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Joint Council Meeting 
Brazeau County & 

Town of Drayton Valley 
 

December 9, 2013, 9:00 am – 1:30 pm 
Brazeau County Council Chambers, Brazeau County 

AB 
 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 
Present: 
  Mayor Glenn McLean   Reeve Pat Vos 
  Fayrell Wheeler, Councillor  Maryann Thompson, Councillor 
  Deb Bossert, Councillor  Rita Moir, Councillor 
  Dean Shular, Councillor  Shirley Mahan, Councillor 
  Nicole Nadeau, Councillor  Marc Gressler, Councillor 
  Nancy McClure, Councillor  Anthony Heinrich, Councillor 
  Graham Long, Councillor  Kara Westerlund, Councillor 
  M. Deol, Town Manager  M. Schoeninger, Chief Administrative Officer 
    W. Compton, Ec. Dev. & Communication 
  Janet Young, Deputy Mayor, Breton  J. Evasiuk, Dir. Public Works & Infrastructure 
  Anne Power, Councillor, Breton  B. Christie, Dir. Corporate Services 
  Terry Molenkamp, Administrator, Breton  K. Robinson, Executive Assistant 
    W. Compton, Manager of Ec. Dev & Communications 
    L. Rabel, Ag. Fieldman   
Others:           
  Courtney Whalen, Western Review   

  Annette Driessen, Dir. Community Services  
  C. Dyck, Planning and Development 

               
 
1.0  Call to Order    Reeve Pat Vos called the meeting to order at 9:00 am. 
 
Introductions 
 
2.0  Adoption of Agenda  026/13/JC  Moved by Councillor Deb Bossert to adopt the agenda for the  

December 9, 2013 Joint Council Meeting with the following 
additions: 
 
6.1  EARN ‐ add Pathways to Sustainability 
6.4(a)  Ring Road Discussion 
6.5  EPAC  

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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3.0  Adoption of Minutes  027/13/JC  Moved by M .Gressler to adopt the minutes for the  
            September 16, 2013 Joint Council Meeting as presented. 
        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
4.0  Presentations 
 
  4.1  Drayton Valley Historical Society 
 

Charlie Miner presented a request from the Drayton Valley Historical Society for the Town of 
Drayton Valley and Brazeau County to take over the financial and operational responsibilities of 
the museum.   
 
The consensus of both Councils was to take the request back to their own Council meeting for 
discussion and to let the Historical Society know the outcome within a month.  

 
  4.2  Ad‐Hoc Housing Indexing Committee 
 

Wanda Compton and Annette Driessen presented background information on the Joint Regional 
Housing.  Copies of the consultant’s report and executive summary were distributed to 
Councillors prior to this meeting for review. 
 
Annette Driessen indicated that this report is being brought forward to this joint Council meeting 
for presentation and the intention is that it would go back to the individual Council’s because the 
priorities and recommendations within the report don’t necessarily mean that they have to be 
adopted by both Councils uniformly.  It’s something that Council’s themselves can go back to 
their individual chambers and discuss the recommendations within the report. 
 
Councillor Maryann Thompson asked if the Village of Breton could be involved in this process as 
well.  Councillor Deb Bossert replied that the survey the Board conducted was very 
comprehensive and outlined the housing issues is the area and did include a number of statistics 
from the Breton area. 

   
028/13/JC  Moved by Councillor Deb Bossert to receive the report for information.   
 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
5.0  Discussion Items 
  5.1  Regional Cooperation Work Program 
     

Marco Schoeninger presented a follow‐up report from the strategy session.  Two items to be 
carried over to the next joint session are the potential linear revenue sharing model and the 
Intermunicipal Co‐operation Agreement will be coming in the New Year.  The three items for 
update today is the housing, which has been done.  The second item is capital projects and what 
has transpired is that both CAO’s have undertaken their annual budget and have put together 
the 10‐year plans as well as the joint venture projects.  Administrations will review the 
documents to see how they overlap and put together time frames for the next joint session to 
see how this unfolds over the next year.  The other item is the bylaw enforcement will be 
deferred until the County has reviewed it’s Land Use Bylaw.  Another item for update is the 
capital priorities and once Administrations have reviewed, there may be some that we will be 
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able to act on sooner than later, but there may be a couple strategic ones that we may need 
clarification on to provide a recommendation to the joint session in the future. 
Manny Deol stated that when the County reviews the Land Use Bylaw, the Town Council should 
also be involved in a joint discussion. 
 
029/13/JC  Moved by Councillor Kara Westerlund to receive the Regional Cooperation 

Work Program update for information.   
 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
Reeve Pat Vos called for a break at 10:06 am and the meeting resumed at 10:18 am. 
 

5.2  Airport –  Consideration for the development of an advisory committee 
 

Reeve Pat Vos indicated that she received a request from Darcy Erickson who is a member of the 
flying club, if we would consider working with the flying club to have a conversation with some of 
the businesses who have to relocate from the Edmonton Municipal Airport , to see if a 
committee could speak to those businesses to ask if they are looking for a new home and if the 
Drayton Valley Airport might be suitable for them. 
 
Mayor Glenn McLean indicated that the Town Council has not had the opportunity to discuss 
what the Town’s plans are with respect to the airport.  He said that before they commit to 
anything here, the Town will need to have that discussion if there are opportunities that exist, 
they want to avail themselves of them as soon as possible.  

 
Councillor Nancy McClure indicated that there has already been some work done with regard to 
feasibility and that she is a member of the Canadian Pilots Association and that organization has 
done some work on airports in Alberta and growth.  She said she has a copy of the report and will 
pass it on to the Council for their review. 
 
The consensus of Council is that Administration will research and develop a terms of reference 
for a study regarding the airport.   

     
6.0  Joint Project – Status 
 
  6.1  EARN – Education and career expo in 2014 
 

M. Schoeninger reported that the reason this item was back on the table is that both 
Administrations felt that given some of the branding, tourism, marketing strategy and new 
members of Council, it would be an opportunity to share what some of the 
measurable/deliverables are in doing the EARN.  Both municipalities have approved the Joint 
Community Economic Development Strategy and EARN falls under one component of that.  
 
W. Compton presented the update report and background information on the EARNetwork. 
 
The consensus of Council was to continue with the program. 
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Pathways to Sustainability Committee  
W. Compton reported that the County was asked to be involved with the steering committee and 
in addition to a financial commitment as a host partner for $10,000 – $5,000 financial and $5,000 
in‐kind.  She indicated there was a concern with timelines as the conference was coming in May. 
 
M. Deol indicated that the conference would be deferred to possibly 2015.  

 
  6.2  Joint Regional Tourism Marketing Plan & Brand 
 

W. Compton presented the update report and background information on the Joint Tourism 
Marketing Plan and Branding Project for the benefit of the new Councillors.  Councils have not 
yet approved either the draft Tourism Marketing Plan or Brand.  Administration was seeking 
direction on where we go from here to complete this project. 
 
The consensus of Council was to defer discussion to a joint meeting in the New Year on 
January 23, 2014 from 1:00 – 2:30pm  for Council and then include the stakeholders from 2:30 – 
4:00 pm.  The meeting will be held in the Brazeau County Council Chambers. 

 
  6.3  Brazeau Regional Tourism  
 

W. Compton presented a request to the County and Town of Drayton Valley for operational 
funds for next year.  The amount for each municipality would be $56,160. 
 
Mayor G. McLean indicated that the Town Council has not had a discussion regarding Brazeau 
Regional Tourism, but anticipates doing that in the immediate future this week.  He also 
indicated an answer would be forthcoming. 

 
  6.4  (a) South Sanitary Sewer Twinning  

M. Schoeninger reported the south sanitary sewer twinning was approved back in 2010 when it 
was required after we did a review with ISL, both the County and Town participated.  There 
results of which were provided in April 2010 and we put funds aside for that and indicated there 
was still some work to do by Administrations to clearly identify dates so there is road map for 
both Councils. 

 
    (b) Ring Road Discussion  

M. Schoeninger reported that for clarity Administrations require more discussion.  There was a 
proposal that was sent to us with the understanding that 20th Avenue would be the first step to 
move forward off of 50th in the Town, however the County isn’t sure if that’s this year or next 
year, because one of the things that County Council has been looking at is ‘what do we do with 
our arterial road known as the Ring Road – do we turn the southern leg into a collector or local 
road’.  Strategically from both the Town and the County, just getting a better understanding of 
where that project may go, and it might be better suited for the next joint meeting in March to 
give both Councils a better look at the plans, layer them and see where those cross‐overs are so 
we can bring that back.  There are some significant initiatives that the County is going to 
undertake in that area, certainly from an engineering perspective, cause we want to do 
connectivity and a walkway system not only from the cemetery but also looking at options in 
through the Ring Road, whether it be abutting the Ring Road and/or whether it goes through 
some of the subdivisions, but ultimately to provide a corridor for walkway for everybody.  We 
still feel that because of the sheer traffic we have on that road, that we want to build it to a 
collector standard, but we recognize there’s an issue of stacking or the ability for vehicles to be in 
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a line‐up one behind the other for safe movement left into your septic system or your 
campground area, where you are also doing the disposal of sewer, whether it be turning to the 
right to the north of Scotty’s and/or south of Tim Horton’s.  We are requesting some dates so we 
can understand where the alignments are so that if more money is needed than less one year we 
have to be able to plan those because a lot of them do cross‐over.  This is an update more so 
than asking for a commitment today. 
 
M. Deol indicated that the Town Council is looking at an infiltration study for the sewer trunk line 
and that will reaffirm whether we really need to twin the lines all the way or what.  We will have 
a 10 year plan after that.  A water distribution study, sewer collection study, storm drainage 
study and these four studies will give us some idea as to how we should plan for the next 10 
years.  There was a 10 year plan before but we could not proceed with that because after 
annexation, there are some major land use changes.  Originally when this sewer trunk line was 
slated to be going in 2010, we thought we would get a grant from Alberta Infrastructure and 
somehow we didn’t get that grant.  So that’s why the project was delayed.  That’s one area.  The 
second thing is we have now completed jointly a Regional Transportation Study, which will 
address this 62nd Street and Range Road 75 near the Walmart 50th Avenue intersection, whether 
we need to do the signal lights or widen or whatever.  So there are some regional things to look 
at and the Ring Road is part of that.  We have to close 18th Avenue where it accesses near the oil 
rigs, where the truck stop is going there will only be a right hand turn from that area and no a left 
hand turn into the sewer disposal area is.  Our Council is also discussing right now the issue of 
the traffic problem between Scotty’s and Tim Horton’s.  It looks like 26th Avenue is going to be 
the main avenue coming in and if that comes into 50th Street that will take care of all the Ring 
Road Traffic going to 50th Street.  Council will be looking at this during the budget discussions. 
 
A joint meeting is scheduled for February 3, 2014 from 9:00 am – noon to discuss infrastructure. 
The meeting will be held in the Brazeau County Council Chambers. 

 
  6.5  EPAC  

M. Schoeninger reported that the County has received a request  from the Eleanor Pickup Arts 
Centre to contribute $500,000 or a combination over a few years and the issue of concern is the 
time frame of the commitment of the Town, County and looking at a bigger picture.  Apparently 
the agreement is for 5 years and the County concern is that if they are investing in someone 
else’s infrastructure or facility building, where is the County’s return, so to speak. The other issue 
of concern to consider is ‘is the body itself, if we are wanting to see the Town expand on the 
years of commitment to 15, 20 or 25, can the actual organization that we are wanting to prompt 
to have a longer agreement, fulfill those terms’.  I think it might be premature without their 
participation. 
 
Mayor G. McLean replied that he thought the issue was not so much the length of the 
agreement, although that can be considered, what the concern is about is the investment in this 
organization, is it sound because the current agreement has provisions for either party, the 
Society or the Town to withdraw.  Any agreement would have those provisions.   
 
Councillor Nicole Nadeau indicated the EPAC committee had a discussion regarding the 
agreement and the committee did not have any concerns with extending the time frame of the 
agreement.  
 
The County will forward a letter to the Town of Drayton Valley and the Eleanor Pickup Arts 
Centre clarifying the request for an amendment to the Agreement at the conclusion of the 
County’s discussion at their January 21, 2014 Council meeting.     
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7.0  Other Business ‐  none 
 
 
8.0  Next Meeting Date  
  The next meeting is scheduled for March 13, 2014 from 9:00 am – noon and the Town will coordinate. 
 
9.0  Adjournment  

030/13/JC  Moved by K. Westerlund that the Joint Meeting of December 9, 2013  
adjourn at 11:34 am. 

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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Road/Proj. ID Item Description Notes/Details Distance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
INFRASTRUCTURE ROADS 
In‐House Road Construction ‐ Betterments/Improvements 2,559,043 1,828,240 1,883,087 1,939,580 1,997,767 2,057,700 2,119,431 2,183,014 2,248,505 2,315,960 2,385,439

25 ‐ CCON11‐004 TWP 494 ‐ HWY 22 intersection treatment ‐ (carryover) G/B/P 0.6 20,000
West NW22‐49‐5W5M Bridge 70798 Culvert (50% County) Carryover from 2012 20,000

35 ‐ CCON14‐001 RR 81 (Twp 492 to Hwy 621) Overlay 3.2 2,037,145
60 TWP 494 ‐ HWY 22 ‐ RR 80 ‐ need year assigned G 3.2

24 ‐ CCON13‐001 RR 80  (Twp 494 ‐ Hwy 621) ‐ (Carryover) G 3.2 1,450,240 150,000
56 ‐ CCON14‐004 RR 65 (Hwy 22 north to Twp 494) G 4.2 1,636,857

51 Twp 490A (Ring Road Connector RR73 to 73A) ‐ #169/13 G/B/P C/G 0.8 1,718,883
14 ‐ CCON13‐002 RR 75 (493A ‐ 494) ‐ (Carryover) G 0.8 587,213 450,000
38 ‐ CCON15‐001 TWP 494 (RR 65 to Hwy 759) ‐ #1021/13 G 6.4 2,850,000
21 ‐ CCON13‐003 RR 53 ‐ Greenwood (SH616 to Twp 484)2‐ Bridge (Carryover) G 6.4 2,900,479 1,500,000

39 TWP 474  (RR74‐H22) ‐ #170/13 G 8.1 2,972,767
50 TWP 494 (RR72 to Hwy 22) ‐ #800/12 Overlay 3.2 1,097,600

22 ‐ CCON12‐004 RR 43 (Twp 473 to Hwy 616) (Carryover) G 3.7 891,000 28,000
23 RR 85 (Hwy 620 to Twp 492) Overlay Overlay 8 2,744,000

119 ‐ CCON14‐002 RR 73 (Twp 502 to Hwy 624) Bridge Only Bridge 1,100,000
40 RR 73 (Twp 502 to Hwy 624) Road after Bridge Complete ‐ #1021/13 G 6.4 2,400,000
33 RR 75 (Twp 484 to Twp 482) ‐ #171/13 Overlay 3 1,029,000
36 TWP 494 (Lindale Hall to Hwy 759) ‐ #172/13 Overlay 3.7 1,269,100
34 RR 82 (Hwy 621 to Twp 502) G 3.2 1,464,559
37 RR 64(Hwy39 to Twp 483) ‐ #174/13 G 6.0 3,115,000
52 RR 80(Twp 491 to Twp 492) Overlay 1.6 548,800
53 TWP 492 (RR75 to RR 80) Overlay 1.6 548,800
54 TWP 492 (RR80 to RR81) Overlay 1.6 548,800
57 RR 73(Twp494 to 200m S of Twp500) ‐ #175/13 Overlay 3 1,029,000
58 TWP 500(RR72 to Hwy 22) ‐ #176/13 Overlay 1.6 1,097,600
9 TWP 492(RR81 to RR83) ‐ Overlay Overlay 3.2

59 RR 82(Twp 490 to Twp492) ‐ #177/13 Overlay 3.2 1,097,600
60 TWP 494(RR75 to RR 81) (Hwy 22 to RR80) ‐ #178/13 G 3.2 1,920,000
61 RR 80(Hwy 620 to Twp491) Overlay 5.6 1,920,800
67 TWP 494(RR52 to West of Lindale School) Overlay 1.8 617,400
69 RR 85 (Hwy 621 to Twp 501) ‐ #179/13 Overlay 1.8 617,400
68 TWP 494(West of Lindale School to Lindale Hall) Overlay 2.4 823,200
70 RR 75(Hwy 621 to RR501A) ‐ #180/13 Overlay 2.5 857,500
71 RR 45(Twp490 to 493) G 4.8 2,650,000
80 RR 73 (Twp 492 to Twp 490A) Overlay 3.2 1,029,000
5 RR 52 (Twp 494 to Twp 500) ‐ Overlay Overlay 3.1

81 TWP 502 (RR72 toHwy 22) Overlay 3.2 1,097,600
82 ‐ CONS13‐013 TWP 474 (RR44 to RR45) ‐ #181/13 G 1.8 1,097,600

55 TWP 474 (RR52 to RR55)(Bridge) ‐ #182/13, #1023/13 G 4.6 2,565,158
93 RR 64(SH 616 to Twp 483) G 5.3 3,300,000

107 Lodgepole Access Road(East access into Hamlet) Overlay 0.8 283,429
108 Lodgepole paving Spruce Drive B/P 610,819

TWP 485 (Hwy620 to RR74) Overlay 2.1
CCON13‐005 RR73 & 50th Street Crosswalk Lights ‐ 2013 Resolution #167/13 60,000

118 ‐ CCON14‐006

Ring Road ‐ (approx. 73% BC ‐ $2,937,000 & 27% Town of Drayton Valley $1,069,000) ‐ Resolution to move to 2015 ‐ 
Prelim engineering work in 2014 100,000 2,837,000

118 Ring Road Walkway ‐ Resolution for 2015
116 RR42 (Hwy 39 to Hwy 616) ‐ #213/13, #1084/13 Pavement 2,374,500
117 RR53 (Hwy 39 to Hwy 616) ‐ #197/13, #1083/13 Pavement 6,409,400

RR 81 (Hwy 620 to TWP 484) ‐ need year and amount ‐ #1081/13 G
TWP 484 (RR52 to RR54) ‐ need year and amount ‐ #1082/13 G

BRAZEAU COUNTY
10 YEAR CAPITAL BUDGET ‐ as amended December 17, 2013
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Road/Proj. ID Item Description Notes/Details Distance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
TWP 494 (Hwy 22 to RR 80) ‐ need year and amount ‐ $1086/13

114 ‐ CCON14‐005 TWP 502 (RR65 to RR72) 4.87 1,920,800
TOTAL INFRASTRUCTURE ROADS  (03‐00‐00‐610) 12,329,575 10,751,042 19,120,045 7,299,280 10,463,409 15,837,467 7,603,579 4,557,514 2,248,505 2,315,960 2,385,439

INFRASTRUCTURE WATER
UTIL13‐005 Rocky Rapids Secondary Water Reservoir ‐ Amended value (Carryover) 7,016,912 2,500,000

Buck Creek Water System Moved from 2013 to 2015 ‐ May not be required at this time 1,000,000
Ring Road Water ‐ 2015
Poplar Ridge Reservoir / Booster station 32,000 6,000,000
TOTAL INFRASTRUCTURE WATER  (03‐00‐00‐611) 7,016,912 2,532,000 7,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

INFRASTRUCTURE WASTEWATER
UTIL14‐001 Utility Extensions (Generic) 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

SAS Facility ‐ Containment/Drying System ‐ (Resolution to remove)
UTIL13‐006 SAGR System ‐ Birchwood (Carryover $25,000 for receiving study from 2012 to 2013) 1,525,000 1,500,000

Rocky Rapids Sewage Treatment Upgrade  40,000 1,900,000
Buck Creek Lagoon Reclamation 40,000
HVAC repairs to SAS as per ISL recommendations (carryover  from 2012) 24,365

Lodgepole lots 1 ‐ 4 servicing
Rehab parts for Cynthia Sewer System 1,000,000
Final Effluent treatment Cynthia SAS (Reuse Resale) 800,000
Rehab of Lodgepole Sewer System 1,000,000
Ring Road Wastewater ‐ 2015
TOTAL INFRASTRUCTURE WASTEWATER  (03‐00‐00‐612) 1,639,365 1,550,000 890,000 2,950,000 1,050,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000

INFRASTRUCTURE STORM

TOTAL INFRASTUCTURE STORM  (03‐00‐00‐613) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

BUILDINGS
Administration/Shop Building (NE20‐49‐7W5M)

BLDG13‐002 Fire Suppression ‐ Research required (Carryover) 150,000 150,000
BLDG13‐001 Cold Storage Facility at Admin/Shop Building (Resolution to carryover/increase) 400,000 480,000

Dry Fire Suppression ‐ Research required (Resolution to carryover) 150,000 150,000
BLDG11‐001 Salt shed extension ‐ mix pad/building extension/pony wall 1,200,000 55,000
BLDG13‐004 Finish Expansion Room (A213 ‐ Drywall) (Resolution to carryover) 50,000 50,000
BLDG13‐004 Finish Expansion Room (A214 ‐ Drywall) (Resolution to carryover) 50,000 50,000

Night Deposit Box added to admin building 8,000
BLDG14‐001 Sports Park ‐ Locker Room Facility (washroom, change room, lockers) 500,000

TOTAL BUILDINGS  (03‐00‐00‐620) 2,008,000 1,435,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT
Documentation Management System ‐ Partially operating 22,000
E‐Pad for Planning Dept 23,000
Server Hardware (Multiple Servers) (5Year) 20,000 20,000 20,000
Server OS Licensing (5 Year) 10,500 10,500

ADMN14‐004 Geomedia Professional ‐ GIS Management Software 13,400
G.I.S GPS Equipment (Non Cams) GIS Coordinator 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000

ADMN14‐001 Electronic Data Storage 20,000 20,000
Diamond Upgrade 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
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Road/Proj. ID Item Description Notes/Details Distance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
ADMN14‐003 Security System ‐ Admin/PW Facility 40,000
ADMN13‐004 Questica Capital Module 28,000
ADMN13‐011 Waterproof filing system for land files (Resolution to carryover) 40,000 40,000
ADMN14‐002 Office Suites ‐ Multi‐dept. 20,000 16,000 6,000 6,000

Toughbook laptop ‐ 1 ‐ Agriculture for weed control /cw programs 5,000
computer C/W docking station / programing‐ spray truck 10,000
Toughbook laptop ‐ docking stations ‐ CPO 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000

FIRE13‐005 Jet Boat & Trailer Search & Rescue ‐ Resolution #189/13 (Carryover) 78,000 50,000
Special Rescue Equipment ‐ Stn 2 Breton Heavy Equipment Rescue Trailer 300,000
Fire Turn Out Gear/SCBA alternate years ‐ Annual Replacement (Resolution to carryover) 16,000 32,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000 16,000
EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT PROGRAM ‐ non‐highway‐amended Dec. 17/13 1,987,961 991,000 1,140,130 2,292,464 1,168,874 1,533,823 1,579,838 1,627,233 1,676,050 1,726,331 1,778,121

EQP14‐012 Parade float for DV/Breton 10,000
Mower for bobcat ‐ amt amended by Council ‐ May 21/13 8,300
NEW ‐ Garbage Bins‐Easyford & Lodgepole ‐ amended by Council May 21/13 15,700
Plow for bobcat 9,000
Handheld Meter Reader 10,000
Provincial First Responder Radio System ‐ Resolution #190/13  (Request to remove from budget) 0

PARK13‐001

Bins for campgrounds ‐ sport park/easyford/lodgepole/new admin building with lids ‐ moved from 2012 to 2013 
(Resolution to carryover to 2014) 10,000 7,600
Antenna C/W parts installed for EOC 8,000

FIRE13‐006 NEW ‐ Fire Dispatch System (Resolution to carryover) 300,000 200,000
NEW ‐ Pasture sprayer ‐ amended by Council June 18/13 7,100

EQP14‐009 Survey Equipment ‐ Road Constr/Maint. (John to update) 55,000
EQP14‐010 Toughbook Laptop Replacment Cycle (Weed Inspectors) ‐ CS 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000
EQP14‐011 CAMS equipment for CPO's vehicles 15,000

Scale for CPO vehicle 8,000
TOTAL MACHINERY & EQUIPMENT  (03‐00‐00‐630) 2,656,561 1,495,000 1,177,130 2,329,464 1,230,374 1,854,823 1,640,838 1,648,233 1,727,050 1,757,331 1,809,121

LAND

Brazeau Node ‐ moved purchase of node land to 2014 295,000 295,000
Snow dump site 700,000
TOTAL LAND  (03‐00‐00‐640) 295,000 995,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

LAND IMPROVEMENTS
County Entrance Signs ‐ removed as per Council 0
Dry Hydrant (Stn 1 ‐ Lodgepole) Carryover from 2012 39,250
Breton Fire hall ‐ Paving site 550,000
Pih‐to‐kew Campground 6,000
Modeste Recreation Park ‐ moved from 2011
Brazeau Sports Park ‐ moved from 2011 ‐ not required 60,400
Lodgepole Recreation Park ‐ recyled tire product removal 50,000
Lodpole recreation equipment and ground work 35,000

REC14‐001 Easyford  Recreation Park ‐  removal of equipment and placement 25,000
REC14‐002 Easyford  Recreation Park ‐ equipment and ground work 30,000

ADMN13‐014 Admin building ‐ landscaping (Resolution to carryover) 75,000 75,000
BLDG13‐005 Power outlets along west side of shop (Resolution to carryover) 17,000 17,000
PARK13‐003 Lodgepole Cemetery ‐ Fencing, road, parking (Resolution to carryover) 50,000 50,000
EQP13‐015 Communication Towers ‐ Cynthia, Lodgepole & Backhaul (Poplar Ridge) 600,000 600,000

TOTAL LAND IMPROVEMENTS  (03‐00‐00‐645) 1,482,650 797,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
.

VEHICLES
New Bush Truck (Stn 2 ‐ Breton) Carryover from 2012 80,000
Rescue Truck/Tools ‐ Stn 2 300,000
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Road/Proj. ID Item Description Notes/Details Distance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Fire Pumper ‐ Stn 2 500,000
Tank Truck ‐ Stn 2 300,000
VEHICLE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM ‐ licensed vehicles‐ as amended Dec. 17/13 138,612 102,000 396,529 394,733 934,943 576,402 593,694 611,505 629,850 648,746 668,208
County‐owned Pumper ‐ Stn 3 500,000
County‐owned Tanker ‐ Stn 3 300,000
TOTAL VEHICLES  (03‐00‐00‐650) 218,612 102,000 396,529 694,733 934,943 576,402 1,093,694 911,505 1,129,850 948,746 668,208

NON‐CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO OTHER ORGANIZATIONS ‐ OPERATING EXPENSE
Replace Air Compressor ‐ Stn 3 (50% with Town DV) 25,000
Dispatch Radio System (Moved to Machinery & Equipment)
Training Site Phase 3 ‐ Construction (50% with Town DV) ‐ Resolution #191/13 200,000 400,000
Fire Hall Expansion Phase 2 Admin Bldg/FF Lounge (50% with Town DV) 350,000
Heavy Rescue Equipment ‐ Stn 3 ‐ Grant to Town ‐ operational 30,000
Replace Bush Truck Stn 3 (Town DV) 200,000
Aerial Ladder Truck 100' (50% with Town DV) 750,000
Trailer for Ranger (50% cost share with Town of DV) 9,000
Rescue Truck Stn 3 (50% cost share with Town of DV) 150,000
Town ‐ WTP Contribution ‐ partial payment in 2013 ‐ balance to 2014 1,197,000 594,375
Town ‐ WTP Contribution ‐ additional funds ‐ cost overrun 300,000
Town ‐ Sewer line ‐ (carryover from 2012 ‐ Town not proceeding in 2013 ‐ moved to 2014) 0 1,194,375
TOTAL NON‐CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO OTHER ORGANIZATIONS ‐ OPERATING EXPENSE 1,197,000 2,322,750 380,000 600,000 150,000 750,000 0 0 0 0 0

already in operating budget

TOTAL BUDGET FOR COUNTY OWNED ASSETS 27,646,675 19,657,042 28,583,704 13,273,477 13,678,726 18,318,692 10,388,111 7,167,252 5,155,404 5,072,037 4,912,768

TOTAL BUDGET FOR NON‐CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS/TRANSFERS 3,247,000 4,482,750 380,000 600,000 5,150,000 750,000 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL OF COUNTY & NON‐CAPITAL 30,893,675 24,139,792 28,963,704 13,873,477 18,828,726 19,068,692 10,388,111 7,167,252 5,155,404 5,072,037 4,912,768

NON‐CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO OTHER ORGANIZATIONS ‐ COUNCIL DESCISION CAPITAL INVESTMENTS
Cemetery Walk Way $110,580 160,000

RR83 ‐ OHV Commencing from HWY 620 ‐ south to Staging Area adjacent to North Saskatchewan River ‐ best 
completed in minimum two stages also would require Alberta Environment approval as unclear what access in the 
river bank area is available due to terrain/steepness of banks may need to work through SRD lands/lease roads $3,752,580

TWP 474 ‐ Between RR52 & RR55 ‐Between RR44 & RR45 on the 10 year road plan map (Line 142) ‐ in road plan .
RR 63 HWY 39 south ‐Pembina pipelines requesting cost sharing ‐ 3.65 km (grading work and paving) $2,915,000
Eleanor Pickup Arts Centre  (EPAC) $500,000 50,000
Skate Park $150,000
Aquatic Facility ‐ 2013 $13,500,000 5,000,000
Agri‐plex ‐ 2014 (Resolution to move  to 2014) $2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
Field of Dreams $100,000
Ring Road ‐ (approx. 73% BC ‐ $2,937,000 & 27% Town of Drayton Valley $1,069,000) ‐ moved to roads  $2,937,000
Breton Community Center ‐ $2,500,000?? (may 2013 request) .

25,965,160 2,050,000 2,160,000 0 0 5,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0
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**note year 2100 denotes the last years passed budget grant funding unconfirmed

2014-2023 2013 Budgeted Items are noted as 2100

Inflation Factor 2% was CC on interim

Town Town Priority 1 = Necessity, 0 = Council Conside        eration 0
Project Project Capital Other Town Operating Debenture Debenture Developer Brazeau Grant Priority
Number Name Total Cost Fund Reserves Fund 10yr 25yr Donations Funds Funding Funding Year

267 Community Services Housing in general 5,000,000       100,000          -              4,900,000    -              2014 -                Put as "donations" for now,     2014 1
217 Fire Fire training facility ($2mm) 400,000          -                 200,000       200,000       -              2014 -                Total est cost of $2.5mm, la     2014 1
155 Landfill Landfill airspace (cell construction) 300,000          300,000          -              2014 -                LF airspace reserve 1
183 Recreation Outdoor rink 294,000          (6,000)        -                 100,000       200,000       -              2014 -                donations in place first 2014 1
222 Recreation Ball/Soccer Pitches - new & upgrades 100,000          -                 100,000       -              2014 -                2014 1
265 Recreation HW re-urbanization 320,000          -                 320,000       -              -              2014 -                $170k to school board for fe 2014 1
269 Recreation Downtown park  150,000          -                 150,000       -              -              2014 -                2014 1
31 Roads Sidewalk and walkway replacement program 50,000            -                 50,000         -              2014 -                1
93 Roads Brougham Drive (Debenture LI) 700,000          13,319        -                 686,681        -              2014 -                Local improvement 1

177 Roads 43 Avenue 450,000          -                 450,000       2014 -                MSI 1
239 Roads 50th Street South 1,000,000       -                 1,000,000    2014 -                MSI - Ph 1 2014 1
239 Roads 50th Street South 820,000          -                 820,000       2014 -                MSI 1
244 Roads 62nd Street Phase 1 - 50th Ave signals 600,000          -                 300,000       300,000       2014 -                MSI 2014 1
254 Roads 26th Avenue 2,000,000       -                 2,000,000    2014 -                MSI - Ph1 Ring rd to 50th St 2014 1
266 Roads Beckett Road 600,000          -                 -              -              600,000       2014 -                MSI 2014 1
268 Roads Coulee Road address erosion concerns 100,000          -                 100,000       2014 -                MSI 2014 1
57 Water Water Plant Upgrade & Expansion - phase 1 11,718,659     (2,712,608)  362,491          4,100,000     9,968,776    2014 -                AMWWP 75% 1

155 Landfill Landfill airspace (cell construction) 425,000          425,000          -              2015 -                LF airspace reserve 1
259 Landfill Landfill/WastAway 20,000,000     -                 -              10,000,000   10,000,000  2015 -                2015 1
210 Recreation Pool refurbishment 150,000          -                 75,000         75,000         -              2015 -                will not be necessary if new facility is constructed 1
222 Recreation Ball/Soccer Pitches - new & upgrades 100,000          -                 100,000       -              2015 -                1
31 Roads Sidewalk and walkway replacement program 50,000            -                 50,000         -              2015 -                1
45 Roads 34th Ave paving & storm sewer (Debenture LI) 1,200,000       -                 -              1,200,000     -              2015 -                local improvement 1

239 Roads 50th Street South 1,000,000       -                 -              -                1,000,000    2015 -                MSI left of 1721216 - Ph 2 5     2015 1
239 Roads 50th Street South 1,000,000       -                 1,000,000    2015 -                MSI 1
254 Roads 26th Avenue 8,000,000       -                 -              -                8,000,000    -              2015 -                county 80% (town 20% in 20 2015 1
250 Sewer Sewer Trunk Phase 1 1,000,000       -                 1,000,000     -              2015 -                2015 1
261 Water General distribution infrastructure - to be determined  2,000,000       -                 2,000,000     -              2015 -                1

-                
-                

59,527,659     (2,705,289)  1,187,491       1,145,000    1,686,681     7,300,000     5,100,000    10,000,000   8,575,000    27,238,776  -                

CAPITAL SUMMARY BY YEAR

Council Consideration Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                0
2013 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2014 Summary of Capital Projects 24,602,659     (2,705,289)  762,491          920,000       686,681        4,100,000     5,100,000    -               500,000       15,238,776  -                
2015 Summary of Capital Projects 34,925,000     -             425,000          225,000       1,000,000     3,200,000     -              10,000,000   8,075,000    12,000,000  -                
2016 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2017 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2018 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2019 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2020 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2021 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2022 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2023 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                
2100 Summary of Capital Projects -                  -             -                 -              -                -                -              -               -              -              -                

59,527,659     (2,705,289)  1,187,491       1,145,000    1,686,681     7,300,000     5,100,000    10,000,000   8,575,000    27,238,776  

Town of Drayton Valley
Capital Projects

NOTES

Page 24 of 95



Overview of the Intermunicipal 
Cooperation Agreement  

Joint Council Meeting 
Brazeau County & 

Town of Drayton Valley 
March 13, 2014 

 
G.J. Stewart-Palmer 
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Agenda 
1. Annexation Settlement Agreement 

 
2. Intermunicipal Cooperation 

Agreement 
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Annexation - Overview  
October 31, 2007 – Town of Drayton 

Valley filed Notice of Intention to Annex 
69 quarter sections of land from Brazeau 
County 
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Original Annexation Area  
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Annexation - Overview 
October 2007 – November 2010: 

Negotiations and Mediation 
 
February 24, 2010: Protocol of 

Principles 
 
November 15 – 26, 2010: 

Annexation Merit Hearing 
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Protocol of Principles-  
February 2010 
1. Actively listen to each other and seek first to understand. 

2. Establish and maintain a relationship based on trust, 
honesty and transparency so that issues arising will be 
dealt with in a timely manner by focusing on the issue, not the 
individuals or past history. 

3. Treat each other with mutual respect when sharing 
information, presenting thoughts and ideas and/or 
collaborating on joint matters. 

4. Each party has a primary and independent responsibility to 
decide and act in the best interest of the ratepayers of their 
municipality 
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Protocol of Principles 
5. Effectively deal with issues and coordinate activities 

of mutual interest to establish and maintain good 
relations with other levels of government.  

6. Create enhanced public awareness of the benefits 
of inter-municipal cooperation while respecting the 
different needs of the individual communities. 

7. Engage in collaborative processes and dialogue to 
encourage understanding, cooperation and 
communication in areas of mutual service delivery. 

8. Seek win-win solutions in matters that are of 
mutual interest and benefit to each of the parties. 

9. Ensure commitment and follow up to joint 
decisions that are made. 
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Memorandum of Understanding 
November 2010 
 Town and County agree that intermunicipal 

cooperation will benefit the residents of both 
municipalities. 

 Agreement that shared services provide a 
mutually beneficial, viable and sustainable 
solution for service delivery 

 Agreement of principles to form the basis of a 
contract 

 Agreement to explore opportunities for 
regional initiatives including service delivery 
modelling and governance modelling 
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Memorandum of Understanding 
Services may include:  
Economic Development 
Recreation 
Water and Wastewater facilities 
Land Use Planning 

Agreement to be signed by March 31, 
2011 
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Settlement Agreement – November 
15, 2010 
The Town and the County agree to 

consensual annexation in two parts: 
 
a) 2010 Annexation Area 
 
a) 2011 Annexation Area 
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Settlement Agreement Areas 
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Terms of Agreement for 
Annexation include 
A. Assessment and Taxation Protection for 

Landowners 
B. Compensation Amounts (loss of tax 

revenue and assumption of debenture) 
C. Franchise Fees, Evergreen Gas Coop and 

Drayton Valley REA 
D. Future Annexation Requests 
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Intermunicipal Cooperation 
Agreement  
Signed and made effective March 31, 

2011 
Provides the structure for agreement 

between the parties on subsequent 
agreements  

Future Agreements between the Town and 
County must be consistent with the 
provisions of the IMCA 
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Key Terms of the IMCA  
Article 2 – Scope of Agreement and 

Acknowledgments  
Article 3 – Agreement administration and 

amendments 
Article 4 – Dispute Resolution 
Article 5 – Arbitration  
Article 6 – Default, continuation and 

termination of the Agreement  
Article 7 – Privacy Legislation and 

Confidentiality 
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Key Terms 
Article 8 – Insurance and Indemnity 
Schedule A – Formal review process for 

the Agreement 
Schedule B – Arbitration  
 
 

Page 39 of 95



Formal Review Process 
Annual Meeting of the CAOs no later than 

June 30 of each year 
Best efforts by CAOs to resolve issues 
Failing agreement, Councils to negotiate 

amendment 
Required Review every 5 years 
First Review 2016 
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Dispute Resolution –Article 4 
 First Step – Notice of Concern to CAO 
 CAOs meet to resolve Concerns 
 Failing resolution, negotiating teams meet to 

resolve Concerns 
 Failing Resolution Councils meet to resolve 

Concerns 
 Failing Resolution, Concern becomes a 

Dispute to be resolved in accordance with 
dispute resolution mechanism  

 If mediation does not resolve issue, 
mandatory arbitration follows 
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Questions? 
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Drayton Valley & Brazeau County 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Housing Condition Index Update 2013 
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1.0 Purpose of the Drayton Valley & Brazeau County Housing Condition Index 
Update 2013 

 
The purpose of the Drayton Valley & Brazeau County Housing Condition Index Update 2013 is to 
incorporate new and more current statistical (quantitative) data into the existing 2004 Drayton Valley 
Municipal Shelter Plan and the 2006 Shelter Plan Update. The objectives of the 2013 Update are as 
follows: 
 

1. To provide an updated analysis of current population data pertaining to the Town of 
Drayton Valley and Brazeau County (e.g., permanent population growth and 
projections, demographic changes, changing household composition, and changing 
income levels);  

2. To provide an updated analysis of current and emerging housing needs and 
challenges in the Town of Drayton Valley and Brazeau County in five (5) key areas: 

  Affordability (housing costs)  
  Adequacy (quality and safety) 
  Suitability (overcrowding) 
  Availability (choice) 
  Accessibility (for persons with health, mobility and/or stamina limitations). 

3. To provide an updated estimate of the number and types of Drayton Valley and 
Brazeau County households likely to be in Core Housing Need (i.e., earning incomes 
at or below Alberta Municipal Affairs’ current Core Need Income Thresholds – or 
CNITs);  

4. To provide an updated estimate of the number and types of Drayton Valley and 
Brazeau County households unlikely to be earning the incomes required to afford to 
purchase median and entry- level priced homes in the community; and  

5. To use this collective data to determine and recommend what types of housing (e.g., 
size, form, tenure and target population) are most needed in Drayton Valley and 
Brazeau County to address the region’s identified housing needs.  

 

2.0 Key Findings - Population 
 

• Between 2001 and 2011 (the last 10 years of Federal census data), the permanent population 
of the Brazeau County/Drayton Valley region increased by an estimated 12.1% (for an 
average annual growth rate of 1.2%). In comparison, the population of Alberta grew by 22.5% 
during that same period while the total population of Canada grew by 11.6%. This would 
suggest that recent growth in the overall region has been moderate.  

• Growth was fastest in Drayton Valley (21.5% total) yet slower in Brazeau County (4.4% total). 
The permanent populations of both Breton and Lodgepole have been declining in recent 
years. 

• Population growth projections suggests the following potential population totals for each 
community over the next 15-20 years:  

− Brazeau County: 7,835 - 8,245 residents based on past trends (or up to 10,550 
residents based on population projections for the Edmonton region); 

− Drayton Valley: 7,680 - 10,560 residents based on past trends (or up to 10,330 
residents based on population projections for the Edmonton region); 

− Breton: 340 - 510 residents based on past trends (or up to 730 residents based on 
population projections for the Edmonton region); and 
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− Lodgepole: 60 residents based on past trends (or up to 185 residents based on 
population projections for the Edmonton region). 

• Population mobility and turnover can have an important influence on housing and support 
service needs. Between 2001 and 2011: 

− Approximately 2,920-3,110 new residents moved into Brazeau County during that 
period while approximately 2,615-2,805 existing residents moved out (resulting in a net 
increase of 306 residents);  

− Approximately 3,210-3,550 new residents moved into Drayton Valley during that period 
while approximately 1,960-2,300 existing residents moved out (resulting in a net 
increase of 1,248 residents); and 

− Approximately 260-295 new residents moved into Breton during that period while 
approximately 335-370 existing residents moved out (resulting in a net decline of -77 
residents). 

− Similar data is not available for Lodgepole.  
• Census of Population data consistently shows is that while the overall population of the region 

is increasing, certain age cohorts are increasing at a faster rate than others – particularly 
empty-nesters (ages 55-64), and seniors (ages 65+). The age cohorts that are declining in 
terms of relative proportion include children, youth and adults under the age of 45 depending 
on the community. This data seems to indicate a declining proportion of families with children 
– particularly young families – which suggests that housing availability and affordability may be 
having an influence on population growth and demographic changes.  

• The age cohorts that appear to be moving into the region at faster rate include those who are 
more likely to have: 

− Established themselves in their careers and are thus more likely to be earning higher 
incomes;  

− Already established themselves in the housing market, thus affording them higher 
equity and savings; and/or  

− Paid off their mortgages.  
• The age cohorts that are moving into the region at a slower rate (or potentially leaving the 

region altogether) include those who are:  
− More likely to be just starting out in their careers;  
− Entering the housing market for the first time; and/or 
− In need of higher levels of supports, including supportive housing (e.g., older seniors) – 

particularly in the smaller communities.    
• Over time, Brazeau County, Drayton Valley and Breton have each experienced a net decline 

in the proportion of couple households along with a net increase in the proportion of single 
individual households and “other” household types (i.e., non-related individuals and/or more 
than one family sharing accommodations). 

• Over time, both the number and proportion of single fathers is increasing across the region 
resulting in a declining proportion of single mothers.  

• In 2011, an estimated 20% to 25% of lone-parent families, 38.9% to 43.7% of single 
individuals, and 8.6% to 16.7% of single seniors were co-habitating either with relatives or un-
related people depending on the community. Households who are co-habitating are more 
likely to be living in overcrowded conditions.  

• Together, these data suggest that increasing housing affordability and availability challenges 
may be influencing population growth rates and demographic shifts (and vice versa).  
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• Average household size has also decreased over time in the region. As average household 
size declines, a greater number of housing units are required to meet the needs of the same 
population – placing increased supply and demand pressures on a community’s housing and 
infrastructure. 

 

3.0 Key Findings – Income and Employment 
 

• Income and employment data from Statistics Canada’s Census of Population and the 2011 
National Household Survey show Brazeau County and Drayton Valley as having both 
experienced a net increase in the total number of jobs available in each community over time 
(in keeping with overall population growth in these two municipalities) while Breton 
experienced a net decline in the total jobs available (along with overall population decline). 

• A consistent pattern emerges throughout the Brazeau County/Drayton Valley region: based on 
the total percentage of people employed in the various positions in 2011, two of the most 
prevalent job categories in each of three municipalities are Trades, Transport & Equipment 
Operators along with Sales & Service jobs. Trades, Transport & Equipment Operators 
generally earn average to above-average wages while people working in Sales & Service 
positions generally earn well-below-average wages according to the national Labour Force 
Survey. Rounding out the “Top 3” job categories in each community are:  

− Management positions in Brazeau County (these positions are likely to offer well 
above average wages depending on their nature and/or sector) 

− Business, Finance and Administration positions in Drayton Valley (these positions 
generally offer a combination of above-average and below-average wages depending 
on their nature and/or sector); and  

− Health positions in Breton (these positions generally offer below-average wages 
depending on their nature). 

• Changes in the local and regional economy are also producing a variety of shifts in each 
community’s income profile – some more varied than others. For example, between 2000 and 
2010, median household incomes among:  

− All households increased by 72.1% in Brazeau County, 30.0% in Drayton Valley, and 
58.1% in Breton;  

− One-person households increased by 86.0% in Brazeau County, 72.7% in Drayton 
Valley, and 107.8% in Breton;  

− All census families increased by 61.9% in Brazeau County, 37.1% in Drayton Valley, 
and 121.3% in Breton; and 

− Lone-parent families increased by 107.1% in Brazeau County yet decreased by -7.5% 
in Drayton Valley (data for Breton has been suppressed). 

• Those who are more likely to be earning below-average incomes (and, therefore, more likely 
to experience housing challenges) include: 

− People with disabilities that limit their overall employability; 
− People with limited education and/or job skills;  
− People working in retail, accommodation and food service jobs (particularly if working 

part-time); 
− People working in arts, entertainment and recreation jobs; 
− People working in entry-level administrative positions; 
− Families with children (particularly single mothers) with limited access to affordable 

child care (and, therefore, reduced opportunities for full-time employment); and 
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− Individuals living in the smaller and more isolated communities of the region with limited 
access to affordable transportation (personal or public) and, therefore, reduced access 
to employment opportunities in the larger communities.  

• Statistics Canada Taxfiler data provides a more detailed analysis of household incomes in the 
region – organized based on the following seven (7) communities: Drayton Valley, Breton, 
Buck Creek, Carnwood, Lindale, Lodgepole, and Rocky Rapids (including their surrounding 
Brazeau County populations). 

• According to the Taxfiler data, median household incomes (i.e., those incomes where 50% of 
households earn higher incomes and 50% of households earn lower incomes) increased to 
varying degrees for most household types throughout the Brazeau County/Drayton Valley 
region between 2006 and 2011. The two (2) exceptions were lone-parent families living in 
Buck Creek (their average incomes remained relatively static) and single individuals (“non-
family persons”) living in Rocky Rapids (their average incomes declined). For example:  

− In Drayton Valley and the surrounding areas, median household incomes increased 
over time for all household types. Couples saw the greatest gains, followed by single 
individuals and then lone-parent families. 

− In Breton and the surrounding areas, median household incomes increased over 
time for all household types. Couples saw the greatest gains, followed by lone-parent 
families and then single individuals. 

− In Buck Creek, median household incomes increased over time for couples but only 
marginally for single individuals (data for lone-parent families has been suppressed – 
preventing analysis). 

− In Carnwood, median household incomes increased dramatically over time for couples 
(data for lone-parent families and single individuals has largely been suppressed – 
preventing analysis). 

− In Lindale, median household incomes increased over time for couples and for single 
individuals (data for lone-parent families has been suppressed – preventing analysis). 

− In Lodgepole, median household incomes increased over time for couples (data for 
lone-parent families and single individuals has largely been suppressed – preventing 
analysis). 

− In Rocky Rapids, median household incomes increased over time for couples but 
decreased over time for single individuals (2006 data for lone-parent families has been 
suppressed – preventing analysis). 

• Median households incomes have increased at a rate faster than both the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) and the Shelter Index (SI) for some household types throughout the region – but 
not all household types. The exceptions are as follows (i.e., those households types in each 
community who are more likely to be experiencing housing challenges as their housing and 
daily living costs are potentially increasing faster than their incomes):  

− In Drayton Valley and the surrounding areas, median incomes increased at a slower 
rate than CPI for lone-parent families and at a slower rate than the Shelter Index for 
both couples and lone-parent families.  

− In Breton and the surrounding areas, median incomes increased at a slower rate 
than the Shelter Index for single individuals.  

− In Buck Creek, median incomes increased at a slower rate than both CPI and the 
Shelter Index for both couples and single individuals (data for lone-parent families has 
been suppressed).  

− In Carnwood, data suppression among lone-parents and single individuals prevents 
analysis.  
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− In Lindale, median incomes increased at a slower rate than the Shelter Index for 
couples (data for lone-parent families has been suppressed). 

− In Lodgepole, data suppression among lone-parents and single individuals prevents 
analysis. 

− In Rocky Rapids, median incomes declined for single individuals, thus “increasing” at a 
slower rate than both CPI and the Shelter Index (data for lone-parent families has been 
suppressed). 

• Poverty rates within the Brazeau County/Drayton Valley region vary from community to 
community. According to Taxfiler data on the number of households earning incomes at or 
below the Low-Income Measure (LIM):  

− Poverty rates in 2011 were highest in Buck Creek and Lodgepole;  
− Poverty rates in 2011 were lowest in Rocky Rapids followed by Drayton Valley;  
− Poverty rates in 2011 were higher than the provincial average in Buck Creek, 

Lodgepole, and Breton (although only slightly higher than the provincial average in 
Breton);  

− Poverty rates have increased over time in Drayton Valley, Buck Creek and what 
appears to be the case in Lodgepole yet have decreased over time in Rocky Rapids 
and Breton; 

− Data suppression prevents an analysis of changing poverty rates over time and more 
recently in Carnwood and Lindale.    

• Similar data related to the number of households in each community receiving Social 
Assistance shows the following:  

− Social Assistance rates in 2011 were highest in Carnwood followed by Breton, 
Lindale and Lodgepole;  

− Social Assistance rates in these four communities (i.e., Carnwood, Breton, Lindale 
and Lodgepole) were also higher than the provincial average in 2011;   

− Social Assistance rates in 2011 were lowest in Rocky Rapids followed by Drayton 
Valley (similar to the poverty rates discussed above);  

− Social Assistance rates in 2011 were also lower than the provincial average in Rocky 
Rapids and portions of Drayton Valley (other areas of Drayton Valley were on par 
with the provincial average);   

− Social Assistance rates have increased over time in Lindale, Breton and portions of 
Drayton Valley yet have decreased over time in Rocky Rapids (Social Assistance 
rates have remained relatively stable over time in Carnwood and have decreased 
slightly in some areas of Drayton Valley).  

− Data suppression prevents an analysis of changing Social Assistance rates over time 
and more recently in Buck Creek. 

 

4.0 Key Findings – Housing Supply 
 

• The majority of homes in the Brazeau County/Dratyon Valley region are single-family 
dwellings. However, overall housing diversity and choice appears to be improving over time in 
Drayton Valley with the introduction of various higher-density housing options. 

• The majority of homes in the region are also owned. Over time, the number of rented dwellings 
has increased in Drayton Valley and Brazeau County yet declined in Breton. Despite an 
increase in the number of rented dwellings in Drayton Valley, the percentage of homes that 
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are available to rent has declined over time while the percentage of owned homes has 
increased.  

• Seasonal/recreational property ownership and/or investment in the Brazeau County/Drayton 
Valley region has declined over time despite noticeable fluctuations. As of 2011, 
approximately 5.5%-5.6% of homes in both Brazeau County and Drayton Valley appear to be 
owned by seasonal/recreational property investors compared to approximately 4.6% of homes 
while Breton.  

• Declining rates of seasonal/recreational homeownership and/or investment suggest that 
housing hardships due to overall supply constraints may also be declining for homeowners. 
Renters are still likely to experience supply constraints as are low- and modest-income 
households. 

• A review of Multiple List Service (MLS) residential sales data for the region between January 
1st and September 30th 2013 revealed the following:  

− Brazeau County: depending on the type of dwelling being sought and its location, 
homes in Brazeau County sold for anywhere from $82,000 to $831,000 – requiring an 
estimated income of $18,715 to $163,800 for a first-time homebuyer with a 10% 
downpayment to purchase. Overall, the median price of homes sold in Brazeau County 
during the first nine (9) months of 2013 was $325,000 – requiring an estimated income 
of $65,755. 

− Drayton Valley: depending on the type of dwelling being sought and its location, 
homes in Drayton Valley sold for anywhere from $167,500 to $529,000 – requiring an 
estimated income of $35,250 to $105,300 for a first-time homebuyer with a 10% 
downpayment to purchase. Overall, the median price of homes sold in Drayton Valley 
during the first nine (9) months of 2013 was $313,000 – requiring an estimated income 
of $63,450. 

− Breton: depending on the type of dwelling being sought and its location, homes in 
Breton sold for anywhere from $49,500 to $178,000 – requiring an estimated income of 
$12,415 to $37,315 for a first-time homebuyer with a 10% downpayment to purchase. 
Overall, the median price of homes sold in Breton during the first nine (9) months of 
2013 was $89,250 – requiring an estimated income of $20,100. 

− Based on these figures, first-time homebuyers are likely to experience significant 
challenges finding a home to purchase if they are earning incomes of less than:  

• $20,000 in Brazeau County;  
• $40,000 in Drayton Valley; and  
• $15,000 in Breton. 

• It should also be noted that Brazeau County appears to provide a variety of neighbourhoods, 
communities, and sub-areas serving a range of housing options and affordability levels geared 
towards relatively distinct socio-economic groups. For example: 

− Birchwood Subdivision appears to target households currently earning incomes 
between $25,000 and $55,000; 

− Buck Creek appears to target households currently earning incomes between $20,000 
and $45,000; 

− Cynthia appears to target households currently earning incomes between $20,000 and 
$40,000; 

− River Ravine Estates appears to target households currently earning incomes 
between $90,000 and $165,000; 

− Rocky Rapids appears to target households currently earning incomes between 
$45,000 and $80,000; and 
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− Valley View Estates appears to target households currently earning incomes between 
$100,000 and $130,000. 

− There is insufficient sales data to analyze the likely socio-economic nature of other 
neighbourhoods, communities and sub-areas within Brazeau County.  

• “Entry-level” housing is defined as the lowest 25% (lowest quartile) of the housing market. As 
a result, “entry-level” homes are potentially more affordable to low- and modest-income 
households. Of the 188 homes sold in the region during the first nine (9) months of 2013, the 
47 least-expensive homes (lowest 25%) would be considered the Brazeau County/Drayton 
Valley region’s “entry-level” market for 2013 to date. These homes could be found throughout 
the region, including both the urban and rural areas. For example:  

− 10 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (21.3%) were located in Breton;  
− 4 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (8.5%) were located in Buck Creek; 
− 4 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (8.5%) were located in Cynthia; 
− 18 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (38.3%) were located in Drayton Valley; 
− 5 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (10.6%) were located in the Birchwood Subdivision; 
− 1 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (2.1%) were located in Beaver Estates; and 
− 5 of the 47 “entry-level” homes (10.6%) were located in Brazeau County generally.  

• Based on the 2012 Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost Survey data conducted by Alberta 
Municipal Affairs, the average rental unit currently available through the formal rental market in 
Drayton Valley rents for approximately $670 for a bachelor suite, $785 for a one-bedroom unit, 
$915 for a two-bedroom unit, and $1,030 for a three-bedroom unit. Some units rent for more 
while others rent for less. For example, rental units range in price from anywhere between 
$540 per month for a bachelor unit to $1,500 per month for a two-bedroom unit. Using 
CMHC’s 30% of before-tax income affordability threshold, the following incomes are required 
for residents looking for an average rental unit in Drayton Valley: 

− Bachelor Unit: $26,800 (or $21,600 for the cheapest bachelor unit and $36,000 for the 
most expensive); 

− 1-Bedroom Unit: $31,400 (or $24,000 for the cheapest 1-bedroom unit and $40,000 for 
the most expensive); 

− 2-Bedroom Unit: $36,600 (or $25,000 for the cheapest 2-bedroom unit and $60,000 for 
the most expensive); and 

− 3-Bedroom Unit: $41,200 (or $36,000 for the cheapest 3-bedroom unit and $54,000 for 
the most expensive). 

• This data suggests that finding an affordable (i.e., low-to-average-priced) rental unit in Drayton 
Valley can be a challenge for: 

− Single residents earning less than $25,000 per year seeking to live on their own;  
− Childless couples earning combined total incomes of $30,000 or less ($15,000 each);  
− Small and/or young families earning combined total incomes of $35,000 or less (for 

single parents or $17,500 each for couples); and  
− Larger families earning combined total incomes of $40,000 or less (for single parents or 

$20,000 each for couples).  
• As the data in section 4.4 of Chapter 3.0 shows, the following percentage of households in 

community’s throughout the region are estimated to be earing incomes of less than $25,000 
as of 2011: 

− Drayton Valley:  16.8-16.9% 
− Breton:  20.8% 
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− Buck Creek:  22.2% 
− Carnwood: 33.3% 
− Lindale:  8.3% 
− Lodgepole:  22.2% 
− Rocky Rapids:  11.5% 

• There appears to be limited near- or non-market affordable housing options available within 
the Brazeau County/Dratyon Valley region. The majority of supportive housing is geared 
towards seniors and is located Drayton Valley.  

• A review of development and building permit statistics from the Town of Drayton Valley 
indicates that a range of new housing development options are currently being pursued in 
Drayton Valley – some of which are likely to be affordable to modest-income households. This 
conclusion is based on data showing a total of 58 new market homeownership units and one 
work camp (staff accommodations) initiative consisting of 86 trailers being pursued in the area. 
There do not appear to be any plans to develop additional market or near-market rental units 
for permanent residents living in Drayton Valley at the present time. 

 

5.0 Key Findings – Housing Needs 
 

• Housing is considered inadequate if it requires major repairs and/or is lacking necessary 
services and basic facilities. Based on a combination of Statistics Canada Census of 
Population data and National Household Survey data, as many as 680 homes (%) throughout 
the region may be considered inadequate. The estimated number of homes in need of major 
repairs in the region as of 2011 was: 

− Brazeau County: est. 375 homes (13.9%) – up from 7.3% in 2006; 
− Drayton Valley: est. 275 homes (10.0%) – compared to 10.2% in 2006; and 
− Breton: est. 30 homes (14.6%) – down from 26.1% in 2006. 

• Housing is considered unsuitable if the home’s occupants are living in overcrowded conditions. 
National Occupancy Standards set minimum criteria for number of persons per bedroom and 
level of privacy for members of a household. According to Statistics Canada National 
Household Survey data (which used different criteria to assess overcrowding than the Census 
of Population), as many as 130 households (2.3%) throughout the region may be living in 
overcrowded conditions. The estimated number of households living in overcrowded 
conditions in each community as of 2011 was: 

− Brazeau County: est. 40 households (1.5%); 
− Drayton Valley: est. 90 households (3.3%); and 
− Breton: est. 0 households (0.0%) – data suppression may be a factor. 

• Housing accessibility relates to ability of individuals with health, mobility and/or stamina 
limitations to easily get into and out of their home, and to move around freely while inside their 
home. Using Statistics Canada Participation and Activity Limitation Survey data as a base, as 
many as 95 – 160 individuals (0.7% –1.25%) throughout the region may be experiencing 
accessibility challenges. The estimated number of residents in each community potentially in 
need of more accessible housing as of 2011 was: 

− Brazeau County: est. 45 – 80 residents; 
− Drayton Valley: est. 45 – 75 residents; and 
− Breton: est. up to 5 residents. 

• CMHC has determined that housing is affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s 
gross monthly income for renters and 32% of a household’s gross monthly income for 
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homeowners. Households who must pay more than 30% of their income on housing are said to 
be in “core housing need”. Based on a combination of Statistics Canada Census of Population 
data and National Household Survey data, as many 1,110 as households (20.9%) throughout 
the region may be experiencing affordability challenges. The estimated number of households 
in each community paying 30% or more of their income on housing as of 2011 was: 

− Brazeau County: est. 445 households (18.8%) – up from 12.4% in 2006; 
− Drayton Valley: est. 625 households (22.8%) – up from 15.4% in 2006; and 
− Breton: est. 40 households (19.0%) – up from 17.4% in 2006. 

• Renters living in Brazeau County and Drayton Valley are more likely to experience affordability 
challenges than homeowners. Based on National Household Survey data (2011); 

− Brazeau County: 28.0% of renters were paying 30% or more of their income on shelter 
compared to 16.6% of homeowners; 

− Drayton Valley: 43.0% of renters were paying 30% or more of their income on shelter 
compared to 16.5% of homeowners; and 

− Breton: 0.0% of renters were paying 30% or more of their income on shelter compared 
to 17.9% of homeowners – data suppression may be a factor. 

• Based on number of households spending 30% or more of their income on housing, overall 
affordability appears to be declining throughout the region – especially for renters.  

• It is estimated that approximately 1 in 5 economic households (22.9%) would likely not be able 
to purchase even the cheapest home sold in their respective community during the first nine 
(9) months of 2013 today if they were attempting to purchase that home as a first-time 
homebuyer with a 10% downpayment based solely on their declared income in 2011 without 
exceeding standard affordability thresholds. Approximately 1 in 5 economic households 
(41.9%) would likely not be able to purchase a median-priced home.  

• Data is not available to determine how many households within each community or the region 
as a whole are experiencing multiple housing issues at the same time (e.g., a combination of 
affordability, adequacy, suitability and/or accessibility challenges).  

• A household that is paying 50% or more of its income on shelter is likely to be at risk of 
homelessness. An analysis comparing 2011 Taxfiler data to the 2013 Core Need Income 
Thresholds developed by Alberta Municipal Affairs suggests that there may be as many as 
440 – 530 households in the region (4.4% – 5.3%) potentially at risk of homelessness, 
including:  

− Brazeau County: 
• Buck Creek: est. 5-10 households (8.4%); 
• Carnwood: est. 5 households (8.4%); 
• Lindale: est. 5 households (4.2%); 
• Lodgepole: est. 5-10 households (8.4%); and 
• Rocky Rapids: est. 10 households (3.9%). 

− Drayton Valley (and surrounding Brazeau County rural areas): est. 370 – 445 
households (4.3% – 5.2%); and  

− Breton (and surrounding Brazeau County rural areas): est. 35 – 50 households 
(4.9% – 7.0%). 

• There may be as many as 20 individuals in the region who are currently experiencing absolute 
homelessness (15 individuals experiencing transitional homelessness and up to 5 individuals 
experiencing chronic homelessness). As many as 5-7 of these individuals may be homeless 
youth.  

• Based on the estimated percentage of households affected throughout region, there is a 
hierarchy of housing needs in the region as follows (per municipality):  
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− Brazeau County: 
• Affordability: est. 18.8% of households (i.e., 445 households) based 

strictly on the findings from the 2011 National Household Survey;  
• Adequacy (i.e., homes in need of major repairs): est. 13.9% of homes 

(i.e., 375 dwellings); 
• Suitability (i.e., overcrowding): est. 1.5% of households (i.e., 40 

households); 
• Accessibility (i.e., for people with limited mobility): est. 0.6% - 1.1% of 

the population (i.e., 45-80 individuals); and 
• Homelessness: est. 0.08% of the population (i.e., up to 5 individuals). 

− Drayton Valley: 
• Affordability: est. 22.8% of households (i.e., 625 households) based 

strictly on the findings from the 2011 National Household Survey; 
• Adequacy (i.e., homes in need of major repairs): est. 10.0% of homes 

(i.e., 275 dwellings); 
• Suitability (i.e., overcrowding): est. 3.3% of households (i.e., 90 

households); 
• Accessibility (i.e., for people with limited mobility): est. 0.6% - 1.1% of 

the population (i.e., 45-75 individuals); and 
• Homelessness: est. 0.08% of the population (i.e., up to 15 

individuals). 
− Breton: 

• Affordability: est. 19.0% of households (i.e., 40 households) based 
strictly on the findings from the 2011 National Household Survey; 

• Adequacy (i.e., homes in need of major repairs): est. 14.6% of homes 
(i.e., 30 dwellings); 

• Accessibility (i.e., for people with limited mobility): est. 0.6% - 1.1% of 
the population (i.e., up to 5 individuals);  

• Suitability (i.e., overcrowding): N/A (est. 0.0% of households); and 
• Homelessness: N/A (est. 0.08% of the population or 0 individuals). 

• There are five (5) target groups for the Brazeau County/Drayton Valley region in need of more 
affordable rental housing as follows: 

(1) The high-needs group consisting of renters whose annual incomes fall at or below 
the Statistics Canada Low-Income Cutoffs (LICO) for rural communities (i.e., those 
households whose incomes potentially place them in “dire” housing need and, 
therefore, potentially at risk of homelessness). These households will likely require 
ongoing subsidies in the form of rent-geared-to-income housing or rent 
supplements;   

(2) The moderate-needs group consisting of renters earning annual incomes above 
Statistics Canada’s LICO for rural communities but below Alberta Municipal Affairs’ 
Core Need Income Thresholds (CNITs) (i.e., those households whose incomes 
potentially place them in Core Housing Need). These households will likely benefit 
from a combination of rent supplements and near-market affordable rental housing; 

(3) The special-needs group consisting of individuals (regardless of their income) who 
are currently unable to meet their housing needs due to the presence of a disability 
(i.e., seniors and persons with developmental disabilities who are unable to remain 
in their own homes and require ongoing supports). These households will require a 
combination of in-house supports, group homes, formal supportive housing 
(including but not limited to seniors’ Supportive Living), and/or Long-Term Care;  
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(4) The temporary-needs group consisting of temporary and/or seasonal workers who 
are currently having difficulties obtaining and/or maintaining appropriate and 
affordable rental housing in the community. These workers will likely benefit from a 
variety of short-term rentals and staff accommodations including work camps, 
seasonal trailers, hotel/motel accommodations, dorm-style accommodations, and 
single-room-occupancy units (SROs); and 

(5) The homeless (i.e., people in need of either short-term emergency and/or 
transitional shelter and supports or – preferably – a Housing First model of support 
that helps them regain and maintain long-term, stable housing). These households 
will benefit most from the provision of permanent, stable, long-term affordable 
housing with or without supports provided on a case-by-case basis in keeping with 
Housing First models and best practices.  

• There is also an identified need for additional quality affordable homeownership in the region 
designed for modest-income households, including young professionals just starting their 
careers and people of all ages and walks of life who have only recently attempted to enter the 
local housing market (including first-time homebuyers who have only recently moved to the 
area). Housing for this target group would focus on a combination of “entry-level” market 
homeownership and limited or shared-equity perpetually affordable homeownership (i.e., 
resale-restricted near-market and “entry-level” homeownership).  

• These housing options should be affordable to households earning incomes between $25,000 
and $50,000. The estimated affordable purchase prices for households in this target group 
would range from approximately $100,000 to $250,000 depending on unit size, actual income, 
current mortgage rates, mortgage terms, size of downpayment, and other debts.  

 
6.0 Recommendations 
 

• A total of 29 recommendations for addressing the identified housing needs of the Brazeau 
County/Drayton Valley region are organized according to the following four (4) goals:  

− Goal #1: Make Better Use of Existing Affordable Housing Assets and Resources; 
− Goal #2: Encourage the Development of New Affordable Housing; 
− Goal #3: Build Additional Community Capacity to Promote Affordable Housing; and  
− Goal #4: Help People Help Themselves.  

• An additional 11 recommendations are presented for addressing the identified housing needs 
of the following target groups:  

− Seasonal and Temporary Contract Workers; 
− Modest-Income Renters and First-Time Homebuyers; 
− Low-Income Renters; and 
− Seniors and Persons with Special Needs. 

• Recommendations aimed at the region’s homeless and at-risk populations are being 
investigated by a separate Community under a separate mandate.   

• Recommendations under Goal #1: Make Better Use of Existing Affordable Housing 
Assets and Resources include: 

− Conducting a thorough review and inventory of existing land and building assets in each 
community to determine if and where each community has additional affordable 
housing development capacity available; 

− Establishing a policy and grant program to encourage the creation of legally conforming 
secondary suites and to bring existing non-conforming units up to code;  
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− Seriously considering collaborating on the creation of an affordable, regularly-
scheduled, regional public transit system; 

− Considering the development of a Housing Registry;  
− Considering the creation of a roommate “matching service” or program; 
− Exploring opportunities to incorporate affordable housing into future municipal buildings 

through mixed-use developments; 
− Establishing policy whereby any housing units deemed to be affordable to low- and 

modest-income households that are lost during development, redevelopment or 
upgrading of an existing property must be replaced at the same level of affordability 
either within the new development or elsewhere in the community; and 

− Dealing more proactively and assertively with the owners of unsightly and/or unsafe 
rental properties (i.e., “slum landlords”) to compel them to upgrade their units.  

• Recommendations under Goal #2: Encourage the Development of New Affordable 
Housing include: 

− Developing and implementing policies and procedures to promote more inclusive and 
complete neighbourhoods and communities through the development and provision of a 
variety of housing types, sizes, forms and price levels; 

− Developing annual housing priorities, goals, and targets; 
− Establishing siting criteria and neighbourhood thresholds for affordable and accessible 

housing; 
− Conducting a thorough review and inventory of existing municipally-owned land and 

building assets to determine if and where each community has available municipal land 
that could potentially be used to support an affordable housing development; 

− Offering at least one (1) viable property to the community for development either as a 
stand-alone affordable housing project or as a mixed-used development through a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) process; 

− Developing a package of incentives to encourage developers to build more affordable 
housing; 

− Developing a detailed, community-based education and awareness program or 
campaign to help area stakeholders (local government officials, municipal staff, 
members of the private sector, local non-profits, and area residents alike) understand 
the region’s housing needs, issues and challenges; 

− Seeking opportunities to streamline and expedite the planning and development 
process for all residential properties (i.e., not just affordable housing); 

− Facilitating and/or supporting the creation of a Perpetually Affordable Housing Program; 
− Actively recruiting recognized, quality non-profit and for-profit affordable housing 

developers to build a new housing project in the community; and 
− Developing and implementing mechanisms and strategies that seek to minimize and 

share risk between different sectors and community stakeholders. 
• Recommendations under Goal #3: Build Additional Community Capacity to Promote 

Affordable Housing include: 
− Posting the Housing Condition Index Update final report on their respective websites; 
− Exploring opportunities to develop new and innovative residential zoning options to 

encourage affordable housing; 
− Establishing a Housing Reserve Fund to support a variety of affordable housing 

initiatives in each community; and 
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− Considering the creation of a Non-Profit Development Corporation (i.e., a non-profit 
society or municipally-owned “Part 9” corporation) dedicated to developing, owning and 
operating near-market and market affordable housing using a Community Economic 
Development (CED) approach.  

• Recommendations under Goal #4: Help People Help Themselves include: 
− Providing information and assistance to help local residents access available funding 

and program supports through Provincial and Federal government agencies; 
− Educating and advocating for the development of community programs and initiatives to 

build stronger life skills and self-esteem; 
− Facilitating and/or supporting the development of grass-roots efforts and approaches to 

home maintenance, repairs and renovations; 
− Facilitating and/or supporting the development of self-managed affordable housing; 
− Facilitating and/or supporting the development of social enterprises to meet the varied 

support service needs of low- and modest-income individuals and households as well 
as those with special needs; and 

− Exploring opportunities to more fully engage seniors in community development 
activities that may help to address other identified housing and support needs.  

• Additional recommendations for increasing the supply of affordable housing for Seasonal and 
Temporary Contract Workers include: 

− Exploring through Pilot Projects the viability of permitting small-scale Work Camps and 
RV Parks to house temporary and seasonal contract workers; 

− Working with local industry to explore the viability of permitting modular, dormitory-style 
multi-residential housing for temporary and seasonal contract workers; and 

− Working with industry to survey local temporary and seasonal contract workers in order 
to more clearly identify and understand their housing needs, preferences, issues and 
barriers.  

• Additional recommendations for increasing the supply of affordable housing for Modest-
Income Renters and First-Time Homebuyers include: 

− Facilitating and/or supporting the development of up to 165-180 units of affordable, 
“entry-level” homeownership for modest-income renters and first-time homebuyers over 
the next 5-10 years; 

− Working with industry and a local non-profit to facilitate the development of a Revolving 
Downpayment Loan Fund; and 

− Exploring opportunities to promote FlexHousing™ and sustainable/green building 
techniques and designs for modest-income first-time homebuyers. 

• Additional recommendations for increasing the supply of affordable housing for Low-Income 
Renters include: 

− Facilitating and/or supporting the development of up to 95-105 units of affordable rental 
housing for low-income renters over the next 5-10 years; and 

− Giving priority to low- and modest-income renters as the preferred target population in 
any affordable housing project developed on land offered by the municipality through a 
Request for Proposal (RFP) process.  

• Additional recommendations for increasing the supply of affordable housing for Seniors and 
Persons with Special Needs include: 

− Promoting barrier-free design in future residential, commercial and institutional 
developments, redevelopment and/or upgrades where appropriate as well as in all 
future municipal infrastructure upgrades where appropriate; 
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− Actively identifying and recruiting an experienced quality developer of adult 
communities (e.g., +50 Villas) to build an appropriate housing project for independent 
seniors; and 

− Exploring opportunities for private individuals to introduce Personal Care Homes into 
each community where appropriate.  

• The recommended “next steps” for each of the three (3) municipalities (either individually or 
collectively) are as follows:  

− Conducting an internal review of the recommendations contained within this report to 
determine which strategies and priorities have the greatest support based on each 
municipality’s existing capacities and resources and the degree to which those 
capacities and resources are already devoted to other municipal initiatives and 
priorities;  

− Once the preferred strategies have been identified, assigning implementation of those 
strategies to the appropriate department(s) and individual(s);  

− Developing a community consultation plan to engage key community stakeholders in 
further developing and refining the preferred strategies;  

− Developing detailed implementation plans for each preferred strategy that identifies and 
assigns appropriate roles and responsibilities to a range of community stakeholders 
(i.e., not just the municipality); and 

− Proceeding with each detailed implementation plan as it is completed.  
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7.7. Non-Disclosure Agreement 
 
RESOLUTION #025/14 

Councillor Bossert moved to go into camera at 10:45 a.m. 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
RESOLUTION #026/14 

Councillor Shular moved to go out of camera at 10:53 a.m. 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 
RESOLUTION #027/14 

Councillor Bossert moved that Council approve the presented Non-Disclosure 
Agreement. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

7.8. Appointment of Council Member to Assessment Review Board and Composite 
Assessment Review Board 
Councillor McClure explained that the Town of Drayton Valley is required to 
appoint two members of Council and an alternate, to the Assessment Review 
Board (ARB) and the Composite Assessment Review Board (CARB).  
 
In November 2011, Councillors Debra Bossert, Dean Shular and Kyle Archer were 
appointed to the ARB, and in August 2013, to the CARB. As a result of the 2013 
election, Councillors Debra Bossert and Dean Shular remain as appointed 
members on both of these boards.  The newly appointed member will be required 
to take the necessary training to become a certified member on each of these 
boards. 
 
Administration was requesting that Council appoint a third member of Council to 
these boards, so there is a qualified alternate member to attend appeal hearings. 
 

RESOLUTION #028/14 
Councillor McClure moved that Council appoint Mayor McLean as a member to the 
Assessment Review Board and the Composite Assessment Review Board. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

7.9. Housing Condition Index Report 
Councillor Wheeler explained that the Town of Drayton Valley and Brazeau 
County collaborated in the development of a Housing Condition Index Report. The 
objectives of the report were to provide an updated analysis of current population 
data and an updated analysis of current and emerging housing needs and 
challenges, an estimate of the number and types of households likely to be in 
Core Housing Need, an updated estimate of the number and types of households 
unlikely to be earning the incomes required to afford to purchase median and 
entry-level priced homes, and to use this collective data to determine and 
recommend housing strategies for the region. 
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At the December 9, 2013 Joint Council Meeting, Administration provided the Draft 
Housing Condition Index Report. The Report also supports any funding 
application should government grant sources be available. 
 
Ms. Driessen explained that both municipalities are concerned about housing 
availability and the study includes several recommendations. Ms. Driessen 
explained four goals of the recommendations in detail. The report made it possible 
to develop further plans. 
 
Councillor Long expressed his concerns about housing problems in such a 
prosperous province as Alberta and is happy to see a development. Councillor 
Bossert explained that she welcomes the study for discussions in future meetings 
and progress in the near future. Mayor McLean explained that so far the housing 
concerns are well approached and encourage to further development. 

 
RESOLUTION #029/14 

Councillor Wheeler moved that Council accept the Drayton Valley and Brazeau County 
Housing Condition Index Report 2013 for information. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 
8.0 Information Items 

 
8.1. Communities in Bloom Minutes June 2013 
8.2. Multiplex Meeting Minutes January 2014 
8.3. CPO Reports September-December 2013  
8.4. RCMP Policing Report December 2013 

 
RESOLUTION #030/14 

Councillor Nadeau moved that Council accept item 8.1. Communities in Bloom Minutes 
June 2013 as information. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

Mayor McLean wished to address two statements that were incorrectly recorded 
on the Multiplex Meeting Minutes from January 2014.  Firstly, Mayor McLean was 
recorded as saying “…the Town is interested and eager for the building of the 
Multiplex…” Mayor McLean wish to make clear that his statement was: “…the 
Town is interested in pursuing the discussion about the building of the 
Multiplex…” Secondly, Mayor McLean corrected “…if all the concerns are 
addressed, Town will be going through with the project…” Mayor McLean stressed 
that his statement was: “…if all of these concerns are addressed, the Town may 
have further involvement...” 

 
RESOLUTION #031/14 

Councillor Nadeau moved that Council accept item 8.2. Multiplex Meeting Minutes 
January 2014 as information. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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Brazeau County – Town of Drayton Valley 
Inter-municipal Cooperation 

Discussion of Future Cost and Revenue Sharing 
 
Introduction 
 
The interaction between the federal, provincial and municipal governments in Canada 
continues to evolve.  Governments at all levels have been seeking ways to reduce costs and 
increase revenues.  Here in Alberta, the dynamics between rural and urban local governments 
has changed over the past two decades.  At this level, the push for change has come from a 
number of sources. 
 
On the revenue side, shrinking transfers from the federal and provincial governments have 
combined with taxpayer resistance to property tax increases.  On the expenditure side, the 
funding from the provincial government for cost-shared services has not kept up with increases 
to service costs as a result of a growing population.  The result of these actions has meant that 
municipalities are seeking ways to increase efficiencies and cut costs so that they do not have 
to increase taxes or decrease service levels. 
 
As a result of the funding “squeeze” many urban municipalities have sought ways to increase 
their tax base through annexations and through the preparation of inter-municipal agreements 
meant to share expenditures for providing certain services that are utilized by residents of their 
rural neighbors. 
 
The principle reason for inter-municipal expenditure sharing is to save costs and to improve 
service delivery.  An important aspect of inter-municipal expenditure sharing relates to how 
costs are shared among the participating municipalities.  Essentially, those who benefit from 
the service should pay the costs. 
 
There are circumstances, however, where revenue sharing may come into play.  For example, 
one municipality can benefit from services provided by another without an explicit agreement 
and without paying for them. 
 
The purpose of this report is to identify principles and parameters for which future agreements 
involving sharing of expenditures and revenues could be undertaken within the Brazeau County 
– Town of Drayton Valley region.   
 
The report will present the principles needed for evaluating inter-municipal agreements 
between Brazeau County and the Town of Drayton Valley, both with respect to cost sharing and 
revenue sharing. 
 
The discussion will also focus on potential enhancements or changes to existing cost share 
agreements, as well as identifying a potential revenue sharing concept to be utilized between 
the two municipalities. 

Page 83 of 95



 2 

Principles of Evaluating Inter-municipal Cooperation 
 
To guide in the analysis of cost and revenue sharing concepts, there are two key principles 
which could be used to shape how future inter-municipal agreements could be structured.  
These principles are based on existing practices and the desired willingness to move forward 
with forging new and expanding partnerships. 
 
1. Voluntary – Inter-municipal financial partnerships should be at the discretion of the 

participating municipalities.  The County and Town are in the best position to negotiate 
agreements and deliver services. 

2. Cooperative – The County and Town would work cooperatively to establish inter-municipal 
financial partnerships to benefit both organizations. 

 
Community Infrastructure Cost Sharing Agreements 
 
Within the region, the methods in which current expenditures are shared are based primarily 
on independence where municipalities provide the services themselves rather than where a 
separate entity is created that is fiscally and politically independent.   
 
The existing cost sharing agreements recognize that the Town incurs cost to maintain facilities 
and services utilized by County residents as well as Town residents who are employed within 
the region. 
 
In order to assist the Town in providing key infrastructure for regional industry, the County 
would continue to collect and redistribute funds to the Town based on an agreement or 
agreements respecting the operation of facilities and services needed for businesses as well as 
people who work in the County. 
 
Criteria for Future Cost Sharing Models 
 
In developing the criteria for future cost sharing models the following factors should be 
successfully met: 
 
1. Term and Mandate - It is suggested that new agreements should coincide with the electoral 

term of a municipal Council.   
a. A four-year agreement would enable the respective municipal Councils to determine 

which facilities, services and other things that in the opinion of Council are necessary 
or desirable for all or a part of the municipality. 

 
2. Capital Consideration – Future cost sharing agreements must identify “partnership facilities” 

through addressing capital funding. 
a. A “partnership” is an association of two or more parties.  In order to ensure that 

both parties have an equitable stake in the decision making process, capital costs for 
any facility or service provision should be shared 50/50 between the County and the 
Town.  
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b. This consideration would ensure that the municipalities would need to arrive at a 
consensus respecting the capital “item” prior to construction or purchase. 

c. Once the capital item is in operation then the agreed to operating formula would 
apply. 
 

3. Accountable – Residents should know who can be held accountable for service provision 
and the taxes or user fees that they pay for the delivery of service.   

a. From a practical aspect, this means that accounting for the shared program or 
facility be stand-alone.  It is suggested that “program based” accounts should be 
utilized for each shared service, so as to build trust through accounting practice and 
accountability between partners. 

b. Monies are utilized for a well-defined strategy that is linked to a business case that 
addresses short-term and long-term objectives. 

 
4. Equity – Costs and benefits should be shared fairly across the region. Municipalities would 

recognize that they would pay for services utilized by its residents.  
a. The existing cost sharing formula for recreation operating expenditures is based on 

the percentage of school-aged children.  Whether this figure, per capita figures or 
usage figures are used, the “agreed to” ratio must be defensible, so that the 
agreement terms can be communicated to the respected electorate on both sides. 

b. This approach has the capability of introducing a high level of detail into the 
agreement respecting the cost of services per user, number of service users, etc. 
 

5. Cost Effective – The services should be provided at the least cost. 
a.  A benefit-based, cost-sharing agreement would identify the level of service desired 

and the price (the value) the municipality is willing to pay to receive that service. 
  

6. Efficient – The services must be delivered in a manner that maximizes resources. 
a. There must be incentives for the service provider to lower the unit costs of providing 

services to themselves as well as to the residents of the other municipality. 
 

The Case for Continued and Enhanced Cost Sharing of Services in the Region . . . 
 
Cost sharing agreements will continue to benefit both municipalities in that: 
 
1. They are voluntary – The municipalities could negotiate the details themselves. 
2. They respect municipal autonomy – No municipal rights would be infringed upon. 
3. They are transparent – The process would be open, transparent and accountable. 
4. They are objective – The monies distributed would be used on facilities/services that are 

identified as needs to support the natural resources industries and the people they employ. 
5. They would be accountable – Both municipalities would be able to show measureable 

results. 
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Rationale for Inter-municipal Sharing of Revenues 
 
It is recognized that the location of industrial development in one municipality can create 
problems for nearby municipalities, in that the municipality that receives the tax benefit of the 
industry may not be the only one which suffers in terms of servicing the industry and its 
employees.  It is generally recognized that for a municipality to have a healthy tax base it 
requires a significant amount of non-residential assessment (commercial, industrial, linear 
(pipeline, electricity, telecommunications, etc.).  The benefits of a large non-residential tax 
based generally exceed the servicing costs incurred; the same is not true of a residential tax 
base.  The desire for municipalities to acquire industrial or non-residential tax base can result in 
an unhealthy competition.  This can be seen through annexation applications, competition for 
non-residential development and disputes respecting recreation and culture agreements. 
 
In the past decades, an enormous amount of capital has been spent in the resource industry.  
Within the region, a majority of the assessment growth has taken place in the rural area.  Since 
the millennium, the County’s assessment has growth by over $2 billion, whereas the Town’s 
assessment has grown by $800 million. 
 
At the present time, there exists among the two municipalities a considerable difference in 
fiscal capacity as measured by equalized assessment, tax rates, and net financial assets. 
 
Inter-municipal Comparison – Brazeau County and Town of Drayton Valley 
 
Indicator 

 
Drayton Valley 

 
Brazeau County 

Population 7,049 7,201 
2013 Equalized Assessment (Billions of Dollars) 1.09 3.18 
Non Resident Assessment (2012 as a % of total) 36% 74% 
Tax Rates (Residential 2012) 5.402 2.8602 
Tax Rates (Non Residential 2012) 12.3837 9.0464 
Net Financial Assets  (2012) ($2,445,582) $15,207,975 
Actual Debt /Debt Limit Ratio (%) 36% 28% 
 
On a per capita basis, Brazeau County has a considerably larger equalized assessment: 
 
 Brazeau County = $442,034 
 Town of Drayton Valley = $154,400 

 
Drayton Valley is the regional center which provides a significant amount of workers and key 
infrastructure for businesses and industry whose assessment base is largely in Brazeau County.  
Therefore the assessment benefits should not only accrue in the County which has the 
exploitable natural resources within its boundaries, but also the Town who provides the 
supporting infrastructure and services. 
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Tax Sharing Examples within the Province 
 
Within the Province’s 65 rural municipalities there are 15 examples of some form of revenue 
sharing, grants or other financial support being given to their urban neighbours through 
agreement other than those involving cost sharing for provision of municipal services.  Such 
examples are broad ranging: 
 
- Six (6) involve sharing of all municipal taxes collected within a defined area: 

 
1. Beaver County/Town of Viking – The County developed a business park adjacent to 

the Town and is sharing taxes.  This example  
2. Municipal District of Willow Creek /Town of Claresholm – Costs and revenues are 

shared by Town developed property within the County. 
 
 These examples are means of economic development. 

 
3. Clearwater County/County of Wetaskiwin – Tax sharing within a defined area 

serviced by roads maintained by Wetaskiwin leading to Clearwater. 
4. Northern Lights County/Town of Peace River – Two-way revenue and cost sharing 

agreement.  Share 50% of total property tax revenue generated in three Joint 
Development Areas. 

5. Leduc County/City of Edmonton – Share taxes collected from Edmonton 
International Airport. 

6. Mackenzie County/Town of High Level/Town of Rainbow Lake – Shares a portion of 
municipal taxes collected within defined service areas surrounding the towns (25% 
shared with High Level and 10% shared with Rainbow Lake). 
 
  These involve sharing of existing tax base. 

 
- Five (5) involve funding being distributed unconditionally through Grants: 

 
1. County of Newell/5 Urbans including City of Brooks – The County distributing an 

amount equal to 1 mill to its urban neighbours. 
2. Municipal District of Big Lakes/Town of Swan Hills – Provides the Town with a set 

amount of its operating expenses. 
3. Municipal District of Bonnyville/Town of Bonnyville/Village of Glendon – Regional 

Development Agreement pays set amount annually to the urbans. 
4. Municipal District of Greenview/Towns of Fox Creek, Grande Cache and Valleyview – 

The Municipal District contributes $2 million annually to each town. 
5. Yellowhead County/Town of Edson/Town of Hinton – One mill of assessment is re-

distributed to the towns based on a pre-determined market area. 
 
 There is no rationale or formula used to determine the amounts paid. 
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1. Two (2) involve tax sharing for service provision: 
 

1. Mountain View County/Town of Olds – County shares a portion of municipal taxes 
collected for water and sanitary service provision. 

2. County of Stettler/Town of Stettler – County shares a portion of municipal taxes 
collected for water and sanitary service provision. 
 
 Between 10-15% for each service (water and sanitary) is paid. 
 

2. Two (2) involve growth sharing: 
 

1. County of Wetaskiwin/City of Wetaskiwin/Town of Millet - Joint Economic 
Development Initiatives (JEDI) Municipal Development Cost and Revenue Sharing 
Master Agreement for new and expanding industries. 

2. Town of Whitecourt and Woodlands County – Tax sharing agreement on all non-
residential projects valued at over $50 million is shared within a defined area. 
 
 Between 30 and 45% of the municipal taxes collected are shared.  In the 

Wetaskiwin model, virtually all new assessment is shared, as are the costs to 
service the new assessment.  Both the Wetaskiwin and Whitecourt models 
exclude linear assessment. 

 
Wetaskiwin and Whitecourt Growth Sharing Agreement Highlights 
 
Agreement Terms 

 
Wetaskiwin Model 

 
Whitecourt Model 

Municipal Taxes Shared Non-residential and machinery 
and equipment assessment 

Excludes requisitions, linear 
property taxes, local improvement 
taxes and special taxes 

Municipal Expenses Shared Capital costs required to service 
new assessment 

No 

Area of Municipal Sharing There are defined areas within all 
three municipalities where 
agreement applies 

Defined tax sharing area (entire 
County), however in one area a 
portion of taxes can be directed do 
another public authority 

Reciprical Costs and revenue shared by all 
parties 

Taxes shared for new construction in 
both the County and Town 

Value Threshold for Sharing Excludes assessment with values 
of less than $100,000 

New construction of $50,000,000 or 
greater 

Amount of Municipal Taxes 
Shared 

45% County 
45% City 
10% Millet 

30% - for both the Town and County 

Term of Agreement 
 

5 years 6 years 
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Commentary on Growth Sharing 
 
The principles and rational of inter-municipal property tax base sharing are sound and rational.  
However the sharing of all industrial and commercial assessment (including existing 
assessment) is not a viable proposal due to the potential for negatively affecting the County’s 
financial position.  Therefore a program of growth sharing, which would involve the sharing of a 
portion of future commercial-industrial growth, is proposed. 
 
In the past, the Town has proposed the sharing of the existing tax base.  This was met with 
considerable opposition from the County.  The loss of the existing tax base for any municipality 
would have an adverse effect in regard to the present and planned infrastructure development.  
Therefore while it would be desirable for the Town to share the entire tax base of the County, it 
is suggested that a sharing program with the County would be only acceptable if it dealt with 
future developments.  This program of growth-sharing may be an option worth pursuing.  
 
The justification and rationale for the County to share assessment may be as follows: 
 
1. The Town of Drayton Valley has a part in attracting a large industry to locate in a rural area 

of Brazeau County. 
 
This industry would generate significant tax benefits to Brazeau County.  While a majority of the 
costs of providing services to that industry (such as water, sewer, roads) will be borne by the 
County, there are costs of providing services to the employees who may reside in the Town of 
Drayton Valley (such as social services, library and recreation facilities).  
 
2. Development Occurs on the Periphery of the Town. 
 
The development would have the benefit of lower taxes within Brazeau County as compared to 
the Town of Drayton Valley and the residents would also benefit from using services in the 
Town where a majority of workers would reside and enjoy entertainment.  The growth sharing 
model should not be promoted as the solution to all financial issues.  It is not intended as a new 
revenue source, but rather a reasonable dispersement of future assessment growth within a 
defined area or defined assessment criteria.   
 
A growth sharing program would enable the equalization of non-residential assessment 
benefits and would reduce the range of fiscal capacities currently being experienced.  Growth 
sharing would not reduce the capacity of the County, by rather assist the Town by sharing a 
portion of future assessment benefits.  
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7.1 Copy of Industrial Tax Sharing Research

Municipality Agreement Comments
1 Athabasca County No
2 Beaver County Yes Developed business parks adjacent to Ryley and Viking - sharing taxes
3 Birch Hills County No
4 Brazeau County No
5 Camrose County No
6 Cardston County No
7 Clear Hills County No

8 Clearwater County Yes
Tax Sharing with County of Wetaskiwin - 35% of municipal taxes within a defined area 

serviced by roads maintained by Wetaskiwin for roads leading to Clearwater.
9 County of Barrhead No
10 County of Forty Mile No
11 County of Grande Prairie No
12 County of Lethbridge No
13 County of Minburn No

14 County of Newell Yes
In Year 1 (2012) of agreement County shared 20% of 1 mill in taxes with its five urban 

municipalities, and will increase to 1 mill in taxes by Year 5.  Distribution of funds based on 
per capita.

15 County of Northern Lights Yes

The agreement includes revenue sharing from the County to the Town as well as revenue 
sharing from the Town to the County.   The agreement sets out 3 Joint Development 

Areas.  Within the JDA's the municipalities share 50% of the total property tax revenue 
received from that area .

16 County of Paintearth No
17 County of St. Paul No

18 County of Stettler Yes

Tax sharing for services provided.  County shares 15% of municipal taxes if water services 
are provided to a County property; and another 15% of municipal taxes if sanitary services 

are provided.  Development in the County is subject to the collection of offsite levies 
payable to the Town.

19 County of Two Hills No
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7.1 Copy of Industrial Tax Sharing Research

Municipality Agreement Comments

20 County of Vermilion River Draft

They have identified within their IDP one option that will be considered is that half of all 
annual municipal tax revenue accrued from new development in an identified area 

determined to be serviced, regardless of whether the land is in the Town or the County 
and regardless of whether the land is serviced or unserviced, will be placed into a servicing 
fund that will be used to assist the payment of trunk servicing and off-site costs to assist in 

servicing the areas determined to be serviced within the area.  The servicing fund will be 
administered by both municipalities

21 County of Warner No

22 County of Wetaskiwin Yes
Joint Economic Development Initiative - Sharing of expenses and revenues within a 

defined land base of the City and County of Wetaskiwin and Town of Millet.
23 Cypress County No
24 Flagstaff County No
25 Kneehill County No
26 Lac La Biche County N/a
27 Lac Ste. Anne County No
28 Lacombe County No
29 Lamont County No

30 Leduc County Yes
Leduc County and the City of Leduc share taxes collected from the Edmonton 

International Airport

31 Mackenzie County Yes
Based on the agreement, the County shares 25% of municipal taxes collected from service 

areas (defined as 40 kilometers radius around High Level in exchange for provision of 
these services.  Around Rainbow Lake 10% of municipal taxes is shared.

32 Mountain View County Yes
Tax sharing for services provided.  County shares 10% of municipal taxes if water services 

are provided to a County property; and another 10% of municipal taxes if sanitary services 
are provided.

33 Municipal District of Acadia No

34 Municipal District of Big Lakes No In lieu of tax sharing, the Municipal Distict has entered into a Cost Sharing Agreement 
providing the Town with set amount (35%) of its operating expenses at time of signing.

35 Municipal District of Bighorn No
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7.1 Copy of Industrial Tax Sharing Research

Municipality Agreement Comments

36 Municipal District of Bonnyville No
In lieu of tax sharing, Council has signed an annual Regional Community Development 

Agreement providing the Town of Bonnyville with $862,000, and the Village of Glendon 
with $126,000 in 2013. 

37 Municipal District of Fairview No
38 Municipal District of Foothills No

39 Municipal District of Greenview No
Support ongoing fiscal planning through the extension of the current $2 million annual 

funding to each of the communities of Fox Creek, Grande Cache, and Valleyview to a term 
of 10 years with funding subject to a new agreement.

40 Municipal District of Lesser Slave River No
41 Municipal District of Opportunity No
42 Municipal District of Peace No
43 Municipal District of Pincher Creek No
44 Municipal District of Provost No
45 Municipal District of Ranchland No
46 Municipal District of Smoky River No
47 Municipal District of Spirit River No
48 Municipal District of Taber No
49 Municipal District of Wainwright No

50 Municipal District of Willow Creek Yes
Town developed lands adjacent to the airport within the Municipal District.  The County 

maintained jurisdiction.  Both costs of development and revenues from taxation are split 
equally.

51 Northern Sunrise County No
52 Parkland County No
53 Ponoka County No
54 Red Deer County No
55 Rocky View County No
56 Saddle Hills County No
57 Smoky Lake County No
58 Starland County No
59 Sturgeon County No
60 Thorhild County N/a
61 Vulcan County No
62 Westlock County No
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7.1 Copy of Industrial Tax Sharing Research

Municipality Agreement Comments
63 Wheatland County No

64 Woodlands County Yes
10 year agreement which includes both cost and revenue sharin.  In addition to sharing 
costs for agreed to services, the County pays a grant annually that is adjusted based on 
linear assessment increases/decreases.  They also have an agreement whereby 30% of 

municipal taxes on non-residential taxes for projects valued at over $50M is shared.

65 Yellowhead County Yes
 A one mill assessment is derived from non-residential assessment within a pre-

determined market area.  Yellowhead County has three areas: Edson; Hinton; and 
Evansburg/Entwhistle.
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Regional Revenue Strategies 
Discussion of Potential Models 

 
 
Strategy #1 – County to Apply and Distribute a Portion of Non-residential Tax to the Town 
 
Summary 
 
This model would be based on Yellowhead County and Municipal District of Greenview Models, 
whereby the County and Town would agree to share taxes to assist in the continued viability of 
the Town.  The Town would acknowledge that the revenue sharing would be voluntary, and the 
County would acknowledge that the Town provides needed support to the natural resources 
industries which are the principal drivers of the regional economy.  The amount collected would 
be predetermined and a mill rate applied to the non-residential assessment within the County.  
The funds would be transferred by the County to the Town unconditionally, so that the Town 
could utilize the funds in a manner that they see fit. 
 
Principles of Collecting and Re-distributing Non-residential Tax to the Town 
 
1. Non-residential Assessment is the Key to a Healthy Tax Base 

- The benefits of non-residential assessment generally exceed the servicing costs 
incurred, particularly over the long run; the same is not true of a residential tax base. 

2. Sharing the Non-residential Assessment base for the Benefit of the Region 
- The inequity of the non-residential assessment base puts a negative burden on the 

residential tax base to fund the services of the community that are often shared by both 
rural and urban residents. 

3. Cooperative 
- The County supports the Town while ensuring that both municipalities retain their 

autonomy. 
 

Why this can work in the region . . . 
 
o Implementation – Easier to calculate and manage. 
o Voluntary – The municipalities could negotiate the details themselves. 
o Autonomy – No municipal rights would be infringed upon. 
 
Why this cannot work in the region . . . 
 
o Accountable – The funds would be transferred unconditionally. 
o Transparent – The process may not be considered open, transparent and accountable. 
o Right to Benefit – A municipality has the right to utilize its tax revenue to maintain and/or 

enhance services to its ratepayers. 
o Citizens Focused – This proposal would not be supported by a large segment of the County 

population. 
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Strategy #2 – Community Infrastructure Investment Model 
 
Summary 
 
Natural resources industries are the principal impactors of the regional economy.  The 
development of these resources has occurred in a manner whereby the County receives a 
majority of the tax benefits of the industry however the Town also suffers in terms of servicing 
industry and its employees.  In order to assist the Town in providing key infrastructure for 
regional industry, the County would collect and redistribute funds to the Town based on an 
agreed to capital plan that would assist in the development and maintenance of key 
infrastructure needed for businesses as well as people who work in the County. 
 
Principles of Investing in Community Infrastructure 
 
1. Strategic 

- Monies are utilized for a well-defined strategy that is linked to a business case. 
- Addresses short-term and long-term objectives. 
- Focuses selectively on a few key areas for greatest impact. 

2. Aligned 
- Aligns strategic needs of industry with the development priorities. 

3. Cooperative 
- The County supports the Town of Drayton Valley while ensuring that both municipalities 

retain their autonomy. 
4. Sustainable 

- Invests in community capacity building. 
5. Measureable 

- Uses outcome indicators that can measure the quality of change. 
 

Why this can work in the region . . . 
 
o Voluntary – The municipalities could negotiate the details themselves. 
o Autonomy – No municipal rights would be infringed upon. 
o Transparent – The process would be open, transparent and accountable. 
o Objective – The monies distributed would be used on projects that are identified as needs 

to support the natural resources industries and the people they employ. 
o Accountable – Both municipalities would be able to show measureable results. 
 
Why this cannot work in the region . . . 
 
o Right to Benefit – A municipality has the right to utilize its tax revenue to maintain and/or 

enhance services to its ratepayers. 
o Flexible – The approved plan may be considered rigid. 
o Citizens Focused – This proposal would not be supported by a large segment of the County 

population. 
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