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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Capital Region Board (CRB), comprised of 24 municipalities in
Alberta’s Capital Region, was established in 2008 by the Government of
Alberta. The CRB was directed to prepare and implement the Capital
Region Growth Plan. It was also required to administer the Transitional
Regional Evaluation Framework (TREF) – a Ministerial Order requiring
the mandatory review of new municipal statutory plans and statutory
plan amendments by member municipalities during the preparation the
Capital Region Growth Plan.
The Capital Region Growth Plan (the Growth Plan) was completed by the
CRB and approved by the Government of Alberta in 2010. At the same
time, a new Regional Evaluation Framework (REF) replaced the TREF.
The purpose of the REF is to ensure that new municipal statutory plans
and statutory plan amendments proposed by member municipalities are
consistent with the Capital Region Board Regulation and the Growth
Plan. The REF has become the primary tool of the CRB to implement the
Growth Plan.
The Ministerial Order for the REF provides the direction for the
evaluation and review of statutory plans and plan amendments.
However, the administrative process to support the REF needed to be
developed by the CRB. The initial process was developed when the CRB
regulation and the TREF were first adopted in 2008. The administration
process for the TREF was developed during the preparation of the
Growth Plan with limited time and resources. The TREF process was
used as the model for the implementation of REF upon approval of the
Growth Plan and the REF Ministerial Order in March 2010.
While the process adapted well from TREF to REF, opportunities for
stakeholder input were limited. After a series of REF orientation
sessions with municipalities and an influx of REF applications following
approval of the new REF, concerns about the process were beginning to
emerge from stakeholders by the end of 2010. The CRB recognized that
the REF administrative process needed to be comprehensively reviewed.
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In the 2011 CRB Business Plan the Review REF Administration project
was established and the Land Use Committee was assigned the
responsibility for undertaking the task. The Land Use Committee
subsequently directed CRB Administration to prepare a Terms of
Reference in consultation with the Planning Advisory Group (PAG).
The Terms of Reference approved by the Land Use Committee required
a stakeholder consultation, a historical review of REF applications, a
review of the REF Administrative Procedures, and the preparation of
recommendations for consideration by the CRB.
The stakeholder consultation and REF application review resulted in the
identification of 5 theme areas.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Process
Interpretation of the Growth Plan
Decision Model
Population and Employment Forecast
Legislative Amendments

Based on the themes above, 10 Recommendations were generated:
1.

Formalize advisory role of CRB Administration through the
development of a Terms of Reference.

2.

Develop policy and procedures for pre-application reviews by
CRB Administration of proposed REF Applications.

3.

Develop and implement a REF education and awareness
campaign for municipalities.

4.

Develop a municipal terms of reference and standard template
for the submission of REF applications.

5.

Develop a Third Party Consultant terms of reference and
standard template for the evaluation of REF applications.
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6.

Maintain Third Party Consultant role, however, monitor and
evaluate the quality of services provided in conjunction with a
Terms of Reference.

7.

Develop a comprehensive guide that will assist municipalities,
Third Party Consultants, and CRB administration in the
interpretation of the principles and policies of the Growth Plan
and the evaluation criteria in the Regional Evaluation
Framework.

8.

Maintain the current decision model, however, review the
selection of the CAO’s and the participation of Acting CAO’s in
scheduling Subcommittee meetings.

9.

Refer the matter of population and employment to the
Governance Committee for their consideration as part of the
update to the population and employment forecast.

10.

Refer the legislative amendments to the Governance Committee
for their consideration as part of discussion with Municipal
Affairs on review of the CRB regulation and Regional Evaluation
Framework.

Generally, the recommendations suggest a need to document and clarify
the various roles and responsibilities of all the parties involved in
preparing, processing and deciding on REF applications. Further, there is
a need to provide an interpretation guide to the understanding the
growth plan.
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1.

I NTRODUCTION

The Capital Region Board (CRB), comprised of 24 municipalities in Alberta’s
Capital Region, was established in 2008 by the Alberta Government. The CRB
was directed to prepare and implement the Capital Region Growth Plan. It
was also required to administer the Transitional Regional Evaluation
Framework (TREF) – a Ministerial Order requiring the mandatory review of
new municipal statutory plans and statutory plan amendments in the Region
during the preparation the Capital Region Growth Plan.
The Capital Region Growth Plan (the Growth Plan) was completed by the CRB
and approved by the Government of Alberta in 2010. At the same time, the
Regional Evaluation Framework (REF) replaced the TREF. The purpose of the
REF was to ensure that new municipal statutory plans and statutory plan
amendments by member municipalities are consistent with the Capital
Region Board Regulation and the Growth Plan. The REF has become the
primary tool of the CRB to implement the Growth Plan.
In the 2011 CRB Business Plan, it was recognized that the REF administrative
process needed to be comprehensively reviewed. The Review REF
Administration project was established and the Land Use Committee was
assigned the responsibility for undertaking the review. The Regional
Evaluation Framework (REF) is the primary tool of the Capital Region Board
(CRB) to implement the Capital Region Growth Plan. Ministerial Order L:
270/10, the Regional Evaluation Framework, is a Government of Alberta
Regulation. The Capital Region Board Regulation confers a regulator
responsibility on the CRB to administer REF.
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1.1

Background

In April 2008 the Government of Alberta adopted the first Capital Region
Board Regulation (the Regulation) and the Transitional Regional Evaluation
Framework (TREF). The Regulation laid out the Board’s membership, the
voting rights of members, and its powers and duties. It also called for the
creation of a Capital Region Growth Plan (the Growth Plan). The Regulation
stipulated that the Growth Plan include an integrated and strategic approach
to planning for future growth in the Capital Region, and co-ordinate decisions
in the Capital Region to support economic growth and ensure strong
communities and a healthy environment.
The early approach was
established in the Ministerial Order that created the TREF. The TREF
authorized the Capital Region Board (CRB) to review municipal statutory
plans and amendments to ensure regional planning decisions were
integrated, strategic, and coordinated until the Capital Region Growth Plan
could be completed and a permanent framework could be introduced based
on the growth plan.
The CRB completed the Growth Plan in December 2009. The Regulation
required the Growth Plan to include four Principal Components: a Land Use
Plan, a Housing Plan, an Intermunicipal Transit Network Plan, and a
Geographic Information Services (GIS) Plan. The Government of Alberta
approved the Growth Plan on March 11, 2010. A revised Capital Region Board
Regulation and a Ministerial Order for a new Regional Evaluation Framework
(REF) took effect on April 1, 2010 (Appendix 1: Regional Evaluation
Framework).
The REF requires member municipalities to submit new Intermunicipal
Development Plans and Municipal Development Plans, and amendments
thereto, for review and approval by the Board. The REF also provides criteria
under which member municipalities must determine whether to submit Area
Structure Plans and Area Redevelopment Plans, or amendments thereto, for
review and approval by the Board.
The Regulation identifies the CRB as the decision-making body on REF
submissions. The Regulation also authorizes the CRB to delegate some of its
2

duties. The CRB did so in the summer of 2008 when it delegated the review
and approval of TREF applications to a Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs)
Subcommittee. The delegation allowed the Board to focus on the preparation
of the Growth Plan. The CRB renewed this delegation authority in April 2010
following approval of the Growth Plan and REF by the Government of Alberta.
The authority granted to the CAO Subcommittee is limited. If the CRB
Administration recommendation on a REF application is to reject the
application, or if the CAO Subcommittee rejects, or does not unanimously
approve an application, the application must go to the CRB for a decision.
The Ministerial Order for the REF provides the direction for the evaluation
and review of statutory plans and plan amendments. However, the
administrative process to support the REF needed to be developed by the
CRB. The initial process was developed when the CRB regulation and the TREF
were first adopted in 2008. The administration process for the TREF was
developed during the preparation of the Growth Plan with limited time and
resources. The TREF process was used as the model for the implementation
of REF upon approval of the Growth Plan and the REF Ministerial Order in
March 2010.

2.

T HE P ROJECT

CRB Administration has been responsible for the administration of the TREF
and REF processes. Although procedures, modules, fact sheets,
presentations, and flowcharts have been prepared to support the
administration of the REF process, these activities were mostly undertaken
during the preparation of the Growth Plan when CRB Administration and
member municipalities time and resources were limited.
The need for a comprehensive review of REF was recognized when the CRB
approved a Review of REF Administration project in the 2011 Land Use
Committee Business Plan. The Committee approved a Terms of Reference for
the review in August 2011 (Appendix 2: Terms of Reference):
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“The purpose of the review is to engage stakeholders in a
review and discussion of possible improvements to the
administration of REF for consideration by the CRB.”
The project consisted of:
a.
Consulting with key stakeholders (e.g. board members,
municipal staff, CAO’s, REF consultants).
b.
Reviewing the existing REF administrative policies and
procedures.
c.
Reviewing completed REF applications.
d.
Recommending improvements and enhancements to the
administration of the REF process within the context of the
current Growth Plan and the Regional Evaluation Framework Ministerial Order No. L:270/10.
The following were not considered in the scope of the project but may arise
from the review:
a.
Recommendations to amend the Capital Region Growth Plan.
b.
Recommendations to amend the Regional Evaluation
Framework - Ministerial Order No. L:270/10.
The project was managed by CRB administration, and referred to the
Planning Advisory Group (PAG) and the Land Use Committee (LUC) for
direction and input. The Land Use Committee may recommend any changes
to the administration of REF to the CRB for approval.
In this regard it is worth noting that the REF Ministerial Order is under the
jurisdiction of the Minister, which means the CRB does not have direct
authority to change the Ministerial Order. However, since the Ministerial
Order leaves much of the administration of the REF to the CRB, the CRB does
have considerable latitude to decide REF administrative processes.

3.

L EGISLATION AND P OLICY C ONTEXT

The graphic on the following pages provides an overview of the planning
hierarchy in Alberta. It illustrates the relationships between provincial
planning legislation, the Capital Region Board Regulation, the Capital Region
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Growth Plan, the Regional Evaluation Framework, and the statutory plans and
other regulatory planning instruments at the municipal level.

A LBERTA P LANNING H IERARCHY

3.1

Municipa l Government Act

The authority for municipal planning, subdivision, and development control is
established in Part 17 of the Municipal Government Act (MGA). In addition to
assigning responsibility for planning to municipalities, this Part establishes a
framework for municipal planning and development that includes municipal
statutory plans and land use bylaws as the primary tools that municipalities
use to plan the future of their communities. Further, the MGA gives authority
to the Lieutenant Governor in Council to make regulations.
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3.2

Capital Region Board Regulation

The Government of Alberta established the Capital Region Board by adopting
the Capital Region Board Regulation AR 49/2008. The Regulation identified
the participating municipalities of the Capital Region and directed the CRB to
prepare a Capital Region Growth Plan. The Government of Alberta approved
the Growth Plan in March 2010 and, at the same time, adopted a new Capital
Region Board Regulation. The Regulation confers the regulatory responsibility
of municipal statutory plan review and approval to the CRB. The regulation
also gives the Board the ability to delegate certain powers, duties or functions
to another person.

3.3

Capital Region Growth Plan: Growing Forward

The Capital Region Growth Plan covers four components as required in the
Regulation: regional land use, intermunicipal transit, social and market
affordable housing and geographic information services. The Growth Plan
fulfills the requirements of the Regulation and contains implementation
strategies for each component. Implementation of the plan will occur over a
number of years as resources permit.

3.4

Regional Evaluation Framework (REF)

Part 4 of the Regulation gives the Minister of Municipal Affairs the authority
to order the establishment of a Regional Evaluation Framework. The
Ministerial Order for the REF was adopted as the same time as the Growth
Plan. The REF provides submission and review criteria for the evaluation of
municipal statutory plans and statutory plan amendments to ensure
consistency with the long-term regional interests in the Growth Plan.
“The purpose of the Regional Evaluation Framework is to
provide criteria to allow the board to evaluate new
municipal statutory plans and statutory plan amendments
to ensure consistency with the long-term regional interests
identified in the Capital Region Growth Plan, and the
Capital Region Board Regulation.”
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However, the REF provides little in the way of a detailed administration
process. The Board administration transferred the policy and procedures
developed for TREF to administer REF.

3.5

REF Administrative Procedures

Shortly after the REF came into effect the CRB approved Administrative
Procedures to guide the process for applications. The document highlights
the major steps in the REF administration process, including the operation of
the CAO Subcommittee. Using the ability to delegate certain powers, duties
or functions to another person under the Regulation, the CRB delegated
limited decision making powers for the REF to a CAO subcommittee.
(Appendix 3: REF Administrative Procedures).

3.6

Planning Toolkit

The Planning Toolkit is a comprehensive set of learning modules and fact
sheets developed by CRB Administration to aid Capital Region member
municipalities and stakeholders with the implementation of the Capital
Region Growth Plan.
The Toolkit was developed to assist member municipalities and stakeholders
navigate the regional planning process by:
a. providing the information necessary to implement the Land Use
Policies and Principles of the Growth Plan consistently at the local level
through municipal planning processes across the Capital Region; and
b. clarifying when a REF application is required to be submitted to the
CRB for approval and the information necessary to complete an
application.
Ultimately, the goal is the consistent interpretation and application of the
Land Use Principles and Policies of the Growth Plan, and strong regional
cooperation and collaboration.
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4.

T HE REF A DMINISTRATIVE P ROCESS

When the TREF was introduced in 2008, member municipalities and
developers were concerned that the review of municipal statutory plans by
the CRB would be time-consuming, onerous, and would result in delays to
planning approvals. The TREF and REF process have been informed by these
concerns ever since. The REF administration process was set up in a manner
to ensure that the REF application process is timely and efficient, and that the
Board’s administrative review of statutory plans are completed well within
the 25 working day requirement in the Ministerial Order. The Figure on the
next page provides an overview of the REF Administrative Process which is
discussed further below.

4.1

Application Submission

The Regional Evaluation Framework outlines for municipalities the
circumstances under which a statutory plan or statutory plan amendment
must be referred to the CRB. If a member municipality decides that a
proposed statutory plan or plan amendment must be submitted as a REF
application, they can submit their application to the Capital Region Board at
any time after Council’s first reading of the proposed bylaw and before third
reading.

4.2

Deemed Complete Review

The REF requires that “within 25 working days of the date on which the
statutory plan or statutory plan amendment referral is found to be complete
by the Board, the Board Administration must present to the Board a report
and recommendation to either approve or reject the statutory plan or
statutory plan amendment.”
Upon receipt of an application, CRB
Administration reviews the application to determine the completeness of the
submission in accordance with the criteria established in Section 3.5 of the
REF. The date on which the application is deemed complete triggers the 25
working day requirement for completion of a report and recommendation to
the CRB.

8

9

REF A DMINISTRATIVE P ROCESS

4.3

Third Party Consultant Evaluation

When the TREF process was developed in 2008, there was recognition that
CRB Administration did not have the resources to provide detailed
evaluations of TREF applications. Independent land use planning consultants
were contracted to provide this service. They are required to submit
evaluation reports on REF applications approximately halfway through the 25
working day period. CRB Administration must then prepare the report and
recommendation to the CRB prior to the expiry of the 25 working days.
The independent land use planning consultant, hereinafter referred to as
third party consultant, evaluates the proposed statutory plan or plan
amendment in relation to the objectives of the Growth Plan in Section 11 of
the Regulation, and considers whether approval and full implementation of
the new statutory plan or statutory plan amendment would result in
development that is consistent with the Land Use Principles and Policies of
the Growth Plan, and the evaluation criteria in the Ministerial Order. The
third party consultant’s evaluation report to CRB Administration provides
findings with respect to the consistency of the application in relation to the
Growth Plan.

4.4

Administration Recommendation

CRB Administration is responsible for preparing the report and
recommendation on a REF application for consideration by the CRB. In
preparing the recommendation, CRB Administration deliberations may
include the Project Manager - Land Use, the Chief Officer, and the Board
Chair. CRB Administration may have regard to but is not bound by the third
party consultant’s evaluation. The Ministerial Order requires Board
Administration to make a recommendation to the CRB to either approve or
reject the application.

4.5

Decision making

The REF provides that the CRB must approve or reject the statutory plan or
statutory plan amendment. As noted above, in April 2010 the Board renewed
10

the authority of the CAO Subcommittee to approve REF applications under
certain conditions. The Board’s decision recognized that many REF
applications could continue to be approved in a timely manner through an
administrative process. The Board’s decision also recognized that if all REF
applications from 24 municipalities came to the Board for decision, this could
potentially divert the Board’s attention from regional matters requiring
discussion and decision at the political level. The following describes the
distribution of decision- making authority:
4.5.1 A P P R OV A L R E C OM M E ND A T I O N
If the CRB Administration recommendation is to approve a REF application, it
is referred to the CAO Subcommittee for a decision. The CAO Subcommittee
decision must be unanimous.
If the CAO Subcommittee fails to achieve unanimity on an application, or
votes to reject an application (despite a positive CRB Administration
recommendation), the application is referred to the CRB for a decision. CRB
Administration is responsible for documenting the reasons for the CAO
Subcommittee decision in the submission to the CRB.
4.5.2 R E JE CT I ON R E COM M E ND A T I O N
If CRB Administration recommends that an application be rejected, the
application is referred directly to the CRB and is placed on the agenda for the
next CRB meeting (i.e. the application is not referred to the CAO
Subcommittee).

4.6

Decision

A decision by the Board, or CAO Subcommittee on behalf of the Board, is final
and not subject to appeal pursuant to the REF.

4.7

Withdrawal of an Application

Although not specifically addressed in the REF or administrative procedures, a
municipality may decide to withdraw their REF application after submission.
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Typically a withdrawal of an application occurs when the municipality decides
that more can be done to strengthen the application; or a recommendation
from CRB Administration is emerging to “reject” the application and the
municipality would prefer to withdraw the application and either amend it or
gather additional information in support of the application. A decision to
withdraw is entirely at the discretion of the municipality.
If a municipality chooses to withdraw a REF application, CRB Administration
records the application as “withdrawn”. The applicant municipality can
resubmit the REF application at any time. The CRB will treat resubmission as a
new application.

5.

A DMINISTRATIVE P ROCEDURES R EVIEW

The Administrative Procedures for the Regional Evaluation document outlines
the major REF review process steps. The review by CRB administration
determined that changes were required to address a number of shortcomings
in the current document. The level of detail in some steps is extremely
minute while in others there is no detail at all.
For example, the first step in the process refers to a level of detail that
includes stamping of applications and requiring electronic copies, while in
Step 2 it refers to referring the application for Third Party review, but does
not define Third Party nor how the Third Party is selected.

“Participation of CAOs will
be by rotation, subject to
the availability of the
individual.”

Another concern has been the adherence to the CAO Subcommittee criteria
in Step 6 – CAO Subcommittee Review. The criteria refers to a roster of
CAO’s that would be rotated through as Subcommittees were required.
However, due to CAO schedules and workloads it has not been possible to
establish a “rotation” for CAO participation. Participation is further
complicated by the quorum required for a Subcommittee which requires 5
CAO’s comprised of 2 City CAO’s, 2 County CAO’s and 1 Town or Village CAO.
Another factor that has been identified as a challenge is the delegation to
CAO’s only, which limits the ability to achieve quorum during certain times of
12

the year such as holidays and Council budget periods. There appears to be
some support to allow for acting CAO’s to participate during these periods.
As indicated in the Stakeholder Consultation later in the report, there is a
need to further clarify and document the process steps including roles and
responsibilities, in the administration of the REF.

6.

REF APPLICATION R EVIEW

A review of all the applications submitted from when REF was introduced in
April 2010 through to the end of 2011 was undertaken by CRB
Administration. The purpose of the review was to identify process issues that
arose through the implementation of REF. During this period 39 REF
applications were received. 30 applications were approved, 0 were rejected,
and 9 were withdrawn. The average time for CRB Administration to process a
deemed complete application and post a recommendation was 17 working
days. No application exceeded the 25 working days as required by the REF.
The average time from receipt of a deemed complete application to decisions
by the CAO Subcommittee was 23 working days.

7.

S TAKEHOLDERS

Critical to the successful implementation of the Growth Plan is the
cooperation and collaboration of the many stakeholders involved in
preparing, processing, evaluating, reviewing and ultimately making decisions
on REF applications.
The project Terms of Reference approved by the Land Use Committee
identified the following stakeholders:






CRB members
Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs)
Planning Advisory Group (PAG)
Third party consultants
CRB Administration
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A brief description of the stakeholders and their roles in the REF process is
provided below. A summary of all the consultation input is provided in
Appendix 4. (Appendix 4: Stakeholder Consultation)

7.1

CRB members

CRB members are responsible for this regulatory obligation pursuant to the
Regulation and are also responsible for making decisions on REF applications
that are referred to them. Also, as Mayors and Reeves of CRB municipalities
that must submit REF applications, CRB members have an interest in the REF
process. In January and early February 2012 Board members were asked to
provide comment and input to the REF review. A summary of themes that
emerged from other stakeholder consultations was provided for their
consideration.

7.2

Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs)

Critical to the success of REF has been the cooperation and support of the
member municipalities Chief Administrative Officer’s (CAO). As noted above,
the Capital Region Board delegated to the CAO’s the authority to review and
approve applications for new and amended municipal statutory plans under
the Transitional Regional Evaluation Framework (TREF). This delegated
authority has worked well and continues under the REF. In this regard, the
CAO’s were identified as a stakeholder group in the project. A project
consultation session was held with the CAOs (or delegates) from fifteen CRB
municipalities on December 8, 2011.

7.3

Planning Advisory Group (PAG)

The Planning Advisory Group is composed of senior planning professionals
from CRB municipalities with a broad range of planning background and
experience, and particular expertise in the municipal statutory planning
process. The Group regularly meets to provide support and advice to the
Board’s Land Use Committee on regional planning projects and issues. The
Planning Advisory Group was identified as the stakeholder group to represent
regional municipalities in the project. Project consultation sessions were held
with Planning Advisory Group on October 24, 2011 and November 14, 2011.
14

7.4

Third Party Consultants

Third party consultants provide evaluation reports for REF applications. The
consultants have developed considerable expertise and insight into the REF
process. Third party consultants from ISL, Lovatt Planning, and Stantec met
with the project team on May 2, 2011.

7.5

CRB Administration

CRB Administration is responsible for administration of the REF process. If the
CRB approves changes to the administration of the REF process as a result of
this review, CRB Administration will be responsible for implementing the
changes.
In the final stages of the consultation phase of the project the stakeholder
input was reviewed with the Land Use Committee. The Committee provided
additional comments and feedback as well as direction to the project team in
the preparation of the recommendations.
The results of the consultations with the above stakeholders are presented in
the following section.

8.

T HE C ONSULTATIONS

The following themes emerged from the consultations with stakeholders and
the Land Use Committee:






Process
Interpretation of the Growth Plan
Decision Model
Population and Employment
Legislative amendments
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8.1

Process

Extensive and wide ranging discussion occurred at every stakeholder
consultation session regarding the processing of REF applications. The
Process theme was subsequently broken down into sub themes:
8.1.1 S U B - T HE M E : C OM M U NI C A T I O N

“Municipalities would
benefit from increased
accessibility to the Project
Manager and the third
party consultants.”

“Informal pre-screen
meetings are particularly
useful and more direct
collaboration between the
CRB Administration and
municipalities is to be
encouraged in principle”

Communication between member municipalities and CRB Administration was
discussed in many of the consultation sessions. This was further refined into
three items – communication protocols with CRB administration and third
party consultants; pre-screen/pre-application reviews of proposed REF’s; and
education and awareness regarding municipal obligations with respect to the
REF process.
The municipal representatives on PAG were unclear as to what level of
communication is acceptable between the Municipalities and the third party
consultants during the REF review process. It was felt that more direction at
an earlier stage in the process would be a benefit.
Recently, CRB Administration and the third party consultants have made
themselves available to staff at CRB municipalities to discuss pending REF
applications. The experience of these “pre-screen” discussions has been
beneficial for all parties. From the comments and input received, there is
consensus that this is a positive practice that should be maintained and
expanded.
There is a consensus amongst the stakeholders – CRB members, municipal
administrations, third party consultants, and CRB Administration – that the
REF process should be documented. This is an opportunity to articulate the
roles and responsibilities of the stakeholders in the REF process.
The stakeholder comments and input suggest that a comprehensive
handbook is needed to provide direction to all parties with respect to the
administration of the REF process. A REF Handbook could address:
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Stakeholder roles and responsibilities
Guidelines for municipalities for preparing REF applications
Direction to third party consultants for preparing evaluation
reports
Direction to CRB Administration for conducting “pre-screen” (i.e.
pre-submission) and post-mortem consultation and collaboration
processes
Clear, detailed documentation of the decision-making process for
REF applications
Other items or issues as identified by stakeholders

8.1.2 S U B - T HE M E : REF

A P P L I CA T I ON S

As stated earlier, in order to address concerns that the CRB and the
administration of REF not be perceived as another level of government, it was
decided early on that an application form and submission checklist would not
be prescribed. The requirements would be limited to the referral
requirements of the REF:
3.5

A statutory plan or statutory plan amendment referred by a
municipality to the Board must include:

a)

The proposed statutory plan or statutory plan amendment
bylaw;
Sufficient documentation to explain the statutory plan or
statutory plan amendment;
Sufficient information to ensure that the statutory plan or
statutory plan amendment can be evaluated pursuant to the
evaluation criteria in section 5.4 of the REF; and,
A copy of the most recent amended plan without the
proposed amendment.

b)
c)

d)

The challenge is in the word “Sufficient”. What may be sufficient to a local
municipality in the preparation of a local plan may not be sufficient to the
CRB, CRB administration, third party consultants, or other regional municipal
members interested in the plans of an adjacent community and their
justification for approving the plan.
17

Further, there tends to be delays in processing REF applications due to
incomplete submissions. During the consultation sessions there appeared to
be support for a REF application form and documentation checklist.
8.1.3 S U B - T HE M E : REF E V A LU A T I O NS
Upon receipt of a REF submission from a member municipality, the
application is reviewed for completeness. After the application is “deemed
complete” it is forwarded to a third party land use consultant for evaluation.
At the time of this report the CRB had contracts with 4 land use consultants
to provide REF evaluation services.

“There is a lack of consistency
between third party reports,
consider standardized formats,
report templates, etc.”

The Third Party Consultant supports CRB administration by providing an
unbiased land use planning evaluation of REF applications. Early on in the
implementation of TREF and subsequently REF it was recognized that CRB
administration did not have, nor did it want create, the resource capacity to
undertake the necessary reviews and evaluations required to appropriate
serve the program. Third Party Consultants were invited to submit proposals
for carrying out evaluations of REF applications. The consultants were
provided with the Regulation, REF, and the Growth Plan, and requested to
provide an evaluation with regard to the consistency of REF applications with
the objectives, criteria, and principles and policies therein. Limited direction
in the preparation of evaluations was provided to the Third Party Consultants.
The Third Party Consultants have each established their own report formats
for evaluating REF applications. A major concern regarding the consistent
interpretation of the Growth Plan Policies and Principles by Third Party
Consultants was identified by PAG members.
8.1.4 S U B - T HE M E : C O NSU LT A NT S

V S . I N - H OU SE E V A LU A T I O NS

The use of Third Party Consultants versus having a CRB staff planner evaluate
REF applications was discussed at a couple of the Stakeholders sessions.
Some participants questioned the cost associated with contracting
consultants and whether those costs could support hiring a staff planner to
perform the evaluations. Others indicated a need for the unbiased
evaluations provided by the third party consultant and the value received by
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hiring a consulting firm with a team of professionals to draw on rather than a
single staff planner.
8.1.5 S U B - T HE M E : “T HI R D

“REF process tools should allow
other member municipalities in
the Capital Region to know
about REF applications earlier
in the process so that there are
opportunities to collaborate.”

P A R T Y ” M U NI CI P A L I NV O LV E M E N T

In administering the REF process, the CRB has taken the position that REF
applications were a matter that was between the applicant municipality and
the CRB. Referrals to member municipalities were not considered part of the
process because of the short amount of time allowed by the 25 working days.
It was also understood that the application was being submitted at a late
stage in the municipal planning process, well past the point when
intermunicipal referrals would usually be considered.
Stakeholder comments and input suggest that some municipalities have an
interest in opportunities to “enable early discussions / collaboration in
advance of REF applications being submitted to the CRB.” This may be the
result of a growing regional awareness among member municipalities and an
increased interest in collaboration.

8.2

“There is no place for detailed
review of fine points of
municipal plans or for literal or
unfounded interpretations of
the Plan’s general principles
and policies.”

Interpretation of the Growth Plan

Throughout the consultation process it became evident that interpretation of
the criteria of the REF and the policies and principles of the Growth Plan were
a source of discomfort amongst the stakeholders.
The level of detail and the degree of flexibility in the interpretation of the
various principles and policies was called into question. The range of
interpretation, from rigid adherence to the policies and principles to the
ability to consider the spirit of the Growth Plan in evaluations, was discussed
and debated at length in each of the consultation sessions.

8.3

Decision Model

When the TREF process was established in the summer of 2008, a decisionmaking process was put in place with two key components – creation of a
CAO Subcommittee, and delegation of CRB authority to that Subcommittee to
make decisions on TREF applications. The limits to the authority were as
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noted above - CRB Administration recommendations to reject go directly to
the CRB (bypassing the Subcommittee), and Subcommittee “not unanimous”
or “reject” decisions must also go to the CRB for a final decision. This model
has continued for the REF process. It has provided timely decision-making on
routine REF applications, while ensuring that those REF applications that
require the Board’s attention are referred to the Board for a decision.
The decision model was discussed at length by the various stakeholders. For
instance PAG indicated a desire to consider a subcommittee of professional
planners be delegated the authority to decide on REF applications. PAG
suggest that this would eliminate the political arguments from what should
be a purely planning decision. Further it would relieve the Board and CAO’s
from the commitment. At the other end of the spectrum, comments
received from the Board consultation suggested that all REF decisions be
made by the Board to address the fundamental question of accountability.
The CAO’s, while concerned about the amount of unnecessary time spent on
reviewing and deciding on technical amendments to statutory plans by the
Subcommittee, still accept the basis of the REF process – the majority of REF
applications need to be approved at the CAO level to keep these applications
off the CRB table. Only those REF applications that truly need Board attention
are referred to the Board.
The other issue is the use of Acting CAO’s when the CAO in unavailable for a
subcommittee meeting. When the CAO Subcommittee process was
established, CAO’s were identified as the level to which decisions could be
delegated. CAO’s are the municipal administration employees closest to
Council, and the only employee with duties and responsibilities defined by
the MGA. Therefore, Acting CAO’s were not considered appropriate
members for the subcommittee. However, depending on the size and
organizational structure of a municipality, the demands on a CAO can be
significant. Further, due to the quorum requirements for a subcommittee,
the required number of city or county CAO may not be available especially if
the REF application is from a city or county. Most discussions on the matter
suggest a level of support for considering the inclusion of Acting CAO’s under
certain conditions.
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8.4

Population and Employment Forecast

In every stakeholder conversation there were concerns regarding the
Population Forecast in the Growth Plan. Most felt that the forecast was outdated. Others were concerned that the evaluations placed too much
emphasis on strict adherence to the forecast.
On July 7, 2011 the CRB approved a motion directing CRB Administration to
start work on the review and update of the Population and Employment
forecast for the Capital Region Growth Plan. This project was assigned to the
Governance Committee to be responsible for monitoring progress on the
project and reporting back to the Board as required. Work is underway on the
project.

8.5

Legislative amendments

The project terms of reference recognized that the stakeholder consultation
would lead to discussion on the REF, the Regulation and the Growth Plan.
These discussions were considered to be out of the project’s scope since
amendments to those documents are outside the mandate of the CRB.
However, the project team committed to documenting all the comments and
referring them to the Government of Alberta when the legislation is
reviewed.
Comments identified during the consultation process included:
a.

25 working day review process
Concerns about the compressed and rigid nature of REF
process.

b.

Referred to CRB after 1st reading and before 3rd reading
1st reading is problematic – False vote by a council
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c.

Amendments to IDP’s and MDP’s
Technical/non-regional amendments do not need to come to
CAO subcommittee

d.

Employment Projections
Not required in MGA but required in MO. Need to reconcile.

9.

R ECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the themes above, 10 Recommendations were generated:

9.1

Process

9.1.1 S U B - T HE M E : C OM M U NI C A T I O N
1.

Formalize advisory role of CRB Administration through the
development of a Terms of Reference.

The above recommendation supports documenting the roles and
responsibilities of CRB administrative staff in communicating with all
stakeholders in the implementation of REF.
2.

Develop policy and procedures for pre-application reviews by CRB
Administration of proposed REF Applications.

The REF is a regulatory document and leaves little room for flexibility once an
application has been submitted by an applicant municipality. There is
support from stakeholders to consider a process that supports preliminary
review of applications by CRB Administration and/or Third Party Consultants
prior to formal REF submission.
3.

Develop and implement a REF education and awareness campaign
for municipalities.

22

Municipal staff is constantly changing. Further, months or years may go by
between REF applications by a specific municipality. Therefore it is important
that CRB Administration be attentive to the needs of municipalities for
information and education on the REF process.
9.1.2 S U B - T HE M E : REF A P P L I CA T I ON S
4.

Develop a terms of reference and standard template for the
submission of REF applications.

The recommendation supports the creation of a document that expressly
defines REF application requirements for municipalities.
9.1.3 S U B -T HE M E : REF E V A LU A T I O NS
5.

Develop a Third Party Consultant terms of reference and standard
template for the evaluation of REF applications.

There is a need to establish a reliable and uniform framework for the third
party consultants to work within to ensure transparent and consistent
evaluations.
9.1.4 S U B - T HE M E :
6.

T H I R D P A R T Y CO N SU LT A NT V S I N - HO U SE E V A LU A T I O NS

Maintain Third Party Consultant role, however, monitor and
evaluate the quality of services provided in conjunction with a Terms
of Reference.

There continues to be support for the use Third Party Consultants in
conducting evaluations, however, it is apparent there is a desire for more
oversight and accountability.
9.1.5 S U B -T HE M E : “T HI R D P A R T Y ” M U NI CI P A L I N V O LV E M E NT
The Land Use Committee considered a recommendation to explore options
for advance notification of future REF applications in the Region. However,
further Committee discussion on the matter concluded that municipalities
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already have referral and notification protocols between them, and Section
690 of the MGA to resolve disputes. There was a concern that the
introduction of another process related to REF risks prolonging an already
complex and time consuming land use development process. The Committee
decided not to include a recommendation with respect to “Third Party”
municipal involvement in REF.

9.2

Interpretation of the Growth Plan

7.

Develop a comprehensive guide that will assist municipalities, Third
Party Consultants, and CRB administration in the interpretation of
the principles and policies of the Growth Plan and the evaluation
criteria in the Regional Evaluation Framework.

The Growth Plan sets out broad principles and policies that are subject to the
interpretation of 24 municipalities, CRB Administration and Third Party
Consultants and numerous other stakeholders. For transparency and
consistency across the region it is imperative that a common understanding
and interpretation of the principles and policies be developed for all the
stakeholders involved in implementing the Growth Plan.

9.3

Decision Model

8.

Maintain the current decision model, however, review the selection
of the CAO’s and the participation of Acting CAO’s in scheduling
Subcommittee meetings.

Given the wide ranging views on the decision model from the various
stakeholders, the matter was reviewed with Land Use Committee on
February 23, 2012. The Land Use Committee directed the project team to
maintain the current model. However, there was support to consider the
participation of Acting CAO’s and review the implications on the CAO
subcommittee.
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9.4

Population and Employment Forecast

9.

Refer the matter of population and employment to the Governance
Committee for their consideration as part of the update to the
population and employment forecast.

The Governance Committee is currently considering an update to the
population and employment forecast in the Growth Plan. Rather than
duplicate the work, it is practical to refer the concerns and issues identified
through the consultations to the Governance Committee for consideration as
part to their update.

9.5

Legislative amendments

10.

Refer the legislative amendments to the Governance Committee for
their consideration as part of discussion with Municipal Affairs on
review of the CRB regulation and Regional Evaluation Framework.

The comments and input related to the Ministerial Order were not within the
scope of the project. However, the terms of reference indicated that any
suggestions for amendments to the Regulation or the REF Ministerial Order
would be documented for future consideration by the Board when discussing
legislative amendments with the province.

10. C ONCLUSION
Upon acceptance of this report and the recommendations by the Board, CRB
Administration, in consultation with the Planning Advisory Group, will
prepare a workplan to act on the recommendations for approval by the Land
Use Committee.
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2011 Business Plan
Land Use Committee
BUSINESS PLAN PROJECT No. 5

REVIEW REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (REF) ADMINISTRATION
TERMS OF REFERENCE

1. Project
The 2011 Land Use Committee Business Plan includes the following approved project:


Review Regional Evaluation Framework (REF) Administration

2. Purpose
The Regional Evaluation Framework (REF) is the primary implementation tool of the Capital Region
Board (CRB) to implement the Capital Region Growth Plan. Ministerial Order L: 270/10, the Regional
Evaluation Framework, is a Government of Alberta Regulation. The Capital Region Board Regulation
confers a regulator responsibility on the CRB to administer REF.
It has been over one year since the REF was implemented following approval of the Growth Plan. The
purpose of the review is to engage stakeholders in a review and discussion of possible improvements
to the administration of REF for consideration by the CRB.

3. Background
In April 2008 when the Government of Alberta adopted the first Capital Region Board Regulation, it
also adopted the Transitional Regional Evaluation Framework, or TREF. TREF was designed to provide
for interim review of municipal statutory plans and amendments until such time as the Capital Region
Growth Plan was completed and TREF could be replaced with a new Regional Evaluation Framework
based on the new growth plan.
The CRB completed the Capital Region Growth Plan (the Growth Plan) in December 2009 to address
the requirements of the CRB Regulation – land use, intermunicipal transit, housing, and geographic
information services. The Government of Alberta approved the Growth Plan on March 11, 2010 and a
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new Capital Region Board Regulation was in place as of March 31, 2010 which included a Ministerial
Order for a new Regional Evaluation Framework to replace TREF.
The Regional Evaluation Framework (REF) provides submission and review criteria on which the
Capital Region Board evaluates municipal statutory plans and statutory plan amendments to ensure
consistency with the long-term regional interests in the Capital Region Growth Plan.
While the regulation and ministerial order provide objectives and criteria for the review of municipal
statutory plans there is little in the way of implementation policy and procedures. Development of
the policy and procedures was undertaken by CRB administration during TREF, which were
subsequently revised and modified to accommodate REF, with input from the Land Use Committee,
the Planning Advisory Group, and the CRB.
Member municipalities must submit new Intermunicipal Development Plans and Municipal
Development Plans, and amendments thereto, to the Board for review and approval. The REF also
provides criteria under which member municipalities must submit other statutory plans, or
amendments thereto, to the Board.
The Board delegates the review and approval of REF applications to a Chief Administrative Officers
(CAOs) Subcommittee. In instances where a CRB Administration Recommendation is to reject a REF
application, or when the CAO Subcommittee does not unanimously approve or rejects an application,
the application is brought to the Board for consideration.
Responsibility for managing the REF process has been assigned to CRB Administration. Procedures,
modules, fact sheets, presentations, and flowcharts have been prepared to assist in the
administration of the REF process. The REF process has been in effect for over a year now and in that
time the complexity and importance of some REF applications has increased. This process has
involved municipal staff, consultants, CAO’s, Board members and CRB administration.

4. Scope
The scope of the project will consist of:





Consulting with key stakeholders (e.g. board members, municipal staff, CAO’s, REF
consultants)
Reviewing the existing REF administrative policies and procedures
Reviewing completed REF applications
Recommending improvements and enhancements to the administration of the REF process
within the context of the current Growth Plan and Regional Evaluation Framework Ministerial Order No. L:270/10
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The following are not in scope but may arise from the review:



Recommendations to amend the Capital Region Growth Plan
Recommendations to amend the Regional Evaluation Framework - Ministerial Order No.
L:270/10

The project is managed by CRB administration, and referred to the Planning Advisory Group (PAG)
and the Land Use Committee for direction and input. The Land Use Committee may recommend any
changes to the administration of REF to the CRB for approval.

5. Deliverables




Proposed REF Administration policy and procedure amendments, if any;
Key milestones and timelines; and
Identification of resources and budget required to implement the project.

6. Timelines
The Land Use Committee 2011 Business Plan requires the completion of REF Administration Review
by the end of the fourth quarter of 2011.
The action plan, strategy, milestones and timelines, and deliverables must be aligned with the
scheduled 2011 meetings (Appendix 1) of the Planning Advisory Group (PAG), the Land Use
Committee, and the CRB.

7. CRB 2011 Budget Allocation
The Business Plan did not originally assign a budget to the project, anticipating that the work would
be conducted internally be CRB Administration staff with experience in administering the REF
process. However, a recent change in staffing has reduced the experience with REF and required CRB
Administration to consider consulting services to assist with this project. Identification of a budget
for the project is to be determined.
$TBD
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APPENDIX 1
2011 MEETING SCHEDULE

Planning Advisory Group (PAG)

Land Use Committee (LUC)

Capital Region Board (CRB)
Thursday, January 13

Monday, January 10 *

Friday, January 21

Thursday, February 10

Monday, February 14

Thursday, February 24

Thursday, March 10

Monday, March 14

Thursday, March 24

Thursday, April 7

Monday, April 18

Thursday, April 28

Thursday, May 12

Monday, May 16

Thursday, May 26

Thursday, June 9

Monday, June 13

Thursday, June 23

Thursday, July 7

Monday, July 18

No meeting in July

Thursday, August 11

Monday, August 15

Thursday, August 25

Thursday, September 8

Monday, September 19

Thursday, September 29
Monday, October 3

Thursday, October 6

Monday, October 17
Monday, October 24

Thursday, October 27

Thursday, November 10

Monday, November 14

Thursday, November 24

Thursday, December 8

Monday, December 5

Thursday, December 15

* January 10, 2011 PAG meeting was re-scheduled to January 17, 2011.
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CRB Administrative Procedures for the Regional Evaluation Framework
Purpose: To clarify the CRB’s Administrative Procedures for the Regional Evaluation
Framework (REF).
Step Description of CRB Administrative Procedures
1
Receipt of Application by CRB
An application is received by the CRB. CRB Administration date stamps the documents. If the
application is submitted in paper only, CRB Administration requests an electronic copy from the
Applicant Municipality.
2

Preliminary CRB Administration Review
The application is reviewed by CRB Administration to determine if all required documents have been
received in accordance with Section 3.5 of the REF. Applications do not proceed until an electronic
copy of all required documents have been received.
If all required documents have not been received, CRB Administration contacts the Applicant
Municipality.
CRB Administration reviews the Application to determine whether or not the Application relates to a
statutory plan that must be referred to the CRB under Section 3 of the REF. If yes, then the
Application is referred for Third Party review.
If the Application does not appear to relate to a condition under Section 3 of the REF, then CRB
Administration contacts the Applicant Municipality.

3

Application Deemed Complete
When all required documents are received, and it is determined that the Application meets
conditions required for referral to the Board for review under Section 3 of the REF, the Application is
assigned a REF number (e.g. REF 2010-000).
An email is sent to the Applicant Municipality noting the date the Application is deemed to be
complete and the date by which a CRB Administration Recommendation must be issued (within 25
working days from date Application is deemed complete). This email is copied to Board members,
CRB Chair, CRB Chief Officer and CAOs.
The Applicant Municipality’s documentation is posted to the CRB website.

4

Referral for Third Party Evaluation
CRB Administration sends an email to the Third Party reviewer asking for an Evaluation to be
prepared within 14 working days. The email, which is copied to the CAOs, advises that the Applicant
Municipality’s documentation is posted and available on the CRB website. The Third Party Evaluation
is prepared with reference to the criteria set out in Section 5.4 of the REF.
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If a Third Party reviewer advises that they have a conflict of interest, CRB Administration actions the
review with another Third Party reviewer with an Evaluation to be prepared within 14 working days.

5

On receipt of a Third Party Evaluation, CRB Administration reviews the Evaluation for completeness.
CRB Administration Recommendation
CRB Administration reviews the Application and the Third Party Evaluation in accordance with the
evaluation criteria in Section 5.4 of the REF and prepares a CRB Administration Recommendation on
or before the 25 working days. The Third Party Evaluation and CRB Administration Recommendation
is posted to the website as soon as available.
If a CRB Administration Recommendation is to approve an Application, a CAO Subcommittee will be
arranged. If a CRB Administration Recommendation is to not approve an Application, CRB
Administration notifies the Applicant Municipality, Board members, CAOs and indicates that the
Application will be brought to the next Board meeting for disposition.

6

CAO Subcommittee Review
By email, CRB Administration will notify CAOs that an Application is ready for review, that all
documents pertaining to the Application (including the Third Party Evaluation and CRB
Administration Recommendation) are posted on the CRB website, and request CAOs availability to
participate in a CAO Subcommittee meeting. CAO Subcommittee meetings will take place in a timely
fashion following the preparation of a CRB Administration Recommendation to approve an
Application.
CAO Subcommittee criteria:
 All CAO’s in the Capital Region will be given the opportunity to have their name placed on the
roster for a CAO Subcommittee.
 Participation of CAOs will be by rotation, subject to the availability of the individual.
 Review and approval of Applications is delegated to CAOs only.
 A CAO Subcommittee requires a quorum of five CAOs made up of two cities, two counties and
a minimum of one town or village.
 No CAO will participate in the approval of an Application made by that CAO’s municipality, but
an Applicant Municipality’s CAO may attend the meeting to present the Application and to
respond to questions from the CAO Subcommittee.
 Applicant Municipalities may, at their own discretion, have a representative attend the CAO
Subcommittee meeting in which their Application is being reviewed.

7

CAO Subcommittee Decision
If a CAO Subcommittee unanimously approves an Application, it is deemed to have been approved
by the Board. CRB Administration will prepare a letter indicating approval addressed to the Applicant
Municipality, and copied to Board members, CRB Chair, CAOs and the Third Party reviewer.
If a CAO Subcommittee does not approve an Application unanimously, then CRB Administration will
prepare a letter to the Applicant Municipality (copied to Board members, CRB Chair, CAOs and the
Third Party reviewer) indicating the rejection of the Application and that the Application will be
forwarded to the Board for disposition at its next regularly scheduled meeting.
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i)

8

If the Subcommittee fails to reach unanimous consensus on a REF
application, or votes to reject a REF application, CRB Administration must
prepare a written summary of the Subcommittee’s concerns with respect to
the application. The written summary is to be reviewed and approved by the
Subcommittee before it is referred, with the subject REF application, to the
CRB for a decision. CRB Administration will provide a verbal summary of the
CAO Subcommittee concerns at the Board meeting where the REF
application is considered.

Capital Region Board Review and Decision
An Application is considered by the Board if a CRB Administration Recommendation is to not approve
the Application or if a CAO Subcommittee does not unanimously approve, or rejects an Application.
At a Board meeting, the Applicant Municipality and CRB Administration are offered an opportunity to
inform the Board (Section 5.3 REF). The Board must, by consensus, approve or reject the Application.
If consensus is not reached, a formal vote of the Board must be conducted in accordance with the
Capital Region Board Regulation (Section 5.2 REF).
If an Application is reviewed by the Board, following a decision, CRB Administration will issue a letter
to the Applicant Municipality indicating approval or rejection of the Application (copied to Board
members, CRB Chair, CAOs and the Third Party reviewer).
Decisions of the Board taken under Section 22 of the Capital Region Board Regulation (approval of
statutory plans) are final and not subject to appeal.
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2011 Business Plan
Land Use Committee
BUSINESS PLAN PROJECT No. 5

REVIEW REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (REF) ADMINISTRATION

Capital Region Board Member Consultation
January 9-31, 2012
Introduction
The REF process has been in effect for over a year now and in that time the complexity and
importance of some REF applications has increased. The process has involved municipal staff,
consultants, CAO’s, Board members and CRB administration. While some responsibilities have been
delegated to a CAO subcommittee, if the CRB administration recommendation is to reject a REF
application or there is not unanimous approval by the CAO subcommittee, the Board is responsible
for making the final decision. In this regard, Board members were identified as a stakeholder group
in the project.
On January 9, 2012, Board members were sent an email with a summary of the feedback received to
date from consultations with the Third Party Consultants, the Planning Advisory Group (PAG), and
Capital Region CAO’s. The Board members were given until January 31, 2012 to submit comments
and provide input into the project.

Consultation
Letters were received from the Mayors of Edmonton, Leduc and Leduc County, hand written
comments were provided by the Mayor of St. Albert, and a letter was received from senior planning
staff at Sturgeon County. Highlights of the responses are as follows:
City of Leduc
1. “REF reviews should be conducted once, “in-house” by CRB staff….third party consultants
should only be consulted when special technical expertise is required.”
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2. REF evaluations “should be based on a clear understanding of the intent and context within
which local and sub-regional plans have been prepared, not just based on satisfying a
checklist.”
3. “CRB Administration should be encouraged to formalize its preliminary advisory role and allow
revisions prior to and during the early stages of the REF review process.”
4. “The CRB population forecasts need to be updated and should be interpreted as projections,
not targets.”
5. “REF reviews should take into account data collected at the local level.”
6. “There is a perception by municipalities that the REF review process is too complex and
ventures too far into local decision-making.”
7. “… in addition to the formal REF review process, there has been tendency for ‘third party’
municipalities to get involved directly with CRB Administration to provide additional
commentary on REF applications. There should be a defined process whereby the comments
of ‘third party’ municipalities are directed to the CRB administration and to REF applicants.”
Leduc County
1. “The focus of evaluations and recommendations should be limited to the REF criteria and the
Growth Plan.”
2. “Informal pre-screen meetings are particularly useful and more direct collaboration between
the CRB Administration and municipalities is to be encouraged in principle. However, it must
be emphasized that that collaboration is with the applicant municipality and intervention by
the CRB through direct inter-municipal and inter-agency consultations on REF applications is
totally inappropriate. “
3. “The fundamental question relating to Accountability is who makes the decisions on REF
applications…recommendations on the REF applications should be made to the Board for
decisions.”
4. “Population and Employment – the Plan projections are widely, if not universally, recognized
as being out-dated. “
City of Edmonton
1. “Only one set of evaluation criteria, the contents of the Growth Plan, should be used in
assessing REF applications”.
2. “Consistent evaluations and positions on REF applications by the Capital Region Board (CRB)
Administration in co-ordination with third party consultants”.
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3. “Review of the parameters and process for participation in the Chief Administrative Officer
Sub-Committee conference call, particularly around quorum and the participation of acting
Chief Administrative Officers.”
4. “Tools and processes should be developed to enable jurisdictions across the region to make
each other aware that a future REF application is in process and enable early discussions /
collaboration in advance of REF applications being submitted to the CRB.”
5. “Consider alterations to the REF process that address the compressed and rigid nature of the
process, by introducing opportunities for early notice that could allow for alterations to REF
applications…”
City of St. Albert
1. “The issue that a Council must give first reading is problematic in my opinion before having it
come to the CRB. First reading should not have to be given as it is a ‘false’ vote by a Council.”
2. “A ‘cumulative effects’ analysis should be performed for REF review.”
3. “Blob lines are too wide and require “boundary” clarification/clarity.”
4. “Elephant in the room is acreages….”
Sturgeon County
1. “…we reinforce our support for the current REF review period. We find that the 25 working
day turnaround time for the REF review is acceptable…”
2. “What are the standards for the third party reviews?....We suggest the CRB develop a
standard template for Municipalities to use when submitting a REF application, as well as a
standard template for the third party consultants to use when evaluating the REF
applications”.
3. “What is the exact role of the third party consultant review process?....the third party
consultant provides a valuable service in support of the Board Administration, however see a
need for their role to be defined as well. The defined role should also outline evaluation
criteria to measure the performance provided by the consultants to the Board on an annual or
bi-annual basis”.
4. “What are the CRB’s policies on dialogue between the Board’s Administration and
Municipalities prior to the submission of a REF application? Ultimately, the REF application
entails the make/ Break decision in the approval process (with no appeal) and more direction
at an earlier stage is seen as a benefit.”
5. “It is unclear what level of communication is acceptable between the Municipalities and the
third party consultants during the REF review process”.
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6. It is acknowledged that the specific population projections and density requirements for
certain municipalities and identified growth areas are included as part of the Growth Plan
requirements, and not REF. However, REF does require that the Statutory Plans resulting in a
greater than 10% variance be submitted to the CRB for approval. Therefore we feel that
greater consensus is needed on the growth projections between the Province, Municipalities
and the CRB when used as criteria to trigger a REF application”.

Summary
The input from the Board members will be evaluated and analyzed along with the feedback received
from the other stakeholders as part of this project. The Themes will inform the preparation of
recommendations for improvements to the administration of REF.
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2011 Business Plan
Land Use Committee
BUSINESS PLAN PROJECT No. 5

REVIEW REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (REF) ADMINISTRATION

Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) Consultation
December 8, 2011
Introduction
The REF process has been in effect for over a year now and in that time the complexity and
importance of some REF applications has increased. The process has involved municipal staff,
consultants, CAO’s, Board members and CRB administration. Critical to the success of REF has been
the cooperation and support of the member municipalities Chief Administrative Officer’s (CAO). Early
in its mandate, the CAO’s were delegated by the Capital Region Board the authority to review and
approve applications for new and amended municipal statutory plans under the Transitional Regional
Evaluation Framework (TREF). In the delegation order, the Board ensured that if the sub-committee
did not unanimously approve an application, the application would proceed to the full Board for
decision. This delegated authority has worked well and continues under the Regional Evaluation
Framework (REF) which was enacted on March 31, 2010. In this regard, the CAO’s were identified as
a stakeholder group in the project.
A meeting of the CAO’s was held on December 8, 2011, to gather feedback on the REF process. The
meeting was facilitated by Kathleen LeClair, Chief Officer, Neal Sarnecki, Project Manager, and Andy
Haden, Andy Haden & Associates.

Consultation
The consultation consisted of a brief presentation by Neal Sarnecki outlining the purpose of the
project, the background of REF and the current process of REF applications. The CAO’s were then
challenged to identify what is working well, what is not working well, comment on their
understanding of the process, etc.
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The results of the consultation (see Appendix 1) have been categorized into the following themes:
CAOs want more clarity for REF.
CAOs say more clarity is needed for evaluating applications under REF, and in considering
population and employment projections in evaluations and recommendations. Key comments
from the CAO consultation session are:
•

People have been looking or hunting for issues to make things more complicated

•

Third party evaluations may be based on greater expectations than was originally intended

•

CAO turnover since 2008 affects the consistency of CAO thought processes

•

The focus of evaluations and recommendations should be on the criteria, and limited to
what’s in the Growth Plan. The concern is with how far outside the criteria we may be going

•

Concerned about literal interpretations; about reading something into the Growth Plan that
isn’t there

•

Concern about the third party evaluations and different third party approaches

CAOs have few concerns with REF administrative processes, i.e quorum requirements, conference
calls. CAOs maintain that technical amendments to statutory plans do not need review. CAOs do
not want these applications to come to the Subcommittee.
CAOs still accept the basis of the REF process – the majority of REF applications need to be
approved at the CAO level to keep these applications off the CRB table. Only those REF
applications that truly need Board attention are referred to the Board.
CAOs accept that the third parties are still needed to do evaluations - in the absence of internal
professional staff at the CRB to handle evaluations, you need the third parties and you have to
have Terms of Reference.
Summary
The input from the CAO’s will be evaluated and analyzed along with the feedback received from the
other stakeholders as part of this project. The Themes will inform the preparation of
recommendations for improvements to the administration of REF.
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2011 Business Plan
Land Use Committee
BUSINESS PLAN PROJECT No. 5

REVIEW REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (REF) ADMINISTRATION

Planning Advisory Group (PAG) Consultation
October 24, 2011
Introduction
The REF process has been in effect for over a year now and in that time the complexity and
importance of some REF applications has increased. The process has involved municipal staff,
consultants, CAO’s, Board members and CRB administration. Critical to the success of REF has been
the cooperation of municipal planning staff. The Planning Advisory Group (PAG) was identified as the
stakeholder group to represent regional municipalities in the project.
At PAG’s regular meeting on October 24, 2011, a group discussion was held to gather feedback on the
REF process. The REF workshop portion of the meeting was facilitated by Neal Sarnecki, Project
Manager, and Andy Haden, Andy Haden & Associates.

Workshop
The workshop consisted of a brief presentation by Neal Sarnecki outlining the purpose of the project,
the background of REF and the current process of REF applications. The Group was then challenged
to identify what is working well, what is not working well, comment on their understanding of the
process, etc. The discussion was free flowing with participation from most members of PAG.
The results of the consultation (see Appendix 1) have been categorized into the following themes:
1. Accessibility - increased accessibility to project manager and third party consultants evaluating
the applications. Many issues can be resolved prior to submission that might otherwise lead to a
recommendation for rejection. Pre-screens are helping, need to establish protocol/parameters.
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2. Third Party Consultant Management
a) Terms of reference - Provide direction to third party consultants on how to complete
evaluations.
b) Clarify role of REF consultants – Consultants effectively provide planning support to project
manager through evaluation of applications, however, does the role need to include providing
a “recommendation”?
c) Consistency – There is a lack of consistency between third party reports. Consider
standardized formats, report templates, etc.
d) Performance Reviews - CRB should consider performance reviews of the evaluation work
carried out by third party consultants.
3. Regional review of applications - to allow those CRB municipalities that want it, the ability to see
and comment if necessary on all applications prior to formal submission. (Integration of
Municipal Planning Activities item?)
4. REF Web Page - investigate why CRB posts the way it does, keeps what is already public
information behind password, is there a concern with posting third party evaluation and
administration recommendation in the public realm?
Summary
The input from PAG will be evaluated and analyzed along with the feedback received from the other
stakeholders as part of this project. The Themes will inform the preparation of recommendations for
improvements to the administration of REF.
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REVIEW REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (REF) ADMINISTRATION

Third Party Consultants Consultation
May 2, 2011
Introduction
The REF process has been in effect for over a year now and in that time the complexity and
importance of some REF applications has increased. The process has involved municipal
staff, consultants, CAO’s, Board members and CRB administration. An integral part of REF is
the evaluations of Statutory Plans by third party consultants, that have provided timely,
professional, and unbiased assessments of applications submitted by member municipalities.
The contracted consultants were identified as a stakeholder group in the project.
A meeting of the consultants was convened on May 2, 2011 at the Board administration’s
office in Edmonton. The meeting was attended by representatives from Lovatt Planning,
Stantec, and ISL. The meeting was facilitated by Neal Sarnecki, Project Manager, and Andy
Haden, Andy Haden & Associates.

Meeting
The input received at the meeting have been categorized into the following themes:
1. Capital Region Growth Plan
a) Third parties would like the Growth Plan and addendums consolidated into a single
document. Working through the various documents makes it difficult to ensure that
all facts are captured in evaluating REF applications.
2. REF Application Template
a) Suggestion that a template be developed for CRB municipalities to follow in preparing
REF applications. The template can outline requirements for levels of detail required,
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and provide methodologies to prepare information on population and employment
projections, residential densities, etc.
b) Template should be structured to reflect the requirements of section 11 of the CRB
Regulation and, in particular, section 5.4 of the REF Ministerial Order.
c) Evaluation of a REF application with respect to the Principles and Policies should be
integrated into the template, rather than being treated as a separate item.
d) The template could include direction to improve the workflow of a REF
application/evaluation process for both municipalities and third parties. For example,
third parties have recommended that for more complex REF applications involving a
pre-screen meeting and more than one draft statutory plan submission, revised
documents provided by the municipality should be provided as a “track changes”
document. This would reduce third party review times, streamline the review
process, and reduce the risk of oversights or mistakes.
3. REF sub-processes
a) The consultants support pre-screens, i.e. CRB Administration coordinates a
meeting(s) between staff of applicant municipality and third party consultants to
review and discuss application prior to submission. Pre-screens are a useful subprocess in overall REF process. They have value and should continue. Consultant
input to staff of applicant municipality should be verbal only, not written. Pre-screen
sub-process should be documented in protocol/ procedures (could be included in
template referred to above).
b) Third parties support rejection post-mortems, i.e. that CRB Administration should
review rejected REF applications with staff of the applicant municipality to discuss the
reasons for rejection. Rejection post-mortems should involve CRB Administration
only, not third parties. Rejection post-mortem sub-process should be documented in
protocol/procedures (could be included in template).
4. Population and Employment Projections in REF applications
a) Municipalities vary in the way they present population projection information.
Evaluation of population projection information would benefit from a common
approach/methodology to ensure consistency between evaluations and across
municipalities. Approaches/methodologies could be documented in template.
b) Evaluation of employment projections is a conundrum because almost all REF
applications do not include employment projections. There is no MGA requirement
to include employment projections in a statutory plan, yet the Ministerial Order
requires their evaluation to determine consistency with the Growth Plan.
5. Other
a) CRB Administration needs to collaborate more with CRB municipalities to
communicate/educate with respect to REF and REF process.
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b) REF applications are considered in isolation from each other – no consideration is
given for cumulative effects. Cumulative effects applies to population growth forecast
in individual statutory plans reviewed under REF – forecast population growth should
be tracked across all REF applications

Summary
The input from the third party consultants will be evaluated and analyzed along with the
feedback received from the other stakeholders as part of this project. The Themes will
inform the preparation of recommendations for improvements to the administration of REF.
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BUSINESS PLAN PROJECT No. 5

REVIEW REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK (REF) ADMINISTRATION

Land Use Committee Consultation
February 23, 2012
Introduction
The REF process has been in effect for over a year now and in that time the complexity and
importance of some REF applications has increased. The process has involved municipal staff,
consultants, CAO’s, Board members and CRB administration. The Land Use Committee was charged
in their 2011Business Plan with the review of REF administration project. In this regard, the Land Use
Committee was identified as a stakeholder group in the project.
The Project Team presented to the Land Use Committee at their meeting on February 23, 2012, the
results of the consultation up to that point and draft recommendations to be included in the final
report. The Land Use Committee provided their input and direction to the Project Team to complete
the final report.

Consultation
The consultation consisted of a brief presentation by the Project Team summarizing the REF process,
the input from the stakeholder consultations to date, and the proposed draft recommendations.
The Land Use Committee provided the following input and direction:
PROCESS
Communication
 Pre-application, pre-screen process between applicant municipality and CRB Administration
should be formalized.
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Don’t make the process between municipalities and CRB Administration adversarial.
When do we start talking to each other, municipality to municipality; talking across borders?
A REF pre-screen process would allow an opportunity to get all REF application details and
issues resolved before submission.
Was the REF process presented as a workshop for CRB municipalities? This would be a good
idea.

REF Applications
 Is there a need for a number of templates for the REF process to add consistency?
REF Evaluations
 Experience with REF and one of the third party consultants has not been positive.
 First time the municipality went through the REF process with an application, they were told
what was wrong, they fixed it, and re-submitted the REF. The third party consultant then told
the municipality they were planning 50 years out and couldn’t do that and were refused again.
 At early stages of REF review by the third party consultant, if it’s known that there is a sticking
point they can advise the municipality so they can make minor changes.
Consultants vs In-House Evaluations
 Question use of third party consultants and cost to CRB; money spent on consultants could
equal the cost of a CRB employee.
“Third Party” Municipal Involvement
 REF process tools should allow other member municipalities in the Capital Region to know
about REF applications earlier in the process so that there are opportunities to collaborate.
INTERPRETATION OF THE GROWTH PLAN
 REF review is appropriate and timely, but something has to be done about black and white
interpretations. For example, St. Albert can’t be asked to jump from 7-10 dwellings per acre to
CRB densities overnight.
 Wording in the Growth Plan refers to “significant progress”. If a REF application recognizes the
principles in the Growth Plan isn’t that enough?
 If Growth Plan says we need to get to densities within PGAs, is following the spirit of the
Growth Plan enough?
 TREF and REF process have not been perfect. There is a need for more clarity; more clarity in
the Growth Plan.
 There also has to be modifications to REF for flexibility in interpretations.
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Our municipality recently heard that a municipality’s REF application was rejected on the basis
of population and employment. That’s not what the Board was told early on; that population
would not affect the outcome of REF applications. Why is this now an issue?
Always understood that the population and employment forecast in the Growth Plan is just
that – a forecast. The spirit of the Growth Plan should prevail.
There needs to be more consistency and some flexibility in REF reviews.

DECISION MODEL
 Concerned that the City’s CAO can’t participate on the CAO Subcommittee because of
schedule conflicts and workload. The City would like to have a designated alternate to the
CAO for the Subcommittee.
 Who is on the CAO Sub-committee? If someone is affected by a REF application, but are late
to get to the process, how do we protect our municipality?
The Land Use Committee provided the Project Team with consensus support to maintain the
current Decision Model indicating that the CAO Sub-committee is very important. Further, they
did not support a model that would consider sending only MDPs and IDPs directly to the CRB for
approval.
POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT
 PGAs and population and employment – they’re both mandated and they’re high.
 Can REF use local census data rather than Growth Plan population?
 We know that the CRB population and employment forecast had to be consistent with Alberta
Finance and Enterprise, but the problem still remains and we don’t want to have to lie about
population and employment in our statutory plans to get our REF applications approved.
Summary
The input and direction from the Land Use Committee will inform the preparation of
recommendations for improvements to the administration of REF.
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