE
YELLOWSTONE

Legend: Score based on MSI for the same murcipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

I 1 Il
| Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 § {No Inflation) ~ AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

For this option, Alberta Beach would experience a reduction in Operating Expenditures Per Capita in
the amalgamated municipality. Both Sunset Point and Val Quentin would experience an increase in
Operating Expenditures Per Capita from their Reference forecast in 2036.

The change in Operating Expenditures Per Capita for each year is presented in Appendix C.
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SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The foliowing table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1C - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and Summer Villages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Share of Non-Residential Assessment

REFEREMNCE FORECAST : OPTION 1C g
SHARE OF NON- y i e

RESIDENTIAL ; 2015 : 2036 - e i 2036 e

ASSESSMENT | ——— | , AN
(REAL 2015 3) SCORE| 9% | SCORE| % A\ SCORE o

~ AA NOTES

| LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY |

MAYERTHORPE

x T A5 HER: I |
. : ] 7 b : i o5 i | | f S
AR T
5 s H o R
] | . A . i I I
: i 4 i | i | |

ONOWAY

ALBERTABEACH

| BIRCH COVE

I CASTLE ISLAND.

 NAKAMUNPARE
ROSS HAVEN

. SANDY BEACH.
SILVER SANDS

' SUNRISE BEACH

| SUNSET POINT

somvew | ERS h E
| VALQUENTIN ' "'
| WEST COVE e '
| YELLOWSTONE : el
Legend Score based on MS| for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2011 5 values I

Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values—l

For this option, Alberta Beach would experience a reduced Share of Non-Residential Assessment
through amalgamation with the adjacent Summer Villages.

Both Sunset Point and Val Quentin would see a significant increase in their balanced growth as a
result of amalgamation with Alberta Beach

The change in Share of Non-Residential Assessment for each year is presented in Appendix C.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS [

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all 3 municipalities are expected to benefit from I
the implementation of this option. No municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result k
of implementing this option. i

Option 1C - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and Summer Villages of

Al
B
i i ¥
Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Summary® li
S RESIDENTIALMILL oo NON  expenDITURES SRl ?
NOicaToR  TECTRCON. Tarepmcony  PROAPTA dssesswent

AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES [lao:

| LAC STE.ANNE COUMTY

EAYERTHORPE

| ONOWAY

ALBERTA BEACH

BIRCH COVE

|
| CASTLE ISLAND
| —

NAKAMUN PARK

| ROSS HAVEN

SANDY BEACH

| SIVER SANDS
f—— — -ow

| SUNRISE BEAC

|
| SUNSET POINT

SOUTHVIEW

VAL QUENTIN

| WEST COvE

| YELLOWSTONE

Average Change -11.0% 408% . LiE 795.8% l

Summary: | 7 Better 3 0f 3) |~ Worse (None)

4t Mixed Result (None) i

Most municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial
perspective,

16 All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minenurn Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant {MR CONJ.
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» Only Alberta Beach would expertence a deterioration of their balanced assessment as a result
of amalgamation with other municipalities that are largely residential in nature. However, this
dis-benefit is offset by a reduction in tax rates (Residential and Non-Residential) and lower
Operating Expenditures Per Capita,

» All municipalities are projected to experience a decrease in Residential Tax Rates from the
Reference Forecast and the Summer Villages would see an increase in Non-Residential Tax
Rates. With amalgamation, it would be possible to mitigate the increase in Non-Residential Tax
Rates in one of the following ways:

Council could on an annual basis exempt affected ratepayers from tax rates higher than
previous rates.!?

The amalgamated municipality could request to be granted Specialized Municipality status
that would allow for the establishment of differential tax rates to different areas to reflect
the different services provided to each area.'® Using this tax rates could be established to
mitigate possible increases and adjusted to reflect the cost of delivery services. NOTE: This
could also be achieved through cost sharing as evaluated in Option 2A.

» The two Summer Villages are expected to experience a net increase in Operating Expenditures
Per Capita. However, this result is offset by significant betterment of the balance of assessment
in the amalgamated municipality and the resulting lower Residential Tax Rates.

17 Section 347(|} Cancellation, reduction, refund or deferral of taxes, Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26 i
July 1.2016

'# Section 83 Specialized municipality; Municipal Government Act, Revised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26, July |, 2016
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OPTION 1D - AMALGAMATION OF ALBERTA BEACH AND ALL SUMMER VILLAGES
This option considers the amalgamation of all the Summer Villages with the Village of Alberta Beach.

This analysis assumes that all services that are current provided in each municipality would continue
to be provided under the newly formed amalgamated municipality, at the same service level as
assumed in the Reference Forecast (Status Quo).

Savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service defivery across all the
municipalities included in the option. These savings have been estimated for each of the municipalities
that would be added to the core or largest municipality, which is Alberta Beach in this option.

The evaluation of the financial impacts of this option are presented for four indicators as discussed
below. Note that the amalgamated municipality is assumed to establish a residential and non-
residential tax rate using the residential/non-residential split of the core municipality. These municipal
tax rates have been assumed to be applied to all properties in the amalgamated municipality.

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Optians - Final Report



RESJDE!\(T!AL MiLt RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quoe) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1D - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and All Summer Villages:
Residential Mill Rate

REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION ID

RESIDENTIAL MILL
RATE ki
{REAL 2015 3) [ MILL ] .
SCORE o aTE A AA NOTES

2036

LAC $TE.ANNE
MAYERTHORPE
ONOwAY :
ALBERTA BEACH ‘ 523
BRCH COVE i | Poor | 620 ._Po?_rmj_“623 e Fap | 380 -390% | 95% | Better |
| CASTLE ISLAND | foor | 420 | Poor | 428 | 428 | Far | 380 | -N2K N Bf.t.-tf.r._i
NAKAMUN PARK | Poor | 440 Poor | 518 | 557 Fair 3.80 -266%  -27.1% | Better
ROSHAVEN | far | 240 Far | 250 | 255 | Far | 380 520% | 528% | Werse
SANDYBEACH Jr oot I[ 900 Poor || 921 | 921 | Far ' 3180 SB7%  593% | Better
SILVER SANDS Po.c.sr:.! 500 .}-.:F;o.or.. 444 451 | Far ' 380 -181% 183% Be_t;r_
SUNRISE BEACH 1 P??:__I 640 | Poor | 776 = 998 Far 380 5I0% 524% Better
SUNSET POINT e |39 | “Poor | 405 | 405 l Far | 380 -62% | -62% | Better
 SOUTHVIEW 1 oor | 60 l Poor | 678 755 | Far | 380 | 40%  -449% Focter
| VAL QUENTIN -!.-F"a;.r"j 157 ‘ Poor 397 408 | Far | 380 | 43% | 43% | Bemer
| WEST COVE ' i-.Falr. 390 | Poor 449 476 | Far | 380 | -(54%  -1S6% | Bemer
| VELLOWSTONE | Poér_ 502 Roor | 556 5.56 Far 380 7% | 0% Better
Legend: Score based on MS| for the same municipal type A = Difference Rel Forecast - Variable MinTax Rate
Mifl Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Diflerence Ref Forecast - Con MinTax Rate

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant decline in their Residential Mill Rate
(12 of 13 municipalities). The decline in Residential Mill Rates from the Reference Forecast ranges
from 4.3% lower to a decline of 59.3% in 2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of
achieving economies of scale in the delivery of municipal services as compared to current
expenditures. Only Ross Haven is projected experience an increase in Residential Mill Rates for this
option.
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The change in Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix D.'?

NON-RESIDENTIAL Mitt RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.

This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to ,
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to

other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1D - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and All Summer Villages:
Non-Residential Mill Rate

OPTION 1D
NON-RESIDENTIAL
MILL RATE arwi AL S P
(REAL 2015 $) I y MILL

LAC STE.ANNE

MAYERTHORPE

:ONOWAY

I ALBERTA BEACH

| BIRCH COVE |

I_C.:AIST.LE ISL,.*\ND.: i F._Fa_u:__l 420 | Far a2 | a28 | poor | 635 | 6o0% | cosx ;'\.f.c;rs.ewl

IN_AEQA;IGN_P.;F;K = _Paor | 4.66 Poor | 518 1 5.57 1 Po.or | 6.85 . 322% - 32.8% L .\.a’.\fo:s;"]\-

;RO_S_SHAVEI\_I-F ._ _'} . Falr_ : 242 I- .Falr . ZS'D 2.55. :_Po-or | 6.8.5 174.0% 176.8% :Worse*

SANDY BEACH | Poor | 1300 | Poor 1330 1330  Poor | 685  -485%  -490%  Bener

[ SILVER SANDS i Pc-sorq 17.25 l .Poor 1602 1560 I "P.Oor : 685 - -572% | -58.0% | -Betler .

] SUNéISE-BEACH 13 ;’on:' - 2500 1 Poor I 30.3-5 | 39.03 . l-’or:rr I 6.85 - -.77.4% i -79.5% -B_etter

 SUNSET POINT | Fir | 329 | Far | 405 | 405 | Poor * 685 | 691% | 698% | Worse |

I-S-OUTI-.'I.\:v"IE“\.f.\;.“— -'. Paar 19.67 Poor 2191 . 2443 T .F’oor- 6.85 I -68.7% - —70.2%” ; B;l;ter

'VALQUENT-IN. Fair” I 357 i Fa.-lr £ 397 . 4.08 ' Poo_r A 6.85 I 72.5% . 73.5% B \agrse |

WESTCOVE _! P | 390 | Poor | 449 476 | Poor | 685 | S26%  SI3% | Worse |

:W:EI-I_OWSTO_NE-_ JI_Pa-ur I 1725 l l-’o__or: 19.09 19.10 Po;r 1 685 -64.1% -64.8% L_B-e;tf:
Legend: Scare based on MSI for the same municipal type & = Difference Refl Forecast - Vanable MinTax Rate

Mill Rate: Real 2015 § (Mo Inflation) A = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate |

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant increase in their Non-Residential
Mill Rate (7 of 13 municipalities). This is typically a result of the municipality having a single mill rate
for Residential and Non-Residential purposes.

"% it has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts for each opton. Where a Mimimum Tax
Rate has been established by a muricipality. the projected mumicipal tax rate has been calculated using two appreoaches: the first assumes that any
Minimum Tax Rates for that municipality vary wath the general 1ax rate (MR VAR - variable}: and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation.
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Six municipafities are projected to experience a decrease in Non-Residential Mill Rates for this
option. This results from a combination of reduced operating expenditures and a favourable ¢
Residential / Non-Residential tax split. ]

The change in Non-Residential Mill Rates for each year is presented in Appendix D,

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
Thus includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1D - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and All Summer Villages:
Operating Expenditures Per Capita

OPERATING ' OPTION ID
EXPENDITURES PER '
CAPITA i : _ 2036
(REAL 2015 §)

AN NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY [

| MAYERTHORPE
| ONOV\;'AY 0 1 ;
ALBERTA BEACH | Fair 2212 Far | 1537 | -305%
T P P oot e It (ot '

BRCHCOVE l___pa_sf | 1392 | Good | L3 SI% Far I 1537 :_16.1%__I’\:v?‘.:se |
comesmo (] o B re [am | e | aow | asox
| NAKAMUN PARK . Poor - 5515  Poor | 4750 -139% Fair | 1537 | -676% | Beter
roswnan ] w [ e T [ | e [ w | o R
[SANDYBEACH | Far 142 . Good | 1351 70% | Far | 1537 38% | Warse
TSFLVERSANDS Far | 2078 Far | 1806  -130% | Far | 1537 | -149% Better
|-. EJNRIEEE&ECH#"H‘_J Far 1467 ;___Ecﬂ:_; 7S | -199% e 1537 30.8% :“E“E
SUNSET POINT | Far 1820 Fair 1573 -136% | Far | 1537 | 23% | Better
SOUTHVIEW B 2045 [ Far | 1271 I 4% | Fae | 1537 | -132% Better :
VAL QUENTIN R 193 | Far | 1827 | 5% Faur l 1537 -159% -L_ FIAT
CWESTCOVE | Fair | 2025 | Far | 192 | 94% | Far 1537 | 202% | Bemer
-YELLOWSTQNE Fair 1841 Far | 1542 6% Far 1537 -03% !Better

Legend: Score based on M5! for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values :

1
| Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 § (No Inflavon)  AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values |

For this option, most municipalities would experience a decrease in their Operating Expenditures Per
Capita (10 of | 3 municipalities). This results from economies of scale and savings resulting reducing
overheads associated with the delivery of municipal services.

Three municipalities are projected to experience an increase in Operating Expenditures Per Capita
for this option, This is typically a result of the municipality having low operating expenditures in
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comparison to the other municipalities in the analysis. The change in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita for each year is presented in Appendix D.

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The following table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as compared 1o the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 1D - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and All Summer Villages:
Share of Non-Residential Assessment

REFERENCE FORECAST : OPTION 1D
SHARE OF NON- l__,,.____E._._ENEE_“',,,.._.__ R

RESIDENTIAL | : : | i
ASSESSMENT ~ |——— :

(REAL 2015 $) :, o | SCORE % AA  NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY

| MAYERTHORPE
ONOwaAY
 ALBERTA BEACH
et e L el | five AR
BIRCH COVE Far | 04% | Far | 04%  O0% | Good | 20%  4250% | Better
CASTLE ISLAND £ Po::;r ' 0.1% E Poo: | 01% 0.0% ,h'ih}_o;d_ ] 21% .2.000.0%. ;n: .I
NAKAMUNPARK  Far | oax | rir | oa% | oox 5_ G:_oc_;;_i 2% 4250% | Beter
| ROSS HAVEN 1T oo :: 12% | Good | 12%  00% | Good @ 21% | 750% | Better
Frovaass -0l I3 ERETY
SILVER SANDS T“é;-! 26% | GOOEI 265 00% | Good | 20% | -192% | Bever |
SUNRISE BEACH | Far | os% | Far | oa% | 00w [Hemsll 21% | asex ene B
SUNSET POINT T Far | o . Far | 02% '-33.3%i Good | 20% | 9500% tahars
 SOUTHVIEW il * 0s% | Far A% -133% Goo(;_ 2% 4250% :Bener_
| VAL QUENTIN | 04% | Far 04% - 00% Il Good j 2% a50% Better
| WEST COVE i 04%  Far | 0% 250% | Good  21%  6000% _ééﬁé}_"
| YELLOWSTONE | fair | oa% | Far 03% | 250% Good x| oo Betterll
Legend: . Score based on M5 for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values
Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values |

For this option, most municipalities would experience a significant increase in their Share of Non-
Residential Assessment (12 of |3 municipalities). This results from these municipalities having a
relatively small proportion of non-residential development as compared to the larger municipalities in
the analysis.

Only Alberta Beach is projected to experience a decrease in in their Share of Non-Residential
Assessment for this option. This is a result of the other municipalities having a high share of
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residential assessment. The change in Share of Non-Residential Assessment for each year is
presented in Appendix D.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS '

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, |2 of |3 municpalities are expected to benefit
from the implementation of this option. One municipality would experience mixed results and no
municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result of implementing this option.

Option 1D - Amalgamation of Alberta Beach and All Summer Villages:
Summary?°

RESDENTIAL MILL peqinpanay i DXPENDITURES  Spc LN
RATE (MR CON) 2 aTE (MR CON AU L ASSESSMENT
INDICATOR ( ) :

AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES |6l

11

| LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY £
MAYERTHORPE
ONOWAY
it S e . : .
ALBERTA BEACH | -260% | Better | -259% | Better | -30.5% | Better | -62.5% | Worse Ve
e it FPPIETNEL ENTTIE—— i i B . el [ L e e
BIRCH COVE -195% | Better 10.1% Worse | 16.4% Worse ‘ 4250% | Bemer Ve
| Frisid s : | [ ST I..ﬁ
CASTLE ISLAND - -113% | Better 60.6% Worse = -459% Better = 2000.0% | Better Ve
== il et - ] S - H
I | H1
NAKAMUN PARK -27.1% | Better 328% | Worse  -67.6% | Betler | 4250% | Better Ve
ROSS HAVEN 52.8% ’ Worse 1768% | Worse = -0.8% Better = 75.0% Better it
Jre=i - .._- i, g | PR WL = e
SANDY BEACH -59.3% | Better -49.0% Better E 13.8% ‘ Worse 40.0% | Better Ve
| el g e e ]| Bl | sty sl
I | 1 |
SILVER SANDS -183% | Better -58.0% | Better | -149% | Better = -19.2% | Worse e
! I
H Ll f1 s P e g 1 - B
i T
SUNRISE BEACH -524% | Better | -795% | Better = 308% | Worse J 4250% | Better |/
b At = i._._._.._
! 1 I '
SUNSET POINT -62% | Better 69.8% | Worse  -13% | Better ~ 9500% | Better Ve
AT = ! OO i e . BN v - a1 | o -
| i
SOUTHVIEW -44.9% Better | -702% Better | -132% | Better | 4250% | Better I 7
1 i S Sl akid | s ml | e b
VAL QUENTIN 43% | Better | 735% | Worse  -159% i Better  4250%  Better
I
. e R s RN T e .I'___.__:_
| ! i | |
WEST COVE -15.6% | Better | 333%  Worse  -202% | Better | £000% | Better | ”
YELLOWSTONE -32.0% | Better -64.9% | Better | -0.3% ‘ Better ~ 6000% = Better = A/
Average Change 219% 10.0% -11.6% 4853% |
Summary: 7 Better (12 of 13) “~  Worse (None) |41 Mixed Result (1 of 13)

® Al Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate tewied by the municipality constant (MR CON).
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Most municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial
perspective.

» Oniy Alberta Beach would experience a deterioration of their balanced assessment as a result
of amalgamation with other municipalities that are largely residential in nature. However, this
dis-benefit is offset by a reduction in tax rates (Residential and Non-Residential) and lower
Operating Expenditures Per Capita.

» One municipality is projected to experience an increase in Residential Tax Rates and more (7 of
I3) an increase in Non-Residential Tax Rates. With amalgamation, it would be possible to
mitigate this impact in one of the following ways:

Council could on an annual basis exempt affected ratepayers from tax rates higher than
previous rates.?!

The amalgamated municipality could request to be granted Specialized Municipality status
that would allow for the establishment of differential tax rates to different areas to reflect
the different services provided to each area.22 Using this tax rates could be established to
mitigate possible increases and adjusted to reflect the cost of delivery services. NOTE: This
could also be achieved through cost sharing as evaluated in Option 2D,

» Three municipalities are expected to experience a net increase in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita. However, this result is offset by significant betterment of the balance of assessment in
the amalgamated municipality and the resulting lower Residential Tax Rates.

¥ Section 347(1] Cancellation. reducton, refund or deferral of taxes: Munic pal Government Act. Rewvised Statutes of Alberta 2000 Chapter M-26,
July 1,2016

¥ Secvon 83 Specialized municipatity: Muriopal Government Act, Rewised Statutes of Alberta 200K Chapter M-26, July |,2016
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OPTION 2 - COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING

Comprehensive Cost Sharing refers to the sharing of all expenditures associated with the delivery of
municipal services among the associated municipalities. The implications of this option are as follows:

» Governance: This option is similar to amaigamation except that it does not require any
boundary adjustments nor be governed by a single council. As a result, decision making
autonomy would be maintained with the existing municipalities.

» Representation / Responsiveness: Because each municipality would remain intact and
autonomous, it would retain its council and current representation and responsiveness to
citizens.

» Taxation: Each municipality would retain the ability to set it's own municipal tax rate as it would
be applied to its tax base to cover the costs of services. This has the advantage over
amalgamation as it would not require the amalgamated municipality to levy a consistent tax rate
across all ratepayers in each former municipality. This would eliminate the need to devise an
approach to mitigate the potential increases in municipal tax rates where they may occur in
some municipalities with amalgamation.??

» Implementation: Cost sharing would require agreements to be established between the
municipalities both receiving and delivering services. These agreements would require
negotiation and management over the life of the agreement. There would be a cost associated
with contract maintenance that would be above costs currently experienced,

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

To complete this analysis, the Reference Forecast has been used as the starting point for each
analysis. From this potential cost savings have been estimated and applied to municipal tax requisition
for each affected municipality in each year of the forecast.

Cost Savings: The operating expenditure savings that were estimated for the amalgamation
scenarios have been used as the starting point for each of the Comprehensive Cost Sharing
scenarios.

Cost Saving Adjustments: It is recognized that some costs associated with Council and
Administration will be incurred in the Comprehensive Cost Sharing scenarios that could be
reduced in amalgamation.

» Contract Administration Costs: As the Comprehensive Cost Sharing scenarios require a
contract to be established and maintained, there will be costs for all parties associated with
negotiating and servicing the contract.

» Service Delivery: As with the amalgamation scenarios, it has been assumed that services would
be centralized in the largest municipality incuded in the scenaric. As a result, cost savings will
result from economies of scale and reduction in overhead costs associated with service delivery
in each area, except for Council and some Administration costs.

The estimated cost savings are calculated for each municipality and then aggregated. It is assumed
that all cost savings would be shared by each participating municipality in a manner where every
municipality’s total expenditures are reduced by the same proportion. In other words, the total cost

B This results in each option being compared to the municipal tax rates for that municipality. This is different than in the amalgamation scenarios
where the newly lormed muricipality is assumed 1o set a uniform tax rate for all ratepayers of each class, As well, the amalgamation tax rates are
based on the core municipality tax rate splits i the Base Year:
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savings are shared proportionally across all the participating municipalities so each would receive the
same percentage reduction in expenditures.
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OPTION 2A - COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING - ALL MUNICIPALITIES

This option considers the cost savings of all municipalities (e.g. Towns,Village and Summer Villages) in
Lac Ste. Anne County share costs on a comprehensive basis. This means that all municipal services
would be delivered by either a core municipality or municipalities. The location of where these
services would be delivered and structure for service delivery have been assumed to be determined
by negotiations among all municipalities with the objective of identifying the most efficient service
delivery option.

Operating cost savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery
across all the municipalities in this option. These savings have been estimated for all participating

municipalities based on the portion of costs that are estimated to be fixed, and not vary with the
growth.

Note that the potential for cost savings in the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option is not expected
to be as great as with amalgamation due to the added synergies that would be available with
amalgamating all participating municipalities into a single municipality. This would account for each
municipality retaining a local Counail and have a capability to administer and maintain the contract.
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RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2A - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - All Municipalities: Residential
Mill Rate

;  REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 2A
RESIDENTIAL MILL

RATE | 06 s
.I(REAL 20'% & . . . SCORE o A AA NOTES j
LAC STE. ANNE Far | 457 | Far | 450 | 450 | Far | 4l | 80% | 81% | Getter | "
.MAYERTHORPE -.POOI‘. I 10.10 : Poor .. 974 969 | Fair I _8.43 -I3.4%._ -13.6% i_ l_Bener | J:-:1
QNCOWAY | Good | 5.67 ' Good 485 483 | Good 417 -140%  -142%  Better 1 f“
o | G o || 50| 0 | Gen | o e |
BIRCH COVE Poor 1 6.20 ; Poo.r : 623 6.24 | Poor . 591 -5.0% -52% i”P_e_tten: | ‘
CASTLE ISLAND Poor | 420 : Poor | 428 | 428 Poor | 397 | J2% 3% | Beter 5
| NAKAMUN PARK Poor | 460 | Poor | SI8 | 557 Poor | 477 | 79% | -80% | Beter “:}
ROSS HAVEN | fir | 24 Far | 250 | 255 | Far 2 sew | sex l Better .“1 lﬁ
SANDY BEACH Poor | 900 | Poor 921 921 | Poor = 873 5% 5% | Bemer | :?'
SILVER SANDS | Poor | 500 | Poor | 464 | 45l Poor = 436  -60%  -61% ,. Better | F;’
SUNRISE BEACH Poor . 640 | Poo; 776 998 Poor . 728 -6.2% -6.3% Bem;_r I EEF
SUNSET POINT [“hir | 329 [iPeort| 405 | 405 | far | 168 90% | 97% Better | F,
| SOUTHVIEW Paor | 609 [ Peari| 678 | 755 | Poor 636 62% | -63% | Better : '9
VAL QUENTIN . Fair 357 F.‘oc.)r . 397 408 Fair ! 357 -101% | -102% [ Better l
WEST COVE . Far I 390 Poor. 449 476 Poor . 420 -6.5% | -6.6%. i é;uer
YELLOWSTONE | Poor . 502 Poor 5.56 5.56 Poor 547 -7.0% -71% .Bt':t.ler. .;
Legend: Score based on M5 for the same municipal type & = Difference Ref Forecast -Vanable Min Tax Rate
Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate :
All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Residential Milt Rates from
the Reference Forecast, ranging from 5.1% to 14.2%. The average tax reduction across participating
municipalities is estimated to range between 8.4% and 8.6% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates

are accommodated. The municipal tax rate reduction varies across municipalities depending on the
cost structure specific to that municipality2

B |t has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by a muncipality, the projected mumcpal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mirimum Tax Rates for that municpality vary with the generat tax rate {MRVAR - variable): and second where any Mirumum Tax Rates remain at
thewr Base Year values (MR CON - Canstant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation.
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The results for the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option vary from those in the Amalgamation
scenario for two reasons: the potential savings with Amalgamation would be greater; and, the
Armalgamation option results in a single tax rate for each class of assessment across all participating
municipalities.

NON-RESIDENTIAL MiLL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Que) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2A - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - All Municipalities: Non-
Residential Mill Rate

REFERENCE FORE i OPTION 2A
2036

: NON-RESIDENTIAL

MilL RATE
{REAL 20i5 $) - 4 MILL
- | SCORE  CiTE A AA  NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE | Poor | 1947 | Poor 1916 | 1906 | Poor | 1764  -79%  -80% | Better i

MAYERTHORPE : Poor.' 2086 Poor .20.I.3” 2004 I "P.o.o.r | 17.41 { -13.5% | -13.7% I. Bet‘ter_ | b‘é
ONOWAY feiroar | 1597 Fair 1366 | 1361 | Far 1175 -140%  -141% | Beter ! f.*'
amcnson |G| o [ o | v (Gt s o |
BIRCH COVE | Poo.r | 6.20 Poor ' 623 624 Poort. | 591 | -5.1% -5.2% :- Beuerj ::.’_'f
CASTLE ISLAND | Fair 420 Fair 428 | 428 Fair 397 72%  13% | Better J Efi.
| NAKAMUN PARK . Poor 1:.4.60 Poar | 518 | 557 | Poor | 477 | 9% .. -B0% 1| Be_uerj E
ROSS HAVEN Far | 242 | Far | 250 255 | Far 226 96% | 98% | Bewer | |
SANDY BEACH I Poor I 1300 r Poor 1130 1330 | Poor | 1262 5.1% 52% : Better ! i‘t
SILVER SANDS | Poor | 1725 | Poor | 1602 1560 | Poor | 1505 6% | -61% | Better | ﬂi
SUNRISE BEACH Poor 2500 Poor | 3035 3903  Poor | 2843  -63% | -65% j.Bener [ll
SUNSET POINT - Falrm; 329 | Far 1 405 405 Far | 368 9% | 92% JEMBener“:
SOUTHVIEW [poor. | 1967 | Poor | 2191 | 2443 | Poor'| 2054 | -63% | -6a% | ééue}-; :
VAL QUENTIN I Par | 357 | Far | 397 | 408 | Far 357 | -104% -102% __..Bt_a.tiet‘m; %
WEST COVE Far 390 Poor | 449 476 Fair 420 -65% | -66%  Better | t
YELLOWSTONE Poor 1725 | Poor 1909 | 19.10 | Poor 1776 | -7.0% 70% | Better g
Legend: Score based on Ml for the same municipal type | A = Difference Ref Forecast - Varrable Min Tax Rate ‘ E
Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflauon) . AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate éi
All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Non-Residential Mill Rates, ‘E‘q

ranging from 5.1% to 14.1%. The average tax reduction across participating municipalities is equal to

.

T
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Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Options - Final Report 76



8.4% and 8.6% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are accommodated. The municipal tax rate
reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost structure specific to that municipality2S

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2A - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - All Municipalities: Operating
Expenditures Per Capita

 OPERATING | REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 2A
EXPENDITURES PER [~

CAPITA 2036

(REAL 2015 3)

$ SCORE  § AA  NOTES

LACSTEANNE COUNTY | Good | 1765 | Good | 1568 -112% | Good | 1466 & -65% | Better
MAYERTHORPE | Far 1938 | rie | 1o | 47% | far | 1727 | -65% Er_ett:
ONOWAY e I 1888 | Far ' 1607 -149%  Far | 1503 | -65% B;tter
ALBERTA BEACH e | 2414 Far | 2212 8% Far J 2069 | -65% [ieener
BIRCH COVE | rir | 1352 [BCo ‘ 1321 S1%  Good | 1236 | -64% ;n_;
| CASTLE ISLAND Poor | 3570 | Poor | 2842  -204% Rar | 2657 | -65% |Mbenet l
NAKAMUN F';*-\RK | F‘-oor | 5515 Poor . 4.750 | -13.9% Foor 4442 - -6.5% I Better
ROSS HAVEN | R | 1795 Fair 149 -37% | Far | M9 -65% Better
SANDY BEACH | Rar | 1452 | Good | 1351 0% | Good | 1264 | 4% | Bener ..
SILVER SANDS Far | 2078 | Far | 1806 | -130% | R 1689 | -65% | Better |
SUNRISE BEACH Far | 1467 [Bicon | 1175 | -199%  Goad 1099 -65% | Better
| SUNSET POINT Fir | 1820 | Far 1573 | -136%  Fac | 1471 65% | Benerl
SOUTHVIEW Far | 2045 | Far | 1771 -34%  Far 1456 -65% | Bemer |
VAL QUENTIN | Far | 19% | Far 1827  56%  Far 1708 -65% Beteer ‘
WEST COVE R | 2025 | Far | 1926 -94% Far | 180 -65% Beter !
YELLOWSTONE T far 1.841 Far | 0542 | 62% | Far | 0142 | 5% | Better
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

Operating Expenditures. Real 2015 § (No Inflation)  AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

All muricipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita of 6.5%. This represents the cumulative average operating expenditure reduction that could
be achieved across all the participating municipalities. It has been assumed that these savings would
be equally allocated to each participating municipality.

% Note that the results for Non-Residential Mill Rates are similar to those for Residential Mill Rates as the spiit between these rates has been
assumed to remain constant for each municipality over the forecast periad.
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While the operating expenditure savings are the same for each municipality, the share of operating
expenditures contribution to the municipal requisition varies, resulting in differential municipal tax rate
impacts (as noted above).

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The following table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option, This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as compared to the results for the option in 2036, The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2A - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - All Municipalities: Share of
Non-Residential Assessment

) " REFERENCE FORECAST - OPTION 2A
SHARE OF NON- - = .
RESIDENTIAL _ ' 2036

ASSESSMENT -
(REAL 2015 $) SCORE A\ | SCORE % AA  NOTES

| 200%  -1LI%  Poor

LAC STELANNE COUNTY |  Poor 5% Poor

200%  00% NoChange,

r
| o

T 1 -

oA

|

MAYERTHORPE | Far | 253% | Far i 0% 08% | Far | 250%  oo% No Change| '5
ONOWAY e 82% | Good | 273%  -32% | Good | 273% | 00% No Change *‘
e e e me | o
BIRCH COVE Fair 0.4% Far | 04%  00% Far | 04% 00% No Change *j
CASTLE ISLAND CPoor | @I% | Peor | OI%  O0%  Poor | OI% | 00% NoChange .
NAKAMUN PARK ! Far - 0:4% i Farr : 04% | 0.0% [ .“Falr“ ! 0.4% 0.0% INo Changel ﬁ
ROSS HAVEN : éoo& 12% | Good i 1.2% | 0.0% .Go.oc-i 1.2% . 0.0% :No Change; i
SANDY BEACH | Good | 15% I Good | 15% 0% | Good  IS% 0% NoChnge
SILVER SANDS _Go__od_, 26% I_E;oo_d1I 2% 00% Good 6% 00% iNo Cl.'langej 5
SUNRISE BEACH Far | O5% | Far | 04% | -200% | Far 04%  00% NoChange '{
SUNSET POINT  Far | 03%  Far | 02% | -333%  Far  02%  00% NoGChange LL
SOUTHVIEW Ea 06%  Far | 04% | 333%  Far  04%  00% NoChange r
| VAL QUENTIN Far | 04%  Far | 04% | O0% | Far  04%  00% NoChange »T;
WEST COVE . Fair . 0.4% Farr 03% -25.0% I Fair 0.3% 00% No ChangeI ;_:':
YELLOWSTONE | Far | 04% | Fae | 03% | 250%  Far  03%  00% No Change: ii

Legend: Score based on M5 for the same mumapal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values .

Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflauon) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values |

Comprehensive Cost Sharing does not have an impact on the assessment base of the participating
municipalities. As a result, there is no benefit (or dis-benefit) of any of these options from a balanced
growth perspective,
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all |6 municipalities are expected to benefit from
the implementation of this option. No municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result

of implementing this option.

Option 2A - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - All Municipalities: Summary?

INDICATOR

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY

MAYERTHORPE

ONOWAY

ALBERTA BEACH

BIRCH COVE

CASTLE ISLAND

NAKAMUN PARK

ROSS HAVEN

SANDY BEACH

SILVER SANDS

SUNRISE BEACH

SUNSET POINT

SOUTHVIEW

VAL QUENTIN

WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

Average Change

Summary:

NON-
'RATE (k Con) "ESIDENTIAL ML
AA  NOTES  AA  NOTES
-8.1% Better -8.0% Better
-13.6% Better -13.7% Better
-142% © Better | -14.1% | Better
-137% Bett;j'.r -13.7%  Better
-5.2% Better -5.2% Better
-73% Better -7.3% Better
-8.0% Better -8.0%¢ Better
-9.8% Better 9.8% Better
-5.3% Better -5.2% Betier
-6.1% Better -6.1% Better
-6.3% Better -6.5% Better
-9.2% Better 9.2% Better
-6.3% Better -6.4% Better
-102% Berler -10.2% Better
-6.6% Better -6.6% Better
-7.1% Better -7.0% Better
-8.6% -8.6%

7 Better (16 of 16)

EXPENDITURES
PER CAPITA

AN NOTES
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.4% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.4% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5% Better
-6.5%

~  Worse (None)

SHARE OF NON-
RESIDENTIAL
ASSESSMENT

AA  NOTES
0.0% No &
0.0% No &
00% No &
0.0% No &
00% No A
0.0% No A
0.0% No A
00% Ne &
0.0% No &
0.0% No &
0.0% No A
0.0% No &
0.0% No &
0.0% No A
0.0% No A
0.0% No &
0.0%

AT I " I "I N VN . VI I VI I S "N YR B

)

0N NN

i Mixed Result (None)

All municipalities will experience a net benefit through a reduction in operating expenditures and

municipal tax rates,

* All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Mimmum Tax Rate levied by the munaicipality constant (MR CON})
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+ The operating expenditure benefits for each municipality result in a different municipal tax rate
reduction because the share operating expenditures comprise of the municipal tax requisition
vary across municipalities.

» The benefits of Comprehensive Cost Sharing flow to each municipality. This is in contrast with
the Amalgamation Option (| A) where some municipalities, without some measure of tax
protection, would experience an increase in tax rates, especially Non-Residential Tax rates. This
results from all participating municipalities sharing common mill rates in the Amalgamation
option.

» There would be no benefit to any municipality in terms of balanced growth as seen for many
municipalities in the Amalgamation Option | A,
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OPTION 2B - COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING - LAC STE ANNE COUNTY AND ALL VILLAGES/
SUMMER VILLAGES

This option considers the cost savings associated with Comprehensive Cost Sharing of alf the urban
municipalities in Lac Ste.Anne County except for the Towns of Mayerthorpe and Onoway. This
option concentrates the opportunity for Comprehensive Cost Sharing for the smallest municipalities
in the study area (e.g.Village and Summer Villages) to take advantage of the associated econories of
scale,

As with Option 2A, the location of where these services would be delivered and structure for
service delivery have been assumed to be determined by negotiations among all municipalities with
the objective of identifying the most efficient service delivery option,

Operating cost savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery
across all the municipalities in this option. These savings have been estimated for all participating

municipalities based on the portion of costs that are estimated to be fixed, and not vary with the
growth.

Note that the potential for cost savings in the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option is not expected
to be as great as with amalgamation due to the added synergies that would be available with
amalgamating all participating municipalities into a single municipality. This would account for each
municipality retaining a local Council and have a capability to administer and maintain the contract.
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RESIDENTIAL MiLL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type,

Option 2B - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Lac Ste Anne County and all
Villages and Summer Villages: Residential Mill Rate

REFEREMCE FORECAST OPTION 2B
il lla i 2015 | 20% : 2036
(REAL 2015 $) ' T - MILL
SCORE  pate A AN NOTES

| LAC STE.ANNE 450 Far

| MAYERTHORPE
| ONOWAY
' ALBERTA BEACH 5.23 i
BIRCH COVE. | Poor. 620 |_ Poor + 623 J 624 _g Poor 603 | am 33% I_%ftt_ern
CASTLE ISLAND Poor | 420 | Poor = 428 | 428 : Poor 409 -44% ! 45% | Better
| NAKAMUN PARK Cboor | 460 | Poor | 518 | 557 L Poor | 493 | 4B | 49% lBetter
:ROSS HAVEN Ir.“Falr__-: 242 :r Fair 2.50 255 __'-_EJH*_ 235 -60% i 61% |_Better
.SANDY BEACH ._."Pot.)_r’ _J 9.00 i .Pa_‘.::.l: 2 9.21 . 921 | Poor. I 29l | -3.3% -3.3% JI__Bemir
SILVER SANDS | Poor | 500 | Poor 464 451 | Poor 447 3T 3% ' Better
SUNRISE BEACH e | e I Poor | 776 | 998 | Poor 746 A% -40% _-:“Be-tté:-m:
;SUNSET POINT | MF;irWT 329 '!”P;o}_' 405 405 | Far | 382 57%  -57% Bt
| SOUTHVIEW [ Eoer I 609 ] Poor 678 J' 755 |iron 1 6.52 38%  -39% | Bemer
VAL QUENTIN Fair | 357 j:'f?ar _ 397 1 408 Far | 373 60% 6% :é?_&i
WEST COVE Far | 330 | Poor | 449 476  Poor | 431 | 40K -4I% | Beer
YELLOWSTONE i Roor | 5o .E’o_or | 556 556 Poor | S32 43%  -44% | .Bet-te.r“i
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municpal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Variable Min Tax Rate

Milt Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation} AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Residential Mill Rates from
the Reference Forecast, ranging from 3.2% to 8.5%. The average tax reduction across participating
municipatities is equal to 4.7% and 4.8% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are accommodated,
The municipal tax rate reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost structure specific
to that municipality.?”

" It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be mantained in evaluation of the impacts for each option, Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by 2 municipality, the projected muniopal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Minumum Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable): and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation,
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The results for the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option vary from those in the Amalgamation
scenario for two reasons: the potential savings with Amalgamation would be greater; and, the
Amalgamation option results in a single tax rate for each class of assessment across all participating
municipalities.

NON-RESIDENTIAL MiLL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2B - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Lac Ste Anne County and all
Villages and Summer Villages: Non-Residential Mill Rate

; REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 2B
NON-RESIDENTIAL [T - T ==
MILL RATE : [ERRE0 e [

(LAY, [ o ar e [Bns MILL
.“‘:O“Ei VAR | CON SCORE A NAA  NOTES

2036

13,16

LAC STE.ANNE Poor | | 1916  Better

| MAYERTHORPE
| ONOWAY : l
| ALBERTA BEACH 9.7 J 943
BRCHCOVE _ Poor |60 | Foor 623 | 624 | Poor.| 603 | 32% | 3% |[deener |
| CASTLE ISLAND [ hir | a0 | Fir | 428 | 428 | Far | 408 | 4ex | 4% | Better |
NAKAMUNPARK | Paor a0 | Poor | 518 | 557 | Peoe.| 493 | -48% | -49% IBe’n.er
ROSSHAVEN | Far | 242 | Far | 250 | 255 | Far | 235 | 0% | 1% Better
| SANDY BEACH T : 1300 :Poo} 1330 | 1330 | Poor 88 a9 Better
| SILVER SANDS Poor | 1725 I Poor | 1602 | 1560 | Poor | 1542 37% | 38% :5 B
SUNRISE BEACH [ Poer ! 2500 | Foor | 3035 | 3903 | Poor | 2946 | 3% | 0% LBetter
| SUNSET POINT D re | 39 | Fae | 405 | 405 | P | 3m | 7% | so% |‘_Bett_er
SOUTHVIEW B i 1967 |Booark] 2131 | 2483 [Pl 2106 | 9% | aox i
VAL QUENTIN | eie | 357 | rar | 397 | 408 .. S 60%  -61% Ise;;
'WES';CO\;'E f -Fa_ir i 3.:30 I Poor I .‘.1.49 | 4.76 . Far I .4.3I : -4 -4.I%. .‘ I;;tter |
| YELLOWSTONE | Poor | 1725 !“-.F;t.nor 1909 | 1900 | Poor | 1826 -43% 44% ;.B-t.at.t_e;_j
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municpal type & = Difference Ref Farecast -Varable Min Tax Rate

Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) A4 = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Non-Residential Mill Rates,
ranging from 3.2% to 8.6%. The average tax reduction across participating municipalities is equal to
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4.7% and 4.8% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are accommodated. The municipal tax rate
reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost structure specific to that municipality:28

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA I

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type,

Option 2B - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Lac Ste Anne County and all
Villages and Summer Villages: Operating Expenditures Per Capita

OPERATING REFERENCE FORECAST RG] OPTION 2B
EXPEMDITURES PER o e e
CAPITA — 0%
(REAL 2015 3)
AN NOTES

1.504 -4.1% [ Better

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY 1.568

-112% | Good

MAYERTHORPE
| ONOWAY
i ALBERTA BEACH 2414 2212
;_BIRCH coE Fair 1392 | Good ""u?f . '-s i% -66;; 1268 ] 4.0% '_*_a;%‘_
_CASTLE ISLAND : .Poor 3,570 Pon.r 1842 . -204% .|_ Falr 1I 2_.727 | 40% _E._Bffti 3
.NAKAMUN PARK 1 .I_’??.t.'. il 5515 _P??:__“ 4750 . -139% | .Poor . 4558 ! -4.0%. | ___B_e'fter i
ROSS HAVEN Far | 1795 Far | 1549 | -37% | Far | 1487 | -40% | Bemer |
| SANDY BEACH Far | 142 | Good | 1351 | 70% | Good | 1297 | 40% | Beter :
| SIVER SANDS B | 2078 d_+FaT_l 1806 | -13.1% T Far | 174 -40% rge_tl_eri
SUNRISE BEACH | far | 1467 PEGoRHI I 1475 --|9.9%_!_ e :' 1128 ‘ 40% FBett:r_i
SUNSETPOINT [ rar ' 1820 I.Falr. 1573 -1%e% F.;jr_ s -40% LBetler
 SOUTHVIEW | R | 2085 | Fae | (771 34% | Far | 1700 | Jq.d%_'i Pk
VAL QUENTIN | rair | 193 ' Far I 1827 56%  Far 1,753 a1% | Beie
WEST COVE Far | 2125 Fair 1 1926 94%  Far | 1848 -40% | Better
YELLOWSTONE ' Fair | 1841 Fab : 1542 -162%  Far | 1480  -40% i_;;n;;m|
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municipal type & = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

Operatmg Expenditures: Real 2015 % (No Inflaton)  AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 value:. [

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita of 4.0%. This represents the cumulative average operating expenditure reduction that could
be achieved across all the participating municipalities. It has been assumed that these savings would

3 Note that the results for Non-Residential Mill Rates are similar to those for Residential Mill Rates as the split between these rates has been
assumed to reman constant for each municpality over the forecast period.
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be equally allocated to each participating municipality?® While the operating expenditure savings are
the same for each municipality, the share of operating expenditures contribution to the rmunicipal
requisition varies, resulting in differential municipal tax rate impacts (as noted above).

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The foliowing table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2B - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Lac Ste Anne County and all
Villages and Summer Villages: Share of Non-Residential Assessment

| REFERENCE FORECAST ' OPTION 2B
SHARE OF, NON i [ et =5 it s

RESIDENTIAL | | ; 2036
ASSESSMENT - -

(REAL 2015 $) | SCORE. %  AA NOTES

| LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY Fair

| 00% | 1% Far 00% | 00% No Change
MAYERTHORPE Rt

E ONOWAY
' ALBERTA BEACH _ S6% | 00% No Change|
. BIRCH COVE_ . Fair 0.4% . .-F.z'llf. -. - 0.4% 0.0% 1 Far _0435 I 00% No C_har;.gel
CASTLE ISLAND | _il’o-orw-l 0.l% Poor I 0.1% . 0.0% Poor” 0.1% I 0.0% :No Changei
| NAKAMUN PARK [ Far | 04% | Far | 04% | 00% Far | 04% 00% No Change
; ROSS HAVEN :__GTC; 12% _r Eod_ 5 ' L.2% 0.0% L _Goo_d- _. | . 1.2% 0.0% :No. Cr\ange:
SANDY BEACH _' _G&i | 5% J Good ‘_I 5%  00% | Good I 5% 00% NoChange
SILVER SANDS | Good  26% | Good J 26%  00% | Good | 26% | 00% NoChange
SUNRISE BEACH _"_.F; '“: 0.59.6 ; Fair 0.4% i i -200% i _I;r__ I 0.4% . 00% INo .Cimange_
. SUNSET POINT B Far 0.3% I -Falr ! 02% -31.3% - Fasr. 0.2% | 0.0% INo Change
SOUTH VIEW . -Good ! 06% . .Fa.xr - 04%  -333% . Faur“ I 04% . D.O%- .No Char.\ge-.
VAL QUENTIN -Fair | 04% . Fair 04% 0.0% | Far I 0.4% 00%  No Change
WEST COVE . Farr 0.4% Fair i 03% -25.0% 1 Fair l 0.3% I 00% . Ne Chang-ed-
YELLOWSTONE | Fair ! 0.4% . Fatr- + 0.3% -25.0% B Fair - 0.3% . 00% -No Changcl
Legend: Store based on MS| for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values |

Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation)

AS = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

Comprehensive Cost Sharing does not have an impact on the assessment base of the participating
municipalities. As a result, there is no benefit (or dis-benefit) of any of these options from a balanced
growth perspective.

* Some variatian in this figure is due 1o rounding.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table surnmarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all |4 municipalities are expected to benefit from
the implementation of this option. No municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result
of implementing this option.

Option 2B - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Lac Ste Anne County and al
Villages and Summer Villages: Summary?0

RESIDENTIAL MILL HON EXPENDITURES ARt OF NON:
RATE (i cony RESDENTIAL L EXPENOITLRE RESIDENTIAL
INDICATOR RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT

AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES
.,

LACSTE.AANNE COUNTY | -49%  Better | -50% | Bemer | -4(% | Better | 00% | NoA

MAYERTHORPE
ONOWAY
ALBERTA BEACH -85% | Better I 86% | Better | -40% . Befter ' 00% | Nod ' z
BIRCH COVE 2w | _B_e;r_| A% | sener | -0 | Bemer | 00% lincall ~
CASTLE ISLAND asx [na ] s B o | I_.’a;tte_r-’ 0% | Noa | 2
! 2 R ' e oL | e - 4 E,
NAKAMUN PARK A% | Beter | 49% | Bemer | 40% | Bemer 00% | NoA 2
ROSS HAVEN 61% Betterl 61% Better  -40% Hote r 0% | Nos | 2
SANDY BEACH -33% | "Bett;r | 32% .B.et.ter -4.0% | B;ne_r-j 00% | Nod /
il ehaltuied g | |
SILVER SANDS -37% | Better . -38% | Befter I 40% | Better ; 0.0% No & 7
SUNRISE BEACH | -4.0% I.3t.etter L40% Better ; 4086 .I"B.ene.r-.! 0.0% [ No & : Ve
it = 1) | e - R =
SUNSET POINT 57% | Bemer  57% | Better . 40% | Bemer | 00%  No& =
SOUTHVIEW -39% | én;r. | -40% | Better. 1 -4.0% .f.let;er. | 00% | No A Va
VAL QUENTIN | -6.0% | .Better I -6.1% Better - -4.1% | Better ! 0.0% No A e
T | ; | .
WEST COVE 41%  Bewer | -41% | Berter | a0% | Better ' 00% | NoA 2
YELLOWSTONE -44% | Better | -44% | Better : -4.0% | Better . 0.0% No & A
X | ki i i
Awverage Change -4.8% -4.8% -4.0% 00% |
Summary: # Better (14 of 14) N Worse {None) IlT Mixed Result (None)

All municipalities will experience a net benefit through a reduction in operating expenditures and
municipal tax rates.

% Al Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant {MR CON).
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» The operating expenditure benefits for each municipality result in a different municipal tax rate
reduction because the share operating expenditures comprise of the municipal tax requisition
vary across municipalities.

» The reduction in Operating Expenditures Per Capita and municipal tax rates is not as significant
as in Option 2A due to not including the Town's in this option. As a result, the potential savings
from sharing services is reduced by more than half resulting in a reduction in the resulting
municipal tax benefits by about half that of Option 2A.

» The benefits of Comprehensive Cost Sharing flow to each municipality, as compared to the
Amalgamation Option (| B) where some municipalities, without some measure of tax
protection, would experience an increase in tax rates, especially Non-Residential Tax rates. This
results from all participating municipalities sharing common mill rates in the Amalgarmation
option.

» There would be no benefit to any municipality in terms of balanced growth as seen for many
municipalities in the Amalgamation Option |B.
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OPTION 2C - COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING - ALBERTA BEACH AND SUMMER VILLAGES OF
SUNSET POINT AND VAL QUENTIN

This option considers the cost savings associated with Comprehensive Cost Sharing of three
municipalities connected by a common municipal boundary: Village of Alberta Beach; Summer Village
of Sunset Point and Summer Village of Val Quentin. The proximity of these municipalities to each
other creates the potential that services could be more efficiently delivered jointly.

As with previous options, the focation of where these services would be delivered and structure for
service delivery have been assumed to be determined by negotiations among all municipalities with
the objective of identifying the most efficient service delivery option.

Operating cost savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery
across all the municipalities in this option. These savings have been estimated for all participating

municipalities based on the portion of costs that are estimated to be fixed, and not vary with the
growth.

Note that the potential for cost savings in the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option is not expected
to be as great as with amalgamation due to the added synergies that would be available with
amalgamating all participating municipalities into a single municipality. This would account for each
municipality retaining a local Council and have a capability to administer and maintain the contract.
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RESIDENTIAL MitL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2C - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and Summer
Villages of Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Residential Mill Rate

REFERENCE FORECAST ~ OPTION2C

RESIDERNATI!?L MILL 2036

(REAL2015.$) s 4 s [ [ MILL : i
scong RATE A AA I\II(II)TES

LAC STE.ANNE
mt;lAYERTHORPE .
ONOWAY

ALBERT;A B.E.;\CH_
BRCHCOVE
! CASTLE ISLAND M
 NAKAMUN PARK

ROSS HAVEN
I SANDY BEAC.l-I. --------------
: SILVER SANDS
- SUNRISE BEACH- -
. SUNSET POINT
_- “SOUTH VIEW
VALQUENTIN
WEST COVE
: YELLOWSTONE
Legend: Score based on MG for the same municipal type | & = Difference Ref Forecast - Vanable Min Tax Rate

I Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation)

AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Residential Mill Rates from
the Reference Forecast, ranging from | 1.1% to 16.3%. The average tax reduction across participating
municipalities is equal to 12.9% and 13.2% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are
accommodated. The municipal tax rate reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost
structure specific to that municipality.3!

My has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained i evaluation of the impacts for each option, Where a Mirmum Tax
Rate has been established by a municipality the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Minimuen Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable}, and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at

therr Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation,
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The results for the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option vary from those in the Amalgamation
scenario for two reasons: the potential savings with Amalgamation would be greater; and, the
Amalgamation option results in a single tax rate for each class of assessment across all participating
municipalities.

NON-RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2C - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and Summer
Villages of Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Non-Residential Mill Rate

REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 2C

NON-RESIDENTIAL
MILL RATE | S Bl 1
(REAL20153) | R | MR TV T

’ 26#’5 e

LAC STE.ANNE

!
MAYERTHORPE | |
ONOWAY I
— ¥ n
iALBERTABEACH -159% | -163% | Better
} b {

| BIRCH COVE
CASTLE ISLAND

i NAKAMUN PARK

ROSS HAVEN

| SANDY BEACH
' SILVER SANDS

SUNRISE BIEACH
SUNSET POINT
SC)"LJTH VIEW
VAL QUENTIN
: WESTCOVE
i YELLOWST(E)NE
Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municipal type | A = Difference Ref Forecast - Vartable Min Tax Rate

[ Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (N2 Inflation) | AD = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate I

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Non-Residential Mill Rates,
ranging from |1.1% to 16.3%. The average tax reduction across participating municipalities is equal to

3
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12:9% and |3.2% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are accommodated. The municipal tax rate
reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost structure specific to that municipality3?

il T

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

T ——— TN

L ErR

ot P oy
E e

_—..—..-
o

Option 2C - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and Summer
Villages of Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Operating Expenditures Per
Capita

=)

' OPERATING ' REFERENCE FORECAST ; OPTION 2C
EXPENDITURES PER A ST e : an
CAPtTA e .- s — - s s " L i > '. ¥ 2036
{REAL 20| 5 $) ' A oty :

SCORE | ) e TAN

i 'NQ_TES

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY

MAYERTHORPE

ONO\NAY

| ALBERTA BEACH

| BIRCH COVE

| CASTLE ISLAND
:-NAKAMUN PARK
. ROSS HAVEN

x

I

SANDY BEACH ; :
: g

|

B

SILVER SANDS

| SUNRISE BEACH

1.820

' SUNSET POINT Far

1573 | -136%

SOUTH VIEW

1452 | 77% -""_'sen

Fair 1.686

1936 Farr 1.827

-5.6% |

VAL QUENTIN
WEST COVE
YELLOWSTONE

Legend: Scnre based on M5I for the same mumaipal type I & = Difference bewween 2036 & 2016 values |

Operaung Expendllures Real 2015 % (No Inﬂat:on) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values |

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita of 7.7%. This represents the cumulative average operating expenditure reduction that could
be achieved across all the participating municipalities. It has been assumed that these savings would
be equally allocated to each participating municipality.

32 Note that the results for Non-Residential Mill Rates are similar to those lor Residential Mill Rates as the split between these rates has been
assumed 10 rermain constant for each municipality over the forecast penod.
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While the operating expenditure savings are the same for each municipality, the share of operating
expenditures contribution to the municipal requisition varies, resulting in differential municipal tax rate
impacts (as noted above).

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The following table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as compared to the results for the option in 2036, The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2C - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and Summer
Villages of Sunset Point and Val Quentin; Share of Non-Residential
Assessment

REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 2C
SHARE OF NON- = OFTION ¢

RESIDENTIAL l T R T o SRR
ASSESSMENT | l G 03¢

(REAL 2015 $) ‘scoaeg o :. % AN - NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY
MAYERTHORPE
 oNOwar
ALBERTA BEACH
BIRCH COVE
| CASTLE ISLAND

NAKAMUN PARK

| ROSS HAVEN

| :
| SANDY BEACH
. SILVER SANDS

SUNRISE BEACH
SUNSETPOINT

SOUTHVIEW
| VAL QUENTIN

| WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municipal type & = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values
| | i s

|
Assessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values |

Comprehensive Cost Sharing does not have an impact on the assessment base of the participating
runicipalities. As a result, there is no benefit (or dis-benefit} of any of these options from a balanced
growth perspective.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. All three municipalities included in this option are
expected to benefit from the implementation of this option. No municipalities are expected to be
made worse off as a result of implementing this option.

-

Option 2C - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and Summer
Villages of Sunset Point and Val Quentin: Summary3?

T e

=

o T T I T e ey e

; 7 M i : : I
 RESIDENTIAL MILL g pory NON EXPENDITURES  HARE OF NON -
o Y (4R oy, [ RESIDENTIAL MLt EXPENDITURS RESIDENTIAL |
- INDICATOR : : ' RATE(MR CON) : ASSESSMENT

A NOTES felell

AA NOTES AA  NOTES  AA NOTES A

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY

MAYERTHORPE

| ONOWAY

ALBERTA BEACH

| BIRCH COVE

CASTLE ISLAND

NAKAMUN PARK

ROSS HAVEN

| SANDY BEACH

SILVER SANDS

SUNRISE BEACH

| SUNSET POINT
e
SOUTHVIEW

VAL QUENTIN

WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

- - I I = 1
Average Change -132% -13.2% -1.7% e

Summary: 7 Better (3 of 3) I Worse (None) It Mixed Result (None)

Each municipality in this option will experience a net benefit through a reduction in operating
expenditures and municipal tax rates.

P Al Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR, CON).
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» The operating expenditure benefits for each municipality result in a different municipal tax rate
reduction because the share operating expenditures comprise of the municipal tax requisition
vary across municipalities.

- The reduction in Operating Expenditures Per Capita and municipal tax rates improves over the
previous Options (2A & 2B) due primarily to the proximity of the municipalities. Note that the
benefit is only slightly benefit for the municipalities participating in this Option (2C) as
compared to Option 2A where all municipalities participate in shared service delivery.

» The benefits of Comprehensive Cost Sharing flow to each municipality, as compared to the
Amalgamation Option (I C) where some municipalities, without some measure of tax
protection, would experience an increase in tax rates, especially Non-Residential Tax rates. This
results from all participating municipalities sharing common mill rates in the Amalgamation
option,

» There would be no benefit to any municipality in terms of balanced growth as seen for the
SummerVillages in the Amalgamation Option [C.
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OPTION 2D -~ COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING - ALBERTA BEACH AND ALL SUMMER VILLAGES

This option considers the cost savings associated with Comprehensive Cost Sharing including the
Village of Alberta Beach and all the Summer Villages in Lac Ste. Anne County.

As with previous options, the location of where these services would be delivered and structure for
service delivery have been assumed to be determined by negotiations among all municipalities with
the objective of identifying the most efficient service delivery option.

Operating cost savings would be achieved by the spreading of overhead costs of service delivery
across all the municipalities in this option. These savings have been estimated for all participating

municipalities based on the portion of costs that are estimated to be fixed, and not vary with the
growth.

Note that the potential for cost savings in the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option is not expected
to be as great as with amalgamation due to the added synergies that would be available with
amalgamating all participating municipalities into a single municipality. This would account for each
murucipality retaining a local Council and have a capability to administer and maintain the contract.
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RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This

includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the .
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to B
other municipalities of the same type. '
Option 2D - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and All Summer |
Villages: Residential Mill Rate |

" REFEREMCE FORECAST OPTION 2D

RESIDE':;#?L MILL 5 ; 2036
(REAL 2015 $) T |
A AA

| LAC STE.ANNE

MAYERTHORPE
| oNOwWAY T - T
| ALBERTA SEACH | 509 345 | N2% | 330% | Better
BRCH COVE [Sroari| 620 [tiPoori| 623 | 62 | Poor 546 4% 8% Tget:e:
CASTLE ISLAND Rt 420 |ZPoni| 428 428 Char 352 | -178% | 179% 'E_'qué_m:_'
NAKAMUN PARK irboric| 460 [ipockit| sI8 | 557 | Poordt| 420 -189% C192% -égn; 3
ROSS HAVEN | Far | 242 | Far | 250 | 255 ] Far 191 | 236% | -240% s
 SANDY BEACH Foort| 500 L Poor | 92l | 921 | Poor | 806 BiGiET I henas
SILVER SANDS : Pbor 500 ; Poor 464 45! | Poor | 397 144% 146% _h;attt’:_r
| SUNRISE BEACH | Poqr [ 640 | Poor | 7.76 | 998 :_P?Sr__- 658 -15.2% . -15.6% . Be_tte:
| SUNSET POINT | Far | 329 | Poor | 405 | 405 Far 315 % 4w | Bener
SOUTHVIEW Poar l 609 1 .i;';:-c;r-j. 6.78 7.5_5 :.facir._.; 576 _.-ISJJ% -154% :._.gefu}n.'::..
VAL QUENTIN Far | 357 | Poor | 397 408 Far 301 | 242% | -245% | Better
WEST COVE | ear ' 3190 | Poor 449 476 Far | 378  -158%  -160% | Bemer
YELLOWSTONE Poor | S02 | Poor | 556 | 556 | Poor | 463 | -167% | -leo% | Better 4
Legend: Stare based on MSI for the same municipal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Vanable Min Tax Rate I

Mill Rate: Real 2015 § (No Inflation) Ah = Difference Rel Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Residential Mill Rates from
the Reference Forecast, ranging from 12.4% to 33.0%. The average tax reduction across participating
municipalities is equal to 18.5% and 18.8% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are
accommodated. The municipal tax rate reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost
structure specific to that municipality.

¥ |t has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts lor each option, Where a Minmum Tax
Rate has been established by a municipality, the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches. the first assumes that any
Minimurn Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable): and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant}. See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation.
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The results for the Comprehensive Cost Sharing option vary from those in the Amalgamation
scenario for two reasons: the potential savings with Amalgamation would be greater; and, the
Amalgamation option results in a single tax rate for each class of assessment across all participating
municipalities,

NON-RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option. ,
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to

the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to

other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2D - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and All Summer
Villages: Non-Residential Mill Rate

REFEREMCE FORECAST OPTION 2D
NON-RESIDENTIAL T
MILL RATE P | S 2028 00 | i : ELELS
(REAL 2015 $) ' [ MILL

SCORE pare A AA  NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE

MAYERTHORPE

oNowAY TR |

| ALBERTA BEACH Good | 620 -n4% | B2% | Beter |

BIRCH COVE [ pobr -I- 620 Poor | 623 624 Poor 546 -124%  -12.5% _r_a'e_::e:m?
| Rar | 420 | Far | 428 | 428 | Far | 352 -178%  79% | Bemer

CASTLE ISLAND

NAKAMUN PARK Poor ql 460 | Poor . 518 5-.57 1 Far 420 -189% [ -|9.2x_§-k'“s;:-‘i
ROSS HAVEN I Far l 242 T_ ;:a-ur 2.50 2.55 | Far 191 -23.6%  -240% _Be_tt;'
._SANDY E;EACH | Pc.)-or. |F -I 3:00 + .F.’oor ! 13.30 i3.§0 | Pc-:aor '- 11.64 : -12.5% - -126% | Better ]
- SILVER SANDS . Fair ;”17.25 | PO;;- 16.02 ! 15.60 T“-F-air. _1 1369 -145% | -I4.7%. r_BfE_-:
| SUNIRISE BEACH Poor | 2500  Poor | 3035 | 3903 | Poor | 2573 | -IS2X  -I156% | Bener
! SUNSET POINT _r F;nr" ! 129 Fa':;'- - 4.05 . 405 Fair . IS ! 127% . -224% “Ben;r i
SOUTH.\-!IEW - Poor 1967 . .i’our 2!.;I I 2443 Farr i 18.60 | -|5.|% -15.4% ? B_et;e:
VAL QUENTIN ; . ;aur | 357 ' F.a.i.r 1 397 ! 408 | Fair . 301 - 242%  -245% .B;tt__er H
WEST COVE - _ Fa_lr_ 190 I Poc;f I 4-.49 | 4.7-6.. 1 Fair 378 -15.8% . -.l6.0% -Eerler
YELLOWSTONE | Fair - 1725 : Fair I 19.08 1910 A Poor 1589 | -168% -169% _I;e_n.e.r- I
Legend: Score based on M3| for the same mumcipal type A& = Difference Ref Forecast - Variable Min Tax Rate

Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate

All municipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Non-Residential Mill Rates,
ranging from 12.4% to 33.2%. The average tax reduction across participating municipalities is equal to
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18.6% and 08.8% depending on how Minimum Tax Rates are accommodated. The municipal tax rate
reduction varies across municipalities depending on the cost structure specific to that municipality3®

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates for this option.
This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to {
the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to i

other municipalities of the same type. i

Option 2D - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and All Summer
Villages: Operating Expenditures Per Capita

OPERATING REFERENCE FORECAST. . OPFTION 2D
\FENDITURES PER B e e | e
BT Act 2015 WS S01. 0 | 2036

{REAL 2015 5} e | | e
“ iS‘COREi CRMBVINE scorE § AA | NOTES

| LAC STE.AANNE COUNTY [ e i

= i__t L;..——-- e b

| MAYERTHORPE !
ALBERTA BEACH fi R 2414 Far | 2202 | 4% | Far 1866 | -156% |
 BRCH COVE R 139 | Good | L3 S1% | Good | LI14 | -I57% | Better
CASTLE ISLAND Poor | 3570 Poor | 2842 | -204%  Far | 2397 | -ISTX IBel:er'—
NAKAMUN PARK lidrar | ssi1s o Peor . 4750 -139%  Poor 4006 -157% _Be;:r;
ROSS HAVEN I ear | 1795 | e l 1549 | 137% ?.".G;:d o -sex I_;e_tter
| SANDY BEACH [ R | 1452 [SGeedi 1351 | 70%[ Good | 1140 -156%  Better
jSILVERSANDS + Far : 2078 rFaT _q 1,806 I 130% ._ Falr 1524 __ -156% _!__..i:éird_i
SUNRISE BEACH Far | 1467 | Good = LI7S | -199% = Good | 991  -IS7%  Beter |
SUNSET POINT R | 1820 | Far | 1S3 | -36% | Far | 1327 -156% Better
SOUTHVIEW e 2045 | Far | 1770 | 134% | Far 1494 -156% Eett;r' 3
VAL QUENTIN CRar | 1936 | Fac | 1827 6% | Far L 57% [_Bhe;r .
WEST COVE T P | 2025 | Far 1926 94% | Far r 1624 -157% B;tter
| YELLOWSTONE | fe | 1aa | 1502 -162% if‘?."i _ 1301 Lis% T__Ee:teT_
Legend: Score based on M9 far the same municipal type & = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 $ {No Inflation}  AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

All muniaipalities included in this option would experience a reduction in Operating Expenditures Per
Capita of 15.6%. This represents the cumulative average operating expenditure reduction that could
be achieved across all the participating municipalities. It has been assumed that these savings would

¥ Note that the results for Non-Residential Mill Rates are similar to those for Residential Mill Rates as the split between these rates has been
assumed to remain constant for each municipality over the forecast period.
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be equally allocated to each participating municipality.3 While the operating expenditure savings are
the same for each municipalty, the share of operating expenditures contribution to the municipal
requisition varies, resulting in differential municipal tax rate impacts (as noted above).

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT

The following table provides an overview of the impact on the Share of Non-Residential Assessment
for this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036
as compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each
municipality compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 2D - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and All Summer
Villages:: Share of Non-Residential Assessment

EFEREMNCE FORECAST OPTION 2D
SHARE OF NON- i att

RESIDENTIAL 2036
ASSESSMENT o S e :

FREERT :
(REAL 2015 $) . | SCoRE . % | SCORE % NOTES

| LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY

| MAYERTHORPE

ONOWAY

. ALBERTA .BEACH _ 00%  No Change
BRCHCOVE baie | oax Far 04%  00% | Far | 04% . 00% _No-(-:-hangel
CASTLE ISLAND Poor  0.1% Poor | 0.1%  00% Poor 0.1% 00%  No Change
.NAKAMUN PARK | Falr ; 0.4?: T Falr_1 0.4% .. 00% Fair. 0.455 0.0% _No Cha.nge'
| ROSS HAVEN iGoad 1% I Good | 12% | 00% | Good | 1.2% 00% |No Change
' SANDY BEACH r _Go;d 1.5% !“_chodlr 15% | 00% :__G_ooii 15% 0% .NoChange.
SILVER SANDS rGo;_ 26% |0Gooal!| 26% | 00% I Good | 26% | Q0% NoChange
SUNRISE BEACH l_Falr_ 0s% | Far | 04%  200%  Far 04% | 00% _-No Chang-el
ISUNSFI' POINT Fair | 03% ! Far I 02% . -333% i Fair 02% | 0.0% INo Change;
jsoumwsw i_..Good | 08% Fair _ oax | 33% Fan:_ | 04% 0% jNo Change
VAL QUENTIN l.:air“ 04% : Far 04% 0.0% . Far . 0.4% 00% No Change.
WEST CO-VE I Fair. - 04% Fair il 0.3% - -25.0%. Farr . { 0.3% 1 0.0% .No Chang;
YELLOWSTONE Fair 1l 04% Fair " 0.3% -25.0% -I;air- | 0.3% . 0.0% :No Changei

Legend: Score based on MSI for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

Agsessment: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

Comprehensive Cost Sharing does not have an impact on the assessment base of the participating
municipalities. As a result, there is no benefit (or dis-benefit) of any of these options from a balanced
growth perspective.

% Some variation In this figure 15 due to rounding.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all |3 municipalities are expected to benefit from

the implementation of this option. No municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result

of implementing this option.

Option 2D - Comprehensive Cost Sharing - Alberta Beach and All Summer
Villages: Summary37

INDICATOR

LAC STE.ANNE COLUNTY

NON-
RESIDENTIAL MILL EXPENDITURES
RATE (MR CON} Rﬁﬁemﬂﬁoﬁ')"' PER CAPITA

AA  NOTES

AA  NOTES  AA  NOTES

AR,

SHARE OF NON-
RESIDENTIAL
ASSESSMENT

AA

MAYERTHORPE i
owowm; _ I
.ALBERTA B_EACI-.l. 330% | Beter | 332% | Bemer | -156% [ Bp.tte'r 00%
— et e g el e -
BIRCH COVE | -125% Be_tlter C28% I Better | -1S7% | Better | 00%
S| | Lo i B ..o o L

CASTLE ISLAND ! [179% | Bemer  -179% CBener | -157% | Bemer | 00%
NAKAMUI\.J PARK -192% Benen.' | -19.2% ;et;r -157% }_Be:er 00%
.ROSS HAVEN 240% +_Better -24.0% Ben;_r| -156% if.Be.;ter 0.0%
jSANDY BEACH 42.6% --B;t-ter- -12.6% L Better | -15.6% —Ber;r_ -o.o%
:SILVER SANDS | 146% Bener : -147% l_Bcttcr_ -15.6% l;e_tter 0.0%
SUNRISE BEACH -15.6% ;ett;r __ -15.6% _B;t;e.r | -15.7% :.Ben;r f 00%
SUNSET POINT Cnax I?.ener1 224% | Berter | -15.6% _B:t_te_r_ 00%
SOUTHVIEW | -15.4% Be.t;er - -15.4% '_Bener -15.6% ll;e_tte_r; 00%
VAL QUENTIN -245% : f!_ener l -24.5% __Better .‘ -157% Be.tt...er”i. 0.0%
WEST COVE -160% | Better -i -160%  Better | -157%  Better ! 0.0%
:YELLOWSTONE | -te9% |Be_tter_’; -169% vB_euer_ -15.6% I_Better l 0.0%

Awerage Change | -188% . -18.8% -15.6% 0.0%

| .
Summary. |7 Better (13 0f 13) I\ Worse (None)

NOTES

Nea | A/
Nod | 2
No A Ve
| No A 7
| Nod e
!
| No A Ve
| No & Ve
i B 1 i
NodA | A
No A | Ve
{
No A Ve
1
NedA | /7
| No & j ’
| Ve

No &

1 Mixed Result (None)

Each municipality in this option will experience a net benefit through a reduction in operating
expenditures and municipal tax rates,

¥ All Mill Rate changes refiect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant [MR CON}.
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» The operating expenditure benefits for each municipality result in a different municipal tax rate
reduction because the share operating expenditures comprise of the municipal tax requisition
vary across municipalities.

» The benefits of Comprehensive Cost Sharing flow to each municipality, as compared to the
Amalgamation Option (| D) where some municipalities, without some measure of tax
protection, would experience an increase in tax rates, especially Non-Residential Tax rates. This
results from all participating municipalities sharing common mill rates in the Amalgamation
option.

» There would be no benefit to any municipality in terms of balanced growth as seen for the
Summer Villages in the Amalgamation Option | D.
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OPTION 3 - COST SHARING ON SELECTED MUNICIPAL SERVICES

Cost Sharing On Selected Municipal Services is similar to Comprehensive Cost Sharing except that it
looks at the impact of a single service area. This isolates the potential for shared service delivery to a
single service area and evaluates the potential benefits of this approach to cost sharing.

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

To complete this analysis, the Reference Forecast has been used as the starting point for each
analysis. From this potential cost savings have been estimated and applied to municipal tax requisition
for each affected municipality in each year of the forecast.

» Cost Savings: The operating expenditure savings that were estimated for the Comprehensive
Cost Sharing options have been used as the starting point for each of the Selected Cost Sharing
scenarios.

» Contract Administration Costs: As the Comprehensive Cost Sharing scenarios require a
contract to be established and maintained, there will be costs for all parties associated with
negotiating and servicing the contract.

» Service Delivery: As with the amalgamation scenarios, it has been assumed that services would
be centralized in the largest municipality included in the scenario. As a result, cost savings will
result from economies of scale and reduction in overhead costs associated with service delivery
in each area, except for Council and some Administration costs.

ALLOCATION OF COST SAVINGS

The estimated cost savings are calculated for each municipality and then aggregated. It is assumed
that all cost savings would be shared by each participating municipality in a manner where every
municipality’s total expenditures are reduced by the same proportion. In other words, the total cost
savings are shared proportionally across all the participating municipalities so each would receive the
same percentage reduction in expenditures.
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OPTION 3A - COST SHARING: ADMINISTRATION SERVICES

This option considers sharing Administration Services as defined by Alberta Municipal Affairs.38
Historical data used for determining average annual expenditures in the function are based on data
available from 2009-2014 from Alberta Municipal Affairs and supplemented with information available
from municipal financial statements and budgets.

Based on an analysis of the fixed and variable portions of expenditures in this area for the
municipalities included in the study, it is estimated that approximately 20% of the variable costs
associated with delivering Administrative Services could be saved through joint service delivery. This
would result from the ability to share overheads, or fixed costs, associated with this service area
across a larger workload. This represents just over $400,000 of savings per year across all
participating municipalities.

3 Alberta Municipal Affairs: httpu/municipalafiaics.alberta cafam_myceipal_statistical_retyrn
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RESIDENTIAL MLt RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type,

Option 3A - Shared Service - Administration: Residential Mill Rate

N AR _--:n.EFé_'mé_Ni:EiFdﬁEE'_ : OPTION 3A

" RESIDENTIAL MILL -

; RATE
(REAL 2015 $)

S01sEERE IR0 S 2036

MILL
SCORE o aTE FAY AN NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE Far | 457 Fair | 450 | 450 Fair 442 -18%  -1B% | Bemer |
: 1 3 = i 1 : fom e
MAYERTHORPE Poor 10.10 Poor 9.74 9.69 Far 9.44 -3.14% -3.1% | Better I
ONOWAY Good | 567  Good 485 483 | Good | 462 -47%  -48% | Befter
. : e JPmnt] e M
ALBERTA BEACH | Good | 500 | Good @ 509 523 Good_;r 491 -35% | -36% | Better |
! | Al | | Ba ke | ] 1 o 1 S S—
BIRCH COVE Poor | 620 | Poor | 623 624  Poor | 405 29% | -29% | Better
CASTLE ISLAND Poor 4.20 Poor 428 428 Poor 407 -4.9% -5.0% Better |
NAKAMUN PARK Poor 4.60 Pocr 5.18 5.57 Poor 5.04 -2.7% 27% Better | !
ROSS HAVEN | Far 242 | Far | 250 | 255 | Far 241 | -36% | -37% | Better td
SANDY BEACH Poor | 900 | Poor | 92l 9.24 Poor 895 -28% | -29%  Better I
IE { ¥ § f .EI!
SILVER SANDS | Poor | 500 | Poor | 464 | 451 Poor 452 -26% | -26% | Better | S
| § | 1 ! ! 4 i | :!
SUNRISE BEACH ' Poor 640 Poor 176 %.98 Poor 750 -3.4% -34% Better J‘“
SUNSET PCINT Fair 329  Poor 4.05 405 Poar 396 -2.2% -2.2% | Better | ";:,‘,":_
SOUTH VIEW Poor 609 Poor 678 7.55 Poor 6.58 -29% -3.0% Better :.l :
VAL QUENTIN | Far 357 Poor 397 408 Fair 387  25%  -16% | Better -{_—':{1
WEST COVE Fir | 390 | Poor 449 476 | Poor | 432  -38%  -38% | Better L
r T t 1 3
YELLOWSTONE | Poor 5.02 Poor 3.56 556 Poor | 540 -2.9% -29% | Bexler | 3
1 ;- A | :':1
Legend. Score based on M5l for the same municipal type A = Difference Ref Forecast - Vanable Min Tax Rate '-:':
Mill Rate: Real 2015 $§ (No Inflation) Al = Difference Ref Forecast - Con Min Tax Rate ";':
. it o : o k5
For this option, all municipalities would experience a decline in their Residential Mill Rate. The decline [
in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 1.8% lower than the Reference Forecast to a dedline of 5.0% in &
2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of achieving economies of scale in the delivery of =
municipal services as compared to current expenditures.3? o
While it was assumed that the proportionate savings for this function would be available to all L
municipalities, the differential impact on Residential Mill Rates is due to the share of these iy
expenditures to the total municipal requisition.
:
It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Minimum Tax :
Rate has been established by a municipality. the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mirrmum Tax Rates for that muniapality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variabie). and secand where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at
ther Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Ahernate Miramurn Tax Rate calculation.
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Operating Expenditures Per Capita for
this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as
compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality
compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 3A - Shared Service - Administration: Operating Expenditures Per
Capita

OPERATING ] REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 3A

EXPEMDITURES PER

CAPITA |01 20isEE 2036
{REAL 2015 3)

_SCORE SCORE % AN NOTES
LACSTEANNECOUNTY | Good 1765 | Good | 1563 -112% Good | 154  -14% | Beuer |
- MAYERTHORPE | rie | 138 | far | 1847 | 47% | Far | 1819 -15% +, Beer ! |
.ONO.\NAY I Far 1,888 1 Falr. I 1,607 I -149% | Far | 1573 <2.1% 1“!.;oe_tt;r |
| ALBERTA BEACH [i555 | 2414 [i Fay i 2212 . 84% | Far | 74 | -17% 'Bener :
| BRCH COVE T e | 132 [GEa 1321 | 51% | Good | 1273 | -36% I;t;e-r_”!
CASTLE ISLAND Poor 3570 Poor | 289 204%  far w4 -as% , Better :
NAKAMUN PARK Poor . 5.5I5 Poor - 4.750 -139% Poor 4642 I -1.3% IBlettelr
ROSS HAVEN CRar 1795 Far | 1549 | -137% | Far | 1513 | 23% [ Beue
SANDY BEACH | far | 1452 [ oo j 1350 70%  Good | 1303 36% |\ Better |
SILVER SANDS | rar 20 Far | 806 | 130% | Far | 1754 29% | Beter
| SUNRISE BEACH Fair 1467 -__G__c_,?d__I 75 -199% ,_(_3"_?‘?_5 34 sk Better :
| SUNSET POINT far | 1820 Fae | 1573 | 36% | Far | 1550 | -15% Better
SOUTHVIEW Fae | 2045 | Fair | L7710 | -34% | Far | 0717 | -30% T
VAL QUENTIN R | 19% Far | 1827 | 56% | Far 1795 | -18% Better|
WEST COVE | mir | 2025 | Far 1926 94%  Far L | 37% | ke
YELLOWSTONE | Far .84 Far | 158 | -162% | Far '_ 150! 27% Getier ‘

Legend: Score based on M8 for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values

AA = Difference Ref Forecast - Con MinTax
Rate

Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 $ (No Inflatian)

For this option, all municipalities would experience a decline in their Operating Expenditures Per
Capita. The decline ranges from 1.4% lower to a decline of 4.5% in 2036.

While it was assumed that the proportionate savings for this function would be avaifable to all
municipalities, the differential share Administration expenditures comprise of total expenditures.

R T b 7w e o ey et PRy
e R R Tl R I L
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all 16 municipalities are expected to benefit from
the implementation of this option. Four municipalities would experience mixed results. Overall, no
municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result of implementing this option.

Option 3A - Shared Service - Administration: Summary*©

R:iﬁ‘;(’;‘,l’;"(‘:'-o'ﬂ‘)-'" RESIDENTIAL MILL P ESIDENTIAL
INDICATOR RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT __ 4
AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES W
e

LAC STE,ANNE COUNTY -1.8% Better -1.8% Berter -1.4% Better 0.0% No & v
MAYERTHORPE -3.1% Better -3.1% | Better -1.5% Better | 0.0% No & Ve
ONOWAY -4.8% Better -4.8% Better | -22% Better 0.0% No & 7
| ALBERTA 8EACH -3.6% Bett;r -3.6% Better -L.7% Better 0.0% No A Ve
BIRCH COVE -2.9% Better -29% Better -3.6% Better 00% No & Ve
CASTLE ISLAND -5.0% Better -5.0% Better -4.5% Better 00% No A e
NAKAMUN PARK 27% Better -2.7% Better -23% Better 00% No & Ve
ROSS HAVEN -37% Better -3.7% Better -2.3% Berter 0.0% No A Ve
SANDY BEACH -29% Better -2.9% Berter -3.6% Betier 00% No & 7
SILVER SANDS -2.6% Better -2.6% Bester -29% | Better 00% No A Ve
SUNRISE BEACH -34% Better -3.4% Better -3.5% Better 0.0% | No 4 Ve
SUNSET POINT -22% Better -2.2% Better -1.5% Better 00% No & Ve
SOUTHVIEW -30% | Better | -3.0%  Better  -3.I% | Better = 00% No & s
VAL QUENTIN -2.6% Better -2.6% Better -1.8% Better 0.0% No & Ve
WEST COVE -3.8% Better -38% Better -3.7% Better 0.0% No & Ve
YELLOWSTONE -29% Better -2.9% Better -2.7% Better 00% No & Ve

Average Change -3.2% -32% -2.6% 00%

Summary: /7 Better (16 of 16} ~  Worse (None) i1 Mixed Result (None)

All municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial
perspective.

*0 All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Mirimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR CON).
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» Itis estimated that both Residential and Non-Residential Tax Rates could be reduced by an
average of approximately 3.2% per year as a result of sharing Administrative services.

» Operating Expenditures Per Capita would be reduced for all municipaiities, averaging a decrease
of 2.6% annually.

» There would be no impact of implementing shared services on the balance of non-residential
assessment tax base.

y
y
§
"
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OPTION 3B: BYLAW ENFORCEMENT SERVICES

This option considers sharing Bylaw Services as defined by Alberta Municipal Affairs.#' Historical data
used for determining average annual expenditures in the function are based on data available from
2009-2014 from Alberta Municipal Affairs and supplemented with information available from
runicipal financial statements and budgets.

Based on an analysis of the fixed and variable portions of expenditures in this area for the
municipalities induded in the study, it is estimated that approximately 45% of the variable costs
associated with delivering Bylaw Services could be saved through joint service delivery. This would
result from the ability to share overheads, or fixed costs, associated with this service area across a
larger workload. This represents just over $215,000 of savings per year across all participating
municipalities,

It is noted that not all municipalities reported as having Bylaw Enforcement expenditures. In some
cases these expenditures were not reported for any years of the historical review, and in other
instances they were available for only some years. Based on an analysis of the Bylaw Enforcement
expenditures for the municipalities in the study area, and elsewhere in the province, it has been
assumed that municipalities not reporting expenditures in this category incurred an average cost of
$15 per capita. It is expected that this may be a conservative estimate of the actual cost of these
services, and as a result, the potential savings may be understated.

* Alberta Municspal Affairs: hitp/municipalaffaies albeeta.calam _rmunicipal_statistical _return
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RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 3B - Shared Service - Bylaw Enforcement: Residential Mill Rate

: _ REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 3A
RESIDENTIAL MILL S [ =
RATE 2036

BEAL 2015 o] , lscoe ML A AA woTEs
LAC STE.ANNE . Fair 457 - Far 4.50 4.50 Fawr 4.45 -1.1% -11% .. Better .
MAYERTHORPE . Poor : falo Poor 9.74 .69 . Fair - 2.38 7% . -3.7% :L -B.etter I
ONOWAY " Good 1| 567 Good | 485 483 | Good | 483 04%  04% | Bewer
ALBERTA BEACH I"_G_ood_i SGOJE:Qd_‘ 509 523 ;."Gc:od“! 506 | 06%  06% | Betior ]
BIRCH CéVE | .-Poor I 6.20 Poor 1 623 . 6.24 Poor 1 620 -0.5% . -0.5% F Eetter |
CASTLE ISLAND | Poor _' 420 | Poor | 428 428 | Por 427 | 02% | 0% Better |
NAKAMUN PARK Poor . 4.60 I Poor 5.18 5.57 Paor 516 | -0.4% . 04% - éene; :
ROSS HAVEN Fair . 242 . Fair 250 2.55 FaJ-r . 248 -0.8% | -0.8% I Better ..
SANDY BEACH - Poor | 9.00 Poor 921 9.21 Poor 9.20 01% 0.1% | B.t.ztt.e.r -
SILVER SANDS { Poor 500 | Poor I 4.64 451 | Poor 462 . -0.4% -0.4% Be_ttcr :
SUNRISE BEACH Poor - 6.40 I Poor | 776 998 . Poor . 772 . -0.5% - -0.5% | .Ben.e-r“-!
SUNSET POINT Fair 319 : Paor . 405 405 P.oorm 403 -0.5% . -0.5% f éeuer I
SOUTHVIEW | “Foor' | 609 | Poor | 678 | 755 | Poor | 670 A2% | -L2% | Beter I
VAL QUENTIN . .Fa|r B 357 Poor ! 397 4.08 .Po;r 3 395 Q.5% -0.5% Better .
WEST COVE Far . 3e0 I Poor ! 4.49 476 Poor 448 -0.2% -0.2% .Better i
YELLOWSTONE - Poor - 502 . Poor 5.56 ! 5.56 Poor 5.53 0.5% -0.5% | Better !

Legend: Score based on MSI for the same mumicpal type & = Difference between RefVanable Min Tax Rate

Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between Ref Constant Min Tax Rate |

For this option, alt municipalities would experience a decline in their Residential Mill Rate. The decline
in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 0.1% lower the the Reference Forecast to a decline of 3.7% in
2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of achieving economies of scale in the delivery of
municipal services as compared to current expenditures.i2

While it was assumed that the proportionate savings for this function would be available to all
municipalities, the differential impact on Residential Mill Rates is due to the share of these
expenditures to the total municipal requisition.

* It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be mamntained in evalyation of the impacts for each option, Where a Minimurm Tax
Rate has been established by a muniaipality. the projected muricipal 1ax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mimmum Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable); and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at
therr Base Year vatues {MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimurn Tax Rate calculation.
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OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Operating Expenditures Per Capita for
this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as
compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality
compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 3B - Shared Service - Bylaw Enforcement: Operating Expenditures
Per Capita

OPERATING REFERENCE FORECAST . AN
EXPEMNDITLIRES PER e ~s -
CAPITA ] A | 2036

(REAL 2015 %) e 4

RE | m SCORE ¢  AA NOTES &

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY :__chd_ 4 1765 | Good 4 1568 | 12% | Good | 1582 o9% : Berter ! 1;
MAYERTHORPE | 1S3 Far | 187 476 far | 1880 18% | Beter | u
ONOwAY | Far | 1888 Far 1607 -149%  Far 1610 0% ' Berier 5
 ALBERTA BEACH Fair | 2414 'L ] 2212 Jf_-a.4% R | 2219 03% r Berter E,f
' BRCH COVE R .Fa_u' | 1w *(Eo_id_l 1321 | si% Goocl[ 1328 05% Beht.t_eFr"___ :
CASTLE ISLAND Poor | 3570 | Poor | 282 | 204%  Poor | 2849 | 02% | Befter |
| INAKAMUN PARK [ Poor 1 ssis | Poor | 4750  -139%  Poor l 4769 | O4% | Bemer | b
| ROSS HAVEN Rar | ABS Far | 1549 37% Far | 1856 | 0S% | -B;t-'t::r_di i
| SANDY BEACH [ Far s | Eoﬁh J[ 1351 70% Good_hj 1354 02% Bener p-Ejl
T { st | :

SILVER SANDS | Fair | 1078 Fawr . 1.806  -13.1% | .Falr E 1814 | 04% . B_ener ; 1f
SUNRISE BEACH Far | 1467  Good | LIS -199%  Good | LIB2 | 0% | Beter ! 1
SUNSET POINT | Rir | 180 | Far | 1573 | <136% | Far | 1580 | 04% |l bewers :
SOUTHVIEW Fair | 2045 | Far | 0 | anax | mae | 1793 | 12% | Lbener "
VAL QUENTIN Fair 193 | Far | 187 5% far 183 03% | ener “
WEST COVE | Rar | 2035 | Far | 1526 | 4% | Far | 19 | ox% Bener E'E
YELLOWSTONE Far | 18 P 1S J62%  Far | 1549 05% , Better | ;1-|r
Legend. Score based on MS| for the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values | 5

&
i'.

Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) | AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values |

e

TR
Litasd

For this option, all municipalities would experience a decline in their Operating Expenditures Per
Capita, The decline ranges from 0.2% lower to a decline of 1.8% in 2036.

While it was assumed that the proportionate savings for this function would be available to alt
municipalities, the differenttal share Bylaw Enforcement expenditures comprise of total expenditures.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summanizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all 16 municipalities are expected to benefit from
the implementation of this option. Four municipalities would experience mixed results. Overall, no
municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result of implementing this option.

Option 3B - Shared Service - Bylaw Enforcement: Summary42

RESDENTIAL ML peqpema . DOENDITURES i dl it
INDICATOR RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT B
AA  NOTES AA  NOTES AA  NOTES AA  NOTES ﬁ

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY -11% Better -1.1% Better -09% Better 0.0% No A | Ve
MAYERTHORPE -37% | Better | -3.7% | Better = -18% | Bemer | 00% No & 7
ONOWAY 04% | Better | .04% Better | -02%  Better 0.0% No A Ve
ALBERTA BEACH -06% Bene.r -0.6% Better | -03% Bett;ar 0.0% No A Ve
BIRCH COVE -0.5% Betier -0.5% Better -0.5% Better 00% No A Ve
CASTLE ISLAND -02% Better -0.2% Better 0.2% Better 00% No & 7
NAKAMUN PARK -0.4% Better -0.4% Better -04% Better 00% Ne A Ve
ROSS HAVEN -0.8% Better -0.8% Better -04% Better 0.0% No & Ve
SANDY BEACH -01% Better 0.1% Better 02% Better 0.0% No A Ve
SILVER SANDS -0.4% Better 0.4% Better -04% Better 0.0% No & Wl
SUNRISE BEACH -0.5% Bester -0.5% Better -0.6% Better 00% No A Ve
SUNSET PCINT -0.5% Better -0.5% Better -0.4% Betier 00% No & Ve
SQUTHVIEW -1.2% Better -12% Better -1.2% Better 0.0% No & 7
VAL QUENTIN -0.5% Batter -0.5% Better -04% Better 00% No & Ve
WEST COVE -02% Better -0.2% Better -0.2% Better 00% No & e
YELLOWSTONE -0.5% Better -0.5% Better -0.4% Better 00% No 4 Ve

Ayerage Change -0.7% -0.7% -0.5% 00%

Summar‘y_ 7 Better (16 of |6} N Worse (None) It Mixed Result (None)

All municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial
perspective.

1 All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the mumicipality constant (MR CONJ,
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» Itis estimated that both Residential and Non-Residential Tax Rates could be reduced by an
average of approximately 0.7% per year as a result of sharing Administrative services.

» Operating Expenditures Per Capita would be reduced for all municipalities, averaging a decrease
of 0.5% annually.

» There would be no impact of implementing shared services on the balance of non-residentia
assessment tax base,
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OpPTION 3C: ROAD SERVICES

This option considers sharing road expenditures, Roads, Streets, Walks, Lighting as defined by Alberta
Municipal Affairs.** Historical data used for determining average annual expenditures in the function
are based on data available from 2009-2014 from Alberta Municipal Affairs and supplemented with
information available from municipal financiat statements and budgets,

Based on an analysis of the fixed and variable portions of expenditures in this area for the
municipalities included in the study, it is estimated that approximately |5% of the variable costs
associated with delivering Road Services could be saved through joint service delivery. This would
result from the ability to share overheads, or fixed costs, associated with this service area across a
larger workload. This represents just over $1,010,000 of savings per year across all participating
municipalities.

* Alberta Mumcipal Affairs: htt:/fmunicipalaffars albertacafam muricipal_statistieal return
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RESIDENTIAL MiLL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mill Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036, The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other muniaipalites of the same type.

Option 3C - Shared Service - Roads: Residential Mili Rate
[ 5  REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 3C
- 2036

RESIDENTIAL MILL

" RATE ' LA
(REAL 2015 $) % i ' . ] MILL

- SCORE  pave A AA  NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE

| COUNTY Far 457 | Far 450 450 Fair 422 -62% -6.3% I Better
jMAYERTHORPE Poor | 10.10 Poor 974 969 e . 927 | ABK 4% | Beer |
ONOWAY Good_i- 567 | Good | 485 48} | .G.c?od”; a9 a3 __fen_e_r__i
.ALBERTA.BEACH | Good | s00 i Good | 509 | 523 | Good | 504 | -1O%  -10% | Better 5'
BIRCH COVE [ Poor | €30 | Poor 63 624 | Pilor | s14 % 5% Geer |
CASTLE ISLAND | roor : 420 F Pc.vo.r.- -.. a8 | 428 : Ponr L an 6% 7% erter |
NAKAMUN PARK Poor | 460 | Poor | SIB 557 | Poor | 48  62%  -63% _ae_r_:_e_f__i
ROSS HAVEN . Fanr. 242 | Far 250 2.55 Fair 239 -4.4% -4.5% I Better |
SANDY BEACH .Poor ' 9.00 | F;oor 921 9.21 I Poor 9.1é . -0.5% -0.5% | I.;'et;;r-_!
SILVER SANDS Poar d 5.00 Poor 464 451 . Poor 450 -3.0% . -30% B;tt;r
| SUNRISE BEACH " Poor ,' 640 | Poor | 776 | 998  Poor | 750 | -14% | -34% | Beter |
SUNSET POINT | Far | 329 | Poor 405 | 405  Poor 394 | 27% | 27% | Bemer
 SOUTHVIEW Poor | 609 | Poor 678 755 |foor | 670 | -12% | -tax [leemert
| VAL QUENTIN [ far | 357 Poor 397 | 408 Far 391 | -15% asx imBette.r
WEST COVE Far | 390 | Poor | 449 | 476 | Paor | 446 | -07% | -07% | Beter
YELLOWSTONE P 502 | Poor | 556 | 556 | Poar | 537 | -34% | -35% I Better
Legend: Score based on M3 for the same municipal type A = Difference between RefVanable Min Tax Rate

Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflaton}

A = Difference between Ref Constant Min Tax Rate

For this option, all municipalities would experience a decline in their Residential Mill Rate, The decline
in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 0.5% lower than the Reference Forecast to a decline of 6.3% in
2036. The general decline in tax rates is a result of achieving economies of scale in the delivery of
municipal services as compared to current expenditures.®

Qs A

T

e

% It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintaned in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Mentrmum Tax
Rate has been established by a municipality, the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mirwrnum Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable); and second where ary Minimum Tax Rates remain at
thewr Base Year values (MR COM - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation.
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While it was assumed that the proportionate savings for this function would be available to all
municipalities, the differential impact on Residential Mill Rates is due to the share of these
expenditures to the total municipal requisition.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Operating Expenditures Per Capita for
this option. This includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2015 and 2036 as
compared to the results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the resuit for each municipality
compared to other municipalities of the same type.

Option 3C - Shared Service - Roads: Operating Expenditures Per Capita

'OPERATING REFERENCE FORECAST OPTION 3C
3 E\fENquLL;iES PER . 3 . : _ 2036
(REAL 2015 5) o !
e I SCORE $ AA  NOTES
. LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY IGv:)ov:l I 1.765 f Good | 1,568 -11.2% . 9ood | 1.487 : -5.2% [ B.etter' i
MAYERTHORPE Fair 1,938 Far I 1.847 = 47% Far 1.804 -13% Better |
ONOWAY Faw - I.BBB“ Fair . 1.607 ! -149% . Fair : l..583 . -1.5% : Better |
| ALBERTA BEACH ' Far | 2414 _ R | 2212 84% | Far | 2201 | 05% ._ B;:er_1
BIRCI.-I. COVE T Far m ”.I..3-92 G_nt;d ' 1.321 .-;.I% :“.G:);c-i ' 1,299 ~I_.7% & Bctte-r ¢l
CASTLE ISLAND | Poor 3570 . Po;r : 2842 -20.4% . Fanr_ X 2797 -1.6% _B;_t-t::r
NAKAMUN PARK ‘ Pocr 53515 . Poor . 4,750 -139% Poor ! 4,307 -5.1% B Bettt;r. |
ROSS HAVEN | . Fair . 1,795 .Fair 1 1,549 -13.7% Faw - 1,504 -2.9% Be;ter
SANDY BEACH Fair I 1.452 r Good 1.351 -10% Good | 1,342 I -0.7% - Better I
SILVER SANDS Fair 2078 l;air | 1806 = -13.1% I F.air | 1,748 . -3.2% : Bener
SUNRISE BEACH Far 1467 Good. - 1175 -19.9% Good _L 1,135 . -34% I Bett;r. .
SUNSET POINT . Farr 1.820 Fai;— 1 1573 -13.6% Fajrt ) 1,543 -1.9% : Bette;’ il 4
SOUTHVIEW . Far . 2,045 Fair 177t -13.4% Fair 1.750 | -12% 5 éener _li
VAL QUENTIN Fair : 1936 . Farr 1,827 . -5.6% Far 1.809 -1.0% _.l-Be.tter- i*]
WEST COVE . Fair . 2,125 Faw 1926 -9.4% Fair 1910 i -0.8% ] Bet'ter 1 *:
YELLOWSTONE Far 1.4l Far | 1542 | -162% | Far | 149 32% | Better . j
Legend: Score based on MSI lor the same municipal type A = Difference between 2036 & 2015 values :

Operating Expenditures: Real 2015 § (No Inflation})  AA = Difference between 2036 & 2036 values

Loth 41 At

For this option, all municipalities would experience a decline in their Operating Expenditures Per
Capita. The decline ranges from 0.5% tower to a decline of 5.2% in 2036.

While it was assumed that the proportionate savings for this function would be avaitable to all
municipalities, the differential share Roads expenditures comprise of total expenditures.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. Overall, all |6 municipalities are expected to benefit from
the implementation of this option. Four municipalities would experience mixed results. Overall, no
municipalities are expected to be made worse off as a result of implermenting this option.

Option 3C - Shared Service - Roads: Summary+®

RESDENTIALMIL pegpeyma iy DEENDITURES  gioglmal
INDICATOR RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT
AN NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES AA NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY | -63% Better -6.3% Better | -52% Better 00% No A Ve
MAYERTHORPE -49% | Befter | -49% | Better | -23% | Bewer = 00% | Nod 2 -r ,
ONOWAY -3.3% Better -33% Better -15% Better | 0.0% No A 7 I
ALBERTA BEACH -1.0% éener -1.0% Better | -05% éetter , 00% | Noa 7 |
BIRCH COVE -1.5% Better | -1.5% Better | -1.7% Better : 00% No & Ve |
CASTLE ISLAND -17% | Bewer | -17%  Better = -16%  Better  00% No A 2 , :
NAKAMUN PARK -63% | Better = -63%  Better = 5.0%  Better 0% Nea | 7
ROSS HAVEN -4.5% Better -4.5% Better -29% Better 0.0% No & | 7
SANDY BEACH -0.5% | Better  -0.5% | Better = -07% | Better | 00% No A 7
SILVER SANDS -30% Better 1% Better -32% Better 00% No & Ve
SUNRISE BEACH 34% | Bemer | -34% | Berer | -34% | Bemer | 00% | NoA » -E_' |
SUINSET POINT -27% | Better | -27% | Better | -19% | Bemer | 00% No & e
SOUTH VIEW -1.2% Better -1.2% Better -1.2% Better 0.0% No & Ve
VAL QUENTIN -1.5% Better -1.5% Better -1.0% Better 0.0% No & Ve
WEST COVE -0.7% Better  -0.7% Better -0.8% Better 00% No A | Ve !
YELLOWSTONE -35% | Better  -35% | Better = -32%  Better  00% No A 7

Average Change -29% - -29% -2.3% 0.0%

Summary: 7 Better (16 of 16) “  Worse (None) It Mixed Resuft (None)

All municipalities are projected to benefit from the implementation of this option from a financial I}
perspective. |

% All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR CON).
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» It is estimated that both Residential and Non-Residential Tax Rates could be reduced by an
average of approximately 2.9% per year as a result of sharing Administrative services.

Operating Expenditures Per Capita would be reduced for all municipalities, averaging a decrease
of 2.3% annually.

There would be no impact of implementing shared services on the balance of non-residential
assessment tax base.

OTHER SERVICE AREAS

Several other service areas were considered for cost sharing but have not been actively analyzed.

» Fire Protection: Significant changes have occurred in the delivery of fire protection in the past
year. Currently fire protection are primarily delivery by the County serving its hamiets and
some Summer Villages, and the Towns of Mayerthorpe, and Onoway. Onoway has recently
contracted fire services to an independent operator that provides service to the Town, Alberta
Beach and Summer Villages of Silver Sands, South View, Yellowstone, Val Quinten, Castle
Island and Nakamun Park. It is recognized in the region that this essential service has both a
human and financial impact on residents and businesses. Recent adoption of a mutual aid
agreement between Lac Ste. Anne County and Onoway suggests that the coordination of
delivery of these services is being addressed. As these changes are recent, it is prudent to
review the efficiency and cost saving potential once operations have been firmly established
through the next year or two.

FCSS: There are a myriad of community services provided throughout the region and these are
largely supported through FCSS and other activities by municipalities and local community
orgamizations. A review of how FCSS funding priorities could best be achieved has been the
subject of discussion between municipalities. The administration of this program to find the
optimal balance between setting regional and local priorities will continue to evolve. From a
cost efficiency perspective, the majonity of activity is the transference of provincial and local
funding to designated organizations. As a result, there is a very limited opportunity for cost
savings as much of the program is a flow through of funds.

Utilities: Water, wastewater and solid waste disposal have been largely regionalized and
provided on an as needed and financial feasibility basis. Adherence to a ‘utility’ rate approach to
funding these operations will ensure that services are provided and expanded in a cost effective
manner.

Planning: Several joint planning initiatives have been initiated for all farger municipalities in the
region, including: Alberta Beach Intermunicipal Development Plan, Onoway Lac Ste. Anne IDP
(draft), and discussions regarding joint planning with Mayerthorpe, It is expected that this
planning work can be accomplished on as needed basis to complete and update plans.

» Recreation Facilities: There are numerous recreation facilities that are owned and funded in a
variety of ways. There is an opportunity to coordinate infrastructure investment, service
delivery and funding.

Addendum reports have been provided for FCSS and Recreation Facilities under separate cover.
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OPTION 4 -REVENUE SHARING

Regional revenue sharing has been adopted by several municipalities in Alberta. In some instances,
such as Leduc County sharing tax revenues from the International Airport with the City of Leduc, the
origins of revenue sharing were a Municipal Government Board decision on an annexation proposal.
Subsequent to this MGB (previously Local Authorities Board) decision in 1989, the City and County
recently worked out a new arrangement based on the Board Order.

In other instances, revenue sharing has been adopted in response to discussions between
municipalities regarding regional municipal finance issues and equity. An example of this is the 2013
Yellowhead County revenue sharing agreement with the Towns of Edson and Hinton. This agreement
sees a percent of the non-residential tax revenues generated within a defined area of Yellowhead
County to be shared with Edson and Hinton. Revenue sharing commenced in 2014 with the Towns
receiving a total of $4.1 million. In 2016 this amount has increased to almost $7 million with Edson
receiving just over $5 million and Hinton $1.9 million.

RATIONALE FOR REVENUE SHARING

Tax or revenue sharing should be founded on a principle to ensure that the agreement reflects its
intent. In the case of the Leduc’s it was the Boards consideration that the City of Leduc hosted a
significant proportion of workers at the airport and as a result was justified in receiving a share of tax
revenues from the airport to support residential development.

In the case of Yellowhead County. it was recognized that there existed a fiscal imbalance between the
County and its urban counterparts. County Council wished to be proactive and find a ‘local solution’
to this imbalance without a solution being imposed by the province. In arriving at revenue sharing, |
several options were considered, including dissolution of the Town'’s into the County, forming a new

specialized municipality and renegotiating current revenue sharing arrangements.

In the case of Lac Ste. Anne County and the urban municipalities within the County, there are some
significant differences that exist than in the examples of revenue sharing mentioned and other
revenue sharing situations found elsewhere in Alberta.

» The County's fiscal position is not significantly greater than that of the urban municipalities in the
County. Only four municipalities have a lower total assessment per capita figure than Lac Ste.
Anne County (Onoway, Alberta Beach, Sandy Beach and Sunrise Beach).

The County's residential municipal tax rate is roughly in the middle of the rates for most
municipalities in the County. Six municipalities have a lower Residential Tax Rate. Only 3 have a
higher Non-Residential Tax Rate, but this is because most Summer Villages have only a single tax
rate which is applied to all taxable properties in the municipality.

The County hosts the majority of residential development (approximately 70%) in the region.
As a result urban municipalities are not hosting a significant portion of the residential
development with the County being the location of most of the jobs and associated
commercialfindustrial non-residential assessment. The County is home to seven Hamiets,
including: Chervil, Glenevis, Green Court, Gunn, Rich Valley, Rochfort Bridge and Sangudo.

» The County does have a significantly more diverse assessment base than any of the urban
municipalities, especially the Summer Villages. This includes a significant portion of linear
assessment (approximately 22% of the County's assessment base in 2015). It is typical of rural
municipalities.
As a result, it is more difficult to make an obvious case that there are clear inequities in the fd
assessment base of the County versus urban municipalities in the County, or that these urban :
municipalities are hosting a significant amount of residential development and performing a dormitory
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function to commercial and industrial development in the County. While there is a significant lack of
non-residential development generally in Summer Villages, in many instances, the assessment per
capita is higher (and in some cases significantly higher) than that in the County.

If regional tax (revenue) sharing were to be implemented by the County,it could be argued that it
would be to assist in reflecting through revenue sharing a greater degree of balance and stability in
the region assessment tax base.

OPTIONS FOR REVENUE SHARING

For the purposes of evaluating the impact of regional tax (reveriue) sharing, several options were
considered. These include determining an appropriate amount to be shared and the means by which
revenues would be distributed.

» Determining the amount to be shared: Typically, the revenue sharing amount would be based
on identifying commercial/industrial operations or regions where workers in the rural
municipality typically live in adjacent urban municipalities. Some share of tax revenues from
these operations or area would then be shared between the interested parties. As this situation
does not exist in Lac Ste. Anne County, an arbitrary amount of $! million has been assumed.
This represents approximately 6% of the County's municipal tax requisition (2015).

Determining the basis for sharing: Sharing typically follows some metric refated to the shared
amount following worlkers or population associated with the development. Alternatively, the
relative financial position of the affected municipalities as measured by assessment per capita can
be used to help alleviate inequities in tax bases. In this instance, some municipalities have a
better assessment per capita rate than the County, in which case, this would not seem to be a
reasonable basis upon which County tax revenue should be shared. As a result, it was assumed
that regional share of urban population would be a reasonable basis upon which to share, as it
would reflect an equitable measure of the costs each urban municipality may benefit from
sharing.

The second general approach to revenue sharing would be to designate non-residential assessment
growth for sharing. For this option, only the largest muntcipalities are expected to have any significant
non-residential assessment growth that would be worth considering for sharing.

» For this option, all incremental non-residential assessment tax revenues would be shared
between the participating municipalities.

It has been assumed that the County and two Towns would participate in this option.
Lac Ste. Anne County
Town of Mayerthorpe
Town of Onoway
All non-residential tax revenues from incremental (new) growth would be shared as follows:
Host municipality would receive 40% of total revenues

The other two municipalities would receive a share of the remaining 60% based on their
relative population.

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Options - Final Report
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OPTION 4A: COUNTY REVENUE SHARING $1 MILLION

In this option it is assumed that Lac Ste. Anne County would share a total of $1 million annually in
each year of the forecast with all urban municipalities in the County. The basis for sharing is assumed
to be population, whereby each receiving municipality would receive a share of the $1 million based
on its share of the population total for all the urban municipalities.

The $1 million of revenues shared by Lac Ste. Anne County in this option represents approximately
6.0% of its 2015 municipal tax requisition. Based on the 2015 population (estimate) for each
municipality, the share this would be as follows:

Share of 2015 Population and Revenue - $1 Million

2015 SHARE OF
'URBAN POPULATION

| POPULATION
' LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY I |

MAYERTHORPE 1.401

ONOWAY 1100
ALBERTA BEACH -' B&7
BIRCH COVE 45
. CASTLE ISLAND . 19 0.4% 3500
NAKAML.J.N PARK I 36 . 0.8% 7.500
ROSS HAVEN . 137 2.8% 28400
SANDY BEACH 223 4.6% - 46200
SILVER SANDS 154 3.2% 31900
SUNRISE BEACH . 149 . 3% 30900
SUNSET POINT 221 1.6% . 45,800
SOUTHVIEW 76 I.6% ! 15,700
VAL QUENTIN | 157 3.3% . 32,500
WEST COVE | 121 . 25% 25.100
YELLOWSTONE 131 7% I 27,100
. Total 4837 100.0% | 1,000.000

Note that the impact of revenue sharing for Non-Residential Tax Rates would be the same as those
for Residential Tax Rates and have not been presented befow. Also, municipal Operating
Expenditures Per Capita and tax base (Share of Non-Residential Assessment) are not affected by
revenue sharing, and the tables for these vaniables have not been provided below.
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RESIDENTIAL MiLL RATE

The following table provides an overview of the impact on Residential Mili Rates for this option. This
includes the results for the Reference Forecast (Status Quo) for 2045 and 2036 as compared to the
results for the option in 2036. The Score represents the result for each municipality compared to
other municipalities of the same type.

Option 4A - County Revenue Sharing $1 Million: Residential Mill Rate

Wi REFERENCE FORECAST | OPTION 4A

RESIDENTIAL MILL -
RATE - 2036

 (REAL20I5 §)
_ score ML A AA NOTES

LAC STE. ANNE Fair 457 Far 450 | 450 Far 475 5.6% 56% | Worse | T
MAYERTHORPE Poor | 1010 Poor 974 | 969  Far | 770  -208% | 211% | Beter f"
ONOWAY Good 567 Good 4485 4483 Good 392 -192%  -194% | Better L‘:‘
| ALBERTA BEACH I Good | 500 | Good | 509 523 | Good i 429 -157% -16.1% | Better |
P sd i il irirl ! =l e -
BIRCH COVE Poor | 620 Poor | 623 624 Poor 554 | -101%  -112% | Better | &b
I; { it | P h':..
CASTLE ISLAND Poor 4.20 Poor 428 4.28 Poor 407 -4.5% -50% Better :;;-
NAKAMUN PARK Poor | 460 | Poor | 5.8 557 | Poor | 499  -37%  -37%  Better pe
| | . [ | F
ROSS HAVEN Fair 242 Fair 250 255 Fair 215 -140% | -142% Better Ir;
SANDY BEACH Poor | .00 Poar 921 2.2 Poor = 824  -105%  -104% Beter | 1-1
SILVER SANDS Poor | 500 | Poor 464 451  Poor = 428  -78% | -79% | Better 1)
- 4 - ! S =
SUNRISE BEACH Poor 640 Paor 776 9.98 Poor 6,95 -104%  -107% Better -_'
SUNSET POINT Fair 3.29 Poor 405 405 Fair 351 -133%  -135% | Better | %.5
T - - } 1 ] i e | i1
SOUTH VIEW Poor 609 Poor 6.78 7.55 Poor 621 -84% -B.6% Better :*“: 1
| | | 1 ¥ o el
VAL QUENTIN Fair 3157 Poor | 357 | 408 Fair 336 -154% | -156% @ Better ",I‘
| - : 1 il
WEST COVE Fair 350 Poor 449 | 476 Paor 410 -87% | -88% ' Better o
YELLOWSTONE Poor 5.02 Poor 5.56 5.56 Poor 501 -9.9% -100% . Better ‘3
. &
Legend: Score based on M5 for the same mumicipal type A = Dilference between RefVariabte Min Tax Rate .15:-1
Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ (No Inflation) AA = Difference between Ref Constant Min Tax Rate l.;'
K
For this option, all municipalities received shared revenues would benefit from lower Residential Mil -
rates as noted in the table above. The decline in Residential Mill Rates ranges from 3.7% lower than s
the Reference Forecast to a decline of 21.1% in 2036.%7 M
o
This assumes that all the benefits of revenue sharing would be put toward reducing the municipal tax
requisition and not to increased expenditures on services. Obviously services could be expanded or
enhanced with these funds as it is assumed that there would be no restrictions or caveats on the use
of shared revenues,
7 It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be manntained in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by a municipality, the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mirumum Tax Rates lor that municipality vary with the general tax rate {MRVAR - variable): and second where any Minimum Tax Rates remain at
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minirmum Tax Rate calculation,
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. All the municipalities receiving revenues from Lac Ste.
Anne are projected to receive a net tax benefit (or the equivalent of a net tax benefit) as a result of
revenue sharing.

Option 4A - Revenue Sharing on Non-Residential Growth: Summary?8

A T

RESIDENTIAL MILL Hor ExPENDITUREs - SHARE OF NON- - [

e MR Con . RESIDENTIAL iy EXEENDITLA RESDENTIAL ([

INDICATOR RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT ; -Eﬂ-*—’-‘f‘

AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES AA  NOTES

LAC STE.ANNE COUNTY 5.6% Worse 5.6% Worse 0.0% No & 0.0% No & "

MAYERTHORPE 21.10% Better =201L1% Better 00% No A 0.0% No & Ve
ONOWAY -194% Bener | -194% | Better 0.0% No & 0.0% No & Ve
ALBERTA BEACH -lel% éener -16.4% Better 00% No & | 00% | Nod Ve
BIRCH COVE -112% | Better | -112% | Better | 00% No A 0.0% No A Ve
CASTLE ISLAND -5.0% Better -5.0% Better 0.0% No & 0.0% No & Ve
NAKAMUN PARK -3.7% Better -37% Better 0.0% No & 0.0% No A 7
ROSS HAVEN -142% | Better | -142%  Better 0.0% No & 0.0% No & e
SANDY BEACH -10.6% Better -10.6% Berter 0.0% No & 0.0% No A Ve
SILVER SANDS -7.9% Better -79% Better 0.0% No A 0.0% No A Ve
SUNRISE BEACH -10.7% Better -10.7% Better 00% No & 0.0% No & Ve
SUNSET POINT -135% Better -13.5% Better 0.0% No & 00% No & Ve
SOUTHWVIEW -8.6% Better -8.6% Better ! 0.0% No A 00% No A Ve
VAL QUENTIN -15.6% Better -15.6% | Better 0.0% No & 0.0% No & Ve
WEST COVE 8.8% Better -8.8% Better 0.0% No & 0.0% No & Ve
YELLOWSTONE -10.0% Better -100% Better 0.0% No & 00% No A Ve

Average Change -10.7% -107% 0.0% 0.0%

Summary: 7 Better (15 of 16) S Worse (| of 16) it Mixed Result (None)

Note that Expenditures Per Capita and Share of Non-Residential Assessment are not affected by
revenue sharing.

*8 Al Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option holding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR CON).
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OPTION 4B: Two WAY REVENUE SHARING

In this option it is assumed that Lac Ste. Anne County and the Towns of Mayerthorpe and Onoway
would share all incremental {(new) non-residential assessment tax revenues with the other
municipalities on the following basis:

# All non-residential tax revenues from incremental (new) growth would be shared as follows:
Host municipality would receive 40% of total revenues

The other two municipalities would receive a share of the remaining 60% based on their
relative population.

Note that the impact of revenue sharing for Non-Residential Tax Rates would be the same as those
for Residential Tax Rates and have not been presented below. Also, municipal Operating
Expenditures Per Capita and tax base (Share of Non-Residential Assessment) are not affected by
revenue sharing, and the tables for these variables have not been provided below.
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Option 4B - Two Way Revenue Sharing: Residential Mill Rate

REFERENCE FORECAST  OPTION 4B
RESIDENTIAL MiLL " — =
RATE 3 e 2036 .
(REAL 2015 $) | MILL SCOR  MILL SR
e ke LA AN NOTES

LACSTEANNE Fair I 457 | Far | 450 | 450 } Far | 458 g% 18% |
MAYERTHORPE Poor _J' 1010 —I_Poor | 970 | se0 | rar ' ‘ '
 ONOWAY Good'| 547 le;od_ a5 | 483

| ALBERTA BEACH i s

CBRCHCOVE

CASTLE ISLAND

LNAKAMUN_PARK -

| ROSS HAVEN
SANDY BEACH
SLVER SANDS
suwmse BEACH

' SUNSET POINT
SOUTH VIEW
VAL QUENTIN

| WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

Legend: | Score based on MS| for the same municipal type A = Dhfference between Ref Variable Min Tax Rate

!
{ Mill Rate: Real 2015 $ {No Inflatian) AA = Dufference between Ref Constant Min Tax Rate i

Based on the growth forecasts for each municipality, Lac Ste. Anne County is projected to experience
the largest increase in non-residential assessment growth over the forecast period, followed by
Onoway then Mayerthorpe. As a result, the County is the largest contributor of revenues to the
revenue sharing pool, followed by Onoway then Mayerthorpe. Overall, the Towns are net
beneficiaries of this revenue sharing approach.®

This assumes that all the benefits of revenue sharing would be put toward reducing the municipal tax
requisition and not to increased expenditures on services, Obviously services could be expanded or
enhanced with these funds as it is assumed that there would be no restrictions or caveats on the use
of shared revenues.

It has been assumed that the Base Year 1ax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by a mumaipalty, the projected mumapal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mirmmum Tax Rates for that munioipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - variable}: and second where ary Minimurn Tax Rates remain at

their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Ahernate Minimum Tax Rate calculation.
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The following table summarizes the results of how this option would impact each municipality across
the four measures included in the analysis. All the municipalities receiving revenues from Lac Ste.
Anne are projected to receive a net tax benefit (or the equivalent of a net tax benefit) as a result of
revenue sharing.

Option 4B - County Revenue Sharing $1 Million: Summary5°

: RESIDENTIAL MILL O EXPENDITURES ~ ° /RE OF NON-
: : RATE (MR CON) RESIDENTIAL MiLL PER CAPITA RESIDENTIAL
INDICATOR : RATE (MR CON) ASSESSMENT

AA NOTES AA NOTES AA  NOTES AA _NOTES:'?

sseconny| m [vem| o [ven] o e o o
x = - P ¥ P b } aas -

| MAYERTHORPE | | Bever | 64% | Better ‘ 00% | .

| e — | 'l oAk o |:

ONOWAY

| ALBERTA BEACH

BIRCH COVE

CASTLE ISLAND
NAKAMUN PARK
ROSS HAVEN

| SANDY BEACH

* SILVER SANDS

 SUNRISE BEACH
SUNSET POINT

| SOUTHVIEW

I VAL QUENTIN

WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

Average Change -28% : -2.8% 0.0% : - 00%
' L i = - . — A — .|
it Mixed Result (None)

Summary: 7 Better (2 of 3) N Worse (1 of 3)

Note that Expenditures Per Capita and Share of Non-Residential Assessment are not affected by
revenue sharing.

*0 All Mill Rate changes reflect the impact of the option helding any Minimum Tax Rate levied by the municipality constant (MR CON),

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Opuions - Fimal Report

L

SR P

R ey

17



Based on the review and analysis of each option, the general findings are summarized below. A
summary of the estimated impacts of each option is provided below. These results assume that any
Minimum Tax Rates would be adjusted with the general municipal tax rates. The alternate approach
of holding the Minimurn Tax Rates constant and allow all impacts to be borne by the general tax rate
are summarized in Appendix F.

GENERAL FINDINGS

The revenue/cost sharing options have been evaluated across four parameters: Residential Mill
Rates; Non-Residential Mill Rates, Operating Expenditures Per Capita; and, Share of Non-Residentsal
Assessment. The resulting impact on each measure and Municipal Sustainability indicator are
provided in the tables below.

» Each of the options evaluated will generally have a positive impact in reducing Residential Mill
Rates and Operating Expenditures Per Capita. There are only a few instances where Residential
Mill Rates would increase from the Reference Forecast in 3 of the 4 amalgamation options and
for Lac Ste. Anne County in the Revenue Sharing options.

+ While Residential Mill Rates are lower than the Reference Forecast in most options considered
(for most municipalities), the benefit isn't typically significant enough to improve the Municipal
Sustainability Indicator. The two amalgamation scenarios amalgamating combinations of Alberta
Beach with other Summer Villages appears to have the most positive impact on the Municipal
Sustainability Indicator.

~ The impact of Comprehensive Cost Sharing, Selected Cost Sharing and Revenue Sharing
generally have a positive impact on Non-Residential Mill Rates resulting in lower municipal tax
rates than for the Reference Forecast. This is in contrast to the Amalgamation options which
would require the amalgamated municipalities to establish a uniform tax rate for each
assessment class. It is noted that there are remedies for this issue that would allow
municipalities to maintain their current Residential and Non-Residential Mill Rates. These would
include tax forgiveness or the creation of a Specialized Municipality that would allow for
different tax rates for different urban service areas.

» Comprehensive Cost Sharing has the most consistent benefit across municipalities, with all
participating municipalities receiving a Residential and Non-Residential Mill Rate {or equivalent)
benefit (i.e. Lower municipal tax rates than those projected in the Reference Forecast). This
reflects a direct Operating Expenditure Per Capita reduction across all participating
municipalities.

Selected Cost Sharing also has a direct benefit of reducing Residential and Non-Residential Mill
Rates as compared to the Reference Forecast through Operating Expenditure Per Capita
reductions. However, the cost savings are smaller as they are limited to selected function areas.

» Comprehensive and Selected Cost Sharing options do not have an impact on the fiscal capacity
of any municipality. As a result, there is no direct benefit of diversification of the assessment
base of participating municipalities as would occur with the Amalgamation options. ,

» Revenue Sharing will benefit all the municipalities receiving revenues with Lac Ste. Anne County
bearing higher tax rates than projected in the Reference Forecast. Revenue Sharing does not
directly affect the cost of delivering services nor the assessment base of any participating
municipalities. As a result there are no benefits of this option in terms of Operating
Expenditures Per Capita or Share of Non-Residential Assessment.
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OPTIONS

The revenue/cost sharing options have been evaluated across four parameters: Residential Mill
Rates; Non-Residential Mill Rates, Operating Expenditures Per Capita; and, Share of Non-Residential
Assessment. The resulting impact on each measure and Municipal Sustainability Indicator are
provided in the tables below.

» Option | - Amalgamation: Amalgamation where municipal boundaries would be adjusted to
create a single municipality from the municipalities being amalgamated,

Option |A: Amalgamation of all municipalities in the study area.

Option 1B: Amalgamation of Lac Ste. Anne County and all Villages and Summer Villages in
the County.

Option IC: Amalgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach with the Summer Villages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin.

Option 1D: Amalgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach with all the Surnmer Villages in
the County.

» Option 2 - Comprehensive Cost Sharing: Comprehensive cost sharing where all munigipal
operations and seryices would be delivered from a central municipality without affecting
municipal boundaries or jurisdictional control.

Option 2A: Comprehensive Cost Sharing of all municipalities in the study area.

Option 28: Comprehensive Cost Sharing of Lac Ste. Anne County and all Villages and
Summer Villages in the County.

Option 2C: Comprehensive Cost Sharing Alberta Beach with the Summer Villages of
Sunset Point and Val Quentin.

Option 2D: Comprehensive Cost Sharing of Alberta Beach with all the Summer Villages in
the County.

» Option 3 - Cost Sharing on Selected Municipal Services: including:
Option 3A: Administration
Option 3B: Bylaw Protection
Option 3C: Roads & Streets
Option 3D: Fire
Option 3E: FCSS

Option 4 - Revenue Sharing: Where the County of Lac Ste. Anne would share tax revenues
with selected urban municipalities in the County and alternatively two way revenue sharing
between the County and Towns.

Option 4A: Sharing of $! million annually
Option 4B: Two way revenue sharing (County and Towns)

All municipal tax rates presented in this section of the report assume that the Minimum Tax Rates for
municipalities using this tool change with the general tax rate (MRVAR - variable). The tax rate
results using the Alternative Minimum Tax Rate approach, holding the Mirimum Tax Rate constant
putting the entire municipal tax impact of the option on the general tax rate, are provided in
Appendix F,
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RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE IMPACTS

All figures presented represent the change resulting from implementing the option as compared to
the Reference Forecast. Both figures are for the last year of the forecast (2036).”'

Residential Mill Rate - Results For Each Option vs Reference Forecast®

A S B AR R R DR S JA S0 bap B By iy il g o el i ap i € i BT S AVE §F 4

LS EANNE | o1 | 5% B0% | -49% 8% | -li% | -62% | 55% | 8%
| MAYERTHORPE | -58.0% -13.4% 3% | -17% | -48% | -209%
| ONOWaAY -157% -14.0% 47% | -03% | -23% |-190%
?IALBERTA BEACH | -196% | -16.1% | -24.4% | -25.3% | -134% | -83% | -159% | -322% | -3.5% | 0% | -1.0% |-159%
' BIRCH COVE -343% | -315% 390% | 5.0% | -32% 124% | 29% | 04% | -14% | -11.1%
CASTLE SLAND | -4.4% | -02% 112% | 72% | -4a% -178% | 49% | 03% | -1e% | -49% |
NAKAMUN PARK | -21.0% | -17.6% 266% | 79% | 48% -189% | 27% | -05% | 62% | 37% |
ROSS HAVEN 63.6% | 70.8% 52.0% | -96% | -60% 236% | 36% | 07% | -44% |-140% | i
SANDY BEACH -55.6% | -53.6% -S87% | 52% | -33% -125% | -28% | -02% | 05% |-105% | ’i
SILVER SANDS 19% | -80% -181% | -60% | -37% -144% | 26% | -04% | -30% | -79% Er
SUNRISE BEACH | -47.3% | -45.0% 510% | -62% | -39% -152% | -34% | 06% | -34% {-105% ui.
| SUNSET POINT 10% | 54% | -49% | -62% | 9% | -57% |-111% | 222% | -22% | -06% | 27% |-133% fi
| SOUTHVIEW -39.7% | -37.0% -440% | -62% | -38% -150% | 29% | 12% | -12% | -84% £
| VAL QUENTIN 30% | 76% | 30% | 43% [-100% | 60% |-118% | 242% | -25% | 0% | -15% |-154%
| WEST COVE 1 a9 | 49% -154% | -65% | -4.0% -158% | 38% | -02% | -07% | -87%
YELLOWSTONE | -264% | -232% 317% | 70% | 43% 167% | 29% | 05% | 34% | 98% |i
'L Better ol | o3 [z e ] | 3| ] e R I.'
| Worse 3 3 0 I 0 0 0 0 o | o 0o | I ! ‘fl

Total 16 14 3 13 16 14 3 13 16 16 16 16 3 ::
Average Change | -178% | 3% -108% 205%  84%  -47% | .129% -185% | -3.0% | 07% 28% rosx 8% | |

» Amalgamation: Results are mixed with most municipalities benefiting from reduced Residential

Miil Rates.

» Comprehensive Cost Sharing: All municipalities experience reduced Residential Mill Rates.

$1 It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintaned in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Similarly where a
minimum tax rate has been established for a municipality. t has been assumed that this minimum tax rate would be adjusted by the same
proportion as the impact on municipal tax rates for other ratepayers. As a result the mpfications of the option would be distributed evenly 1o all
ratepayers in the mumopality. See Appendix F for a guide 1o interpreting Tax Rate impacts assuming that mimmum/special taxes were held

constant.

%2 Tax rates assume that the Minimum Tax Rate varies with the general municipal tax rate. The results for the Alternate Minirmum Tax Rate approach

where this is held constant is prowided in Appendix F.
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» Selected Cost Sharing: All municipalities experience reduced Residential Mill Rates.

» Revenue Sharing: All municipalities receiving revenues will benefit from reduced Residential Milt
Rates in each option.

RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR RESULTS

The Municipal Sustainability Indicator is based on how each individual municipality compares to the
other municipalities in its type (e.g. County, Town,Village or Summer Village). The Reference Forecast
result for 2036 is provided as a basis to compare the Option resuits.

Residential Mill Rate - Sustainability indicator Score

smow | T mmowmon  Comsmwecom  mzcmoot syoue
2036 1A 1B 1C v 2A B 2C 2D 3A 38 3C
(L%:UmANNE ! Fair | Far Fair EI Far
| MAYERTHORPE | Poor | Good | i | Far | fair
.(.JNOWAY a Good | Good : | . 8 E ._ S 1 Good | Good |
:. ALBERTA BE;CH Good | Good Good Good Good Good
"-BIRCH_CC-)\.Ilé | Poor | Poor By - | Poor | Poor
CASTLE ISLAND  Poor | Poor Poor | Poor
INA:KA;‘IUN F-'ARK I Poor ; Poor Poor 5 Poor
ROSS HAVEN Fair | Poor Fair far
SANDY BEACH . Foor | Poor ! Poor | Paor
SILVER SANDS Poor | Poor Poor | Poor
SUNRISE BEACH | Poor | Poor Poor | Poor
ISUNSET POINT I Poor | Poor Poor > Poor |
. S-OUTHVIEw Poaor | Poor Poor | Poor :‘
. VAL QUENTIN Poor | Poor Poor Fair
-WEST COVE Poor | Poor | Paor | Poor
.YELLOWSTONE Poor | Poor Poor | Poor
' Poor -. 2 12 n o
" Fair v o2 feis el a]s | &) 3 o]
. Good 2 | 3 | | vl o2 | | r 2 | 2] 2
Total 6 | 16 | 1a | 3 13 16 14 3 3 16 16 | 16

» Amalgamation: While Residential Mill rates improve for most municipalities for each option, the
Sustainability Indicator improves more significantly for the Alberta Beach and other Summer
Village amatgamations.

» Comprehensive and Selected Cost Sharing: Reduced Residential Mill Rates for these options
results in some limited improvement in Sustainability Indicator Scores.
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» Revenue Sharing: Reduced Residential Mill Rates with Revenue Sharing results in some limited
improvement in Sustainability Indicator Scores.

NON-RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE IMPACTS

All figures presented represent the change resulting from implementing the opticn as compared to
the Reference Forecast. Both figures are for the last year of the forecast {2036).

Non-Residential Mill Rate - Results For Each Option vs Reference

Forecast®?
I BB S CR S DI A e 2B 5 9 S Bn S e Aied iisp e T e R BT AR ap
S TG ANNE 91% | -52% 79% | -49% 18% | -L1% | -62% | 5e% | 1%
MAYERTHORPE | -13.5% -135% 31% | -37% | -aB% | -208% | -64%
ONOWAY Tos% -14.0% A% | -03% | -33% | -192%
| ALBERTABEACH | 89.9% | 980% | -24.4% | -25.3% | -134% | -6.4% | -159% | 324% | -3.5% | 0% | -10% | -15.7%
BRCHCOVE 179.5% | 191.5% 100% | 51% | -32% -124% | 29% | -04% | -14% | -101%
CASTLEISLAND | 306.8% | 324.3% 600% | 72% | -44% 17.8% | 49% | 03% | -rex | -a9% |
| NAKAMUN PARK | 236.1% | 250.6% 322% | 79% | -48% -189% | -27% | -05% | -62% | -37% |
ROSS HAVEN 596.4% | 626.4% 1740% | -96% | -60% 236% | -36% | 07% | 44% | -140% |
| SANDY BEACH 305% | 365% -485% | 51% | -32% -125% | 28% | -02% | 05% |-105%
| SLVER SANDS B7% | 134% 57.2% | -61% | -37% -145% | -2.6% | -04% | -30% | -78%
SUNRISEBEACH | -42.6% | -402% 774% | -63% | -39% -152% | -34% | -06% | -34% |-104%
CSUNSETPOINT | 329.9% | 3484% | 701.1% | 69.0% | -0.1% | 7% | -11.1% | -222% | -2.2% | -06% | 27% |-133%
SOUTHVIEW 205% | -17.4% 487% | -63% | -39% J51% | 29% | -12% | -12% | -84%
VAL QUENTIN 3385% | 357.4% | 74.6% | 725% | -100% | -6.0% | -11.8% | -242% | -25% | 06% | -15% |-154%
WEST COVE 287.8% | 3045% 52.6% | -65% | -4.0% 158% | -38% | 02% | 07% | 87%
YELLOWSTONE | -88% | -49% -64.1% | 70% | -43% -168% | -29% | -05% | -34% | 99%
Better BE 4 [ 3 16 14 3 3 16 16 I 15
Wi T " 10 2 7 0 o o o0 0 0 o | | I
. Total 16 14 3 13 16 14 3 . 13 16 16 16 I 16 3
Average Change | 146.1% 99% | 8% -4T% -129%  -I86% | 07% | 28% |-105%  -28%

404%

» Amalgamation: Results are mixed with most Summer Villages experiencing significant increases
in Non-Residential Mill Rates. This occurs where the municipality currently has a uniform tax

rate.

57 Tax rates assume that the Minimum Tax Rate varies with the general municipal tax rate. The results for the Alternate Minumum Tax Rate approach

where this is held constant 15 provided in Appendix F.
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» Comprehensive Cost Sharing: All municipalities experience reduced Non-Residential Mill Rates,
» Selected Cost Sharing: All municipalities experience reduced Non-Residential Mill Rates,

» Revenue Sharing: All municipalities receiving revenues will benefit from reduced Non-
Residential Mill Rates in each option.

NON-RESIDENTIAL MILL RATE SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR RESULTS

The Municipal Sustainability Indicator is based on how each individual municipality compares to the
other municipalities in its type {e.g. County. Town,Village or SummerVillage). The Reference Forecast
result for 2036 is provided as a basis to compare the Option results.

Non-Residential Mill Rate - Sustainability Indicator Score

COMPREHENSIVE COST SELECTED COST REVENUE
i REF AMALGAMATION SHARING SHARING SHARING

2036 1A 18 fC 1D 2A 28 2C 0 3A 8 ic 44 4B

(L:"E)CU%ANNE Poor | Poor | Poor Poor | Poor Farr Far | Far ' Far | Far
MAY.ERTHORPE “P;r- Poor Paor F;. I F;r.: Farr Fair Farr 1
ONOWAY | Far | Poer Farr ' Good | Good | Good | Good
rﬁTLééRTA BEACH Good | Far | Far | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Good'
.BIRCH CO(/-E_ Poor E Poor ‘| Poor : Poor Poor_:; Poor Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor | Peor
CASTLE ISLAND Fair - Paoor I Poor Poor | Far | Far Fair | Poor 1 Poor ! Poor { Paor b
NAKAMUN PARK 1 Poor | Poor Po-o-.rh Poor | Poor _”Poor F;r | Poor | Poor | Poor | Foor EENER
ROSSHAVEN | Fair | Poor | Poor Poor | Fair || Far Far | Far | Far | Fair |- Foie

SAi\lbY BEACH Poor | Poor | Poor Poor [ P;or I Poor F‘oc:r-'I Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor

SILVER SANDS Poor | Poor Poo-n-' Poor | Poo: 1_-- I:olor Far | Poor | Poor | foor Poo.r
ISUNRISE BEACH Poor | Poor | Poor : Poor Po::“rl Poc.:r Poor | Poor LPoor Poor | Poor &
SUNSET POINT Fair ! Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor | Far :a.ir Fair Far | Poor s Poor | Poor | far

| SOUTHVIEW Poar | Paor i Poor Poor | Poor | Poor Far | Poor | Poor | Poor

't

VAL QUENTIN Fair | Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor | Fair Far | Far Far Far | Poor | Far | Far

| WEST COVE Poer | Poor | Poor Farr Far | Poor | Poor | Peor | Poor

YELLOWSTONE Poor | Poor | Poor Poor

Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor

T 1 =T
Poor ] 15 13 2 12 9 8 0 4 10 1 10 9

Fair 5 | | 0 | o [ & | 5|28 a|a]4qs
Good d 0 0 | [ i I I I 2 2 2 2 I -i
Total bas {16 | 14§ 3 | 3| el s 3| 13l e t e | s 1] 3 | B

Ko

A

» Amalgamation; There is a general deterioration of the Sustainability Indicator due to the
amalgamated municipality levying a uniform Non-Residential Mill Rate. This issue could be
remedied through tax forgiveness or the creation of a Specialized Municipality.
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» Comprehensive and Selected Cost Sharing: Reduced Non-Residential Mill Rates for these b
options results in some limited improvement in Sustainability Indicator Scores,

» Revenue Sharing: Reduced Non-Residential Mill Rates with Revenue Sharing results in some
ltimited improvement in Sustainability Indicator Scores.

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA IMPACTS

All figures presented represent the change resulting from implementing the option as compared to
the Reference Forecast. Both figures are for the last year of the forecast (2036).

Operating Expenditures per Capita - Option Impact {Change From
Reference Forecast)

oy wmowwoy  Compmecor  sammmcon  jomur
IATE & 18 K CRATEID I M 2A i 2280 2C i I 4 s IA L s 3BT o 3 BT AR 48
S UEANRE 14% | 09% | 52%
MAYERTHORPE -15% | -1.8% | -2.3%
onowar 22% | 02% | -15%
EALBERTA BEACH 7% | -03% | 05%
BIRCH COVE 6% | o5% | L
CASTLE ISLAND 45% | 02% | -1.6%
| NAKAMUN PARK 23% | 0s% | 5% (SRR
| ROSS HAVEN 23% | 04% | 29% |
SANDY BEACH 346% | 02% | -07% |
' SILVER SANDS 29% | 04% | 32% |
| SUNRISE BEACH 5% | 06% | 4% b
SUNSET POINT 15% | 04% | -19% §
SOUTHVIEW 3% | -12% | 2% |
VAL QUENTIN ! -1.8% | -04% -|.Q%
| WEST CovE 7% | -02% | -08% |
| YELLOWSTONE 27% | -04% | 32% |
K Better L6 e 16 |
Wé;fée 3 3 2 3 0 I o | o : o 0 f 0 6 | ’ |
Total 6 | o1a | 3 13 6 14 3 13| e | e 6 o
Average Change -127% -107% L1%  -116% -65% A0% -77% -1S6% -26% 05%  23% |

» Amalgamation: Results are mixed with some Summer Villages experiencing significant increases

in Operating Expenditures per Capita
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» Comprehensive Cost Sharing: All municipalities experience reduced Operating Expenditures
Per Capita.

» Selected Cost Sharing: All municipalities experience reduced Operating Expenditures Per
Capita.
» Revenue Sharing: No direct affect on Operating Expenditures Per Capita,

OPERATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA SUSTAINABILITY INDICATOR RESULTS

The Municipal Sustainability Indicator is based on how each individual municipality compares to the
other municipalities in its type (e.g. County, Town,Village or Summer Village). The Reference Forecast ;
result for 2036 is provided as a basis to compare the Option results. i

Operating Expenditures per Capita - Sustainability Indicator Score

COMPREHENSIVE COST SELECTED COST REVENUE
i3 Cel sl ot SHARING SHARING SHARING
OPTION
2034 A 1] 1C ll_) : 2A 1B 2C piv} 3A 3e 3C
I(.:ﬁgusll'r%ANNE Good | Good | Good | :Good Q:ocf Good Good | Good i
! MAYERTHORPE Fair Farr Far Fair Fair Fair
ONOWAY Fair Far Fair Far | Far | Far

ALBERTA BEACH Fair Fair Fair Farr Far Fair Fair Fair Fair Far | Far | Far

BRCHCOVE | Good | Far | Far Far | Good | Good ‘Good | Good | Good | Good

CASTLE ISLAND Poor | far Far Fair Far Fair Fair Far Poor Fair

NAKAMUN PARK | Poor | Far Fair Fair Poor | Poor Poor | Poor | Poor | Poor

ROSS HAVEN Fair | Far Faw Faw Far = Far Good | Far Fair Far

SANDY BEACH Good | Far Farr Far | Good | Good Good | Good G.ood Goed

SILVER SANDS Fair Far | Far Far Far Far Fair Far | Far Fair

SUNRISE BEACH Good | Far Fair Far | Good | Good Good | Good | Good .Good

SUNSET POINT Fair Fair Far Fas Far Fair Fair Fair Fair Farr Far Fair

|. .SC;UTHV!EW Fair Far Far Far Far Fair Farr Faw Farr Far
VAL QUENTIN Fair Far Fair Fair Far Far Far Fair Far Fair Farr Far
i WE_ST &SVE _ Fair Far Fair Fatr Farr Far Faw Farr Far Far
YELLbWSTONE Fair Fair Farr Fair Faw Fair Good | Fair Fair j Fair
I " Poor L2 0 0o 0 0 I ! 0 P 2 |

CFar 10 15 IR 13 TR 317 " o 1

Good ! o | I 0 0 4 s 0 s e | 4 4
 Total | s | 6] 4| 3| n || 4l 3| [ 16 | 16 | 16

— —— — VIS —— . e

» Amalgamation: There is a averaging of the Sustainability Indicator in each of the Amalgamation
options with Poor and Good rated municipalities moving to Fair,
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» Comprehensive and Selected Cost Sharing: While cost sharing generally reduces expenditures
per capita it is most often not enough to improve the Sustainability Indicator score.

» Revenue Sharing: No direct affect on Operating Expenditures Per Capita.

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT IMPACTS

All figures presented represent the change resulting from implementing the option as compared to
the Reference Forecast. Both figures are for the last year of the forecast (2036).

Share Non-Residential Assessment- Option Impact (Change From
Reference Forecast)

' COMPREHENSIVE COST SELECTED COST REVENUE
] AMALGAMATION
OPTION : SHARING SHARING _ SHARING
A 1B 1Cie | D B aA slE0R C 2C D o 3 ] 15 38 2 h3C B A T B 4
LAC STE.ANNE , e st
COUNTY
MAYERTHORPE
ONOWAY

Il ALBERTA BEACH

| BIRCH COVE

I
| CASTLE ISLAND

| NAKAMUN PARK

:aoss HAVEN

| SANDY BEACH

| SILVER SANDS

| SUNRISE BEACH

 SUNSET POINT S

SOUTHVIEW | 4000% [ 3.775% A

VALQUENTIN | 4000 | 3775% | 775%

WEST COv 5367% | 5.067% |

YELLOWSTONE 5.367% | 5067% s o o0 o p

i -_J-'-'_B1eti:é}' o 1 | | '

? Worse 3 Lo ] 2 . |
Total T 14 303 r Jlr ] —;,
N T

Average Change |3.627% 31917%  796%  485%

—
-

:

|

i

|

|

» Amalgamation: Generally the larger municipality participating in the option has a reduced fiscal
capacity as it is shared with municipalities that are primarily residential in nature, These smaller
municipalities receive the benefit of a balance of assessment in the larger municipalities in each
option.
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» Comprehensive Cost Sharing: No direct affect on Share of Non-Residential Assessment.

T TE——

o

N, o T

> Selected Cost Sharing: No direct affect on Share of Non-Residential Assessment,
» Revenue Sharing: No direct affect on Share of Non-Residential Assessment.

L

SHARE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT SUSTAINABILITY
INDICATOR RESULTS

The Municipal Sustainability indicator is based on how each individual municipality compares to the
other municipalities in its type (e.g. County.Town,Village or Summer Village). The Reference Forecast
result for 2036 is provided as a basis to compare the Option results,

T e e
Eibe e =

|~

Share Non-Residential Assessment - Sustainability Indicator Score

COMPREHENSIVE COST SELECTED COST  REVENUE
— SEALCAION SHARING SHARING SHARING
OFTION :
2036
| LAC STE ANNE
COUNTY Peor

MAYERTHORPE Fair

ONOWAY Good

ALBERTA BEACH Poor

BIRCH COVE Fair

I
CASTLE ISLAND | Poor

NAKAMUN PARK | Fair

ROSS HAVEN ‘Good

I == i " 1
| SANDY BEACH | Good | Ge

SILVER SANDS Good

SUINRISE BEACH Fair

SUNSET POINT Fair

| SOUTHVIEW Fair

VALQUENTIN | Farr Good | Good | Good |

[

WEST COVE Fair

YELLOWSTONE | Fair

T R

E koo o

- Fair 9

. Good | 4
Total | 16

» Amalgamation: As with the values in the previous table, the Sustainability Indicator changes
reflecting the larger municipality participating in the option has a reduced fiscal capacity as it is
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shared with municipalities that are primarily residential in nature. These smaller municipalities
receive the benefit of a balance of assessment in the larger municipalities in each option.

» Comprehensive and Selected Cost Sharing: No direct affect on Share of Non-Residential
Assessment.

» Revenue Sharing: No direct affect on Share of Non-Residential Assessment. £l
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Popula

(E=a Option 14

=== AL 5TE. ANNE COUNTY

== MAYERTHORPE
w==ALBERTA BEACH
= BIRCH COVE

s—ONOWAY

CTEOT
| w0ez

s NAKAMUN PARK

= CASTLE ISLAND

“ ROSS HAVEN

===SILVER SANDS

= SUNRISE BEACH

“SUNSET POINT

SOUTH VIEW

VAL QUENTIN

WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

tion 1A

Op

Assessment [Real 2015 $)
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g
g
g

== ALBERTA BEACH

“=BIRCH COVE
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e CASTLE ISLAND

s NAKAMUN PARK
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7 SUNRISE BEACH
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Residential Mill Rate (Real 2015 $) - Option 1A

s LAC STE. ANNE COUNTY

[k Option 1A

= MAYERTHORPE

—ONOWAY

we==ALBERTA BEACH

e BIRCH COVE

s CASTLE ISLAND

e NAKAMUN PARK

~ ROSS HAVEN

e SANDY BEACH

====SILVER SANDS

~= SUNRISE BEACH

SUNSET POINT

SOUTH VIEW

VAL QUENTIN

WEST COVE

YELLOWSTONE

Non-Residential Mill Rate (Real 2015 $} - Option 1A
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Operatmg Expendltures Per Caplta (Real 2015 $) - Opnon 1A

B, 000 N i e L e L
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Share of Non-Residential To Total Assessment (Real 2015 $) - Option 1A
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Appendix B: Option IB (Amalgamation of Lac Ste Anne

County and All Villages and Summer\/|llaoes)

Popuiation
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© ROSS HAVEN
SUNSET POINT
SOUTH VIEW
VAL QUENTIN
WEST COVE
YELLOWSTONE
ROSS HAVEN
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i Option 18
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Non-Residential Mill Rate (Real 2015 $} - Option 18
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Operating Expenditures Per Capita (Real 2015 $) - Option 1B
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Appendix [D: Option ID (Amalgamation of Alberta Beach
with All Summer Villages) - Results
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Operating Expenditures Per Capita (Real 2015 $) - Option 1D
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In some municipalities a minimum tax rate has been established for properties as set out in Section
357(2) of the Municipal Government Act. Where this is the case, in the analysis results presented in
the body of the report it has been assumed that the minimum tax rate would be adjusted by the
same proportion as the estimated impact on other municipal tax rates. In this way all properties in
the municipality would be affected similarly by implementing the option.

For example, where an option results in a 5% reduction in the revenues required from property
taxes, both the Tax Rate and Minimum Tax per property are reduced by 5% to balance the budget as
outlined below.

Minimum Tax Adjustment - Calculation
Where Minimum Tax Changes with General Tax Rate

Scenario: Status Quo

Tax Rate Assessmt  Properties Tax Levy
General Municipal 2.0000 30,000,000 200 $ 60,000.00
Minimum Municipal Tax ~ $  800.00 50 $ 40,000.00
Total General Municipal 250 §$100,000.00

Scenario: Option Example

Tax Rate Assessmt  Properiies Tax Levy
General Municipal 1.9000 30,000,000 200 § 57,000.00
Minimum Municipal Tax $  760.00 50 $ 38,000.00
Total General Municipal 250 % 95,000.00

This approach is similar to that employed regarding split tax rates (e.g. Residential vs non-residential
tax rates). The setting of tax rates is determined by Council each year and at their discretion a
decision would be made how to distribute the tax burden in a manner consistent with the guidelines
established by provincial legislation. As a result, there are numerous potential results that could be
implemented,

An alternative approach to adjusting all taxes by the same proportion is to hold the minimum {and/
or special taxes) constant while adjusting the municipal Tax Rate to meet the tax levy requirement in
each year. Using the same example above, where an option results in a 5% reduction in the total
general municipal tax requirement, AND where the minimum tax per property is held constant, there
would be an 8.33% reduction in the Tax Rate. In this example, because the Option is resulting in a
reduction in the Total General Municipal tax requisition and the Minimum Tax portion is not

changing, the Tax Rate reduction is greater than the drop in the Total General Municipal tax
requisition.

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Oprions - Final Report 149



Minimum Tax Adjustment - Calculation
Where Minimum Tax is Unchanged

Scenario; Option Example
Tax Rate Assessmt
General Municipal 2.0000 30,000,000

Minimum Municipal Tax ~ $  800.00
Total General Municipat

Scenario; Option Example
Tax Rate Assessmt
General Municipal 1.8333 30,000,000

Minimum Municipal Tax ~ $  800.00
Total General Municipal

ALTERNATIVE APPROACH TAX RATE ADJUSTMENTS

Properties

Tax Levy

Tax Levy

200 $ 60,000.00
50 % 40,000.00
250 $100,000.00

Properties

Tax Levy

200 § 55,000.00
50 3 40,000.00
250 $ 95,000.00

Information was collected on Minimum and Special Tax Rates for 8 municipalities participating in the
project. For each of these municipalities, a guide has been provided to interpret the Tax Rate change
that would occur if the Minimum Tax were not to adjust (remain constant) with the change estimated

for the Option reviewed.

The following table provides a guide to interpret the reported Tax Rate change assuming that the
Minimum (or Special) Tax per property were not to change for a given option,

Tax Rate Change

Calc'd Fixed

Minimum

Minimum or Tax

Municipality Special Tax ~ Properties Revenues Notes Adjustment*
AlbertaBeach = e 913,200  Minimum 2.50%
5 1,000.00 T 23888 1.37%,

$ 75.00 B84 21473 " Minimum 1.00%

.................... 145229 =~ T 1.13%

S . 675.00 81 54675 .. 18T%

' - 22,269 Total o l02%

$  1,050.00 89 93,823 - T 1.62%

SilverSands ~§ " 22150 330 73,095  Special Tax 1.35%
“South View $ . 97500 86 64,350 2.12%
Sunrise Beach ~§ - 30000 3% 106800 o 2:62%
Val Quentin 5 1,025.00 kA 74851 T 1.28%
West Cove 5 800.00 180 63,260 1.46%

For example, if an Option reported a 2% reduction in the Tax Rate for Birch Cove when adjusting alf
taxes, holding the Minimum Tax constant would result in a 2.74% reduction in the Tax Rate (2 x 1.37).
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Sirnilarly, if an Option reported a 2% tax increase, the Tax Rate for Birch Cove when adjusting all
taxes, holding the Minimum Tax constant would result in a 2.74% increase in the Tax Rate.
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Appendix [ Alternate Minimum Tax Rate Results

All tax rate results use Alternate Minimum Tax Rate approach where Minimum Tax Rates are held
constant and the entire tax rate impact of the option is borne by the general tax rate.

Residential Mill Rate - Results For Each Option vs Reference Forecast

|
L eewwon  compmmmcon  wcmocor | smue |
IATH BB S M C O | DA Ve 2 A0 1T 2B 5 0 2C il DR 3AT o L B P IC o LR 4 T 4B
S TEINNE ) ook | s BI% | -49% 8% | -10% | -63%
 MAVERTHORPE | 587% -13.6% 3% | -37% | -49%
onNOwAY | -15B% -142% -48% | 04% | -33%
ALBERTABEACH | 20.1% | -161% | -250% | -260% | -137% | -85% | -163% | -330% | -36% | 06% | -1.0%
BRCHCOVE | -345% | -31.5% -395% | -52% | -33% ~125% | 29% | -05% | -15%
CASTLEISLAND | -45% | 02% 3% | 73% | asx 179% | 5.0% | -02% | -17%
NAKAMUN PARK | -21.4% | -17.6% 27.1% | 80% | -49% 192% | 27% | -04% | -63%
ROSS HAVEN 64.6% | 708% 528% | 98% | -61% 240% | 7% | -08% | 45%
CSANDYBEACH | -561% | 53.6% .59.3% | -5.3% | -3.3% -12.6% | -29% | 01% | 05%
SILVER SANDS -120% | -B0% -183% | -61% | -3.7% 146% | -2.6% | -04% | 3%
| SUNRISEBEACH | -48.5% | 4505 -524% | -63% | -40% -156% | -34% | -05% | -34%
SUNSETPOINT | 10% | 54% | -50% | -62% | 92% | 57% [-112% | -224% | -22% | -05% | 27%
 SOUTHVIEW -40,5% | -37.0% 449% | 63% | -39% -154% | 30% | -12% | 12%
VAL QUENTIN 30% | 76% | -31% | -43% | -102% | -61% | -120% | 24.5% | -26% | -05% | -15%
WEST COVE 90% | -49% 156% | -6.6% | 4.1% 160% | 38% | 02% | 07%
| YELLOWSTONE | -267% | -23.2% -320% | 7A% | -44% -169% | 29% | -05% | -35%
'_Bett:ar 13| n 3 2 | 16 | 14 3 13| 16 | 16 M6 |
”-Wé.rse ﬁsia 0 | oo o |0o]o] o] o]
Total 6 | 14 3 13 6 14 33 s | e 6

Average Change | -180% -113% -110% 219% -86% -48% -131% -188% -32% | -07% -29%
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All tax rate results use Alternate Minimum Tax Rate approach where Minimum Tax Rates are held
constant and the entire tax rate impact of the option is borne by the general tax rate.

Non-Residential Mill Rate - Results For Each Option vs Reference
Forecast

COMPREHENSIVE COST SELECTED COST REVENUE £

AMALGAMATION

o SHARING SHARING SHARING |
IAGREIBE EhIC SRR IDE oA 28 A2 A LA b b e aa Tl (i 3p e s C A BT B
LAC STE.ANNE HRe % g ; : o
Uy 92% | -53% 80% | 50% I | bI% | 63K | 56% | L
MAYERTHORPE | -13.7% -137% 0% | -37% | 49% |200% | 64%
ONOWAY 27.7% -14.1% -48% | -04% | 33% |-194% | -3

ALBERTABEACH | 92.1% | 1005% | -25.0% | 259% | -137% | 86% | -163% | -332% | -3.6% | -06% | -10% | -16.1%

BIRCH COVE 1819% | 194.1% 10.4% | 52% | -33% 125% | 29% | -05% | -15% |-112%

CASTLE ISLAND | 309.8% | 327.5% 606% | -73% | -45% -179% | S0% | 02% | -17% | -50%

NAKAMUN PARK | 240.0% | 254.8% 308% | 80% | -49% -192% | 27% | 04% | -63% | -37%

ROSS HAVEN 606.1% | 636.6% 1768% | 9.8% | -6.1% 240% | -37% | 08% | 45% |-142%

SANDY BEACH 3% | 369% -490% | 52% | -32% 126% | -29% | 01% | 05% |-106%

SLVERSANDS | 88% | 135% -580% | -61% | -38% S14T% | 2.6% | -04% | 3% | -79% |

SUNRISE BEACH ~438% | 41.2% -795% | -6.5% | -40% -15.6% | -34% -05% | -34% | -10.7%

SUNSET POINT 3332% [ 3519% | 718% | 69.8% | 92% 57% | -112% | -224% | -22% | -05% | -27% -13.5%

SOUTHVIEW | -21.0% | -17.5% 702% | -64% | -40% “154% | 3.0% | -12% | 1% | -se%
VALQUENTIN | 3429% | 3620% | 755% | 735% | -102% | -6.1% | -120% | -245% | -26% | -05% | -15% |-156x L
WEST COVE 2919% | 3089% S.3% | -66% | -41% -160% | 38% | 02% | 07% | -88%
YELLOWSTONE | -89% | -49% 648% | 70% | -44% -169% | 29% | 05% | -35% | -100%
Better: | s | 4 v oloe e e | s s e ] e ] s ] 2
P ‘Worse * I o 2 71 e{o0o]ololo|oel o] |
CTotal | e | 9] 36l w2l ]l el ele e 3

4 ! . | ! 3 ! ! L ! | 9
Average Change 148.1% 179.8% 408% 100% | -B6%  -48% -132% -188% -32% | -07% -29% |-107%  -28% |
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We spoke to representatives at Lac Ste. Anne County. the Town of Mayerthorpe and the Town of Onoway
regarding current and future operations, staffing and administration of Family and Community Support
Services (FCSS). Based on these discussions, as well as the resuits of the Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing: An
Analysis of Options, we have put together recommendations for a Regional FCSS Model.

Following this introductory section, the remainder of the report has been structured as follows:

» General FCSS Overview:

Overview of what is happening with respect to FCSS in the study area by municipality or
group of municipalities.

» Current Situation:

Discussion of existing coordination of FCSS funding and administration between
municipalities in the study area.

Identification of issues related to funding. administration and delivery of FCSS in the study
area. il

» Coltaboration Options: [

Option I: A proposed Regional FCSS Alliance, based on the guiding principles of _
autonomy, flexibility, accountability and administrative efficiency. &

Option 2: A proposed Shared Regional FCSS Database that will allow participating
municipalities to review and collaborate informally on FCSS funding decisions.

GENERAL FCSS OVERVIEW

This section provides an overview what is happening with respect to FCSS in the study area by
municipality or group of municipalities,

LAC STE. ANNE COUNTY FCSS

Lac Ste. Anne County administers its own FCSS funding and directly delivers some of its own FCSS
programs and services. The County intends to start delivering more services directly in conjunction
with other organizations. In addition, the County funds private and non-profit community programs
and services eligible for FCSS funding. In 2016, Lac Ste. Anne County reviewed its FCSS funding and
standardized funding allocations into program types. Organizations can apply for additional funding
beyond the set program type amount.

Lac Ste. Anne County FCSS staff consists of the Community Services Manager and the Community

Services Coordinator. These two employees are in full-time, permanent positions each spending |
approximately half of their time on FCSS. A portion of their salaries comes out of the County FCSS .
budget. There are also other providers that are contracted on a temporary basis to provide County

FCSS programs and services as needed.

Lac Ste. Anne County FCSS operates in the County office in Sangudo. Some of the FCSS budget is
allocated for the office space for FCSS employees. Another office will be opening in the future in the
East End of the County outside of the Town of Onoway.
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TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

The Town of Mayerthorpe administers its own FCSS funding and directly delivers some of its own
FCSS programs and services. In addition, the Town of Mayerthorpe FCSS funds eligible private and
non-profit community programs and services.

The Town of Mayerthorpe FCSS staff consists of the FCSS Coordinator and various Program
Coordinators. The FCSS Coordinator is in a full-time, permanent position spending approximately
three-quarters of time on FCSS. A portion of the FCSS Coordinator’s salary is funded by the Town’s
contribution towards FCSS funding. The various Program Coordinators are part-time, non-
permanent positions funded by provincial contributions towards FCSS funding. Current Program
Coordinators include the Early Childhood Coordinator, the Playgroup Coordinator and the Seniors
Coordinator.

The Town of Mayerthorpe FCSS operates in space provided by the Town.

TOwN OF ONOwAY FCSS CONSORTIUM

The Town of Onoway administers its own FCSS funding, but does not directly deliver any FCSS
programs and services. The Town ensures FCSS funding is allocated to eligible private and non-profit
community programs and services.

Along with its own FCSS funding, the Town of Onoway administers FCSS funding for a consortium of
the following neighbouring municipalities:

Village of Alberta Beach

Summer Village of Birch Cove
SummerVillage of Castle Island
Summer Village of Nakamun Park
Summer Village of Silver Sands
Summer Village of South View
Summer Village of Sunrise Beach
Summer Village of Sunset Point
Summer Village of Val Quentin
Summer Village of West Cove

While the Town of Onoway assumes responsibility for administration of FCSS funding for these
municipalities, the Councils of each municipality makes decisions regarding allocation of its own FCSS
funding. The Town of Onoway invoices each municipality for FCSS funding, each municipality sends a
cheque to the Town of Onoway. and the Town of Onoway takes an administration fee.

The Town of Onoway FCSS staff consists of the FCSS Coordinator. The FCSS Coordinator is in a full-
time, permanent position, but only partial time is spent on FCSS for the Town of Onoway and the
consortium of neighbouring municipalities identified above. A portion of the FCSS Coordinator's
salary comes from FCSS funding.

The Town of Onoway's FCSS is operating right out of the Town of Onoway office.

OTHER MUNICIPALITIES

The remaining municipalities in the study area, the Summer Villages of Ross Haven, Sandy Beach and
Yellowstone, each administer their own FCSS funding,

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharing - An Analysis of Oprions - Final Report



This section discusses the existing coordination of FCSS funding and administration between
municipalities in the study area, and identifies issues related to funding, administration and delivery of
FCSS in the study area.

EXISTING COORDINATION

As discussed in the previous section, administration of FCSS is formally shared by the Town of
Onoway and a consortium of neighbouring municipalities (Town of Onoway FCSS Consortium). In
addition, there are informal collaborations taking place where one municipality agrees to assist
another in collecting paperwork for a community program or service receiving FCSS funding, or
answering administration questions about FCSS.

While there are no apparent formal partnerships for the direct defivery of FCSS programs and
services by municipalities in the study area, there does exist some ad hoc coerdination of FCSS
funding and administration.

The intent of each municipality’s FCSS is to fund eligible programs and services for the people who
reside within that municipality's boundaries. However, due to the large geography of the study area
and the avallability of programming, many residents are accessing programs and services in
neighbouring municipalities as well as their own municipality. This reality has led municipalities to
establish funding relationships with neighbouring municipalities, where the municipality will provide
funding to neighbouring municipalities’ FCSS as well as their own FCSS,

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

The ordering of the issues has been chosen to facilitate the presentation of the analysis and is not
intended to reflect the incidence or significance of the issues 1dentified.

» A {possible} Multiple Application Process for Community Service Providers
» FCSS Funding Awareness

» Duplication of FCSS Services

» Duplication of Administration Effort

» Duplication of Review Process

A MULTIPLE APPLICATION PROCESS FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE PROVIDERS

Service providers are often subject to a dual application process. Each municipality will only provide
FCSS funding for the residents from its own municipality. This means that community organizations
and agencies often have to make separate applications to two or more municipalities to cover all
registrants of their programs and services. This puts additional administratve pressure on private and
non-profit community groups that may already lack in volunteer capacity and financial resources. In
addition, community groups may be unaware that they can submit applications to more than one
municipality.

FCSS FUNDING AWARENESS

Due to the nature of the existing FCSS application process in the study area, a municipality may not
be aware of all of the FCSS funding that a community organization or agency has received from
neighbouring municipalities. Without this knowledge it can be difficult for a municipality to assess the
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needs of each of its community groups, and therefore it may also be challenging to set priorities for
its overall FCSS funding.

DUPLICATION OF FCSS SERVICES

Without a clear delineation of what FCSS programs and services exist in neighbouring municipalities
within the study area, it can be difficult for any individual municipality funding FCSS to identify what
services are already being provided to or available to their residents, or which of these services are
being provided with FCSS funding from another municipality. This can lead to the possibility of a
duplication of services or an apparent inefficiency in the delivery of FCSS funding. It can be equally
difficult to determine where possible service gaps exist,

DUPLICATION OF ADMINISTRATION EFFORT

Each municipality may be receiving separate applications and multiple requests from the same service
provider. This leads to duplication of administrative activities in more than one municipality.

DUPLICATION OF REVIEW PROCESS

Each muricipality must review the same service provider's programs and services. Where more than
one municipality provides FCSS funding to a service provider, this could lead to duplication of effort
in the review process, and of the reporting to the Province,

Regional Revenue/Cost Sharmg - An Analysis of Opuions - Final Report

I ——— 1 -



COLLABORATION OPTIONS

Two collaboration options have been identified for FCSS services. The first is a Regional FCSS
Alliance that would allow for greater coordination of delivering FCSS funding and efficiencies for both
the service providers and administrators of the program. The second would be the creation of an
Shared FCSS Database that allows municipalities to review FCSS funding proposed and approved by
participating municipalities.

OPTION |: REGIONAL FCSS ALLIANCE

A Regional FCSS Alliance would involve the creation of a formal mechanism whereby municipalities in
the study area could formally collaborate on FCSS funding, administration and/or delivery.
Participation would be voluntary.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES OF THE REGIONAL FCSS ALLIANCE
The four guiding principles of the Regional FCSS would be as follows:

FLEXIBILITY
I Flexibility in determining FCSS funding priorities.

AUTONOMY

2. Autonomy in determining the allocation of FCSS funding to any service provider by each
participating municipality.

ACCOUNTABILITY

3. Accountability in the annual review of program effectiveness for all funded FCSS programs.

ADMINISTRATIVE EFFICIENCIES

4. Reduction in administrative efforts/costs from the perspectives of both the applicants and funders,
Create efficiency in allocating FCSS funds to eligible programs that are a priority for all participating
municipalities.

ESTABLISHING THE REGIONAL FCSS ALLIANCE
|.Create a Regional FCSS Alliance that includes:

Farticipation would involve consortium of two or more municipalities, Participation in the
Regional FCSS Alliance would be voluntary.

Where a consortium of municipalities agrees to participate, the members of the
consortium would delegate decision making power to designated officials responsible for
coordinating FCSS funding and evaluation of funding effectiveness.

Members of Council/Administration/FCSS Coordinator from each participant would be
responsible for reviewing and allocating municipal funding to eligible FCSS programs.

{Optionaly Residents from each municipality could also be included in the funding review
process.

2. Adopt prinaiples for collaboration {guiding principles above).

3. Annually, establish a single FCSS funding application process for private and non-profit community
organizations and agencies providing eligible programs and services. The Regional FCS5 Alliance
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would be responsible for advising previous FCSS$ funding recipients and publicly notify prospective
FCSS funding recipients that applications should be sent to the Regional FCSS Alliance for review.

4. Create a secure online document sharing process to allow Regional FCSS Alliance members to
review FCSS funding applications. This secure online document sharing would include a
prospective funding log that would include a listing of all FCSS applications. The Regional FCSS
Alliance members would identify the initial FCSS funding commitment propased for each
application. This initial proposed funding amount would be visible to all Alliance participants.
Where the membership feels there are issues with the proposed funding allotment, these
variance’ items would be logged and form the basis for a subsequent meeting of the membership
to review any/all funding issues. NOTE: Each municipality/group of municipalities is responsible for
the funding allocations to specific programs and service applicants until their individual funding is
allocated. There would be no obligation to fund any program and funding allocations would be
based on the priorities of each member municipality.

5. A meeting of the mernbership would be help to review any funding issues as identified from the
initial proposed funding amounts. Based on the discussion at the meeting, member municipalities
would be free to modify their initial FCSS funding allocation, or not. A deadline for final FCSS
funding allocations would be determined and all member municipalities would be required to
submit their final FCSS funding allocations,

6. FCSS program reviews would be conducted for each funded program as determined by the
Regional FCSS Alliance, The results of the review would be available for all members.

7. An annual FCSS workshop would be held following the completion of the review process. The
goal of the workshop is to review effectiveness of all services/programs from the past year. This
will help to identify funding priorities for the following year.

POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES OF THE REGIONAL FCSS ALLIANCE

| Reduce administration efforts/cost for FCSS applicants by having one application process for entire
Region, rather than having to apply with each municipality.

2. Reduce administration effort/costs for participating municipalities. Each year the Alliance can make
one municipality/person responsible for coordinating the intake of all FCSS applications and posting
them online. Opportunity to save costs and provide better quality of service as more funding can
go directly to programming, rather than to administrative costs.

3. Annual review of effectiveness of programs/services aliows for a discussion on best practices:
Regional duplication of services
Shared servicing opportunities
Allocation of service funding
Regional capacity building
Responsiveness and innovation

Sometimes FCSS leaves unreserved funding for unplanned/emerging initiatives. The working
group could be utilized as a platform to see how to best utilize these funds regionally.

Regionally, can align long term growth projections for the region and potential implications
for the demand for servicing

Assessment of what is working and what is not working

4, Funders know the contribution from other participating municipalities to specific applications.
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5. The working group can be used as a platform to discuss other initiatives that individually impact
each municipality:

Marketing/Communication - create awareness of the available FCSS funding programming,
Research on best practices in FCSS programming as delivered in and outside the region.
Efficiencies in quality program delivery to all residents.

Improvements in reporting/measuring effectiveness of programs and overall FCSS.

OPTION 2: SHARED REGIONAL FCSS DATABASE

The Shared FCSS Database would allow municipahties to review FCSS funding proposed and
approved by participating municipalities. This option allows each municipality to maintain authority
over final FCSS funding priorities.

ESTABLISHING A SHARED REGIONAL FCSS DATABASE

The participating municipalities would agree to create a secure online document sharing process to
allow sharing of FCSS applications, preliminary funding decisions and final FCSS funding allocations.
This secure online docurment sharing would include a prospective funding log that would indude a
listing of all FCSS applications received by each participating municipality. Each participating
municipality would identify an initial proposed FCSS funding commitment for each application. These
initial proposed funding amounts would need to be identified sufficiently in advance of the budget
process to ensure that sufficient collaboration could take place to plan for final FCSS funding to be
included in each municipal budget. Optionally, the shared database could also incorporate the results
of annual reviews of program funded to allow for a wider determination of the what programs are
most effective.

POTENTIAL OPPORTUNITIES OF THE SHARED REGIONAL FCSS DATABASE

I. Reduce administration effort/costs for participating municipalities. The use of a Shared Regional
FCSS Database would allow for the capture of nformation from FCSS applicants in one place and
allow all participating municipalities to view these applications.

2. In addition to the benefits of sharing information between municipalities, there could be an
administrative saving for each participating municipality having to track FCSS funding applications,
grants and evaluations individually.

3. Proposed funding decisions by participating municipalities would be shared allowing these
municipalities to review who would be funding which FCSS applicants. This will allow for the
collaboration and coordination of funding to applicants by participating municipalities, reducing the
possibility of duplication of funding, and increasing the value of FCSS funding, k would be
important that timelines for sharing proposed funding decisions be in advance of setting final
funding allocations to allow for each municipality to collaborate on funding decisions In time to set
final municipal budgets.

4. Final funding decisions by municipalities should also be available (with approval by participating
municipalities) facilitating the effective coordination of FCSS funding in the region. These funding
decisions should also be consistent with the collaboration on funding FCSS applicants determined
through the coordination

5. The annual review of effectiveness of programs/services allows for a discussion on best practices B
could also be shared. The value of sharing would include the following benefits would be similar to |
those expected for the Regional FCSS Aliiance, as follows:
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Regional duplication of services
Shared servicing opportunities
Allocation of service funding
Regional capacity building
Responsiveness and innovation

Sometimes FCSS leaves unreserved funding for unplanned/emerging initiatives. The working
group could be utilized as a platform to see how to best utilize these funds regionally.

Regionally, can align long term growth projections for the region and potential implications
for the demand for servicing

Assessment of what is working and what is not working
4. Funders know the contribution from other participating municipalities to specific applications.

The benefit of the Shared FCSS Database option would be enhanced with the effort put into the
collaboration between the Proposed funding for FCSS applicants and the Final funding decisions.
Without a formal review and colfaboration process as defined in the Regional FCSS Alliance option,
the benefit of collaboration would depend upon the engagement of the participating municipalities,

It should be noted that in this option, all FCSS funding decisions would remain with the participating
municipalities. The key benefits of this option relate to the sharing of preliminary potential FCSS
funding information that would allow each participating municipality to adjust or modify their final
funding decisions with potential collaboration on regional funding priorities with their partners.
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We have undertaken a review of the recreation and cultural facilities that are currently operated in the
study area. Based on this review and input from one of the major municipalities in the region, we have
established options for proceeding with the sharing of operating and capital costs associated with funding
these facilities.

Following this introductory section, the remainder of the report has been structured as follows:
Overview of Recreation and Cultural Facilities
Current Situation:
Collaboration Options:
A proposed Recreation Facility Regional Alliance

A review of various information sources indicates that there are currently over 70 recreation and
cultural facilities in the Study Area. Most of these facilities, 39 are in Lac Ste. Anne County:
Collectively, Mayerthorpe, Onoway and Alberta Beach have 3] facilities.

Recreation and Cultural Facilities

LAC STE ANNE COUNTY 2 15 1 14 3 3 1 ]
MAYERTHORFE 1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1 12
ONDWAY 1 1 1 1 1 1 ki
ALBERTA BEACH 1 1 2 1 1 1 7.
BIRCH COVE [}
CASTLE 15LAND 1}
NAKAMUN PARK o
ROS5S HAVEN 1 1
SANDY BEACH 1 1
SIVER SANDS 1 1 H
SUNRISE BEACH 0
SUNSET POINT 1 1
SOUTH VIEW [}
VAL QUENTIN 0
WEST COVE 0
YELLOWSTONE 0
Taral 4 21 2 4 22 ] L] 4 1 0

The most common facilities are Community Halls {22) and Campgrounds (21). There are é Libraries
and Museums/Historical Sites, and 4 Arenas (Indoor Rinks), Golf Courses, and Outdoor Rinks.

In addition to the facilities listed in the table, there are cther recreational facilities, including boat
launches, ball dements/game files, parks/playgrounds, rodeoffair grounds, speedway/drag racing and
trails/tracks.

FaCILITY OWNERSHIP AND FUNDING

There 1s a mixture of ownership of recreation and cultural facilities in the region, with many private
and non-profit owned and operated facilities as well as publicly owned and operated facilities. This
mixture creates challenges when looking at how costs for operations and infrastructure could be
shared on a systematic bass.

*4The information provided in this table was collected fram a vanety of sources, including the participating municipalities. Additional information was
collected from mternet searches and discussions with community members by the consulting team,
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FaciLiry USE

It is recognized that the use of recreation and cultural facilities is not limited to the municipal
jurisdiction where the facility is located. The nature of these facilities and the programs delivered
from them encourages use from all interest parties regardless of the location of their residence. As a
result, reliance on tax supported funding from the local municipality may not fairly represent the cost
of the facility and its related programs to the local municipality. Similarly, restricting use to local
residents would result in less utilization of the facility and services, which in turn could reduce the
operating revenue generated by the facility.

FUNDING SOURCES

The sources of funding for recreation and cultural facilities is also mixed, It can include:

» User charges
» Concesston revenues =
» Fund raising
» Donations
» Municipal operating funding E
» Provincial operating funding !

As a result, the operating revenue support that a facility may require will depend on the revenue that

can be generated from other sources, which may fluctuate from year to year

In addition to operating support, capital cost improvements required to maintain facilities varies
across the range of facilities and depends on their current condition. Funding support for capital
improvements will also come from a variety of sources including municipal support.

REGIONAL LIBRARY SERVICES

There are currently six libraries operating in the Study Area, 3 located in Lac Ste. Anne County
(Darwell Public Library, Sungude Public Library and Rich Valley Public Library. The other three
libraries are located in Onoway, Mayerthorpe and Alberta Beach.

The County established a regional library board which manages the day to day operations of the ,
libraries located in the County and manages the distribution of funding to all six libraries in the |
system. Based on the 2014-2015 Lac Ste. Anne Activity Report, a per capita funding allotment was
provided to participating libraries. Of this per capita funding amount, $15,000 was set aside to
provide for program development and enhancement. Each of the libraries were eligible for up to
$2.500 per year under this element of the program.

As noted above, funding for libraries also includes a variety of sources. The LSAC Library Board
receives provincial funding support, as a some financial support as a member of the Yellowhead
Regional Library system. In 2015 this funding totaled just under $300,000.

LAC STE, ANNE RECREATION FACILITY & PROGRAM ASSISTANCE GRANT

The County has historically provided funding for recreation and cultural facilities in the county
through a grant program. This program provided for three streams of funding as follows: b

» Direct funds to major facilities: Operating funds to arenas and other facilities.

» Community Halls and Agricultural Societies: Communities Halls in Lac Ste. Anne County
received $2.000 each and those operating in neighboring municipalities received $1.500.
Agricultural Societies received $1,500,

1' .
|
k
E
|
I
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» Other Community Organizations: Various community organizations received funding for
programs delivered.

It is noted that the funding identified above, is in addition to the direct costs incurred by the County
for faciliies it operates and delivers programming from.

IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

The following issues have been identified as they relate to funding operations and caprtal costs for
recreation and cultural facilities in the Study Area.

b Setting funding priorities for recreation and cultural facilities programs.

» Fairly reflecting the cost responsibility for recreation and cultural facilities and programs to
residents in region municipalities.

> |dentifying capital funding priorities for immediate and long term facility maintenance.

COLLABORATION OPTIONS

The options for sharing costs on recreation and cultural services provided below include all related
services except for library services. Library services have not been considered to be induded in
these options as the LSAC Library Board appears to address the issue of regional library funding and
service delivery.

STATUS QUO - DIRECT FUNDING

This option would extend the status quo where operating support for recreation and cultural
facilities would be addressed by each municipality as part of its regular budgeting process. This would
involve defining funding that would be provided to support selected facilities including those owned/
operated by the municipality and others. It appears that this model results in the County provided
support for selected facilities both in the County and other municipalities. Presumably consideration
of funding includes the potential use of these facility by County residents and financial support is
provided accordingly.

Capital funding of infrastructure improvements appears to be facilitated through ad hoc discussions
regarding the nature of the need for the improvement and how the municipality or municipalities, in
conjunction with the owner/operator (where it is not a municipality) may be able to address the
funding required from various sources that may be available, including coordination of possible
provincial and federal grant funding,

REGIONAL RECREATION MASTER PLAN

To help facilitate the immediate and long term planning of facility improvement and development in
the Study Area, it may be useful to undertake a the development of a regional recreation master plan
that would identify regional recreation needs and a plan for what improvements may be required
over a planning period.

This could build on the work already completed by the Town of Mayerthorpe. The Parks, Recreation
and Culture Strategic Master Plan for Mayerthorpe, completed in January 2016 forms a solid base of
information regarding facility conditions, funding requirements and funding plan for the Town.

Depending on what the range of facilities would be included in the Master Plan, it could also build on
other work completed, such as the Lac Ste. Anne County Trail Master Plan. This plan provides details
of regional recreation and historical assets that include lakes, parks and natural areas that many of the
communities in the region.
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PER CAPITA FUNDING SUPPORT - COUNTY

It is common across Alberta that rural municipalities provide urban communities within their
jurisdiction with a per capita funding allocation that is granted to the urban municipality to assist in
the operating support of facilities in the community that residents of the rural municipality may use
regularly. This could work in Lac Ste. Anne County as follows:

» Define what facility/programs the County would contribute funding towards.

» Budget annually for recreation grants to participating communities and the per capita funding
amount for each facility type to be funded.

» Define a service area around the community and determine the population fiving the County in
this service area.

» Provide funding directly to the owner/operator of the facility or municipality for distribution to
relevant facilities.

The benefits of this approach is it would systematically recognize the benefit that County residents
receive from the access to recreation and cultural facilities and programs located outside the County.
It would also provide for a predictable funding sources for these facilities and operations.

CAPITAL FUNDING

[t would be prudent for the County to undertake the Regional Recreation Master Plan, building on
work it has already done in conjunction with that completed by the Town of Mayerthorpe, as noted
above. With this information, capital funding priorities could be established, which would include
funding of recreation and cultural facilities in neighbouring urban municipalities. With this
information, a funding plan could be negotiated with each municipality and owner/operator of
facilities that the County feit were a priority for capital funding.

REGIONAL RECREATION ALLIANCE

This option involves creating a new entity that would be responsible for the comprehensive planning
and funding of recreation and cultural facilities in the Study Area. Funding for recreation and cultural
facilities would require participation in the Regional Recreation Alliance (RRA). The RRA would be
structured as follows:

This entity could be structured as follows:

Participating members would provide elected official and administrative representation.

The RRA would be responsible for developing and maintaining a regional recreation master
plan that would define the regional assets that are planned for the membership.

The regional recreation master plan would define regional funding priorities that would be
established by agreement of the membership.

These regional funding priorities would take into consideration the base funding that may
be provided by the host municipality for facilities it owns and operates.

Funding of plan would include both operating and capital funding,

Each participating member municipality would be asked to provide funds based on a per
capita allocation of operating and annualized capital costs. This would be similar to a funding
requisition that each participating municipality would have to incorporate into its annua
budget.

The RRA funding requisition would define a budget for both operations and capital.
Operating funds would be distributed annually based on the defined RRA funding priorities.
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Capital funds would be collected in accordance wath the capital funding priorities and
accumulated until such time the funding level has been secured to proceed with the project.
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Appendix I: Sample Agreement (Contents)

Based on feedback from the municipal membership of the study. the following areas have been identified for

the development of Sample Agreements.

Sample Agreements by Option

Summer
_Option Description Ala Beach Mayerinorpe Onoway Villages  Lac StAnne
1A ::::Igmlhn of all municipalities in the study No res No response No "
R o O o0 Bl s By sl gl T e I . =

1€ Amalgamation of the Village of Albera Beach
with the Summer Villages of Sunset Paint and Yas
ValQuentin.
10 Amalgamaticn of the Village of Alberta Beach 7T T e e
............. with all the Summer Villages in the County. B
28" Comprehensive Cosl Shanng of all
- municipalities in ﬂmsmdym._l_ Yens e
28 Comprehensive Cost Shaning of Lac Ste. Anne '
County and all Villages and Summer Villages in
......... the Counly. . R
"2C " Comprehensive Cost Sharing Alberta Beach 2 &
with the Summer Villages of Sunzet Point and Yes
MelQuentin .. oo Y -
2D Comprehensive Cost Sharing of Alberta Beach
with all the Summer Villages inthe County.
""" 3A  Adminisiration T Yes Yes. B N
.38 BylawProteclien Yes T e N R ey
""" 3C Roads & Sireels ' Yes . Yes o
] . L R e ik
______ 3 ECSS T - e Ves —
'''' 4A " “Sharing of $1 million annualy “Yes Yes Coommm
48 Two way revenue sharing (County and Towns) Yes Yes

SCOPE OF ANALYSIS

The scope of each Sample Agreement includes, as relevant, the following components:

Furpase of the agreement
Key elements of the agreement

Advantages and disadvantages of negotiating the agreement

It should be noted that the information provided regarding the Sample Agreements should be
reviewed with input from Legal Council to ensure the agreement fulfills its intent and expectations.

AMALGAMATION OF THE VILLAGE OF ALBERTA BEACH, SUMMER

VILLAGES OF SUNSET POINT AND VAL QUENTIN

This option considers the implications and impacts of amalgamating three municipalities: the Village of
Alberta Beach, Summer Village of Sunset Point and Summer Village of Val Quentin. As noted in the
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"An Analysis of Options” report, the proximity of these municipalities to each other creates the
potential that services could more efficiently be delivered jointly. Amalgamation is one option for
how this could be achieved.

PURPOSE OF AMALGAMATION

In amalgamation, all services currently provided in each municipality would continue to be provided
but under the newly formed amalgamated municipality. The benefits of amalgamation would be seen
through achieving efficiencies and associated cost savings in the delivery of municipal services, As
outlined in the “An Analysis of Options” report, each municipality would achieve a reduction in
municipal tax rates as follows:*

» Village of Alberta Beach: 24.4% (25.0% constant minimum tax option)
» Summer Village of Sunset Point: 4.9% (5.0% constant minimum tax option)
» Summer Village of Val Quentin: 3.0% (3.1% constant minimum tax option)

These savings represent a reduction in municipal tax rates by 2036 with amalgamation than a
continuation of the status quo. This assumes that all municipalities would share a 'blended municipal
tax rate’. Further it assumes that the level of municipal services received by residents in each
municipality would continue to be the same for each municipality. Amalgamation would also have the
potential to allow for improvements in service levels at a lower cost than would be the case if
implemented by each municipality individually.

The process for amalgamating is outlined in Appendix | of this document.

KEY ELEMENTS OF AMALGAMATION

Amalgamation would have a number of impacts on each community. The following outline the most
significant potential impacts which should be address in the process of amalgamation.

» Governance: The governance of the amalgamated municipality would be the responsibility of a =
new council with the purpose of managing the newly formed municipality consistent with the 1
greater public interest of that community.

» Council: When a new municipality is formed through amalgamation, there is initially no
municipal Council. The Council for the newly formed Town would consist of 7 members, unless
the Council passes a bylaw specifying a different number. Amalgamation would result in the
newly formed municipality having 7 councit members representing the community as compared
to the | | which currently represent the three municipalities.

» Chief / Deputy Chief Elected Official: The mayor is to be elected by the community at large
and a deputy mayor appointed from the Council. These offices must be filled at all tmes.

» Wards: Members of council can be elected at large or wards can be established to represent a
geography within the municipality.

» Representation: Typically amalgamations of larger municipalities result in a loss of real or
perceived representation of local government and a real or perceived loss of access to the
decision making processes of the municipal government. Given the relative size and proximity _
of each of the amalgamated municipalities, it is not expected that any significant dilution of local k
government representation would occur,

55 Jt has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be maintained in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Minsmum Tax
Rate has been established by a mumicipaity, the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Minimum Tax Rates for that municipality vary with the general tax rate (MR VAR - Vanable): and second where any Minimum Tax Rates rermain at
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation.
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» Municipal Services and Service Levels: The municipal services and level of services provided by
the newly formed municipality would be the decision of the newly formed Council.

» Harmonization of Municipal Services: Over time it can be expected that the services and
service levels will be harmonized over time.

» Municipal Taxes and Services: The newly formed amalgamated municipality would typically levy
the same tax rates for each assessment class. This would be consistent with the provision of a
similar suite of municipal services and service levels in the amalgamated municipality,

» Special Benefiting Area: Where existing service levels vary, transition to harmonized services in
the amalgamated municipality may require transition, or the different service levels can be
maintained. In this instance, Council may choose to designate a differential municipal tax rate for
areas with additional services to reflect the different costs associated with providing these
services.

ADVANTAGES / DISADVANTAGES OF AMALGAMATION

The amalgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach, Summer Village of Sunset Point and Summer Village
of Val Quentin will have advantages and disadvantages. In deciding the direction of each community
these issues should be considered,

ADVANTAGES

Taxpayers in each community would see a reduction in municipal tax rates through
efficiency gains that would range from 3% to almost 25% per year,

The proximity of each community results in use and sharing of municipal services (e.g.
Roads), the cost of which would more fairly be distributed to all residents.

There can be a greater consistency in the delivery of municipal services to all member
muniapalities.

Each community would benefit from greater degree of financial stability being part of a
larger municipality with a larger tax base and resources to deal with financial and economic
stress.

The proximity and relative size of each municipality would allow for the citizens in the
amalgamated municipality to not experience any significant decline in local government
representation or access to elected officials.

The municipal council could be reduced from | | elected officials to 7. This would continue
to provide a high level of local government representation.
DISADVANTAGES
There would be a loss of some autonomy in local government decision making.
The amalgamated municipality would have to selected a name.

There may be a sense of loss of community identity associated with the amalgamation. This
may be softened by creating planning neighbourhoods using current municipal names and/
or creating wards for electing council members consistent with current municipal
boundaries.

There would be a transition period through the formation and implementation of the
armalgamated municipality. There would be some direct and indirect costs associated with
this transition (e.g. Changing signage in the community).
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COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING FOR THE VILLAGE OF ALBERTA
BEACH, SUMMER VILLAGES OF SUNSET POINT AND VAL QUENTIN

This option considers the implications and impacts of comprehensive cost sharing: the Village of
Alberta Beach, Summer Village of Sunset Point and Summer Village of Val Quentin. This option
includes the cost sharing of all municipal services across each of the municipalities.

PURPOSE OF COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING

In this option all municipal services currently provided in each municipality would be provided by a
single provider. This would involve combining all service providers into one entity. As outlined in the
“An Analysis of Options” report, each municipality would achieve a reduction in municipal tax rates as
follows:5¢

» Village of Alberta Beach: 15.9% (16.3% constant minimum tax option) i

» Summer Village of Sunset Point: 11.1% (11.2% constant minimum tax option)

» Summer Village of Val Quentin: 11.8% (12.0% constant minimum tax option)

These savings represent a reduction in municipal tax rates by 2036 with comprehensive cost share as
compared to a continuation of the status quo. This assumes that each municipalities continue to levy
it's own municipal tax rate’. Further, as with amalgamation, it assumes that the level of municipal
services received by residents in each municipality would continue to be the same for each
municipality. Again, as with amalgamation, comprehensive cost sharing would also have the potential
to allow for improvements in service levels at a lower cost than would be the case if implemented by
each municipality individually.

—

=

The process for developing a cost sharing agreement: A

» Determine what services will be included in the agreement. In this example all municipal costs
have been considered, except for the costs associated with council.

» Determine who will be the best provider of these services. Efficiency. reliability and quality of i
service provision will be important considerations. This can be one of the participating |
municipalites or a third party. i3]

» Establish a budget/cost estimate for providing the services to each participating member in
advance of establishing the municipal budget. This budget/cost estimate will be used to
determine each municipality's total cost for budget and tax rate setting purposes. §id

» Establish service levels that define the scope of services to be provided. It may be useful to
define Operating Guidelines outside of the agreement where the service and service levels [
require detail. i

KEY ELEMENTS OF A COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING AGREEMENT

An agreement to establish a comprehensive cost sharing arrangement for multiple municipalities
should include the following elements.

» Definition of Services: The services to be delivered and the level of service should be defined i
in the agreement.

% It has been assumed that the Base Year tax rate splits would be mantained in evaluation of the impacts for each option. Where a Minimum Tax
Rate has been established by a municipality, the projected municipal tax rate has been calculated using two approaches: the first assumes that any
Mimmum Tax Rates for that municipality vary wath the general tax rate (MR VAR - Variable); and second where any Mirimum Tax Rates remain at Bl
their Base Year values (MR CON - Constant). See Appendix E for a discussion of the Alternate Minimum Tax Rate calculation. EN
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» Service Provider: The provider of the services should be defined, whether it be a participating
municipality or third party. Where the service provider is a member municipality the agreement
should specify that the funds provided will be used in the delivery of the defined service, and
not for other uses.

» Obligations of the Service Provider: The obligations of the service provider should be defined.
This will include, as appropriate, the geographic area to be served, the nature of the service
{e.g Minimum response times, frequency, etc.).

» Third Party Service Provider: Where a third party service provider is secured for providing a
service, each participating member municipality will need to engage in the negotiation of this
agreement,

» Operating Guidefines: It is recommended that operating guidelines be established for each
municipal service that would be referenced in the agreement. These guideiines would address
the details of the service definition and service levels.

» Transparency: The agreement should define how costs and any associated revenues will be
tracked by the service provider. This will include the information contained in any reports and/
or financial statements.

» Reporting: Reports and protocols for reporting should be defined. This will include the types
of financial and operational reports that would be provided to each Council and the frequency
of reporting. This may vary depending on the service. For example, it may be important for
some services to report quarterly and for others, annually. It is recommended that alt reporting
schedules consider timely input into the municipal budget process.

» Surplus/Deficit: The agreement should outline how any surplus or deficit associated with the
service(s) will be dealt with, For example, in the case of a surplus, the funds could be retained
by the service provided and applied to the follow year's budget, or returned to the participating
municipality. in the case of a deficit. how this will be provided for by each participating member
needs to be defined.

» Capital Projects: Where capital projects are undertaken, it will be necessary to define the
project, associated costs and funding allocations. Net tax supported funding allocations will
need to be determined in advance of completing the annual budget. Apportioning cost
allocations can be established on a project by project basis using an appropriate allocation
method,

» Payment: The timing and amounts of payments for services provided should be defined in the
agreement.

» Asset Ownership: Where capital projects involve infrastructure that crosses a municipal
boundary it will be necessary to define the ownership of the assets.

» Dispute Resolution: Where one party to the agreement is not satisfied the agreement is being
adhered to, a dispute resolution mechanism to resolve the issue will be required.

» Agreement Amendments: The agreement will require a process to review and amend as
necessary.

ADVANTAGES [ DISADVANTAGES OF COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING

The amalgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach, SummerVillage of Sunset Point and Summer Village
of Val Quentin will have advantages and disadvantages. In deciding the direction of each community
these issues should be considered.
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ADVANTAGES
Cost sharing does not require any change of governance or municipal representation.

Taxpayers in each community would see a reduction in municipal tax rates through
efficiency gains that would range from | 1% to almost |6% per year

The proximity of each community results in direct official and atizen oversight of services in
each municipal jurisdiction.

A comprehensive agreement will be more efficient than establishing individual agreements
for multiple service areas.

All services and associated costs can be defined through agreement.

DISADVANTAGES

There would be a loss of some autonomy in decision making regarding services over the
course of a year or the term of the agreement. The points of change would be defined by
the agreement and terms for amending the agreement. Any flexibility outside the
agreement would be at the goodwill of the participants.

There will be some additional costs associated with the management and maintenance of
the agreement.

A comprehensive cost sharing agreement will be more complicated than that for an
individual service and require more effort to negotiate and monitor.

The success of the agreement will depend upon the goodwill of all participants.

COST SHARING AGREEMENTS FOR SELECTED SERVICES

Cost sharing agreements for the following individual services have been identified as of interest to
some municipalities. These service areas include:

» Administration
» Bylaw Protection
» Roads & Streets
» Fire

» FCSS

PURPOSE OF COST SHARING AGREEMENTS

The purpose of cost sharing for any municipal service is typically to allow for the gain in cost
efficiencies that can reduce municipal tax rates and/or provide a higher level of service for the same
or a lower cost. Each of the areas defined consider the potential for cost efficiencies for the
participating municipalities.

The process for developing a cost sharing agreement on an individual service is similar to that
outhned above for a comprehensive cost sharing agreement.

» The service to be considered in the agreement would be one of the five identified above, |t
should be noted that the definition of the service to be provided is equally important for an
individual service as it ts for comprehensive cost sharing.

# Determine who will be the best provider of these services. Efficiency, refiability and quality of
service provision will be important considerations. This can be one of the participating
municipalities or a third party.
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» Establish a budget/cost estimate for providing the services to each participating member in
advance of establishing the municipal budget. This budget/cost estimate will be used to
determine each municipality’s total cost for budget and tax rate setting purposes.

» Establish service levels that define the scope of services to be provided. i may be useful to
define Operating Guidelines outside of the agreement where the service and service levels
require detail,

KEY ELEMENTS OF A COMPREHENSIVE COST SHARING AGREEMENT

An agreement to establish a comprehensive cost sharing arrangement for multiple municipalities
should include the foitowing elements.

It is expected that each of the service areas would involve an agreement for operating services only,
Any capital expenditures and associated cost of capital attributed to the service provided would be a
part of the operating expenditures to be covered in the agreement.

» Definition of the Service: The services to be delivered and the level of service should be
defined in the agreement.

» Service Provider: The provider of the services should be defined, whether it be a participating
municipality or third party. Where the service provider is a member municipality, the agreement
should specify that the funds provided will be used in the delivery of the defined service, and
not for other uses.

» Obligations of the Service Provider: The obligations of the service provider should be defined.
This will include, as appropriate, the geographic area to be served, the nature of the service
(e.g. Minimum response times, frequency, etc.),

» Third Party Service Provider: Where a third party service provider is secured for providing a
service, each participating member municipality will need to engage in the negotiation of this
agreement.

» Operating Guidelines: It is recommended that operating guidelines be established for the
municipal service referenced in the agreement. These guidelines would address the details of
the service definition and service levels. In some instances, these services levels are a critical
component of the agreement. For example, Fire services will require consideration of the
location of the fire hall and equipment, the nature of the service provided, minimum response
times and contingencies for support through mutual aid agreements.

» Transparency: The agreement should define how costs and any associated revenues will be
tracked by the service provider. This will include the information contained in any reports and/
or financial statements,

» Reporting: Reports and protocols for reporting should be defined. This will include the types
of financial and operational reports that would be provided to each Council and the frequency
of reporting, This may vary depending on the service. For example, it may be important for
some services to report quarterly and for others, annually. It is recommended that all reporting
schedules consider timely input into the municipal budget process.

» Surplus/Deficit: The agreement should outline how any surplus or deficit associated with the
service(s) will be dealt with. For example, in the case of a surplus, the funds couid be retained
by the service provided and applied to the follow year's budget, or returned to the participating
municipality. In the case of a deficit, how this will be provided for by each participating member
needs to be defined.

» Payment: The timing and amounts of payments for services provided should be defined in the
agreement.
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» Dispute Resolution: Where one party to the agreement is not satisfied the agreement is being
adhered to, a dispute resclution mechanism to resclve the issue will be required.

» Agreement Amendments: The agreement will require a process to review and amend as
necessary.

ADVANTAGES | DISADVANTAGES OF A COST SHARING AGREEMENT

The aralgamation of the Village of Alberta Beach, Summer Village of Sunset Point and Summer Village
ofVal Quentin will have advantages and disadvantages. In deciding the direction of each community
these issues should be considered.

ADVANTAGES
Cost sharing does not require any change of governance or municipal representation.

Taxpayers in each community would see a reduction in municipal tax rates through
efficiency gains in the delivery of the service provided, or a commensurate improvement in
service [evels for the same or lower cost.

All services and assaciated costs can be defined through agreement.

DISADVANTAGES

There woutd be a loss of some autonomy in decision making regarding service covered by
the agreement over the course of a year or the term of the agreement. The points of
change would be defined by the agreement and terms for amending the agreement. Any
flexibility outside the agreement would be at the goodwill of the participants,

There will be some additional costs associated with the management and maintenance of
the agreement.

The success of the agreement will depend upon the goodwill of all participants,

ONE WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

A one way revenue sharing agreement allows for the sharing of some portion of municipal tax
revenues with other municipalities for the purpose of compensating these municipalities for services,
This typically is used as a mechanism to replace cost sharing where the residents of one municipality
are using multiple services of a neighboring municipality. This can involve tax sharing where the
residents of one community work at businesses located in a neighbouring municipality. Given that
residential municipal services are typically subsidized by non-residential development, revenue sharing
can be a means by which these residential and non-residential costs and revenues are ‘balanced’
across municipalities.

PURPOSE OF ONE WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

A one way revenue sharing agreement typically is used as a mechanism to replace cost sharing where
the residents of one municipality are using multiple services of a neighboring municipality. This can
involve tax sharing where the residents of one community work at businesses located in a
neighbouring municipality. Given that residential municipal services are typically subsidized by non-
residential development, revenue sharing can be a means by which these residential and non-
residential costs and revenues are ‘balanced’ across municipalities.

» The purpose of revenue sharing should be defined. This will help to determine both an
appropriate sharing amount and basis for sharing.
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» The basis for sharing should be clearly determined to allow for all parties to understand both
the purpose and mechanism by which revenue sharing will be achieved.

» Revenue sharing should be flexible to reflect any changes in the fundamental underpinnings that
form the basis of the agreement. For example, in the case of ‘balancing' regional residential and
non-residential development, it would be important that the basis of the revenue sharing
agreement incorporate factors that reflect any change in these parameters over time. For
example, a work to home imbalance where one municipality hosts a significant residential
function and another hosts the business activity, some form of population or worker based
formula would be appropriate.

» Where the revenue sharing is based on a parameter, it is helpful if that parameter is
independently reported (so it is objective) and updated regularly. For example, worker flows
are reported in the Federal Census, but updated in five year intervals. Population on the other
hand, is updated more regularly through municipal censuses.

BASIS FOR ONE WAY REVENUE SHARING - CONSIDERATIONS

For the participating municipalities of this study, a clear basis for one way revenue sharing has not
been established. Some considerations on this topic are discussed below.

There are a number of inter-municipal agreements that define the sharing of costs for services among
various municipalities. It can be expected that the scope and nature of these agreements will evolve
over time. As a result, one way revenue sharing from Lac Ste. Anne to all or selected municipalities in
the County would likely result in some inequities. Resolution of the basis of one way revenue sharing
would require revisiting all intermunicipal agreements between the County and other munic palities
to determine the ‘fairness’ of any proposed revenue sharing arrangement.

Financial support for municipalities that may be in some financial jeopardy could be a basis for one
way revenue sharing. However, it 1s difficult to rationalize how the County could justify to its
ratepayers providing financial support for other municipal jurisdictions responsible for their own
financiat position. The County could become responsible for these municipalities through
disincorporation, which would require the County ratepayers taking financial responsibility for
municipality dissolving, This would come at a cost to the dissolving municipality through a loss of
location autonomy and governance. This highlights another consideration from the County's
perspective. That being a transfer of revenues without input into the costs they would support can
create difficulty for the County to justify the basis for the agreement.

A middle ground may be sharing of some portion of revenues from a unique source of assessment in
the County, such as linear assessment. However, selecting a particular assessment class and ignaring
the full assessment base of each potentiat revenue sharing participant would not be prudent.
However, some revenue sharing on a limited basis by the County may support the receiving
municipality and forestall disincorporation and a greater cost to the County.

For the purpose of considering a one way revenue sharing agreement, it has been defined on the
basis of a share of linear assessment. This is NOT a recommendation of the consulting team but
rather an instrument for discussing how a one way revenue sharing agreement could be structured.

KEY ELEMENTS OF A ONE WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

The following elements of a one way revenue sharing agreement have been based on the assumption
that Lac Ste. Anne would share a portion of its municipal tax revenues from its linear assessment
base with selected municipalities in the County. The purpose of revenue share would be to help
maintain the financial sustainability of these municipalities. Employing these assumptions, a one way
revenue sharing agreement would involve establishing the following elements:
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» Purpose of Revenue Sharing: The purpose of one municipality sharing municipal tax revenues
with one or more municipalities would need to be determined. In this ‘'example’, it has been
assumed that financial wiability is the basis for revenue sharing and that the Lac Ste. Anne would
share a portion of revenues from its linear assessment base with participating municipalities.

» Basis of Revenue Sharing: The basis of revenue sharing should be established to be consistent
with the purpose. For example, if revenue the purpose of revenue sharing is to provide greater
equity in regional assessment and/or to support the viability of these communities, it has been
assumed that Lac Ste. Anne would share a portion of municipal tax revenues from its linear
assessment base with participating municipalities. This would involve determining: what portion
of linear tax revenues would be shared (e.g. Say |15%); and how these revenues would be
distributed among the participating municipalities {e.g. Say the population of each participating
municipality). This would provide the revenue sharing formula or basis for revenue sharing,

Budget Considerations: Both the County and cther participating municipalities would need to
establish the revenue sharing amounts in advance of finalizing the annual budget and setting tax
rates, This will require an estimation of the linear assessment, estimated municipal tax rate and
population of participating municipalities (or other basis for revenue sharing as established). As
with all revenue sharing agreements of this type, it is not possible to use the current municipal
tax rate for establishing the revenue sharing amount, as it is dependent on the revenue sharing
amount. As a result, it is typical that the previous years municipal tax rate would be used for this
calculation,

» Payment: The timing and amounts of payments for services provided should be defined in the
agreement,

» Dispute Resolution: Where one party to the agreement 1s not satisfied the agreement is being
adhered to, a dispute resolution mechanism to resolve the issue will be required.

» Agreement Amendments: The agreement will require a process to review and amend as
necessary.

ADVANTAGES [ DISADVANTAGES OF ONE WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

The advantages and disadvantages of a one way revenue sharing agreement are summarized as
follows:

ADVANTAGES

One way revenue sharing can be a basis upon which regional inequities are addressed
without having to establish various and numerous cost sharing agreements,

May help to ensure the on-going viability of municipalities that struggle in achieving batanced
growth,

Using a stable revenue source (i.e. Linear assessment) and basis for sharing (i.e. Population)
will help to ensure both transparency and predictability in the shared amounts to be
budgeted for each year.

May be a desirable alternative to dissolution of municipalities that struggle with financial
viability and sustainability.
DISADVANTAGES

The basis of revenue sharing requires a clear understanding of why revenue sharing is the
appropriate mechanism for addressing regional inequities.

There can be a lack of accountability for how shared revenues are used by receiving
municipalities.
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TwO WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

A two way revenue sharing agreement allows for the sharing of some portion of municipal tax
revenues between municipalities participating in the agreement. This could be two or more
municipalities.

PURPOSE OF TWO WAy REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

A two way revenue sharing agreement typically is used as a mechanism to share in development
locating in a particular geography or region where two or more municipalities can be expected to
share in the cost and/or revenues associated with the development. An agreement of this type can
have a significant benefit to all affected municipalities by directly encouraging cooperation in the
attraction of development to the region. It can also beneficially share in the benefit of economic
development without a 'winner take all' result.

The process for developing a cost sharing agreement on an individual service is similar to that |
outlined above for a comprehensive cost sharing agreement,

» The purpose of revenue sharing should be defined. This will help to determine both an -
appropriate sharing amount and basis for sharing.

» The geographic area for revenue sharing should be defined. The geographic area to be
considered could be a defined industrial/commercial area in one municipality or could be a
particular type of development (e.g. Industrial development of a particular size) across one or all
municipalities.

» The basis for sharing should be clearly determined to allow for all parties to understand both
the purpose and mechanism by which revenue sharing will be achieved.

» As with one way revenue sharing, two way sharing should also be flexible to reflect any changes
in the fundamental underpinnings that form the basis of the agreement.

» Where the revenue sharing is based on a parameter, it is helpful if that parameter is
independently reported (so it is objective) and updated regularly. For example, worker flows
are reported in the Federal Census, but updated in five year intervals. Poputation on the other
hand, is updated more regularly through municipal censuses.

BASIS FOR TWO WaY REVENUE SHARING - CONSIDERATIONS

There are various options for how two way revenue sharing could be established. The basis and
scope of sharing would depend on the municipal partners and what the basis of sharing might be.,
Examples could include:

» A defined industrial area located in either the County or an urban municipality.

» Sharing of a particular type of assessment (say non-residential) in a portion or region of one or
more municipalities. This could be, for example, revenue sharing on all non-residential
development within a radius of an urban municipality (representing the commuting distance)
and future development in the participating urban municipality.

» Sharing of a particular type of assessment (say non-residential) in all of each participating
municipality.

For the purposes of the elements of a two way revenue sharing agreement defined below, it has
been assumed that the geographic area for sharing of municipal tax revenue from a defined area in
the County around an urban municipality and the said urban municipality. Further, it has been
assumed that the tax revenues from all new non-residential development in the prescribed areas
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worth more than $1 million would be shared. The rationale for these parameters is provided in the
key elements discussed below.

KEY ELEMENTS OF TWO WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

The following elements of a two way revenue sharing agreement have been based on the general
parameters outlined above. These include the following:

» Purpose of Revenue Sharing: The purpose of two way revenue sharing within the prescribed
area will be to promote regional economic development and share the benefits of non-
residential development,

» Basis of Revenue Sharing: The basis of two way revenue sharing will be to share in the net
benefits of regional economic development within a prescribed economic commuting
catchment area of the urban municipality. Revenue sharing will consider of the following
elements:

Include all new non-residential assessment (except linear assessment) with a value which
exceeds $1 million. Including only new assessment will eliminate any adjustment to the £
current tax and assessment balance in each participating municipality.®’

The share of municipal tax revenues will provide for the host municipality retaining the _
largest share (say 60% of the gross municipal tax revenues) and the remaining 40% provided wirl
to the other participating municipalities.’® Where more than one other municipality '
participates in the revenue sharing agreement, the 40% shared amount would be distributed i
based on the relative share of population. This formula would allow for the host :
municipality to cover the costs associated with delivering municipal services to the new =
development - without having to calculate and review these costs. Where more than two '
municipalities are parbiapating in the two way sharing, using populatron to distribute the

remainder to be shared allows for consideration of the potential employment flows and

residential location of workers.

» Budget Considerations: Both the County and other participating municipalities would need to
establish the revenue sharing amounts in advance of finalizing the annual budget and setting tax {
rates. All calculations of shared revenues would be determined based on the previous years |
experience. il

» Payment: The timing and amounts of payments for services provided should be defined in the
agreement.

» Dispute Resolution: Where one party to the agreement is not satisfied the agreement is being
adhered to, a dispute resolution mechanism to resolve the issue will be required.

» Agreement Amendments: The agreement will require a process to review and amend as
necessary.

ADVANTAGES | DISADVANTAGES OF A ONE WAY REVENUE SHARING AGREEMENT

The advantages and disadvantages of a two way revenue sharing agreement are summarized as
follows:

37 Note that the threshold of the new assessment waould be a negotiable tem, Some incremental assessment may come from improvements on 54|
exasting development. The threshold is intended to capture as much as possible ‘new’ incremental development as well as mimmize the effort
required 10 track incremental assessment,

* The host mumicipalty’s share of gross mumicipal tax revenues should reflect an average cost associated with providing municipal services, This

should be sufficent to encourage the host municipality with its partners to promote development. Obwausly there would need to be a balance F
between the host municipality’s share and that which 1s available for sharing by the other muniapalities.
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ADVANTAGES

Two way revenue sharing can be a valuable basis upon which to share in the future
economic development that can be attracted to a region. This will help to promote
economic development and encourage this development to locate where it is best for the
enterprise,

Will help to provide a greater assessment balance for all participating municipalities by
eliminating the ‘winner take all' approach to non-residential development, This should help
to achieve some greater level of fairness in sharing costs of residential development and
benefits of non-residential development in the region.

Will help to stabilize the viability of participating municipalities.

DISADVANTAGES

Two way revenue sharing will require some additional tracking of incremental development
in year and going forward,

It will add to the complexities of budgeting for all participating municipalities,
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Amalgamation of 2 or more municipalities may be initiated by a municipal authority or by the
Miruster:

» Amalgamation can be initiated by municipal authority or minister with a written notice.
» Direct negotiations need to occur among the proposed amalgamation municipalities.

» Submit a report to the Minister outlining the results of the negotiations and the public
consultation process.

» The report becomes the application for amalgamation.
» Minister issues an order for amalgamation.
Below is detail on the amalgamation process:

» Initiation by a municipal authority by giving a written notice of the proposed amalgamation. The
written notice should include the following: Include the names of all the municipal authorities
that are to be amalgamated and the reasons for the proposed amalgamation, and include
proposals for consulting with the local authorities that the initiating municipal authority considers £
would be affected and the public about the proposed amalgamation.

» Direct negotiations: The municipal authorities with which the initiating municipal authority
proposes to amalgamate must, on receipt of the notice under section [03, meet with the
initiating municipal authority to discuss the proposals included in the notice and negotiate the
proposals in good faith.

The initiating municipalities must keep the Minister informed of the progress.

Prepare a report that describes the results of the negotiations that includes: list of matters

agreed upon and those which there is no agreement, description of public consultation

process used in negotiation, summary of views expressed in public consultation. The report

must be signed by the initiating municipal authority and by the municipal authorities with

which it proposed to amalgamate. B

Disposition of report: The initiating municipal authority must submit the report to the 5
Minister and to the municipal authorities with which it proposes to amalgamate. If the

initiating municipal authority wishes to proceed with amalgamation, then the report

becomes the application for amalgamation.

» Minister may order an amalgamation to form a new municipality.

» Order of amalgamation may include: dissolve one or more of the councils of the amalgamated
municipalities, provide for an interim council, require one municipality to pay compensation to
another municipality.

# The order can also include provisions related to assessment and taxation, property, employee,
other matters related to the amalgamation.
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Her Worship Judith Tracy

Town of Onoway e ~—-,..
PO Box 540 R @Eu\\ﬂg@ ".
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Dear Ms. Tracy, i

As elected council for your Municipal District, Agriculture for Life (Ag for Life) knows you have a strong vested interest
in ensuring rural Alberta communities remain safe. Since 2011, Ag for Life has played a vital role in educating Albertans
about rural and farm safety and we are asking for your suppot in keeping our state-of-the-art Rural Safety Unit on the road
as we work to build a culture of safety among Alberta’s youngest residents and their families.

Making Safety Stick

Ag for Life’s Rural Safety Unit helps to educate, encourage
and promote safety on the farm, ranch and rural areas with a
long-term goal of reducing the number of injuries and
fatalities.

The mobile unit, filled with interactive, digital and
mechanical safety learning stations, is aimed at rural grade
4 to 12 students, volunteers, teachers, young farm workers
and farm families, who live on, work, play, or visit farms
and ranches. Leamning stations are themed around topics like
hazard identification, large equipment safety, and chemical

safety.

As part of our Bumper Sticker campaign, we are asking that you help make safety stick in rural Alberta communities
by making a donation of $1,500. Your support will ensure the Rural Safety
Unit continues to deliver high quality safety education across the province in SAFETY CHAMPIONS
2019.

In recognition of your support, a bumper sticker (sample pictured right) with YOUR MD NAME HERE
your MD’s name will be placed on the outside of the mobile unit under our
Safety Champions wall showcasing your commitment to safety to the rest of Ag/-Life
the province.

Let's Connect

It would be a pleasure to have your municipality partner with Ag for Life on this initiative. We sincerely thank you for your
consideration.

LUREE WILLIAVMSON
Chiet Executive Officer
CELL 403 862 5688

EMAIL lwilliamson(ieagricullureforiife ca

LAURA HUDSON

Fund Development Manager

CELL 403 862 4542
Y A3

EMAIL lhudsoniq agricultureforlife.ca
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HELP MAKE SAFETY STICK

Your donation of $1,500 will heip Ag for Life reach more Albertans with criical rural safety programming. On behalf of rural
communities across Aiberta. we thank you! To make your donation please complete this form and send by mail to:

32 Priddis Creek Drive Foothills, AB TOL 1wW2

Name:

MD Name (to be printed on sticker):

Email:

Address:

Payment ($1,500): Cash Credit Cheque _,

Name on card

Card number

Expiry date Security code Zip/Postal code

* ]

Charity BN/Registration # 845824507RR0O001
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January 7, 2019

Her Worship Judith Tracy
Town of Onoway

PO Box 540

Onoway AB TOE 1V0

Dear Her Worship Tracy,

The Alberta Order of Excellence is the highest honour the Province of Alberta can be bestow on
a citizen of this province. The membership of the Order reflects a true diversity of strengths,
ideas and fields of endeavor and yet all members have one thing in common. They are united in
their understanding that caring and committed individuals can and do make a difference in the
strength of our communities, in the quality of life enjoyed by Albertans and in the benefits
Canada has to offer the world.

Because of your position, I trust that you might know a remarkable Albertan who has made
significant contributions to the lives of other Albertans and deserves to be considered for this
honour. If so, I encourage you to nominate them for 2019. Nominees must be Canadian citizens,
live in Alberta and have made a significant contribution provincially, nationally or
internationally.

More information and nomination forms are available on our website at
www.lieutenantgovernor.ab.ca/ave. The deadline for submission is Friday, February 15, 2019.

Sincerely,

Andrew C.L. Sims
Chair

T—

Facebook: @AlbertaOrderofFExcellence
Twitter: @AOEalberta

Office of tha Lieutenant Governor | 3rd Floor Legislature Building | Edmonton, Alberta TSK 2B6 @
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MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS

Office of the Minister { =z oo =
MILA, Leduc-Beaumont

!

AR96051

January 15, 2019

Her Worship Judith Tracy
Mayor, Town of Onoway
PO Box 540

Onoway AB TOE 1VO0

Dear Mayor Tracy,

| am pleased to invite the Town of Onoway to provide submissions for the 18" annual
Minister's Awards for Municipal Excellence, which formally recognizes excellence in
local government practices and promotes knowledge sharing among municipalities.
These awards offer an opportunity to recognize the truly great work happening in local
governments in Alberta.

An independent review committee, comprised of representatives from various municipal
associations, will recommend award recipients in five categories and, if chosen by the
review committee, one award for outstanding achievement:

¢ Innovation — Recognizes a leading practice embodying the first use of an idea in
a municipal context in Alberta (municipalities with a population of less than
500,000);

o Partnership - Recognizes a leading municipal practice involving consultation,
co-ordination and co-operation with other municipalities, jurisdictions or
organizations (municipalities with a population of less than 500,000);

o Safe Communities — Recognizes a leading practice focused on making
municipalities safer through prevention and enforcement (municipalities with a
population of less than 500,000);

+ Smaller Municipalities — Recognizes an innovative practice developed by
communities with less than 3,000 residents;

o Larger Municipalities — Recognizes an innovative and creative practice of larger
municipalities with populations of 500,000 or greater that have a substantial
resource base and who can partner with departments within the municipality’s
control; and

e Qutstanding Achievement — Recognizes a municipality or municipal partnership
that has helped to inspire action and change that has benefited local government
practice in Alberta. This award, if chosen by the review committee, recognizes
the best submission from the other categories.

12

132 Legislature Building, 10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonten, Alberta TSK 2B6 Canada  Telephone 780-427-3744 Fax 780-422-9558
Prinsed on recycled paper @




20 %

Further details regarding eligibility and submission requirements may be found on the
Municipal Excellence Awards webpage at www.municipalaffairs.qov.ab.ca/1595. The
deadline for submission is March 29, 2019.

Should you have any questions regarding the Municipal Excellence Awards, please
contact the Municipal Excellence Team, at 780-427-2225, or by email at

menet@gov.ab.ca.

| encourage you to share your success stories, and look forward to celebrating these
successes with your communities.

Sincerely,

Shaye Anderson
Minister of Municipal Affairs

&



Debbie Giroux

From: Wendy Wildman <cao@onoway.ca>

Sent: January 16, 2019 7:42 AM

To: ‘Debbie Giroux'

Subject: FW: Opportunity: Community Generation Capacity Building Program

We should put on our next agenda.

Wendy Wildman

CAO

Town of Onoway

Box 540

Onoway, AB. TOE 1v0
780-967-5338 Fax: 780-967-3226
cao@onoway.ca

NOTE EMAIL CONTACT INFORMATION HAS CHANGED TO: cao@onoway.ca

This email is intended only for the use of the party to which it is addressed and for the intended purpose. This email contains information that
is privileged, confldential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in the strictest confidence. If you are not the intended recipient you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, copying, or distribution of this email or its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

From: Klay Dyer <dyereducational@gmail.com>

Sent: January 15, 2019 8:37 AM

To: Dyer Educational <dyereducational@gmail.com>

Subject: Opportunity: Community Generation Capacity Buiiding Program

Overview: The CGCB Program will fund the following project types that build capacity within a community organization,
or the province, or which will contribute to the development of a specific community generation facility. Capital costs
such as the purchase of equipment or construction of a community generation facility are not eligible for this program.
The grant review committee can deem any activity ineligible at their discretion. Applications must identify which project
type is being proposed based on the following three categories. If your project spans activities that include both Type 1
and Type 2 please clearly identify this in the application form.

Type 1: Technical development activities

Projects that are undertaking the following activity types: feasibility assessments, land use agreements, financial
assessments, stakeholder engagement, environmental assessments, wildlife studies, drainage studies, hydrological
studies, wage subsidies for a project manager or any other undertaking required in the pre-development stage of a
specific community generation facility. Community generation projects must be renewable or alternative energy
generation and meet the definition of 3 Community Generation facility as per the Small Scale Generation Regulation.

Type 2: Partnership development activities
Projects that are undertaking activities that will support partnerships required for the development of a community

generation facility. This can include; legal services, financial analysis, community benefit agreement or com
1 200



benefit statement support, or any other expense required to establish partnerships. Community generation projects
must be renewable or alternative energy generation and meet the definition of a Community Generation facility as per
the Regulation.

Type 3: Development of tools and training
Projects that undertake the development of a tool that can be ieveraged by the community generation industry and will
be publicly available. These tools must support the advancement of community generation facilities or the renewable
energy industry in the Province of Alberta.
Examples of tools:
¢ Financial modelling tools
» Technical modelling tools

» Guides to developing community generation projects

Projects that invest in skills training for Albertans specific to the development of future community generation projects.
These projects must result in the increase in technical capacity and knowledge in community generation in the province.

Examples of training:

o Developing a curriculum for training programs
¢ Developing specific training programs that will be available to all Albertans.

Deadline: 5pm, February 22nd, 2019
Link: https://www.efficiencyalberta.ca/cgch/

Klay Dyer, PhD

Dyer Educational & Research Consultants Inc.
E; dvereducational@gmail.com

P: 587-930-5881

209



Community Generation Capacity Building Program | Energy Efficiency Alberta Page 1 of 5

COMMUNITY GENERATION CAPACITY BUILDING PROGRAM

Supporting participation in the renewable and alternative energy
market through Community Generation projects

Community groups across the province have an opportunity to play a prominent role in
supporting Alberta’s energy transition by developing their own renewable energy projects.
These projects will enable Albertans to directly access and share the benefits of
community-scale renewable energy generation.

To support the development of these projects, Energy Efficiency Alberta and the Municipal
Climate Change Action Centre (MCCAC) have partnered to launch the Community
Generation Capacity Building (CGCB) Program. The purpose of this program is to provide
funding for projects with activities focused on the pre-development of a specific community
generation facility or enabling the development of community generation projects through
partnerships and tools.

JOIN US FOR A WEBINAR

Looking to learn more about the Community Generation Capacity Building
Program?

REGISTER NOW

Program Guide

Learn more about Community Generation Capacity Building in Alberta.

Eligible Participants

All community groups as defined in the Small Scale Generation Requlation are eligible to
apply to this program. A full list of eligible community groups are provided in the Program

https://www.efficiencyalberta.ca/cgch/



Community Generation Capacity Building Program | Energy Efficiency Alberta Page 2 of 5

Guide. The following is a non-exhaustive list of the types of organizations who should  __
consider applying: -

+ Condo boards

« Co-operative organizations

» Industry associations

« Irrigation districts

+ Indigenous communities or organizations
« Municipalities

« Not-for-profit corporations

» Post-secondary educational institutions
+ Registered charities

« Rural utilities

» School boards

Eligible Projects

The CGCB Program will fund the following project types that build capacity within a
community organization, or the province, or which will contribute to the development of a
specific community generation facility. Capital costs such as the purchase of equipment or
construction of a community generation facility are not eligible for this program. The grant
review committee can deem any activity ineligible at their discretion. Applications must
identify which project type is being proposed based on the following three categories. If
your project spans activities that include both Type 1and Type 2 please clearly identify this
in the application form.

Type 1: Technical development activities

Projects that are undertaking the following activity types: feasibility assessments, land use
agreements, financial assessments, stakeholder engagement, environmental assessments,
wildlife studies, drainage studies, hydrological studies, wage subsidies for a project
manager or any other undertaking required in the pre-development stage of a specific
community generation facility. Community generation projects must be renewable or
alternative energy generation and meet the definition of a Community Generation facility as
per the Small Scale Generation Regulation.

Type 2: Partnership development activities

Projects that are undertaking activities that will support partnerships required for the
development of a community generation facility. This can include: legal services, financial
analysis, community benefit agreement or community benefit statement support, or a

https://www.efficiencyalberta.ca/cgcb/ 2019-Jan-17



Community Generation Capacity Building Program | Energy Efficiency Alberta Page 3 of 5

other expense required to establish partnerships. Community generation projects must be..
renewable or alternative energy generation and meet the definition of a Community -
Generation facility as per the Regulation.

Type 3: Development of tools and training

Projects that undertake the development of a tool that can be leveraged by the community
generation industry and will be publicly available. These tools must support the
advancement of community generation facilities or the renewable energy industry in the
Province of Alberta.

Examples of tools:

+ Financial modeliing tools
« Technical modelling tools
+ Guides to developing community generation projects

Projects that invest in skills training for Albertans specific to the development of future
community generation projects. These projects must result in the increase in technical
capacity and knowledge in community generation in the province,

Examples of training:

+ Developing a curriculum for training programs
+ Developing specific training programs that will be available to all Albertans.

Application deadline

Funding will be awarded following the receipt and evaluation of all applications received on
or before February 22, 2019, by 5:00 pm (MST) via e-mail at CGCB@efficiencyalberta.ca.

Assessment Process

Successful applicants will be notified of the decision via e-mail. Funding will be provided
following the decision. Successful applicants will be required to sign either a Participant
Agreement with the MCCAC or a Grant Agreement with Energy Efficiency Alberta (as
applicable) prior to receiving funding. The draft agreements can be found_here.

How to apply

https://www.efficiencyalberta.ca/cgcb/ 2019-Jan-17



Community Generation Capacity Building Program | Energy Efficiency Alberta Page 4 of 5

1. Download the application form_here.

2. Submit the application form along with all supporting documents, if any, to
CGCB@efficiencyalberta.ca by February 22, 2019, 5 pm MT. Please use the email
subject line “CGCB Application - (Community/Organization Name)".

Funding levels

For projects seeking funding equal to or greater than $200,000, it is required that the
recipient organization contribute a minimum of ten per cent of in-kind contributions or funds
toward the total project budget. For example:

« Total project budget: $250,000
« Total required in-kind contributions: $25,000
« Maximum grant allocation: $225,000

Organizations who participated in the 2018 Community Energy Capacity Building {CECB)
Program may apply, for the purpose of extending their project. Maximum funding for any
single project is $500,000.,

JOIN US AT A WEBINAR

We are inviting interested parties to join us at an upcoming information webinar.

Register for our webinar here,

During these sessions, we will share:

Overview of the Community Generation Capacity Building program
» Overview of the Smali-Scale Generation Regulation

Program eligibility information

Program application process

-

We will answer questions during the webinar. Program representatives will also answer
questions received at CGCB®@efficiencyalberta.ca.

Frequently Asked Questions

LEARN MORE ABOUT THE PROJECTS OUR 2018 CECB GRANT

RECIPIENTS ARE WORKING ON.

https://www.efficiencyalberta.ca/cgcb/ 2019-Jan-17
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LEARN MORE

hello@efficiencyalberta.ca
1-844-357-5604
403-815-4876

BLOG
ABOUT US
RESOURCES
CAREERS
CONTACT US
Privacy Policy

Terms of Service

Consumer Protection

NEWSLETTER

:f{' Email Address SIGN UP

Be the first to learn about new programs and new opportunities to upgrade with energy-efficient
products,

£ 2019 Energy Efficiency Alberta.

https://www.efficiencyalberta.ca/cgch/ 2019-Jan-17



Debbie Giroux
“

From: Wendy Wildman <cao@onoway.ca>
Sent: January 10, 2019 12:08 PM

To: ‘Summer Village of Sandy Beach'
ol ‘Jason Madge'; 'Debbie Giroux'
Subject: RE: Onoway Lagoon 2019-2020
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Rudolf — i certainly will take this to Council for discussion, at either our January 24 meeting or our February 7 meeting.

Wendy Wildman

CAOQ

Town of Onoway

Box 540

Onoway, AB. TOE 1V0
780-967-5338 Fax: 780-967-3226
cao@onoway.ca

NOTE EMAIL CONTACT INFORMATION HAS CHANGED TO: cao@onoway.ca

This email is intended only for the use of the party to which it is addressed and for the intended purpose. This email contains information that
is privileged, confidential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in the strictest confidence. If you are not the intended recipient you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, copying, or distribution of this email or its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

From: Summer Village of Sandy Beach <svsandyb@xplornet.ca>
Sent: January 10, 2019 11:11 AM

To: Wendy Wildman <cao@onoway.ca>

Subject: Onoway Lagoon 2019-2020

Hi Wendy

Hope well. Sandy Beach would like to know if there is opportunity to extend our current wastewater haul contract
come April 20197

We look forward to hear from you and Council regarding the matter.
Have a great day.

Warm regards,

Rudolf Liebenberg CAO, RPP, MCIP
The Summer Village of Sandy Beach
Box 63 Site LRR 1

Onoway, AB. TOE 1VD

Office: 780-967-2873



Debbie Giroux

From: Wendy Wildman <cao@onoway.ca>

Sent: January 10, 2019 12:08 PM

To: '‘Debbie Giroux'

Subject: FW: FW: Municipality/Indigenous Community Pre-survey E-mail
Flag Status: Flagged

Wendy Wildman

CAO

Town of Onoway

Box 540

Onoway, AB. TOE 1V0
780-967-5338 Fax: 780-967-3226
cao@onoway.ca

NOTE EMAIL CONTACT INFORMATION HAS CHANGED TO: cao@onoway.ca

This email is intended only for the use of the party to which it is addressed and for the intended purpose. This email contains information that
is privileged, confidential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in the strictest confidence. if you are not the intended reciplient you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, copying, or distribution of this email or its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting it from your computer.

From; brian roberts <brianjudy@telus.net>

Sent: January 10, 2012 11:12 AM

To: Wendy Wildman <cao@onoway.ca>

Subject: Re: FW: Municipality/Indigenous Community Pre-survey E-mail

Thanks Wendy for allowing me to have a look at the intended strategy. This is being picky but the first thing that bothers
me is that they've made something that effects the public "privileged and confidential". The other thing is; "will inform
the next steps for the government in its review of the Police Act" not the committee's review. In my opinion the
Engagement Themes are right out of the "Community Policing" book and won't benefit small communities in any way.

Brian

On 2019-01-10 9:12 a.m., Wendy Wildman wrote:

Brian — before | take this to Council, would you mind looking at it and providing your thoughts.
w

Wendy Wildman

CAO

Town of Onoway

Box 540

Onoway, AB. TOE 1V0 Q /(D



780-967-5338 Fax: 780-967-3226
caof@onoway.ca

NOTE EMAIL CONTACT INFORMATION HAS CHANGED TO: cao@onoway.ca

This email is intended only for the use of the party to which it is addressed and for the intended purpose. This email
contains information that is privileged, confidential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in the strictest confidence. If
you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copying, or distribution of this email or
its contents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer.

From: Penny Frizzell <penny@&cnoway.ca>

Sent: January 10, 2019 9:06 AM

To: 'Wendy Wildman' <cao@onoway.ca>

Subject: FW: Municipality/Indigenous Community Pre-survey E-mail
importance: High

Penny Frizzell

ATTENTION: Our E-MAIL ADDRESSES FOR THE Town of Onoway have changed from .com to
.ca, please make the change effective immediately

pEAU@onowaly.ca
T L) L

Municipal Clerk & Records Management
Town of Onoway

Box 540

Onoway AB

TOE 1V0

780-967-5338

This email is intended only for the use of the party to which it is addressed and for the intended purpose. This email
contains information that is privileged, confidential, and/or protected by law and is to be held in the strictest confidence. If
you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copying, or distribution of this email or
its contents is strictly prohibited. I you have recelived this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer.

From: PAREVIEW <Pareview@gov.ab.ca>

Sent: January 9, 2019 4:35 PM

Cc: ksantarossa@auma.ca; wyatt@rmalberta.com

Subject: Municipality/indigenous Community Pre-survey E-mail
Importance: High

Hello,

This email is to notify you of an upcoming survey you will receive regarding a review of Alberta’s Police
Act. The purpose of this survey is for elected or administrative representatives of municipalities and
Indigenous communities to provide their professional perspectives on the current impact of this
legislation and on aspects that require revision or clarification. Information gathered from the survey
will inform the next steps for the government in its review of the Police Act.



This survey is part of a larger review process aimed at gathering views from stakeholders across the
province on topics related to policing. The larger process includes in-person meetings with a wide array
of stakeholders, which includes the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association, Rural Municipalities of
Alberta and Indigenous communities and organizations.

We have attached a one-page summary document with more information on the overall process.

If this e-mail came to a general e-mailbox, please provide this to all appropriate representatives. If you
have any questions about the process, please contact the Police Act Review Team at
pareview@gov.ab.ca or 780-217-6236

Thank you,

Police Act Review Team

Jessica Thomson, Director, Engagement and Strategy
Samantha Joseph, Engagement and Policy Coordinator
Patricia Rzechowka, Engagement and Pclicy Coordinator
Olga Khruzina, Administrative Support

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whomn they are addressed. If you have received this email in error please notify
the system manager. This message contains confidential information and is intended only for the
individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy
this e-mail,



POLICE ACT REVIEW TEAM
ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY

PRIORITIES
® Broad Engagement
e Enhance Trust
e Modernize Policing
e Strengthen Relationship with Stakeholders

PRINCIPLES
® Transparent
® Collaborative
® Representative and Inclusive
¢ Clear Expectations

* (Theme 1) Enhancing trust, legitimacy, and supports
» (Theme 2) Collaborative approaches

Engagement * (Theme 3) Roles and responsibilities

h * (Theme 4) Diversion and the power of discretion
Themes / * (Theme 5} Policy and oversight

* (Theme 6) Officer safety and employee wellness
* (Theme 7) Communications, analytics and information exchange

T T e m—rrar e AT T s e PP PI—.

e wE - T T ————

* police - chiefs and members * social services E
* policing oversight bodies * legal/civil liberties groups :
Stakeholder * municipalities * social justice sector including E
* health partners—including mental shelters i
Sectors p health and addictions * Indigenous groups i
hiaelluan L iRl * crime prevention groups * restorative justice agencies |
o * victim services + academia ;
* Roundtable meetings on the engagement themes are taking place f
between October 2018 — February 2019 in Calgary and Edmonton. J

* |ndigenous engagement sessions took place in the fall, in

Engagement Plan - Edmonton and Calgary, as well as in Northern Alberta.

/ * Survey to police service members to take place in January 2019,
* Survey to municipalities to take place in January 2019.

e O ——— TR R

STATS
There are over 150

WHAT'S HAPPENED?
* Theme 1 and 2 meetings took

WHAT’S NEXT?
Themes 3 to 7 will take place

organizations representing
North, South and Central

Alberta.

Additional groups welcome to
submit written submissions to
the review team.

place between Oct. 30 in Calgary
and Nov. 29.

Indigenous engagement sessions
were held on: Oct. 23 in Fort
McMurray, Nov. 6 in Slave Lake,
Nov. 13 in Edmonton, and Nov. 20
in Calgary.

between Jan. 15 and Feb. 28.
Tables 6 & 7 will be combined.
There will be roundtable meetings
in Edmonton and Calgary for each
theme,



Cornell Aniversity

This 1s to acknowledge that

Jason Madge

has completed the certificate program in

Projert Management

This Twenty-Fourth Day of December, 2018
through

[ eCornell

Dean
College of Engineering

Comell University c? <§ O '




Town of Mayerthorpe

Report Range : 2018/12/01 0000 to 2018/12/31 2359 Report Titlg :

12/4/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group
Event

Location

2018/12/04 0800 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/12/04 1030

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE
GENERAL PATROL
ONOWAY
TOWN

PATROLLING SCHOOL ZONE MORNING SCHOOL RUSH, RADAR ON 47 AVE AND STE ANNE WEST SIDE, ALSO JUST
DROVE ARCUND TOWN TO SEE HOW STREET CLEARING WAS PROGRESSING. TRAFFIC PRETTY SLOW TODAY WITH
THE SNOW COVER ON THE ROADS

2018/12/04 1500 DAWN, DWIGHT

2018/12/04 1700

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

GENERAL PATROL
ONOWAY
TOWN

PATROL SCHOOL ZONE FOR AFTER SCHOOL RUSH, AND MONITORED 4 WAY STOP BEFORE LEAVING TOWN FOR
MAYERTHORPE. THERE WAS STILL A LOT OF SNOW ON THE ROADS SO TRAFFIC WAS NOT SPEEDING OR
AGGRESSIVELY DRIVING AROUND TOWN TODAY.,

12/8/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group
Event

Location

2018/12/08 0830 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/12/08 1030

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

GENERAL PATROL

ONOWAY

TOWN

PATROL OF TOWN THEN RADAR ON STE ANNE TR WEST SIDE BY HIGH SCHOOL AND WATCH 4 WAY STOP. 2

TICKETS ISSUED -~
2018/12/08 1330 DAWN, DWIGHT (

2018/12/08 1600 a & l

Page 10of 4 © 2019 Competitive Edge Software, Inc.



TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

GENERAL PATROL
ONOWAY
TOWN

PATROL THE TOWN AND WATCH 4 WAY STOP, RADAR ON 47 AVE AND TICKET ISSUED, DRIVER DOING 95 IN THE 50
ZONE. EVERYBODY BEHAVING AT THE 4 WAY TODAY.

12/10/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group
Event

Location

2018/12/10 0853 MCDOWELL, MADDY
2018/12/10 0855

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)
ONOWAY
50 AVE FACING W/B JUST EAST OF 4 WAY STOP AT 49ST

Working on a Citation Report # A91249141R

2018/12/10 0903 MCDOWELL, MADDY
2018/12/10 0906

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)

ONOWAY

50 AVE W/B EAST OF 4 WAY STOP AT 49ST, INITIALLY EFFECTED TRAFFIC STOP FOR RUNNING STOP SIGN
Working on a Citation Report # A91249152R

2018/12/10 0930 MCDOWELL, MADDY
2018/12/10 0935

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)
ONOWAY
50 AVE FACING W/B JUST EAST OF 4 WAY STOP AT 49ST

Working on a Citation Report # A91249130R

12111/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group
Event

Location

2018/12/11 0800 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/12/41 1000

S

Page 2 of 4 © 2019 Competitive Edge Software, Inc.



TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

GENERAL PATROL

ONOWAY

TOWN

VERY QUIET MORNING FOR SCHOOL RUSH AS BUSSES WERE CANCELLED DUE TO ICE. STOPPED IN OFFICE TO
HAVE A QUICK CHAT WITH WENDY.

2018/12/11 1300 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/12111 1600
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

GENERAL PATROL

ONOWAY

TOWN

PATROL OF TOWN, RADAR ON 47 AVE, ARENA ROAD, AND STE ANNE TR EAST SIDE. MONITORING 4 WAY STOP AND
TICKET ISSUED

12/17/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group
Event

Location

2018/1217 0850 MCDOWELL, MADDY
2018/1217 0852

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)

ONOWAY
LAC ST ANNE TR IN HIGH SCHOOL PARKING LOT FACING E/B

Working on a Citation Report # A91249163R

2018/12/17 0856 MCDOWELL, MADDY
20181217 0859
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)

ONOWAY
SE CORNER IN GAS STATION PARKING LOT AT 49 ST & 50 AVE FACING INTERSECTION W VIDEO

Working on a Citation Report # A91249174R

2018/12117 0903 MCDOWELL, MADDY
2018/12/117 0905
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)

ONOWAY
47 AVE FACING E/B JUST WEST OF 48 ST

Working on a Citation Report # A91249185R

2018/12/117 0911 MCDOWELL, MADDY
20181217 0913
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

REPORT WRITING (CITATIONREPORT)
ONOWAY

Page 3 of 4 © 2019 Competitive Edge Software, Inc,



S/E CORNER 49 ST & 50 AVE FACING 4 WAY STOP
Working on a Citation Report # A91249196R

12/18/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group

Event

Location

2018/12/18 0800 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/12/18 1230

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE
GENERAL PATROL
ONOWAY
TOWN

PATROLLED THE SCHOOL ZONE, MORNING RUSH, TRAFFIC BUSY, SOME CONCERNS FOR SPEEDS IN SCHOOL
ZONE, TRAFFIC COMING WEST ON STE ANNE TR, EVEN THOUGH COMMERCIAL AND KIDS DON'T WALK DOWN
THERE, NEED TO GET IT SLOWED DOWN IN THE NEW YEAR. RADAR IN A FEW PARTS OF TOWN AND 47 AVE, IN
TOWN SPEEDS ARE PRETTY GOOD AND THEY'RE GETTING USED TO THE 40 ZONES, ESPECIALLY COMING EAST ON
47 AVE LEAVING TOWN. NOT BEING A JERK THE LAST WEEK BEFORE XMAS, JUST GIVING WARNINGS

12/20/2018
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

Events:

Date/Time Officer

Backup Officers
Group
Event

Location

2018/12/20 0800 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/M12/20 1000

TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE
GENERAL PATROL
ONOWAY
TOWN

PATROLLING THE SCHOOL ZONES, STOPPED AT THE TOWN OFFICE, RADAR ON 47 AVE, TRAFFIC MOVING BUT
SLOWLY.

2018/12/20 1130 DAWN, DWIGHT
2018/12/20 1400
TOWN OF MAYERTHORPE

GENERAL PATROL
ONOWAY
TOWN

PATROLLING TOWN DURING LUNCH RUSH, MONITOR STUDENTS AND TRAFFIC, WATCH 4 WAY STOP AND RADAR ON
BOTH SIDES OF STE ANNE TR. TRAFFIC SPEEDS SLOW TO RIGHT ON SPEED LIMIT

5a¥

Page 4 of 4 © 2019 Competitive Edge Software, Inc.

Total Events: 16



. v\r\BC\‘ Ao \'\oﬂ&"\‘\/‘“’

i

ALBERT. )
MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS FEE - .
Office of the Minister R |

MLA, Leduc-Beaumont \ JAN 18 201) |I

- m_-_,ﬁﬁﬁuwz

PP
January 11, 2019

Her Worship Judith Tracy
Mayor

Town of Onoway

PO Box 540

Onoway AB TOE 1VO

Dear Mavyor Tracy,

The Government of Alberta is committed to working with municipalities to make life better for
Albertans. By providing stable, predictable funding to our municipal partners, we continue to
ensure you have the resources needed to meet your local infrastructure priorities and strengthen
the communities you call home. Alberta is partnering with the Government of Canada to provide
Gas Tax Fund (GTF) funding to assist with building strong, safe, and resilient communities.

| am pleased to accept the following qualifying project submitted by your municipality under the
GTF program.

Project # Project Name GTF Funding
GTF-133 Twp 544 & RR 21 Road Rehabilitation $44,200

The provincial government appreciates opportunities to celebrate your GTF funded projects with
you, so please send invitations for these milestone events to my office. If you would like to discuss
possible project recognition events and activities, as outlined in the program guidelines, contact
Municipal Affairs Communications, toll-free at 310-0000, then 780-427-8862, or at
ma.gtfgrants@gov.ab.ca.

1 look forward to working in partnership to strengthen Alberta’s communities.
Sincerely,

- _ )\.);Ea Anta

Hon. Shaye Anderson
Minister of Municipal Affairs

cc: Honourable Oneil Carlier, MLA, Whitecourt-Ste. Anne
Wendy Wildman, Chief Administrative Officer, Town of Onoway 9 6) 5'

132 Legislature Building, 10800 - 97 Avenue, Edmonton, Alberta TSK 2B6 Canada Telephone 780-427-3744 Fax 780-422-9550

Primied on vecycled paper
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
Introduction

The financial Indicator graphs are Intended I serve as a 100l thal may assist councd and administralion with operational declslons. The comparative measures may
be useful in assessing past perfarmance and for budget planning. Each municipality Is compared to a graup of similar size urban municipalities, or fo rural
municipalities with similar tax base. The comparison group Is shown on the tast slide

Cusiam graphs can be created comparing your municipality to other Alberta municipalites
Financlal Advisory Seivices is avallabls Lo assist you in interpreting the Information contained In the graphs. Plaase be aware thal advisors will not have access fo
any of the custom graphs you create, but would siill ba able 1o assist with the underlying formulas and dala used to create all graphs.

It shauld be nated that that the financial Ingicator graphs are point-in-ime documents. The sysiem Is updated dally as new information Is added to tha mun-cipal
financlal dalsbase. As such grapghs will raflect iha current data sel and tha resulls will be subjact o change as the dalabase is updaled and verifled. However. most
informetion from the previous raporting year will have besn posted by tha fall of the subssquent year.
Other points to nole are

- The range for most of the graphs Is 2012 to 2017,

- Caution should be used when interpreling rasults as each municipaity has unique characleristics affecting how it compares 1o the group, Also, circumstances
may have changad since the December 31, 2017 reporting dats.
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
Introduction
. |

Financisl Indicator Graphs include:

o Equalized Tax Rales - Muni;lpal/ResldentiglMNan-Residanlial
o Equalized Assessmaent Per Capila
o Non-Residaniial Equalized Assessmant as % of Total
o Tax Collection Rale
o Debt & Debt Service as % of the Limits
o Long Term Debt Per Caplla
o Major Revenue Sources Per Caplita
o Major Revenue Sources As % of Tolal Revenue [only 2017)
o Broad Funclion Expenses Par Capita {only 2017)
o Per Caplia Expenses by Major Type:
- Salaries, Wages & Benefils
= Coniracted & General Services
- Materials, Goods. Supplies & Utitities
- Bank Charges & Inlerest
- Amoriization
o NolBook Value As % of Capital Casts
o Accumulated Surplus Calegories, As % {only 2017)
© Accumulated Surplus Calagories, Per Capita (only 2017)
o Ralio of Currant Assails to Current Liahil liss
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Equalized Tax Rates: Net Municipal
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

Equalized Tax Rates: Resldential
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

Equalized Tax Rates: Non-Residential
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Financlal indicater Graphs
ONOWAY

Total Equalized Assessment Per Capita
O onowaY
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Note: Equalized Assessment Per Capita approximales a municipality's abliity lo generale property tax revenue in comparison to similar municipalitios
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

Non-Residential Assessment as % of Total Equalized Assessment
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Financlal indicator Graphs
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Tax Collection Rates
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

Percent of Debt Limit Used

O onoway
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Nate: This graph shows, in percaniage lenms, the municipality's debt as a perceniage o! the regulaled limit. This Is compared to ihe median lor the group of similar
municipalities
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
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N £

Percent of Debt Service Limit Used
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
|

Long Term Municipal Debt Per Capita
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Financlal indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

Revenue Sources Per Capita: Net Municipal Property Taxes
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
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Revenue Sources Per Capita: Total Grants

O onoway
I Mcdizn
[ Range

& [
20501 02 %) sm
4 2013 450 565
583 488
22 s
480

2014

2018

2018 091

2017 1.128 518

1.000

¥ J T L O
2012 o013 1014 2015 2016 037

Crealed on January 09. 2019 05 12

Page 11 ‘A'(bm,



Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

Revenue Sources Per Capita: Sales and User Charges
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Finantial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

N £ ey
Major Revenue Sources As % of Total Revenue, 2017
O onoway
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a Group Maximum

Net Municipal Property Tax Total Grants Sales and User Charges

Created on, January 09, 2019 05:12
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Financiat Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY

O L e ———— ey
Major Expenditures Per Capita by Broad Function, 2017
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Financia! Indlcator Graphs
ONOWAY

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Salaries, Wages and Benefits
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
|

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

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

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

Major Expenditures Per Capita by Type: Amortization of Tangible Capital Assets
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Net Book Value as % of Total Capital Property Costs
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Accumulated Surplus Categories as % of Total, 2017
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Accumulated Surplus Per Capita, 2017

[ onoway

Group Median
. Group Maximum

10,0604

15,000+

10,004

5,000 z

o

Unsesincted Restricted Equily in TCA

Created on Janvary 09, 2019 05 12

oge 22 Aperton



Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Ratio of Current Assats to Liablilities
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Financlal Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Equalized Assessment Per Capita
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Financial Indicator Graphs
ONOWAY
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Attn: Wendy Wildman, CAO L Sisocsesssammd
PO Box 540
Onoway, AB TOE 1V0 December 31, 2018

RE: RMA Membership Fee & Patronage Rebate

Dear Ms. Wildman,

Due to your organization’s participation in the Rural Municipalities of Alberta’s business services programs
over the last year, we are pleased to inform you that your organization has received a patronage rebate
of $76.77, comprised of $76.77 from participation in our Trade services and $0 from participation in our
Insurance programs.

This rebate has been applied directly to your organization’s membership fee of $204.75 {including GST)
for 2019. Please see the attached invoice or cheque for full details.

As a non-profit member-centric association, the RMA is committed to ensuring that our members get
extremely competitive prices and unparalleled service for a wide variety of products and services, with
potential rebates returned to our members. Our continued success is primarily thanks to the strength and
commitment of our membership.

To maximize your annual rebate, we recommend that your organization take full advantage of the RMA
programs wherever they make financial sense. We offer CFTA-compliant trade and fuel programs, plus
one of the most trusted insurance programs in Alberta. Our member service representatives would be
pleased to meet with you or other related personnel at your convenience to discuss ways your association
can serve you better.

If you have any questions about this rebate, please do not hesitate to contact Julie Thibeault, Financial
Analyst at 780-955-4099 (julie@RMAIlberta.com) or Susan Wolfe, Financial Analyst at 780-955-8405
(susanw@RMAlberta.com)}.

Sincerely,
2»
Gerald Rhodes Duane Gladden
Executive Director Director of Business Services

2510 Sparrow Drive
Misku. Aiberta TGE 8BNS

RESOURCEFUL. RESPONSIVE. RESILIENT. orrce. 780.955 3639

e 780,955 3615
RMAlberta.com
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support experts advocate... .
OF SCALE YOU NEED IN MUNICIPALITIES ['-.' IE C E i] V E )
JAN 17 201
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Ms. Wendy Wildman

Chief Administrative Officer - Town of Onoway
PO Box 540

Onoway, AB TOE 1V0

Hello Ms. Wildman:
2019 Annual Membership Renewal

Greetings from the dedicated team at the Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (AUMA). Please find enclosed
your 2019 AUMA membership invoice. The invoice is based on the 2018 population list provided by Alberta
Municipal Affairs. AUMA has not increased membership fees for the past two years and this year, we have
modestly increased our fees by 2%.

AUMA is Alberta's largest municipal government network and we exist because of our member municipalities.
The collective power of cur members enables us to support your municipality as it builds a thriving community.
And we do that through our advocacy and municipal-focused business services.

Advocacy Services
Your membership helps unify the municipal voice, capturing the attention of all orders of government. Over the
past year, we worked hard to advocate the key issues affecting Alberta municipalities, including:

s Stable and predictable infrastructure funding through the replacement of the Municipal Sustainability
Initiative (MSI).
A fair share of cannabis tax revenue to support municipal costs associated with legalization.
A comprehensive review of the Police Act to better address crime and policing resources.

During 2019’s provincial election, we will engage and energize members to ensure all political parties hear our
unified voice. This is a terrific opportunity for our provincial partners to understand the role and value of Alberta’s
municipalities.

Business Services

AUMA'’s business services help sustain the advocacy activities we conduct for our members. Similar to unifying
the municipal voice, our business services use the combined purchasing power of our members to address
municipal needs. Our focus is on tailored and specialized services for our membership. As a result, here are just
some of the benefits we are able to offer our members like you:

+ Reduced Premiums. Subscribers to our member-owned insurance reciprocal will see a reduction in
premiums in 2019 when other insurance provider premiums are increasing.

s Save on Energy. Our complimentary assessments of customer energy bills has identified over $400,000
in combined potential savings related to distribution and transmission (D&T} charges.

* Get Expert Advice. Subscribers to our Employee Benefits program receive access tc e2r® Solutions which
provides free expert advice on human resources issues such as employment and labour law,

s  Grow Your Money. We recently partnered with the Government Financial Officers Association (GFOA) of
Alberta and CIBC to offer a pooled high interest savings account program with a market-leading interest
rate and no fees. Enclosed is more information on this brand new program.

300-8616 51 Avenue, Edmonton, AB T6E 6E6  Toll Free: 310-AUMA {2862} Phone: 780-433-4431 Fax: 7804334454 auma.ca

Alberta Urban Municipalities Association Alberta Municipal Services Corporation




Onoway, Town of
Box 540
Onoway, AB
TOE 1V0

AUMA Membership Basic Fee
Per Capita Fee - Based on population
1,029
==>
==>
==>

==2>

300, 8616 - 51 Ave, Edmonton, Alberta TGE 6E6
Tek (780) 433-4431

Toll Free: 1-800-661-2862
Fax: {866) 662-2986
'L, e-mail: accounting@auma.ca

\

INVOICE

1 to 3,500 @ $0.8395

3,501 to 10,000 @ $0.9215
10,001 to 20,000 (@ $0.6963
20,001 to 30,000 @ $0.4311
30,001 to 600,000 @ $0.2866
600,001 and over @ $0.1434

Date:

Invoice #:
Account #:

@ H 8 B P P P

Sub-total $

GST@5.00% (GST # R106694623)

www.auma.ca

January 08, 2019
20190138

2650A

1,150.00
863.85
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

2,013.85
100.69

Total $

2,114.54

Terms: Net 30 Days - Interest on overdue accounts will be charged at 1.5% per month (19.56% per annumy}
We accept Visa and MasterCard payments (up to $2,500.00) on our website at www.auma.ca

————— Keep upper portion for your records - Please refum lower portion with your payment

Please Remit Payment to:

Remittance Section:

300, B616 - 51 Avenue
Edmonton, Alberta TEE 6E6

ALBERTA URBAN MUNICIPALITIES ASSOCIATION (AUMA)

For inquiries email: accounting@auma.ca

Onoway, Town of
Statement Date: J
Account #

invoice Number:

Total Due:

Total Paid:

anuary 08, 2019
2650A
20190138
$2,114.54

(H5¢)
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Creative and Community Development

bestom for08 108
Culture and Tourism 10708 — 105 Avenue

Edmonton, AB T5H 0A1
Canada
Tel: 780-427-6315

\ R_E_C‘EW#@—\ www.alborta.ca
| JAN 17 208

January 10, 2019 L__,,... ‘

Town of Onoway
4812 - 51 Street

Box 540

Onoway, AB TOE 1V0O

Re: Month of the Artist promotional post cards

January has been proclaimed the annual Month of the Artist in Alberta. During this inaugural
month, it is a time to recognize and celebrate artists in our province and the valuable
contributions they make to life in Alberta, socially and economically.

Our goal is to help more Albertans understand the important contributions artists make to the
province and to encourage them to support Alberta artists. To this end, Culture and Tourism is
conducting an awareness campaign that showcases local artists from different disciplines under
the theme is “Art is Work.”

Enclosed you will find artist postcards for distribution highlighting the different ways “work” can
apply to artists who have a professional practice. Please share these postcards with your
stakeholder and/or display in areas in which they can be picked up by the general public.

Culture and Tourism will be featuring these and a number of additional artists’ stories on social
media. You can see our content through the Culture and Tourism Twitter account
(@AlbertaCulture), and can follow the discussion using the #MonthoftheArtist hashtag.

| encourage your organization to use your communication tools to help us amplify the “Art is
Work” message and promote discussion about the value artists bring to our communities. If you
have an opportunity to showcase an Albertan artist or to spark a conversation about the value of
art, | ask that you use this month as a means to do so.

Thank you in advance for your support on this initiative.
Sincerely,
Jeff Brinton

Executive Director
Arts Branci/Alberta Foundation for the Arts

057



Building
capacity from
the ground up.
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A voice for
healing.

_/:I{(hm{:rﬂ« »




Angela Gladue, Dancer

Create your own
path to expression.

Art is work.




:
Moving from mi:
gig to the next.

Artis woqk.

2,000 km for the
perfect shot.
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jealth Advice 24/7

Dementia Advice  |ESEEE.
Available through Health Link -

If you or someone you love is living with dementia, including
Alzheimer’s disease, a new service is available to answer your
questions and provide advice. It's easy:

Call Health Link 24/7 by cialing 811.

Staff will assess your needs and provide advice immediately for
your concerns.

When needed. you will be referred to a specialized dementia
nurse for additional advice.

I.I Alberta Health

For more infarmation on dementia and Aizheimer’s disease visit MyHealth.Alberta.ca ] Services

Al |




