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SECTION 1

CONTEXT

1.1

HISTORY OF THE CRB
On April 15, 2008, the Government of Alberta created the Capital Region Board Regulation
under the Municipal Government Act, bringing the Capital Region Board (CRB) into existence.
The Capital Region Board is an organization consisting of the twenty-five member
municipalities in the Capital Region. The Regulation prescribed the Board’s membership,
the voting rights of members, and its powers and duties. The Transitional Regional Evaluation
Framework, a mechanism for the approval of municipal statutory plans, was also created
at the same time through Ministerial Order.
In particular, the Regulation also called for the creation of a Capital Region Growth Plan
with four components: land use, intermunicipal transit, social and market affordable
housing and geographic information services (GIS).

1.2

CAPITAL REGION GROWTH PLAN:
GROWING FORWARD
The Capital Region Growth Plan: Growing Forward was completed and submitted to the
Minister of Municipal Affairs on March 31, 2009. A copy of the Growth Plan is available at
www.capitalregionboard.ab.ca
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1.3

MINISTER’S RESPONSE TO THE CAPITAL REGION
GROWTH PLAN— JUNE 11, 2009
Following a multi-ministerial review, the Minister of Municipal Affairs issued a response
to the Growth Plan on June 11, 2009 which requested additional work to complete the
mandate contained in the Capital Region Board Regulation.
The additional work to be completed by October 31, 2009 included:
COMPREHENSIVE INTEGRATED REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN
 Identify priority growth areas, country residential areas, buffer zones and land
supply for residential, industrial and commercial lands.
 Identify supporting data to demonstrate that key transportation modes (e.g., air,
road, rail) have been taken into consideration in the identification of priority growth
areas (e.g. Port Alberta).
 Articulate clear criteria to ensure that the objectives of increased density in
priority growth areas and a minimal footprint for development in the balance of
the region are met, which should include density targets or other standards for
proposed transit and node development, such as transit-oriented design or form
based codes.
INTERMUNICIPAL TRANSIT PLAN
 Propose a cost allocation/sharing model for the municipal share of transit costs,
including land acquisition, bus purchases and other costs as identified.
GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SERVICES (GIS) PLAN
 Coordinate with current provincial initiatives and define standardized data-sharing
access and analysis protocols related to Geographic Information Services.
GOVERNANCE
 Work with the government to further define the processes for plan review and
actions to be taken by participating municipalities once the Capital Region Growth
Plan is officially adopted.
Additional work on Land Use and Housing issues are required to be completed by the
Board by December 31, 2009. As well, there are a number of items in the Minister’s
response which require the Board to work with the Government of Alberta on an ongoing
basis. To this end, the Government of Alberta has appointed representatives to the CRB’s
Regional Transit Committee, and GIS Committee as well as making an appointment of a
new representative to the Capital Region Board and the Land Use Committee. The Board
welcomes the participation of the Government’s representatives and looks forward to
continued collaboration in all priority areas of the Growth Plan.

SECTION 1: Context
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1.4

DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURE AND PROCESS
In preparing the Growth Plan for March 2009, the CRB established working committees
for each of the priority areas (Land Use, Transit, Housing and GIS) comprised of elected
officials of the Board’s member municipalities. Each of the committees were delegated
responsibilities from the Board to develop the recommendations contained in the
Report. Also, these committees engaged administrative staff from the CRB and member
municipalities to provide technical advice and to develop options for land use, transit and
GIS work included in this Report. Going forward, the Board has identified ongoing roles
for the committees to complete requirements for December 31, 2009 as well as to support
implementation activities, as they are approved by the Board.
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SECTION 2

LAND USE

2.1

CONTEXT— CAPITAL REGION LAND USE PLAN
The March 2009 Capital Region Land Use Plan addressed a wide range of issues needed
to set a future course for integrated, efficient and sustainable growth in the Capital Region
and to complete the Capital Region Board (CRB) Regulatory requirements.
The Land Use Plan focused on six policy themes:
 Protect the Environment and Resources;
 Minimize Regional Footprint;
 Strengthen Communities;
 Increase Transportation Choice;
 Ensure Efficient Provision of Services; and,
 Support Regional Economic Development.
Each of these policy themes is supported by specific policy statements that elaborate on
the actions needed to achieve the Plan’s directions.
This section has been prepared in order to respond to the direction provided by the Minister
of Municipal Affairs in his June 11, 2009 letter to the CRB. These requirements include:
 Identification of Priority Growth Areas and Country Residential Areas
 Identification of Specific Regional Density Targets
 Identification of Regional Buffers; and
 Identification of Regional Land Supply.
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Table 1 highlights the interconnection between the additional work items identified by the
Minister and the Capital Region Growth Plan. The key characteristics and features of the
graphic representation of Priority Growth Areas (PGAs) and Cluster Country Residential
Areas (CCRAs) are as follows:
 PGAs and CCRAs affect one another; that is, the presence of each of these areas
affects the location of the others;
 PGAs and CCRAs are represented on one map to reflect their locational
interdependencies;
 PGAs and CCRAs cross jurisdictional boundaries to promote regional coordination
and integration with the Intermunicipal Transit Network Plan;
 Strong alignment with CRB’s Land Use Plan Principles and Policies to achieve the
Region’s objectives for minimizing the region’s footprint;
 Strong alignment with CRB’s Intermunicipal Transit Network Plan to reflect the
strong and interdependent relationship between land use and transportation;
 Acknowledgement of allowing growth outside of PGAs; and,
 Recognition of opportunities and obligations/responsibilities; this reflects a
requirement for significant intensification of land use within PGAs, beyond existing
development patterns, to maximize the use of infrastructure and effectively
support transit use.
Table 1— Capital Region Growth Plan: Work Area Interconnections
ADDITIONAL WORK AREAS

CAPITAL REGION GROWTH PLAN

Land Supply
for Residential,
Industrial and
Commercial
Lands

Identify PGSs/
CRAs

2.2(I) Protect the Environment and Resources; pg. 24





2.2(II) Minimize Regional Footprint; pg. 24







2.2(III) Strengthen Communities; pg. 25







Policies/Principles/Directions
LAND USE
PLAN

2.2(IV) Increase Transportation Choice; pg. 25
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Regional
Evaluation
Framework













Recognize and understand the different transit markets
and invest accordingly and appropriately; pg. 41





Provide LRT only in congested, densely urbanized
corridors; pg. 41





Develop Park and Ride lots and transit centres at LRT
terminal stations and other strategic locations; pg. 41





Non-Market Housing should be located in
municipalities that can provide the necessary and
relate support services; pg. 44







Locate Non-Market housing in municipalities/
sub-regions that offer public transit service (existing
or planned); pg. 44







Develop and implement policies to achieve
intensification and smart growth; pg. 45







Develop and implement flexible land use bylaws to
enable a wide range of housing affordability and choice
within infill and greenfield developments; pg. 45







2.2(VI) Support Regional Economic Development; pg. 26

HOUSING
PLAN

Identify Buffer
Zones



2.2(V) Ensure Efficient Provision of Services; pg. 26

TRANSIT
PLAN

Identify Density
Targets or other
Non standards
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LAND USE WORK PLAN— GUIDING PRINCIPLES
The Land Use Committee adopted a Work Plan with the following guiding principles for the
work to be completed by October 31, 2009:
 Must be consistent with approved Growth Plan Policies and Principles;
 Must use and build upon previous work;
 Must respond to Government of Alberta’s direction from the Minister of Municipal
Affairs letter dated June 11, 2009; and,
 Must meet October 31, 2009 and December 31, 2009 timelines.

The CRB’s Land Use Committee also approved the establishment of a Planning Advisory
Group composed of representatives from the administrations of the thirteen member
municipalities represented on the Land Use Committee.
The purpose of the Planning Advisory Group is to advise and make recommendations to
the Land Use Committee to address the Minister’s letter of June 11, 2009. The process of
forwarding motions to the CRB remained the same as was used for the March 2009 Growth
Plan. In total, there were thirty-one meetings involving the Planning Advisory Group, Land
Use Committee, and the Capital Region Board to complete the work items for the
October 31, 2009 timeline.

2.2

MAPPING APPROACH
PREAMBLE
The approved mapping approach reflects a regional view that identifies land uses that
may cross municipal boundaries. This approach acknowledges significant land uses and
infrastructure within the Region, most notably transit corridors, that cross jurisdictional
boundaries while also promoting Regional partnerships among CRB member
municipalities.
The following mapping approach was approved by the CRB on September 17, 2009:
Combination of hard-edge and zone mapping:
 Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas are delineated as
zones having soft or approximate boundaries that do not necessarily coincide with
jurisdictional boundaries.
 Hard edges correspond to transit corridors, utility corridors, and other geographic
features that have linear characteristics.

SECTION 2: Land Use
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2.3

PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS
PREAMBLE
The Minister of Municipal Affairs directed the CRB to minimize the Region’s footprint.
The Capital Region Land Use Plan approved on March 31, 2009 supports the Minister’s
direction by concentrating new growth within Priority Growth Areas (PGAs), and by
planning for intensive forms of development that significantly exceed existing development
patterns in these areas. The March 2009 Land Use Plan Policies state that most new
growth shall occur within Priority Growth Areas (PGAs) and include location criteria
for Priority Growth Areas. The Land Use Plan does not identify Priority Growth Areas
within the Capital Region or provide a graphical representation of these Areas. In his
June 11, 2009 letter, the Minister of Municipal Affairs directed the CRB to complete the
identification and graphic representation of PGAs.
The identification of Priority Growth Areas is based on the following elements:
 Approved Capital Region Land Use Plan Principles and Policies;
 Approved Statutory Plans;
 Evaluation Criteria;
 Weighted Evaluation Criteria;
 Best Planning Practices; and,
 Professional Judgement.

POLICIES

++ Evaluation Criteria
Policy II.B.(ii), Concentrate New Growth Within Priority Growth Areas of the approved
Land Use Plan stated four criteria for identifying areas for priority growth including:
a. Existing and proposed multi-mode movement corridors, including transit nodes;
b. Adjacent to existing and proposed major employment areas;
c. Redevelopment and intensification opportunities within existing urban areas; and
d. Locations that utilize existing infrastructure and servicing capacity or logically and
efficiently extend that infrastructure.

8
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These four criteria have now been expanded to incorporate the consideration of approved
policies, principles and directions contained in the Capital Region’s Intermunicipal Transit
Plan and Housing Plan, as well as land use planning best practices. The result was a more
robust and comprehensive set of evaluation criteria that were subsequently weighted and
then used to evaluate candidate Priority Growth Areas. This expanded list of evaluation
criteria are presented below and categorized under the headings Infrastructure and Land
Use. The outcomes of the criteria weighting exercise and ranking of candidate Priority
Growth Areas are included in Appendix A: Process for Identifying Priority Growth Areas
and Cluster Country Residential Areas.

Table 2— Evaluation Criteria for the Identification of Priority Growth Areas.
INFRASTRUCTURE

LAND USE



Proximity to existing and planned future
transit corridors



Proximity to existing or planned future major
employment areas



Proximity to multi-mode movement
corridors



Will not fragment to premature conversion
of agricultural land



Proximity to Airports (e.g., International and
other)



Contiguous with existing urban areas





Proximity to CN/CPR multi-modal terminals

Opportunity exists for redevelopment and
intensification in existing urban areas



Proximity to existing and planned future
regional utility corridors



Opportunity exists for redevelopment of
disturbed lands and reclaimed areas.



Ability to use and maximize existing
municipal infrastructure or to extend it



Available land supply to accommodate
Greenfield growth



Proximity to existing and planned future
social infrastructure (e.g., health facilities,
educational institutions)



Opportunity to buffer incompatible land uses



Proximity to existing and planned future social
infrastructure (e.g., community services,
recreational facilities and commerce)

The required identification and graphic representation of Priority Growth Areas is shown in
Figure 1: Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas.

SECTION 2: Land Use
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FIGURE 1: PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS AND CLUSTER COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS
Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas
Allow Growth Outside of PGAs
Member Municipalities

Rural Communities *

Bon Accord
Bruderheim
Calmar
Devon
Gibbons
Lamont
Lamont County
Leduc County
Legal
Morinville
New Sarepta
Parkland County
Redwater
Strathcona County
Sturgeon County
Thorsby
Wabamun
Warburg

Alcomdale
Ardrossan
Calahoo
Cardiff
Duffield
Entwistle
Josephburg
Namao
Pigeon Lake
Rivière Qui Barre
South Cooking Lake
Tomahawk
Villeneuve
Wizard Lake

Alberta's Industrial Heartland

Alexander
IR 134

G

O
F

I
B

A

Wabamun IR
133A/133B

S

Stony Plain
IR 135

CW

/

CE

Q

E
Priority Growth Areas (A, B, Ce, Cw, E, F, G)
Cluster Country Residential Areas (I, O, Q, S)

* Rural communities are County hamlets and
residential areas identified in MDPs for growth.

"
"
0

5

10

20

30

40

50
km

Existing Traditional Country Residential Areas
Environmentally Sensitive Areas
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++ Density Targets
Planning for a more compact regional footprint means planning for intensive forms of
new residential development that significantly exceed existing development patterns.
To develop residential density targets for Priority Growth Areas within the Capital
Region, the CRB’s Land Use Committee established the following approach:
 A common measurement approach for densities in the Capital Region
(e.g. dwelling unit per net residential hectare);
 A hierarchy of density targets across the Capital Region; and,
 Appropriate population to employment ratios for Priority Growth Areas recognizing
unique characteristics within each Priority Growth Area.
Density targets have been established for each of the Priority Growth Areas. These
targets reflect a hierarchy, with the highest residential density target in the central
or core area of the Region. The core currently has the largest and most concentrated
residential population as well as being accessible to existing high frequency transit.
Moving outward from the core, the density targets transition to lower targets recognizing
changes in land use context, overall development pattern and the existing residential
development densities of these areas.
Density targets established for Priority Growth Areas in the Capital Region are
presented in Table 3. The application of these density targets is to significantly increase
existing residential densities throughout the Capital Region’s Priority Growth Areas, and
to minimize the regional development footprint in accordance with the Principles and
Policies of the Land Use Plan and the Minister’s direction of June 11, 2009.
In addition, these density targets place a greater emphasis on vertical growth as opposed
to horizontal growth of the Region for more efficient use of land. These targets also
align with efficiency-oriented approaches to land use, transportation planning and
utility network decision-making.

SECTION 2: Land Use
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Table 3— Capital Region Density Targets
PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS

DENSITY TARGET
(DWELLING UNITS / NET RESIDENTIAL HECTARE)

B

30 – 45+

Cw

30 – 40

F

30 – 40

Ce

25 – 35

A

25 – 30

E

25 – 30

G

25 – 30

CLUSTER COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS

DENSITY TARGET (DWELLING UNITS / GROSS HECTARE)

I

2*

O

2*

Q

2*

S

2*

*NOTE: Allows for up to approximately 129 lots per quarter section (final yield depends on the development characteristics of
individual quarter sections of land).

TRADITIONAL COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS
Any location outside of PGAs, CCRAs,
and urban municipalities.

ANY OTHER AREAS

DENSITY TARGET (LOTS / QUARTER SECTION)
Maximum of 50

NO DENSITY TARGET

++ Role of Transportation
The Regional Growth Plan places significant emphasis on development policies and
patterns that significantly intensify land use within Priority Growth Areas. Equally
important is the coordination of more intensive development with existing and future
transit corridors and related transit nodes. The identification of Priority Growth Areas took
into account the location of regionally significant transit corridors as outlined in the Capital
Region’s Intermunicipal Transit Network Plan. The integration of intensified land uses with
transit corridors represents both land use and transportation planning best practices.
The placement of higher density land uses in proximity to high quality transit services
and corridors will result in more efficient use of land and transportation infrastructure.
Other infrastructure such as roadways, rail facilities, airports and community facilities
such as schools and medical facilities were also considered as location criteria for
Priority Growth Areas. This reflects the Growth Plan’s desire to concentrate growth in
areas where infrastructure and services can be integrated effectively. The integration of
key transportation modes and other community attributes with Priority Growth Areas is
graphically represented in Figure 2. In addition, this integration will have the added
benefit of reducing reliance on automobile transportation.
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FIGURE 2: INTEGRATION OF KEY TRANSPORTATION MODES WITH PGAs & CCRAs
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SECTION 2: Land Use

2.4

COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS
CLUSTER COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS
PREAMBLE
The Minister’s letter of June 11, 2009 requires that Country Residential Areas be identified
and graphically represented, and that density targets be applied to these designated areas
to reflect the Capital Region Land Use Plan’s objectives to increase densities and minimize
the Region’s development footprint.
The approach to identifying Country Residential Areas is based on Policy II, Minimize
Regional Footprint, E(i) Support Cluster Country Residential Development of the Land Use
Plan which states:
Country residential uses shall be allowed in designated areas in a clustered form in
order to preserve environmental or open space features. Such developments shall
utilize municipal water and sanitary services. Private communal serves may be
allowed at the discretion of the municipality.
From this policy, Country Residential Areas became Cluster Country Residential Areas
(CCRAs) to emphasize the conservation design principles that are to be applied in
designing Cluster Country Residential subdivisions, and to distinguish Cluster Country
Residential Development from Traditional Country Residential development.
Cluster Country Residential Areas were identified through a review of municipal statutory
plans, and of the existing concentrations of country residential development in the Capital
Region, and that may be serviced by municipal servicing connections or communal
services. The CCRAs were then assigned one common density target after they had been
evaluated in accordance with the approved weighted criteria.
The density target developed for the CCRAs reflects Cluster Residential development trends
within the Capital Region and best planning practices for cluster residential development.
POLICIES

++ Evaluation Criteria for CCRAs
The evaluation criteria for the identification of Cluster Country Residential Areas,
categorized by infrastructure and land use criteria, are listed in Table 4: Evaluation
Criteria for Cluster Country Residential Areas. The outcomes of the criteria weighting
exercise and ranking of candidate CCRAs are included in Appendix A: Process for
Identifying Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas.
 Density Target for Cluster Country Residential Areas: shall be 2 units per gross
hectare (2 du/gross ha). (Refer to Table 3).
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Table 4— Evaluation Criteria for Cluster Country Residential Areas
INFRASTRUCTURE

LAND USE



Can connect to existing and planned
municipal extensions of water and sanitary
services or communal systems.



Proximity to a natural amenity area within the
development area



Will not fragment contiguous natural areas



Access to paved road, as part of the
development



Compatible with adjacent land uses, including
farming operations



Away from existing and planned future
pipeline and utility corridors



Proximity to community services

TRADITIONAL COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS
PREAMBLE
The approved Land Use Plan does not explicitly address Traditional Country Residential
development in the Capital Region. Traditional Country Residential development is defined
as the subdivision of rural lands that create multiple residential lots that are serviced with wells
or cisterns and septic systems or by connection to communal water and sanitary services.
Given the transitional issue regarding the approval and licensing of communal systems,
an approach to planning for Traditional Country Residential development outside PGAs
and CCRAs is required. Additional policy will be added to the Capital Region Land Use Plan
Section II Minimize Regional Footprint, C. Allow Growth Outside of Priority Growth Areas to
allow for Traditional Country Residential development outside PGAs and CCRAs.
POLICY
For further explanation, see Section 2.5 Allow Growth Outside of Priority Growth Areas.
DENSITY TARGET
A density target of a maximum of 50 lots per quarter section shall be applied to for
Traditional Country Residential development that is serviced by wells or cisterns and
septic systems or by connection to communal water and sanitary services in areas
outside of Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas. (Refer to Table 3).

SECTION 2: Land Use
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2.5

ALLOW GROWTH OUTSIDE OF PRIORITY
GROWTH AREAS
PREAMBLE
The intent of the Capital Region Land Use Plan is to minimize the Region’s development
footprint. Growth in the Region will be concentrated within Priority Growth Areas. The Land
Use Plan also has a strong focus on the preservation and protection of environmentally
sensitive and agricultural lands, as reflected in the Principles and Policies, Protect the
Environment and Resources. Therefore, growth outside of PGAs is allowed in CCRAs and
other areas meeting the criteria specified in Section II Minimize Regional Footprint, C.
Allow Growth Outside of Priority Growth Areas.
Traditional Country Residential Development is not explicitly addressed in the Land Use Plan
and therefore, a policy is required to address this land use, and its location in the Region.
POLICIES
Allow Growth Outside of Priority Growth Areas
These Policies are to be added after Policy C(iv) of the Land Use Plan:

(v) Traditional Country Residential development may be located, in non-contiguous form,
in areas of the Capital Region that are outside of Priority Growth Areas, and shall
   meet the following criteria: 
a. Consistent with the Policies and Principles of the Land Use Plan;
b. Be supported by an approved Municipal Development Plan, and Area Structure
Plan, or amendments thereto;
c. Compatible and consistent with adjacent land uses;
d. Does not impede the orderly expansion of Priority Growth Areas and urban
municipalities outside of Priority Growth Areas over the long term;
e. Preserves and protects environmentally sensitive lands;
f.

Subject to the forthcoming Government of Alberta policy for Agricultural land shall
not fragment and lead to the conversion of Agricultural lands; and,

g. Does not impede or compromise the efficient provision or capacity of regional
infrastructure.

16
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2.6

LAND SUPPLY
PREAMBLE
The Minister’s June 11, 2009 letter directed the Board to identify land supply for
residential, commercial and industrial lands.
The Capital Region requires a sufficient supply of lands to accommodate future residential,
commercial and industrial growth over the next 35 years and beyond. To ensure that the
Capital Region has sufficient land supply to accommodate future growth, it was necessary
to identify the amount of land that is already absorbed by these land uses and subsequently
identify the amount of unabsorbed lands approved for future development.
LAND SUPPLY: ABSORBED AND UNABSORBED
Tables 5, 6, and 7 show the results of the Region’s land supply data identification by PGA,
CCRA and Regional Component (areas outside of PGAs and CCRAs). Additional information
on how the land supply was determined is provided in Appendix C: Land Supply.
POLICIES
The intent of the following policies is to ensure that there is a mechanism in place to
monitor the land supply in the Capital Region through the review of the Capital Region’s
Land Use Plan.
a. Upon review of the Capital Region Land Use Plan, the CRB shall update the land
supply information to confirm that a sufficient amount of residential, commercial
and industrial lands are available to accommodate forecasted growth across the
Region.
b. Upon review of the Capital Region Land Use Plan, Capital Region Member
Municipalities shall provide the Capital Region Board with the most recent Land
Use Bylaw, Municipal Development Plan and other requested statutory plan
information required to update the land supply information.

2.7

REGIONAL BUFFER AREAS
PREAMBLE
The Minister’s June 11, 2009 letter directed the CRB to complete work on the identification
of Buffer Areas. The Capital Region is home to Alberta’s Industrial Heartland, numerous
significant natural areas, and varying land uses that may impact adjacent lands within
and across municipal boundaries. It is therefore necessary to develop a common Regional
approach for buffer areas, and for assessing and mitigating risks particularly relating to
heavy industrial land uses.

SECTION 2: Land Use
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Table 5— Absorbed and Unabsorbed Land Supply by Priority Growth Area
Absorbed Land Supply (ha)
PGA

Urban
Residential

Commercial

Unabsorbed Land Supply (ha) 1

Industrial

Urban
Residential

Sub Total

Commercial

Urban
Reserve 2

Industrial

Sub Total

TOTAL
LAND
SUPPLY
(ha)

TOTAL
PGA
LANDS
(ha)

Other
Lands
(ha) 3

A

873

180

839

1,893

1,682

189

1,728

92

3,691

5,584

10,052

15,636

B

15,754

2,055

6,864

24,674

3,596

643

2,919

551

7,709

32,383

41,140

73,523

CW

180

2

0

181

2,657

921

571

111

4,260

4,441

6,243

10,684

CE

316

32

222

570

1,482

278

808

0

2,568

3,138

9,155

12,293

E

460

317

1,322

2,099

355

189

1,547

420

2,510

4,609

7,117

11,726

F

144

1

0

145

2,651

1,012

2,845

0

6,508

6,653

8,854

15,507

G

486

62

1,149

1,696

297

29

1,006

0

1,332

3,029

3,718

6,746

18,212

2,648

10,397

31,257

12,719

3,262

11,424

1,174

28,579

59,837

86,279

146,116

TOTAL

Table 6— Absorbed and Unabsorbed Land Supply by Cluster Country Residential Area
Absorbed Land Supply (ha)
CCRA

Country
Residential
Estate

Country
Residential

Unabsorbed Land Supply (ha)

Sub Total

Agriculture

Country
Residential
Estate

Country
Residential

Sub Total

TOTAL
LAND
SUPPLY
(ha)

TOTAL
CCRA
LANDS
(ha)

Other
Lands
(ha) 4

I

548

0

548

775

3,837

11

4,624

5,172

587

5,759

O

402

218

620

3,182

0

43

3,226

3,846

693

4,539

Q

1,007

0

1,007

328

3,673

0

4,000

5,007

276

5,283

S

1,074

64

1,138

1,723

271

35

2,028

3,166

227

3,393

TOTAL

3,032

281

3,313

6,008

7,781

89

13,878

17,191

1,782

18,973

Table 7— Absorbed and Unabsorbed Land Supply by Regional Component
Regional
Component
PGAs 5
CCRAs 6
Areas Outside
of PGAs &
CCRAs
TOTAL REGION

Urban Residential
Absorbed
(ha)

Country Residential

Unabsorbed
(ha) 1

Absorbed
(ha)

Unabsorbed
(ha) 1

Commercial
Absorbed
(ha)

Industrial

Unabsorbed
(ha) 1

Absorbed
(ha)

Unabsorbed
(ha) 1

TOTAL
Unabsorbed
LAND
UR (ha) 1, 2
SUPPLY (ha)

18,212

12,719

1,357

3,002

2,648

3,262

10,397

11,424

1,174

64,196

67

0

3,313

13,878

0

92

3

0

0

17,354

1,318

1,850

23,926

28,121

377

301

2,614

20,678

1,600

80,785

19,598

14,570

28,596

45,001

3,025

3,655

13,013

32,102

2,774

162,334

1

Initial Unabsorbed Land Supply numbers have been reduced by 30% to reflect future roadways, open space
and institutional uses in these areas.

2

UR (Urban Reserve) includes those unabsorbed lands that are either designated for future urban development by a MDP but not yet subject to an ASP, or
those lands designated as Special Study Areas within approved ASPs, where the future land use (residential, commercial or industrial) has yet to be determined.

3

Other Lands includes Country Residential, Country Residential Estate, Agriculture, Airports, Department of National Defence, Institutional, Open Space,
Protected Areas, Restricted Development Areas, Rail Lines, Indian Reserves, Roads, Transportation Utility Corridors and Water Bodies.

4

Other Lands includes Urban Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Department of National Defence, Institutional, Open Space, Protected Areas, Rail Lines,
Roads, Transportation Utility Corridors, Urban Reserve, and Water Bodies.

5

Some Absorbed and Unabsorbed Country Residential lands are located within the rural portions of each of the seven PGAs.

6

Some Absorbed Urban Residential lands are located within CCRA ‘I’ (Parkland Village and CCRA ‘Q’ (Looma).
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The purpose of Regional Buffer Areas is to separate significant regional land uses from
other land uses for the purposes of safety and risk management, compatibility and
conservation. Regional Buffer Areas ensure appropriate setbacks from significant regional
land uses, and can accommodate land uses including, but not limited to, recreation
corridors, transitional land uses, agricultural and passive open space.
The approach to identify Regional Buffer Areas was to develop policies that recognize
existing buffer area policies at the municipal, provincial and federal levels, as well as
industry standards. Regional Buffer Areas need to recognize significant regional land
uses such as:
 Lands adjacent to the Edmonton International Airport and Port Alberta;
 Existing and future transportation and utility (TUC) corridors;
 Alberta’s Industrial Heartland;
 Existing and future petrochemical clusters;
 North Saskatchewan and Sturgeon River Valleys;
 Significant environmentally sensitive sites; and,
 Lands adjacent to power generation facilities and active coal mines.
The policies that were developed are based on the following guidelines:
 Develop a consistent regional approach for assessing and mitigating risks,
particularly relating to heavy industry.
 That specific policies and definitions associated with safety and risk management
regional buffer areas be included in the Land Use Plan to ensure that a common
approach is applied across the Region, and to illustrate the transition of land uses
that can be used to move large concentrations of involuntary persons away from
the risk source.
 That the statutory plans of Capital Region member municipalities shall be
amended to identify and implement regional buffer areas consistent with
applicable Federal, Provincial, industry and municipal buffer requirements.
Three specific types of Regional Buffer Areas are identified: safety and risk management;
compatibility; and, conservation, with applicable policies for each of these areas.

SECTION 2: Land Use
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POLICIES
Regional Buffer Areas are graphically represented in Figure 3: Regional Buffer Areas.

++ Safety and Risk Management
a. Capital Region member municipalities shall ensure that a risk management
assessment is completed and implemented for all existing and future sites
of petrochemical clusters in established locations for heavy industrial uses,
refineries and ancillary facilities, and the Alberta Industrial Heartland. Existing
safety and risk management buffers are indicated on the Regional Buffer Areas
graphic representation.
b. The standard for the risk management assessment shall be the standard as
established by the Major Industrial Accidents Council of Canada (MIACC).
c. Capital Region member municipalities shall identify the recommendations for risk
assessment in their Municipal Development Plan and any applicable statutory plan.
d. Upon review of the Capital Regional Land Use Plan, the Regional Buffers Areas
graphic representation shall be amended to include any new development relating
to petrochemical clusters in established or new locations for heavy industrial uses,
refineries and ancillary facilities, and the Alberta Industrial Heartland.

++ Compatibility
a. Capital Region member municipalities shall protect existing and future land
uses from incompatible uses through an appropriate transition of land uses.
The transitional land uses will be determined by the appropriate assessment
conducted by the affected member municipalities.
b. Regional land uses that are required to employ a transition of land uses are the
Edmonton International Airport, the Edmonton Garrison, the Transportation and
Utility Corridor (TUC), the future Regional Outer Ring Road, active coal mines;
and the Genesee, Sundance, and Keephills power generation plants, and are
illustrated on the Regional Buffer Areas graphic representation. Transitional land
uses considered could be passive open space, berms, industrial, business and
commercial land uses.
c. The alignment of the Regional Outer Ring Road that will ultimately be approved by
the Government of Alberta and will be subject to the preceding compatibility policy.
The Regional Buffers Areas graphic representation will be amended to include the
final approved alignment.
d. Upon review of the Capital Regional Land Use Plan, the Regional Buffers Areas
graphic representation shall be amended to include any new development or
expansion relating to the International Airport and any approved existing and
future Transportation and Utility Corridor.
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++ Conservation
a. Capital Region member municipalities shall ensure that the appropriate ecological
studies are completed and implemented prior to the designation of land use in
a statutory plan for lands adjacent to natural areas as identified on the graphic
representation of Regional Buffer Areas. The assessment will be conducted
to current industry standards in order to identify the appropriate setback and
transition of land uses from the natural area.
b. Member municipalities shall identify, through a graphic representation and/or
policy reference, the natural areas in their respective Municipal Development
Plan and any applicable statutory plan(s), or associated background documents
appended thereto. The plan shall contain policies that represent the resulting
recommendations of the completed ecological studies to protect the natural area
as much as possible.
c. Member municipalities should consider natural areas on the boundaries of the
Capital Region when implementing conservation buffers.
d. Upon review of the Capital Regional Land Use Plan, the Regional Buffers Areas
graphic representation shall be amended to include any new identified regional
natural areas.

2.8

RECOMMENDATIONS
Table 8 provides a quick reference for the recommendations pertaining to land use. As
the Board completed the Minister’s requirements for October 31, 2009, a definition for
a number of technical concepts were developed that were not previously included in the
March 2009 Capital Region Growth Plan. These definitions are included in Appendix E:
Addendum to the Capital Region Growth Plan Glossary.
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Table 8— Response to Minister's Request— Land Use
MINISTER'S REQUEST FOR
OCTOBER 31, 2009

CAPITAL REGION BOARD RESPONSE

Identify Priority Growth Areas

Priority Growth Areas are identified in Section 2.3, page 8.

Graphic representation of Priority
Growth Areas

Priority Growth Areas are graphically represented in
Figure 1: Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country
Residential Areas, page 10.

Demonstrate that key transportation
nodes were used in the identification
of Priority Growth Areas

The role of transportation in the identification of Priority
Growth Areas is discussed in Section 2.3, page 12, and
graphically represented in Figure 2: Integration of Key
Transportation Modes with Priority Growth Areas and Cluster
Country Residential Areas, page 13.

Identify key criteria and density
targets for Priority Growth Areas

The evaluation criteria and density targets for Priority Growth
Areas are identified in Section 2.3, Table 2, page 9 and Table 3,
page 11.

Identify Country Residential Areas

Cluster Country Residential Areas are identified in Section
2.4, page 14.
Traditional Country Residential Areas are identified in Section
2.4, page 15.

Graphic Representation of Country
Residential Areas

Cluster Country Residential Areas are graphically represented
in Figure 1: Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country
Residential Areas, page 10.

Identify land supply for residential,
industrial, and commercial lands

Land supply for residential, industrial and commercial lands
are identified in Section 2.6, page 17 and on Tables 5, 6, 7,
page 18.

Identify Buffer Zones

Regional Buffer Areas, related definitions, policies and
graphical representation are identified in Section 2.7, pages
17 to 22. Policies related to a compatibility buffer for a future
outer regional ring road are also defined in this section.

Graphic Representation of Buffer
Areas

Regional Buffer Areas are graphically represented on
Figure 3: Regional Buffer Areas, page 21.
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The following are the Capital Region Board’s recommendations pertaining to the Land Use
issues addressed in this Report.

++ Recommendations to Other Orders of Government
1. That the Government of Alberta ensures that infrastructure policies and actions
taken by government ministries are coordinated and aligned with the Capital
Region Growth Plan.
2. That the Government of Alberta support continued access to provincial infrastructure
funding for municipalities located outside of Priority Growth Areas and for Alberta’s
Industrial Heartland.
3. That the Government of Alberta’s forthcoming work on strategies and policies
for agricultural land reflect the Capital Region Board’s approved Cluster and
Traditional Country Residential development policies contained in this Report.

++ Recommendations to Capital Region Board Municipalities

1. Building on the recommendations in the Capital Region Growth Plan, that
Capital Region Board municipalities ensure that all statutory plans come into
conformance with the Land Use policies and principles contained in this Report.

++ Future Work

1. Planning Toolkit: The Capital Region Board will develop a Planning Toolkit for use
by member municipalities and stakeholders as a practical guide to implementing
the Land Use Plan Principles and Policies in the Capital Region Growth Plan and
this Report.
2. Future Government of Alberta Agricultural Land Policies: The Capital Region
Growth Plan provides that, once identified, agricultural lands will be mapped
and included as an update to the Plan. This would include updates to the graphic
representations included in this Report. Furthermore, the Board will need to
review any future Government of Alberta policies on agricultural land that may
have an effect on the policy framework for lands outside of Priority Growth Areas
and Cluster Country Residential Areas identified in this Report.
3. More Information on Priority Growth Areas: The Capital Region Board will
undertake to provide more information on the policies to guide development within
Priority Growth Areas, likely as part of the Planning Toolkit.
4. Future Outer Regional Ring Road: The Capital Region Board does not identify the
location of a future outer regional ring road in the graphic representations depicting
Regional Buffer Areas and Priority Growth Areas/Cluster Country Residential Areas.
The Board recognizes that when an alignment for a future outer regional ring road
is approved by the Government of Alberta, a review of these graphic representations
and related Land Use Policies and Principles may be required.
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SECTION 3

GOVERNANCE: REGIONAL
EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
3.1

CONTEXT
The Capital Region Board Regulation provides, through Ministerial Order, a Transitional
Regional Evaluation Framework (TREF) to guide the approval of municipal statutory plans
by the Capital Region Board in advance of the completion and approval of the Capital Region
Growth Plan. The TREF requires Capital Region member municipalities to refer municipal
statutory plans to the Board for approval, under certain conditions, including proposed
Municipal Development Plans or Intermunicipal Development Plans, proposed new Area
Structure Plans or amendments thereto.
The Capital Region Growth Plan recommended a Regional Evaluation Process to provide a
replacement for the Transitional Regional Evaluation Framework. This proposal included,
among other things, a process whereby municipal statutory plans conform to the Growth Plan
and the Principles and Policies of the Land Use Plan. Further details on the Capital Region
Board's proposed Regional Evaluation Framework are available in Appendix 2 (Land Use)
of the Capital Region Growth Plan.
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3.2

REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK:
PROGRESS TO DATE
On June 11, 2009, the Minister of Municipal Affairs requested the CRB work with the
Government of Alberta to further define the processes for plan review and actions to be taken
by participating municipalities once the Capital Region Growth Plan is officially adopted.
Since that time, CRB representatives have been working with Provincial officials to
clarify elements of the Regional Evaluation Framework with a view to putting a Framework
in place for early 2010. As progress on this work has been made, briefings were provided
to administrative staff of member municipalities, the Capital Region Board’s Land Use
Committee and the Board itself. As of October 30, 2009, Ministry of Municipal Affairs’
officials have indicated that work is progressing well on a Framework. It appears likely
that the objective of having a Regional Evaluation Framework in place by early 2010
will be met.
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SECTION 4

INTERMUNICIPAL TRANSIT

4.1

INTRODUCTION
On June 11, 2009, the Minister of Municipal Affairs requested the CRB to develop a cost
sharing formula for the municipal share of transit costs, including land acquisition, bus
purchases and identified other costs by October 31, 2009. The development of a cost
sharing formula for the municipal portion of regional transit projects is necessary to
complete outstanding requirements identified in the Capital Region Board Regulation.
The Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects was developed and approved by the Minister
of Municipal Affairs in December 2008. Although this formula addressed the costs for long
range planning for public transit, it did not address all applicable costs for Regional
Intermunicipal Transit. However, in the 2008 Cost Allocation Formula Report approved
by the Minister, the CRB committed to develop a cost sharing formula for the municipal
portion of regional transit projects once the Regional Transit Plan was completed.
On October 23, 2009, the Capital Region Board approved the Regional Transit Cost Sharing
Formula Report and its recommendations. The CRB recommends that the Minister of
Municipal Affairs approve this formula for the municipal share of Regional Transit Projects.
The Report’s key elements are provided in this section and a copy of the entire Working
Committee Report is provided in Appendix F.

27

4.2

APPROACH
To develop the formula, a Working Committee of Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs). The
Capital Region Board established the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Working Committee
included CAOs from five cities, three counties and three towns. The mandate provided to the
Committee was “to develop cost sharing formula(s) that would apply to the municipal portion
of Intermunicipal Transit Costs, including both capital and operating costs”. The Working
Committee also identified the need to address implementation and transition issues, to
propose criteria for transit projects and to analyze the cumulative financial impact on CRB
member municipalities in order to make the Regional Transit Network achievable.
The Working Committee completed a thorough review of available information, including the
Regional Cost Sharing Models examined in 2008, formulas used in other North American
jurisdictions and other information from the Working Together Report. This information
was supplemented with discussions with transit industry experts. Finally, to understand
the cumulative financial impact on CRB member municipalities, the Working Committee
completed a number of scenario analyses, applying different formulas to regional transit
project examples.

4.3

SCOPE OF THE FORMULA
In the development of the formula, the Working Committee was guided by the Vision
Statement contained in the Regional Transit Plan:
The Region’s transit network enables the Capital Region to achieve its economic,
social and environmental objectives by making transit a convenient and competitive
model of transportation.
Prior to identifying potential formulas, it was important to clarify the scope of the Regional
Transit Network that this formula would be developed to encompass. The Working
Committee described this outcome as:
One seamless integrated mass transit service that interconnects Priority
Growth Areas (PGAs), major employment centers and surrounding municipalities
throughout the Region and that provides Capital Region residents with access
to intermunicipal transit services.
To further clarify the scope of the formula, the Working Committee described the Regional
Transit Network as having the following attributes:
 The Regional Transit Network is integral to Municipal Development Plans and
consistent with the Capital Region Growth Plan;
 The Regional Transit Network shares a common fare system, branding, routes,
and scheduling;
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 The Regional Transit Network integrates different modes of transportation:
bus, rail, rapid transit, LRT, and Para transit;
 The Regional Transit Network is integrated with multi-use transportation
corridors.
 The Regional Transit Network provides an affordable, competitive mode of
transportation, which leads to increased ridership;
 The Regional Transit Network enables choice, flexible, convenience, accessibility
and safety.

4.4

GOVERNANCE
The Governance Continuum shown in Figure 4, helps to clarify the difference between the CRB’s
Regional Transit Committee (RTC) scope of authority today and the scope of authority of other
Regional Transit Systems. The RTC has neither the independent authority to make decisions
that will affect municipalities nor the ability to raise revenue. Because of these limitations,
considering the regional ability to pay in all regional projects is of utmost importance, as is
securing a long term, sustainable commitment from other orders of government to provide a
portion of capital and operating costs of regional public transit. Furthermore, as set out in
the CRB Regulation, the CRB must approve all Regional Projects, thereby ensuring the
participation of all municipalities in determining which Regional Projects go forward and
prioritizing the order of projects across all CRB responsibility areas.

Figure 4: Governance Continuum
RTC GOVERNANCE MODEL

CAPITAL REGION TRANSIT
AUTHORITY/COMMISSION

TODAY

10 –15 YEARS

Multi-System
Model:

Hybrid Regional
Service Delivery

Three Independent
Transit Operators Plus
Four Service Contracts
and Para Transit
Operators— “Coordinated
& Cooperative Regional
Transit Service”

 Integrated Regional
Fares
 Regional Brand
 Regional Service
Standards
 Integration of Para
Transit Service



>25+ YEARS
FUTURE?

RTC Vision
One fully Integrated
Regional Transit System,
which could include the
following Function and
Authority— Centralized
Operations Authority to
Raise Revenues Owns all
Transit Assets.

Proposes oversight of
Long Term Planning and
Regional Service Delivery
of Integrated Transit
Services
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4.5

PROJECT COSTS
Equally important as determining how costs are shared is determining which transit
project costs should be funded by the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula. At a policy
level some existing operating costs and all net new capital and operating cost should
be included in project costs. It is important to recognize the three operators’ (i.e. City of
Edmonton, City of St. Albert, Strathcona County) existing investment in public transit as a
measure to ensure they are not paying twice.
In order to gain a better understanding of how to recognize existing investment, the Working
Committee reviewed the industry standard cost categories as identified by the Canadian
Urban Transit Association1. It proved difficult to identify the incremental cost attributable
to existing transit systems in the Region. Therefore, at a minimum, some portion of the
planning and administration costs incurred by the three operators should be included. The
challenge is identifying the appropriate amount that would be applicable to the Regional
Transit Network. Since the three operators are unable to measure their current existing
operating costs, when the Regional Transit Network is more fully integrated and direct
operating costs can be measured, these costs will be included in the Regional Transit Cost
Sharing Formula.
Applicable Project Costs include the net incremental costs (capital and operating) for
facilitating future regional transit service, as well as the applicable planning, monitoring
and reporting costs, such as ridership surveys. In terms of the types of Regional Transit
Projects, the formula will apply to service expansion, new services and rehabilitation and
replacement projects.

1
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4.6

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Guiding principles were developed for the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula and are
consistent with the principles identified in the Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects
approved by the Minister of Municipal Affairs on December 15, 2008.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
�

That there is a long term, sustainable commitment of capital and operating funding from
other orders of government for public transit.

�

That the Regional ability to pay should be considered in transit projects.

1.

The cost sharing formula will apply to all Capital Region municipalities.

2.

The cost sharing formula shall be comprehensive and understandable.

3.

The cost sharing formula shall consider the incremental operating and capital costs of
future regional service.

4.

The cost sharing formula shall consider both individual and collective ability to pay.

5.

The cost sharing formula shall consider both the direct and indirect benefits received
from a regional transit service.

6.

The cost sharing formula shall consider municipalities’ existing investment in transit.

The Working Committee developed a cost sharing formula for Regional Transit Projects
that was fair and equitable for participating municipalities, one that considered both their
ability to pay and their benefit received from Regional Transit Projects. All municipalities
in the Region will benefit from an integrated Regional Transit Network, and, therefore, all
need to invest in its future. Wherever possible, direct and indirect benefits should be taken
into consideration along with the existing investment in transit by municipalities.
Throughout the process of developing a cost sharing formula for regional transit projects,
the Working Committee fully appreciated that the cost of providing a regional transit
service, one which meets the growth projected over the next 30 years in population and
employment, far exceeds the collective regional ability to pay. Therefore, it is critical to
acknowledge that to make a Regional Transit Network achievable a commitment is needed
by other orders of government. Specifically, there must be a long term, sustainable
commitment of capital and operating funding from other orders of government for public
transit. Regional ability to pay should be considered in transit projects. It should be noted
that where extensive public transit networks exist in other parts of Canada and North
America, other orders of governments have made this commitment.
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4.7

REGIONAL TRANSIT COST SHARING FORMULA
The Working Committee evaluated a number of cost sharing formulas under different
scenarios. These scenarios were used to understand the financial impact on municipalities,
including both capital and operating costs. The examined formulas included both the model
from the approved Regional Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects, and a modified
version of this model in which the Core Fee was not included. In addition, the Working
Committee examined four direct benefit models, which considered different variables and
weighting in the formula.
The recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is based on the CRB’s approved
Regional Cost Allocation Formula, but with the following changes:
a. The Capital Region member municipalities are categorized according to the
level of benefit as determined by the Land Use definitions for Priority Growth
Areas (PGAs) and Cluster Country Residential Areas (CCRAs). The following is
the grouping of CRB member municipalities:
Municipalities with a PGA/CCRA

Municipalities without a PGA/CCRA



Edmonton



Fort Saskatchewan



Bon Accord



Bruderheim



City of Leduc



Spruce Grove



Calmar



Devon



Leduc County



Parkland County



Gibbons



Town of Lamont



Sturgeon County



Beaumont



Legal



Lamont County



Stony Plain



St. Albert



Morinville



New Sarepta



Strathcona County



Redwater



Thorsby



Wabamun



Warburg

b. The Formula includes a Core Fee, which applies to all municipalities in the first
year of a project. The Core Fee is reduced by 90% for Regional Transit projects and
is calculated in the same way as the Approved Cost Sharing Formula.
The Core Fee is calculated as the lower amount of:
 T
 en percent (10%) of the municipal contribution divided by the number of
participating municipalities; or
 A maximum of 1% of the smallest member’s operating expenses for the
previous fiscal year.
Due to the magnitude of costs for transit projects, CRB recommends that the core
fee for any transit project be limited to 10% of the Core Fee as calculated above to
make it affordable for municipalities without a PGA/CCRA. For example, based on
2008 data for Total Population and Equalized Assessment, the maximum Core Fee
under the approved model is $5360.62; for a Regional Transit Project, the Core Fee
would be $536.06.
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c. For all remaining years of a project, municipalities without a PGA/CCRA will pay an
annual amount equal to the Core Fee calculated in year one.
d. After the Core Fee paid by all municipalities and the annual contribution from
municipalities without a PGA/CCRA have been taken into account, the balance of
project costs is shared annually among PGA/CCRA municipalities based on their
proportionate share of Total Population and Total Equalized Assessment, each
weighted at 50%.
Further details on the impact of the Formula by municipality, are shown through the PGA/
CCRA Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula Regional Project "Park & Ride" Site Example
in Tables 9 and 10.

Table 9— PGA/CCRA Regional Cost Sharing Formula Regional Project—
Park & Ride Site Example: Assumptions and Core Fee Calculations
Assumptions
Regional Project:

Municipal Share Assumed at 33% of the Total Cost =$8.25 million

Regional Park & Ride

Project is Financed over 25 Years @ 4.7%

$25 million Capital Cost

Annual Payment = $561,743.16

Includes planning, land
acquisition and some
infrastructure

Core Fee*

10% Core
Fee

$561,743.16
$536.06

$13,401.55

Core Fee Calculation
Municipality with lowest Operating Expenses:

New Sarepta 2008 (Source Municipal Affairs)

2008 Operating Expense

$536,062

Core Fee Per Project

% of Operating Expense

1.00%

Core Fee Per Project

$ of Operating Expense

$5,360.62

Note: Maximum Total Annual Core Fee (%)
Maximum Total Annual Core Fee ($)

2.00%
$10,721
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Table 10— PGA/CCRA Regional Cost Sharing Formula Regional Project—
Park & Ride Site Example: Cost by Municipality
MUNICIPALITY

YEAR 1

YEAR 2 – 25

PROJECT

REGIONAL PARK & RIDE

ANNUAL COST

% SHARE

Municipalities within a PGA/CCRA
City of Edmonton

$382,861.53

68.16%

$386,436.86

68.79%

City of Fort Saskatchewan

$10,892.09

1.94%

$10,467.40

1.86%

City of Leduc

$10,581.50

1.88%

$10,153.46

1.81%

City of Spruce Grove

$10,235.96

1.82%

$9,804.21

1.75%

City of St. Albert

$30,387.69

5.41%

$30,172.65

5.37%

Leduc County

$11,397.79

2.03%

$10,978.54

1.95%

Parkland County

$17,678.83

3.15%

$17,327.12

3.08%

Strathcona County

$56,029.36

9.97%

$56,090.06

9.99%

Sturgeon County

$11,879.14

2.11%

$11,465.06

2.04%

Town of Beaumont

$5,806.80

1.03%

$5,327.42

0.95%

Town of Stony Plain

$6,487.61

1.15%

$6,015.55

1.07%

PGA/CCRA TOTALS

$554,238.32

98.66%

$554,238.32

98.66%

Municipalities without a PGA/CCRA
Town of Bon Accord

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Bruderheim

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Calmar

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Devon

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Gibbons

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Lamont

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Legal

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Morinville

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Town of Redwater

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Village of New Sarepta

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Village of Thorsby

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Village of Wabamun

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Village of Warburg

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

Lamont County

$536.06

0.10%

$536.06

0.10%

NON PGA/CCRA TOTALS

$7,504.84

1.34%

$7,504.84

1.34%

$561,743.16

100.00%

$561,743.16

100.00%

REGIONAL TOTAL

Note: Core Fee is 10%
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When compared with other potential formulas, this formula was the fairest, most easily
understood and workable cost sharing formula, given the Regional Transit Committee’s
(RTC) governance structure and the current state of the Regional Transit Network. The
recommended formula meets the guiding principles established by the Working Committee.
However, as the size of Regional Transit Projects become larger, the less affordable transit
projects will be for all municipalities. In the analysis completed by the Working Committee,
the level of affordability was identified as one-third of the total project cost (including capital
and operating costs). Knowing that transit projects involve significant capital and ongoing
operating costs makes it essential to ensure other orders of government are committed to
contributing the remaining two-thirds.
A number of concerns were identified with the other formulas, including the inability to
establish direct/indirect benefits fairly and the placement of too high a financial burden on
smaller municipalities. These issues could limit the number of potential regional transit
projects. Other formulas presented issues of complexity, such as how to measure variables
such as ridership accurately and consistently. For these reasons, the recommended Regional
Transit Cost Sharing Formula best meets the guiding principles of fairness and simplicity.
In introducing the PGA/CCRA concept as a method for measuring the benefits of transit
projects received by a municipality, important considerations, such as the individual and
collective ability to pay, are included in the Formula. The PGA/CCRA concept distributes
99.67% of total project costs to those municipalities with a PGA/CCRA and 0.33% of the
cost to municipalities without a PGA/CCRA. The cost distribution is consistent with the
fact that in 2008 the eleven municipalities currently with a PGA/CCRA represent 96.9% of
the Region’s Population and 97.94% of the Region’s Equalized Assessment. Key formula
components – Population and Equalized Assessment – can be simply and consistently
measured using annual data available from Alberta Municipal Affairs, which allows
calculations to be transparent and easily replicable.
The recommended Formula is also consistent with the weighted criteria approved by the
Capital Region Board for PGAs and CCRAs. It is assumed that PGAs/CCRAs will have higher
densities and more intensified development since they are close to, or form part of, large
employment centres. Therefore, these areas are expected to support a large portion of
the Region’s future growth in population and, consequently, will have the population and
densities to support and demand increased public transit.
As set out in the CRB Regulation, the CRB must approve all Regional Projects, thereby
ensuring the participation of all municipalities in determining which Regional Projects
go forward and in what priority across all CRB responsibility areas. The Regional Transit
Cost Sharing Formula equitably addresses all participating municipalities, considering
both their ability to pay and their benefit received from Regional Transit Projects. All
municipalities in the Region will benefit from an integrated Regional Transit Network and,
therefore, all municipalities need to invest in its future.
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Equally important to how costs are shared is determining which costs of future projects
should be funded by the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula. It proved difficult to
identify the incremental cost attributable to the integration of existing transit systems. Once
the Regional Transit Network is more integrated, and when direct operating costs can be
measured, these costs would be included in the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula.

4.8

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Report of the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Working Committee provided a number of
recommendations to other orders of government and to CRB municipalities, with respect
to areas of future work and implementation considerations.

+

Recommendations to Other Orders of Government
1. That the Capital Region municipalities require a commitment of sustainable, longterm, multi-year capital and operating funding from other orders of government to
achieve the Capital Region vision for public transit.
2. That the Capital Region Transit Network requires a commitment from the Province
to work together with the CRB and RTC to coordinate planning of road and other
infrastructure with the Regional Transit Plan.
3. GreenTRIP Program funding is essential to enabling a more sustainable and
competitive region that includes a Regional Transit Network.

+

Recommendations to CRB Municipalities
1. The Regional ability to pay should be a consideration in Regional Transit Projects.
2. Regional Projects are determined by the CRB. Examples of possible projects
include new commuter service, new transit infrastructure including LRT, new
buses, and park and ride facilities.
3. The applicable project costs included in the formula are the net incremental costs
(capital and operating) for facilitating future regional transit service (after all fare
box, other revenues and grants have been subtracted).
4. Once the Regional Transit Network is more integrated, and when direct operating
costs can be measured, the applicable direct operating costs are to be included in
the formula.
5. To make Regional Transit Projects affordable, the CRB’s portion of funding should
ideally represent about one-third of the Total Project Costs (including capital and
operating costs) with two-thirds of the funding coming from other sources.
6. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to all planning for the Regional
Transit Network.
7. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to LRT projects.
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8. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula would be reviewed at least once every
5 years as part of the update of the Growth Plan. Consideration shall be given to
including ridership into the formula once there is an affordable and acceptable
method of measuring ridership across the Region (i.e. Smart Card).
9. The recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is the PGA/CCRA Model
which uses the components of the Approved Cost Sharing Formula for Regional
Projects, modified to include the level of benefit received by municipalities.

+

Implementation
In its deliberations, the Working Committee identified the following issues which
should be considered as the Formula is implemented in future:
1. Formula Administration: Any reporting on approved Regional Transit Projects is to
be done by CRB Administration.
2. Responsibility for Financing: The CRB Municipal portion of Regional Transit
Project costs is the responsibility of the CRB. The debt limit of the CRB should not
affect the debt limit of any one municipality.
3. Existing Service Agreements: Existing agreements would continue until they
expire. Upon renewal, they may be considered by the CRB as a Regional project.
4. Formula Review Period: The Regional Transit cost sharing formula is reviewed at
least once every five years to align with the Regional Growth Plan.
5. Regional Public Transit Service Plan: A Regional Public Transit Service plan
is needed that establishes a long-term, 30 year vision for the Regional Transit
Network with multi-year projects to ensure long-term commitment and support
from all stakeholders and orders of government.

+

Future Work
1. Specialized Transit: Because of the complexity of issues raised by the Specialized
Transit Service, such as the need to define Regional Service Standards and the
Service Integration model, the Working Committee recommends that these issues
be resolved before a project be undertaken to identify the appropriate cost sharing
formula.
2. RTC Governance Model: There may be a need to re-evaluate the RTC membership
to ensure that there is fair representation from municipalities paying the larger
portion of the costs.
3. Responsibility for Financing: Further work is required to ensure that any borrowing
on the part of the CRB does not affect the debt limit of any one municipality.
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SECTION 5

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
SERVICES
5.1

CONTEXT
The Capital Region Board Regulation contained the following GIS mandate:
12(1) Except as otherwise specified by the Minister, a proposed Capital Region Growth
Plan must contain the following:
(c) a plan to co-ordinate geographic information services for the Capital Region
that includes the following:
		

i) the protocols and the methods for collecting, storing and accessing data;

		

ii) the protocols and the methods for compiling and analyzing information;

		
		

iii) standardized terminology and standards for mapping capabilities for the
participating municipalities;

On June 11, 2009 the Minister of Municipal Affairs responded to the Capital Region Growth
Plan with a further request for work on the Board’s GIS Plan:
“Coordinate with current provincial initiatives and define standardized data-sharing access and
analysis protocols related to Geographic Information Services. This will further address the
Capital Region Board Regulation, s.12 (1) (c) (i) to be completed by October 31, 2009.”
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5.2

BACKGROUND: CAPITAL REGION GEOGRAPHIC
INFORMATION SERVICES (CRGIS) PLAN
A Regional Geographic Information Services (GIS) Plan was developed to enable
evidenced-based decision-making by the Board for issues of regional interest. The goal of
the Capital Region Geographic Information Services (CRGIS) Plan is to expand the regional
capacity to deliver geographical-based information and services that support sustainable
land use, public transit and housing decisions through collaboration of the Board and its
member municipalities.
The CRGIS Plan includes a strategy and implementation plan that addresses the business
and information needs of each priority area within the Growth Plan. Implementation of
the Plan will require that the land use, transit and housing information needs are fully
determined and specific CRGIS data layers, technology and services can be developed
along with related protocols, methods and standards.
The strategy is to develop the people, processes, technology and data needed for the
CRGIS. The CRB will be responsible for the coordination and delivery of the services and
will provide the quality assurance necessary for access and use of regional information.
Further information on the CRGIS Plan is contained in the Capital Region Growth Plan: Growing
Forward, Appendix 4, Geographic Information Services: Strategy and Implementation.

5.3

COORDINATION OF STANDARDS AND PROTOCOLS
WITH PROVINCIAL INITIATIVES
The CRB is committed to building GIS resources that fully use the resources of, and integrate
with, other Geographic Information Systems. Coordination of terminology, protocols, methods
and standards is fundamental to this goal. Since completion of the Growth Plan, the CRB has
been able to familiarize members with progress on initiatives related to the implementation
of the Provincial Land Use Framework, including those directly related to GIS.
The Provincial Land Use Framework addresses the management of geo-spatial information
under the Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting section. An excerpt from the Framework states:
“ To ensure planners, decision makers and Albertan’s have timely access to relevant
information; the Government of Alberta will create an improved Integrated Information
Management System that monitors the state of the land and the status of land use in
the province.”
Alberta Sustainable Resource Development, as the lead provincial Ministry responsible
for the Land Use Framework, established GeoDiscover Alberta as part of the ongoing
evolution of its Sustainable Resource and Environmental Management (SREM) Information
Sharing Initiative. The SREM initiative was initially developed to share land based
information among three provincial ministries— Environment, Energy and Sustainable
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Resource Development. GeoDiscover Alberta builds on this initiative of the three ministries
and is expected, over time, to be introduced across the Government of Alberta with private
sector participation. The CRB has built a strong working relationship with GeoDiscover
Alberta and the Ministry of Sustainable Resource Development.

5.4

RECOMMENDATION
1. In response to the Minister’s request, the Capital Region Geographic Information
Services (CRGIS) Strategy will utilize and coordinate with GeoDiscover Alberta
and will be aligned, where possible, with Provincial initiatives to share resources
and minimize duplication. Furthermore, the CRB will ensure alignment of GIS
terminology, protocols, methods and standards used in the CRGIS Strategy with
those of GeoDiscover Alberta.
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SECTION 6

CONCLUSION
AND SUMMARY OF
RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1

CONTEXT
The Capital Region Growth Plan: Growing Forward has set the foundation for long-term
integrated planning and action among the member municipalities of the Capital Region
Board. The Growth Plan establishes an ambitious vision and sets out a broad range of
actions in Land Use, Intermunicipal Transit, Housing and Geographic Information Services.
This Report contains additional principles, policies and approaches to Land Use, GIS and a
recommendation for a Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula which, once approved, will
form part of the Growth Plan. As well, this Report contains a number of recommendations
for consideration by the Governments of Alberta and Canada as well as for Capital Region
Board member municipalities. In developing the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula,
areas of further work and implementation considerations have also been identified. All
of the recommendations contained in this Report are summarized in this section and are
categorized by Growth Plan area.
The Capital Region Board will be continuing its work on Land Use and Housing issues in
order to respond to the Minister’s June 11, 2009 letter by December 31, 2009.

6.2

RECOMMENDATIONS
LAND USE
As the Board completed the Minister’s requirements for October 31, 2009, a definition for
a number of land use related concepts were developed that were not previously included in
the March 2009 Capital Region Growth Plan. These definitions are included in Appendix E
of this Report.
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The following are the Capital Region Board’s recommendations pertaining to the Land Use
issues addressed in this Report.

+

Recommendations to Other Orders of Government
1. That the Government of Alberta ensures that infrastructure policies and actions
taken by government ministries are coordinated and aligned with the Capital
Region Growth Plan.
2. That the Government of Alberta support continued access to provincial
infrastructure funding for municipalities located outside of Priority Growth Areas
and for Alberta’s Industrial Heartland.
3. That the Government of Alberta’s forthcoming work on strategies and policies
for agricultural land reflect the Capital Region Board’s approved Cluster and
Traditional Country Residential development policies contained in this Report.

+

Recommendations to Capital Region Board Municipalities
1. Building on the recommendations in the Capital Region Growth Plan, that
Capital Region Board municipalities ensure that all statutory plans come into
conformance with the Land Use policies and principles contained in this Report.

+

Future Work
1. Planning Toolkit: The Capital Region Board will develop a Planning Toolkit for use
by member municipalities and stakeholders as a practical guide to implementing
the Land Use Plan Principles and Policies in the Capital Region Growth Plan and
this Report.
2. Future Government of Alberta Agricultural Land Policies: The Capital Region
Growth Plan provides that, once identified, agricultural lands will be mapped
and included as an update to the Plan. This would include updates to the graphic
representations included in this Report. Furthermore, the Board will need to
review any future Government of Alberta policies on agricultural land that may
have an effect on the policy framework for lands outside of Priority Growth Areas
and Cluster Country Residential Areas identified in this Report.
3. More Information on Priority Growth Areas: The Capital Region Board will
undertake to provide more information on the policies to guide development within
Priority Growth Areas, likely as part of the Planning Toolkit.
4. Future Outer Regional Ring Road: The Capital Region Board does not identify the
location of a future outer regional ring road in the graphic representations depicting
Regional Buffer Areas and Priority Growth Areas/Cluster Country Residential Areas.
The Board recognizes that when an alignment for a future outer regional ring road
is approved by the Government of Alberta, a review of these graphic representations
and related Land Use Policies and Principles may be required.

42

SECTION 6: Conclusion

THE CAPITAL REGION GROWTH PLAN: ADDENDUM

REGIONAL TRANSIT COST SHARING FORMULA

+

Recommendations to Other Orders of Government
1. That the Capital Region municipalities require a commitment of sustainable, longterm, multi-year capital and operating funding from other orders of government to
achieve the Capital Region vision for public transit.
2. That the Capital Region Transit Network System requires a commitment from the
Province to work together with the CRB and RTC to coordinate planning of road
and other infrastructure with the Regional Transit Plan.
3. GreenTRIP Program funding is essential to enabling a more sustainable and
competitive region that includes a Regional Transit Network.

+

Recommendations to CRB Municipalities
1. The Regional ability to pay should be a consideration in Regional Transit Projects.
2. Regional Projects are determined by the CRB. Examples of possible projects
include new commuter service, new transit infrastructure including LRT, new
buses, and park and ride facilities.
3. The applicable project costs included in the formula are the net incremental costs
(capital and operating) for facilitating future regional transit service (after all fare
box, other revenues and grants have been subtracted).
4. Once the Regional Transit Network is more integrated, and when direct operating
costs can be measured, the applicable direct operating costs are to be included in
the formula.
5. To make Regional Transit Projects affordable, the CRB’s portion of funding should
ideally represent about one-third of the Total Project Costs (including capital and
operating costs) with two-thirds of the funding coming from other sources.
6. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to all planning for the Regional
Transit Network.
7. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to LRT projects.
8. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula would be reviewed at least once every
5 years as part of the update of the Growth Plan. Consideration shall be given to
including ridership into the formula once there is an affordable and acceptable
method of measuring ridership across the Region (i.e. Smart Card).
9. The recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is the PGA/CCRA Model
which uses the components of the Approved Cost Sharing Formula for Regional
Projects, modified to include the level of benefit received by municipalities.
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+

Implementation
In its deliberations, the Working Committee identified the following issues which
should be considered as the Formula is implemented in future:
1. Formula Administration: Any reporting on approved Regional Transit Projects is to
be done by CRB Administration.
2. Responsibility for Financing: The CRB Municipal portion of Regional Transit
Project costs is the responsibility of the CRB. The debt limit of the CRB should not
affect the debt limit of any one municipality.
3. Existing Service Agreements: Existing agreements would continue until they
expire. Upon renewal, they may be considered by the CRB as a Regional project.
4. Formula Review Period: The Regional Transit cost sharing formula is reviewed at
least once every five years to align with the Regional Growth Plan.
5. Regional Public Transit Service Plan: A Regional Public Transit Service plan
is needed that establishes a long-term, 30 year vision for the Regional Transit
Network with multi-year projects to ensure long-term commitment and support
from all stakeholders and orders of government.

+

Future Work
1. Specialized Transit: Because of the complexity of issues raised by the Specialized
Transit Service, such as the need to define Regional Service Standards and the
Service Integration model, the Working Committee recommends that these issues
be resolved before a project be undertaken to identify the appropriate cost sharing
formula.
2. RTC Governance Model: There may be a need to re-evaluate the RTC membership
to ensure that there is fair representation from municipalities paying the larger
portion of the costs.
3. Responsibility for Financing: Further work is required to ensure that any
borrowing on the part of the CRB does not affect the debt limit of any one
municipality.

GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SERVICES (GIS)
1. In response to the Minister’s request, the Capital Region Geographic Information
Services (CRGIS) Strategy will utilize and coordinate with GeoDiscover Alberta
and will be aligned, where possible, with Provincial initiatives to share resources
and minimize duplication. Furthermore, the CRB will ensure alignment of GIS
terminology, protocols, methods and standards used in the CRGIS Strategy with
those of GeoDiscover Alberta.
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APPENDIX A

PROCESS FOR IDENTIFYING
PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS
AND CLUSTER COUNTRY
RESIDENTIAL AREAS
A.1

PREAMBLE
The Minister of Municipal Affairs directed that the Capital Region Board identify and provide
a density target for both Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas. These
density targets are a standard to meet the objective of the Land Use Plan to minimize the
Regional development footprint.

A.2

APPROACH
Several factors were used to identify Priority Growth Areas including:
 Approved Land Use Plan Policy Framework;
 Approved Municipal Statutory Plans;
 Approved Evaluation Criteria;
 Weighting and Application of Weighted Criteria;
 Best Planning Practices; and,
 Professional Judgement.

a. EXISTING POLICY FRAMEWORK OF THE LAND USE PLAN
In order to identify Priority Growth and Cluster Country Residential Areas, it was necessary
to outline the existing policy framework of the Land Use Plan. By outlining the key policies
of the Land Use Plan that relate to the identification of Priority Growth Areas and Country
Residential Areas, evaluation criteria were developed to provide a more robust and
comprehensive set of evaluation criteria that were used to identify Priority Growth Areas
and Cluster Country Residential Areas.
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Table 1— Land Use Plan Policies and Priority Growth Areas
LOCATION CRITERIA
POLICY

Proximity
to Transit
Corridors

Proximity to
Multi-Mode
Movement
Corridors

Proximity to
Existing and/
or Future
Park and Ride
Facilities

Proximity to
Airports

COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA

Proximity
to CN/CPR
Multi-modal
Terminals

Adjacent or
Within Major
Employment
Areas

Proximity to
Existing and
Proposed
Regional Utility
Corridors

Will Not
Fragment
Natural Areas

Will Not Lead
to Premature
Conversion of
Agricultural
Land

Existing
Level of
Fragmentation

SERVICES AND DESIGN CRITERIA
Will Not
Compromise
Extraction
of Natural
Resources

Access to
Existing
Municipal
Infrastructure

Proximity to
Existing Urban
Areas

Opportunity for
Redevelopment





2.2(I)(A)(i) Any development which may cause detrimental effects
such as erosion or pollution to lakes, rivers, water bodies and
shorelines shall be prohibited unless appropriate mitigative
measures are implemented.
2.2(I)(A)(ii) Any development which fragments contiguous
natural features, functions and habitiat, such as water systems,
moraines, forests, wetlands, and wildlife habitat and corridors
shall be discouraged.



2.2(I)(B)(i) To comply with the requirement of the Regulation, Map
1 has been prepared to identify agricultural lands designated in
the existing Municipal Development Plans of CRB municipalities.



2.2(I)(B)(ii) In accordance with the final Provincial Land Use
Framework (i.e. the North Saskatchewan Regional Plan), and
through a process involving consultation with CRB municipalities
and consideration of the full policies of the CRB land use plan
and Growth Plan, a revised map will be prepared to identify
agricultural lands which will need to be preserved from future
fragmentation and conversion to other uses.



2.2(I)(C)(i) Any development that compromises the extraction of
natural resources shall be discouraged.



2.2(I)(C)(ii) Prevent development of incompatible uses adjacent to
natural resource areas.







2.2(I)(C)(iii) Prevent premature development of natural resources.
2.2(II)(A)(i) Ensure that lands identified for regional infrastructure
such as energy transmission, highways, municipal infrastructure,
transit and related facilities are protected from incompatible
development.
a. Existing and proposed multi-mode movement corridors,
including transit nodes;



























b. Adjacent to existing and proposed major employment areas;
c. Redevelopment and intensification opportunities within
existing urban areas; and
d. Locations that utilize existing infrastructure and servicing
capacity or logically and efficiently extend that infrastructure.



2.2(II)(B)(v) Priority Growth Areas shall incorporate intensive
forms of development that significantly exceed existing
development patterns.



2.2(II)(B)(vi) Transit corridors and nodes within the priority growth
areas shall be identified. Growth within nodes and along these
corridors shall be intensified. Encourage and support multi-use
and multi-story development at the nodes within the priority
growth areas.



2.2(II)(B)(vii) Ensure that transit corridors and nodes are identified
and developed with a range of mixed uses and densities. These uses
shall be integrated with existing and potential employment areas.



Develop Park and Ride lots and transit centres at LRT terminal
stations and other strategic locations (pg. 41), Transit Plan.
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Table 2— Land Use Plan Policies and Cluster Country Residential Criteria
LOCATION CRITERIA
POLICY

Proximate to
An Amenity
Area or
Contiguous
With Existing

Proximate to
Emergency
Services

Away From
Transportation
and Utilities
Corridors

COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA
Away From
Sour Gas/Oil
Facilities

2.2(I)(A)(i) Any development which may cause detrimental effects
such as erosion or pollution to lakes, rivers, water bodies, and
shorelines shall be prohibited unless appropriate mitigative
measures are implemented.

With Adjacent
Uses



2.2(I)(A)(ii) Any development which fragments contiguous
natural features, functions and habitat, such as water systems,
moraines, forests, wetlands, and wildlife habitat and corridors
shall be discouraged.
2.2(I)(C)(i) Any development that compromises the extraction of
natural resources shall be discouraged.



2.2(I)(C)(iii) Prevent premature development of natural resources



2.2(II)(A)(i) Ensure that lands identified for regional infrastructure
such as energy transmission, highways, municipal infrastructure,
transit and related facilities are protected from incompatible
development.

b. It follows the Principles and Policies of this Plan related
to the form of development;

With ESAs and
Natural Areas

Can Be Linked
to Municipal
Services

Direct Access
to a Highway or
Paved Road

Logical
Planning Unit

Suitable For
Conservation
Design












Away From
Resource
Extraction





2.2(I)(C)(ii) Prevent development of incompatible uses adjacent to
natural resource areas.

2.2(II)(C)(i) Allow development outside Priority Growth Areas.
a. It is contiguous to existing development;

Away From
Agricultural
Operations or
CFOs

SERVICING AND DESIGN CRITERIA















c. The level of services provided is appropriate to the form
of development; and

























d. It follows the Principles and Policies of this Plan related
to the form of development;
2.2(II)(C)(ii) Growth generated by new development should conform
with the Principles and Policies of the Capital Region Growth Plan
2.2(II)(C)(iii) All municipalities shall be allowed to grow. The
cumulative amount of impact of growth outside of the priority
growth areas shall be monitored by the CRB.
2.2(II)(C)(iv) Development on or near municipal boundaries shall
be compatible and consistent with the policies of the Plan and
shall not impede the sustainable delivery of infrastructure.
2.2(II)(E)(1) Country residential uses shall be allowed in a
clustered form in order to preserve environmental or open space
features. Such developments shall utilize municipal water and
sanitary services. Private communal services may be allowed at
the discretion of the municipality.

48

APPENDIX A: Process For Identifying PGAs & CCRAs


















THE CAPITAL REGION GROWTH PLAN: ADDENDUM

b. EVALUATION CRITERIA FOR PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS AND
CLUSTER COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREAS

+

Priority Growth Areas
The Principles and Policies contained in the Land Use Plan provided a basis for
development of criteria to assist in the process of identifying Priority Growth Areas.
Table 3 lists the evaluation criteria used to identify Priority Growth Areas.
Table 3— Evaluation Criteria for the Identification of Priority Growth Areas
INFRASTRUCTURE

LAND USE



Proximity to existing and planned future
transit corridors



Proximity to existing or planned future major
employment areas



Proximity to multi-mode movement
corridors



Will not fragment to premature conversion
of agricultural land



Proximity to Airports (e.g., International
and other)



Contiguous with existing urban areas





Proximity to CN/CPR multi-modal
terminals

Opportunity exists for redevelopment and
intensification in existing urban areas





Proximity to existing and planned future
regional utility corridors

Opportunity exists for redevelopment of
disturbed lands and reclaimed areas.





Ability to use and maximize existing
municipal infrastructure or to extend it

Available land supply to accommodate
Greenfield growth



Opportunity to buffer incompatible land uses



Proximity to existing and planned
future social infrastructure (e.g., health
facilities, educational institutions)



Proximity to existing and planned future social
infrastructure (e.g., community services,
recreational facilities and commerce)

In addition to these criteria, the following other factors were considered:
i.

Approved municipal Statutory Plans;

ii. Evaluation Criteria;
iii. Weighted Evaluation Criteria;
iv. Best Planning Practices; and,
v.

+

Professional Judgement.

Cluster Country Residential Areas
In addition to the Principles and Policies contained in the Land Use Plan, the following
factors/criteria were considered to identify Cluster Country Residential Areas:
i.

Be directed to a specific area or areas of the municipality;
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ii. Be planned on an area basis (e.g. minimum of one section of land) to:
a. maximize road connectivity and efficiency;
b. coordinate servicing requirements;
c. coordinate municipal and environmental reserve dedications; and,
d. to protect contiguous environmental features.
iii. Be located on lands where development of cluster country residential uses will be
compatible with adjacent land uses;
iv. Be located on lands where development of cluster country residential uses will
not negatively impact adjacent land uses, such as:
a. agricultural operations and confined feeding operations,
b. coal, gravel and other extraction operations,
c. industrial sites,
d. sour gas fields and other major oil and gas facilities,
e. neighbouring municipalities and future growth areas for adjacent
municipalities, and
f.

natural areas and environmentally sensitive areas

g. Be located on lands with good access to provincial highways.
h. Be located on lands with good access to municipal roads to minimize new
road construction.
i.

Be located on lands where roads built for country residential development
align with road priorities identified in Transportation Master Plans, or
similar municipal plans.

These criteria are generally recognized by existing approved municipal statutory plans
of CRB member municipalities. Lands designated for country residential development
in these approved plans were the basis for the initial identification of candidate CCRAs.
These criteria were further refined to develop the evaluation criteria listed in Table 4.
Table 4— Evaluation Criteria for Cluster Country Residential Areas
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INFRASTRUCTURE

LAND USE



Can connect to existing and planned
municipal extensions of water and sanitary
services or communal systems.



Proximity to a natural amenity area within
the development area



Will no fragment contiguous natural areas



Access to paved road, as part of the
development



Compatible with adjacent land uses,
including farming operations



Away from existing and planned future
pipeline and utility corridors



Proximity to community services
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c. EVALUATION CRITERIA WEIGHTING AND PAIRED ANALYSIS
The analysis of the candidate Priority Growth and Cluster Country Residential Areas
involved weighting of the evaluation criteria and then applying the weighted criteria
to each candidate area. To accomplish this, the Project Team engaged the Planning
Advisory Group in a paired analysis exercise.
The purpose of the paired analysis is to rank and weight each criterion against all
other criteria. Each criterion was compared and evaluated against the other criteria
to determine which criteria were most important relative to the others. In this manner
the relative weight of each criterion was determined. The weighted criteria were
then applied to a number of candidate Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country
Residential Areas. The exercise was a rigorous and defensible method to evaluate
different planning areas for the purposes of PGA and CCRA identification.
Tables 5 and 6 present the results of the paired analysis exercise.

d. DEFINITIONS
Throughout the process of identifying Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country
Residential Areas, the Project Team determined that definitions of related terms either
had to be added to or amended in the Glossary of Terms of the Land Use Plan. Below is
a list of added or amended terms related to Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country
Residential Areas for inclusion in an Addendum to the Glossary of the Land Use Plan.
Communal System: Water and sanitary services that service an entire subdivision
and are developed to a standard acceptable to Alberta Environment or the approval
authority having jurisdiction.
Conservation Design: Conservation design requires that the ecology of a site proposed
for multi-lot country residential subdivision be considered such that natural features
with a high aesthetic or environmental value be retained as open space by clustering
lots on those portions of the site that have a lesser aesthetic or environmental value.
By definition, conservation design will result in smaller lots if the same density is to
be achieved as if the entire quarter section was subdivided and high value natural
features were not retained as open space.
Cluster Country Residential: Rural lands within CCRAs that have been subdivided to
create multiple residential lots that are connected to municipal or communal services,
designed to group or cluster the residential uses together on smaller lots by applying
conservation design principles to maximize the retention of open space.
Traditional Country Residential: Subdivision of rural lands that creates multiple
residential lots that are serviced with wells or cisterns and septic systems or by
connection to communal water and sanitary services.

APPENDIX A: Process For Identifying PGAs & CCRAs

51

52
APPENDIX A: Process For Identifying PGAs & CCRAs

Table 5— Results of Paired Analysis of Priority Growth Areas
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

J

K

L

M

N

O

P

Q

B 1

A 1

A 1

A 1

F 1

G 2

H 2

I

2

J 2

A 1

L 2

M 2

N 2

A 1

P 1

Q 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to existing/planned transit corridors

5

2%

12

B

B 2

B 2

B 2

B 1

G 2

H 2

I

3

J 2

B 1

L 2

M 3

N 2

B 1

P 1

Q 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to multi-mode movement corridors

10

4%

10

C

C 1

C 1

F 1

G 3

H 3

I

3

J 3

C 1

L 2

M 3

N 2

C 1

P 2

Q 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to existing and/or future park and ride facilities

4

2%

13

D

D 1

F 1

G 3

H 2

I

2

J 3

D 1

L 2

M 3

N 2

D 1

P 2

Q 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to airports (international and other)

3

1%

15

E

E 1

G 2

H 2

I

2

J 3

E 2

L 3

M 3

N 2

E 1

P 2

Q 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to CN/CPR multi-modal terminals

4

2%

13

F

G 2

H 1

I

2

J 3

F 2

L 3

M 3

N 2

F 2

P 1

Q 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to existing and planned regional utility corridors

7

3%

11

G

G 1

G 1

G 1

G 3

G 2

M 1

N 1

G 3

P 1

G 2

Infrastructure: Ability to use and maximize existing municipal infrastructure or extend it

27

11%

2

I

J 1

H 3

H 1

M 1

N 1

H 2

P 1

Q 1

Infrastructure: Proximity to existing/planned social infrastructure (health/educational)

18

7%

7

J 1

I

I

1

M 1

N 1

I

I

I

Land Use: Proximity to existing and planned major employment areas

23

9%

6

J 1

J 2

M 3

N 2

J 1

J 1

J 2

Land Use: Will not fragment natural areas

24

10%

4

K

L 3

M 3

N 3

O 1

P 2

Q 3

Land Use: Will not lead to premature conversion of agricultural land

0

0%

17

L

M 3

N 1

L 1

P 1

Q 1

Land Use: Contiguous with existing urban areas

18

7%

7

M

N 1

M 3

M 1

M 1

Land Use: Opportunity exists for redevelopment/intensification in existing urban areas

34

14%

1

N

N 3

P 1

Q 1

Land Use: Opportunity exists for redevelopment of disturbed lands/ reclaimed areas

24

10%

4

O

P 1

Q 2

Land Use: Available land supply to accommodate greenfield growth

1

0%

16

P

Q 1

Land Use: Opportunity to buffer incompatible land uses

16

7%

9

Land Use: Proximity to existing/planned social infrastructure (rec facilities/commerce)

27

11%

2

245

100%

H

I

1

I

J

3

3

1

EVALUATION CRITERA

1

Q

TOTALS

SCORE

WEIGHTING FACTOR POSITION

Table 6— Results of Paired Analysis of Cluster Country Residential Areas
A

B

C

D

E

F

G

A 3

A 3

A 3

A 3

A 1

G 2

Infrastructure: Can connect to municipal services

13

28%

2

B

B 1

B 2

B 1

F 3

G 3

Infrastructure: Access to paved road

4

9%

4

C

D 1

E 1

F 1

G 3

Infrastructure: Away from pipeline/utility corridors

0

0%

7

D

D 1

F 3

G 3

Infrastructure: Proximity to community services

2

4%

5

E

F 3

G 3

Land Use: Proximity to a natural amenity area

1

2%

6

F

F 3

Land Use: Will not fragment contiguous natural area

13

28%

2

Land Use: Compatible with adjacent land uses

14

30%

1

47

100%

G

EVALUATION CRITERA

TOTALS

SCORE

WEIGHTING FACTOR POSITION
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A.3

OUTCOME
The paired analysis exercise resulted in the identification of seven Priority Growth Areas
and six Cluster Country Residential Areas. Subsequently, the Land Use Committee reduced
the number of Cluster Country Residential Areas to four. These CCRAs are graphically
represented in Figure 1: Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas
(Section 2 of this Report).
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APPENDIX B

DENSITY TARGETS

B.1

PART 1: PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS
PREAMBLE
The purpose of this Appendix is to articulate the process for establishing density targets
assigned to Priority Growth Areas (PGAs). The targets are provided as a hierarchy and are
intended to appropriately increase existing densities throughout the Capital Region and
minimize the regional development footprint. The density targets are designed to link land
use planning, transportation planning and utility network decision-making.

RESEARCH APPROACH
Preparing the density targets required a three step process that consisted of: a literature
review, establishment of existing and target residential densities within the Capital Region
Priority Growth Areas, and the development of a density target for each Priority Growth Area.

RESEARCH RESULTS: Outside The Capital Region
The first step in the development of density targets was to conduct a literature review of
growth plans in other regions. The review was designed to identify the type, range and
purpose of density targets. Five growth plans, namely the Calgary Regional Partnership,
Greater Golden Horseshoe, Greater Vancouver Regional District’s Liveable Region Strategic
Plan, Portland’s Metro Regional Framework, and Sacramento, California’s Metropolitan
Transportation Plan were identified by the Land Use Committee and reviewed. Two
surprising findings of this research was that there are no examples where density targets
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are applied to commercial development or rural residential development (with the exception
of employment densities, and a rudimentary measure within the Sacramento Growth Plan),
and the lack of a uniform approach to density targets.
Comparative research demonstrates that density targets are defined and applied
differently across North America. Despite the differences there is one aim: to unite land
use and transportation decisions to effectively and strategically change urban form.
As land and energy resources are recognized as finite there is an increasing desire to
embrace the principles embodied by the Smart Growth and New Urbanist movements.
Three different types of density targets were identified. They are: intensification targets,
population and employment targets, and residential density targets. Each density target
type, purpose, and measure is identified in Table 1.
Table 1— Density Targets of Other Regions
GROWTH PLAN

DENSITY TARGET
TYPE

DENSITY TARGET
PURPOSE

DENSITY TARGET
MEASURE

Calgary Regional
Partnership

Residential Density
Target

Increase density within
new neighborhoods

20 – 25 dwellings/ha

Greater Golden
Horseshoe

Population and
Employment Target

Population and
employment inside
urban growth centres

50 – 400 people and jobs
combined per hectare

Greater Vancouver
Regional District

Intensification Target

Population and
employment inside
boundaries of core
municipalities

70% of new growth
directed to core
municipalities

Portland Metro

Residential Density
Target

Increase density within
new neighborhoods

18 dwelling units/ha

Sacramento

Intensification Target

Housing mix

Percentage of Single
Family Dwellings (97%)
to Rural Residential
Dwellings (3%)

In general, a density target, independent of type, is designed to increase existing residential
densities within neighbourhoods or across a region. These targets are also designed to
direct new development to identified growth areas and measure the percentage of new
growth in developed areas, identify the population and employment mixes within areas
designated for transit oriented development, or measure the ratio of dwelling units per hectare.
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For the purposes of the Capital Region Land Use Plan, the Land Use Committee agreed to
utilize a residential density target that directs new development to identified growth areas,
or Priority Growth Areas. The density target describes dwelling units per net residential
hectare (du/NRha) 1 and is designed to appropriately increase residential densities in
existing neighbourhoods and future development.

RESEARCH RESULTS: Within The Capital Region
The second step in the development of a residential density target was to identify existing
municipal densities and density targets within Capital Region PGAs. Each Municipal
Development Plan (MDP) was reviewed for an existing municipal density and a future
municipal density target. Based on this review, it was determined that there is no consistent
methodology or nomenclature in use for measuring or describing residential densities
by Capital Region Board member municipalities. Some municipalities provide a density
target; most municipalities provide future population targets, dwelling unit targets, or
a low density residential to medium and high density residential housing ratio to guide
neighbourhood planning.
Most municipalities describe the need to accommodate a concentrated pattern of urban
development in order to meet social, economic and environmental planning goals. In order
to meet these goals each MDP typically has policies that facilitate the development of higher
density development around a downtown or employment centres; a mix of residential types
or uses within neighbourhoods; the preservation of natural areas and/or Better Agricultural
b.4
Lands; and effective and efficient development patterns.
Most municipalities describe more specific residential density targets within their Area
Structure Plans (ASPs) and use either dwelling units per gross residential area, or
dwelling units per net residential area as a future residential density target. The Capital
Region lacks the baseline data describing existing du/NRha. As a result, the Project Team
provided a “density questionnaire” to each municipality; conducted interviews with local
planning staff to discuss density targets and local methodology for developing density targets;
reviewed local statutory plans; and used 2006 Federal Census data and GIS information
to prepare baseline and target residential densities for each PGA in the Capital Region. A
summary of that research is provided in Table 2.

1

56

1 du/NRha means the land required for residential purposes within a residential neighborhood. This definition excludes
environmental and municipal reserve, roadways (including local, collector and arterial), public utilities and stormwater
management facilities, and commercial, industrial, and institutional lands.
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Table 2— Existing and Planned Future Densities by Priority Growth Area
PRIORITY GROWTH AREA

A

CONTEXT

Stony Plain:
Aspen Meadows 28 du/NRA (2009),
Edgeland 31 du/NRA (2007)

EXISTING PGA
RESIDENTIAL
DENSITY

PLANNED FUTURE
DENSITY RANGE
(du/NRha) (Based on

(du/NRha)

municipal statutory plans)

17.5

Stony Plain: 27
Spruce Grove: 23.5

Spruce Grove:
Pioneer Lands 26.6 du/NRA, Proposed

B (Area 1)

Edmonton, Downtown

273.5

N/A

B (Area 2)

Edmonton, Mature

32.2

N/A

Edmonton, Suburbs:
Summerside 23 du/NRA (1999),
Crystallina Nera NSP 38 du/NRA (2008)

25.6

Edmonton: 27.6

B (Area 3)

St. Albert: 16.6
Sherwood Park: 23.2

St. Albert:
NW Urban Village 91 du/NRA (2006),
Timberlea 21 du/NRA (2005)
Sherwood Park:
South Wye 127 du/NRA (2007),
Regency Park 22 du/NRA (1990)

C (West)

Edmonton, Rural South:
Chapelle 38 du/NRA (2008)

29.8

Edmonton: 39.3

17.5

Edmonton: 30.0

Leduc County: North Major ASP

C (East)

Edmonton, Rural South:
Orchards 30 du/NRA (2007)

Beaumont: 14.7

Beaumont: (14.7 du/NRA)

E
F
G

City of Leduc, Nisku Business Park,
Edmonton Int'l Airport

22.3

21.6

Edmonton, Rural Northeast

12.3

Edmonton: 38.3

Strathcona County, New Growth Node
Fort Saskatchewan

New Growth Node: 20 – 25.0
17.1

23.0

NOTE:
 Existing residential densities are based on the existing developed footprint, or more technically
described as the sum of absorbed residential and absorbed mixed residential/commercial lands
as determined by the land supply analysis.
 Target residential densities for each Priority Growth Area are based on the average net residential
density target within municipal Area Structure Plans.
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The data demonstrates that existing residential densities within the Capital Region PGAs
range between typical suburban densities of 12.3 du/NRha to higher density, mixed use
neighbourhoods of 29.3 du/NRha. The Capital Region PGAs have an average existing net
residential density of 21.7 du/NRha, excluding downtown Edmonton. Downtown Edmonton
was excluded from this calculation on the basis that its existing density of 273.2 du/NRha
significantly skewed the existing residential data for PGA “B” to a point where it would
present an unrecognizable picture of existing density within the PGA. In general, the residential
areas of Capital Region PGAs, excluding downtown Edmonton typically consist of 60-90% single
family homes, and 10-40% multi-family structures.
The data also demonstrates that target residential densities for each PGA are significantly
greater than existing net residential densities. PGA target residential densities, with the
exception of PGA “F” (which has a 152% variance between its existing density and target),
are 10% to 48% greater than existing residential densities. This variance demonstrates that
municipalities within each PGA have recognized that the low density residential neighbourhood
is one development option among many. This shift demonstrates a willingness to strategically
locate and concentrate development by appropriately increasing density rather than sprawling
out by extending the limits of the existing developed footprint.

ANALYSIS
A review of Capital Region density data indicated that existing municipal densities
were generally highest in the centre of the Region, where there are high population
concentrations with access to transit services and other infrastructure. Further out from
the central area of the Region, densities were found to be lower, reflecting more dispersed
patterns of development.
Similarly, where municipalities have established future density targets, it was observed
that these targets reflect higher densities in the central part of the Region and lower
densities further removed from the centre. This pattern informs the development of new
density targets for Priority Growth Areas.

OUTCOME
Based on the direction provided by the Capital Region Land Use Plan and the Minister
of Municipal Affairs, Capital Region density targets are to be developed to make more
productive use of existing urban areas and greenfield sites. In order to reflect differences
within the Region and between PGAs, a hierarchy of density targets was developed for
the Capital Region by PGA. target densities are identified. The recommended PGA density
targets are approximately 30% greater than existing densities, and approximately 10%
greater than existing municipal targets.
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FIGURE 1: Heirarchy of Capital Region Priority Growth Areas Density Targets

These aggressive targets are intended to lay the foundation for the development of a new
regional footprint, to take advantage of existing employment areas, maximize the utility of
existing infrastructure and transportation networks, and intensify underutilized sites. The
targets will also create a varied urban pattern that distinguishes the differences between
low, medium and high density PGAs, and provides opportunities for the creation of amenity
areas and the preservation of natural areas.

B.2

PART 2: COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL
PREAMBLE
Country residential developments are to be of a higher density than has traditionally been
practiced in the Region. New country residential subdivision design must be primarily
clustered in a form to retain large areas of open space or environmental features. The
implication is that density must be higher while still retaining large areas of open space or
environmental features. A revised definition for Cluster Country Residential development
and a definition for Traditional Country Residential Development were developed to provide
further clarification on their development form.
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RESEARCH
Highlights of research conducted within the Capital Region resulted in the following findings:
 Strathcona County has a density cap of 50 serviced lots per quarter section. At 0.5 acre
lots, a 25 acre footprint excluding roads is created leaving 135 acres as open space.
 Parkland County has a density cap of about 120 serviced lots per quarter section. At
0.5 acre lots, a 60 acre footprint excluding roads is created leaving 100 acres as open
Design
space. Parkland County is more economical to theSubdivision
developer/consumer
in Comparision
terms of
providing municipal servicing and to the municipality in terms of assessment.
 Conservation Design principles popularized by Randall Arendt and recently
Site Size
69 ac
implemented in Strathcona and Parkland Counties
provide
evidence of the trend
# of Lots
27
toward smaller serviced country residentialDensity
lots. Best
practice
design principles,
1/DU/2.5
ac
Min Lotof
Sizelarge2.0
ac
as illustrated in Figure 2, support protection
portions
of the site in its
Open Space buffers
0% to environmentally
natural state allowing for their use as stewarded
sensitive areas or links in wildlife corridor.

FIGURE 2: Traditional versus Cluster Country Residential Development

Subdivision Design Comparision

Site Size

69 ac

Site Size

# of Lots

27

# of Lots

27

Density

1/DU/2.5 ac

Density

1/DU/2.5 ac

Min Lot Size
Open Space

2.0 ac

Min Lot Size

½ ac

0%

Open Space

70%

TRADITIONAL SUBDIVISION
Site Size

69 ac

SOURCE: Adapted from Planning Guide No.7— Rural Cluster Development
# of Lots
27
—Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (December 1996).
Density

1/DU/2.5 ac

Min Lot Size

½ ac

Open Space

70%
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69 ac
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OUTCOME
A density target of 2 units per hectare was approved by the Land Use Committee that
allows for a up to approximately 129 lots per quarter section (final yields depend on the
development characteristics of individual quarter sections of land). The existing density
trends and density targets for Cluster Country Residential Areas are illustrated in Figure 3.

FIGURE 3: Hierarchy of Capital Region Cluster Residential Areas Density Targets
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APPENDIX C

LAND SUPPLY

C.1 PREAMBLE
The Minister's June 11, 2009 letter directed the Board to identify land supply for
residential, commercial and industrial lands.
The Capital Region requires sufficient supply of lands to accommodate future residential,
commercial and industrial growth over the next 35 years and beyond. To ensure that
the Capital Region has sufficient land supply to accommodate future growth, it was
necessary to identify the amount of land that is already absorbed by these land uses and,
subsequently, identify the amount of unabsorbed lands approved for future development.

C.2 APPROACH
For the purpose of land supply identification, definitions for Absorbed and Unabsorbed
Residential Land Supply were established.
Absorbed Land Supply means those lands that are ready for residential, commercial
or industrial development from a planning approvals perspective (zoning is in place
and subdivision has been registered). This includes zoned and subdivided lands that
are already developed.
Unabsorbed Land Supply means those lands that are planned for future residential,
commercial or industrial development as per approved MDPs (or more detailed ASPs
where greater detail is required), but are not yet through the pre-development planning
approvals process (zoning is not in place and/or subdivision has not been registered).
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Notwithstanding the above definitions, direction was received from the Planning Advisory
Group to include the future development of Port Alberta and other lands at the Edmonton
International Airport, and unapproved large-scale plans in advanced stages of formulation
that are nearing consideration for approval, in the identification of Unabsorbed Land
Supply. These plans included the Edmonton City Centre Airport Lands Demonstration
Plan, the draft Edmonton MDP, the draft Highway 19 ASP in Leduc County and the draft
Horse Hills ASP in Edmonton.
The methodology for determining Absorbed Land Supply is generally driven by its definition.
More specifically, each member municipality provided the Board with copies of their Land
Use Bylaws. In referencing all Land Use Bylaw maps with the Region’s parcel base mapping,
parcels that were found to be both subdivided and zoned for urban residential, country
residential, commercial and industrial purposes were identified as absorbed lands.
The methodology for determining Unabsorbed Land Supply, which was also generally driven
by its definition, first involved identifying lands that were zoned for urban residential, country
residential, commercial and industrial purposes but were not yet subdivided for these
purposes. Then for the remaining lands that were not zoned for these purposes, the future
land use concepts from all approved MDPs (and ASPs where required) were referenced with
the Region’s parcel base mapping. Parcels were identified as unabsorbed urban residential,
country residential, commercial and industrial lands in accordance with the future land use
concepts. Parcels were split into two or more of these categories in cases where they were
not yet subdivided in accordance with the future land use concepts. In instances where
future land concepts showed lands to be developed with future urban uses but the type of
uses (residential, commercial or industrial) was not yet determined, the subject parcels
were identified as Unabsorbed Urban Reserve.
While undertaking the methodologies to determine the Region’s Absorbed and Unabsorbed
Land Supply, those lands that were zoned or planned for uses other than urban residential,
country residential, commercial and industrial were identified as Other Lands. Other Lands
includes agricultural lands, airports (excluding Port Alberta and other portions of the
Edmonton International Airport planned for future industrial development), CFB Edmonton,
Indian Reserves, institutional lands, open space, protected areas, restricted development
areas, rail lines, roadways, Transportation and Utility Corridors and water bodies.

C.3 OUTCOME
The absorbed and unabsorbed land supply by Priority Growth Area, and Cluster Country
Residential Area are presented in Figures 1 and 2.
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FIGURE 1: ABSORBED AND UNABSORBED LAND SUPPLY
BY PRIORITY GROWTH AREA

Figure 1 shows absorbed and unabsorbed land supply by PGA. Absorbed land supply means
those lands that are ready for residential, commercial or industrial development from a planning
approvals perspective (zoning is in place and subdivision has been registered). This includes zoned
and subdivided lands that are already developed.
Unabsorbed land in PGAs totals some 29,082 hectares.
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FIGURE 2: ABSORBED AND UNABSORBED LAND SUPPLY
BY CLUSTER COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL AREA

Figure 2 shows absorbed and unabsorbed land supply by CCRA. Absorbed country residential
land supply means those lands that are subdivided to create multiple residential lots that are
accessed by an internal subdivision road which links to the municipal road system. In CCRAs, most
absorbed country residential land supply is in the form of existing traditional country residential
development. Typically, existing traditional country residential subdivisions are on a quarter
section of land and the average density is 35 lots per quarter.
Unabsorbed land in the CCRAs totals some 13,877 hectares which translates into 54 sections or 54
square miles of land. Assuming 129 lots per quarter section or 516 lots per section and an average
household size of 2.5 persons, the unabsorbed lands in the CCRAs can accommodate a population
of 69,660.
APPENDIX C: Land Supply
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APPENDIX D

REGIONAL BUFFER AREAS

D.1 PREAMBLE
In the response to the submission to the Capital Region Land Use Plan, the Minister of
Municipal Affairs directed the Capital Region Board to identify and graphically represent
buffers in the Region.
In acknowledgement of the industrial activities, natural features, and vital regional land
uses (e.g. International Airport) that cross municipal boundaries, it is necessary to develop
a common regional approach to protect land uses, and the uses in proximity to them.

D.2 RESEARCH APPROACH
a. Background: Existing Policy and Legislative Framework
The Project Team reviewed the Land Use Plan to identify how it defined and directed
the use and application of buffers. While the Land Use Plan does not provide policy
direction specific to buffers, it does provide an indication of the importance of natural
areas, industry and key Regional land uses within the Capital Region. The Project
Team also identified Municipal, Provincial and Federal buffers legislation and
regulations, as well as industry standards, that detail the need for and application
of buffers.
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b. Other Jurisdictions
The Project Team scanned and reviewed policy and legislative documents in other
jurisdictions to determine if, and how buffers are applied. An example of those
jurisdictions are:
 the Calgary Regional Partnership;
 Greater Golden Horseshoe Regional Plan;
 Sacramento Metropolitan Transportation Plan; and,
 any plans, policies, or industry standards relating to petrochemical clusters
in Texas.
Specifically relating to heavy industrial use and petrochemical clusters, the Project
Team also scanned research relating to risk management, and its application at a
regional level in other jurisdictions.

D.3 RESEARCH RESULTS
a. Outside the Capital Region
The Project Team did not find any examples of buffer areas or zones being
applied at a regional plan level. In the jurisdictions researched outside of the Capital
Region, buffer areas are applied through government or government agency policy
(municipal, provincial, or federal), or by industry standards.
b. Within the Capital Region
There are examples within the Capital Region where buffers are applied for the
purpose of safety and risk management at the municipal level. Fort Saskatchewan,
Strathcona County and the City of Edmonton each have policies within their
Municipal Development Plans that identify the need for risk management to be
applied in certain cases. Their approaches to applying risk management strategies
differ slightly, but the policy direction is consistent.
Compatibility buffers are widely used within the Capital Region. Inherently Land
Use and Zoning Bylaws accomplish this in part, but there are regional land uses
that require a common approach to protecting land uses, and the land uses in
proximity to them, particularly when they cross municipal boundaries. Industry
standards such as the AVPA (Airport Vicinity Protection Area) also exist for the
purpose of protecting the approaches to the International Airport, but there is no
common regional or municipal approach to ensure compatibility of land uses.
With respect to conservation, there are many examples within the Capital Region
where municipalities have identified natural features that are valued, and therefore
protected through the regulation of land uses, and the conservation of land through
environmental or municipal reserve. For instance, the Sturgeon County and the
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Town of Gibbons have adopted the Joint Sturgeon River Valley Area Structure
Plan which designates land uses, including open space for the purpose of passive
recreational uses, in recognition of the value of the Sturgeon River valley for both
municipalities.

D.4 ANALYSIS
Given the current legislative framework and industry standards that govern and apply
specific buffer requirements, the Project Team adopted an approach to define regional
buffer areas and develop a common policy approach for the identification and graphic
representation of buffer areas in the Capital Region. The policy approach for the purpose
of regional buffer areas is descriptive rather than prescriptive. A descriptive approach
provides the opportunity to develop a policy framework that identifies the locations
where the application of buffers would be required and implemented by the respective
municipality or municipalities, but the policy framework is not specific with respect to the
description of uses or distances associated with the buffer.
Further, the Project Team has categorized regional buffer areas for the purposes of
compatibility, conservation, and safety and risk management in order to establish
policies and protect land uses of Regional significance.

D.5 OUTCOME
The policy approach for Regional Buffer Areas is as follows:

++

Define Regional Buffer Areas:
 Regional Buffer Areas: are areas of land that separate significant regional uses from
other land uses for the purposes of safety and risk management, compatibility,
or conservation. Regional buffer areas ensure that appropriate setbacks from
significant regional land uses (i.e. Edmonton International Airport, Transportation
and Utility (TUC) Corridors, Alberta’s Industrial Heartland, petrochemical clusters,
and major river valleys) are provided to protect these uses, and the land uses in
proximity to them. Regional buffer areas can accommodate land uses including but
not limited to recreation corridors, transitional development, agricultural land and
passive open space.

++

Define other terms associated with Regional Buffer Areas:
 Petrochemical clusters: A geographically concentrated area of heavy industry
for the purpose of refining raw material and their derivative products associated
with the petroleum industry. Petrochemical clusters are characterized by the
by-product of one plant becoming the raw material for another, as well as the
movement of product streams between plants, shared services and utilities, and
an integrated transportation system.
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 Risk Analysis: A multi-level analysis used to estimate the level of risk to
individuals or populations, property or the environment, from an identified source
of risk. The resulting level of risk is subsequently compared to the Major Industrial
Accidents Council of Canada (MIACC) risk acceptability criteria to determine and
evaluate the appropriate risk management approach, including the identification
of policies that detail the restriction or appropriate transition of land uses for
surrounding subject lands to be adopted into a Municipal Development Plan and
appropriate statutory plan(s).
 Risk Assessment: The process of risk analysis and risk evaluation.
 Transitional Uses: A graduating scale of allowable land uses determined by the
appropriate legislation, and/or assessments. The method of determining the type
and scale allowable land uses is directly related to the category of buffer (safety and
risk management, compatibility, and conservation). In the example of safety and
risk management, allowable land uses can range from open space, and agricultural
land, to manufacturing, commercial offices, residential and institutional land uses.
Allowable land uses have been determined to have an acceptable level of risk within
a prescribed distance determined by a Risk Assessment.

+

That the Capital Region Land Use Plan identify, by policy and by graphic representation,
locations in the Capital Region where regional buffer areas are required, such as:
 Lands adjacent to the Edmonton International Airport and Port Alberta;
 Existing and future Transportation and Utility (TUC) Corridors;
 Alberta’s Industrial Heartland;
 Existing and future petrochemical clusters;
 North Saskatchewan and Sturgeon River Valleys;
 Significant environmentally sensitive sites; and
 Lands adjacent to power generation facilities.

+

That a consistent regional approach be developed for assessing and mitigating risks,
particularly relating to heavy industry.

+

That specific policies and definitions associated with safety and risk management
regional buffer areas be included to ensure that a common approach is applied across
the region, and to illustrate the transition of land uses that can be used to move large
concentrations of involuntary persons away from the risk source.

+

That the statutory plans of Capital Region member municipalities be amended to identify
and implement regional buffer areas consistent with applicable Federal, Provincial and
industry, and municipal buffer requirements.
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APPENDIX E

ADDENDUM TO
THE CAPITAL REGION
GROWTH PLAN GLOSSARY
ABSORBED COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL LAND SUPPLY
Means those lands that are subdivided to create multiple residential lots that are accessed
by an internal subdivision road which links to the municipal road system. Most such
subdivisions are for a quarter section and the average density is 35 lots per quarter.
ABSORBED LAND SUPPLY
Means those lands that are ready for residential, commercial or industrial development
from a planning approvals perspective (zoning is in place and subdivision has been
registered). This includes zoned and subdivided lands that are already developed.
ACCESS TO DEVELOPMENT
The municipal road that links the internal subdivision road(s) of a cluster country
residential subdivision with municipal and provincial road systems.
COMMUNAL SYSTEM
Water and sanitary services that service an entire subdivision and are developed to a
standard acceptable to Alberta Environment or the approval authority having jurisdiction.
CLUSTER COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL
Rural lands within CCRAs that have been subdivided to create multiple residential lots
that are connected to municipal or communal services, designed to group or “cluster” the
residential uses together on smaller lots by applying conservation design principles to
maximize the retention of open space.
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DENSITY
Means a measure of the ratio of dwelling units per Net Residential Area.
DENSITY TARGET
Means a minimum to a maximum density target assigned to PGAs; a maximum density
target assigned to CRAs, and a maximum density target assigned to Traditional Country
Residential development outside of PGAs and urban municipalities.
ECOLOGICAL STUDY
A single or series of evaluations and assessments completed by a professional (e.g.
biologist) to determine the level of environmental sensitivity and protection needed
for a natural area. Ecological studies include, but are not limited to, natural area site
assessments, biophysical site assessments, wetland assessments, geotechnical studies,
and natural area management plans.
FRAGMENT
To break or separate (something) into smaller parts.
NET RESIDENTIAL AREA (NRA)
Means the land required for residential purposes within a residential neighborhood. This
excludes Environmental and Municipal Reserve, roadways (including local, collector and
arterial), public utilities, stormwater management facilities, and commercial, industrial,
and institutional lands.
PAVED ROAD
As per the standards of each rural municipality.
PETROCHEMICAL CLUSTERS
A geographically concentrated area of heavy industry for the purpose of refining
raw material and their derivative products associated with the petroleum industry.
Petrochemical clusters are characterized by the by-product of one plant becoming the raw
material for another, as well as the movement of product streams between plants, shared
services and utilities, and an integrated transportation system.
PROXIMITY
Nearness in space, state or quality of being near.
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REGIONAL BUFFER AREAS
Regional Buffer Areas are areas of land that separate significant regional uses from other
land uses for the purposes of safety and risk management, compatibility, or conservation.
Regional buffer areas ensure that appropriate setbacks from significant regional land
uses (i.e. Edmonton International Airport, Transportation and Utility Corridors, Alberta’s
Industrial Heartland, petrochemical clusters, and major river valleys) are provided to
protect these uses, and the land uses in proximity to them. Regional buffer areas can
accommodate land uses including but not limited to recreation corridors, transitional
development, agricultural land and passive open space.
RISK ANALYSIS
A multi-level analysis used to estimate the level of risk to individuals or populations,
property or the environment, from an identified source of risk. The resulting level of risk
is subsequently compared to the Major Industrial Accidents Council of Canada (MIACC)
risk acceptability criteria to determine and evaluate the appropriate risk management
approach, including the identification of policies that detail the restriction or appropriate
transition of land uses for surrounding subject lands to be adopted into a Municipal
Development Plan and appropriate statutory plan(s).
RISK ASSESSMENT
The process of risk analysis and risk evaluation.
TRADITIONAL COUNTRY RESIDENTIAL
Subdivision of rural lands that creates multiple residential lots that are serviced with wells
or cisterns and septic systems or by connection to communal water and sanitary services.
TRANSITIONAL USES
A graduating scale of allowable land uses determined by the appropriate legislation, and/
or assessments. The method of determining the type and scale of allowable land uses
is directly related to the category of buffer (safety and risk management, compatibility,
and conservation). In the example of safety and risk management, allowable land uses
can range from open space, and agricultural land, to manufacturing, commercial offices,
residential and institutional land uses. Allowable land uses have been determined to have
an acceptable level of risk within a prescribed distance determined by a Risk Assessment.
UNABSORBED LAND SUPPLY
Lands that are planned for future residential, commercial, industrial development or
country residential land per approved MDPs (or more detailed ASPs where greater detail
is required), but that have not as yet been subject to pre-development planning process
(zoning is not in place and/or subdivision has not been registered).
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SECTION 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On June 11, 2009, the Minister of Municipal Affairs requested the Capital Region Board
(CRB) to develop a cost sharing formula by October 31, 2009 for the municipal share of
transit costs, including land acquisition, bus purchases and identified other costs. The
development of a cost sharing formula is necessary to complete outstanding regulatory
requirements that were identified by the Minister for the Capital Region Growth Plan.
In 2008, the Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects was developed and approved by
the Minister. Although this formula addressed the costs for long range planning for public
transit, it did not address all applicable costs for public transit. However, in the 2008 Cost
Allocation Formula Report approved by the Minister, the CRB commited to prepare a cost
sharing formula for the municipal portion of transit projects once the Regional Transit
Plan was completed.
To develop the formula, a Working Committee of Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) was
formed. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Working Committee included CAOs from five
cities, three counties and three towns. Five of these CAOs participated in the development
of the approved 2008 Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects and three members
represent municipalities that operate public transit systems today.
The primary objective for this project is to develop a cost sharing formula that would
apply to the municipal portion of Intermunicipal Transit Project costs, including both
capital and operating costs. The Working Committee also identified the need to address
implementation and transition issues, to propose criteria for transit projects and to analyze
the cumulative financial impact on CRB member municipalities in order to make the
Regional Transit Network achievable.
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Over a ten-week period, the Working Committee participated in bi-weekly meetings
to develop this report and its recommendations. The Working Committee completed
a thorough review of available information, including the Regional Cost Sharing Models
examined in 2008, formulas used in other North American jurisdictions and other information
from the Working Together Report. This information was supplemented with discussions with
transit industry experts. Finally, to understand the cumulative financial impact on member
municipalities, the Working Committee completed a number of scenario analyses, applying
different formulas to regional project examples.
At the onset of the project, a series of guiding principles were established: a) The cost
sharing formula will apply to all Capital Region municipalities; b) The cost sharing formula
will be comprehensive and understandable; c) The cost sharing formula will consider the
incremental operating and capital costs of future regional transit service; d) The cost sharing
formula shall consider both the individual and collective ability to pay; e) The cost sharing
formula shall consider both the direct and indirect benefits received from a regional transit
service; and f) The cost sharing formula shall consider municipalities’ existing investment in
transit. Above all, the CRB was determined to develop a formula that would be fair to
all municipalities.
Throughout the process of developing a cost sharing formula for Regional Transit projects,
the Working Committee fully appreciated that the cost of providing a regional transit service,
one which meets the growth projected over the next 30 years in population and employment,
far exceeds the collective regional ability to pay. Therefore, it is critical to acknowledge that
to make a Regional Transit Network achievable a commitment is needed by other levels of
government. Specifically, there must be a long term, sustainable commitment of capital and
operating funding from other orders of government for public transit. Regional ability to pay
should be considered in transit projects.
It should be noted that where extensive public transit networks exist in other parts of
Canada and North America, other levels of governments have made this commitment.
The development of the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula proved to be a challenging
and complex task. The discussions centered on the key principles of ability to pay, fairness
to all municipalities and the level of benefit received by a municipality. The task of arriving
at an equitable formula proved to be difficult because of the absence of a 30-year Regional
Transit Service Plan and its related Capital Plan for Public Transit. In any case, it was agreed
that any successful regional transit system starts with LRT as the centre connecting higher
density areas with collector and commuter bus services throughout a region.
Of concern to the current transit operators was the need to recognize the existing investment
in transit as part of the formula, particularly as it relates to integrating existing services
as part of the Regional Transit Network. The consensus of the Working Committee is that
the existing investment does need to be recognized and that further analysis is required in
order to identify relevant investments.
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The Working Committee evaluated a number of cost sharing formulas under different
multiple scenarios. These scenarios were used to understand the financial impact on
municipalities, including both capital and operating costs. The examined formulas
included both the model from the Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects, approved
in 2008, and a modified version of this model in which the Core Fee was not included. In
addition, the Working Committee examined four direct benefit models, which considered
different variables and weighting in the formula.
The recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula that the Committee developed
is based on the approved Cost Allocation Formula for Regional Projects, but with the
following changes:
a. The Capital Region member municipalities are categorized according to the level
of benefit as determined by the Land Use definitions for Priority Growth Areas
(PGAs) and Cluster Country Residential Areas (CCRAs) approved by the CRB on
September 17, 2009. Based on the information available as of October 1, 2009,
the following is the grouping of CRB member municipalities:
Municipalities with a PGA/CCRA

Municipalities without a PGA/CCRA



Edmonton



Fort Saskatchewan



Bon Accord



Bruderheim



City of Leduc



Spruce Grove



Calmar



Devon



Leduc County



Parkland County



Gibbons



Town of Lamont



Sturgeon County



Beaumont



Legal



Lamont County



Stony Plain



St. Albert



Morinville



New Sarepta



Strathcona County



Redwater



Thorsby



Wabamun



Warburg

b. The formula includes a Core Fee, which applies to all municipalities in the first
year of a project. The Core Fee is reduced by 90% for Regional Transit Projects and
is calculated in the same way as the Approved Cost Sharing Formula.
The Core Fee is calculated as the lower amount of:
 Ten percent (10%) of the municipal contribution divided by the number of
participating municipalities; or
 A maximum of 1% of the smallest member’s operating expenses for the
previous fiscal year.
Due to the magnitude of costs for transit projects, the Working Committee
recommends that the core fee for any transit project be limited to 10% of the Core
Fee as calculated above to make it affordable for municipalities without a PGA/CCRA.
For example, based on 2008 data for Total Population and Equalized Assessment,
the maximum Core Fee under the approved model is $5360.62; for a Regional
Transit Project, the Core Fee would be $536.06.
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c. For all remaining years of a project, municipalities without a PGA/CCRA will pay an
annual amount equal to the Core Fee calculated in year one.
d. After the Core Fee paid by all municipalities and the annual contribution from
municipalities without a PGA/CCRA have been taken into account, the balance of
project costs is shared annually among PGA/CCRA municipalities based on their
proportionate share of Total Population and Total Equalized Assessment, each
weighted at 50%.
When compared with other potential formulas, this formula was the fairest, most easily
understood and workable cost sharing formula, given the Regional Transit Committee’s
(RTC) governance structure and the current state of the Regional Transit Network.
The recommended formula does meet the guiding principles. However, as the size of
regional transit projects become larger, the less affordable transit projects will be for
all municipalities. In the analysis completed by the Working Committee, that level of
affordability was identified as one-third of the total project cost (including capital and
operating costs). Knowing that transit projects involve significant capital and ongoing
operating costs makes it essential to ensure other orders of government are committed
to contributing the remaining two-thirds.
A number of concerns were identified with the other formulas reviewed, including the
inability to establish direct/indirect benefits fairly and the placement of too high a financial
burden on smaller municipalities. These issues could limit the number of potential
regional transit projects. Other formulas presented issues of complexity, such as how to
measure variables such as ridership accurately and consistently. For these reasons, the
recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula best meets the guiding principles
of fairness and simplicity.
In introducing the PGA/CCRA concept as a method for measuring the benefits of transit
projects received by a municipality, important considerations, such as the individual and
collective ability to pay, are included in the formula. The PGA/CCRA concept distributes
99.67% of total project costs to those municipalities with a PGA/CCRA and 0.33 % of the
cost to municipalities without a PGA/CCRA. The cost distribution is consistent with the
fact that in 2008 the 11 municipalities currently with a PGA/CCRA represent 96.9% of
the Region’s Population and 97.94% of the Region’s Equalized Assessment. Key formula
components – Population and Equalized Assessment – can be simply and consistently
measured using annual data available from Alberta Municipal Affairs, which allows
calculations to be transparent and easily replicable.
The recommended formula is also consistent with the weighted criteria approved by the
Capital Region Board for PGAs and CCRAs. It is assumed that PGAs/CCRAs will have
higher densities and more intensified development since they are close to, or form part of,
large employment centres. Therefore, these areas are expected to support a large portion
of the Region’s future growth in population and, consequently, will have the population and
densities to support increased public transit demand.
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As set out in the CRB Regulation, the CRB must approve all Regional projects, thereby
ensuring the participation of all municipalities in determining which Regional projects
go forward and in what priority across all CRB responsibility areas. The Regional Transit
Cost Sharing Formula equitably addresses all participating municipalities, considering
both their ability to pay and their benefit received from Regional Transit Projects. All
municipalities in the Region will benefit from an integrated Regional Transit Network and,
therefore, all municipalities need to invest in its future.
Equally important to how costs are shared is determining which costs of future projects
should be funded by the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula. It proved difficult to
identify the incremental cost attributable to the integration of existing transit systems.
Once the Regional Transit Network is more integrated, and when direct operating costs
can be measured, these costs would be included in the Transit Cost Sharing Formula.
The following is a summary of the Committee’s recommendations contained in this Report.
RECOMMENDATIONS TO OTHER ORDERS OF GOVERNMENT
1. That the Capital Region municipalities require a commitment of sustainable, longterm, multi-year capital and operating funding from other orders of government to
achieve the Capital Region vision for public transit.
2. That the Capital Region Transit Network requires a commitment from the
Province to work together with the CRB to coordinate planning of road and other
infrastructure with the Regional Transit Plan.
3. GreenTRIP Program funding is essential to enabling a more sustainable and
competitive region that includes a Regional Transit Network.
RECOMMENDATIONS TO CRB MUNICIPALITIES
1. The Regional ability to pay should be considered in Regional Transit Projects.
2. Regional Projects are determined by the CRB. Examples of possible regional
transit projects include new commuter services, new transit infrastructure
including LRT, new buses, and park and ride facilities.
3. The applicable project costs included in the formula are the net incremental costs
(capital and operating) for facilitating future regional transit service (after all fare
box, other revenues and grants have been subtracted).
4. Once the Regional Transit Network is more integrated, and when direct operating
costs can be measured, the applicable direct operating costs are to be included in
the formula.
5. To make Regional Transit Projects affordable, the CRB’s portion of funding should
ideally represent about one-third of the Total Project Costs (including capital and
operating costs) with two-thirds of the funding coming from other sources.
6. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to all planning for the Regional
Transit Network.
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7. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to LRT projects.
8. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula would be reviewed at least once every
5 years as part of the update of the Growth Plan. Consideration shall be given to
including ridership into the formula once there is an affordable and acceptable
method of measuring ridership across the Region. (I.e. Smart Card).
9. The recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is the PGA/CCRA Model
which uses the components of the Approved Cost Sharing Formula for Regional
Projects, modified to include the level of benefit received by municipalities.
IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS
In its deliberations, the Working Committee identified the following implementation
considerations:
1. Formula Administration: Any reporting on approved Regional Transit Projects is to
be done by CRB administration.
2. Responsibility for Financing: The CRB Municipal portion of Regional Transit
Project costs is the responsibility of the CRB. The debt limit of the CRB should not
affect the debt limit of any one municipality.
3. Existing Service Agreements: Existing agreements would continue as is until they
expire; upon renewal they may be considered by the CRB as a Regional Project.
4. Formula Review Period: The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is reviewed at
least once every five years to align with the Regional Growth Plan.
5. Regional Public Transit Service Plan: A Regional Public Transit Service Plan that
establishes a long term, 30 year vision for the Regional Transit Network with
multi-year projects is necessary to ensure long term commitment and support
from all stakeholders and orders of government.
FUTURE WORK
1. Specialized Transit: Because of the complexity of issues raised by the Specialized
Transit Service, such as the need to define Regional Service Standards and the
Service Integration Model, the Working Committee recommends that these issues
be resolved before a project be undertaken to identify the appropriate cost sharing
formula.
2. RTC Governance Model: There may be a need to re evaluate the RTC membership
to ensure that there is fair representation from municipalities paying the larger
portion of the costs.
3. Responsibility for Financing: Further work is required to ensure that any
borrowing on the part of the CRB does not affect the debt limit of any one
municipality.
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SECTION 2

INTRODUCTION

On June 11, 2009, the Minister of Municipal Affairs requested the Capital Region Board to
develop a cost sharing model by October 31, 2009 for the municipal share of transit costs,
including land acquisition, bus purchases and other identified costs. The development of
a cost sharing formula is necessary to complete outstanding regulatory requirements that
were identified by the Minister for the Capital Region Growth Plan.
In 2008, the Cost Sharing Formula for Regional Projects was developed and approved by
the Minister. Although this formula addressed the costs for long range planning for public
transit, it did not address all applicable costs for public transit. However, in the 2008 Cost
Allocation Formula Report approved by the Minister, the CRB indicated that it would be
prepared to develop a cost sharing formula for transit once the Regional Transit plan was
completed.
On August 12, 2009, the Working Committee approved its Terms of Reference, which
included the following mandate:
To develop cost sharing or allocation formula(s) that would apply to the municipal
portion of Intermunicipal Transit Costs, including both Capital and Operating Costs.
This Working Committee was established to complete the mandate and will cease to exist once
the Cost Sharing Formula has been approved by the CRB and accepted by the Province.
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This Working Committee may also provide advice on the following matters:
 The development of potential criteria for evaluating Intermunicipal transit projects
to which the cost sharing formula would apply.
 The addressing of administrative and transition issues for the implementation of
the cost sharing formula for CRB Municipalities.
 The making of recommendations regarding the share of Federal and/or Provincial
funding to make regional projects achievable.
In the development of the formula, the Working Committee was first guided by the Vision
Statement as identified in the Regional Transit plan:
The Region’s transit network enables the Capital Region to achieve its economic,
social and environmental objectives by making transit a convenient and competitive
model of transportation.
Second, the Working Committee described what the Regional Transit Network would
accomplish:
One seamless integrated mass transit service that interconnects Priority Growth
Areas (PGAs), major employment centers and surrounding municipalities throughout
the Region and that provides Capital Region residents with access to intermunicipal
transit services.
Finally, the Working Committee described the Regional Transit Network to encompass the
following attributes:
 The Regional Transit Network is integral to Municipal Development Plans and
consistent with Capital Region Growth Plan;
 The Regional Transit Network shares a common fare system, branding, routes,
and scheduling;
 The Regional Transit Network integrates different modes of transportation—
bus, rail, rapid transit, LRT, and Para transit;
 The Regional Transit Network is integrated with multi-use transportation corridors;
 The Regional Transit Network provides an affordable, competitive mode of
transportation, which leads to increased ridership; and,
 The Regional Transit Network enables choice, flexible, convenience, accessibility
and safety.
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SECTION 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1

WORKING COMMITTEE
On July 9th, 2009, the Capital Region Board approved a recommendation from the
Regional Transit Committee to form a Working committee comprised of CAOs that would
be responsible for the development of a cost sharing formula for Regional Transit projects.
This formula would need approval from the CRB prior to the October 31, 2009 deadline set
by the Province.
The Committee Members were selected based on the following criteria:
a. Candidates with experience in transit operations;
b. Candidates identified by Member Municipalities for Intermunicipal transit service;
c. Candidates that provide a balanced in representation from cities, towns and
counties; and
d. Candidates from the 2008 Cost Allocation Working Group to provide continuity.
COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES:
Cities:

Al Maurer, Edmonton; Paul Benedetto, Leduc; Doug Lagore, Spruce Grove; Bill Holtby, St. Albert

Counties:

Doug Wright, Leduc County; Robyn Singleton, Strathcona County; Pat Vincent, Parkland County;

Towns:

Tony Kulbisky, Devon; Marc Landry, Beaumont; Mark Oberg, Gibbons;

Alternates: Joyce Tustian, Edmonton; Brian Bowles, Leduc County; Josh Pyrcz, Leduc;
Corey Levasseur, Beaumont; Dean Screpnek, St. Albert
The Committee appointed Ms. Kathleen LeClair, Chief Officer of the Capital Region Board
as the Chair of the Committee.
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3.2

PROJECT APPROACH
Over a ten week period, the Working Committee participated in bi-weekly meetings to
complete the following tasks:

3.3

Task #1

Establish the project scope, processes, timelines and deliverables,

Task #2

Develop guiding principles,

Task #3

Review Best Practices and evaluate Regional Public Transit Cost Sharing Models,

Task #4

Complete scenario analyses and evaluations,

Task #5

Present the Committee’s Recommendations to stakeholder groups,

Task #6

Write Final Report.

BEST PRACTICES RESEARCH1
The Working Committee completed a thorough review of available information, including the
Regional Cost Sharing Models examined in 2008, formulas used in other North American
jurisdictions and other information from the Working Together Report. This review was
supplemented with discussions with transit industry experts. Although the Working
Committee’s research confirmed that there are no best practices regarding cost sharing
formulas for transit, two common themes about the success of some of North America’s
larger and more integrated regional transit systems emerged. One was the use of the
governance model in organizations responsible for transit and the other was the degree
of commitment and support garnered from other orders of government.
In the majority of the cases reviewed, regional transit service was the responsibility of an
authority or commission. In addition to being responsible for the long range planning,
these authorities or commissions were also responsible for service delivery and given
the authority to raise revenue. The role of other levels of government was in the form of
funding commitments, which generally followed policy objectives toward reducing the impact
of transit on the environment by reducing the congestion on roads, and improving the
sustainability the region. An important insight gained from the research was the recognition
by other orders of government that investment in road infrastructure needs to be
coordinated with other modes of transportation.
The Working Committee also learned that costs sharing models varied from being simple
to complex and that the degree of complexity reflected the level of integration of different
models of transportation across different jurisdictions, as is the case for the Montréal
Metropolitan Region. In the cases reviewed, federal and provincial governments generally
funded, if not all the capital costs, then a large portion of them. In some cases, other orders
of government also provided funding to cover a portion of the deficit in operating costs, as is
the case for Translink in British Columbia.
1
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SECTION 4

DELIBERATIONS

4.1

SCOPE
At the onset of the project, the Working Committee developed a series of guiding principles.
The key principles of municipalities’ ability to pay, fairness to all municipalities and the
inclusion of level of benefit received by a municipality were the focus of the committee’s
discussions on developing an appropriate cost sharing formula.
Other key points of discussion were the RTC mandate to develop an integrated Regional
Transit Network and the adoption of a Governance model for the Committee. There was
also considerable discussion as to which costs to include in the formula.
REGIONAL TRANSIT COMMITTEE MANDATE:
The Regional Transit Committee is charged with delivering a fully integrated and
coherent Regional Transit Network, including the design, construction and operation
of any new intermunicipal transit service. The Regional Transit Network is to include
Regional Bus Service, commuter services, park and ride facilities, LRT services and
transportation services for persons with disabilities.
The development of an equitable Regional Transit Cost Allocation Formula proved to be
a challenging and complex task because of the absence of a 30-year Regional Transit
Service Plan and its related Capital Plan for Public Transit. In any case, the Working
Committee agreed that any successful regional transit system starts with a LRT as
the centre of the transit network, to which collector and commuter bus services are
connected, linking to both the inside and outside of a core and throughout a region.
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Of concern to the current transit operators was the need to recognize the existing investment
in transit as part of the formula, particularly as it relates to integrating existing services as
part of the Regional Transit Network. The consensus of the Working Committee is that the
existing investment does need to be recognized and that further analysis is required in order
to identify relevant investments.

4.2

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
On principle, the Working Committee was determined to develop a cost sharing formula
for regional transit projects that was fair and equitable for participating municipalities, one
that considered both their ability to pay and their benefit received from regional transit
projects. The consensus was that all municipalities in the Region will benefit from an integrated
Regional Transit Network, and, therefore, all need to invest in its future. The Committee
agreed that wherever possible direct and indirect benefits should be taken into consideration
along with the existing investment in transit by municipalities.
Throughout the process of developing guiding principles for the cost sharing formula, the
Working Committee fully appreciated that the cost of providing a regional transit service
that meets the growth in population and employment projected over the next 30 years far
exceeds the collective regional ability to pay. Therefore, the Committee believes it is critical
to acknowledge that, in order to make a Regional Transit Network achievable, a commitment
is needed by other levels of government. Specifically, there must be a long term, sustainable
commitment of capital and operating funding from other orders of government for public
transit. Regional ability to pay should be considered in transit projects. Wherever extensive
public transit networks exist in other parts of Canada and North America, other levels of
governments have made this commitment.
The recommended guiding principles developed for the Regional Transit Cost Sharing model
are consistent with the principles identified in the Approved Cost Sharing Formula for Regional
Projects, approved by the Minister of Municipal Affairs on December 15, 2008.
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES
�

That there is a long term, sustainable commitment of capital and operating
funding from other orders of government for public transit.

�

That the Regional ability to pay should be considered in transit projects.

1. The cost sharing formula will apply to all Capital Region municipalities.
2. The cost sharing formula shall be comprehensive and understandable.
3. The cost sharing formula shall consider the incremental operating and
capital costs of future regional service.
4. The cost sharing formula shall consider both individual and collective
ability to pay.
5. The cost sharing formula shall consider both the direct and indirect
benefits received from a regional transit service.
6. The cost sharing formula shall consider municipalities’ existing investment
in transit.

4.3

GOVERNANCE
In the development of the Cost Sharing Formula, the Committee discussed the effect
the RTC governance model and its level of authority would have on the development and
implementation of an integrated regional transit network. As was stated earlier in this Report,
The Regional Transit Committee is charged with delivering a fully integrated and coherent regional
transit network, including the design, construction and operation of any new intermunicipal
transit service. To include Regional Bus Service, commuter services, park and ride facilities,
LRT services and transportation services for persons with disabilities. And Local Services will
continue to be planned and operated as per the status quo. The Regional Transit Plan states
that it is expected that the RTC would contract back service delivery to the existing operators.
Unlike a commission or a transit authority, the RTC has no ability to raise revenue. It
also does not own the assets that are necessary for intermunicipal transit service. As
determined in the Regional Transit Plan, the Capital Region will realize significant growth
over the next 30 years, and yet the implementation of intermunicipal service could take
15 or more years to be recognizable as such, in terms of a unified regional brand, service
standards, and fare systems.
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The Governance Continuum shown in Figure 1 was an important reference for the Committee,
in that it helped clarify the difference between the RTC’s scope of authority today and the
scope of authority of other Regional Transit Models. The Committee recognized that the RTC
has neither the independent authority to make decisions that will affect Municipalities nor
the ability to raise revenue. Because of these limitations, considering the regional ability to
pay in all regional projects is of utmost importance, as is securing a long term, sustainable
commitment from other levels of government to provide a portion of capital and operating
costs of regional public transit. Furthermore, as set out in the CRB Regulation, the CRB
must approve all Regional projects, thereby ensuring the participation of all municipalities in
determining which Regional projects go forward and prioritizing the order of projects across
all CRB responsibility areas.
Figure 1: Governance Continuum
RTC GOVERNANCE MODEL

CAPITAL REGION TRANSIT
AUTHORITY/COMMISSION

TODAY

10 –15 YEARS

Multi-System
Model:

Hybrid Regional
Service Delivery

Three Independent
Transit Operators Plus
Four Service Contracts
and Para Transit
Operators— “Coordinated
& Cooperative Regional
Transit Service”

 Integrated Regional
Fares
 Regional Brand
 Regional Service
Standards
 Integration of Para
Transit Service

>25+ YEARS
FUTURE?



RTC Vision
One fully Integrated
Regional Transit System,
which could include the
following Function and
Authority— Centralized
Operations Authority to
Raise Revenues Owns all
Transit Assets.

Proposes oversight of
Long Term Planning and
Regional Service Delivery
of Integrated Transit
Services

4.4

RELEVANT PROJECT COSTS
Equally important as determining how costs are shared is determining which costs of
future projects should be funded by the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula. After
considerable discussion, the Committee agreed that at a policy level some existing
operating costs and all net new capital and operating cost be included. The consensus
was that it is important to recognize the three operators’ (i.e. City of Edmonton, City of St.
Albert, Strathcona County) existing investment in public transit in some way as a measure
against not having to pay twice for the same service.
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For the Working Committee to gain a better understanding of how to recognize existing
investment, the Committee reviewed the industry standard cost categories as identified
by the Canadian Urban Transit Association2. It proved difficult to identify the incremental cost
attributable to existing transit systems. The Committee therefore agreed that, at minimum,
some portion of the planning and administration costs incurred by the operators should
be included. Thus, the challenge became identifying the appropriate amount that would be
applicable to the Regional Transit Network. The operators agreed that, since they are unable
to measure their current existing operating costs, when the Regional Transit Network is more
fully integrated and direct operating costs can be measured, these costs would be included in
the Transit Cost Sharing Formula.
The Committee recommends that applicable project costs include the net incremental
costs (capital and operating) for facilitating future regional transit service, as well as the
applicable planning, monitoring and reporting costs, such as ridership surveys. In terms
of the types of Regional Projects, the Working Committee recommends service expansion,
new services and rehabilitation and replacement projects.

4.5

COST SHARING MODELS
The Working Committee evaluated a number of cost sharing formulas in different scenarios,
which were used to understand how the inclusion of both capital and operating costs would
affect municipalities financially. The formulas examined included the Cost Sharing Formula
for Regional Projects, approved in 2008, and a modified version of the approved model in
which the core fee was not included. In addition, the Committee examined four direct benefit
models, whose formulas included different variables and weighting. (Appendix 2 provides
more detail on transit cost sharing models). Table 1 provides a summary of the formulas the
Committee evaluated to arrive at a recommendation.
The Working Committee recommends that the PGA/CCRA formula be adopted as the Cost
Sharing Formula for Regional Transit Projects. The Committee believes this formula,
when compared with other potential formulas, to be the fairest, most easily understood
and workable cost sharing formula, given the RTC’s governance structure and the
current state of the Regional Transit Network. The recommended formula does meet the
guiding principles; however, as the size of regional transit projects become larger, the
less affordable transit projects will be for all municipalities. In the analysis completed by
the Working Committee, that level of affordability was identified as one-third of the total
project cost (including capital and operating costs). Knowing that transit projects involve
significant capital and ongoing operating costs makes it essential to ensure other orders
of government are committed to contributing the remaining two-thirds.

2
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The Committee identified a number of concerns with the other models reviewed, including
the inability to establish direct/indirect benefits fairly and the placement of too high of a
financial burden on smaller municipalities. The Committee believes these issues could
limit the number of potential Regional Transit Projects. Other formulas presented issues of
complexity, such as how to measure variables such as ridership accurately and consistently.
For these reasons, the Committee believes that the recommended Regional Transit Cost
Sharing Formula best meets the guiding principles of fairness and simplicity.
Table 1— Formula Evaluation Summary

A
B

C

D

Approved Formula

 Core Fee.
 Balance shared based on 50% Population and 50%
Equalized Assessment for all municipalities.

Modified Approved Formula

 Approved Cost Sharing Formula minus the Core Fee.

Direct Benefit #1:

 Core Fee as calculated under the Approved Model.

67/33 Weighting Populating &
Equalized Assessment
+ Direct Benefit Factor

 Net project costs shared by all municipalities based
on 67% Total Population and 33% Total Equalized
Assessment.

Direct Benefit #2:

 No Core Fee.

50/50 Weighting Population &
Operating Expense
+ Direct Benefit Factor

 Net project costs shared by all municipalities based
on 50% Total Population and 50% Total Equalized
Assessment.

Direct Benefit #3:

 No Core Fee.

Ridership Formula

 Net project costs shared by all municipalities based
on 50% Total Population and 50% Total Equalized
Assessment.

E

 A factor of 1 applied to municipalities receiving a
direct benefit and 0.66 for those receiving an indirect
benefit.

 A factor of 1 applied to municipalities receiving a
direct benefit and 0.66 for those receiving an indirect
benefit.

 A credit factor based on the percentage of ridership.
(This was modelled on the allocation of costs as per
the Regional Water Commission).

Direct Benefit#4:
PGA/CCRA Formula

F

 Based on Approved Cost Sharing Formula with the
Core Fee reduced by 90%.
 Net project costs are shared on a proportionate basis
among municipalities with a PGA/CCRA.
 The municipalities without a PGA/CCRA contibute
an annual fee equal to the Core Fee, as calculated in
year one for all years of the project.
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4.6

RECOMMENDED TRANSIT COST SHARING FORMULA
The recommended formula is based on the approved Cost Allocation Formula for Regional
Projects, but with the following changes:
a. The Capital Region member municipalities are divided according to the level of
benefit as determined by the Land Use definitions for Priority Growth Areas and
Cluster Country Residential Areas approved by the CRB on September 17, 2009.
The following is the grouping of CRB member municipalities:
Municipalities with a PGA/CCRA

Municipalities without a PGA/CCRA



Edmonton



Fort Saskatchewan



Bon Accord



Bruderheim



City of Leduc



Spruce Grove



Calmar



Devon



Leduc County



Parkland County



Gibbons



Town of Lamont



Sturgeon County



Beaumont



Legal



Lamont County



Stony Plain



St. Albert



Morinville



New Sarepta



Strathcona County



Redwater



Thorsby



Wabamun



Warburg

b. The formula includes a Core Fee, which applies all municipalities, in the first year
of a project. The Core Fee is reduced by 90% for Regional Transit projects and is
calculated in the same way as the Approved Cost Sharing Formula.
The Core Fee is calculated as the lower amount of:
 Ten percent (10%) of the municipal contribution divided by the number of
participating municipalities; or
 A maximum of 1% of the smallest member’s operating expenses for the
previous fiscal year.
Due to the magnitude of costs for transit projects, the Committee recommends
that the core fee for any transit project be limited to 10% of the Core Fee as
calculated above to make the fee affordable for municipalities without a PGA/
CCRA. For example, the maximum Core Fee under the approved model is
$5360.62, based on 2008 data for Total Population and Equalized Assessment.
Thus, for a Regional Transit Project, the fee would be $536.06.
c. For all remaining years of a project, municipalities without a PGA/CCRA will pay
an annual amount equal to the Core Fee calculated in year one.
d. After the Core Fee paid by all municipalities and the annual contribution from
municipalities without a PGA/CCRA have been taken into account, the balance of
project cost is shared annually among PGA/CCRA municipalities based on their
proportionate share of Total Population and Total Equalized Assessment, each
weighted at 50% in the formula.
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In introducing the PGA/CCRA concept as a way of accounting for the benefits of transit
projects received by a municipality, the Committee believes important considerations, such
as the individual and collective ability to pay, are included in the formula. The PGA/CCRA
concept distributes 99.67% of total project costs to those municipalities with a PGA/CCRA and
0.33 % of the cost to municipalities without a PGA/CCRA. The cost distribution is consistent
with the fact that in 2008 the 11 municipalities currently with a PGA/CCRA represent 96.9%
of the Region’s Population and 97.94% of the Equalized Assessment. The Committee also
believes that the key formula components Population and Equalized Assessment can be simply
and consistently measured using annual data available from Alberta Municipal Affairs, which
allows calculations to be transparent and easily replicable.
The recommended formula is also consistent with the weighted criteria approved by the
Capital Region Board for Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas. It
is assumed that PGAs/CCRAs will have higher densities and more intensified development
since they are close to, or form part of, large employment centers. These areas are expected
to support a large portion of the Region’s future growth in population and, consequently, will
have the population and densities to support and demand increased public transit services.
The consensus of the Committee is that direct benefit models based on ridership is the ideal
cost sharing formula and should be considered once the Region’s Intermunicipal Transit
Network is more fully integrated and once the Region has the ability to measure transit use by
municipality. Currently, the Committee does not possess the knowledge to address ridership
effectively in the model. More research would be necessary if this model were pursued.
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SECTION 5

COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATIONS
As set out in the CRB Regulation, the CRB must approve all Regional Projects, thereby
ensuring the participation of all municipalities in determining which Regional projects
go forward, and in what priority, across all CRB responsibility areas. This means that as
Regional Transit Projects are identified within the context of the broader 30-year Regional
Transit Service Plan, member municipalities will have the opportunity to evaluate and vote
on the merits of how a project contributes to building an integrated intermunicipal
transit network.
By considering both their ability to pay and their benefit received from Regional Transit
Projects, the Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula equitably addresses all participating
municipalities. The consensus of the Committee is that all municipalities in the Region will
benefit from an integrated Regional Transit Network, and, therefore, all need to invest in its
future. Knowing that transit is expensive to build, expand and maintain, a Regional Transit
Network can only be achieved with a commitment from other orders of government.
Those operating transit today know that providing transit to residents doesn’t pay, at least in
terms of covering transit operating costs with fares paid by riders. The Committee believes
the broader benefits received from an intermunicipal transit system are invaluable, far
outweighing financial concerns. Providing more efficient, convenient, safe and affordable
public transportation options to residents and visitors will reduce congestion on roads and
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, thereby increasing the Region’s competitiveness and
sustainability—the key outcomes of the Capital Region Growth Plan. Making public transit
more accessible and broadly available throughout the region will ensure public transit is a
competitive mode of transportation that can compete with other transportation modes for
residents and visitors in the Capital Region.
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As the Capital Region becomes increasingly urbanized, investment in the Region’s
transportation network becomes increasingly necessary to maintain the Region’s
sustainability and competitiveness. The Region must provide its residents and visitors
better transit options than driving their cars. At the heart of any urban metropolitan city
is an efficient, integrated multi-model transportation system that provides residents and
visitors access to convenient, safe public transportation. Achieving this vision requires
sustainable funding and a commitment to working together as a Region, but investing in
public transit will provide incalculable benefits to the Capital Region, including making
jobs more accessible to residents, integrating fares and customer information systems
to enable residents to make smarter choices, revitalizing communities by increasing the
mobility of residents and visitors.
Critical to achieving an integrated regional transportation system is collaboration with
other orders of government, not only for long term sustainable funding, but also to
coordinate the planning of roads and other transportation infrastructure, which will enable
greater efficiency and mobility of residents within a multi-model transportation network.
What follows is a number of recommendations the Committee has identified as critical
to the successful acceptance of the cost sharing model by the municipalities in the
Capital Region. More importantly, these recommendations are critical to the successful
acceptance of a broader vision, which is focused on building a sustainable region that is
both competitive and offers residents a greater quality of life.

5.1

OTHER ORDERS OF GOVERNMENT
1. That the Capital Region Municipalities require a commitment of sustainable, longterm, multi-year capital and operating funding from other orders of government to
achieve the Capital Region vision for public transit.
2. That the Capital Region Transit Network requires a commitment from the Province
to work together with the CRB and RTC to coordinate planning of road and other
infrastructure with the Regional Transportation Plan.
3. GreenTRIP Program funding is essential to enabling a more sustainable and
competitive region that includes a Regional Transit Network.

5.2

CRB MUNICIPALITIES
1. The Regional ability to pay should be a consideration in Regional Transit Projects.
2. Regional Projects are determined by the CRB. Examples of possible projects
include new commuter service, new transit infrastructure including LRT, new
buses and park and ride facilities.
3. The applicable project costs included in the formula are the net incremental costs
(capital and operating) for facilitating future regional transit service (after all fare
box, other revenues and grants have been subtracted).
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4. Once the Regional Transit Network is more integrated, and when direct operating
costs can be measured, the applicable direct operating costs are to be included in
the formula.
5. To make Regional Transit Projects affordable, the CRB’s portion of funding should
ideally represent about one-third of the Total Project Costs (including capital and
operating costs) with two-thirds of the funding coming from other sources.
6. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to all planning for the Regional
Transit Network.
7. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula applies to LRT projects.
8. The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula would be reviewed at least once every
five years as part of the update of the Growth Plan. Consideration shall be given
to including ridership in the formula once there is an affordable and acceptable
method of measuring ridership across the Region (i.e. Smart Card).
9. The recommended Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is the PGA/CCRA Model
which uses the components of the Approved Cost Sharing Formula for Regional
Projects, modified to include the level of benefit received by municipalities.

5.3

FUTURE WORK
The development of a Regional Transit cost sharing model to meet the project guidelines
proved to be a difficult, challenging and complex task, given the significant cost involved.
The project was also completed within a very short period, leaving no opportunity to
consider Specialized Transit properly. Knowing that Specialized Transit is as complex as
conventional transit, with similar goals of integrating it with the Regional Transit Network,
the Committee recommends that a similar project be undertaken once a Regional Plan is
developed by the Regional Transit Committee for Specialized transit.
1. Specialized Transit— Cost Sharing Model: Because of the complexity of issues
raised by the Specialized Transit Services, such as the need to define the Regional
Service Standards and the Service Integration model, the Working Committee
recommends that these issues be resolved before a project be undertaken to
identify the appropriate cost sharing formula.
2. RTC Governance Model: There may be a need to re-evaluate the RTC membership
to ensure that there is fair representation from municipalities paying the larger
portion of the costs.
3. Responsibility for Financing: Further work is required to ensure that any borrowing
on the part of the CRB does not affect the debt limit of any one municipality.
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SECTION 6

IMPLEMENTATION/
TRANSITION CONSIDERATIONS
Throughout the discussion on the Cost Sharing Formula, the Committee spent a considerable
amount of time discussing implementation considerations for when the Cost Sharing Formula
is approved. The following summary of implementation considerations is presented for
consideration by the Regional Transit Committee, in part to support the role of overseeing
the development and implementation of the Regional Transit Network.
The Committee recognizes that the formula may not be perceived as entirely fair and equitable
to all municipalities. In the absence of the full rollout of transit service over the next 30
years, the Committee was unable to determine when the residents of a municipality would
have access to public transit service. However, the formula will be reviewed in the future
and adjustments will be made to the existing model to address new circumstances. The
most important task currently is to ensure that the formula enables the Region to move
forward in planning an integrated Regional Transit Network.
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PGA/CCRA Cost Sharing Formula

The PGA/CCRA Cost Sharing Formula should apply
to long range planning for Regional Transit Service
as opposed to the Approved Cost Sharing Formula
for Regional Projects.

Formula Administration

The CRB Administration be responsible to:

Data Source: AB Municipal Affairs
Municipal Population, annual; and
Equalized Assessment, annual.

 Update all variables annually.
 Develop a common template for calculating the
municipal share of regional transit projects.
 Invoice and collect the Regional portion of costs.
 Develop the reporting process for member
Municipalities to make adjustments to operating
expenses based on actual expenditures.
 Generate Financial Reports on approved projects.

Responsibility for Financing

The CRB municipal portion of Regional Transit
Projects is the responsibility of the CRB. The debt
limit of the CRB should not affect the debt limit of
any one municipality.

Existing Service Agreements

All Transit Service Agreements in effect would
continue until they expire. Upon renewal, they may
be considered by the CRB as a Regional Project.

Review of Regional Transit Cost
Sharing Formula

The Regional Transit Cost Sharing Formula is
reviewed at least every five years to align with
the Capital Region Growth Plan. A review of the
formula shall give consideration to including
ridership once there is an affordable and
acceptable method to measure ridership.

Regional Public Transit
Service Plan

A Regional Public Transit Service Plan is needed
that establishes a long-term, 30 year vision for the
Regional Transit Network with multi-year projects
is necessary to ensure long-term commitment
and support from all stakeholders and orders of
government.
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AUTHORITY
One Regional Agency:
Agency metropolitan de
transport (AMT), under
the Québec Ministry of
Transportation.

There are 15 other transit
transporters in the
metropolitan region.

RESPONSIBILITY
commuter trains, metropolitan wide transit, transit
planning, reserved, commuter parking lots, funding
of metropolitan services, specialized Intermunicipal
transit services, funding for the use of intermodal
stations

REVENUE SOURCES
Regional Fare Revenues is collected by AMT in
addition to the following operating revenues. These
funds are used to cover off AMT's operating activities
and compensate local transporters for the regional
services that they provide.
1.

The AMT receives the equivalent of a 1.5 cent/
per litre surtax collected by the Government
of Québec on fuel sold in its territory;

2.

The Government of Québec also collects,
on behalf of AMT, a $30 additional fee on
private vehicle licenses; and

3.

Municipal Contributions.

Surface Transit except commuter trains

MONTRÉAL METROPOLITAN REGION

N/A
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Society de transport de
Montréal (STM) is the
largest transit operator and
covers the City of Montréal:
Municipal Transit Authority.

STM is responsible for the Montréal Subway System,
to which other transit operators contribute through
AMT, bus service, specialized public transport and
intermodal stations.

2 societies de transport
(city of Laval and
agglomeration of Longueil)
Municipal Transit Authority

Local and intermunicipal bus services

12 counsels
intermunicipaux de
transport (CIT) or counsels
regionaux de transport
(CRT): Local transit
authorities that cover
the territory of a regional
municipality.

Local and intermunicipal bus services (in Montréal's
second and third ring suburbs).

Communaute metropolitan
de Montréal (CMM)

Metropolitan planning agency covering 82
municipalities. It has planning responsibilities
regarding the metro arterial network and planning.
Its board is comprised of local officials and chaired
by the Mayor of Montréal.
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COST SHARING ARRANGEMENTS

MONTRÉAL METROPOLITAN REGION

Several different cost sharing arrangement for transit:
1.

Commuter Trains (5 lines and fleet of trains);

2.

Train Stations;

3.

Reserved Lanes; and

4.

Commuter Parking Lots.

Commuter Trains are funded through user services,
government subsidies and municipal contributions of
40% of the operating budget of commuter service. (The
operating budget is net of subsidies of one and a half
cent gasoline surtax and the vehicle registration fee). For
the first two commuter train railways, which predate the
creation of AMT, costs are shared on the basis of trains/
km formula. The 40% for the other three lanes is shared
on the basis of % of departures per train station.

Capital Cost: Provincial Grants from the federal and
provincial governments.

Bus Network: Purchase and replacement of buses (50%).
Acquisition and Construction and upgrades of terminals,
garages, administrative centers, reserved lanes and
commuter parking (75%). Establishing of reserved
lanes (75%).
Guided Land transportation systems: Establishing of
reserved lanes (75%). Construction of extension (100%).
Replacement and repairing (75%).

Montréal Metro (Subway): SMT receives compensation
from AMT for metro services and regional buses. AMT
contributes $.20 per user towards operating expenses. To
cover off the cost of deficit of the subway, a new formula
has been approved based on ridership. Since Montreal
has 81% of the ridership, it is responsible for 81% of the
cost net of government subsidies.

N/A

Metropolitan buses: are operated by municipalities and are
compensated by AMT for providing regional services. The
AMT has two programs. The first program compensates
$.50 per user subsidy. The second is an aid program to
assure the standardization of user fees across the region.
The amounts received are based on a system of zones and
on a reference rate for uses fees established by AMT.

N/A

40% of the operating costs of the Commuter Trains is
based on a different formula for these municipalities.
Their formula is based on a combination of the
standardized property values, ridership among citizens
of each municipality, total population, and the number of
train stations.

Additional Operating Funding: $.01 cent surcharges is being
collected by the Government of Québec from oil companies
and other energy producers as part of its Climate Change
Action Plan. The receipts from this fund go directly to the
Québec Green Fund from which $130M is available to transit
authorities to address service improvements.

N/A

N/A
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RESPONSIBILITY
Inter-regional Public Transit system links the City of
Toronto with the Greater Toronto area

MetroLinx

Mandate is to provide integrated planning for local
transit, GO transit and major roads and new transit
infrastructure for the Greater Toronto Area and
Hamilton. Also includes responsibilities for GTA
Fare card System, GO Transit and the coordination of
municipal transit purchases, development of integrated
transportation plan for local transit, major roads in the
region and 5 year capital and investment strategy.

N/A

York Regional Transit

Local Transit Authority responsible for rapid transit
in the York Region.

N/A

Translink

Public Transit in Metro Vancouver with responsibility
for major arterial roads connecting 21 municipalities
in the region.

Road and Transit operations, improvements and
expansion is funded by the province through a portion
of fuel tax, transit fares and a portion of property
taxes collected in each municipality. Over 70% of the
costs are recovered from "user pay" sources and 30%
from general taxation sources. Translink's portion of
property taxes is calculated as a rate per $100,000 of
assessed value of the property, which is the same fro
all municipalities. This formula is used for 3 years to
estimate the revenue source for the budget. Capital
funding is received from a number of Federal and
Provincial Government programs.

Victoria Regional Transit
Commission

Set routes, service levels, fares and local taxes for transit
purposes. It is responsible to review and raise the local
share of the annual cost of transit in the region.

Revenues from regional property tax and from motor
fuel tax that shall be collected are determined by the
commission and correspond to the share of expenses
not covered by operating revenues and grants . The
province collects the fuel tax. The levy on property tax
is set in regulation. The rate is the same across the
region for each class of property.

VICTORIA
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REVENUE SOURCES

Go Transit

VANCOUVER

ONTARIO

AUTHORITY
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Go transit: 85% of what is needed to run the service
is recovered from the fare box. The operating deficit
is funded by governmental subsidies. The provincial
government also supplies the capital funding needed
for rehabilitation and replacement. For growth and
expansion, the province provides 1/3 of the funding,
with the understanding that the federal and municipal
governments will cover the remaining 2/3.
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COST SHARING ARRANGEMENTS

ONTARIO

Go transit: The municipal share (1/3) is funded through a
cost-sharing formula among the upper-tier and singletier municipalities. The formula has 3 components: usage
(number of passengers getting on and off GO Transit
vehicles in each municipality); level of service (number
and capacity of train and bus trips being made through
each municipality) and the ability to pay (share of property
assessment across the region).

N/A

Under Development

N/A

VANCOUVER

N/A

N/A

N/A

VICTORIA

Operating deficit and the non-subsidized share of capital
costs are funded through the regional tax rate.

N/A

N/A
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AUTHORITY
Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority
(MBTA)

REVENUE SOURCES

Fifth largest transit authority in the U.S. And operates
the fourth busiest subway system covering 175
municipalities and averaging 1.1 million passengers
every week day. There are 12 lines of commuter
trains The subways has three rapid transit lines, two
light rail lines, bus and ferry service, park and ride
facilities and its own law enforcement. Operation of
the commuter service is contracted out.

As of 2000, the MBTA is required to meet all of
its expenditures (Capital and Operating) from a
combination of dedicated revenues (a share of the
State Sales Tax and Municipal Assessments), federal
assistance, the issue of bonds as well as operating
revenues . In 2007, fare revenues made up over 87% of
the operating revenues of the MBTA.

N/A

N/A

BOSTON

(Public Transit Authority)

RESPONSIBILITY

Massachusetts Bay
Commuter Rail Company
(Private Operator)
Boston Metropolitan
Planning Organization
(MPO)

Regional land use and transportation planning.

South-eastern
Pennsylvania
Transportation Authority
(SEPTA)

Responsible for regional and local transit planning
and operations of elevated rail trains, the bus network,
trolley buses, tramways and (13) commuter trains.

Port Authority Transit
Corporation (PATCO)

Operates a subway line between downtown
Philadelphia and Camden.

N/A

New Jersey Transit
(State Owned)

Operates bus routes between New Jersey counties as
well as commuter train service to a few cities and towns.

N/A

PHILADELPHIA

N/A
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Operating costs are largely funded by state
government from sales tax, bond proceeds and fees
for rental cars, vehicle leases, and tires to fund transit.
There is no local dedicated source of funding used
to pay for transit services. Each division of SEPTA
has its own formula. For the division responsible
for urban core, the municipal contribution is paid
entirely by the City of Philadelphia. For the divisions
serving suburban municipalities, SEPTA uses a
formula based on the offer of services ( Road Miles).
Commuter service is based on a 30 year old negotiated
agreement formula.
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BOSTON

COST SHARING ARRANGEMENTS
Municipal Assessments are collected from 175
municipalities and are not contingent upon the Authority's
provision of specified transportation services. The formula
to calculate each municipalities contribution is based
on a weighted population formula as opposed to the
tax base and includes an artificial ceiling of 2.5% of the
municipality's full fair cash value of all real estate and
personal property in the municipality. The maximum levy
may also not increase more than 2.5% annually. Municipal
contributions are deducted from state local payments to
municipalities as opposed to paid directly to MBTA.

N/A

Capital Costs are funded primarily through bonds and
federal aid. In 2000, the state replaced its existing grant
programs in favour of a share of the state's sales tax to
fund transit.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

PHILADELPHIA

Capital Cost are funded by grants mainly through federal
and numerous state grants. Some state programs require
matching local funding.

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A
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APPENDIX 3

CANADIAN URBAN
TRANSIT ASSOCIATION (CUTA):
COST CATEGORIES
CANADIAN URBAN TRANSIT ASSOCIATION DIRECT
OPERATING EXPENSE CATEGORIES
1. TRANSPORTATION OPERATIONS EXPENSE
a. Salaries & Wages
b. Fringe Benefits
c. Uniforms & Uniform Allowances
d. License & Vehicle Registration
e. Fleet Insurance Premiums
f.

Purchased Services

g. Other
h. Recoveries/Rebates
2. FUEL & ENERGY EXPENSE
a. Fuel Expenses
b. Fuel Taxes
c. Electric Power Expenses
d. Other
e. Recoveries/Rebates
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3. VEHICLE MAINTENANCE
a. Salaries and Wages
b. Fringe Benefits
c. Parts, Material and Supplies
d. Purchased Services
e. Other
f.

Recoveries/Rebates

4. PREMISE & PLANT MAINTENANCE EXPENSE
a. Salaries & Wages
b. Fringe Benefits
c. Utilities
d. Parts, Materials and Supplies
e. Purchased services
f.

Shelter Maintenance

g. Municipal or Property Taxes
h. Other
i.

Recoveries/Rebates

5. GENERAL & ADMINISTRATION EXPENSE
a. Salaries and Wages
b. Fringe Benefits
c. Other Liability Expenses and Insurance Premiums other than
Fleet Insurance Premiums
d. Advertising, Promotion and Marketing
e. Office Supplies
f.

Communications

g. Other
h. Recoveries/Rebates

TOTAL DIRECT OPERATING EXPENSE
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