
























































Town of Sedgewick
List of Accounts for Approval
As of 1/16/2014
Batch: 2013-00073 to 2013-00079

Report Date
1/16/2014 3:52 PM

Payment # Date Vendor Name Reference

Page 1

Payment Amount

Bank Code: AP - BRCU

Computer Cheques:

2998 12/3/2013  Canada Post Corporation Nov. 2013 UT Billing

2999 12/10/2013 AAMD&C AB Traffic Supply - Posts
3000 12/10/2013  Brent Polege Nov. & Dec. 2013 Phone
3001 12/10/2013 Camrose Machine & Welding Ltd. Cylinder Repairs - Shop
3002 12/10/2013  CDI Furnishings Office Storage Cabinet/Freight
3003 12/10/2013 Cheram Farms Ltd. Site Fill 3825P;02;P28-31
3004 12/10/2013 Cleartech Industries Inc WTP - Potassium pump motor
3005 12/10/2013  Corner Gas Nov. 2013 Fuel Purchases
3006 12/10/2013 Dalor Natural Gas Service Ltd. 2013 Meter Maint./Reading
3007 12/10/2013 Domain People Inc. Email Domain

3008 12/10/2013  Flagstaff Food Bank Enb. Go Green 10% Contr.
3009 12/10/2013  Joey Hebert F/D - Xmas Pty 50% Contr.
3010 12/10/2013 Lakeland College FD - FFTS-5401 Course x 10
3011 12/10/2013 Loomis Express Freight - Cleartech/FD

3012 12/10/2013 Lougheed Gift & Garden Park Christmas Tree

3013 12/10/2013  Neptune Technology Group 2014 System Maintenance
3014 12/10/2013 Nicks Oilfield Welding New Gas Inst. #25 McLean Cres.
3015 12/10/2013 Petty Cash Fund Replenish Petty Cash

3016 12/10/2013  Sedgewick & District Rec Board Wildrose Coop Card

3017 12/10/2013 Sedgewick Cemetary Cemetary Donation

3018 12/10/2013  Superior Safety Codes Inc. October 2013 Closed Permits
3019 12/10/2013  Telus Nov. 2013 Statement

3020 12/10/2013  Town Of Sedgewick November 2013 Utility Billing
3021 12/10/2013  Wainwright Assessment Dec. 2013 Contract

3022 12/10/2013 Xerox Canada Ltd Photocopier Maintenance
3023 12/17/2013 Sedgewick & District Rec Board 2013 Operating - 1st Install.
3024 12/17/2013 Sedgewick & District Rec Board 2013 Operating - 2nd Install.
3025 12/17/2013 Sedgewick & District Rec Board 2013 Operating - 3rd Install.
3026 12/17/2013 Sedgewick & District Rec Board 2013 Operating - 4th Install.
3027 12/17/2013 Sedgewick & District Rec Board 2013 Operating - Final Pymt
3028 12/17/2013 Canada Post Corporation Stamps - 15 rolls

3029 12/19/2013  Agriterra Equipment Shop - 1/4 Lock

3030 12/19/2013 AAMD&C Nov. 2013 Statement

3031 12/19/2013 AMSC Insurance Services Ltd. January 2014 Remittance
3032 12/19/2013 Battle River R.E.A. Ltd Nov. 2013 Charges

3033 12/19/2013 Battle River Implements Inc Shop - Filter/Battery

3034 12/19/2013 The Community Press Nov. 2013 Statement

3035 12/19/2013  Flagstaff County Oct. 2013 Statement

3036 12/19/2013  Daryl Johnson 50% Rotorooter 5102-50 St
3037 12/19/2013 Jubilee Insurance Agencies Ltd Vehicle Ins. Nov 1/13-Nov 1/14
3038 12/19/2013  Kelly's Computer Services Council Laptops/Mouse x 6
3039 12/19/2013 Lakeland Coliege FD - $200/S500 Courses
3040 12/19/2013 Local Authorities Pension Plan Dec. 2013 Remittance

3041 12/19/2013  Minister of Finance 2013 Linear Assessment
3042 12/19/2013 Munisoft Ltd 2014 Muni Software Agmt.
3043 12/19/2013 Petty Cash Fund Replenish Petty Cash

3044 12/19/2013 R&l Schuurman Construction Snow Removal

3045 12/19/2013 Canada Revenue Agency Dec. 2013 Remittance

3046 12/19/2013 Watkins Holdings Ltd. Nov. 2013 Statement

3047 12/19/2013 SKNGS - Sedgewick Killam Nov. 2013 Billing

3048 12/19/2013 Clem St. Pierre C. St. P. - DELL Laptop

3049 12/19/2013 Syban Systems Ltd. WTP - Dec. 2013 Internet
3050 12/19/2013 The Wooden Spoon Caroling in Park X-mas Tray
3051 12/19/2013  Voided by the print process

3052 12/19/2013 Wild Rose Co-operative Ltd. Nov. 2013 Statement

3053 12/19/2013 CUETS Financial Mastercard Dec. 2013 Statement

3054 12/19/2013  Town Of Killam AUMA Conv. 2 Nights-C.St.P.

Total for AP:

Accounts payable cheques for the month ending in December 31, 2013.

289.74
159.08
100.00
179.04

1,276.80
508.00
574.67

1,985.89

2,226.00

63.05

1,000.00
750.00
700.00
115.04

60.47

1,155.00
194.25
125.13
100.00
100.00
132.30
868.58
820.59

1,005.90
131.25

20,000.00

20,000.00

20,000.00

20,000.00

20,000.00
992.25

2.61
793.58
1,718.69
48.63
337.01
172.68
636.75
225.00

12,854.40

7,319.18
700.00

3,625.02

69.78
4,725.00
52.50

1,470.00

6,601.07
218.44

54,524.17

1,140.50

52.45
125.00
0.00
561.55

1,203.50
535.94

215,326.48



December 31, 2013 Payroll

0145-0151 12/12/2013
0152-0164 31/12/2013

23-Jan-14
Mayor

23-Jan-14
CAO

Mid Month Payroll
Month End Payroll

Total for Payroll:

7,246.53
19,736.38

$26,982.91



Council Committee Reports to January 23, 2014

Mayor St. Pierre reported attendance to:

Flagstaff Regional Housing Group — Minister Announcement - December 13", 2013
* Since CIr. Watkins was not available, | attended the meeting for the announcement of the proposed
rejuvenation of our Lodges in Forestberg. The announcement was for the Big Knife Lodge, and no
mention was made of the proposed development in Sedgewick.

Caroling in the Park — Christmas Event — December 13", 2013
® Attended the caroling in the park event where | did my best to represent Santa Claus. | also presented
a donation from Town of Sedgewick/Enbridge to the Flagstaff Food Bank; the event was successful
many positive responses were received in hopes of this becoming an annual event.

Battle River Community Foundation — January 6", 2014
* Received the following donations from the Battle River Community Foundation as applied for by the
Town of Sedgewick:

o Sedgewick Lake Park — Wading Pool Resurfacing - $1,000
o Sedgewick Community Hall - Exterior revitalization - $500
o Sedgewick Fire Department — Bunker gear/ safety equipment - $1,000

Flagstaff Intermunicipal Partnership (FIP) Meeting, Killam - January 6, 2014
e CAO Davis and | attended the FIP regular meeting during which we were provided with a history and
overview of the Partnership’s results together with financial information to date.

e Since inception, the partnership received $2.8 million dollars worth of grant revenue. The majority of
this funding was utilized for the development and installation of the regional SCADA system.

e The Village of Forestburg presented a proposal to become Managing Partner of the partnership which
was accepted. Upon acceptance of the proposal, we elected a Councillor from Forestburg as Chair and
a the Mayor of Galahad as Vice-Chair. A draft budget was presented and accepted subject to revision
following individual Council’s approve of the Managing Partners proposal.

e The protocol for regional cooperation was discussed and it was reported that all municipalities had
agreed to the contents, however the location of the approved document was unknown. That
document will be located and we will be provided with copies in due course.

* A strategic planning meeting will be held in April and the next meeting of the Partnership will be
scheduled at the discretion of the Chair.

Cir. G. Sparrow reported on behalf of;
Sedgewick Fire Department Meeting — January 2", 2014

¢ | was unable to attend this meeting however spoke with the Fire Chief preceding in request of an
update

e 1 medical assist

¢ Fire department continuing to proceed with building upgrades

23-Jan-14 23-Jan-14
Mayor CAO



Council Committee Reports to January 23, 2014

Clr. C. Williams reported attendance to:
Flagstaff Family & Community Services (FFCS) Meeting, Killam - January 8", 2014

e Attended the FFCS Board Development Day & Committee Meeting; old and new business was
discussed.

e The FCC Committee is advertising for a Business Manager

* We were asked to continue our canvassing for the F.I.R.S.T. Auction & Supper to be held on February
1%. From the canvassing list | have added 17 new and existing businesses that were not included. |
have challenged other Towns & Villages to do the same in raising awareness and funds for this worthy
cause.

Clr. W. Dame reported attendance to:
Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management Association Budget Meeting— December 16", 2013

e Manager Murray Hampshire presented a comprehensive review of the 2014 proposed budget which
was then approve by the board subject to individual council approval with includes the cost of
$1,075,000 to all member municipalities.

Cir. P. Robinson nothing to report.

Cir. F. Watkins nothing to report.

23-Jan-14 23-Jan-14
Mayor CAO






Administration Report — Period Ending January 23" 2014

Attended the following meetings since December 19", 2013:
January 6", 2014 — Flagstaff Intermunicipal Partnership (FIP) Committee Meeting, Killam:
¢ |n attendance with Mayor St. Pierre
e Election of executive committee: Chairperson, Bob Coutts, Village of Forestburg; Vice-Chair,
Jeanette Herle, Village of Galahad
e The Committee received a proposal from the Village of Forestburg seeking support in becoming
the new managing partner for a one year term. The proposal was contingent on the approval or
the proposed budget totaling $59,330. The proposal was moved recommending individual
Council approval.
e Discussion held regarding the 2013 FIP operating surplus, it was agreed upon by the board that
the surplus be held in reserves
e The Committee directed the CAO Group to prepare a strategic planning session to be held in the
early Spring

January 10“‘, 2014 - Water Treatment Plant Inspection:
e In attendance with Public Works Foreman, D. Johnson and Municipal Secretary, L. Polege
e Doug Erickson with Alberta Environment and Sustainable Resource Development conducted the
annual inspection at the water treatment plant. As a result, there were a few minor reporting
recommendations mainly concerning the separation of water and wastewater entries; our
reporting has been updated to accommodate the recommendation.

January 14", 2014 - Strategic Planning Preparation:
e In attendance with Mayor St. Pierre, Cir.’s Robinson, Sparrow, Williams and Administrative
Assistant, L. Dallyn
e Dawna Allard of Alberta Enterprise and Advanced Education facilitated the Prairie Canada
Futures Game. The game was an interactive long term planning tool that is utilized to assist
with long range municipal planning.

January 15", 2014 - CAO Meeting, Flagstaff County:
e Met with Flagstaff County’s CAO, S. Armstrong for relationship building/strengthening and to
discuss regional initiatives

January 20™ 2014 - Collaborative Supper Meeting, Flagstaff County:
e In attendance with Mayor St. Pierre, Clr’s Robinson, Watkins, Dame, Sparrow and Williams
e Flagstaff County invited the Town of Sedgewick and Village of Forestburg to a collaborative
supper meeting. The initiative was intended to provide an introduction of Council as well as
provide an open environment for round table discussions

January 21%, 2014 — CAO Meeting, Flagstaff County:
e Met with Flagstaff County’s CAO, S. Armstrong and the Town of Killam’s CAO, K. Borgel to
discuss regional collaboration initiatives.
e Discussed our role in improving communication between the CAO group as well as brainstormed
cost saving collaborative ventures
e Discussed the Regional Recreation Plan

23-Jan-14 23-Jan-14
Mayor CAO



Administration Report — Period Ending January 23", 2014

(12) Administration
Education:
Administration registered for two NACLAA courses:

Davis, Organizational Behaviour and Leadership;
Dallyn, Property Taxation and Assessment

Both courses are part of the online Local Government Administration certificate program offered by the
Uof A.

Administration has continued to focus on year end reporting and audit preparation. Brian King shall
begin the municipal audit on January 24", 2014 the audit is scheduled for 3-5 days.

Nomination Day — Returning Officer, A. Davis accepted councillor nominations on January 20", 2014.
Three nominations were received:

1. Lindsey St. Laurent

2. Aleska Johnson

3. Cindy Rose

A candidate’s forum has been scheduled for January 30" at 7:00 pm at the Sedgewick Community Hall.
The Sedgewick Senior’s Centre has agreed to provides treats for the evening.

Administrations drafted and submit various donation request letters to local oil companies on the
request of the Fire Chief. One submission was completed online; we were successful in receiving $2,000
from Conoco Philips for the purchase of bunker gear; this application was applied for by the Fire Chief
on behalf of the Sedgewick Fire Department.

2014 Shelterbelt Establishment Program:

Due to the end of the Prairie Shelterbelt Program with Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, Flagstaff
County has developed its own shelterbelt program to continue to provide trees to rural landowners.
Sedgewick sought permission to submit an application for trees at the Cemetery, Lake Park, and driving
range. We were advised of the potential to receive trees at the 50/50 cost share. The town will submit
an application prior to the January 31* deadline.

Notification was received by a resident within the Community that the Sedgewick Lodge roof was
leaking and causing potential hazards within the building. It was later confirmed that the construction
crew had returned to site continuing with repairs.

Attached to this report you will find an Action List with an update on activities following the December
19", 2013 Council meeting.

Don Squire with Municipal Affairs contacted the office on January 9" to provide confirmation of the
provincial governments funding commitment to the Sedgewick Lodge project. He reaffirmed that they
are working closely with the Bethany Group to ensure all project details are aligned prior to any
announcements.

23-Jan-14 23-Jan-14
Mayor CAO



Council Action ltems

19-Dec-13

For ltem Action Taken Completed
1 Register C. St. P, PR, CW & AD for FALC Community Building -
Lorna |Jan, 22 Session Registered with FALC 23-Dec-13
2 Faxed Survey & informed all info can
Lindsay |Forward completed PRI Survery now be forwarded to CAO 23-Dec-13
3 Register C. St. P & PR for 2014 Mayors Symposium & book Registered & Booked rooms at
Lindsay |corresponding hotel rooms Radisson 20-Dec-13
4 Email reminders to Council re: Community Building seeking Spoke with CIr's rather than
Amanda |attendance Jan. 10 emails being sent. 10-Jan-14
5 Complete, emailed and
Amanda |Refresher letter to Covenant Health re: FCC Location mailed 20-Dec-13
6 Develop info package for Council re: State of Lodge to Left a msg with D. Beesley on
Amanda |accommodate FCC letter Dec. 20
7 Letter to S. Rec re: financial approval and update on review Complete, emailed and
Amanda [practice - update on power charges mailed 20-Dec-13
8 Amanda |Email S. Rec. Treasurer Healthy Communities Grant Complete 13-Jan-14
9 All info included in Jan. 23,
Amanda [Investigate speed changes on hi-way 13 present at Jan. meeting|Council pkg. 9-Jan-14
10[  Clem |signing of Bylaw #506 & 507 Complete 20-Dec-13
Spoke to G. Barber on Dec.
11 20 notified of changes
Amanda [Inform WAG re: Bylaw #506 (internet down) 20-Dec-13
12 Lorna Upload approved Bylaw #506 & 507 to website 23-Dec-13
13 Forward a copy of Bylaw #507 to K. Cannady to reflect FF emailed Press, facebook &
Lindsay [charges (All Hazards Agreement) website 23-Dec-13
14 . ;
Amanda |Letter to Bylaw # 506 applicants re approval Complete and mailed 20-Dec-13
15 Register Partial Plan Cancellation Bylaw #506 with AB Land
Lindsay |[Titles Completed on Spinll 23-Dec-13
1 . i
6 Lindsay [Letter to CAC re: policing priorities cc: to C. Williams Complete - letter emailed 14-Jan-14
17 Amanda |Update Salary Chart in System Complete 20-Dec-13
18 Amanda |[Meet with Personnel re: salaries evaluation Complete 20-Dec-13
19 email dec23- finally internet
manda/Lorr]Salary updates to AMSC up 23-Dec-13
20 Amanda |Complete 2014 JE's pursuant to business item #5B




21 Amanda [Finalize budget in GL system
2 Date confirmed and set for
Contact D. Awllard seeking an update for strategic planning, Jan. 14 & discussed planning
Amanda [Jan. day 6-lan-14
23 . . . .
Lorna |Advertize amended Janaury Council meeting dates Sent to the Community Press 23-Dec-13
o4 Advertize for 2014 By-Election in the Press, online, Facebook emailed Press, facebook &
Lorna |ete. website 23-Dec-13
25 Council |Set a date for the Advanced Poll - By Election
26 Lorna Upload Rec Financials online 23-Dec-13
o7 In contact with one and
Lorna |Contact our 2 election officials and set up for Feb. 10 confirmed 24-Dec-13
o8| .
Lindsay |Posters for By-election/deliver and hang up around town Complete/delivered 24-Dec-13
29 Ensure nominees are listed on the front page of the website for
Lorna |easy viewing access Complete 20-Jan-14
















January 23", 2014 - Regular Council Meeting 1 B

Request for Decision (RFD)

Topic: Flagstaff Intermunicipal Partnership (FIP) — Managing Partner Proposal
Initiated by: FIP Committee

Prepared by: Amanda Davis

Attachments: 1. FIP Meeting Minutes — January 6”‘, 2014

2. Village of Forestburg — Managing Partner Proposal and budget
3. Regional Co-operation Work Program
4. Protocol for Regional Co-operation

Recommendations:
1. That the Town of Sedgewick approve the 2014 FIP budget as presented;
2. That the Town of Sedgewick approve the FIP Committees recommendation and further accept
the Village of Forestburg’s proposal for managing partner

Background:
The FIP Committee was formed in 2003, it’ s main objects are as follows:
e Collaborate and interact with our neighbors to achieve long term sustainability as a regional
community
e A standing committee that actively addresses the needs of the greater Flagstaff region
e Plan and promote cost sharing ventures to maximize potential benefits for all members

Purpose:
e Support mutual benefits
e Improve service delivery on a regional basis
e Promote regional thinking and prosperity
e Provide a collective voice to provincial and federal governments
e Support consensus based decision making
e Secure provincial and federal grant funding

Since 2003 the FIP Committee has secures $2.8 million dollars in grant funding. Projects completed have
directly or indirectly benefitted all communities in one way or another and wouldn’t have been
completed on an individual basis.

Future:
e The FIP Committee provides the opportunity for our eleven (11) municipalities to join forces to
reach common goals.
e Now is the time to build new and strengthen current relationships to enable us to provide
thriving communities where families want to live, work and play.

In early 2013 Leslie Heck resigned as FIP Coordinator, FIP has been on much of a stand still since that
time. The Town of Killam also advised that are no longer interested in remaining managing partner.

Current:

At the January 6" 2014 FIP Meeting the Village of Forestburg put forth a proposal for managing partner
on a one year term, pending acceptance and approval of the budget. The following recommendations
were made:



January 23", 2014 - Regular Council Meeting 1 B

1. MOVED by Jeanette Herle to recommend to individual Councils to accept the 2014 budget in the
amount of $59,330. CARRIED

2. MOVED by Jeanette Herle to recommend to individual Councils to accept the proposal from the
Village of Forestburg to become the FIP Managing Partner for a one year period, should all
member municipalities accept the 2014 proposed budget. CARRIED

It is valuable that the FIP Committee become effective so that we can continue to levy grants from the
upper level governments. Municipal Affairs advised that they are rolling Municipal Sustainability
Initiative (MSI) operating funds into Regional Collaboration Program (RCP)funding therefore the benefits
are even more severe.

**Highlights pertaining to the overall impact on the municipal budget** pursuant to previous discussion
around the FIP table, all CAO’s agreed we would present our municipal budgets with the inclusion of the
FIP requisition and that we would leave it unchanged for 2014. Therefore, this requisition does not
impact our municipal budget further.



Flagstaff Intermunicipal Partnership Committee
January 6, 2014, 7PM
Killam Agriplex Multi-Purpose Room

Dennis Steil, Heisler Amanda Howell, Heisler

Bud James, Killam Kim Borgel, Killam

Ron Williams, Strome Laura Towers, Alliance

Amanda Davis, Sedgewick Clem St. Pierre, Sedgewick

Kevin Miller, Hardisty/Lougheed Anita Miller, Hardisty

Debra Smith, Lougheed Bob Coutts, Forestburg

Debra Moffatt, Forestburg Dell Wickstrom, Alliance

Gwenda Poyser, Galahad/Strome Jeanette Herle , Galahad

Gunnar Albrecht, Flagstaff County Shelly Armstrong, Flagstaff COunty
Call to Order:

Bud James, Mayor Killam, Managing Partner called the meeting to order at 7:00pm
Kim Borgel, host CAO Town of Killam offered to record the minutes.

Agenda:
MOVED by Gunnar Albrecht to adopt the agenda as presented. CARRIED

Minutes of September 16, 2013 Meeting
MOVED by Dennis Steil to adopt the minutes of September 16, 2013 as presented. CARRIED

FIP Orientation Presentation
Bud James presented a power point of FIP happenings since its inception. A copy of the presentation is
available upon request.

Managing Partner Report
The Managing Partner’s Report and Financial Update to the month ending November 2013 is attached
hereto and forms a part of these minutes.

Kim Borgel asked FIP Committee if there is an interest for FIP to cover the costs of the Council
Orientation held in November. The approximate cost will be $5,760. There is funding from the 2013

municipal contribution remaining that could be used to cover these costs.

MOVED by Anita Miller that the FIP Committee cover the costs of the Council Orientation held in

November 2013 which will be approximately $5,760. CARRIED
MOVED by Clem St. Pierre to accept the Managing Partner Report as information. CARRIED
Business

1. Managing Partner — Proposal from Village of Forestburg



The Village of Forestburg has submitted a proposal to become the Managing Partner of FIP, if the
budget is accepted and approved by all member municipalities. A copy of the Proposal and the
Proposed 2014 budget is attached hereto and forms a part of these minutes.

MOVED by Jeanette Herle to recommend to individual Councils to accept the 2014 budget in the
amount of $59,330. CARRIED

MOVED by Jeanette Herle to recommend to individual Councils to accept the proposal from the Village
of Forestburg to become the FIP Managing Partner for a one year period, should all member
municipalities accept the 2014 proposed budget. CARRIED

2. Election of Chairperson & Vice-Chairperson

a) Chairperson:

Bud James called for nominations for the position of Chairperson.
Gunnar Albrecht nominated B. Coutts for the position of Chairperson.
Bud James called twice more for nominations for the position of Chairperson.

MOVED by Gunnar Albrecht that nominations cease. CARRIED
Bob Coutts was declared Chairperson.
Bob Coutts took the role of Chair for the remainder of the meeting.
b) Vice-Chairperson:
Bob Coutts called for nominations for the position of Vice-Chairperson.

Gunnar Albrecht nominated Jeanette Herle for the position of Vice-Chairperson.
Bob Coutts called twice more for nominations for the position of Vice-Chairperson.

MOVED by Bud James that nominations cease. CARRIED
Jeanette Herle was declared Vice-Chairperson.

3. Draft Protocol for Regional Collaboration
a) Protocol for Regional Cooperation:
e This should no longer be “draft” as the protocol was accepted and approved by all
municipalities.
e The final copy is currently being circulated amongst municipalities for signing.
e CAO Group was asked to review the document and make recommendations to the
committee at the next FIP meeting.

b) Regional Cooperation Work Plan:
e Not all municipalities have accepted and approved the work plan as the priorities outlined
in the plan need to be re-evaluated.

MOVED by Bud James that the CAO Group organize a Strategic Planning Day for all Flagstaff Councillors
to attend, to be held in April up t a maximum cost of $5,000 and this cost will be covered by FIP funding.
CARRIED



4. Next Meeting Date and Location — Will be at the call of the Chair

Adjournment — 8 p.m.






2013-11-28

FLAGSTAFF INTERMUNICIPAL PARTNERSHIP

MANAGING PARTNER: VILLAGE OF FORESTBURG

PROPOSED 2014 BUDGET

2013 2014
Salary & Benefits 47,224.00 39,000.00
Travel & Subsistence 750.00 750,00
ivianagement Fee - 6,000.00
Computer Lease 333.48 350.00 |
Cell Phone 600.00 900.00
Professional Development 750.00 900.00
Legal Fees 2,000.00 3,000.00
ARB Member Training 3,000.00 2,000.00
Overhead Expenses 2,361.00 2,500.00
Computer Support 650.00 650.00
Website Maintenance 2,030,00 2,030.00
Supplies/Postage 250.00 250.00
Meeting Expenses - 1,000.00
* 59,948.48 59,330,00




A

MAY 4, 2013
To: Shelly Armstrong, CAO
From: Gordon Mcintosh
Subject: REGIONAL COOPERATION REPORT

The following Highlights have been extracted from the April Regional Cooperation Workshop to
facilitate follow-up actions and update those not present at the session:

1. Follow-Up — suggestions and a follow-up action plan
2. Draft Protocol — comments for consideration
3. Work Program — for further exploration and/or action

The Regional Cooperation Forum was hosted by Flagstaff County and was attended by elected
officials and senior staff from the County, Villages and Towns within the County.

FOLLOW-UP

Several recommendations were developed for the approval consideration of each Council.
1. That each Council adopts the Regional Cooperation Protocol

2. That each Council adopts the Regional Cooperation Work Program for
implementation

3. That each Council designates representatives to work on a Regional Cooperation
Work Program.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION LIST

ACTIVITY WHO WHEN | NOTES
PROTOCOL

Prepare Draft Action Plan Shelly May

Review Draft Protocol Steering Com. May

Send out report and draft protocol Shelly May

Adopt Protocol Councils June Pre-election
Confirm Steering Committee membership Councils June

Public Communication Steering Com. June

Next Joint Session Date — Post -election Steering Com. June

Post Election Session Steering Com. 2014

ACTION PLAN

Public Works Inventory Gwenda/CAQ'’s Nov.

Provincial Revenue Sharing Laura May

Family Care Centre — Stakeholder session plan Shelly June For Fall
Block Parent Program

Attainable Housing/Market Gap Analysis Amanda Dec.




PROTOCOL

The participants identified the following considerations to guide regional cooperation:

MERITS

Some reasons to pursue regional cooperation include:

e Knowledge sharing — from the skills and experiences of others
Share human resources — expertise and time
Better communication for understanding and respecting differences
Save money on current and/or future expenditures
Enhance or maintain current service levels
Provide a new service to meet emerging common needs
Maximize the of service delivery efficiency and avoid duplication of effort
Generate new revenue sources
Lobby for or access external resources - government or corporate
Pursue joint advocacy with other organizations and governments

PITFALLS

Some things to look out for and manage in pursuing regional cooperation include:
e Accommodating different community goals while pursuing regional interests
Diversity of resource capacity of each jurisdiction
Fear of losing control over it agenda or perceived loss of identity
Lack of a clear vision for the partnership
Clash of personalities by not focusing on issues and opportunities
Power struggles to protect local rather than common regional interests
Exposure to risk and potential financial loss
Takes time to work together amidst all the other things we need to do

It was agreed that the above merits could not be achieved unless parameters were
established to guide organizational actions and individual behaviours.

To have defined communication channels to share information.

To encourage respect of different view and interests.

To pursue relations based on transparency & openness

To work together in attempts to resolve issues.

To develop a consultative process to ensure shared goals and efforts

To respect jurisdictional interests by not fettering the parties’ discretion

To acknowledge not all parties need to be involved in each regional project.

To advance shared interests to other levels of government with a common voice.
To ensure the public awareness of the progress and results of regional cooperation.

A draft regional cooperation agreement will be circulated for comment and subsequent
approval by each Council.



WORK PROGRAM

Participants listed and ranked (3 votes each) strategic topics - an issue or opportunity
that two or more parties may want to address together. Groups then selected a strategic
topic (not necessarily top ranked) to discuss on the basis that it:

Was widely held by local governments

Could be approached with existing staff resources
Would fit within existing budgets

Good chance of success in 2013

STRATEGIC TOPICS OF INTEREST (Long List)

1. Medical Service 20 8. Public works sharing 3

2. Affordable housing 12 9. Policing 2
3. Reliable Internet 9 10. More revenue 2
4. Tourism 9 11. Infrastructure deficit 1

5. Seniors housing 7 12. Repopulation 0

6. Economic development 6 13. Admin sharing 0

7. Water 6

Bold font + top ranked

STRATEGIC TOPICS

Affordable Housing
Medical Services
Repopulation

Water

Public Works Sharing

arMwdE

The Solution Seeking Model was used to explore each strategic possibility. Relevant
information was discussed to identify possible questions and arrive at an essential
guestion. The desired outcomes and key result are identified if the essential question is
answered. The third step identified possible ways to achieve the key result by evaluating
response options to arrive at a preferred option for implementation. Finally, an action
plan identifying necessary resources, timelines and responsibilities to implement the
preferred option is developed.

SOLUTION SEEKING MODEL

PROBLEM DEFINED/ OPTIONS (* PREFERRED) & ACTION
DESIRED OUTCOMES

OPTIONS
*1.

2.

3.
ACTION
1.

2.
3.




The summary of the solution seeking discussion for each strategic topic is summarized in
the attached Regional Cooperation Work Program (Attachment 2). Individual action
plans without dates means the topics has not been prioritized for action and should be
considered at a later date. The Regional Cooperation Work Program is a ‘stand alone’
document to be extracted and:

eMonitored and actioned by the CAO’s

eReviewed quarterly by the Steering Committee with revised charts sent to all parties

eUpdated annually at the Regional Cooperation Forum

The key target dates to prioritized regional cooperation action items are summarized on
the Regional Cooperation Follow-up list (Attachment 3) for easy reference.

| hope that this documentation helps you and your organizations to follow up on the
outcomes of the Workshop and to further develop and sustain regional cooperation efforts.
If I can be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call.



FLAGSTAFF COUNTY REGION

Attachment 2

REGIONAL COOPERATION WORK PROGRAM

April 2013
DESIRED OUTCOMES OPTIONS ACTION
NOW
1. PROTOCOL (St. Comm. - Shelly)
How do we commit to the spirit of regional 1. Workshop 1. Draft — May (done)
collaboration? 2. Steering Committee 2. Send out — May
* Signed agreement 3. CAO’s 3. Review and approval - June
e Be leaders/proactive not reactive 4. Public Communication — June.
e Become more collaborative
¢ Maximize value for money for citizens
2. PUBLIC WORKS (Gwenda)
What resources could we share? 1. CAO’s & PW Superintendents 1. Seek interested parties — May
* Targeted efforts 2.CAO’s 2. Prepare inventory —Nowv.
e Equipment duplication 3. Public Works Superintendents 3. ldentify & assess sharing targets —
4. Councils 4. Determine a shared service target —
5.

e Share qualified personnel
e Lower service delivery costs

Develop arrangement -

3. MEDICAL SERVICES (Shelly)

How do ensure adequate medical services? 1. Seek Provincial assistance 1. Conduct research — April

* FCC Stakeholder Session 2. In-house 2. Prepare proposal - May

e Retention of staff 3. Consultant 3. Seek session funding - June

e Attraction of staff 4. Meet professionals — summer

e Common vision —gov't & professionals 5. Host session - fall

e Balance economic and environmental interests

4. REVENUE SOURCES (Laura)

How can we increase external revenues? 1. Consultant . Explore precedents

* Revenue Sharing Business Case 2. In-house with Facilitator . Review report -Council’'s Action Plan — April
e Regional leverage 3. In-house . Grant Application — May

e Explore revenue sharing
e Pursue corporate sponsors

g~ WNPRF

. Session — June
. Terms of Reference — June
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REGIONAL COOPERATION WORK PROGRAM

April 2011
DESIRED OUTCOMES OPTIONS ACTION
NEXT
4. ATTAINABLE HOUSING (Amanda)
How can we increase the diversity of housing Consultant

to meet different income needs?
* Gap Analysis

e Supply of land

e Available housing

¢ Specific market gaps

In-house with Facilitator

In-house

1. Talk to real estate agents — Sept.
2. Host stakeholder meetings — Oct.
3. Review report - Dec.




Attachment 3

FLAGSTAFF COUNTY REGIONAL COOPERATION
FOLLOW-UP ACTION LIST

April 2013
ACTIVITY WHO WHEN | NOTES
PROTOCOL
Prepare Draft Action Plan Shelly May
Review Draft Protocol St. Com. | May
Send out report and draft protocol Shelly May
Adopt Protocol Councils | June Pre-election
Confirm Steering Committee membership Councils | June
Public Communication St. Com. | June
Next Joint Session Date — Post -election St. Com. | June
Post Election Session St. Com. | 2014
ACTION PLAN
Public Works Inventory Gwenda | Nov.
Provincial Revenue Sharing Laura May
Family Care Centre — Stakeholder session plan | Shelly June For Fall
Block Parent Program
Attainable Housing/Market Gap Analysis Amanda | Dec.




DRAFT april 2013
PROTOCOL for REGIONAL COOPERATION

BETWEEN:

VILLAGE OF ALLIANCE and
TOWN OF DAYSLAND and
FLAGSTAFF COUNTY and
VILLAGE OF FORESTBURG and
VILLAGE OF GALAHAD and
TOWN OF HARDISTY and
VILLAGE OF HEISLER and
TOWN OF KILLAM and
VILLAGE OF LOUGHEED and
TOWN OF SEDGEWICK and
VILLAGE OF STROME (referred to as the “Parties”)

WHEREAS the above local governments have the legislated authority to enter into an
agreement for the purposes of sharing resources, expertise, risk and benefits associated with
coordinating regional cooperation efforts on behalf of their respective communities.

WHEREAS the above parties believe it is in the public interest to pursue regional cooperation
for the following reasons:

Knowledge sharing — from the skills and experiences of others

Share human resources — expertise and time

Better communication for understanding and respecting differences

Save money on current and/or future expenditures

Enhance or maintain current service levels

Provide a new service to meet emerging common needs

Maximize the of service delivery efficiency and avoid duplication of effort
Generate new revenue sources

Lobby for or access external resources - government or corporate

Pursue joint advocacy with other organizations and governments

AND WHEREAS the above parties feel it is important to provide a framework to guide regional
cooperation in the areas of:

Agreeing on general principles (Section 1) to guide organizational relations
Creating a defined structure (Section 2) to represent all parties

Facilitating effective communication (Section 3) between the parties
Selecting suitable shared service and strategic topic candidates (Section 4)
Following a process (Section 5) to pursue specific areas for cooperation
Using a concerns process (Section 6) to address issues arising

Identifying general conditions (Section 7) to guide regional cooperation efforts

NOW THEREFORE, the above parties wish to declare their spirit of fellowship by entering into
a Protocol for Cooperation with the following considerations.



1.0 GUIDING PRINCIPLES

The parties agree to the following principles to guide regional cooperation efforts:

1.1 To have defined communication channels to share information.

1.2 To encourage respect of different view and interests.

1.3 To pursue relations based on transparency & openness

1.4 To work together in attempts to resolve issues.

1.5 To develop a consultative process to ensure shared goals and efforts

1.6 To respect jurisdictional interests by

1.7 To acknowledge not all parities need to be involved in each regional project.

1.8 To advance shared interests to other levels of government with a common voice.
1.9 To ensure the public awareness of the progress and results of regional cooperation.

2.0 STRUCTURE
The parties agree to the following structure to promote effective cooperation:

Steering Committee

2.1 The membership of the Steering Committee is made up of the Chief Elected Official (CEO)-
Reeve and Mayors from the eleven parties. An alternate elected official may attend Steering
Committee meetings from time to time when the CEO is not available.

2.2 The Steering Committee is responsible to:

Coordinate regional cooperation efforts and Regional Cooperation Forum meetings
= Suggest opportunities for cooperation and information dissemination;

= Develop work plan(s) for the review and consideration of the parties;

Facilitate decision-making by Councils on regional cooperation initiatives;

Select a Chairperson as a spokesperson and to chair meetings; and

CAO Committee

2.3The Chief Administrative Officers (CAQO) of each party are responsible to meet regularly to:
= Meet regularly to support the Steering Committee;
= Annually assess the performance of the Coordinator (see below);
= Coordinate efforts to implement the work program
= Prepare or review reports on shared service projects.

Coordinator

2.4The designated coordinator is responsible to:
= Coordinate administrative support to the Steering Committee;
= Work with the Chairperson to prepare notice of meetings and agendas; and
= QOversee the development and implementation of the regional cooperation strategy.

Regional Cooperation Forum

2.5The Regional Cooperation Forum is expected to meet semi annually to:
= Assess the progress of regional collaboration efforts;
» Evaluate Shared services and determine areas for attention;
= Examine and determine strategic opportunities for cooperation;
= Establish a schedule for regular meetings;
= Adopt a communications strategy for joint decisions; and
» Review and approve the regional cooperation strategy.



3.0 COMMUNICATIONS
Steering Committee

3.1The Steering Committee will operate in an open and transparent manner, in terms of
participating Councils. Individual Councilors on each Council will be welcome to attend
Steering Committee meetings as observers. Meetings of the Steering Committee will be
public, unless issues of a legal nature or negotiations are being discussed.

3.2 Requests for information, presentations, etc. on issues being addressed by the Steering
Committee will be directed to and responded to by the Chair.

3.3The Committee will provide for regular reporting to the public, through media releases,
public information meetings, etc. To the extent possible, the Chair will ensure that Councils are
informed before a public release is issued.

Referrals

3.4The parties agree to use best efforts to provide referrals to potentially affected parties prior
to a local Council decision being made.

3.5The purpose of the referral is to provide the other party with timely and sufficient information
for meaningful dialogue only prior to either Party taking a position or making a decision.

4.0 SHARED SERVICES & STRATEGIC TOPICS
The parties agree to use the following guidelines to assess areas for regional cooperation:

4.1 A shared service candidate is a service or program that one or more parties provide or
may want to apply.

4.2 A strategic topic is an issue or opportunity that one or more parties want to address.
4.3 Shared service or strategic topic criteria (Display 1) are intended to be used to:

Evaluate the success likelihood of a potential area for regional cooperation;
Clarify expectations of the parties if the topics is addressed,;

Identify requisite conditions for success at the start of an initiative; and
Explore the actions required to sustain the initiative.

4.4Shared service candidates offered by any party are expected to be:

Assessed by the party suggesting the candidate;

Submitted with supporting documentation of the area assessment;

Discussed with potential regional cooperation parties before detailed analysis;
Reviewed at a CAO meeting prior to a Steering Committee meeting; and
Considered at a Regional Cooperation Forum, where possible.



5.0 PROJECT PROCESS

The parties agree to the following steps for identifying, selecting, implementing and monitoring
shared services & strategic topics for regional cooperation.

Shared Services

5.1 A notice of initiative is provided by the initiating party when it wants to examine a service
with regional cooperation potential or possible jurisdictional implications, by submitting a written
notification to all other parties. The notification must be supported by a council resolution.
Where ever possible, the idea should be introduced at a Regional Cooperation Forum

5.2 Other parties indicate their interest and/or concerns to the initiating party about the
proposed regional cooperation project (so they can be addressed or acknowledged in the
preliminary examination) within 45 days.

5.3 The initiating party conducts a preliminary examination using the regional cooperation
candidate criteria contained in section 4.3 in partnership with other interested parties.

5.4 The initiating party is responsible to coordinate a discussion of the regional cooperation
project with the other parties by:

e Providing a written report of its preliminary examination to all other parties;

e Placing the matter on the Steering Committee meeting agenda for direction; and

e Facilitating discussion at a regular or special Regional Cooperation Forum.

5.5 Two or more parties may pursue the feasibility of a regional cooperation project by way of
a ‘Feasibility Memorandum’ to include (but not limited to):

e Scope for the feasibility analysis and concerns of other parties to be addressed; and

e Degree to which fiscal and human resources will be cost shared by the parities

5.6 The Feasibility Stage produces a detailed business plan to include:
e Resolution of key requirements to sustain the regional cooperation initiative;
e I|dentification of critical success indicators to be achieved (and monitored); and
e Preparation of a draft shared services contract

5.7 The parties formally commit to a shared service project by way of a contract that is:
e Reviewed by the CAO’s (& legal counsel) on behalf of all or each party; and
e Ratified by a resolution (or bylaw) by the respective parities.

5.8 The shared service contract must include implementation considerations such as:
¢ |dentification of the lead party designate(s) responsible for implementation
e Success indicators and desired results to evaluate the initiative; and
e Sharing of financial resources and other organizational resources.

Strategic Topics

5.9 Strategic topics may be introduced at a Forum through the Steering Committee to:
e Discuss its scope and possible strategies with required resources and actions
e See if at least two parties wish to place it on the Regional Cooperation Work Program.



6.0 CONCERNS PROCESS

The parties agree to the following process for addressing complaints relating to Shared
Services.

6.1 The steps for dealing with complaints related to Regional Cooperation include:

An individual Councillor or CAO must raise their concern with their own Council;

A Council resolution is required for a party to take action;

The ‘complaint’ party is to given a response timeframe within ten (10) working days;

A ninety (90) day requirement for the issue to be addressed by the parties;

Provision of rationale for extensions to the above ninety day response requirement;
The ‘complaint’ party is expected to bring the complaint to the Steering Committee; and
The Steering Committee will monitor the follow-up to complaints.

6.2 The options for dealing with an unresolved conflict between the parties include:
e A CEO of one party may facilitate discussions with other parties;
e Discussion at the Steering Committee meetings in an attempt to resolve the matter;
e Retain a third party to facilitate a resolution process; and/or
e Agree to a legal proceeding to decide on the matter.

6.3 A party (or service authority) must notify other parties of service changes that reflect:
e Modifications to service contract conditions;
e Significant change in an existing policy or a new proposed policy;
e Reallocation of monies that exceed the approved authority level; and
e Adjustments to service levels that are not reflected in the contract.

7.0 CONDITIONS
7.1 Any party may withdraw from this protocol with six (6) months notice to other parties.

7.2 The purpose of referrals is to provide parties with timely and sufficient information for
meaningful consultative dialogue, prior to any of the parties making a decision which may
impact upon the other party.

7.3 Notices and referrals referred to in the Protocol shall be delivered in writing to all the
signatories to this agreement:

7.4 Nothing in this Protocol shall be construed as to fetter the legislative discretion of the
parties within their respective jurisdiction, or to oblige either party to pursue an action, the
application of any laws, statutory or otherwise;

7.5 Itis acknowledged that the spirit of this Protocol will be reflected in each of the party’s best
efforts rather than any enforceable obligations to implement its terms and conditions.

7.6 The Protocol may be amended upon agreement of all parties.



As evidence of their agreement to the above terms, the parties have executed this Protocol as

set out below:

ASSENTED TO THIS ___DAY OF

, 2013 By:

Mayor
Village of Alliance

Mayor
Town of Daysland

Reeve Gerald Kuefler
Flagstaff County

Mayor
Village of Forestburg

Mayor
Village of Galahad

Mayor
Town of Hardisty

Mayor
Village of Heisler

Mayor
Town of Killam

Mayor
Village of Lougheed

Mayor
Village of Strome

Mayor
Town of Sedgewick



Display 1

SHARED SERVICE REVIEW CRITERIA (Details)

The following criteria provide prompts to discuss and assess the suitability of existing or
proposed services as potential candidates for cooperation among one or more parties.

NOTES

CRITERIA High Medium Low
1. STRATEGIC PERSPECTIVE Mutual Compatible Uncertain
Does it contribute to strategic goals? Vision Goals
2. COST SAVINGS Current Zero Sum Reduce
Will it save money? Reduction Future Cost
3. SERVICE LEVEL Maintain Enhance New
How will it impact service delivery? Level Delivery Function
4. DETERMINED NEED Essential/ Important/ Discretionary/
Is the service critical to the service agenda? Legislated Optional
5. SERVICE DEPENDENCY Cannot do Hard to do Can do on own
Can service be provided alone? alone
6. ACCOUNTABILITY HISTORY Positive Uncertain Negative
Is there a positive partner track record? Experience Experienced
7. EXPECTED CAPACITY Over Under 50% Very
What is the service benefit to be shared? 50% Limited
8. JURISDICTIONAL RELEVANCE All four Three Two
Does it relate to each party? units Units Units
9. GEOGRAPHIC RELEVANCE All of Partial Specific
What areas are affected? Region Regional Area
10. PUBLIC SUPPORT Visible and Neutral Uncertain
Will the public support change? Strong
11. EXTERNAL LEVERAGING Ready & Potential Uncertain
Does it access third party resources? Waiting Exists
12. PUBLIC AWARENESS Invisible Visible/ Visible/
Is the public a factor for implementation? Simple Complex
13. AFFORDABILITY In Reallocate New
How critical is this service? budget Budget to Budget
14. PARTNER CAPACITY In budget — In budget — zero More cost
Does the partner have resources? less cost sum
15. COST/BENEFIT ANALYSIS Low Cost/ Med. Cost/ Med. Cost/
What is the return on investment? High Impact High Impact Med. Impact
16. RESOURCES EXPECTED Cash Cash/ In
What types of resources are expected? In Kind Kind
17. SHARED EXPERTISE Create Save
Does it help access skills & knowledge? Fill Critical Synergies Time

Void

18. REVENUE GENERATION Yes Potentially Unsure/No

Will it increase revenues?
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Request for Decision (RFD)

Topic: Regional Recreation

Initiated by: Clr. G. Sparrow

Prepared by: Amanda Davis

Attachments: . Regional Recreation Plan (RRP)

. Regional Master Plan

. Recreation Slide Show

. News Release

. County/Town Letter

. See what Flagstaff County sees

. Draft Letters — Flagstaff County, Hardisty, Killam, Lougheed and Alliance

Nou b wNR

Recommendations:
1. That Council appoint a 3-5 member recreation committee to proceed with the regional
recreation plan.
2. That Council provide direction on the attached letter.

Background:
In 2011 Flagstaff County adopted the Flagstaff Regional Recreation Plan (RRP). The plan addressed
models for the regionalization of recreation. (RRP attached)

Flagstaff County now offers recreation grants to municipalities and organizations that qualify within
their guidelines.

During the first few years of implementing this program, Flagstaff County experienced resistance from
many of the Town’s local boards and groups.

Following the implementation of the RRP and performance measurement, studies resulted in
amendments to the Plan and Flagstaff County developed the Facility Master Plan. This plan prioritized
facility and funding opportunities. Below is a brief description:

1. Capital expenditures will be prioritized based on the category of the facilities

2. Specialty facilities will only be eligible for capital funding if designated as a Primary or Secondary
facility

3. Primary facilities will be a high priority for capital and programming funding

4. Secondary facilities will be a high priority for programming funding and low priority for capital
funding

Flagstaff County gave the Town of Sedgewick recreation facility the following designations:
= Arena - PRIMARY SPECIALTY,
= Bowling alley, PRIMARY SPECIALTY
= Curling rink, PRIMARY SPECIALTY

On February 15", 2013 Sedgewick Town Council received a letter from Flagstaff County pertaining to our
facilities designation. The letter clearly states, “County Council plans to revisit this issue in one year’s
time to determine the progress your facility has been able to make in this regard”.
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It is important that Council begin to review and acknowledge the increased need for regional
collaboration and the reduction of duplicated services if we want to remain viable.

The RRP is the first step in reducing the duplication of services and encouraging municipalities to work
together to increase services within the County.

It is imperative that Sedgewick partner with another community, initiate and proceed with the primary
designation so that we don’t lose funding for the recreation centre.

The County has designated the Killam pool as a regional facility however, does not identify the arena as
a priority.

Simply put, every municipality is going to have to sacrifice something to gain something better. The
development of a regional recreation board is a goal for the entire region.

Current:

At this time, it would be advisable to develop and appoint a Committee of Council and Administration to
being the process of regional recreation, figure out how we can access increased funding and begin the
restructuring of recreation.

| have met with Jim Fedyk twice regarding a shared recreation position, the use of our facility and the
Killam CAO once. There have been small discussions but nothing of any substance as we haven’t had a
leader.

We must look at the bigger picture, by encouraging surrounding Towns and Villages to use our facility
and support it would increase the flow of traffic within our community, increase employment
opportunities, increase facility usage, funding opportunities, etc. The benefits far surpass any negative
outcomes however, change is gradual, there may be resistance from our counter parts as they fear the
loss of autonomy, power etc.

Moving forward:
= Appoint a recreation committee
= Begin consultation with Flagstaff County, Killam, Alliance, Hardisty and Lougheed
= |nvolve the Sedgewick Rec board in discussions to get everyone on the same page for moving
regional recreation forward
=  Educate the public
=  Communicate, educate and communicate more

If Council’s sees the benefits of this proposal, draft community letters are attached. These are the types
of letters that could be sent in an attempt to begin discussion and/or merely attain letters of support.
Council may provide comments and direction.

Additional attachments:

See what Flagstaff County is reviewing and their statistics, (attachments #, ) this is not something that
should be ignored.

**Note, all grants were applied for by boards, sub committees etc.
2013: 552,611 (operational)
2012: $41,175 (operational); $50,000 (capital)
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2011: $20,620 (operational)
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The Flagstaff Community of
communities Strategic Objectives for

recreation and parks are:

A. Collaborative Leadership

. Advance our Collective Quality of

Life in the Community of
communities

Community Building

OUR RECREATION VISION

Our Vision for
communities is:

recreation in the Flagstaff Community of

To embrace and proactively use recreation and parks as an
essential means for enhancing individual well-being, community
vitality and economic sustainability.

OUR RECREATION MISSION

Our recreation Mission is:
To build healthy citizens and communities.

Specifically, to develop a region where recreation and parks are
widely accessible to all and which will:

e focus on meeting citizen and community needs;

e increase the numbers of citizens valuing and participating in
recreation and parks activities; and

e make a positive contribution to addressing emergent public
health, social and economic conditions in the Flagstaff
region.

OUR RECREATION VALUES AND GUIDING
PRINCIPLES

We believe:

e that recreation and parks provide benefits that are essential to
quality of life and the health and well-being of individuals,
communities and the economy in the region;

e that “recreation” is inclusive of play, physical activity, sport, arts
and culture and outdoor pursuits;

e that “parks” include designated community parks, public open
spaces, sports fields, natural areas and environmental reserves;

e that using a “community development” approach yields benefits
both through the process and the programs and services that are
delivered;

e that working in partnership with others who contribute to
wellness and quality of life in the region is essential; and

e that volunteerism is fundamental to the delivery of recreation and
parks programs.



ENABLING OBJECTIVE 1: COLLABORATE ON REGIONAL SERVICES AND DECISION-MAKING

Recreation and parks as a function, must capitalize more fully on the potential of collaboration if it is to reach its potential and our citizens are to be

served effectively, efficiently and economically.

The challenge of sustaining vibrant communities, particularly in rural Alberta, suggests a need for a collaborative regional model of service delivery.
Such a model will embrace economic, social, cultural and environmental responsibility; recognize the value of natural and human capital; reach out
to disciplines such as health and education; and focus on enabling our communities as a region. This model would optimize the use of scarce

resources, including trained professionals, who are in short supply in rural and small urban communities. It is outlined in Appendix A.

Enhancing regional and community recreation and parks services also supports the Provincial Government’s rural development strategy.

ENABLING OBJECTIVE 2: EMPLOY A REGIONAL RECREATION COORDINATOR
Among other tasks, the Coordinator will:
- Promote, coordinate and communicate the Regional Recreation Plan and its Service Delivery Model;
=  Forge municipal partnerships in the development of regional recreation programs and facilities that address service delivery innovation;
=  Develop, negotiate and coordinate agreements and services to guide delivery of Recreation and Parks programs, facilities and services; and

= Coordinate and routinely produce a Regional Recreation Program and Services Guide.

ENABLING OBJECTIVE 3: ADDRESS CHANGING RECREATION PATTERNS

Research clearly shows that participation patterns for recreation continue to shift. The popularity of activities that consume large amounts of fixed
time or require large numbers of support people is declining. To predict the future of recreation amid accelerating lifestyles it would be wise to
consider both trends (predictors of change) and demographics. Organizations offering recreation and parks opportunities cannot assume that they
have a captive market. Commitment of interests, time and money are earned by fulfilling needs. Participants expect a high level of service, even from

volunteers. Meeting such standards requires a sharpened mind and skill set.

Alberta municipalities are developing ‘integrated community sustainability plans’ and ‘environmentally sustainable municipal infrastructure’. All

Alberta communities should be encouraged to ‘take the natural step’ by engaging in sustainable development.

Recreation and parks can contribute to integrated community sustainability (ICS) plans by integrating recreation and parks master planning as part of

the local dimension of ICS planning.

A provincial gap analysis clearly identified quality assurance in children’s sport and recreation programs as an area requiring strategic attention. H/GH
FIVE @), a quality assurance program based on extensive research, trains recreation leaders to ensure that recreation opportunities for children are of

high standard and contribute to child development and emotional literacy. This program has gained national recognition and use. It should be

applied as appropriate to program delivery in the Flagstaff region.




ENABLING OBJECTIVE 4: ENHANCE REGIONAL CAPACITY FOR VALUES-BASED
DEVELOPMENT OF COMMUNITY VOLUNTEERS.

Volunteers are recognized and respected in the region. They are typically the
same small group of people due to the difficulty of recruiting new volunteers
and exceptional difficulty of recruiting volunteers who are knowledgeable.

Transition approaches must be developed over time to build renewed capacity
within the voluntary sector. Partnering with adjacent municipalities, provincial
recreation and sport organizations and associations like TRUE SPORT will assist
in the creation of innovative mechanisms to enhance local capacity.

The leadership of a full-time Regional Recreation Coordinator is crucial to the
success of this objective. The Regional Recreation Coordinator would assist with
professional support to the community volunteers and volunteer ‘groups’
through actions such as:

advice regarding management issues;

information;

leadership development;

support in liaising with other government recreation and cultural
services such as provincial Agriculture Societies programs among
others;

e support in developing community involvement;

e publicity advice;

e assistance in obtaining qualified leaders; and

e assistance in the development of program evaluation procedures.

A volunteer development program would consist of:

° recruitment strategies;

° placement of volunteers;

° orientation for volunteers;

° methods to encourage volunteer initiative;
° recognition of volunteers; and

e the personal development of volunteers.



Our pursuit of advancing and enhancing our collective quality of life must be supported by a new recreation program and
service delivery approach.

Two things require change. First, not-for-profit clubs and organizations can no longer work in silos but rather must collaborate to meet
the needs of our citizens and secondly, hierarchies amongst volunteer organizations are becoming increasingly irrelevant and must be

focused on new ways to achieve our recreation vision and not let tradition narrow our focus.
The following ‘guiding principles” serve as the cornerstone for the assessment of quality of life goals:

e Individual responsibility and empowerment — each citizen is responsible for actively participating in personal health and
wellness;

e (Citizens first — residents are citizens first and consumers second;

e Holistic health — because much of life’s meaning lies in interconnectedness, contribution to one’s community can be an
antidote to stress, particularly when combined with fitness, good nutrition and relaxation;

e Quality, choice and accessibility in public goods — including recreation and cultural assets — must be of high quality and
accessible to all regardless of social economic status, age or any disadvantage. No child, for example, should be denied the
opportunity to participate;

e  Protecting and nurturing quality of place — the design of our communities and the respect paid to natural capital must set the
foundation for active lifestyles and enhanced quality of life;

e Long-term perspective — quality of life enhancements need to occur continuously;

e Children and youth are our highest priority — while it is important to foster health and wellness for all, investments in our
children and youth promise the greatest long-term dividends; and

e Active living and daily living — is essential, a cornerstone of health and quality of life.

ENABLING OBJECTIVE 1: BECOME AN ACE (ACTIVE, CREATIVE, ENGAGED) COMMUNITY OF COMMUNITIES.

CTIVE
REATIVE
NGAGED
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The use of our leisure and public spaces defines quality of life for the residents of a community.

Recreation, sports, fitness, arts, culture, heritage and parks opportunities are the heart of our communities; pumping vitality,

creativity, and positive energy into our lives.

What we do with our discretionary time helps us enjoy, make sense of and shape our lifestyles, our families, our communities and the
world around us. This quality of life is also the magnet that attracts and retains economic activity and a skilled workforce.

In recent years, the field of recreation and parks has focused much of its effort in three main areas — facilities, programs and parks to
contribute to this quality of life. While these remain important, the ACE Communities initiative has been focused on a fourth area —
community building - where recreation and parks are used as a catalyst to strengthen community leadership, innovation and capacity.




While recreation and parks brings richness and value to our lives and our communities, there is even greater potential when we
capitalize on our unique understanding of communities and how they work.

The ACE Communities initiative has been able to explore and better articulate the growing importance of community building, the
critical need for applying system- thinking to our communities and strong, collaborative leadership all through a recreation, parks and
culture lens. ACE Communities describes a process as well as provides specific tools and resources to help a community strengthen its
local leadership, identify its assets, apply a community development approach, involve a variety of sectors and citizens and ultimately
become a more active, creative and engaged community.

Emphasizing the community leadership that will ensure impact and a longer term legacy, ACE Communities use a holistic approach
that includes activities to:
e build community leadership through education and training;
e engage youth in leadership opportunities;
e conduct research related to quality of life; and
e apply marketing and communications approaches that promote the relationship of quality of life to community leadership,
recreation, parks and culture.

There are three paths that must be implemented to become an “ACE Community”. These include strengthened local leadership,
initiation of a short term project that encourages the community to work together and the development of a community-driven long
term plan related to quality of life.

The Flagstaff region is well on its way to fulfilling the requirements to be an ACE Community.
We:
e are strengthening local leadership by hiring a Regional Recreation Coordinator;
e need to initiate a short term project requiring the community to work together; and
e have developed a community driven long term plan with the approach we’ve used to prepare our Regional Recreation Plan that
has been developed by undertaking a review of all facilities, open spaces and programs and engaging communities,
organizations and citizens in public consultation.

The benefits of being an ACE Community are:

e access to community building workshops;

e sharing, collaborating, meeting and learning online using state-of-the-art integrated processes;

e access to new resources and regular webcasts and webinars related to community leadership competencies and the use of ACE
tools and resources;

e community leaders toolkit;

e use of the Service Excellence Framework for community recreation and parks practitioners;

e ongoing involvement with other provincial organizations involved in community capacity building; and

e use of the Facility Inventory Tracking System.

It is worth noting that Killam became an ACE Community in 2009-10.
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ENABLING OBJECTIVE 2: IMPLEMENT NEW PROGRAMS TARGETED FOR EACH
AGE GROUP THAT MEETS A WIDE RANGE OF ABILITIES AND INTERESTS.

For children, implement the following:

Use HIGH FIVE ), Canada’s only quality assurance standard for recreation and sports
programs for children aged 6 - 12. HIGH FIVE® provides a range of training opportunities,
assessment tools and resources to ensure that communities and organizations can deliver
the highest quality programs possible. HIGH FIVE® is also aligned with the Canadian Sport
for Life model which provides excellent information as to what children should be doing at
specific stages of their life. In addition, HIGH FIVE ® empowers leaders in creating a quality
environment where children’s mental and emotional needs can be met simultaneously.

Embrace Everybody Gets to Play™ which enhances the quality of life of children and
youth in low-income families through increased access to, and participation in, recreation
opportunities. Using a Community Mobilization Tool Kit, Everybody Gets to Play™
orientations and one-day workshops enable communities from across the province to
identify, reduce and ultimately eliminate barriers to recreation for children living in low-
income families.

Implement the Sogo Active initiative created for one reason, to help youth challenge
themselves and their friends to get moving. In this program, youth are asked to take the
lead in solving the inactivity crisis by designing challenges to get themselves and their
friends more active. Presented in collaboration with ParticipACTION, Sogo Active is a
national initiative developed by ParticipACTION to create a youth-focused physical actively
movement targeting Canadians aged 13 — 19.

Embed the Kids at Hope belief system. Kids at Hope is an innovative concept which states
that all children are capable of success, NO EXCEPTIONS! Kids at Hope is first and foremost
a belief system, supported by a cultural strategy and then enhanced by programs. Kids at
Hope inspires, empowers and transforms families, youth-serving organizations and entire
communities to create an environment where all children experience success.

For seniors and young adults:

Seek out those new initiatives that will inspire a renewed willingness to become active
socially and physically through recreational activities.




ENABLING OBJECTIVE 3: REBUILD AND UNITE THE REGION’S COMMUNITY
SPORT SYSTEM.

Sports delivery in Canada relies on a diverse array of organizations, in
both the public and not-for-profit sectors. The complexity of the sport
delivery and support system in itself make effective collaboration difficult.

The roles of both the Federal and Provincial Governments will remain
diminished. The onus for developing grassroots programs lies at the local level,
requiring cooperation between the local sports organizations, community
schools and municipal governments.

Most Canadians believe community sport can help young people develop
positive values and positively affect communities.

The 2002 national public opinion survey on youth and sport discovered that few
Canadians believe sport is fully realizing its powerful potential.

That sense of unrealized potential has spurred a new Canadian movement, 7rue
Sport. Driven by four core values: fairness, excellence, inclusion and fun, True
Sport aims to create safe and welcoming environments where participants
develop skills and abilities, test their limits and strive to achieve.

Under the guidance of the Regional Recreation Coordinator, a forum of all
organizations delivering sport-oriented programs needs to be held to discuss and
formulate a cohesive plan to inspire interest in sports and deliver sport programs

efficiently so indoor and outdoor facilities are used effectively.




STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE C:

COMMUNITY BUILDING

ENABLING OBJECTIVE 1: IMPLEMENT A SERVICE DELIVERY MODEL (APPENDIX A)

The model:

clarifies program and/or facility provision alternatives;

allows for the measuring of input, outputs and outcomes;

evaluates recreation facility and program proposals;

enables self assessment and continuous improvement; and

provides a vehicle or framework through which priorities can be achieved.

ENABLING OBIJECTIVE 2: ADOPT AN EXCELLENCE IN RECREATION AND PARKS PHILOSOPHY

This approach for open space and recreation facilities is achievable in our region and will revolve around three key concepts, six

guiding principles and a series of actions.

Key Concepts:

An investment in people. The creation of a system of indoor and outdoor community gathering places provide residents of all
ages with a high quality of life and the opportunity for improved health and wellness now and in the future.

A carefully planned infrastructure investment strategy. Invest to revitalize our existing infrastructure before we build new
facilities. Work with a variety of partners to develop assets in a more timely fashion building community stewardship.

An investment in a healthier environment. Conserving and maintaining natural heritage and ensuring that man-made
redevelopment and development has a reduced ecological footprint to show commitment to a more sustainable community.

Guiding Principles:

Invest in our community’s health and wellness;
Reduce the ecological footprint of development;

Grow in place through reinvestment and revitalization;
Engage the public and strengthen our community;
Plan for the needs of the future; and

Create funding strategies to provide ongoing support.

Actions:

Strategically plan in advance to include emerging needs and capacities;

Undertake collaborative decision-making with and through community partners;

Look to regional centres of play and opportunities to meet similar community needs across boundaries;

Work systematically to the largest cross-sectional community benefit;

Maximize the opportunities for residents to enjoy indoor and outdoor services as a critical quality of life necessity; and

Explore opportunities to develop and enhance partnerships with the school systems to promote schools as community hubs
for the delivery of community recreation programs.




STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE C:

COMMUNITY BUILDING

ENABLING OBJECTIVE 3: COMPLETE AN INFRASTRUCTURE RENEWAL
AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN.

Some of the region’s community recreation infrastructure has or is approaching
the end of its useful life expectancy. Some of it has already been replaced. The
answer is not simply to replace what we have. The answer is to assess whether
the future needs are the same as those of the past and only build the
infrastructure that meets future needs. Tomorrow’s infrastructure must facilitate
wellness and holistic services in collaboration with others in the region.

The Infrastructure Renewal and Development Plan will:

e Inventory all existing indoor and outdoor facilities;

e Assess their physical condition using the Alberta Recreation & Parks
Association (ARPA) assessment tool;

e Determine upgrading required for existing facilities;

e Determine what, if any, new facilities may be required; and

e Implement an integrated facility management system and a Facility
Lifecycle Maintenance Program.

ENABLING OBJECTIVE 4: REVISE THE REGIONAL RECREATION GRANT
PROGRAM.

Incorporate all of the elements of each of the Community Building Enabling
Objectives as criteria for grant funding. The new grant program will establish the
parameters for wise, consistent, transparent, creative and difficult choices that

will have to be made to respond to our region’s emerging needs.
Appendix B outlines the new Grant Program.
ENABLING OBJECTIVE 5: COORDINATE THE SUBMISSIONS FOR

PROVINCIAL GRANTS ON A REQUIRED BASIS.

This approach builds on all three of this Regional Recreation Plan’s Strategic
Objectives: Collaborative Leadership, Collective Quality of Life and Community

Building in the Flagstaff Community of communities.




STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE C:

COMMUNITY BUILDING

There is a general feeling of dissatisfaction in the region about the
competing advocacy of individual clubs, organizations, sports and
municipalities grounded in engrained attitudes and behaviours.

Understanding our past and the eras of evolution for recreation and
parks combined with an understanding of the paradigm shift that is

necessary to move forward will be helpful.

The following two charts provide the necessary insight:

OUTPUTS ERA Approach OUTCOMES ERA Approach

Focus on what we do - Focus on why we do it

Focus on resource inputs and -»  Focus on tying activity to the goals set

outputs of activity out for it

Focus on direct benefits to - Focus on indirect benefit to all (i.e.

users public goods)

Measures of efficiency - Measures of effectiveness

We can do this ourselves - We can do it better if we collaborate
with others who share the same goals

ERA TIMEFRAME CHARACTERISTICS

Inputs Era 1960s and 1970s New infrastructure and programs

Outputs Era 1980s to mid 1990s Users, efficiencies, management

Benefits Era Mid 1990s to present  Benefits messages, broadened role.

Partners
Outcomes Era 2005 - 2015 and Benefit-based outcomes, public
beyond goods, integrated approaches

We need to ensure sound performance measurement systems are in place —
systems that balance both outputs and outcomes. The greatest need is for us to

get better at measuring outcomes.
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OUR COLLABORATIVE INITIATIVE

The achievement of our Regional Recreation Plan depends upon our
collective will to embrace the key elements of our future success as a
Community of communities.

OUR REGION

Inter-municipal interdependence is a fact of
life in Alberta and will continue to be well
into the future.

At the same time, today’s needs are not the

same as those of our parents or
grandparents; and those of the future will be
Wise,

challenging choices have to be made to

different yet again. creative and

respond to our collective community’s
emerging needs. We cannot overlook the
realities of the present while dwelling in the

experience of our past.

The Flagstaff Regional Recreation Plan (RRP),
its vision, mission and strategies outlines how
value for the resources allocated to
recreation across the Flagstaff region can be
achieved as well as a balanced approach to
service delivery. That balance must consider
active and passive recreational pursuits;
spontaneous use and organized activities (e.g.
minor sports), children, adult and seniors
needs, urban and rural lifestyles and the
condition of existing assets versus evolving
needs. The Plan also provides evaluative and
decision-making tools that if used, will

provide a consistent, well-informed,
transparent and accountable way to ensure
that the resources expended upon recreation
in the region achieve the goals set out for

them.

KEY ELEMENTS FOR OUR FUTURE SUCCESS:

In their report on our region, “Urban-Rural Interdependencies: Flagstaff Pilot Project”, the

University of Alberta’s City-Regions Study Center identified the following as the key

elements for our future success:

See diversity and difference as a strength. The communities of Flagstaff come
together around shared values and goals. But they are also brought together by
their differences. The communities acknowledge that diversity among them creates
opportunities for partnership. Diversity gives both the reasons and the tools to
collaborate with and complement one another. Partnerships enable community
members to pool resources, reduce duplication and share knowledge.
Recognize the mutual benefits of partnering. What conditions favour partnerships?
In Flagstaff, there are many. Urban-rural alliances and agreements are most
beneficial when the participating parties share common goals, resources, timelines
and when they pursue their shared objectives through open communication. In
these successful partnerships, the involved parties share knowledge, resources and
best practices and include a balance between outside expertise and local know-
how.
Acknowledge conflict and differences. While people in rural and urban areas enjoy
and acknowledge the benefits of partnering, there are also, of course, conflicts.
There are contrary yet respectful views about who benefits most from rural-urban
interdependency.
Turn challenges into opportunities.

» The challenges:

= The Past — Current practice is influenced by past experiences.

= Resources — Partnering is hindered by a lack of resources or by a lack of
local knowledge, guidance and structure about how to partner.

= Personalities — Unresolved interpersonal conflicts or protectionism limit
dispute resolution mechanisms.

= |nequalities — inequalities in population base can lead to complications in

cost-sharing and funding.
> The opportunities:
= The people of Flagstaff recognize opportunities in the diversity in
opinions, resources, knowledge and ways of doing things within the
region. They look forward to the development of more social
infrastructure and recreational facilities and to engaging with other
partners through regional organizations.

Facilitating urban-rural partnerships. In seeking to create productive relationships,
the communities of Flagstaff emphasize the need to actively guide and structure
partnerships. A spirit of cooperation and community should be fostered; and
communities that invest in partnerships should be rewarded.



OUR UNDERSTANDING
OF RECREATION

Early in the 20" century, there was

strong belief in the potential of leisure
and recreation to enrich individual
and community quality of life. Since
the early 1980’s, however, fiscal
conservatism, commercialization and
privatization have prompted leisure

and .recreation to adopt a more OUR FOUNDATIONS FOR ACTION -
reactive approach.
A PARADIGM SHIFT

Yet leisure is not a commercial The Alberta Recreation & Parks Association (ARPA) recently published a report entitled
.. . “Enhancing the Quality of Life in Alberta”. It outlines various strategies that municipalities
activity, nor a commodity to be g the Quality of Lif 8 P
. can use to enhance the quality of life for their citizens. The report recognizes that most
consumed. Instead it is an agent of N . TR,

municipalities are struggling due to a lack of own-source revenue, diminishing fiscal
pUbllc gOOd' What is needed is a transfers and seemingly uncoordinated policies and plans for the delivery of programs and

community based approach that services.
identifies the fundamental What is needed, the report emphasized, are collaborative, strategic, sustainable
importance of that common good. investments that enhance the social recreational health and well being of communities.

The change necessary to achieve enhanced quality of life sees a shift:
In partnership with others from the

Quality of Life Sector, our region FROM TO
n Diversity i ™
needs to create and grow the ”people A homogenous society - iversity in communities
climate”. Such a climate offers quality Communities of place > Communities of interest
of life and authenticity of “place” — _ _
: ) ) ) Shared location - Shared interests
diverse, active lifestyle options and
amenities that people in unique Recreation as leisure > Recreation as wellness
communities rea”y want. Recreation as discretionary - Recreation as being necessary
Governing - Governance
Government is accountable - Accountability is shared
Quality service - Quality of life
People are customers -> People are citizens
Individualism - Communitarianism
Exclusive > Community and social engagement




APPENDIX A — Regional Recreation Service Delivery Model

RECREATION AND PARKS SERVICE DELIVERY PROVISION PROCESS




THE MEASURE OF INPUTS AND OUTPUTS




Definition of the Four “E”s

ECONOMY

In deciding on the most appropriate method of delivering a facility, service or program you must determine the most economical way

of identifying, organizing and allocating the necessary resources.

EFFICIENCY
The second criteria - efficiency, is used in deciding how a facility, program or service is to be delivered. In this regard, the analysis

should focus on identifying the direct and indirect costs and benefits of the various delivery methods and for each level of

effectiveness (i.e. goals, achievement) determine the most efficient delivery process (i.e. which has the highest benefit to cost ratio).

EQUITY

Equity is a concept of what is fair. Therefore, equity calls for equal treatment of equals and conversely, unequal treatment of un-
equals. An example of this is:
If there were a 100 males aged 6 to 12 representing 5% of the males aged 6 to 12 in a Town; and in a smaller Village or Town
there were 50 males aged 6 to 12 representing 20% of the males in that Town, equity would be achieved not by comparing
the absolute numbers but by comparing the percentages. The two municipalities are not equal in population of males aged 6
to 12 therefore they are un-equals and should be treated unequally, that is equitably.

Equity requires that specific questions be answered.

e  What is fair?

e  What claims should be recognized?

e How are the areas in the Community of communities to be conceived of as being equal?
e How are the areas’ status (i.e. financial, volunteerism) to be measured?

e How is equality of treatment to be measured?

Equity is critical to dealing with the differences in the Flagstaff region. Application of this will provide the basis to decide if there is any
case to be made for treating different areas in the Community of communities differently, how this difference can be measured and
how differential initiatives might be pursued.

There are two criteria recommended for use in deciding whether or not different areas or different resident groups should be treated
differently. These are:

e Need: location; average family income; population age composition; population growth or lack of growth; special
disadvantaged groups; sense of community identity

e Demand and Preferences: use/participation; preference; barriers to participation; requests/complaints
Although equity is a principle to be achieved, due to the extra costs incurred in achieving it, it is usually never fully realized.

EFFECTIVENESS

When deciding the best method of delivering a facility, service or program, you must ask the question ‘to what degree will the various

methods available to us yield the product we want in terms of our vision, mission and strategies’. When answering this question it is

essential that you be objective.




APPENDIX B — Regional Recreation and Facility Grant Program

RESPONSIBILITIES

Council:

e Review program recommendations and make final decision on all programs.

Council Committee:

e Review and evaluate the merits of all proposals.

e Determine if additional information is required to make a recommendation.
e Determine which programs and/or facilities should be supported by Council.
e Submit recommendations to Council.

e Annually review programs and facilities.

Administration:

e Actas aliaison between the Council Committee and the program/facility advocate.

e Coordinate submissions, ensuring all required information is included in the submission.
e Present submissions to the Council Committee, when required.

e Facilitate annual review of program by the Council Committee.

e Maintain records on all submissions and approved programs.

Program Advocate:

e Prepare submission to required standard.

e Provide additional information to Administration, if required.

e Meet with the Council Committee and present proposal, if requested.

e If successful, work with the Administration on the implementation of the program.

e Provide information for the Council Committee’s review, when requested.




REGIONAL RECREATION GRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Step 1: Program and/or Facility Identification

The program and/or facility advocate should prepare an Executive Summary for initial consideration by the County. This one page
general overview of the program should include:

e  Description of the program and/or facility;

e  Program and/or facility goals;

e Scope of the program/facility (magnitude and timeframe);

e  Program and/or facility benefits and identification of those who will benefit; and
e  Program and/or facility finances (macro business case/budget).

Step 2: Strategic Alignment

The Administration should review the program and/or facility proposal to determine if it aligns with the Regional Recreation Plan.
Does the program or facility:

e Meet the needs of the citizens;

e Build a connection amongst the “Community of communities”; and

e Increase the profile of recreation in regional social development?

If yes, which and to what extent of the strategies does the program and/or facility support?

Collaborative Leadership:

e Diversified volunteer opportunities;

e  Positive volunteer involvement;

e Increased citizen participation;

e Effective communication;

e Increased community pride;

e Improved quality of life for citizens;

e Expands connections amongst the “Community of communities”;

e Operational effectiveness amongst the “Community of communities”; and

e Strengthened relationship amongst recreation and parks program and facility providers.

Advance our Collective Quality of Life:

e Increased community pride;

e Improved quality of life for citizens;
e Increased community pride; and

e New integrated programs.

Community Building:
e  Pursuit of excellence;
e Coordinated grant applications;
e Value-added services, programs and benefits; and
e  Continuing recreation and parks opportunities.

To advance to Step #3 — Program Analysis, a proposed program must, as a minimum, align with the Regional Recreation Plan Vision
and Mission as well as at least one of its Strategic Objectives.

It is possible that several proposed programs and/or facilities would be assessed at the same time. The programs that are most aligned

with the Vision/Mission statements and multiple strategies should be considered as preferred candidates for a Step #3 review.




Step 3: Program Analysis

The program and/or facility advocate needs to prepare a concise business case that accurately reflects the financial realities of
undertaking the program or funding the facility.

The business case should contain the following information:
e  Executive Summary;
e Information on the proposed program and/or facility;
e  Market analysis relative to the proposed program and/or facility;
e  Financial data relative to the program and/or facility;
e An organization profile (if applicable);
e  Organizational information;
e  Organization finances;
e  Other programs and services currently provided; and
e Marketing and promotion plans.

The business case should be reviewed by the staff to ensure the completeness and accuracy of the information; then a Council
Committee should discuss the program benefits and weigh the costs against the benefit; and finally, it and any recommendations from
the Administration or the Council Committee should be presented to Council for a decision.

At this point in the process, the Committee will need to rank the proposed programs and/or facilities to ensure that those with the
highest priority are allocated appropriate funding. Proposed programs and/or facilities that do not advance past the Step #3 review

should be rejected or referred to another service provider.

Step 4: Service Delivery

Where there is an option, the County will need to identify the optimum service provider. Administration will need to be a partner in

this process, as all options will require direct or indirect supervision by the staff to ensure follow through accountability.

Delivery options include:
e County staff;
e Not-for-profit, volunteer organization(s);
e Partnership with other service provider(s); and

e  Private sector contract.
Step 5: Program Evaluation

Prior to implementation the County and service provider(s) need to establish performance measures and benchmarks against which to

measure progress. The measures may be both qualitative (outcomes) and quantitative (outputs), but need to include starting

positions prior to implementation and target positions at specific dates after implementation.




REGIONAL RECREATION GRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION GUIDELINES

Reject Refer

Reject Refer

Annual Program Review

Reject Refer




Flagstaff County Community of communities

Regional Recreation Grant Program
Evaluation Form
STEP 2 — Strategic Alignment

Proposed Program and/or Facility:

Program Advocate:

Date Received: Date Reviewed:

Recommendation:

Criteria Applicable Meets Criteria Comments
YES/NO ()
Low High

123 45

Strategic Alignment — Collaborative Leadership

1. Collaborative, region-wide and ranks high for
economical, efficient and effective

2. Isaligned with and contributes to the achievement
of the RRP and the Integrated Community
Sustainability Plan

3. A High Five quality assurance program

4. Builds renewed volunteer participation and capacity

Strategic Alignment — Advance our Collective Quality of
Life

5. Provides opportunity to live a healthy life style

6. Meets criteria for ACE communities

7. New program or facility targeting wide range of
activity, abilities and interests

8. Geographic location served (score 1 point for each
of County residents, Town or Village residents only,
all residents, outside the County if all 4 score 5)

9. Rebuilds and unites our community sport system

Strategic Alignment — Community Building

10. Facility is identified in our Renewal and/or
Development Plan; or if a program, meets a ‘new’
program need

11. Facility has a Facility Life-cycle Maintenance
Program, or if a program age group served (score 1
point for each of under 20 years, 20-30, 30-45, 45-
60, over 60)




Flagstaff County Community of communities

Regional Recreation Grant Program
Evaluation Form

STEP 3 — Program Anlysis

Criteria Applicable Meets Criteria (V) Comments
YES/NO Low High
1 2 3 4 5

Facility/Program Analysis

12. Anticipated numbers served (score 1 for each
of under 100 people, 100-500, 500-1000,
1000-5000, over 5000)

13. 3-year profitability (score 3 —if subsidized, 4 —
if breakeven, 5 — if profit

14. Essential service provided at better price

15. More effective service offered at same price

16. Useful service offered for free

17. Experience of individual/organization
advocating program

18. Multi-municipal/provincial funded

19. Revitalizes existing well used program or
facility

20. A new program or facility that meets a ‘new’
need

Total score out of 100

Additional Comments/Other Considerations:

Additional information required:




APPENDIX C: Programs and Facilities Review and Public Consultation
Report

INTRODUCTION

In December of 2007 and extending into 2008, Flagstaff County undertook a comprehensive strategic planning process
that led to the development of a long range Strategic Plan to position the County to both meet the challenges and take
advantage of the opportunities that the future will inevitably present. The Strategic Plan also served to focus the County’s
efforts and allocation of resources to achieve optimum value and contribute to the quality of life of the residents of the

Flagstaff Community of communities.

In consulting with the Towns and Villages within the geographic area of the County as part of the strategic planning
process, feedback was received that the issue of regional recreation was both important to them and in urgent need of
review. In response to that input, Flagstaff County included the development of a plan for regional recreation in the
Flagstaff Community of communities as a high priority project to be undertaken and funded by the County on behalf of all

regional municipalities.

As a first step, during the fall of 2009 a review was undertaken of the recreation programs, open spaces and indoor
facilities in the Towns, Villages and County of Flagstaff. This Review also looked at the financial sustainability of each

municipality, recreation-oriented grant funding and regional collaboration approaches.

This was followed in late 2010 by a major public engagement and consultation process facilitated by an independent third
party with assistance from the Provincial Government. The consultant met with each municipal council and each

municipal CAO.

The public were provided three options for providing input on a Regional Recreation Plan (RRP).

1. Community Input Sessions for community groups, agencies and municipal staff were hosted in four Flagstaff
municipalities during December 2010. A total of 97 individuals attended the four Community Input Sessions.

2. An on-line questionnaire, open to all residents of the 11 municipalities. A total of 177 individuals responded to the
questionnaire.

3. Written submissions were accepted at the input sessions, through the town or village offices, by mail and e-mail.
Fifteen submissions were received.

This report combines what was found during the onsite visits of open spaces and facilities, programming information,
financial information and all elements of the input from the public engagement and consultation.




STRATEGIC PLANNING

Flagstaff County has recognized both the value and need of taking a proactive approach to planning, social development
and managing sustainable economic growth and environmental stewardship to foster a “Community of communities”
through partnering with its urban and rural neighbors and other orders of government to achieve regional benefit for all
residents.

Reaching such goals is achieved in large part by developing an ongoing strategic planning process to guide the economic,
efficient, effective and equitable delivery of municipal services and infrastructure. To this end, the County identified five
strategic goals:

1. “Building a sustainable region of “Community of communities” through strong political and administrative leadership
and commitment to working with the Towns and Villages to enhance existing partnerships.

2. Demonstrating a commitment to environmental responsibility by working to minimize our adverse impact on the
natural environment through the adoption of eco-friendly practices, progressive planning and the use of green
technology.

3. Creating a strategic economic development plan.

4. Endeavoring to provide supportive services for seniors, youths and adults in the community, by first determining the
need and then developing long term plans.

5. Establishing a responsible level or service by conducting a comprehensive service level review and realigning the
organization to the strategic plan.”

RECREATION PROGRAM AND FACILITY REVIEW OBJECTIVES

OBIJECTIVES OF THE RECREATION PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES REVIEW

e “To guide in the provision of recreation programs and facility opportunities for County residents and residents of the
broader “Community of communities” in cooperation with Towns and Villages within the County’s municipal
boundaries.

e To be part of a continuous recreation services planning process recognizing changing social and economic conditions.

o To identify alternative processes for meeting recreation and parks programming and facility needs rather than on
prescribed service, facility and program solutions.

e To further the “Community of communities” Strategic Theme by focussing on the concept of ‘regional’ benefit and
engaging the Towns and Villages with the County.

e To help address key financial, and in some cases, viability challenges for the municipalities.




OBJECTIVES OF THE RECREATION PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES REVIEW CONTINUED...

e To develop a long-term collaborative approach that optimizes recreation and community wellness opportunities in
partner communities that deliver economic, efficient and effective recreation facilities and programming while
achieving regional benefit.

e To determine worth versus cost in answering the question, “What is it worth to have opportunities available versus
the cost of those opportunities?”

RECREATION PROGRAMS AND FACILITIES REVIEW OUTCOMES

The Review identified a method that would help with resource allocation decisions for recreation programs and facilities
at the service delivery level, and identified a needs assessment methodology to make resource allocation decisions that
recognizes current realities and future forecasts. The Review built on the strength of the current Flagstaff County Strategic
Plan, the University of Alberta Study Report on Urban-Rural Interdependencies and the 2005 Service Partnership Plan.

The recommendations were developed to support economical, efficient decisions and effective service delivery while also
ensuring equity (fairness) issues are considered.

The challenge is in balancing socially sustainable community goals with fiscally sustainable community goals.

Socially sustainable communities foster a sense of community, opportunities for cultural, leisure, community and civic
activities for all residents, an increased awareness of resources and services, networked communities, strong partnerships
and community pride.

Fiscally sustainable communities maintain reasonable levels of taxation, fees, and charges that provide positive balance
sheets. This requires that financial decisions are supported by the economical acquisition of labour, equipment, buildings
and land and that those inputs are transformed efficiently into effective services that residents want and/or need.

The Review was future-focused and concentrated its recommendations on alternative processes for meeting recreation
demands and needs rather than prescribed services, facility or program solutions.

The Review recognized that it is necessary to continually evaluate and assess needs and service levels in order that
residents continue to enjoy optimum benefit from their tax dollar. Future success will be defined by the willingness and
ability of all stakeholders in the Region to challenge the status quo by encouraging and enabling risk-taking, change and
innovation.

The Review outlined a series of steps that would engage stakeholders, groups and citizens within the County, Towns and
Villages to embark on an initiative that:

e challenges everyone to discover new ways to deliver recreation and parks services;
e looks ahead realistically, anticipating future needs based on trends;
e inspires everyone to advocate for change based on good quality information; and

e makes it safe for everyone to take calculated risks and experiment with new ideas.

The approach taken in the Review essentially used the data and information collected and reflected the notion that the
residents of the “Community of communities” should decide what they want in terms of recreation and parks, and not
what other people in other communities in Alberta have accepted.




PUBLIC INPUT INTO A REGIONAL RECREATION PLAN

One of the Review’s recommendations was to pursue Public Participation by:

Only by engaging the citizens broadly and the societies, clubs and organizations more narrowly would we be
able to build consensus amongst the “Community of communities” around recreation and parks program and
facility priorities. Engaging citizens throughout the Region within the “Community of communities” would meet
the County’s stated strategic goals #1, #4 and #5 and most importantly, provide a shared understanding of what
is important and valued.

To ensure the broadest opportunity for input, the public were provided three options for providing their
thoughts on a Regional Recreation Plan (RRP).

1. Community Input Sessions for community groups, agencies and municipal staff were hosted in four Flagstaff
municipalities during December 2010. A total of 97 individuals attended the four independently facilitated
Community Input Sessions.

2. An on-line questionnaire, available to all residents of the 11 Flagstaff region municipalities. A total of 177
individuals responded to the questionnaire.

3. In addition, written submissions were accepted at the input sessions, through town or village offices, by mail
and e-mail.

PURPOSE

This document is a combined summary of both the Regional Recreation Facilities and Program Review and the
Public Input Process. Its purpose is to check the recommendations that emerged from the Review against the
input received from the groups, societies, agencies, municipalities, individuals and other stakeholders who
contributed their views through the independently conducted Public Input Process. This will ensure that the
approach and recommendations reflected in the Flagstaff Regional Recreation Plan have a basis in fact and
accurately reflect the public interest. This in turn, will ensure that the Plan is logical, credible and relevant.

HOW TO READ THIS DOCUMENT

To respect what was heard from the public, this combined summary is grouped by theme as the themes were
identified through the public engagement process. For each, the relevant recommendation from the Review is
identified and explained. The corresponding input from the public is then examined to provide a complete
recounting of what emerged from both processes and to transparently demonstrate how the information
obtained was translated into a recommended approach, series of actions and decision-making tools in the

Regional Recreation Plan.




PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: LEADERSHIP AND COMMUNITY VIABILITY
REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Hire a Regional Recreation Liaison Coordinator

The Liaison Coordinator would:

e Forge municipal partnerships in the development of regional recreation programs and facilities that both address and
leverage service delivery innovation.

e Promote, coordinate and communicate the County and Regional Recreation and Parks Programs and the County’s
Facility Grant Program pursuant to the Service Delivery Model and Regional Plan.

e Coordinate and produce a Regional Recreation Program and Services Guide.

o Develop, negotiate, and coordinate agreements and services to guide delivery of Recreation and Parks programs,
facilities and services.

e Facilitate and develop teams for service and staff development investigating and implementing best practices
integration and consistency for indoor and outdoor services.

e Serve as a spokesperson to report County views through written and verbal presentations to partners and client
groups on issues relating to the provision of Regional Recreation and Parks services.

e Undertake research in the areas of volunteer and staff development and training that bring to staff and volunteers the
resources to carry out their work responsibilities to the best of their abilities and effectively enhance service
capabilities.

e Maintain liaison with partners and delivery agents operating throughout the County.

Rationale

The absence of full-time recreation and parks leadership along with the absence of a regional plan are the two most
significant reasons why there is unnecessary duplication in indoor and outdoor facilities and a lack of wide ranging
recreation programs that support leisure needs and healthy lifestyles. There are recreation facility managers and facility
operators but no overall leadership to coordinate and optimize the activities that are taking place.

It is unreasonable to expect the existing CAO’s to individually or collectively provide the daily recreation leadership that
would bring synergy to the current initiatives found in the Agriculture Societies, community associations, service, sports
and cultural based clubs and senior’s organizations.

Far too much time and energy is wasted by valuable volunteers “reinventing the wheel”. A full-time Regional Recreation
and Parks Liaison Coordinator would ensure that the existing effort is put towards doing the right thing — achievement of
the Regional Plan and assist in the economical and efficient allocation of resources — doing things the right way.




PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTIONS: In Support of Hiring a Regional Recreation Liaison Coordinator

Recreation and Community Viability

There was unanimous agreement that recreational opportunities make a significant contribution to the quality of life in all
of the Flagstaff communities. Recreational activities add character to the community, can provide economic benefits and
serve as incentives to people looking to move to the area. Participants expressed concern that the loss of accessible
recreational opportunities would inhibit the ability of the towns and villages to attract and retain residents, possibly
threatening the long-term viability of some.

Facility Development

Indoor and outdoor facility design needs to be creative in examining development strategies such as multi-use parks and
facilities, shared spaces (shared by time of day, day of week, season of year), innovative use of existing facilities, year-
round programming opportunities, partnerships with other service providers and other non-traditional options.

Facility Operations

The majority of facility operators indicated that the following issues were of the greatest concern to them.

e Recruiting and retaining employees is an ongoing problem for most facility operators in the region. This
problem is exacerbated by a number of factors, such as many young people choosing to reside in larger urban
centers.

e Volunteers are assuming a significant amount of the responsibility for the leadership, administration and
operations of the facilities and open spaces. Because of the commitment required, it is difficult to recruit new
volunteers and many of the current ones are suffering burn-out.

e Changes in equipment, technology and operating practices require employees to learn new skills. Finding
people with the skills and/or finding the necessary time to train staff and volunteers is proving to be a
challenge.

Programming of Recreational Activities

There is a need to ensure that programming reflects demand. The participants at the Community Input Sessions were
unsure how effective the Flagstaff region’s recreation organizations are at marketing their programs and getting their
message out to the greater community. Better communication between the groups and in running programs could
improve efficiencies by allowing for the sharing of ideas, skills, expenses and resources.

Volunteers

The same small group of volunteers was doing most of the work and assuming most of the responsibility. This over-
reliance on the same individuals is leading to burn-out. At the same time it is difficult to recruit new volunteers.

Only a few of the representatives indicated that their organization had a formal recruitment strategy for attracting and
retaining new volunteers.

Participants also indicated that it was difficult to recruit volunteers with specific skills.




Funding

Non-profit groups need assistance in identifying funding sources, developing funding strategies and preparing proposals
and grant applications. The groups often lack the time, knowledge and skills necessary to put together competitive
sponsorship packages and to effectively complete detailed grant submissions.

Opportunities for Collaboration

Enhanced communication between the providers of recreation facilities, programs and services will create opportunities
for the sharing of information, ideas and expertise.

This enhanced dialogue between the service providers could aid long-term planning, support complementary
programming of events, explore possible joint ventures and help avoid scheduling conflicts.

Program participation and recruitment of volunteers may be aided by a County-wide marketing and awareness campaign
that highlights the recreational opportunities available to residents within all 11 of the Flagstaff region’s municipalities.

Sharing the cost of hiring knowledgeable and experienced staff who could provide leadership and help guide and train
local staff and volunteers would seem to make sense. Expertise was also required in the areas of ice maintenance,
financial and grant management, and marketing.

General feedback regarding the need for a Regional Recreation Coordinator:

.. heed better coordination;

.. @ menu showing recreation opportunities;

.. help us to be more efficient;

.. a grants writer;

.. assistance with grant applications;

.. a regional recreation director;

.. a volunteer coordinator;

.. team up to hire a regional recreation director;

.. need to share and pass on knowledge and experience; and
.. need to coordinate communication amongst groups.




PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: LEADERSHIP AND COMMUNITY VIABILITY
REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Develop a Regional Recreation Plan

Flagstaff County Council approved the November 2009 report, Flagstaff Community of communities Recreation Programs
and Facilities Review and the key recommendation in it:

The review stated that a RRP is “an essential next step to addressing the recreational needs of the citizens of the
communities within the geographic boundaries of Flagstaff County and in so doing, enhancing their quality of life while
making better use of the resources available to provide recreational programs, facilities and services.”

A Regional Recreation Plan would:

e outline a transparent and consistent process for determining what indoor and outdoor facilities and programs are
required to meet regional recreation and parks needs for the “Community of communities”;

e assist in identifying what facilities and programs meet local neighborhood needs;

e outline the steps to be taken to better use existing human , physical and financial resources; and

e lay out how to enhance the quantity and quality of service delivery.

A RRP will be a valuable tool in helping decision-makers and operators to:

o develop a shared understanding of what recreation and parks program needs are to be met, when financial resources
will be required and how much;

e create a long-term capital and operating budget;

e foster a shared understanding of why and how funding decisions are made;

e achieve consensus around the greatest needs; and

e make wise use of land, people and dollars.

PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTION: In Support of Developing a Regional Recreation Plan

Facility Development

The over-riding message arising from the input on facility development was to use caution and plan carefully when
considering the development of new facilities. According to many participants at the input sessions, as well as those
providing comments as part of the on-line questionnaire, facilities in the Flagstaff area are “over-built and under-used”.

There was extensive discussion and input on how to address facility development and the following represent the
comments that were raised most frequently and garnered the greatest support.

e The Flagstaff area has some excellent buildings that are currently serving residents well. There are also some
existing buildings that, with some extra work, can provide the community with many more years of service. Given
the cost of constructing and operating facilities, there should be an emphasis on maintaining, re-vitalizing and/or
renovating what currently exists before time and money is expended on new buildings.




e Need discussion on when to choose between the options of maintain, renovate or re-build. Participants’ advice
was to look at recreational facilities from a “big picture” perspective.
By looking at the County as a whole, municipalities and groups would gain an understanding of similar services

offered in other facilities, current usage numbers in the area, facility needs that are not being met by others,
opportunities to share operational costs and other valuable information.

e  The participants made it clear that, due to the size of the County, a single massive building for each activity would
not work.

e A comprehensive and sustainable strategy for addressing short and long-term capital and operational
expenses/revenues should be required before making significant investment in existing or future facilities.
° Indoor and outdoor facility design needs to be creative in examining development strategies.

Facility Operations

The growing costs of facility operations were of concern, particularly for the volunteer group executives who attended the
Community Input Sessions. While funding for capital costs can be difficult to raise, those costs represent a one-time
investment. On the other hand, operating costs are annual, ever-increasing costs that are impacted by many variables,
including inflation, ageing infrastructure, fluctuations in utility rates, the climate, increases or decreases in user generated
revenues, availability of affordable labor and the willingness and/or ability of volunteers to assume operational
responsibilities.

Programming of Recreational Activities

There is a need to ensure that programming reflects demand. Program organizers need to find creative approaches to
attract participants or consider discontinuing the program.

Volunteers

For organizations to effectively offer programs and services in the future, they need “new blood” with new energy and
new ideas.

Funding

There needs to be an appropriate balance between the contributions to capital and operational expenses made by the
five major funding sources:
1. Province;
Flagstaff County;
Towns and Villages;
Recreation program users; and
Community groups.

LS COS

Opinions on what was an appropriate financial contribution from each source varied greatly.




Opportunities for Collaboration

Enhance communication between the providers of recreation facilities, programs and services. This enhanced dialogue
between the service providers could aid long-term planning,

Working collectively, the groups may be able to take on fundraising initiatives that might be unmanageable by a single

group.

Coordination of the Regional Recreation Plan

The RRP needs to consider recreation in the broadest sense.

The Regional Recreation Plan should guide and support those who deliver recreation services.

Local autonomy needs to be respected.

Elected politicians need to be well-informed and consulted as part of any regional planning.

The plan will need to examine options for ensuring appropriate regional input now and in the future.

General Feedback on the need for a Regional Recreation Plan (RRP)

... explore viability and sustainability;
... need a plan for organization and communication;
... regional coordination; and

PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: LEADERSHIP AND COMMUNITY VIABILITY
REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Coordinate Recreation Programming

Coordinate the delivery of recreation programs for all the citizens within the “Community of communities”, and market
and promote the programs with program guides delivered to all residences for the fall, winter, spring/summer seasons.
This will be a primary function for the Recreation Liaison Coordinator.

The development of a detailed Recreation Program Plan is the process by which programming emphasis can be
determined. Recreation programming is most significantly affected and driven by the age groupings within a region.

Rationale

The coordination of the marketing of all programs will provide ‘structure’ for exposing duplication and gaps in
programming and will provide citizens a one stop shopping catalogue for finding their programs of interest.

All delivery agents whether municipal, club, organization, volunteer or private should be included in the program guide.

The demographic mix within the County, Towns and Villages presents unique recreation program challenges.




The following summary assumes no one moves away — the reality is many do. Young adults leave for higher education and

jobs; seniors for different life styles. The University of Alberta report reviews this extensively.

e In 2006 there were 640 children nine years of age and under in the Towns and Villages and 710 between the ages
of 10 - 19. Seventy fewer children are following the teenage group preceding them.

e In the County there were 440 children nine years of age and under in 2006 and 625 between the ages of 10 - 19.
There are 185 fewer children coming into their teen years. In total there are 255 fewer children, nearly 20% fewer
children entering the 10 - 19 year old group than there was over the past decade. This reality is having a profound
effect on the ability to form children and teens sports teams; and as a result reduced use of arenas, ball diamonds,
bowling alleys and playgrounds.

e The other significant demographic reality is the emerging boom in those 60 years of age and older. Currently
there are 1465 people between the age of 40 — 59 in the Towns and Villages compared to 1375 over the age of 60.

e Inthe County there are 1205 people between the ages of 40 to 59 compared to 590 over the age of 60.

e In total there are 2670 people transitioning into the over 60 age group — compared to the 1965 people over 60
now. There will be 705 more people in the over 60 group; a 36% increase over the period 2006 — 2016.

e Theincrease in age group will occur in the 20 — 39 age group.

e Inthe Towns and Villages there are currently 1135 people aged 20 — 39 and 1350 following them in the 0 — 19 age
group, an increase of 215 people.

e Inthe County there are 635 people aged 20 — 39 followed by 1065 aged 0 — 19, an increase of 430 people.

e In total there will be 645 more people aged 20 — 39 over the next twenty years, a 36% increase in the number of

people than there are now aged 20 — 39.

These demographic realities have the potential to significantly impact the use of facilities and open space for middle-aged
adult programs, such as, ball, men’s hockey, mixed curling and hall rentals for social events.

There is also a significant link to the creation of economic development and social infrastructure if the County, Towns and
Villages want to sustain recreation and parks programs and facilities.

PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTION: In Support of Coordinating Recreation and Programming

Recreation and Community Viability

Access to recreation opportunities, either in the form of facilities and/or programs, applies to both the towns and the
villages.

Facility Development

Year-round programming opportunities, partnerships with other service providers and other non-traditional options

should be considered.




Programming of Recreational Activities

There is a need to ensure that programming reflects demand. Sometimes historical programs are maintained even
though the numbers of registrants do not warrant the time, effort and cost of operating the program. When participation
numbers are too low, program organizers need to find creative approaches to attract participants or consider
discontinuing the program.

Most programs are open to, and sometimes dependent on, registration by residents living in other areas of the County.
The participants at the Community Input Sessions were unsure how effective the Flagstaff region’s recreation
organizations are at marketing their programs and getting their message out to the greater community. There was a
feeling that better exposure of the recreational opportunities would lead to greater numbers of people getting involved.

Many clubs and organizations are running programs, and may be struggling in some areas of operations while achieving
high levels of success in others. Better communication between the groups could improve efficiencies by allowing for the
sharing of ideas, skills, expenses and resources.

Opportunities for Collaboration

There was agreement by the participants that some aspects of recreation are best provided at the local level, while other
aspects may benefit from the municipalities and volunteer groups working together, on a regional basis. The following key
ideas for potential regional collaboration emerged.

e Enhanced communication between the providers of programs.

e Program participation may be aided by a County-wide marketing and awareness campaign that highlights the
recreational opportunities available to residents within all 11 municipalities.

e Joint programming by similar organizations may create sufficient participation to warrant the delivery of programs
that might otherwise be too costly to run.

e Share recreation program staff on a regional or sub-regional level.

General Feedback on Coordinating Recreation Programs:

...with declining population we need to combine participants from the whole region to field teams;
...need better coordination of programs and events;
...need to recognize we are competing with recreation programs offered in Camrose and Wainwright;

...agree on uniform fees in the region; and




PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: VOLUNTEERISM AND RECREATION NOT-FOR-PROFIT
ORGANIZATIONS

REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Prepare a policy statement regarding volunteers and not-for-profit associations that
includes:

e recognition of the importance of volunteers, the role they play in recreation and parks, and the benefits that
result from volunteers; and
e professional support to the community volunteer ‘groups’ through actions such as:
O advice regarding management issues;
information;
leadership development;
support in liaison with other government recreation and cultural services (provincial Agriculture
Societies programs);
support in developing community involvement;
publicity advice;
assistance in obtaining qualified leaders;
assistance in developing program evaluation procedures;
a volunteer development program consisting of:
e Recruitment;
e Placement of volunteers;
e Orientation for volunteers;
e Methods to encourage volunteer initiative;
e Recognition of volunteers; and
e Personal development of volunteers;
the establishment of administrative understanding and procedures that are tailored to the level of
development/cost of the initiative being undertaken by the volunteer; and
0 collaboration with other departments and agencies that utilize volunteers.
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Risk

In these situations the municipalities encounter risk in terms of allocating substantial amounts of public funds for local
association purposes. The risk is the security of the expenditure in terms of benefits to the residents and long-term impact
on the municipality’s tax base.

Special Notes

This recommendation should be read in light of the amount of volunteerism and not-for-profit involvement now occurring
in the region. It should also be read in conjunction with the section on ‘Delivery System’ as the volunteer sector is one

agent of service delivery.

There is an extensive body of active, committed and informed volunteers who provide much of the life-blood of

community recreation throughout the region.




This recommendation is seen by the consultants as one means of diversifying the financial resources of the local
governments.

It is based on the professional experience of the consultants and the current literature and activities regarding volunteers
and not-for-profits.

Volunteers and not-for-profit associations are one of the prime agents for the delivery of recreation services throughout
Alberta.

Rationale

The strength of the existing facility and recreation program delivery system is volunteers.

Weaknesses are often strengths overdone. The over dependency on volunteers, the varied recognition they receive , the
age of the majority of volunteers, the lack of volunteer development and training and the nature of employment for
working adults all negatively impact the sustainability of volunteerism going forward.

The condition of many of the open spaces and indoor facilities pose a risk to the safety of users. In the absence of any
knowledge or experience to the contrary, volunteers are limited in the wisdom they can bring to these issues.

The Regional Recreation Plan should use the “Service Delivery Model” as the foundation for balancing the role of
government (federal, provincial, municipal), volunteers and not-for-profit agencies and the private sector in the
development, delivery and operation of recreation and parks, facilities, programs and services.

PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTION: In Support of Defining the Role and Support for Volunteers and Not-for-Profit
Organizations

It is evident from the discussions at the Community Input Sessions that there is a deep respect for the personal
commitment made by volunteers in all organizations and at all levels of an organization. Individual community
champions, working with groups of dedicated volunteers, were often portrayed as the single biggest reason for the
development of the facilities and the existence of the programs.

Residents recognized and valued the contribution of the volunteers, and most organizations and municipalities have
programs in place to publicly acknowledge their work.

Several specific concerns were consistently raised at the Community Input Sessions.

e The same small group of volunteers was doing most of the work and assuming most of the responsibility. This
applied both to the amount of work by an individual volunteer for a single organization and the number of
organizations that he or she volunteered for. This over-reliance on the same individuals is leading to burn-out.

e Participants also indicated that it was difficult to recruit volunteers with some specific skills.

e The changes in equipment and technology were making it hard to find volunteers who were knowledgeable
about the operating requirements of arenas. Training was an option but required an even greater commitment
by volunteers.




General Feedback on Volunteers and Not-for-profit Organizations:

Dependence on Volunteers

e Right now there is too much reliance on volunteers - our local skating club closed because none of the
involved parents wished to run it. It would help to have more involvement from a recreation director and
fewer hours required of volunteers.

e Many organizations are largely dependent on the work of volunteers to survive which makes them very
vulnerable. Give more thought to the demographic of the residents and support recreation with that in
mind.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: DELIVERY APPROACH

REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Implement a service Delivery Approach

There are certain issues in the recreation and parks field that seem to emerge in a cyclical pattern. Selection of one or
several of the various methods of meeting recreation and parks requirements is one such issue. The issue is complex and
very much intertwined with the values and the economic conditions of the day. Personal and community priorities of the
residents of the Flagstaff region are influenced by historical, social and economic conditions, and more particularly, the
amount of disposable income and security they have. Therefore, as income and security are threatened, they tend to
reassess their priorities and trade-offs. It is from these vantage points that the method of delivering recreation and parks
services should be viewed.

Of importance in this context is the role of municipal governments in the provision of recreation and parks opportunities.
The basic role of the municipality is to ensure the availability of a range of recreation opportunities for individuals and
groups consistent with available community resources.

As we all know, volunteers, not-for-profit agencies and the private sector have been involved in the provision of
recreation and parks services at the local level for a long time. Examples include Agriculture Societies, community-based
leagues, sports organizations, fitness centres, golf courses, and horse riding centres.

To be able to determine a municipality’s role in the delivery of recreation and parks services demands an approach that
objectively considers a wide range of variables in a structured, consistent, transparent and well-understood manner is
required. At the outset the need for a simple model (or process) and associated evaluative criteria is called for. The model
and criteria should allow for the variability across the County with the Towns and Villages and among the various
recreation and parks service deliverers.

Appendix A outlines the Service Delivery Methodology.




PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTIONS: In Support of a Service Delivery Methodology

Facility Operations

The growing costs of facility operations were of concern, particularly for the volunteer group executives who attended the
Community Input Sessions. While funding for capital costs can be difficult to obtain, those costs represent a one-time
investment. On the other hand, operating costs are annual, ever-increasing costs that are impacted by many variables,
including inflation, ageing infrastructure, fluctuations in utility rates, the climate, increases or decreases in user generated
revenues, availability of affordable labour and the willingness and/or ability of volunteers to assume operational

responsibilities.

There is a struggle between the desire to keep user fees lower (which helps make programs affordable for community
members) and the need to charge high enough fees to help offset operational costs.

Opportunities for Collaboration

There was agreement by the participants that some aspects of recreation are best provided at the local level, while other
aspects may benefit from the municipalities and volunteer groups working together, on a regional basis.

General Feedback on a need for a Service Delivery Model:

Regionalization, working together.

We need to work together to maximize the use of capital assets and increase the number of user groups to sustain
operation of facilities. The old paradigm of one user group in one facility is no longer sustainable with all the regulations
that have to be met.

e Communities need to share;

e Encourage centralization;

e Regionalize facilities;

e Team up to maximize services available;
e Reduce duplication of facilities;

e Pool our resources; and

e Combine facilities.

See the section on “Regionalization, working together” on pages 18 and 19 of the Comments from the Public Consultation

for a detailed list of ideas that can be addressed with a Service Delivery Model approach.




PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: DELIVERY APPROACH

REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Revise the Flagstaff County Recreation & Parks Programs & Facility Grants Program and
coordinate the submissions for provincial grants on a regional basis.

The existing grant program is appreciated and understood by the Towns and Villages. The level of support for how fair the
program is varies amongst the municipalities.

The current grant program criteria that must be met appear to be arbitrary. There is no benchmark to measure the
‘degree’ to which a project must meet the criteria. Other than follow up to verify the money granted was spent on the
approved project, there is no review of the extent to which the ‘benefits’ were realized and/or whether there were
improvements to operational viability.

Very few people are aware of the County’s contribution to a park, program or facility due to the lack of promotion and
marketing of the program and the apparent absence of any on-site recognition of the County.

The grant programs of Alberta Agriculture, Municipal Affairs, Alberta Tourism, Parks and Recreation, and Alberta Culture
& Community Spirit contribute significant dollars to recreation facilities and program delivery throughout the region.

Rationale

There is little social or economic value in continuing to fund capital projects which have little value in terms of use and/or
granting operating dollars for programs with low participation rates. Future funding should be tied to projects and
programs that meet the recommendations in the “Community of communities” Regional Recreation Plan and the revised
criteria in the Service Delivery Provision Process evaluation guidelines.

The sum of all the recommendations requires coordinated action to enhance the value for money spent on recreation,
parks, programs and facilities.

The sum of provincial monies from the grant programs is significant for capital projects and annual programs. Some
provincial grant programs can only be accessed by Agriculture Societies and registered Societies. Their continued
existence, nurturing and support is critical to ensuring the flow of provincial dollars that would otherwise not be available.
Leveraging these dollars should be part of a new County Grant Program.

All provincial grant programs have been reduced. The competition for funding is extreme. Those who can best
demonstrate a well thought-out region-wide approach will be the most likely to receive grant dollars.
PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTION: In Support of Revising County Grants and Coordinating Provincial Grants

There was no shortage of comments on the topic of funding. This issue was raised by the participants at the Community
Input Sessions, by the respondents to the on-line questionnaire and in the submissions. The executive members attending

the Community Input Sessions made a point of indicating that effective long-term planning requires sustainable, long-
term funding.




The following are the key comments related to funding:

e There needs to be an appropriate balance between the contributions to capital and operational expenses made
by the five major funding sources:

Province - through recreation, facility and community development grants;

Flagstaff County - through regional grants and services;

Towns and Villages - by local grants and assuming operational costs for some facilities, programs and services;

Recreation program users - through fees and charges for facilities, programs and services; and

Community groups — through fundraising and contributions of gifts-in-kind (volunteer labour, materials and

services).

SURERE

Opinions on what was an appropriate financial contribution from each source varied greatly.

There is a general awareness that Flagstaff County contributes funds to support regional recreation. What appears to be
lacking, however, is an understanding of the funding formula, the total amount of financial support provided by the
County, how that amount is determined and on what basis the money is allocated.

The participants at the Community Input Sessions would like the County to review (1) the current funding formula, (2) the
formula used in the past, and (3) alternative funding formulas used by other municipalities, and discuss the options with
the volunteer groups, towns and villages.

Non-profit groups need assistance in identifying funding sources, developing funding strategies and preparing proposals
and grant applications. The groups often lack the time, knowledge and skills necessary to put together competitive
sponsorship packages and to effectively complete detailed grant submissions.

Many community groups have come to rely on casino revenues as a source of income. There needs to be an examination
of alternative funding sources.

General Comments:

e Come to a consensus on our recreation services;

e Develop business plans for each recreation facility;

e Tax residents equally;

e C(Clarify County’s role;

e Provide a service to help stakeholders receive provincial funding and grants;
e Distribute funding fairly/regionally; and

e Help with operating costs.

See the section “Funding” on pages 21 and 22 and “Distribute funding fairly/regionally” on page 22 and 23 of the
Comments from the Public Consultation Report for a list of ideas and concerns that can be addressed with revised County

Recreation Grants Program.




PUBLIC CONSULTATION THEME: PARTNERSHIPS AND OPPORTUNTIES FOR COLLABORATION

REVIEW RECOMMENDATION: Develop Partnerships

The University of Alberta City-Region Study Centre Urban-Rural Interdependencies: Flagstaff Pilot Project Report, Chapter
5, page 20 — 34 and Appendix 4 is the most worthy reference to understanding the importance of partnerships, their
history and their relevance in moving forward to a fiscally, socially and environmentally sustainable region.

Highlights of the University of Alberta report pertinent to recreation programs and facilities are:
Willingness to Partner to Achieve Community Well-being

The vast majority of those interviewed and surveyed agree that joining together with others is an excellent way to
improve the well-being of their municipality, community, or business. Respondents see value in partnering on the local
level to achieve long-term goals that would benefit them both locally and regionally. Partnering with other groups, for
example, can eliminate overlapping projects and initiatives, and thus cut costs by sharing the financial burden with others
who are offering the same level of service to their communities. However, identifying with the region instead of solely
with the local community means adding to traditional allegiances. These allegiances have taken shape over generations
among people who worked together on farms and in businesses, socialized at dances and over coffee, and rooted for
teams in hockey arenas and on baseball diamonds.

But while modifying this culture of local loyalties to include regional ones can be challenging and time-consuming, this is
generally seen by respondents as the way to go in order to improve the prosperity and stability of the Flagstaff
Community of communities.

PUBLIC INPUT CONTRIBUTION: In Support of Partnerships

Opportunities for Collaboration

There was agreement by the participants that some aspects of recreation are best provided at the local level, while other
aspects may benefit from the municipalities and volunteer groups working together, on a regional basis. The following key
ideas for potential regional collaboration emerged.

e Enhanced communication between the providers of recreation facilities, programs and services will create
opportunities for the sharing of information, ideas and expertise. This would include municipalities meeting and
talking with other municipalities, municipalities meeting and talking with volunteer groups, and volunteer groups
meeting and talking with other volunteer groups. Among other things, this enhanced dialogue between the
service providers could aid long-term planning, support complementary programming of events, explore possible
joint ventures and help avoid scheduling conflicts.

e Program participation and recruitment of volunteers may be aided by a County-wide marketing and awareness
campaign that highlights the recreational opportunities available to residents within all 11 municipalities.

e Joint programming by similar organizations may create sufficient participation to warrant the delivery of
programs that might otherwise be too costly to run.




e Organizations or municipalities could share the cost of hiring knowledgeable and experienced staff who could

provide leadership and help guide and train local staff and volunteers. Participants attending the Community
Input Sessions suggested that expertise was required in the areas of ice maintenance, financial and grant

management, and marketing. A few suggested sharing recreation staff on a regional or sub-regional level.

e Working collectively, the groups may be able to take on fundraising initiatives that might be unmanageable by a
single group. One suggestion was to host a regional special event headlining a big name performer. Another
suggestion was to purchase a portable food kiosk that could travel from event to event around the County and

raise money to offset operational costs.

See the section on “Regionalization, working together” on pages 18 and 19 of the Comments from the Public Consultation
for a list of ideas that can be addressed with a Service Delivery Model approach with a partnership approach to delivering

recreation.




APPENDIX D

Flagstaff Community of communities
Regional Recreation Plan

Implementation Schedule

Recommendation Action Timeline Lead Role Supporting Comments

Priority Role
Rating
H-high
M-medium

L-low
- |

Strategic Objective — Collaborative Leadership

Collaborate on Regional Services and M Q3/2011- | Recreation | Towns/Villages CAQ’s
Decision-Making Q4/2012 Coordinator | Not-for-Profit
Employ a Regional Recreation Coordinator H Q2/2011 - | Flagstaff
Q3/2011 CAO
Address changing recreation patterns M Q1/2012 - | Recreation | Town/Villages CAO’s
Q4/2013 Coordinator | Recreation Staff
Enhance regional capacity for values-based M Q2/2012 - | Recreation
community volunteer development Q4/2013 Coordinator

Strategic Objective — Advance our collective Quality of Life in the Community of communities

Become an ACE Community of H Q4/2011 - | Recreation | Towns/Villages/

communities Q4/2012 Coordinator | County CAQ’s
Councils

Implement new programs targeted for each M Q2/2011 - | Recreation | All delivery

age group that meets a wide range of ongoing Coordinator | organizations

abilities and interests

Rebuild and unite the region’s community M Q3/2012- | Recreation | All sport

sport system Q2/2014 Coordinator | organizations

Strategic Objective — Community Building

Implement a Service Delivery Model H Q4/2011 Recreation Effective
Coordinator January 1, 2012

Adopt an Excellence in Recreation and L Q3/2012 — | Recreation

Parks philosophy ongoing Coordinator

Complete an Infrastructure Renewal and H Q4/2011 — | Recreation | Towns/Villages

Development Plan Q4/2012 Coordinator

Revise the Flagstaff County Recreation and H Q4/2011 Recreation Effective

Parks Grant Program Coordinator January 1, 2012

Coordinate the submissions for Provincial H Ongoing Recreation | Towns/Villages

grants on a required basis Coordinator
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Background

Flagstaff County believes that the basic role of a municipality, as it pertains to recreation, is to ensure
the availability of a range of recreational opportunities for individuals and groups that are consistent
with available community resources'. The Flagstaff Region has been stretched thin with the number of
facilities competing for patrons and dollars and the future forecast predicts the situation to worsen
unless change is planned and embraced in current times.

In the 2009 Recreation Programs and Facilities Review
prepared by Beacon For Change Inc, the
recommendation was made for Flagstaff County to
develop a Recreation, Parks Program and Facility
Master Plan for the region. On June 13", 2012
Flagstaff County Council passed a motion to produce a
Facility Master Plan to outline long-term direction of
what indoor and outdoor facilities are required to
meet regional recreation and parks needs for the
“Community of communities” and what facilities meet
local neighborhood needs.

This Facility Master Plan will determine the facility needs of the region, select the facilities which will be
most beneficial to the region into the future, and determine funding priority for the selected facilities.
The plan should be read in the context of developing a Regional recreation delivery system within
Flagstaff County.

Regionalization

Although it is challenging to define Regionalization for recreational purposes since it can take more than
one form, it is important to reach a conclusion on what the basic attributes of a Regional facility or
program are. By defining Regionalization, Flagstaff County will be better prepared to fulfill the role of
partner in a number of future recreational ventures.

A Regional facility or program is one that exhibits Regional cooperation — that is the operation, financial
responsibilities, and general use are shared by the Region in one way or the other (the Region being
Flagstaff County or parts thereof). There must be more to the definition than this however, since as an
example facility A could be supported by one group of people whereas facility B, identical and 10
minutes down the road, might be supported by a different group. In such a case, neither facility can be
considered Regional.

The missing ingredient is that the facility or program needs to adequately meet the needs of the Region
but not exceed the needs. A facility that is not well-maintained, too small, or inhibits participation for
other reasons would not be a proper Regional facility. Conversely, having 3 facilities that are redundant
and not maximized would also not meet the definition of Regional.



Recreational Regionalization — meeting but not exceeding the needs of the Region through facilities
and programs supported jointly by the Region

Using this definition, it can be determined that in some cases Regional may mean one facility or
program, but in other circumstances it may very well be more than one. Regardless, the facility or
program must meet the standard that the residents expect of something that is Regional.

There are other considerations that should be taken into account when planning Regionalization.

Accessibility - Although this may not always be the case, Regional facilities and programs are best placed
in a centralized location. The population density is highest in the Sedgewick-Killam area and since they
are also the most central communities, it makes sense that a high percentage of Regionalization will
occur here.

Quality Standard- Users have high expectations and therefore the standard of a Regional facility or
program must be high. Proper and thorough maintenance must be a high priority in Regional facilities
and Regional programming must have equally high standards in its design and delivery.

Economical Efficiency- Regional facilities and programs should be operated in the most economically
efficient manner possible

The Flagstaff Region has a lengthy history and over time the infrastructure has developed into what we
see today. When planning for the future we must work within the framework of what we currently
have, however all future decisions must be made putting Regional goals at the forefront. Using 2012 as
a starting point, it is necessary to identify Regional facilities at the outset in order to further move down
the path towards Regionalization.

Modes of Delivery

As mentioned, one way to deliver Regionalization is by providing services in a central location. This
concept of centralization makes recreation more accessible to the Region as a whole, cutting down on
the distance that residents in the furthest reaches of the Region must travel, while also locating the
activities where the most people are. The current trend in recreation is to centralize facilities
(clustering) which is the reason in larger centers we see multiple icepads, pools, and a fieldhouse all in
the same complex. This not only makes the facility more accessible, but also offers cost savings and
even more importantly creates increased spontaneous use due to convenience".

The other delivery method is that of specialization. This entails locating a facility or program in a
community that may or may not be central to the Region. The reason would be that the facility or
program would be a good ‘fit’ for that particular community and the community could specialize by
surrounding that facility or program with other services or businesses that integrate with the concept.



An example would be a community offering an indoor shooting range. The community could maximize
use of the facility by adapting the facility to different uses during the week- for example rifle, pistol, and
archery. Paintball, laser-tag, and skeet shooting could be other activities that fit in with the concept and
offered by the community. Potential for private business could

ensue as a gun shop may be popular. Other profitable ventures

could open up such as gun rental (offering historical or specialty

guns and ammunition), gun storage, instruction, and providing

firearm safety training courses. An offshoot of this could mean an

area that becomes convenient and popular with hunters and offers

hunting packages which in turn may result in the need for bed and

breakfasts to shelter them.

Although a riding program has recently started up within the Region, the long term placement of the
program seems uncertain. A community that would commit to this concept by establishing an indoor
arena could lease horses and provide boarding, training, and grooming. Horse supplies would be in
demand as well as perhaps western wear providing opportunities for private business. Riding lessons
could be another profitable venture and outdoor riding trails would be a natural extension.

Flagstaff is not a new community and thus not a blank canvas. Therefore, any planning undertaken must
consider what we currently have as well as the location it is in. This will have a major impact on how
Regionalization develops and the result is that both centralization and specialization should currently be
pursued to varying degrees.

Regional Integration

When planning for future recreational capital projects within Flagstaff County, a more integrated
approach is required to ensure that Regionalization is achieved.

Facilities across Alberta are reaching the end of their life-cycle creating an infrastructure gap where
modern needs are not being met". A common reaction if a facility is so far gone that it can no longer be
useful or is too costly to continue operating is to rebuild the same facility, but newer. This approach
fails to take into consideration lifestyle changes over the past 40 years, recreational trends that may be
on the horizon, and changes in population or demographics. It also fails to take into consideration the

climate of the Region, and how the facility fits in with what neighbors already offer.

Projects that seek to partner with Flagstaff County must consider the full range of development in
surrounding communities to avoid duplication, maximize recreation dollars, and amplify opportunity.
Regionalization is a never-ending process and the idea of Regional Integration is crucial to its successful
development.



Community Profile

Flagstaff County, also known as the “Community of communities”, is
located in east central Alberta and encompasses 4,065 square
kilometers. Within the municipal boundary are 4 towns and 6 villages.
Of these 10 communities, five have a population of over 600. Unlike
many counties, Flagstaff has no single dominant community and
populations of the 10 municipalities range from under 200 to just
below 1000.

Geography is an important aspect of the Region in regards to

recreation. The maximum driving distance of any of the 10
communities to their closest neighboring community is 12 minutes. Meanwhile, the driving distance
from the furthest borders of the region to the center of the County is under 45 minutes. These
distances are important as they demonstrate a hidden strength of the Region- that is the potential to
consider the Region as one community. Within this paradigm, the concept of a “Community of
communities” becomes relevant and opportunities for shared recreational pursuits become the norm.

Population Decline

Flagstaff County, as well as most of the

communities within, has undergone a

significant decrease in population for the

past number of years. According to the

2011 census”, the County on its own

recorded a population of 3244. This was a

7.5% decrease from 2006 when the

population sat at 3506. Between 2001 and

2006 the outward migration was even more

pronounced with a 12.7% decline. Since

1996 when the County had a population of

4015 to today, the population has dropped

by more than 19%. Projecting a 7.5%

decrease each census into the future

shows that in 15 years Flagstaff County’s Figure 1- Flagstaff County Communities
population may dwindle to just over 2500.

As a Region, the results are similar. As of 2011, there are 8265 residents living in the Region. This is
down from 8803 in 2006, a 6%+ decrease. In 1981, the Region had almost 10,000 residents but has seen
a 17%+ drop in that time. If the population continues to decrease by 6% per census, in 15 years the
Region could have a population of 7300.
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Facilities

It is well known that Canada is suffering from an infrastructure deficit. A TD Economics report from
2004 determined the national infrastructure deficit to be $125 billion. The estimated recreation
infrastructure deficit is thought to represent approximately 3 percent of this number ($3.75 B)". From a
2002 survey of 40 Alberta facilities, the Alberta Recreation and Parks Association estimated that the
provincial cost to repair facilities throughout the province in critical, poor, or average condition to be
$272 million".

The Flagstaff Region has an overabundance of recreational
facilities. Not having one large centre take responsibility
for the bulk of the major facility needs has resulted in all
communities having some sort of recreation facility, with
many having facilities that provide an identical service to
those offered in other nearby communities. The result is
extreme duplication with facilities not being used
maximally and suffering losses that must be covered by
tax payer dollars.

To fully understand the current climate in regards to
recreation facilities within the region, we need to take a look at the age and condition of the facilities.
This will be another factor in developing a future plan regarding which facilities best serve the Region
long-term. To further refine this plan, it must be determined what the correct number of facilities for
our Region should be depending on potential usage. Finally it must be decided how to prioritize these
facilities since funding is always limited.

Facility Life Cycle Stages

To reach an understanding of the state of facilities in our Region we can refer to the accepted Facility
Life Cycle Stages"". Both the ARPA (Alberta Recreation and Parks Association) and BCRPA (British
Columbia Recreation and Parks Association) have adopted the system of assigning a number to a facility
based on how many future years of expected life it may have. Five stages have been identified:

Stage 1 — Planning (pre-construction)

During Stage 1, a facility is in the planning and /or construction phase. Once a facility has been opened to
the public it is no longer in Stage 1. During this stage there are typically no maintenance or capital
improvement funds required.

Stage 2 —1 to 14 years old

Stage 2 facilities are between one and fourteen years old. During this period, standard operating and
maintenance budgets are typically adequate to operate the facility.



Stage 3 — 15 to 24 years old

Stage 3 facilities are between fifteen and twenty-four years old. It is during this stage that standard
operating and maintenance budgets may not be adequate to address the major refurbishment or
replacement of building elements that have deteriorated. The ability of facility operators to fund these
additional expenditures can have a significant impact on the future lifespan of the facility.

Stage 4 — 25 to 34 years old

Stage 4 facilities are between twenty-five and thirty-four years old. During this stage, many of the facilities
major components will require replacement. In addition to standard operating and maintenance budgets,
significant capital improvements may be required to extend the life of the facility.

Stage 5 — 35 years old and older

Stage 5 facilities are older than thirty-five years old. During this stage, facilities typically become more
costly to operate and maintain. As well, large scale rehabilitation or replacement may be required in order
to continue to serve the community.

It is noted that these are only guidelines since a number of factors may affect a facility’s actual condition
including quality of construction, maintenance performed, and renovations.

Facility Development Standards

Development Standards aim to determine the level of facility development required based on size or
population of a given area. Although each community is unique, comparative research shows that
standards such as these can aid in planning development.

In a Recreation Facilities Needs Assessment prepared for the City of Yellowknife in 2006, several
standards were identified"" which will be referred to throughout this paper. We can use these
standards as a starting point in order to get a grasp of what our Region requires, however ultimately this
determination needs to be addressed through real use.

Facility Requirement

Arenas 1 per 4000 population
Curling Rink 1 sheet per 2000 population
Swimming Pool 1 per 15000 population
Performing Arts Building 1 seat per 80 people
Baseball 1 per 2000 population
Soccer 1 per 2000 population
Football/rugby 1 per 5000 population
Tennis Courts 1 court per 5000 population
Outdoor Rinks 1 per 5000 population
Skateboard Facility 1 per 15000 population
Water Park 1 per 10000 population
BMX Track 1 per 15000
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Service Level Categorization

Within the Regional Recreation Grant, Flagstaff County is presented with a broad range of community
initiated projects to partner with. Categorizing facilities based on service level can help determine
responsibilities and priority. Using the City of Edmonton’s Recreation Facility Master Plan — 2005-2015
as a guide, four types of facilities can be identified™.

Type | — Region-wide Facilities

Region-wide facilities are those that are usually large-scope projects that serve and require the
support of the entire Region in order to be feasible. Due to population and expense these
facilities are never duplicated within the Region and hence there is only one. Examples of
current Region-wide facilities are the Valley Ski Hill and the Flagstaff Regional Aquatic Centre.

Type Il = Specialty Facilities

Specialty facilities serve targeted activities and usually involve large capital expenditures. They
differ from Type | in that there may be one or even a few of a particular type of facility
depending on market demand. Examples of specialty facilities include arenas, curling rinks,
bowling alleys, tennis courts, performing arts facilities, and some fields such as football or a
track and field facility.

Type Il — District Facilities

District Facilities have high market demand, are
usually less costly and serve a smaller geographical
area immediately around a community or
communities. Ball diamonds, soccer fields, and
community halls can be considered district facilities.

Type IV = Local Facilities

Local facilities have high local demand and respond to local needs. Typically they are used by
town/village residents with County use being minimal. Local facilities include walking trails,
playgrounds and small parks, and outdoor skate parks.

It is important to note that a facility type or individual facility can become re-categorized. An example is
halls, which currently are described as district facilities, but in the future due to population decline or
generational shifts could move into the specialty category. As well, the size of the project could result in
the facility not being categorized with similar types. For example a large, modern fitness centre
designed to meet the needs of the Region could be assigned as a Region-wide facility, whereas a smaller
fitness centre only used by a small portion of a community would be type IV (local).
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The above continuum is also helpful in prioritizing County responsibilities. Type | facilities should be
given top priority and the highest level of funding while Type IV should receive minimal funding, if any.
Type | and Il facilities can be considered Regional and require shared responsibility among the Region’s
municipalities. Just as Flagstaff County is a partner in these facilities, so too are neighboring
communities whose residents make use of them. Agreements should be developed among appropriate

municipalities supporting the Regional facilities to an adequate level. This shared responsibility may

include residents of the Region which would include residents of multiple municipalities sitting on

facility boards and having a say in operations and future planning.

Region-wide

Specialty

District

Local

Service Level/Population
Geographical Service
Area

General Characteristics

Acceptable Travel Time
Examples

8200+

= Large in scope

= Require support of
entire Region

= Not duplicated

Over 30 minutes

Ski hill

Indoor Swimming Pool
Indoor Fieldhouse

4000 to 8200+

= Serve targeted activities

= May be one or more

= Usually large capital
expenditures

Over 20 minutes
Arenas

Curling Rinks

Bowling Alleys

Tennis Courts
Performing Arts Centre
Riding Arena

Football field

Track and Field grounds

2000 to 3000

= High market demand
= Usually lower capital
and operational costs
= Serves immediate area
around community
10-20 minutes
Outdoor ball diamonds
Outdoor soccer fields
Community Halls
Libraries

Under 1000

=High local demand
=Respond to local needs
=County use minimal

5-10 minutes
Playgrounds
Walking trails
Skate Parks

Note on Specialty Facilities: Primary vs Secondary

As a whole, Specialty Facilities compose the largest portion of required funding within the County. The

transformation towards Regionalization is made difficult due to inheriting infrastructure which was not

built with a Regional framework in mind. The result is a number of almost identical facilities, some in

top condition, that are able to serve our Community.

In some cases a single facility of a certain type is all that is required in the Region considering population

or participation standards. Despite this, more than one facility may be deemed regional if the following

scenario exists:

1) The 2™ facility is already built and used
2) The 2 facility is in good condition, and

3) The 2™ facility is in a geographical position where it is more convenient for a significant portion

of the Regional population to make use of that facility rather than use the Primary facility

In such circumstances, this 2™ facility will be assigned as Secondary, with the 1% facility selected as

Primary. Secondary facilities may be supported by the County through programming funding, however
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capital improvements or direct operational support shall be at a lower priority than other Regional
facilities. This ensures that the County has a fully supported Primary facility, as well as the luxury of an
additional facility contributing to the convenience of recreation in the area and that will operate into the
future only with adequate use.

Facility Strategies

The City of Edmonton identified four strategies to be used when responding to facility development
needs as they enter different life-cycle stages. The options are to maintain, replace, enhance, or remove
the facility (City of Edmonton, p. 32).

Maintain

Defined as maintenance programs used to
extend the useful life of a recreational
facility or the assets it contains, ranging
from routine preventative maintenance up
to major rehabilitation initiatives. For
example, this could include servicing the
heating system, to purchasing new nets, to
installing a new roof membrane.

Replace

Defined as the substantial removal of a
recreational facility, for the purposes of Figure 2 - Recreational Facility Life Cycle Diagram
building a brand new one within the same geographic area. For example, this could include tearing

down a single pad arena and building a new twin pad arena in its place.

Enhance
Defined as substantially changing the primary uses and/or operator of a recreational facility. For
example, this could include converting meeting room space into a new fitness area.

Remove
Defined as removing an entire facility to allow for other complimentary uses. For example, this could
include removing a pool facility and building a community park in its place.

Acknowledging the above, the City of Edmonton has developed Facility Review Triggers which identify
when a comprehensive facility assessment review process may be initiated (City of Edmonton, p.33).
Flagstaff County should develop its own triggers and assessment tools to aid in decision-making
regarding Regional facilities.
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Facility Analysis
A) Region-Wide and Specialty Facilities
Valley Ski Hill

Although the Ski Hill is not within County Borders it is the only hill in the Region and attracts a large
number of users from Flagstaff County. It attracts large participation numbers proven by selling over
400 memberships in an average ski season. The hill supports two Nancy Green clubs and employs 13 ski
school instructors. The ski hill has survived due to an enormous amount of volunteer hours put towards
preparing the hill for each season. Due to the scope of the ski hill as a recreational pursuit, the large
numbers it draws, and the fact that it is the only such facility in the Region, the continuation of Valley Ski
Hill and its programs should be a top priority for Flagstaff County.

Swimming Pools
There are two swimming pools within the County, both an indoor and outdoor.

The Flagstaff Regional Aquatic Centre (FRAC) in Killam is an indoor 5-lane salt-water pool with zero-
depth entry. It has a deep-end depth of 9 feet and length of 25 meters. The capacity of the pool is 175
and it is open year round. The pool was built in 1973 making it Stage 5 and has had extensive
renovations including HVAC and lighting in 2010.

Forestburg Swimming Pool is a 5-lane outdoor pool. It too has zero-depth entry and a 10 % foot
maximum depth. The pool is also 25 meters long and has the same capacity as the pool in Killam. It is
open from late May through to September. The pool is nearing the end of Stage 2 since it was built in
2000.

In the ARPA’s 2006 survey (Roma, p.2), only a single indoor pool
was surveyed and it was only able to produce a 49% recovery
on operations resulting in a recorded deficit of $524,916.
Meanwhile outdoor pools recovered 57% of their expenditures
and on average lost $27,996. These numbers demonstrate that
aquatic centres require a considerably higher subsidy in
operations than other facilities.

Unlike arenas, pools are much more likely to be used by the
senior population. The split between youth and adults is more
comparable with 41%-53% being youth and 39%-46% adults (Roma, p.6). As Flagstaff’s population ages
the importance of an accessible indoor pool will increase.

In the 2009 Flagstaff County Recreation and Facilities Review, it was determined to be critical for the
Flagstaff Region to have an indoor pool to provide various lessons and classes to the public (Beacon For
Change Inc., p.28). The County funded a significant portion of the renovations completed in 2010 since
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it was found to be in the most need of available dollars. The FRAC should remain a high priority for
County funding.

The FRAC and Forestburg Pool unfortunately repeat a number of the same services. Swimming lessons,
lane swimming, public swimming, and swimming clubs are just some of the duplicated offerings. At the
same time, an outdoor pool can provide a much different experience for the user and lend itself to a
different style of ‘play’. Public swimming numbers at an outdoor pool on a hot summer’s day can easily
overshadow those on the best day of an indoor facility. Another point in its favor is that it is a relatively
new facility in quite good condition. The more that these two facilities can differentiate between
themselves, the greater benefit there is in having them both within the County.

Forestburg Pool should be identified as a Secondary facility and funding should be a lower priority than
the FRAC, with the exception of programs or services offered which are unique and not available at the
FRAC. Having two pools within the Region is a luxury and should only be afforded if other Region-wide
recreational needs are sufficiently met first. With that said, a properly maintained Forestburg Pool is
beneficial for the County.

Arenas

Within Flagstaff County there are 7 full-size indoor hockey rinks, 1 mid-size indoor rink, and 2 outdoor
rinks.

Full-size Indoor

Alliance Arena Natural Ice Stage 2
Daysland & District Memorial Arena Artificial Ice Stage 2/Stage 4
Forestburg Multi-Use Facility Artificial Ice Stage 2
Hardisty Memorial Arena Artificial Ice Stage 5
Killam Memorial Arena Artificial Ice Stage 5
Lougheed Arena Artificial Ice Stage 5
Sedgewick Arena Artificial Ice Stage 3

Mid-size Indoor

| Heisler Ice Rink | Artificial Ice Stage 4
Outdoor
Galahad Outdoor Rink Natural Ice Stage 5
Strome Outdoor Rink Natural Ice Stage 3/5
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In a 2006 Operations Survey performed by the Alberta Recreation and Parks Association, it was found
that on average hockey rinks were only able to show an 85% recovery on operations. The average
revenue was found to be $289,345 while the expenditures amounted to $340,015 for a loss of $50, 670.
On a provincial scale, considering the 113 stand-alone arenas

active in 2006, the operation of these rinks were municipally

subsidized by $5,725,765 and if rinks with curling pads attached

are included that number jumps to $9,700,545 (Roma, p.2). Using

the same formula, the 7 full-size indoor arenas in the Flagstaff

County Region can be expected to show an annual deficit near

$354,690.

In the same study, it was found that 89.7% of revenues for ice

. . . Figure 3- Flagstaff County Current Full-Sized
arenas could be contributed to ice rental fees. This & & v

Arenas
demonstrates the need for rinks to be maximized in their use

if they are to have a chance at recovering their costs. Also worth noting is that users of arenas are far
more likely to be youth (70-93%) which limits the revenue that can be generated during school hours
(Roma, p.6).

Two facilities in the Flagstaff Region submitted expressions of interest to the Municipal Climate Change
Action Centre’s Tame Buildings Initiative in 2012. From the provided dashboard report, Killam’'s
Memorial Arena showed an annual electricity use of 207,892 kWh and natural gas use of 1,978 GJ. In
their report, the Sedgewick ice arena/curling rink recorded energy use of 326,100 kWh and 3090 GJ,
respectively. Using rates of $0.10/kWh and $5.00/GJ, the annual energy cost of these two ice facilities
which are little more than 5 minutes apart approaches $80,000.

Within Flagstaff County, the main tenants of the arenas include minor hockey, 1 junior B hockey team, 3
senior hockey teams, as well as several recreational hockey teams and ladies teams. Some arenas have
skating programs, however these seem to be relatively smaller in the Flagstaff Region than in most other
similar-sized communities.

The #1 user of ice time in Flagstaff County is minor hockey. Flagstaff County currently has four
associations which include the Thunderstars (Daysland/Forestburg), Killam, Sedgewick, and Hardisty.
Although minor hockey numbers are known to fluctuate, registration in Flagstaff County seems to be
consistently on the decline. In the 2006/07 season 393 players registered to play minor hockey,
however by 2010/11 this number had decreased to 317 — almost a 20% decline.

Minor Hockey

feereriin 2010/11 2009/10 2008/09 | 2007/08 2006/07
Hardisty 40 26 53 67 72
Killam 60 54 51 51 111
Sedgewick 62 55 46 74 94
Thunderstars 155 111 118 139 116
Totals 317 246 268 331 393
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A comfortable minor hockey registration to arena ratio seems to be 200:1 at the top end, based on the

use in other nearby communities.

Using 2010/11 numbers, Wainwright had 361 minor hockey
registrants which divided between their two arenas resulted in
a ratio of approximately 180 players per rink.

Stettler’s registration in the same year was 320 which worked
out to be a 160:1 ratio. This past season Stettler’s arenas
housed 22 teams with each team receiving a minimum of 2
hours of practice time a week plus games. When asked if
Stettler Minor Hockey was satisfied with ice availability the
president relayed that “I feel this is adequate ice time” (J.
Hegberg, personal communication, July 12", 2012).

Camrose has 3 ice pads and with a total number of 513 players
in 2010/11, this broke down to be 171 players per pad.

This ratio works in single-rink communities as well as
evidenced by Macklin, SK whose minor hockey numbers this
past season stood at 160, enough for 10 teams. Add to this a
significant skating club of 48 members, recreational hockey,
and a senior hockey team, and the Macklin arena still was not
100% utilized™.

Compare these numbers with the City of Edmonton whose 25
ice pads in 2005 served 690,680 people (27,600:1). In 2015
the recommended service ratio for the city is one ice pad for
every 25,000 residents (City of Edmonton, p.73).

Based on these statistics, it can be reasonably assumed that to
meet the needs of minor hockey in Flagstaff County, the
Region requires no more than two ice pads. This is
substantiated by the Yellowknife needs assessment which
determined the development standard to be 1 arena for every
4000 in population (Dillon Consulting, p. 84), or 2 arenas for
Flagstaff’s population of 8200.

In recent years Forestburg Minor Hockey and Daysland Minor
Hockey completed an association merge, forming a single

Mergers: Not a Four-Letter Word

In their article “Mergers: Not a Four-Letter Word”,
the Ontario Trillium Foundation identifies the value
and necessity of mergers within the not-for-profit
sector due to increased competition for resources
and decreased patrticipation. The article presents
several examples which illustrate how mergers
can be a powerful tool in advancing an
organization's mission when they are pursued
from a place of strength as opposed to
desperation.

Centre Wellington Minor Hockey Association:
From Competition to Collaboration

The competition that existed between the Elora
Lightning and the Fergus Highlanders hockey
associations was intense. Even though the two
communities, located just northwest of Guelph,
were amalgamated in 1999 and separated only by
five kilometers of highway, there was a deeply
entrenched rivalry in their history — and that
rivalry played itself out on the ice.

Following the 2007-08 hockey season, the two
associations found themselves facing a stark
reality — player retention was a major challenge
for both clubs, especially in the older age groups.
The sport was competing against a wide range of
recreational choices, not the least of which were
PlayStations and Xboxes. Spreading players
across two neighboring associations was
becoming unsustainable.

The two associations decided to explore the
possibility of a merger. Initially there was
resistance to the idea. Some board members
were wary of giving up their independence.
Families, especially those living in the smaller
centre of Elora, worried about being swallowed by
the larger club. However, with the support of the
Ontario Hockey Association and both member-
ships, the two associations decided on a year-long
trial merger. During this time the group operated
as a single league — with both recreational and
more competitive teams — without dissolving their
legal associations.

This trial year went better than hoped. With a
larger membership base, more kids from both
communities were able to play in the more
competitive division of the league, and the
recreational league was able to offer better
developmental programs. Enough flexibility was
maintained so kids could still play at the arena
closest to home. Most importantly, after a year of
their children playing side-by-side on the same
teams, people realized they had more in common
than they thought.

At the end of the successful trial year, both
association boards voted in favour of the formal
amalgamation. Together they received a grant
from OTF to fund hard costs. This created
the Centre  Wellington Minor Hockey Team
Association, with the team name "Fusion". Centre
Wellington has since provided guidance to other
groups thinking through their own mergers. The
region's lacrosse league followed a year or so
later with their own merger (Dessanti & Miller, p.
5-6).

organization which today is the largest in the Region. Making efficient use of ice time simplifies in the

event of minor hockey further merging into two or even a single organization. Non-profit organizations
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across the country are beginning to see the benefits of merging. In a paper produced by the Ontario
Trillium Foundation, five stories of merges help demonstrate the powerful effects that can be achieved
(see page 13, right)”.

Minor Hockey Associations are already forced to collaborate to a degree, since in the older age groups,
associations are unable to form their own individual teams due to a drastic participation drop-off.
Players must first be released by their parent association in order to play on a neighboring community’s
team. For the most part, associations do their best to accommodate players that find themselves in a
situation where there is no team in their own association to play on. Unfortunately though, players who
do have a team to play on still often suffer since at the same age level another association’s team may
be able to compete in a higher tier or league. This results in lesser players on the better team playing
above their heads, while top players on the lower-tier team are also unable to compete at a level which
suits their skill. A merged organization, with more players at an association’s disposal, would result in
increased opportunity for participants to compete at their appropriate level. The result is increased
participation due to players being able to play at a more recreational pace in ‘house-league’ hockey if

they so choose while others are able to play at a more competitive level*. Merging can be beneficial in
a number of other areas as well, such as decreasing the demand for volunteers (less coaches/managers

needed), and saving money on equipment costs and ice time fees.

Recognizing the correct number of arenas which will provide adequate ice time is only the first step,
since with 7 full-sized indoor arenas, the two regional ice pads must still be selected. To accomplish this
it is important to take current condition, accessibility, and geography into account. The newest arenas
within the Region include Forestburg Arena, Alliance Arena, Daysland Arena, and Sedgewick Arena. Of
these Sedgewick Arena holds the most centralized location. This arena is in good condition and part of a
complex which is still relatively young as far as facilities go. In

every way, Sedgewick Arena meets the standard of being a

Regional facility.

Of the other three arenas, only two contain artificial ice. This is

an important attribute of a Regional arena as it gives the users

the ability to enjoy a full season of ice. Between the artificial

ice arenas in Daysland and Forestburg, there is only a single

minor hockey system. Forestburg’s arena is brand new, while

Daysland’s is near new as it recently had major renovations

completed. Geographically however, Forestburg’s rink is in a

better position to serve as the other Regional arena. Choosing  Figure 4 - Flagstaff County Regional Arenas
arenas in Sedgewick and Forestburg gives residents maximum

accessibility while also directing users to two of the top facilities in the County. Since both of these
facilities are needed to satisfy demand, and geographically they are a reasonably acceptable distance
from all areas of the County, they should both be assigned as Primary facilities.
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Curling Rinks

Curling is showing declining participation rates overall and is struggling to take hold of the interest of the
younger generation. Clubs across rural Canada are struggling to replace the older population as they
step away from the game. Although efforts are being made and programs are being developed across
the country to recruit new curlers, the broader choice of activities in today’s world has decimated this
once popular sport.

The majority of curling rinks within our region are in their last stage of life expectancy. Only Sedgewick’s
rink, built in 1992 (inside the Sedgewick Recreation Centre), and Strome’s rink, built in 1994, do not fall
within this category. Sedgewick’s rink is the only one with 4 sheets of ice under one roof although there
are rumors that less sheets could be iced in the future due to lower participation and rising costs.

Daysland Curling Rink 3 sheets Stage 5
Forestburg Curling Rink 3 sheets Stage 5
Hardisty Curling Rink 3 sheets Stage 5
Lougheed Curling Rink 2 sheets Stage 5
Sedgewick Curling Rink 4 sheets Stage 3
Strome Curling Rink 2 sheets Stage 3
Total 17 sheets

Curling rinks in Flagstaff County sit dormant more than they are in use. Having 6 rinks within the County
is convenient, but not economically responsible nor sustainable due to low participation numbers and
infrequent use. Referring to the City of Yellowknife’s Recreation Facilities Needs Assessment, the
service level standard ratio for curling rinks is 1 sheet per 2000 population (Dillon Consulting Ltd., p.85).
This would suggest that the Flagstaff Region requires 4 sheets of curling ice to adequately serve our
population.

As this requirement neatly matches the number of sheets available at the Sedgewick Recreation Centre,
and considering the fact that it is not only one of the youngest
rinks in the County but also the most centralized, it makes
sense that the Sedgewick curling rink be assigned as a Flagstaff
County Primary Regional Facility. To gather all of the region’s
curlers under one roof would maximize the use and create a
busier, more vibrant facility.

With another stage 3 rink in Strome which is technically the
newest in the County and geographically located towards the
western side of the County, it may be regarded as a Secondary
facility. Programming should be supported within this facility,
however capital expenditures should be a lower priority than
other Regional facilities.
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Bowling Alleys

Galahad, Heisler, Killam, and Sedgewick possess bowling alleys and each of these alleys is comprised of 4
lanes.

Killam’s alley is located in the Agriplex, features neon bowling, and was built in 1973. Its main user is a
ladies bowling league and the facility is used less than 50% of the time during prime-time hours. The
four lanes are hardwood and used for 5-pin bowling. The facility has purchases of score tables (2013),
new balls (2013-15), and pins (2014) in their future plans*".

Heisler Bowling Alley is inside the Recreation Centre in Heisler and also has four lanes and neon bowling.
Built in 1983, the facility shares space with a meeting room mainly used for dance lessons, and an
artificial ice skating surface which was converted from a curling rink. During prime time hours the alley
is said to be used between 50-75% of the time. Replacement of the hardwood in the lanes is planned
within 2-3 years™.

The four-lane Sedgewick Alley is in the Recreation Centre. There are plans to convert the hardwood
lanes into synthetic at a cost of over $30,000. Ladies, mixed, and senior leagues are the main users of
the alley.

Galahad also has a four-lane alley and it is located in the Galahad Agriplex. The alley has synthetic lanes.

Galahad Bowling Centre 4 lanes Stage 4
Heisler Bowling Alley 4 lanes Stage 4
Killam Bowling Alley 4 lanes Stage 5
Sedgewick Bowling Alley 4 lanes Stage 3

Most alleys in larger centers are privately owned so it is more difficult to look at these communities to
determine the proper facility standard. However, with a situation similar to that of curling, it can be
reasonably interpreted that the Flagstaff Region requires 4 lanes for bowling. With hockey and curling
rinks both being supported in the Sedgewick Recreation Centre, it makes sense to also name the
bowling alley as a Regional facility for similar reasons including the centrality and stage of life. A
bowling alley is also a good fit with the other offerings of the Recreation Centre. Assigning the entire
collection within the Rec Centre as Regional should ensure the activity, vibrancy, and longevity of one of
the top facilities in the County while foregoing unnecessary changeover or enhancement costs in what is
still a young building.

With 3 more alleys available in the County, geographically it can be assumed that a Secondary facility
should be named. The choice should be between Heisler and Galahad since they would both be in a
position to serve the opposite end of the Region. This is perhaps the most difficult decision to make
since the two facilities are so similar in age and function. Based on a more favorable geographic position
(providing greater access to County residents), the Galahad bowling alley should be assigned as a
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Secondary Regional Facility. Galahad’s facility is in good condition, already has superior lane flooring
installed, and is able to conveniently serve the nearby communities.

Outdoor Tennis Courts

The region currently has 4 usable tennis courts, two in Daysland and two in Forestburg. Killam’s two
courts are no longer playable and there is interest in building two new courts in Heritage Park at a cost
of $230,000. The community has a Tennis Club of over 50 participants but has suspended play due to
the lack of a playable court. Forestburg’s courts were resurfaced in the last few years and are in good
condition. Forestburg does not have an organized tennis club and the courts are rarely used.

The ratio of population to tennis courts from the City of Yellowknife study was 1:5000. Adopting this
ratio, Flagstaff County would have 2 courts available for use. Nearby communities have differing ratios,
however. Camrose has 7 courts which includes 4 at the local high school for a ratio of 1:2460.

Xvi

Wainwright with 2 courts comes in with a ratio of 1:2950™. Stettler meanwhile keeps a ratio of 1:1440

with their 4 courts.

Currently with 4 courts, the Flagstaff Region has a ratio of 1:2050 which is similar to the communities
listed above. With a total of 2 courts necessary (1:4000) to serve our population, and two courts in good
condition available in Forestburg, these courts should be deemed as a Regional specialty facility.
However, unlike other selected facilities, these courts should not be given Primary status at this time.
There is too little use to justify making any capital improvements to the courts. In time, if the courts are
proven to be used to a much higher degree, they may become designated as Primary. Otherwise the
only funding available to the courts should be through programming. Daysland’s courts can also be
appointed as a Secondary facility which means programming at the courts will be sponsored by the
County.

B) District Facilities

District Facilities serve an immediate area around a community and are mainly used by the population
within that area. Often these facilities have low operating and maintenance costs such as sports fields.
This is not always the case though since libraries and halls can also fit into this category.

District Facilities should be supported by Flagstaff County through programming grants. Programs
operating out of District Facilities should still be a priority with programs implementing a Regional
component eligible for a higher percentage of funding.

District Facilities are not Regional and thus should not receive capital funding from the County. With
that said, the County should look for opportunities in the future to reclassify these facility types as
Specialty if the facilities are able to meet the criteria of being Regional as outlined in this paper.
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C) Local Facilities

Local Facilities are built to respond to local needs
and use by County residents would be quite
minimal. Examples would be public playgrounds,
small scale skate parks, and walking trails. With
this in mind, Flagstaff County is not obliged to
fund capital projects of this type. Rather, the
County should consider funding programming
occurring at this type of facility, but this funding
would be perhaps to a lower degree than projects
within the other facility categories.

D) Schools

Schools offer a perfect mix of rural and urban residents and a direct opportunity to reach them. As well,
they offer the optimal target market for recreation since studies show that youth who participate in
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recreation are more likely to continue the lifestyle into their adult years™. Funding for school capital
projects should be decided on a case-by-case basis taking into consideration the already mentioned
points as well as how the project is integrated into the rest of the community and depending on scope
of the project, the Region. The degree of funding provided should take into consideration the number

of potential County users.
E) New Facilities

Determining the framework for 2012 is the first step, however, time does not stand still and in the
future Flagstaff County will undoubtedly be asked to partner with a number of projects whose goal is to
bring a new facility to the Region. To make the correct decision the County should analyze the project
with the following criteria in mind:

1) Regional Integration — The project should take into consideration facilities available in the area
and not duplicate.

2) Satisfy Demand — The project application must show a need for the facility.

3) Attractability — The scope of the project must be large enough and the quality high enough that
the facility would reasonably be able to attract users from the Region. Flagstaff County should
consider the design, location (including grouping), and accessibility of the facility.

4) Regional Cooperation — The project should be a joint endeavor which should include
agreements to share the use, operation, and financial responsibilities amongst the Region and
its municipalities

Projects that adhere to these four points should be considered by the County as worthy undertakings.
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Enhancing Facilities

As discussed on page 9, one of the strategies during a facility’s life cycle is enhancement- meaning to
convert a facility by changing its primary use. Considering the current scenario in the Region, this is a
strategy that should be carefully considered with a number of facilities. Offering a different recreational
opportunity would allow communities to specialize and build around a theme. Adding to this argument
is the fact that ice pads in particular require twice the operational funding of similar indoor facilities
without an ice plant, and such a changeover could save a community hundreds of thousands of dollars
long term while making the facility sustainable into the future.

Flagstaff Council should examine the feasibility of establishing a separate recreation fund which would
be designated for Regional enhancement projects. Projects should be analyzed using the same criteria
as a new facility. This fund would provide the motivation necessary for communities to embrace their
role in Regionalization while still making use of facilities that still have many years of use ahead of them.
It is important to empower communities by allowing them to decide the fate or direction of their facility.
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Recreation Trends

The following are recreational trends which could initiate ideas on how recreation should progress in the
Flagstaff Region.

Community Hubs

Related to the idea of ‘clustering’, designing recreational facilities to be community hubs and including
multiple components has been a very important and successful trend in larger centers. Rather than
developing stand-alone facilities, recreation, arts and culture, and compatible community service
facilities are integrated as a single complex. The result is exposing users to a broad range of activities
and experiences in an inclusive environment (City of Edmonton, p. 51).

Within Flagstaff it is also important to consider creating these hubs so as to maximize use by attracting
the population to a single facility. A complex that serves more than one purpose is always busier and
creates significantly increased drop-in and spontaneous use. Grouping of recreational facilities can also
result in cost savings since operating expenses and wages can be easily shared.

When determining the location of new recreational facilities in the Flagstaff Region, the concept of a
community hub must be given strong consideration in order to decrease long-term costs, maximize
potential use, and increase accessibility.

Multiple Use Arenas

Most arenas sit idle during the off-season and fail to generate revenue. Rubberized flooring or synthetic
ice can be laid down over concrete to make the arena multi-use and create rental revenue during the

xviii

summer months while providing a wider variety of activities™"'. In current times it is essential to

maximize the use of every facility and making arenas truly multi-use is an important step in efficiency.
Leisure Ice

When additional ice time is found to be required for recreational skating, leisure ice is added to the end
of a normal hockey rink. This pad is separated from the full ice rink by the end boards with large doors
allowing the ice resurfacer access. The leisure ice is usually 1/3™ the size of the full rink and is not
enclosed by boards (City of Edmonton, p. 38). This is the most cost efficient way of meeting additional
ice time needs and an example of thinking outside-the-box in order to remain within a sustainable
framework.

Indoor Multi-purpose Facility

With Canada’s cold climate and short summers, indoor fields/courts have become popular recreational
hubs over the past decade. Adding to their success is the exponential growth of indoor soccer
throughout Western Canada. Although the sport has yet to take off similarly in the Flagstaff Region,
surveys show that soccer registration has been most significant where indoor field houses have been
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built to replace gymnasium soccer. With operating costs at 50% of those of ice facilities, indoor field

Xix

. Asan

houses are shown to make small profits or at the very least come very close to break-even
example, such a facility might include space for the following activities:

e  Soccer

e  Football

e  Baseball

e Basketball
e Volleyball

e lacrosse

e  Ultimate (Frisbee)
e Tennis

e  Racquetball/squash
e  Fitness

e  Skateboarding

e Lawn Bowling

e  Walking

To ensure the feasibility of such a facility in our region the utmost consideration would have to be taken
to adopt a truly multi-purpose design, making the ‘field’ easily convertible to a variety of sports and
activities. For instance, a pulastic-type rubberized floor with an overlay of turf and removable board
system would provide the ultimate flexibility (Asbell Management Innovations, p. 27). This would be key
in maximizing the use of the facility.

As well it would be critical that the facility be a Regional partnership with support from the entire
Community. Centralization would be important for the facility to be accessible by all, since it would
need to draw users from all corners of our Region.

Movement Towards Informal and Individual Activities

In a society where many people feel rushed and their discretionary time is available in smaller chunks,
facilities which offer drop-in activities are in greater demand. Facilities should ensure that drop-in can
occur at times throughout the day. Registered sport participation dropped from 45% in 1992 to 34% in
1998™. Citizens are looking for convenient unstructured activities that are available when it fits into
their schedule.

Technology

Parks and recreation throughout the Country has embraced greater use of technology. Bar-coded entry
systems for pass holders, website registration systems, user tracking systems, and enhanced
communication ability are just a few of the technological tools at a facility’s disposal. Despite the initial
outlay, ultimately such instruments can save facilities and organizations money and precious volunteer
time. Uses of technology should be fully explored to ensure that the Region’s recreational system is
functioning at its full potential.
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Recommendations as approved and amended by Council on October 15, 2012

Recommendation 1: Prioritize the funding of capital expenditures for facilities based on the categories
of Region-wide, Specialty, District, and Local

Recommendation 2: Categorize Specialty facilities as Primary or Secondary with facilities not identified
as ineligible for County capital funding

Recommendation 3: For Primary facilities treat reasonable capital expenditures and programming as a
high priority

Recommendation 4: For Secondary facilities treat programming as a high priority and capital
expenditures as low priority

Recommendation 5: For District and Local facilities treat programming as a high priority

Recommendation 6: Appoint Sedgewick and Daysland arenas as Primary Regional Facilities and appoint
Hardisty and Forestburg arenas as Secondary Regional Facilities

Recommendation 7: Appoint the Flagstaff Regional Aquatic Centre as a Primary Regional Facility and
the Forestburg Swimming Pool as a Secondary Facility

Recommendation 8: Appoint the Sedgewick Bowling Alley as a Primary Regional Facility and the
Galahad and Heisler Bowling Alleys as Secondary Regional Facilities

Recommendation 9: Appoint the Sedgewick Curling Rink as a Primary Regional Facility and the Strome
Curling Rink as a Secondary Facility

Recommendation 10: Appoint the Forestburg Tennis Courts as a Regional Facility, however treat it as
Secondary until a time when more usage of the facility is demonstrated. Appoint Daysland Tennis Court
as a Secondary facility.

Recommendation 11: Develop a Facility Enhancement Fund which on an annual basis could be awarded
to a facility to support the changeover of its primary use. The fund would only be allocated in the event
of a worthy application for a project that meets Regional criteria for new facilities.

Recommendation 12: Research the feasibility of a joint agreement among Flagstaff County and the 10
communities within that would see the Region hire a Facility Maintenance Operator with the
qualifications necessary to maintain all Regional facilities to a high standard and work with local
caretakers and attendants.

Recommendation 13: Flagstaff County should facilitate the discussion of the merging of minor hockey
within our Region. The benefits of such an amalgamation are numerous. The County should support
such a merge by shouldering the full cost of the new association’s jerseys.
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Recommendation 14: Soccer is the sport of choice for Canadians with a participation rate of 2,695,712.
Although the sport has yet to boom within the County, it does show promise despite a lack of proper
facilities. The County should research the feasibility of developing a quality turf space which could be
used for soccer as well as a number of other pursuits. A properly maintained grass field would trigger
renewed interest and excitement in a number of field sports.

Recommendation 15: The County should research the feasibility of developing a Regional website or
database which would present up-to-date information on Regional facilities and programs in the area.
Organizations would be able to input their own information regarding events, schedules, and
registration keeping the website current. When planning events, groups would become aware of
conflicting dates immediately with the website not allowing or limiting multiple events on the same
date. Users would be able to book facilities, research organizations, register online, and make payments
online saving hours of volunteer work. A website like this would become a one-stop shop for our
resident’s recreational needs.
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Community Recreation
Infrastructure In Alberta

Report published in 2006 by Alberta
Recreation and Parks Association (ARPA)
Since 2001, 133 facilities had been
assessed

“a picture Is emerging of

aging infrastructure whose
minimal capital maintenance
threatens to undermine decades
of iInvestment by the province and
communities alike.”
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Community Recreation

Infrastructure In Alberta

Estimated cost to upgrade Alberta’s
existing pools, arenas, and curling rinks Is
$327 million

Replacement cost is as high as $2.8 billion
Average age of these facilities in 2006 was
37 years. Today the average age would be
44 years. Many are at the end of their

functional life.

Including parks, trails, libraries, cultural centres,
community halls, etc. in the analysis would more
than double the funding requirement.



Community Recreation
Infrastructure In Alberta

= 95% of municipal recreation and parks
expenses have shifted to local sources In
the last two decades.

= User fees have increased by 90% over this
time.

= A 2000 ARPA survey found that economic
constraints rather than time constraints has
become the leading barrier to participation
In recreation.



Community Recreation
Infrastructure In Alberta

+
“The aging and deterioration of our
community recreation infrastructure is of
Increasing concern. For municipalities,
community agencies and agricultural societies
e ORCS IO
maint r@ u n eain

argely unmet. For users, deterioration in the

physical condition of facilities raises growing
nealth and safety issues.”
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Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project

2009 study examining the partnerships
which have or have not been formed within
our County In order to understand the
relationships behind them and how these
relationships benefit the greater community

Collected background information
Interviews
On-line Survey

Respondents support the idea of
partnerships and are eager to
partner
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Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project

Some respondents think that the
towns and villages depend upon
the County for continued viability

Other participants see towns and
villages as paying a
disproportionately large share of
costs for recreational facilities,
which are then used by county
residents




Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project
"_

Protectionism

“Protectionism [is a challenge to
overcome]. Cause everybody says,
‘Well, we don’t want to lose

anything’.



Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project
_’,

Fear results in Status Quo

“Uncertainty was commonly cited by respondents as a
deterrent to partnering. Given such uncertainty about the
future, leaders may think it more prudent to continue with
the status quo, rather than risk losing what exists. If one
community were to lose its arena, for example, in favour
of the skating rink at a more centralized recreation centre,
that community reasonably fears losing a major draw for
young people. Although the new recreation centre may
be only ten minutes down the road, its location in another
community could be seen as dulling the competitive edge
of the surrounding communities.”



Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project
",

Tradition, History, and ldentity

“Recreational facilities create a sense of
pride in the host community, since they
have In the past been built by prominent
members from the area.”



Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project
"_

Inter-municipal Competition

“l think that traditionally there’s been a spirit
of competition between communities and |
don’t think that can happen anymore... | think
to get the outsider to look to this area, it
makes sense to have a focused approach as a
group.”



"_

Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project

Partnering

“We want to deliver a responsible level of
service. And a responsible level of service Is
as cheap as possible and uses the best use of
our resources that we have. And partnerships
are the best use of our resources.”



"_

Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project

Specialization

“Each community must specialize in one facet
of recreation, and that’'s where | see it. Let’s
get it down there and every community can
specialize in one facet and get everybody
going and using the facilities in the region, but
that’'s a tough sell.”



Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project
"_

Need for Leadership

“There’s no agreement, and there’s
nobody at the top to coordinate
[the location of recreational
facilities]”
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Urban-Rural Interdependencies:

Flagstaff Pilot Project

Regional Branding
 The Okanagan
e 14 municipalities

“Where In the world could you ski, play a
round of golf, horseback ride, tour a historic
site and visit a winery all in one day? Where
else but the fabulous Thompson Okanagan in
British Columbia’s interior.”

Where else?

Flagstaff County!



Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan

= The Recreation Programs and
Facilities Review (2009)

recommended Flagstaff County to:
Develop a Regional Recreation Master Plan

= Approved in 2011
= Prepared by:
Beacon for Change



Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan

_’.

= Regional thinking when
distributing resources
= Collaborative service delivery
4 E'S
= Economical — minimum cost
= Equitable - but not equal
» Effective — do it well
= Efficient — economies of scale




Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan

_’,

Regional Recreation Grant Program

= Regional Recreation Grant
$465,000 (Includes $100,000 MSI capital)

= |nvestment Grants
$35.000



Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan

+
RRG

= Annual grant

= Programming and
Capital projects

= 4 page application

= Up to 50% match
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Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan

2012
Capital - $87,875.00
Programming - $177,299.22

2013
Capital - $64,750.00
Programming - $343,048.97

2014
Capital - $45,640.00
Programming - $392,406.43




Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan

_’,

Investment Grants
= $7000 (x4) available each quarter
= Categories — Youth, Family, Seniors

= $7000 available Pioneer Project - $7000
available any time during the year
= New programs or events

2012 $22,000+
2013 $30,000+



Rethinking Recreation:
A Regional Facility Master Plan

",

= Recreation Programs and Facilities Review
(2009) recommended the development of a
Facility Master Plan to provide future direction

» Goal to outline the long-term direction of what
Indoor and outdoor facilities are required to
meet regional recreation and parks needs

= Suggests Centralization and
Specialization as way to achieve
regionalism



Rethinking Recreation:

A Regional Facility Master Plan
4

Population Change

Total Population

Total Population




Rethinking Recreation:
A Regional Facility Master Plan
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Rethinking Recreation:
A Regional Facility Master Plan

_ Populatinn lce rinke Ouitdnnr rinks Pnnls Curlinn chegts Ball diamonds

Flagstaff




Rethinking Recreation:
A Regional Facility Master Plan

 Dillon Consulting (2006), Recreation Facilities Needs
Assessment, City of Yellowknife
e Developed Canadian standard for facility need

1 per 240 population 1 per 2000 population
1 per 4100 population 1 court per 5000 population
Outdoor Rinks 1 per 4100 population 1 per 5000 population
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Rethinking Recreation:
A Regional Facility Master Plan

Regional Faclilities

Primary Facility Need
A facility that there is a demonstrable need for based on population and

participation numbers
Capital projects are considered high priority by the County

Secondary Facility Luxury

A facility that there is not a demonstrable need for based on population
and participation numbers, but;
* Is already built and used
* Isin good condition
* Isin a convenient geographical position for a significant portion
of the population to use rather than the primary facility
Capital projects are considered low priority by the County



Rethinking Recreation:
A Regional Facility Master Plan

",

Primary Secondary

Valley Ski Hill Forestburg Swimming Pool
Flagstaff Aquatic Centre Forestburg Arena
Sedgewick Arena Hardisty Arena

Daysland Arena Strome Curling Rink
Sedgewick Curling Rink Galahad Bowling Alley
Sedgewick Bowling Alley Heisler Bowling Alley

Forestburg Tennis Court
Daysland Tennis Court
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Raising the Bar:

A Regional Programming Master Plan

Regional vs. Local Programs

Degree of Regionalism

Financial support from partnering municipalities and groups
Operational decision making from members of other
municipalities

Usage support from members and groups of other
municipalities



Raising the Bar:

A Regional Programming Master Plan

",

Regional vs. Local Programs

Regional Programs — High Priority
Local Programs — Low Priority



Raising the Bar:

A Regional Programming Master Plan

_’,

Funding

* Regional Programs run inside Regional designated
facilities 50% funding

* Regional Programs run inside non-Regional
designated facilities when a Regional designated
alternative is not available 50% funding

* Regional Programs run inside non-Regional
designated facilities when a Regional designated
alternative is available 25% funding

» Local Program regardless of facility 25% funding



Programming
",

Katelyn Richards
Start date July 15t

Successful programs

Basketball Bootcamp

School Break Bonanza/School Break goes Artsy!
Yoga

Creative Chefs

Holiday Art Workshop
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NEWS RELEASE - oOctober 22, 2012

FLAGSTAFF REGIONAL RECREATION PLAN - RETHINKING RECREATION

Flagstaff County Council is pleased to release the Regional Facility Master Plan to guide the

recreation funding we provide to our Community of communities.

This future focused plan recognizes that we support and fund recreational opportunities

within our available resources and it outlines our long term direction.

Regional facilities exhibit regional cooperation. Our vision is “to embrace and proactively use
recreation and parks as an essential means for enhancing individual well being, community
vitality and economic stability.” We have an ability and willingness to challenge the status
quo by encouraging our citizens and enabling risk taking change and innovation.

Categories have been established as follows:

Region-wide =~ Specialty ~ District ... Local

Service 8200+ 4000 to 8200+ 2000 to 3000 Under 1000
Level/Population

Geographical Service
Area

General » Large in scope = Serve targeted = High market =High local demand
Characteristics = Require support of activities demand =Respond to local
entire Region = May be one or more = Usually lower capital needs
= Not duplicated = Usually large capital and operational sCounty use minimal
expenditures costs

= Serves immediate
area around

community
Acceptable Travel Over 30 minutes Over 20 minutes 10-20 minutes 5-10 minutes
Time
Examples Ski hill Arenas Outdoor ball Playgrounds
Indoor Swimming Curling Rinks diamonds Walking trails
Pool Bowling Alleys Qutdoor soccer fields  Skate Parks
Indoor Fieldhouse Tennis Courts Community Halls
Performing Arts Libraries
Centre
Riding Arena
Football field
Track and Field
.. grounds

» Capital expenditures will be prioritized based on the category of the facilities.

e Specialty facilities will only be eligible for capital funding if designated as a Primary or Secondary facility
o Primary facilities will be a high priority for capital and programming funding

e Secondary facilities will be a high priority for programming funding and low priority for capital funding




The following facilities were designated for funding priorities as follows:

\%

Sedgé\;ick and Daysland Arena - Primary SPECIALTY
Forestburg and Hardisty Arena - Secondary SPECIALTY
Flagstaff Regional Aquatic Centre - Primary - REGION WIDE
Forestburg Outdoor Pool - Secondary - SPECIALTY
Sedgewick Bowling Alley - Primary SPECIALTY

Galahad and Heisler Bowling Alleys - Secondary SPECIALTY

Vv V V V VY

Strome Curling Rink - Secondary SPECIALTY
Forestburg Tennis Courts -Secondary SPECIALTY
Daysland Tennis Courts - Secondary SPECIALTY

vV V Vv V¥V

IN ADDITION

= Flagstaff County will encourage minor hockey associations in our Region to discuss the
benefits of merging for the future of the youth in this sport

= Flagstaff County will be developing a Facility Enhancement Fund to support a facility
that changes it’s primary use to meet the needs of the region

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS

Research the feasibility of
% Establishing a position of a Regional Facility Maintenance Operator
< Development of a quality turf space for field sports
% Development of a regional website/database providing up-to date information on

regional facility and programs.

FLAGSTAFF COUNTY is proud to provide strong leadership to ensure we remain a vibrant rural

Community of communities for many years in the future.

The complete report can be found on our website at www.flagstaff.ab.ca. Please contact Jim

Fedyk, Community Recreation Coordinator for further information. 780-384-4134.
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February 15", 2013

Town of Sedgewick
Box 129
Sedgewick, AB

TOB 4C0

Attention: Amanda Davis

Dear: Amanda

On October 15%, 2012, Flagstaff County Council approved the Sedgewick Arena as a Regional Facility as
an important early step of the Regional Recreation Grant Program. This designation allows the facility
and programs within to be eligible for the annual Regional Recreation Grant. Through the grant and
other initiatives, Flagstaff County is able to offer an opportunity for partnership based on the mutual
goals of the financial and Regional success of your facility.

As outlined in the Flagstéf‘f County Regional Facility Master Plan (2012), in order to truly meet the
standards of being Regional, a facility should strive to demonstrate Regional cooperation. This
cooperation includes the following three elements:

1) Regional Use — The facility should be actively marketed, open to, and derive participants from
more than one town/village.

2) Regional Decision-Making — Residents of more than one town/village should be involved in the
operational decisions of the facility. This is most likely accomplished by recruiting and including
these residents on the facility’s board of directors.

3) Regional Financial Support — Financial contributions/risk should be shared by more than one
town/village or organization representing the town/village. This support is not inclusive of user
fees or rental charges but does include subsidies, grants, and fundraising efforts.

FLAGSTAFF COUNTY Box 358, Sedgewick, Alberta TOB 4C0O
Phone: (780) 384-4100
Fax: (780) 384-3635 E-mail address: county@flagstaff.ab.ca




We appreciate the effort your organization is able to commit towards qualifying your facility as Regional.
County Council plans to revisit this issue in one year’s time to determine the progress your facility has
been able to make in this regard. We look forward to a long and positive partnership through your
facility’s progression as a Regional facility.

For more information on the Regional Recreation Grant or the Regional Facility Master Plan please go to
our website at www.flagstaff.ab.ca or contact myself at (780) 384-4134. | would also fook forward to the
opportunity of meeting with you to discuss further how your facility might accomplish these goals.

Sincerely,

s

Jim Fedyk
Community Recreation Coordinator





































January 24" 2013

Flagstaff County
P.O. Box 358
Sedgewick, AB TOB 4C0

RE: Regional Recreation Activation
Dear Reeve Kuefler and Council;

Flagstaff County’s Regional Recreation Plan (RRP) has been in hot pursuit over the past few years and the highlight
of many community conversations. Although there hasn’t been much co-operation and positivity with this plan,
there are many new faces around our Council tables, many who are prepared to take risks and make a change.

As stated in a letter received from Flagstaff County dated February 15”’, 2013 the Town of Sedgewick’s arena,
curing rink and bowling alley received PRIMARY designation. The letter also indicates that County Council would
be re-evaluating the primary status progression in one-year time.

With that in mind, here is an update as to where Sedgewick is at:

1. Our CAO met with Mr. Fedyk various times to brainstorm collaborative ideas and understand the primary
designation of our facility, how to capture the initiative and move forward

2. Sought shared facility and program management with Flagstaff County and the Town of Killam

3. Sent letters to Hardisty, Lougheed, Killam and Alliance seeking commitment and use of our primary facility

Although our facilities are utilized by residents from around the County we understand the need to commit to
building a stronger relationship whereby reducing the duplication of services and promote the development of
new programs.

The following members have been appointed to recreation task force. We will require
guidance and expertise with this endeavour. An open relationship and communication is key to continued success.

We appreciate your progressive leadership. Together we are leaders shaping the face of tomorrow. With the vision
in sight we will continue to challenge the obstacles, share the knowledge and step forward while strengthening the
Community of communities bond.

Sincerely,



January 24" 2013
Town of Hardisty
PO Box 10
Hardisty, AB TOB 1VO

RE: Recreation — Letter of Support

Dear Mayor Miller and Council;

Regional collaboration has become the focal point of our existence over the past few years has landed swiftly on
the municipal door step; the majority of us understand the importance of working together however, taking that
risk can be a daunting as many fear the outcome.

Fortunately, the Town of Hardisty leads by example through the collaborative Administration contract with the
Village of Lougheed.

With that in mind, one of the more recent collaborative shifts is the implementation of the Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan. Flagstaff County’s approach to regional recreation is committed to building healthy citizens and
communities within a sustainable model. To help meet this goal the regional recreation grant program was
developed. The grant programs aims to rebuild and unite the region’s community recreation, sport and culture
system.

In a News Release issued on October 22"d, 2012, Flagstaff County identified Primary and Secondary recreation
facilities and commented that; “Regional facilities exhibit regional cooperation. Our vision is to embrace and
proactively use recreation and parks as an essential means for enhancing individual well being, community vitality
and economic stability. We have an ability and willingness to challenge the status quo by encouraging our citizens
and enabling risk taking change and innovation”.

Sedgewick’s arena, curing and bowling alley were deemed PRIMARY meaning; we are eligible for operational and
capital funding. However, there are conditions, the main one being that we receive support from our neighbouring
communities.

As the Town of Hardisty does not offer a bowling alley or curling we are seeking your support in recognizing ours.
We offer a newly renovated four-lane acrylic bowling alley and four sheets of curling ice; statistics show that this
facility has users from our surrounding towns and village; that in itself is inspiring.

In an attempt to bridge the recreation gap we are seeking a letter in support of our recreation facility/ bowling
alley.

Let’s move the vision of oneness forward...together with one shared vision. For any further information, | can be
reached at 780-384-3504 or via email at sedgewick.cao@persona.ca.

Sincerely,

Amanda Davis,
CAO


mailto:sedgewick.cao@persona.ca

January 24" 2013
Village of Lougheed
PO Box 5
Lougheed, AB TOB 2V0

RE: Recreation — Letter of Support

Dear Mayor Cameron and Council;

Regional collaboration has become the focal point of our existence over the past few years has landed swiftly on
the municipal door step. The majority of us understand the importance of working together however; taking that
risk can be a daunting as many fear the outcome.

Fortunately, the Village of Lougheed is a leader in this boat through the collaborative Administration contract with
the Town of Hardisty. Perhaps it was identified that to ensure your communities continued success and viability,
collaboration and partnerships were required.

With that in mind, one of the more recent collaborative shifts was the implementation of the Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan. Flagstaff County’s approach to regional recreation is committed to building healthy citizens and
communities within a sustainable model. To help meet this goal the regional recreation grant program was
developed. The grant program aims to rebuild and unite the region’s community recreation, sport and culture
system.

In a News Release issued on October 22"d, 2012, Flagstaff County identified Primary and Secondary recreation
facilities and commented that; “Regional facilities exhibit regional cooperation. Our vision is to embrace and
proactively use recreation and parks as an essential means for enhancing individual well being, community vitality
and economic stability. We have an ability and willingness to challenge the status quo by encouraging our citizens
and enabling risk taking change and innovation”.

Sedgewick’s arena, curing and bowling alley were deemed PRIMARY meaning; we are eligible for operational and
capital funding. However, there are conditions, the main one being that we receive support from our neighbouring
communities.

As the Village of Lougheed does not offer a bowling alley we are seeking your support in recognizing ours. We
offer a newly renovated four-lane acrylic bowling alley; statistics show that the bowling alley has users from our
surrounding towns and village; that in itself is inspiring.

In an attempt to bridge the recreation gap we are seeking a letter in support of our recreation facility/ bowling
alley.

Let’'s move the vision of oneness forward together with one shared vision, just as we announced in our
collaborative infomercial. For any further information, | can be reached at 780-384-3504 or via email at
sedgewick.cao@persona.ca.

Sincerely,

Amanda Davis,
CAO


mailto:sedgewick.cao@persona.ca

January 24" 2013
Town of Killam
P.O Box 189
Killam, AB TOB 2LO

RE: Recreation — Letter of Support

Dear Mayor James and Council;

Regional collaboration has become the focal point of our existence over the past few years has landed swiftly on
the municipal door step. The majority of us understand the importance of working together however; taking that
risk can be a daunting as many fear the outcome.

We can all see the bigger picture, however getting there presents many challenges and obstacles, yet, with strong
leadership and support anything is possible.

With that in mind, one of the more recent collaborative shifts was the implementation of the Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan. Flagstaff County’s approach to regional recreation is committed to building healthy citizens and
communities within a sustainable model. To help meet this goal the regional recreation grant program was
developed. The grant program aims to rebuild and unite the region’s community recreation, sport and culture
system.

In a News Release issued on October 22™, 2012, Flagstaff County identified Primary and Secondary recreation
facilities and commented that; “Regional facilities exhibit regional cooperation. Our vision is to embrace and
proactively use recreation and parks as an essential means for enhancing individual well being, community vitality
and economic stability. We have an ability and willingness to challenge the status quo by encouraging our citizens
and enabling risk taking change and innovation”.

Sedgewick’s arena, curing and bowling alley were deemed PRIMARY meaning; we are eligible for operational and
capital funding. However, there are conditions, the main one being that we receive support from our neighbouring
communities.

Graciously, the Town of Sedgewick committed a letter in support of the conversion of your bowling alley into a
fitness centre; we can’t wait to spread the word that we will finally have a viable fitness centre in Killam. With that
in mind we are seeking your support in recognizing our regional recreation facility. We are very fortunate to be
geographically connected. When you look at the recreational opportunities offered between our two communities
it becomes even more enlightening to see the benefits for our residents:

e Sedgewick bowling alley — no duplication - primary

e Sedgewick curling rink — no duplication - primary

e Killam indoor playground — no duplication — regionally supported

e Killam indoor rodeo grounds — no duplication — surrounding support
e  Flagstaff Regional Aquatic Centre — no duplication — region wide

e Sedgewick/Killam arena — duplication — Sedgewick/primary

Collectively, we offer very different recreational opportunities. In an attempt to bridge the recreation gap and
move forward with the regional recreation plan we are seeking a letter in support of our recreation facility and
primary designation.



Additionally, our Council would like to set up a meeting to discuss recreation in greater detail with the Town of
Killam.

Let’s reap the benefits of the recreation program together, move the vision of oneness forward together with one
shared vision; Community of communities, a legacy worth remembering.

Please advise of your interest to discuss recreation; for any additional information, | can be reached at 780-384-
3504 or via email at sedgewick.cao@persona.ca.

Sincerely,

Amanda Davis,
CAO


mailto:sedgewick.cao@persona.ca

January 24" 2013
Village of Alliance
P.O Box 149
Alliance, AB TOB OAO

RE: Recreation — Letter of Support

Dear Mayor Thomas and Council;

Regional collaboration has become the focal point of our existence over the past few years and has landed swiftly
on the municipal door step. The majority of us understand the importance of working together however; taking
that risk can be a daunting as many fear the outcome.

We can all see the bigger picture, however getting there presents many challenges and obstacles, yet, with strong
leaders and support anything is possible.

With that in mind, one of the more recent collaborative shifts was the implementation of the Flagstaff Regional
Recreation Plan. Flagstaff County’s approach to regional recreation is committed to building healthy citizens and
communities within a sustainable model. To help meet this goal the regional recreation grant program was
developed. The grant program aims to rebuild and unite the region’s community recreation, sport and culture
system.

In a News Release issued on October 22", 2012, Flagstaff County identified Primary and Secondary recreation
facilities and commented that; “Regional facilities exhibit regional cooperation. Our vision is to embrace and
proactively use recreation and parks as an essential means for enhancing individual well being, community vitality
and economic stability. We have an ability and willingness to challenge the status quo by encouraging our citizens
and enabling risk taking change and innovation”.

Sedgewick’s arena, curing and bowling alley were deemed PRIMARY meaning; we are eligible for operational and
capital funding. However, there are conditions, the main one being that we receive support from our neighbouring
communities.

The Village of Alliances does not appear to offer a curling or a bowling alley. We would like to encourage your
residents use and participation in the Sedgewick leagues or during drop in times. We have a newly renovated four
lane acrylic bowling alley and four sheets of curling ice.

In light of the information presented and in an attempt to bridge the recreation gap, we are seeking a letter in
support from the Village of Alliance regarding our recreation facility’s primary designation. We are committed to
providing additional recreational opportunities and look forward to mutually supporting new initiatives within
Alliance.

Let’s move the vision of oneness forward together with one shared vision. For any further information, | can be
reached at 780-384-3504 or via email at sedgewick.cao@persona.ca.

Sincerely,

Amanda Davis,
CAO


mailto:sedgewick.cao@persona.ca

January 23", 2014 - Regular Council Meeting 3 B

Request for Decision (RFD)

Topic: Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management Association 2014 Draft Budget
Initiated by: FRSWMA Board

Prepared by: Amanda Davis

Attachments: 1. Dec. 16”‘, 2013 FRSWMA Meeting Minutes

2. Proposed Requisition Breakdown

Additional Readings: 3. Budgetary breakdown (detailed info)
4. FRSWMA History

Recommendations:
1. That the Town of Sedgewick approve the FRSWMA 2014 budget as presented; municipal
requisition of $125,564.99
2. That council provide direction on the monthly waste fee.

Background:
At the December 16", 2013 Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management Association (FRSWMA)
meeting, the following motion was made:

Resolution #48/2013: Board Member C. Matlick moved to recommend approval of the draft 2014
budget which includes the cost of $1,070,000 to member municipalities. CARRIED.

Current:
Administration accounted for an increase in the municipal budget prior to approval. The current budget
aligns with the increase 2.25% requisition increase.

Proposed municipal requisition (2014) $124,830.47 (increase of 2.25%)

How is the FRSWMA Requisition captured?

Waste services within the Town of Sedgewick are allocated on a cost recovery basis. A monthly charge
is allocated on all utility bills. The current rate is $27/month per household/business.

The fee is set in the Fees Bylaw (current #507).

If this 2014 budget is approved there would be no increased user fee. For a perfect balance the monthly
charge could be decreased from $27 to $26.89.

Municipal budget:

Waste Requisition - 124,830
Misc. Waste Charges - 1,500

126,330
(budgeted surplus) 2,740

Difference in actual costs: $830 (increased surplus)



PRESENT

2.0) Call to Order

3.0) Agenda

4.1) Proposed 2014
Budget

Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management Association 0

Special Board Meeting
To review 2014 Proposed Budget

December 16, 2013

Sterling Room of the County Office, Sedgewick, AB

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:

Barry Bowie
Wayne Dame
Brenda Grove
Dean Lane

Wade Lindseth
Sonny Losness
Cliff Matlock
Gary Matthiessen
Dayna Oberg (Chair)
Butch Robertson
Dennis Steil

Dell Wickstrom
Ron Williams

Regrets:
Rick Manning

STAFF:
Murray Hampshire
Brent Hoyland

Chairperson D. Oberg called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m.

Agenda was reviewed.

Minutes

Village of Rosalind
Town of Sedgewick
Town of Killam
Town of Hardisty
Flagstaff County
Village of Lougheed
Village of Galahad
Flagstaff County
Village of Forestburg
Town of Daysland
Village of Heisler
Village of Alliance
Village of Strome

Flagstaff County

Manager
Flagstaff County

O

Resolution # 46/2013. Board Member D. Wickstrom moved to add item ‘4.2) In Camera’,

to the agenda.

amended.

Manager M. Hampshire provided a comprehensive review of budget proposal.

Discussion ensued.

CARRIED
Resolution # 47/2013. Board Member C. Matlock moved to approve the agenda as

CARRIED

Resolution # 48/2013. Board Member C. Matlock moved to recommend approval of the

draft 2014 Budget which includes the cost of $1,075,000 to member municipalities.
CARRIED



4.2) In Camera

5.0) Adjournment

Resolution # 49/2013. Board Member D. Wickstrom moved that the meeting go into
“Camera” at 7:59 p.m., with all persons except Board Members excluded from the
meeting.

CARRIED
Resolution # 50/2013. Board Member J. Robertson moved the meeting revert to a
regular meeting at 8:04 p.m.

CARRIED
Resolution # 51/2013. Board Member D. Wickstrom moved FRSWMA pay a bonus of
$1,000 to Manager M. Hampshire on behalf of the Board of FRSWMA.

CARRIED
Chair D. Oberg adjourned the meeting at 8:05 p.m.

Next Meeting — January 27, 2014 at 7:00 p.m.

Chairperson

Manager

2|Page



Member Fees -

2014
Municipality | Population Landfill Collection Transfer Recycling Chemical Quarterly
Alliance 174 $7,279.42 $9,916.27 $5,392.05 $2,757.07 $6,336.20
Daysland 807 $33,761.46 $45,990.98 $25,007.95 $12,787.08 $29,386.87
Forestburg 831 $34,765.51 $47,358.75 $25,751.68 $13,167.37 $30,260.83
Galahad 119 $4,978.46 $6,781.82 $3,687.67 $1,885.58 $4,333.38
Hardisty 639 $26,733.05 $36,416.65 $19,801.84 $10,125.09 $23,269.16
Heisler 151 $6,317.20 $8,605.50 $4,679.31 $2,392.63 $5,498.66
Killam 981 $41,040.88 $55,907.26 $30,400.00 $15,544.15 $35,723.07
Lougheed 1 $11,421.16 $15,558.29 $8,459.94 $4,325.74 $9,941.28
Rosalind 0 $7,948.79 $10,828.11 $5,887.87 $3,010.59 $6,918.84
Sedgewick 857 $35,853.24 $48,840.49 $26,557.39 $13,579.34 $31,207.62
Strome 228 $9,538.55 $12,993.74 $7,065.44 $3,612.71 $8,302.61
fﬁ]staff Cty 3244 $135,715.20 $0.00] $100,527.64 $51,401.85| $ 22,641.25 $77,571.48
8494| $ 355,352.93| $ 299,197.85| $ 263,218.78 | $ 134,589.18 | $ 22,641.25 $268,750.00
ITOtaI | 8494] $355,352.93| $299,1 97.85| $263,21 8.78| $134,589.1 8| $22,641 .25| $1 ,075,000@
Urban Rates - per capita |County Rates - per capita
Service Service
Landfill $ 41.84 50% Landfill $ 41.84 50%
Collection $ 56.99 100% Collection $ - 0%
Transfer $ 30.99 50% Transfer $ 30.99 50%
Recycling $ 15.85 50% Recycling $ 15.85 50%
0% Chemical Con. $ 6.98 100%
2014 Total: $ 145.66 2014 Total: $ 95.65
2013 total $ 142.46 2013 Total $ 93.12
% change 2.25% % change 2.7%
$ change $ 3.20 $ change $ 2.53 |

C:\Documents and Settings\Admin\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\YBPPHPUF\2014 Quarterly Requisitions - revised Jan 15 -
Lougheed Census.xlsx

Quarterly requisitions

1



Member Fees -

2013 Difference %o

Municipality | Population Landfill Collection Transfer Recycling Chemical Fees 2012-2013 Change
Alliance 174 $7,279.42 $9,916.27 $5,392.05 $2,757.07 $24,787.49 $557.32 2.25%
Daysland 807 $33,761.46 $45,990.98 $25,007.95 $12,787.08 $114,962.67 $2,584.81 2.25%
Forestburg 831 $34,765.51 $47,358.75 $25,751.68 $13,167.37 $118,381.63 $2,661.68 2.25%
Galahad 119 $4,978.46 $6,781.82 $3,687.67 $1,885.58 $16,952.36 $381.16 2.25%
Hardisty 639 $26,733.05 $36,416.65 $19,801.84 $10,125.09 $91,029.92 $2,046.71 2.25%
Heisler 151 $6,317.20 $8,605.50 $4,679.31 $2,392.63 $21,510.98 $483.65 2.25%
Killam 981 $41,040.88 $55,907.26 $30,400.00 $15,544.15 $139,750.16 $3,142.13 2.25%
Lougheed 273 $11,421.16 $15,558.29 $8,459.94 $4,325.74 $33,192.44 $6,572.69] 19.80%
Rosalind 190 $7,948.79 $10,828.11 $5,887.87 $3,010.59 $27,066.80 $608.57 2.25%
Sedgewick 857 $35,853.24 $48,840.49 $26,557.39 $13,579.34 $122,085.51 $2,744.96 2.25%
Strome 228 $9,538.55 $12,993.74 $7,065.44 $3,612.71 $32,480.16 $730.28 2.25%
Flagstaff Cty 3244 $135,715.20 $0.00] $100,527.64 $51,401.85| $§ 22,641.25 $302,070.40 $8,215.53 2.72%
8494| $ 355,352.93 | $§ 299,197.85 [ $ 263,218.78 [ § 134,5689.18 | $ 22,641.25 $1,044,270.52 $30,729.48 2.94%

[Total | 8494| $355,352.93] $299,197.85| $263,218.78] $134,589.18] $22,641.25] $1,075,000.00|

Urban Rates - per capita

Service
Landfill $ 41.84
Collection $ 56.99
Transfer $ 30.99
Recycling $ 15.85
2014 Total: $ 145,66
2013 total $ 142.46
% change 2.25%
$ change $ 3.20

50%
100%
50%
50%
0%

County Rates - per capita

Service
Landfill $ 41.84
Collection $ -
Transfer $ 30.99
Recycling $ 15.85
Chemical Con. §$ 6.98
2014 Total: $ 95.65
2013 Total $ 93.12
% change 2.7%
$ change $ 2.53

50%
0%
50%
50%
100%
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2014 Capital Budget

Description Budget

Additions
Purchase 40 - 3 yd bins (5800 each) S 32,000.00
Bobcat replacement(with new tracks) S 11,000.00
Purchase 15 slotted recycle bins (51100 each) S 16,500.00
Purchase 3-20YD Bins S 21,000.00
Purchase used Cat 816F Landfill Compactor S 75,000.00
Trailer for Water Tank (Fire suppression) S 6,800.00
TOTAL EXPENSES S 162,300.00
Funding
Loan From Closure/Post Closure Reserve S 85,167.52
Net Income Projected S 60,132.48
Sale of old assets (unit 27, 48) S 17,000.00
TOTAL FUNDING S 162,300.00

C:\Users\Ernie\Desktop\murray\partner correspondence\2014 Budget Package to Cao's\a) 2014 Capital Budget Page 1



Confidential FRSWMA

Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management

Actual 2012 Budget 2013 Actual 2013 (to 2014 Proposed Variance 2014-2013 Budgets
Dec 11) Budget S Var I % Var
REVENUE o
Landfill - Scales & Property] $ 71,41062 ]S 86,100.00 | S 76,772.08 | S 83,000.00 | $ (3,100.00)| S (0.04)
Asbestos Contracts| §  254,159.40 | $ 220,000.00 | $ 250,544.52 | § - 225,000.00 | $ 5,000.00 | $ 0.02
Bin Rentals & Service| $  840,000.97 | $ 917,000.00 | $ 947,479.48 |'S ~ ~ 929,600.00 | $ 12,600.00 | $ 0.01
Municipal Requisitions| $ 1,034,807.56 [ $ 1,044,270.52 | $ 1,044,511.85 [$ 1,075,000.00|$  30,729.48 | $ 0.03
Recyle| $ 72,22292 | S 98,800.00 §{ $ 43,702.45 |'S ‘57,'050.»0_0 S (41,750.00)| S (0.42)
Administration] $ 18,810.62 | S 20,900.00 | S 23,577.76 |'S ©22,850.00 | S 1,950.00 | $ 0.09
Transfer Sites| $ 56,346.10 | § 55,000.00 | $ 53,013.62 |'$ % 55,’000.00 S - S -
S

2,447,500.00

EXPENSE e

Human Resources| $ 1,151,013.58 | $ 1,118,087.00 | $ 970,953.77 |'$©1,182,678.43 | $  64,591.43 5.8%

Transportation Services| $  389,371.44 | $ 381,500.00 | $ 360,257.59 |-'$ ~ 382,600.00 | $ 1,100.00 0.3%

Landfill Expenses| $  97,506.46 | $ 55,500.00 | $ 110,192.94 | S 66,500.00 | $  11,000.00 19.8%

Recycling Expenses| $ 22,212.56 | $ 64,500.00 | $ 60,007.80 .S :14,200.00 | $  (50,300.00) -78.0%

Bin Services| $ 4,112.64 | $ 6,300.00 | $ 11,207.77 |'$~  11,500.00 | $ 5,200.00 82.5%

Transfer Site Expenses| $ 25,337.25 | $ 24,800.00 | $ 14,010.11 | $ 20,500.00:] § {4,300.00) -17.3%

Administration] $  289,992.91 | $ 277,250.00 | $ 252,289.80 | - 291,400.00| $  14,150.00 5.1%

Marketing & Communication} $ 2,780.87 | $ 5,000.00 | $ 1,730.98 |.$ ©.5,000.00 (s - 0.0%

Safety| $ 6,904.89 | § 11,000.00 | $ 5,788.97 | $ . 7,000.00| $ (4,000.00) -36.4%

Closure/Post Closure} S 80,000.00 | $ 80,000.00 | $ 80,000.00 |'$ -~ 105,000.00 | $  25,000.00 31.3%

Capital Reserve/Depreciation} $  230,763.77 | $ 205,930.70 | $ 205,930.70 | $  196,836.09 | $ {9,094.61) -4.4%
s

NET INCOME 47,761.82 | $  212,202.82 [$  367,231.33 164,285.48
2014 Loan repayment Truck 31 (51,807.00)
2014 Loan repayment Truck 33 (52,346.00)
2014 Capital Purchase Shortfall (60,132.48)

Total Other Liabilities
Net surplus/deficit

{164,285.48)

R RV RV RV RVo 0

b) budget worksheet - Summary income statement - 2014 1 12/19/2013



Total Expense by Business Line - 2014 Budget - $2.283 million

Pesticide
-1%




d) Business by Depariment - 2014

12/19/2013

Estimated Cost by Department - For Requisitions

Business by department - 2014

Budget 2014 From GL Short fall
Total
Expense Landfill Asbestos Bin Serv Collection Recycle Transfer Pesticide Admin Direct/Indirect
applied
Human Resources| $ 235,353.01 | $ 41,393.75 |$ 29566961 [$ 165574.98|% 86,33553 |$ 134,82534 [$ 591339 |§ 21761283 (% 1,182,678.43
%ol AR 70% % 75% 4% 7% 1% % 8% 0
Transport Services| $ 102,536.80 | $ 35,581.80 |$ 111,336.60 [$ 40,93820 |$ 3405140 |$ 50,885.80 |$ 7,269.40 | § - $ 382,600.00
Yo of TS 27%. 9% - 2% % %] - 3% 2% 100%
Capital Depreciation| $ 39,367.22 |$ 1968361 |$ 6889263 |% 1574689 |$% 13,77853|$ 3543050 |$ 3,936.72| % - $ 196,836.09
i T of CD 20%] 10% 35% 8% % 18% 2%
Closure/Post Closure Funding| $ 47,250.00 | § 5,250.00 { $§ 42,000.00 | § 5,250.00 | § - $ 5,250.00 | $ - $ - $ 105,000.00
% of CIPC 5% 5% i 40% 5% o% : 0% 0%
Direct Expense|{ $§  66,500.00 [ $ - $ 11,500.00 | § - $ 14,200.00 | $ 20,500.00 $ 303,400.00 | $ 416,100.00
Sub-Total Expenses| $ 491,007.03 | $§ 101,909.151$ 529398.84 | $ 22751007 |$ 148,36545|$ 246,891.64 | $ 17,11951 | $ 521,012.83 | § 2,283,214.52
less Administration Revenue $ (22,850.00)
Net Administration Expense $ 498,162.83
Administration Expense Applied] $ 121,680.30 | $§ 31,176.40 |$ 153496.18|$ 7168766 |3 4327366 |$ 7132692[§ 5521.72
Sub-Total by Department{ $ 612,687.32 | $ 133,085.55 | $ 682,895.02 [$ 299,197.72|$ 191,639.11 | $ 318,218.55 | § 22,641.23
less Dept Specific Revenue| $ (83,000.00) $ (225,000.00)] $ (929,600.00 $ (57,050.00){ $ (55,000.00){ $ - $ (1,349,650.00
Net Expense by Department| $ 529,687.32 | $§ (91,914.45)[ $ (246,704.98)| $ 299,197.72 | $ 134,589.11 |$ 263,218.55 | § 22,641.23
2014 Municipal Requisition] $ 355,353.38 | $ - $ - $ 299,197.72[$ 134,589.11 | $ 263,218.55 |$ 22,641.23 | § - $ 1,075,000.00
Net Business| $ (174,333.95) I3k - |s - |$ - |$ -

% funded by Requisition

67.1%

0.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

C:\Users\Emie\Desktop\murray\partner correspondence\2014 Budget Package to Cao's\d) Business by Department - 2014



$400,000

Net Income by Business & Municipal Requisition
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Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management Association

FRSWMA Business Summary

Scope of Discussion:

MFRS WMA History

IZILana’f/'// - operations, groundwater monitoring, landfill service life
IZI/MUﬂ/C/pa/ - MHW collection, transportation, disposal

IZI Transter Site - Operation, Maintenance, Improvements

IZI Container rentals - waste collection, disposal

IZIASbesfos collection - transportation, storage, disposal
IZIRecyc/e - Collection, transportation, handling, removal
IZIAgr/cu/fur'e Chemical - Collection, Storage and Recycle
IZIReqw’s/ﬁans, Budgets, Unfunded Liabilities

|Z[Fufure expansion, Reserve Funds, Business Planning



I.

FRSWMA Short History:

1978 - Waste Management Branch of Alberta Government initiated study of 4 sites within
County of Flagstaff for Regional Landfill development potential. Based on a wide range of
factors and hydro-geological considerations, SW 11-45-12-W4 was selected.

1978 - Solid Waste Evaluation for Region was initiated with more in depth engineering and
geological studies of landfill at SW 11.

1979 - Landfill design & application for 'Refuse Disposal System Permit’ on SW 11.

1980 - Refuse Disposal System Permit (Board of Health) granted to Flagstaff County. The
Flagstaff Regional Solid Waste Management Authority was formed with representatives
from all current members (less Hardisty, plus Bawlf). Construction of the Regional Landfill
started and first 2 transfer sites (Killam & Forestburg) were developed.

1988 - Permit to Operate Waste Management Facility under Public Health Act granted to
FRSWM 'Authority

1998 - 'FRSWM Authority' disbanded and replaced by 'FRSWM Association’, a not-for-
profit Society incorporated under the Alberta Societies Act. Membership by all current
members plus Bawlf. Membership agreements with each partner signed in 1998-1999.
Society Bylaws duly ratified and registered in 1997.

2005 - Responsibility for landfills transferred from Public Health to Alberta Environment.
2006 - EPEA registration (Code of Practice for Landfills) approved in name of ‘Association:

Footprint - 1980 Footprint 2007

Footprint - 2013



II.

Landfill Operations

A. Background - Landfill Operations

The landfill located on SW11 is designed as a natural attenuation landfill due to highly
impermeable (0.8 m/year) nature of, and the consistent depth (4 meters) of underlying clay
soils. Groundwater is 3 meters below surface and movement is very slow. Groundwater is
continuously monitored by consultants for contaminants and movement.

SWI11 is owned by Province of Alberta and leased o FRSWMA under MLL 790092 which is
renewed every 10 years (next renewal - end of 2013).

Approximately 30.4 hectares (ha) of SW11 is deemed suitable for landfill development.
The original design (1979) planned a 9.3 ha excavated area with land filling above ground
(airspace) up to 3 meters at the highest point. In 2006, FRSWMA was granted increased
air space up to 10 meters at the highest point.

Total Capacity of the 2006 design is 687,728 m*. Final Cover (0.6 m. clay and 0.3 m.
topsoil) is estimated at 70,000 m3. Therefore capacity for Municipal Solid Waste (MSW)
is 617,728 m3. As of Dec 31, 2012, the landfill is filled to 61.96% of capacity (382,728 m®).
Our annual inflow volume averages 5,000 metric fonnes. A compaction rate of 550 kg/m3,
translates to 9090 m3/yr. Completion of current site is estimated at 2037 (25.85 yrs).

An additional area of 3.9 ha has been identified for future landfill. This site will have
MSW capacity of approximately 225,000 m®. It is expected that the cost of this future
site will be much higher than the current site due to upgraded landfill standards.

B. Landfill Operations - Metrics and Financials

FRSWMA landfill serves a population of 5210 ‘urban’ residents in 11 towns and villages and
3244 'rural residents in Flagstaff County. There are also numerous commercial and
industrial customers within the collection area which are served by FRSWMA.
Nearly 10,000 tonnes (1.18 tonnes/resident) of waste are handled annually with
o 21.1% of the volume being recycled (metal, tires, shingles, oil, e-waste, cardboard,
plastics, paint, batteries, chemical containers, paper, and concrete),
o 9.9% diverted from the landfill (clean wood, compost, and sump water),
19.9 % disposed in Dry Waste containment (Class IIT landfill)
o and (49%) disposed of in the encapsulated sanitary (Class IT) landfill as MSW.
Two operators are dedicated to landfill services with equipment operators, drivers, office
staff and management contributing time for a total of 4.2 Full Time Staff Equivalents
(FTE's). Staffing, equipment operation, depreciation, engineering, monitoring and applied
indirect expenses result in a combined annual cost of $737,182 to operate the landfill. This
is reduced by $86,100 in direct landfill operation revenue for a net expense of $651,082
($66.60/tonne).
Statistics Canada finds that 66% of MSW collected at landfills is generated from non-
residential sources. The remaining 34% is residential. FRSWMA allocates 34% of the net
expense ($221,268) to municipal partners at a rate 0f$25.67 per capita. The balance of the
expense is paid by Asbestos waste generators and by Bin Service customers.




C. Future Opportunities - Landfill

Currently direct operation cost is $66.60/tonne. Future liability costs of $2.64 million
amortized over 339,750 tonnes (compaction rate of .55 t/m3) adds an addition $7.77/tonne
for a total of $74.37/tonne.

Any future landfill development will need to meet all of the standards for landfills, including

In addition to the requirements in section 3.1, the Landfill Design Plan and
Specifications for the construction of a new or laterally expanding Class Il Landfill
shall include, at a minimum, all of the following:

(i) a liner; and

(i) a leachate collection system capable of maintaining the maximum acceptable
leachate head. (Standards for Landfills in Alberta, February, 2010)

The addition of these design features and controls will increase our landfill operation cost
dramatically. Other recently constructed Class IT landfills are collecting fees between
$150 and $200 per tonne to offset higher operating costs associated with new standards.

Some long term plans FRSWMA needs to consider:

o Expansion of Class IT landfill on SW 11. An area to the West of the current
footprint is suitable for landfill. It is 3.9 Ha in size with a volume capacity of
225,000 m3. At current rates, this area would provide capacity for nearly 20 years.

o Expansion of Class IT & ITT landfill onto neighboring properties through acquisition.
This strategy would provide a nearly indefinite capacity for the Association at
current collection rates, or allow the business to grow to become more profitable
and efficient by increasing customer base and area of service. This strategy
requires detailed business planning, technical assessment of land, and an aggressive
marketing and sales approach with appropriate staffing.

o Purchase of Waste Compactor. At a cost of nearly $700,000 the capital outlay is
40% more than current equipment employed, however the compactor allows at least
18% increase in compaction (640kg/m3). This small increase in density will allow an
additional 21,150 tonnes to be disposed into the remaining airspace. This is
equivalent to 4.23 years additional life in the landfill, and at $60/tonne would
increase revenue by $1.269 million.

o Modified Fees Schedule: Currently, fees are based on customer type and source of
waste (residential, commercial, and industrial). An alternate method might be to
charge fees appropriate to where the waste is disposed in the landfill (MHW
destined for Class IT landfill might be charged $100/tonne, Dry Waste and
Construction materials destined for the Class IIT landfill would be charged
$50/tonne and recyclable materials (wood, compost, metal, plastic, paper) might be
charged $25/tonne.) This new rate schedule would be applied to customers and
municipal partners. This simple, differential fee schedule would dramatically alter
the volumes of each waste streams and promote interest in the less expensive
streams of recycling and diverting.




III. Urban Municipal Waste Collection Services

A.Background

Historically, FRSWMA utilized large equipment to collect municipal waste within urban
centers. Such equipment is destructive to back alleys and soft asphalt. At the request of
urban partners we discontinued use of this equipment and acquired the current Burro
configuration (1 ton truck, single axle, removable 8 yard bins). While this equipment
reduces the damage to municipal roads, it is less efficient than conventional ‘large truck’
alternatives. The Burro picks up an 8 yard bin at local transfer sites, compacts curb
garbage in that bin until it is full (about 1800 kg), then requires a subsequent trip to the
transfer site to exchange bins. In Killam, Daysland, Forestburg and Sedgewick, this
operation is repeated 4 or 5 times to pick up residential garbage in those communities.

B.Urban Collection - Metrics and Financials

FRSWMA collects urban waste for 5,210 residents located in 11 urban municipalities.
Annually, 1,635 tonnes of waste is collected from the urban centers and stored at the
nearest transfer site. This waste is collected from the transfer sites by front end trucks
through their regularly scheduled routes. This volume is equivalent to 250 filled front end
trucks, annually.

2 full time staff are dedicated to the Burro. An additional 0.8 staff years is allocated for
front end truck pick up of municipal waste, administration and management for a total of 2.8
FTE's expensed against this business unit.

Staffing, equipment operation, depreciation, bin repairs, and applied indirect expenses
result in an annual cost of $282,512.25. There is no direct revenue from this business unit.
The cost of urban municipal waste collection is borne entirely by the urban municipalities at
a cost of $54.22 per capita per year.

Note that the costs calculated above are for collection services only. The cost to landfill
1,635 tonnes ($108,891) is charged separately to the partners as part of the landfill
expense in section IT) B), above.

C. Future Opportunities - Urban Collection Services

As a means to extend landfill life, many urban centers across Canada are reducing the
volume of MHW in the waste stream through bag restrictions, weight restrictions, blue box
programs, etc. Recently FRSWMA reduced bag limits from 5 bags per week to 4. This
reduction should continue over the next few years to 2 bags per household.

FRSWMA collects waste using a 1 ton single axle truck which fills detachable bins and
exchanges them as needed at local transfer sites. This service is time consuming,
inefficient (1,400 kg per bin) and labor intensive. Alternatives should be considered
through a business planning exercise that examines all types of municipal waste collection
equipment/systems.



IV. Transfer Site Operation:

A. Background and Services.

Prior to 1978 many municipalities within the FRSWMA collection area operated their own
landfills or ‘dumps’. With the establishment of the FRSWM authority in 1980, an effort
was made to consolidate all waste collection and disposal in a single regional landfill which
would ensure adherence to all regulations and standards for landfills.

In several cases, the old 'dump’ became the local ‘transfer site’ under the new authority.
Currently, FRSWMA operates 11 transfer sites on behalf of the association.

Each transfer site provides a ramp for ease of dumping into bins. The number of bins for
household waste is variable at each site based on volumes collected. Also containers for
recycling metal, plastic, cardboard, concrete, shingles, siding, paint, batteries, oil filters are
provided and provisions to dispose of clean wood in a local burn pit are provided at each site.
In addition, farm chemical jugs are collected at 5 sites, paper products are collected in 5
urban centers and compostable materials and plastic jugs are collected in all urban centers.
In 2013, 5 transfer sites were designated 'Regional’ with expanded hours (Saturday
openings) and staffing adjustments during open hours to handle extra traffic. One transfer
site (Science Hill) was closed and 6 transfer sites were designated ‘transitional’ with limited
hours to reflect low use of these sites.

B. Transfer Sites - Metrics and Financials

Transfer sites provide a waste disposal alternative for 5,210 urban and 3,244 rural
residents within the collection area. It is estimated that FRSWMA collects and transfers
832 tonnes of MHW (equivalent to 128 front end truck loads) annually.

Bins for recycled and diverted metal, dry waste and Ag Chemical jugs are emptied from 5 to
15 times annually, depending on location and volume of waste. 924 tonnes of recycled and
diverted materials are collected and transported to the regional landfill in 132 separate
trips by roll-off trucks.

12 staff work part time running transfer sites throughout the year for a total of 2.2 FTE's.
Truck drivers, equipment operators, and other staff increase the manpower utilized at
transfer sites to 3.4 FTE's. Duties include supervising customers, litter picking, burn pit
operations and cleanout, grass cutting, ramp maintenance, transferring all collected MHW &
recyclables to regional landfill, and collecting fees.

Staffing, equipment operation, depreciation, repairs and maintenance and applied indirect
expenses total $435,668 per annum. Fees collected at the gate total $55,000 per annum
for a net expense of $380,668. This expense is paid by all partner municipalities at the
rate of $45.03 per capita.

Note that the costs calculated above are for Transfer Site services only. The cost to
landfill 832 tonnes of MHW ($55,411) is charged separately to the partners as part of the
landfill expense in section II) B), above. The cost to handle 924 tonnes of recycled and
diverted material at the regional landfill is charged separately to partners as part of the
recycle expense in section VIT) B), below.



C. Future Opportunities - Transfer Sites

Prior o 2012, FRSWMA operated 12 transfer sites at an annual net expense exceeding
$380,000 paid through the partner requisition at $45.03 per capita. The service was very
expensive and inefficient with very little waste collected relative to the expense. Our
resultant cost per tonne exceeded $216 for operation and transportation only.

Starting January 1, 2013, FRSWMA closed one transfer site, reduced 6 sites to
‘fransitional’ status and increased services to 5 'Regional’ sites as a means to cut budget
expenses by $130,000 (34%). We anticipate the volume of waste to remain unchanged, with
an overall improvement in cost per tonne projected to $142.

The current Transitional phase will remain in effect until Dec 2015 at which point FRSWMA
will determine a future course of action which may include some of the following:

o Discontinued operation of up to 6 ‘transitional’ transfer sites with municipal partner
taking over all responsibility for future bin rental, transportation, maintenance, etc.
Continued operation for municipal partner use only (no residential/commercial use)
Enhanced service at 5 'Regional’ transfer sites with increased recycling options,
increased operating hours, more efficient bin services, etc.

o Abolish residential fees at Regional transfer sites, while retaining fees at
transitional sites.

o Permanent closure of some sites.

Future liability for the 12 transfer sites is a matter of concern. Some transfer sites are on
municipal land and others are on crown land. In both cases, the cost to reclaim the land for
a future development use will be expensive. FRSWMA needs to clarify end of life
expectations at transfer sites with each municipality. If this liability or portions thereof
become the responsibility of FRSWMA, then it needs to be identified, quantified and a line
item added to the annual budget to create a reserve to cover these future liabilities.
Significant capital investment in safety rails, gravel, ramp modifications and extra bins are
required at the 5 'Regional’ transfer sites, especially before Dec 2015.



Bin Services:

A. Background and Services.

The most profitable business at FRSWMA is Bin Services (Bin Rental combined with
scheduled Waste Disposal). We offer temporary and permanent bin rental in 3 yd, 6 yd, 20
yd and 40 yd capacities. Our fee schedule is based on cost of service + capital cost
replacement over 60 months + a defined profit ‘margin’ = the total cost. This formula is
employed for each bin type and each pickup schedule we offer.

FRSWMA is fortunate to ‘own’' both the bin service and the landfill. In the industry this is
very rare. Most companies are either landfill operators or collection services contractors.
This gives FRSWMA a strong competitive advantage as we have full knowledge and control
over bin services expenses and landfill costs when preparing tenders and quotes.

B. Bin Services - Metrics and Financials

FRSWMA owns
o 120 Six (6) yard bins and 490 Three (3) yard bins which are rented to private,
commercial and industrial customers throughout the collection area. All of these
bins are on regular collection routes. Another 90 bins (mostly 6 yard bins) are
rotated through temporary bin service contracts for residents undertaking short
term renovations, demolitions or yard cleaning. More than 100 bins are used
exclusively for recycle programs. Finally, there are nearly 50 private bins owned by
individuals which are worked into our collection routes on a purely ‘call-in’ basis.
FRSWMA owns twenty 20 yd bins and fifty-eight 40 yd bins for permanent and temporary
rentals, thirteen split 20 yd bins and seventeen gravel boxes for use at transfer sites.
The majority (80%) of trucking activity is dedicated to bin services. In addition other
equipment operators, repair shop staff, landfill and administrative staff allocate significant
time to this business for a total of 4.3 FTE's.
Staffing, equipment operation, capital depreciation, bin repairs, and applied indirect
expenses result in a combined cost of $521,601.23 for bin services. Fortunately, revenue
from this business stream is $917,000 per annum which results in profit of $395,398.77
(43.1%) for this business unit.
In our annual budget, this profit is combined with profit from asbestos disposal business
(VII, below) to subsidize underfunded landfill costs ($435,377.47) and underfunded recycle
costs ($71,702.61)

C. Future Opportunities - Bin Services

Perhaps business profits from Bin Services should be redirected to capital purchase (new
equipment), set aside to fund future expansion, or directed tfowards underfunded liabilities.
If this occurred, then other business units would need more requisition funding from
partners to stay solvent. Clearly some scenario modeling and longer term business analysis
and planning are required.

FRSWMA is very competitive with neighboring competitors in small bin and large bin
services. One area we are nhot competitive in is the infermediate bin market (i.e. 5 - 15 yd



bins designated for diversion or recycle). Many competitors offer bins in this size range
using smaller equipment (1 or 2 ton trucks), innovative equipment (carry more than one bin
per truck) or through alternative equipment (trailer rental service). FRSWMA must
investigate several options in a business analysis to determine the best fit for an
intermediate size collection service.

FRSWMA does not promote or advertise its services, yet our rental rate is over 95% year-
round. During summer, we have waiting lists ranging from a few days to several weeks for
both small bins and large bins. 15-20 small bins are added to the permanent rental roster
each year (purchased), with a 99.5% rental rate at all times. With a small investment of
time and energy to a marketing and sales strategy, it is likely we could grow this most
profitable side of our business. Such a strategy needs to be studied and a strong business
case for a sales force is required.



VI.

Asbestos Services:

A. Background and Services.

Asbestos remediation and disposal is increasing in Alberta and FRSWMA has become a
'service of choice' for asbestos remediation contractors. We currently have five Alberta
contractors that preferentially choose our service because of quick response time and
reasonable rates.

Asbestos disposal requires specific methods of handling and land filling and only staff who
are properly trained and fit tested for breathing protection are allowed to work within this
section of the business.

All parts of the landfill within 300 m of the active asbestos pit are closed temporarily
whenever a disposal operation is underway. A water tank and pump with up o 200m of hose
is on the hand in case there is an exposure (broken bag) during dumping. Three trained
personnel fitted with breathing protection are always involved in dumping procedures. Bins
are stock piled in a separate and secure yard until there are enough bins (6-8) to ensure
efficient use of pit space for dumping.

B. Asbestos Services - Metrics and Financials

FRSWMA collects over 1000 tonnes of asbestos waste annually for disposal. Most of this
material is sourced from within greater Edmonton, however other jobs in Camrose,
Wainwright, Red Deer and local demolition within Flagstaff County contribute to the total.
Truck Drivers and landfill equipment operators commit a portion of their time to asbestos
duties for a total of 1.0 FTE's per year.

Staffing, equipment operation, capital depreciation, pit excavation and cover and applied
indirect expenses total $108, 318 annually ($107.82/tonne). Fortunately, revenue from this
business stream is $220,000 per annum which results in business line profit of $111,681
(50.7%) or $111.17/tonne.

In our annual budget, this profit is combined with profit from our regular bin services
business (V, above) to subsidize underfunded landfill costs ($435,377.47) and underfunded
recycle costs ($71,702.61)

C. Future Opportunities - Asbestos Services

Perhaps business profits from asbestos services should be redirected fo capital purchase
(new equipment), set aside to fund future expansion, or directed towards underfunded
liabilities. If this occurred, then other business units would need more requisition funding
from partners to stay solvent. Clearly some scenario modeling and longer term business
analysis and planning are required.

FRSWMA does not promote or advertise its asbestos business, yet we realize a net profit
of over $100,000 annually. It seems conceivable that a small investment of time and energy
through a marketing and sales strategy might result in significant growth for FRSWMA.
Such a strategy needs to be studied in depth.



VII ° ReCYCIe Ser'V|Ces ‘ RECYCLING Metric Tonnes | Equivalent

(5Yr Ave) | Truck loads

A. Background and Services. Concrete 978.3 140

Metal 719.0 103

Compost 343.6 49

FRSWMA has promoted recycling programs to Cardboard 25 2

reduce materials entering the landfill and to Shingles 138.0 20

extend landfill life. Over 2,500 tonnes of waste is ;'"es 88.0 13
. aper 3

recycled through a range of programs separating Plasliics Zzé 12

14 materials from the waste stream. E-Waste 33.0 5

Metal - bins provided at all fransfer sites Pesticide Containers 29.9 4

Concrete - bins supplied at all transfer sites Used O 156 2

) ] Vinyl Siding 6.6 1

Compost - 42 bins in urban centers throughout Batories i ]

collection area Paint 3.2 0

Cardboard - 60 public bins in urban centers and 18 Total Recycling 2,695.2 385

bins rented by commercial vendors collected weekly

Shingles - bins at each transfer site and drop ramp at Landfill for commercial customers.
Tires - containers at every transfer site and tire yard at landfill for Commercial customers
Paper - 40 yd split bins at 5 urban centers and 1 at landfill for exchange purposes

Plastics - 14 bins in urban centers throughout collection area, collected every 2-4 weeks.
E-Waste, used oil, vinyl siding, batteries and paint - Collection centers at each transfer site
and sorting/processing area at landfill

Pesticide containers - Four 40 yard bins in selected transfer sites and chemical compound
for holding and processing at Landfill.

B. Recycle Services - Metrics and Financials

On average, FRSWMA recycles 2,600 tonnes annually.

Staffing at 2.1 FTE's is required to collect, handle, sort and package recyclable materials at
transfer sites and the landfill.

Staffing, equipment operation, capital depreciation, fees for recyclers and applied indirect
expenses total $317,053.71 annually ($153.76/tonne). Revenue for this business stream is
$98,800 per annum which creates a net cost of $218,254 ($83.94/tonne).

In our annual budget, $71,702.61 (32,9%) of this expense is paid through profits from bin
services and asbestos services. The remainder ($146,551) is expensed directly to partner
municipalities at the rate of $17.34 per capita.

C. Future Opportunities - Recycle Services

Recycle services are subsidized up to 30% by more profitable businesses at FRSWMA. It
has been suggested that recycle services should be funded by user fees or requisitions.
Ostensibly, subsidized programs tend to drift away from being run like a business and
become more like a service. One important metric is volume and our recycle programs range
from 3.2 to 978 tonnes per annum. A true Benefit/Cost analysis might make some of these
programs questionable. A thorough review of all recycle programs is required.

Historical recycle programs required hand separation, handling, baling and transporting of
each material (this method currently employed by FRSMWA). Recently, automated handling



facilities have appeared in the marketplace (MRP at Evergreen Environmental) which would
allow us fo collect, bale and remove recyclables from our site with very little handling.
Detailed business analysis, negotiations and program planning for a ‘co-mingled' recycle
program is required.



VIII. Agriculture Chemical Containers and Agricultural Film:

A. Background and Services.

FRSWMA provides a service for local agriculture producers to collect, transport, store,
process and recycle Agricultural Chemical containers. In 1990, FRSWMA paid for the
construction of a chemical compound on SW 11 using a onetime grant secured by Flagstaff
County. Also with this grant, FRSWMA purchased 4 specially designed bins to collect and
store chemical containers at four transfer sites. Standards for a collection site have
changed over the years, and the current site does not meet the standards (covered storage,
runoff water collection and containment).

The agriculture industry has seen a recent proliferation of plastic products for grain
storage, bale wrapping and other purposes. While these materials provide producers with a
relatively inexpensive solution for grain and bale storage, very little consideration has been
given to the ultimate ‘end of life’ or disposal of these products in Alberta. Our regional
landfill is receiving increasing volumes of agriculture film.

B. Specialized Agricultural Services - Metrics and Financials

FRSWMA collects and recycle over 30 tonnes of empty plastic chemical jugs annually. Four
40 yard bins are managed at 4 transfer sites within the county. These bins are emptied
from 2-6 times annually, depending on the location. As well, many agriculture producers
transport their own 'jugs’ to the landfill.

o Duties related fo this service include, transportation from transfer sites, re-piling
materials as they are dropped off by producers, collecting and disposing of runoff
water from the compound, and coordinating chipping crews and transportation of
recycled product.

o We assign 0.3 FTE's of staff time to this business unity. Staffing, equipment
operation, runoff management and applied indirect expenses total $16,965 annually
($567.39/tonne). This service is expensed directly to Flagstaff County at a rate
of$5.23 per rural resident.

In 2012 and 2013, FRSWMA has taken delivery of over 100 Grain bags and is currently
storing them for future recycling. Only one market exists and specialized equipment is
required to roll this material before it can be shipped. Currently producers do not pay any
fees for delivery these huge quantities of material to our recycling facilities. We estimate
we will need to begin charging a fee of $100 per unit (about 500 feet of grain wrap).

C. Future Opportunities - Agriculture Chemical Services:

FRSWMA and Flagstaff County have begun to re-evaluate the Agricultural Chemical Service
within the collection area. Concerns are:

o Current compound is within groundwater basin containing the Class IT landfill and
could contribute to leachate and ground water issues. Current compound is not
covered, does not have runoff water collection and is too close to Class II landfill.
No staff at FRSWMA have specialized training in handling Ag Chem containers.

It is unclear what role FRSWMA or the County should take in this regard.



The Agriculture Film industry is in its infancy, however there are indications that it may
grow at an alarming rate. Alberta Recyle (Provincial) and CleanFarms (Federal) are both
related NGO's that are producing position papers urging government to take a more
directive and lead role in the ‘end of life’ outcome for these large quantities of plastic
o Currently over 5000 tonnes of waste ag film is produced annually and it is expected
to grow dramatically over the next decade.
85% of Ag Film is currently disposed of by burning (CleanFarms report).
Only one small market currently exists for this product
FRSWMA is one of the top collection sites for Ag Chemical containers in Alberta
and this trend is expected to become true for Ag film products, especially if
burning becomes a restricted regulation.
o FRSWMA and or Flagstaff County could become leading experts in developing an
integrated Agriculture/Waste Management solution to both of these growing
problems.



Municipal Partner Funding

A. Background

FRSWMA operates within some overarching principles:

Costs for services are applied equally to all residents, regardless of their proximity

to the landfill or the cost to provide the service (eg. A farmer at Alliance and
Sedgewick are offered exactly the same bin rental and service rates, regardless of

any efficiency of scale or logistical factors that might affect real cost.

pay for urban garbage collection, urban partners do not pay for Ag Chemical

Partner requisitions are applied equally based on a per capita formula, regardless of

Partner requisitions are applied only for services employed (rural partners do not

Proceeds of any business unit that realizes a profit will be used o reduce costs of

Fees at transfer sites will be collected from users to attempt to recover the cost

of transporting materials from transfer sites to the landfill. This User-Pay concept
recognizes that not all residents use transfer sites.

(e}

travel distance to the landfill)
o
O

container collection)
O

services paid by the partners.
O
(@]

B. Municipal Funding - Me
FRSWMA operates seven distinct
services for partners and local
residents. Two of these services
(bin services and Asbestos)

Transfer sites are established for Resident Use Only.

trics and Financials

Net Expense
(Profit) by
Department

|
Net Revenue/Expense by :
Department (Budget 2013) |

Landfilll $ 653,066.20

Portion paid
by Subsidy

$435,377.47

Portion paid by
Requisition

217,688.73

Urban Waste Collection_; $ 282,512.25

$ (0.00)

282,512.25

realize strong net returns
($395,000 & $111,000
respectively).

Recycle! $ 218,253.71

Pesticidel $  16,849.99

$ 71,702.61

146,551.10

Five other business lines provide

|Partner Services Total

I $1,551,350.60

services which have net expenses
totaling over $1.5 million.

Asbestos; $ (111,681.31)

Bin Servl $§ (395,398.77)

Private Services Total

''$ (507,080.08)

Profits from Bin Services and
Asbestos Services are used to

Net Requisition

1.$1,044,270.52

subsidize the overall cost of the other businesses, reducing total cost to $1.044 million

(subsidy of $507,080).
The net expense for partner services
by requisitions which are allocated on

basis. Urban and rural residents are charged

differentially, based on services rece

The subsidy from Bin Services and asbestos
amounts to $59.98 per capita. The subsidy is
used to reduce costs of landfill and recycle

services applied to residents.

is funded
a per capita

Revenue/Expense by
Department (Budget 2013)

Net Urb.

Req per
Capita

an Net Rural
Req. per
Capita

ived.

T 1

Landfill

Urban Waste Collection

Recycle

$ 17341 8% 17.34

Transfer

Pesticide

$ 4503, $ 45.03

'$ 519

Partner Services Total

$142.35 ' $ 93.31 |




Unfunded Future Liabilities. One requirement of landfill operations is establishment of a
Closure/Post Closure (C/PC) fund to offset future liabilities when the landfill reaches the
end of life. Very specific requirements for reclamation, ground water monitoring, leachate
collection and treatment and long term maintenance are defined by the 'Standards for
Landfill Operations”.

o

A recent engineering estimate (Dec 2012) for C/PC calculates the cost at $2.64
million. Closure will occur in two phases with Phase 1 expenses of $516,780 required
in 2017 and the balance required in about 2037.
The landfill is currently filled o 61.96% of capacity. Therefore, the target for
funding of the C/PC reserve should be 61.96% of total, or $1.635 million. Current
reserve position is:

= $351,407 inGIC's

» $189,958 in loan repayment plan

= $160,000 in operating account to transfer to GIC's for 2011 & 2012

= 701,366 (42.9% of target )
Our current C/PC reserve is $934,377 short of target. Clearly, a plan to accelerate
funding of the reserve is necessary

C. Future Considerations:
Business analysis and planning exercises are required to consider the following opportunities
at FRSWMA:

o Expansion - at current input rates, the current landfill space is finite with

completion anticipated in 2037. A small area is available for a further 20 years of
operation on the existing land holding. If future development is limited to SW11,
then it greatly impacts the business plan - that is, why expand the business to grow
profit if it means consuming the available space at a higher rate? Another option is
to expand to a neighboring land parcel, which would allow aggressive business growth
with a full marketing, sales and promotion of business. It is conceivable that
FRSWMA could double or triple its input volume, greatly increasing profitability,
efficiency and reducing cost to partner municipalities.

Landfill Compactor - currently FRSWMA uses a low compaction crawler tractor to
move and compact waste at the landfill. High compaction equipment would increase
the amount of waste disposed per cubic meter of space by 18-40%. This equates to
an increased life of 4-10 additional years.

Fee Schedule based on final disposal - Currently our disposal fee schedule is based
on source type (resident, commercial, industrial), waste type (each category has its
own fee) and source (in or out of county), and cost to handle (recycling costs are
passed on to customers). Consideration should be given to a more ‘cast-based'
approach. That is, we would examine waste based on where it ends up (Class IT
HMW, Class III C&D, or recycle) and price to the customer would better reflect
our cost (Class IT - $85/tonne, Class IIT $45/tonne, Recycle Free). A full business
case needs to be made before this change can be considered.

Reduce Bag Limits - neighboring jurisdictions have reduced collection services to 2
bags per household per week. This forces customers fo recycle waste or sort



diversions from the waste stream (grass clippings, branches) to achieve the lower
cost offered in the previous point. The result is a dramatic decrease in the amount
of material entering the Class IT landfill.

Urban collection equipment - the current Burro configuration used by FRSWMA may
be a very inefficient service. This decision should be coordinated with the bag limit
restriction and the new fee schedules.

Transfer sites - FRSWMA operates too many transfer sites for the resident
population. This results in a very inefficient and expensive service which cost is
borne completely by the partner municipalities.

Recycling services - all recycling services need to be reconsidered in terms of
benefit and cost analysis. Some of the smaller programs we offer appear to cost
far more than the perceived benefit. It is also important to recognize the amount
recycle programs are subsidized by other programs. Perhaps total cost of the
programs retained in the future should be paid entirely by the partners.
Agriculture Chemical Compound - investigate the current design, re-consider
location and ultimately determine if there is a better site within Flagstaff County.
Work with Flagstaff County, producers and industry to spear head a solution to the
growing problem of waste agriculture film in Alberta.

Starting in 2011, FRSWMA

business plan set aside $80,000

annually funding of the C/PC

reserve. At this rate, it will

take the entire 25 years

remaining in the landfill to meet

the obligation. A modified

business plan (chart at right)

increases the annual set aside to

$108,000 starting in 2013. This

plan ensures the reserve will

equal the liability in 2025, about

12 years earlier than anticipated

closure.



January 23"’, 2014 - Regular Council Meeting 4B

Request for Decision (RFD)

Topic: Alberta Transportation — Speed Reduction
Initiated by: Council

Prepared by: Amanda Davis

Attachments: 1. Correspondence Letters

Recommendations:
That Council provide further direction on the desire to once again revisit the speed zone on Hiway 13
and SH 869.

Background:

Pursuant to Council direction at the December 19", 2013 regular Council meeting, Administration was to
gather additional information pertaining to a speed limit change at the intersection of Hi-way 13 and SH
869.

Following discussion with Mr. Bill Heaslip of Alberta Transportation and Infrastructure, he advised that
this is not a new request form the Town and their statistics do no prove the need to reduce the speed
limit. The following response/update was received via email:

“Amanda, a Safety Assessment was conducted at this intersection back in 2007. This assessment
recommended that the speed limit on Highway 13, not be reduced. The recommendation was based on
traffic volumes, the low severity of collisions and the fact that there were no notable collision trends,
the intersection was considered to be performing well at that time.

Today'’s traffic volumes on 3 legs of the intersection have actually decreased since 2007, while the
westbound leg has increased by a small percentage. The collision history in the last 5 years is minimal.
Based on the current trend in traffic volumes it may be several years before a speed zone reduction is
warranted.

The establishment of speed limits on rural highways is very important to overall highway safety. Speed
zones that are set too low are problematic and contribute to unsafe differences in travelling speed and
make it difficult for motorists entering the highway to judge gaps and safely cross the highway.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions with the highways in your area”.

( Haeslip attached the Highway 13-16 Sedgewick Safety Assessment for viewing. Due to the size of the
document, it has not been included in the Council package; I've emailed it as a separate attachment for
anyone who is interest in the read).

Current:

Council has the authority to send yet another letter requesting a speed limit change. At this time, and
from the information received from Heaslip, it does not appear that Sedgewick has the statistics to back
up such a request. However, as it appears, the Town of Sedgewick has a file and an expression of
concern could add value to our case in the future.
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INFRASTRUCTURE SAFETY STARTS WATH YOU
Office of the Operations Manager Box 28, 4701 - 52 Street : Telephone (780) 853 - 8182
Central Region Vermilion, AB Fax (780) 853 - 8270
Vemnilion District T9X 1J9

December 11, 2000 Al File: 2120 Sedgewick
/156
Your File: /55’2 ‘
Town of Sedgewick Bl 7,0z
Box 129
Sedgewick, Alberta
TOB 4CO

Attention: Thelma Harris, C.A.Q.

RE: _ Primary Highway Speed at Intersection PH 13 & SH869

In response to your letter concérning the speed limit at the intersection of
Primary Highway 13 and Secondary Highway 869, Alberta Infrastructure has
reviewed the intersection.

The speed limit at the intersection was last reviewed in late 1998. At that time
it was determined that there was no requirement for a speed reduction. Upon
re-examination of the updated collisions and traffic and development in the
area, it has been determined that there has not been a significant change
which would alter the original determination.

The peak hour volumes show the intersection has a relatively high level of
service. Access points are well defined along Highway 13 and development is
accessed via a service road. It is also noted that a relatively significant
percentage of vehicles turn at this intersection, but the modest volume
provides for little or no delay for making a left turn. The collision record from
1995-1999 shows there were 8 collisions at this intersection. No pattems
were noted in the type of collisions to suggest speed was an issue. Two injury
collisions occurred in 1896, while the remainder resulted in no injury or fatal
collisions.

Reduced speed zones at Strome and Bawlf were also compared to that of
Sedgwick's access. In Strome and Bawif, the operations are different than
that of Sedgewick in that private driveways and commercial properties directly
access the highway in these communities. Although there has been some
development in the vicinity of Sedgewick, the generated traffic does not resuit
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in a significant impact at the intersection on Primary Highway 13 and
Secondary Highway 869 to warrant a reduced speed limit at this time.

Should you have any further concerns or questions, please contact the
undersigned.

Sincerely yours,

Nick Bucyk, M.Eng., P.Eng

Operations Manager
Vermilion District

c.c. Dennis Grace, Operations Engineer, Vermilion District
Lorne Akre, MCI, Camrose
Dwayne Skappik, R.C.M.P., Killiam-Forestburg Detachment

Qi
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Office of the Operations Engineer
Central Region
Vermillion District

October 25, 2000

Town of Sedgewick
Box 129
Sedgewick, Alberta
TOB 4C0

Attention: Thelma Harris

Box 28, 4701 - 52 Street Telephons (780) 853 - 8191
Vemnillion, AB Fax (780} 853 - 8270
T9X 149
Al File: *
Your File:

Town éedj@. eI
/584
/13 /e

RE: Primary Highway Speed at Intersection PH 13 & SH869

Thank you for your letter of September 27 expressing the safety concerns of the area citizens

with the 100 km/hr speed limit on PH 13 past the intersection of SH 869. Alberta Infrastructure will be

reviewing the highway sections in question with regards to the concems brought forward and will keep

the Town of Sedgewick informed as to our findings.

Should you have any further concerns or questions, please contact the undersigned.

Sincerely yours,

Dennis Grace
OPERATIONS ENGINEER

c.c.  Nick Bucyk
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THE TOWN OF SEDGEWICK, ALBERTA

’ Phone: (780) 384-3504
s Fax: (780) 384-3545
A Best Water in Alberta

September 27, 2000
Alberta Infrastructure
Vermilion District Office ey
Box 28, 4701 -52 Street B S Eea, g
Vermilion, AB T9X 179 Pl o

N

Attention: Nick Bucyk, Operations Manager P77 oo

RE: Primary Highway Speed @ Infersection PHI13 & SHE60

Dear Sir;

Sedgewick councillors and the town office have been bombarded with calls from local and area citizens concerned about
the 100 kilometer speed limit on PH13 past the intersection of SHB69.

The Town of Sedgewick is a municipality of approximately 1000 residents. The local trading area is estimated to be
2,500+/-, The primary entrance to the Town of Sedgewick is by way of this major intersection.

An overall significant increase in the daily amount of traffic has occurred within the last two to three years with the
development of two industrial subdivisions along each side of PH 13.1In addition, one of the main gas stations, for town
and country residents alike, is located across PH 13, requiring an estimated 50% of the 1000 residents to cross PH 13
againon a reguiar basis.

As well, traffic entering Sedgewick from the west, (lef+ turning) must slow down and cross PHI3, while traffic
continuing through is permitted to travel 100 kph. The Sedgewick Tourist booth is manned from July 1st through to the
September Labor Day weekend annually. The booth operators have related countless incidences where left turning
traffic have nearly been struck from behind by through traffic, which are usually traveling in excess of 100 kilometres
per hour, and vehicles crossing PH13 via SH869 which misjudged the distance and speed of through traffic and have
nearly been struck.

Council noted several towns along PH13 with significantly smaller populations, have special speed limits posted. Two of
note are the Villages of Strome and Bawlf, at 70 and 80 kph respectively. These municipalities, with populations under
400, have little or no commercial activity on the north side of PH13 which would require their residents to continually
have to cross the primary highway for access. This is not the situation at Sedgewick.

The safety of our residents is of utmost concern to council, as we are sure it is fo Alberta Infrastructure. We implore
the department to revisit our concerns regarding the speed limit at this intersection. We hope the department will
concur with council that this busy intersection must be protected by posting a reduction of the primary highway speed
fimit.

We look forward to the department's positive response regarding this safety issue in due course.

Yours r'equcffully,
s

Thelma Harris, 26

A

(2l
Recreation Conjplex - Flagstaff Lodge - Senior's Club - Gentral High School - East Central Health Services - Royal Canadian Legion #55 - Flagstafi County Office
Doclor - Dentist - Veterinarian - District Agriculturist - Gommunity Hall - Weekly Newspaper - Public Library - Museum - Mote! - Bed & Breakfast - Trailer Court
Sedgewick Lake Park Campground - Golf Course - Cil and Gas Industry - Bird and Big Game Bunting - Groomed Snowmobile Trails
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TRANSPORTATION
AND UTILITIES SAFETY STARTS WITN YOU!
Central Region Box 28, 4701 - 52 St., Provincial Building Telephone 780/853-8178
Vermilion District Vemilion, Albarta Fax 780/853-8270
Canada T9X 149
13. /76
03 February 1999 File : 1476~
* rsS =2
Town of Sedgewick ~Se——
Box 129 Tow 1 Sed
Sedgewick, Alberta
TOB 4C0O

Attention:; Theima Harris, C.A.Q.

RE: Posted Speed Limit, PH13 & SH869, Sedgewick

Further to recent correspondence on this issue, Alberta Transportation and Utilities is conducting a
comprehensive review of the posted speed limits in or near municipalities along several highways,
including Highway 13 east of Camrose. While not complete for all locations, Sedgewick is.

Our review of the intersection’s collision history from 1993 to 1997 shows five collisions, of which
only two were the result of vehicles entering the intersection when unsafe to do so. All of the
accidents in this period occurred during dayiight hours, and the last fatal accident on record was in
1975. This suggests it is operating safely. In addition, it is illuminated, with acceleration and

deceleration lanes.

We also reviewed the operating speeds of vehicles in this area, and found that most (85%) travel at
speeds of 100 km/hr or less, and less than two per cent exceed than 113 km/hr. This suggests that

- most drivers feel the 100 km/hr posted limit is reasonable, and without rigid and continuing
enforcement, compliance to a lower posted speed limit would be low.

In summary, the collision record, intersection geometrics, illumination, and actions of the motorists
using this highway support the existing 100 km/hr posted speed limit.

If you have any questions on this subject, please contact me as indicated above.

Sincerely,

'XJK/MM _—

/v Kp Smith, P.Eng.
Operations Manager

KPS/lw
cc: Lorne Akre, MCI, Camrose
R.C.M.P., Killam-Forestburg Detachment, by fax 780 385 2442
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TRANSPORTATION
AND UTILITIES SAFSTY STARTS WITH YOU!
Central Region Box 28, 4701 - 52 St., Provincial Building Telephone 403/853-8178
Vermilion District Vermilion, Alberta Fax 403/853-8270

Canada T9X 1J9
14 December, 1998 File : 1950-13
Office of the Secretary
P.O. Box 129

Sedgewick, Alberta
TOB4CO

Attention Thelma Harris, C.A.O.

Dear Ms Harris:

RE: Posted Speed Limit, PH 13 & SH 869, Near Sedgewick

In regard to your letter dated Dec. 8, 1998, the collection of pertinent data is now complete. A
detailed analysis of the data is in progress and will be completed sometime in the new year.

Once the data analysis is completed it will be cross-referenced to the Speed Limit Gazetting
and a decision will be made.
When this process is completed you will be advised of the decision.

Yours respectfully,

Darrell Trapp,CET, FST.

cc: Lorne Akre, Maintenance Contract Inspector,Camrose
RCMP, Killam - Forestburg Detachment FX# 385-2442

37
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12/08/98 . TLE 15:43 FAX 403 27" 35435 TOWN of SEDGEWICK ooz

Office of the Secretary

P.0. Box 129
SECGEWICK, ALBERTA stnen
T0B 4G wagaskia®t .::;:iew'ct
Phone: 403-384-3504 + cayord
Fax: 403-384-3545 i
December 8, 1998
Alberta Transportation
& Utiiities .
Central Region FAX ONLY: 853-8270

Vermilion District

Box 28, 470! - 52 Street

Provinciel Building ‘ , Your Fiie:# 1950-13
Vermilion, AR T3X 1J9

Attention: Darrell Tropp, Field Suppert Technologist

RE: Posted Sheed Limi+, PH13 HB69 Near Sedgewic
Dear Sir;

Thank you for you letter of October Gth, 1998 regarding our concerns of the
above.

T understood that a review wes being coordinated for input from the
Maintenance Contract Supervisor in Camrose, the RCMP., AT&Y traffic
specialists and others.

T am writing to inguire if +his review has been completed and what progress
has been made in this matter to date.

Your response to this ma+ter is sincerely aspreciated.

Yours respectfully,

\jb]}a/\@
Thelma Harris,
C.A.Q.

ce: Lorne Akre, Maintenance Contract Inspector, Comrose FX# 679-1772
R.C.HAP, Cillam-Forestburg Detachment FX# 385-2442

Recreaton Complex - Seror Citizen Lodge - Central High Schoo! - Alera Zast Gantral Health Unit - County of Fiagstaf Of-2
Nocor - Dentist - Veterinarian - Distric: Agricu'turist - Commuriy all - Weekly Newspaper - Public Library - Motels And Trailer Court
Sedgewick Lake Camperound - Goif Gourse - Ol Anc Gas Felds - Good Bird Hurnling
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Ofice of the Secretary
: P.O.Box 129
f - SEDGEWICK, ALBERTA -
TOB 4C0 Weggrtin E;::' '!wlc:
; . Phone: 403-384-3504 ooy
 Best Water in Alberta Fax: 403-384-3545 j
October 2, 1998 Post-it° Fax Note 7671 [Paeqg/inin |te>

© TAU- KP SmiTrt  |fram
ColDeot ofRATIONS MGK [ —Tawn / Sedrewsick

. |Phone # Ph

g§53-317% OF 253504
Alberta t : T
_ Transportation Fax # €53. 3270 Fax# 342545 [

& Utilities
Central Regilon
Vermilion Dlistrict
Box 28, 47@l - 52 Street
Vermilion, AB
T9X 1J9

ATTENTION: Kp Smith, operaticons Manager

- RE:_Bighway #13 Speed @ Intersection 869

Dear 8ir;

Councilil has been requested by concerned resldents to consider having a
review done regarding the speed of vehicles are travelling on Highway
13 through the iIntersection of Secondary 869 and 50th Street

Sedgewick.

‘Significant developments have occurred in this area in the past few
years. The property adiacent to Highway #13 on the north has been
developed into an industrial subdivision with several large businesses
locating <there. Property .5 kilometres south of the Highway #13
intersection have been developed and are occupied with businesses.
Thus, the amount of ¢traffic crossing Highway #1232 has I1Increased

dramatically over the past twe years,

Council regpectfully requests a review of the posted speed limit of
&t

102 km through the Town of Sedgewick entrance on Hi-hway #12.

Yours truly,

JHlarret

Thelma Harris,
C.A.0.

Recreation Compiex - Seror Citizen Lodge - Central <'gh Schoo’ - Alberta East Central Health Unit - County of Flagstaft Ctice
Doctor - Dentist - Vetarinaran - District Agricuiturist - Commun'ty <al - Weekly Mewsparer - Pubic '.ibrary.- Metels And Traler Court
Sedgewick Laxe Camogrcard - Gelf Course - CF Ang Gas Fieds - Good 3ird Hurting 1_//
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Request for Decision (RFD)

Topic: Walking Trail Expansion

Initiated by: Administration/Flagstaff County Public Works
Prepared by: Amanda Davis

Attachments: Letter of request & map

Recommendations:
That Council approve the proposed walking trail expansion project pursuant to the request of
Flagstaff County.

Background:

The Town of Sedgewick’s strategic and sustainability plans focus on quality of life within our
municipality. One of the projects we have been working on is increasing/maintaining and expanding our
walking trail system.

At the September 2012 Council meeting Administration sought permission to apply for recreation grant
funding at Flagstaff County for the expansion of walking trails whereby connecting our current
infrastructure and linking it to the County Administration Office. The proposal was rejected as it was not
considered a regional project.

In the late Fall of 2013 Flagstaff County’s Public Works Superintendent contacted the office seeking
permission to build a public walking trail from the County Administration building and connecting it to
walking trail by the Sedgewick Golf Course entrance.

Current:

As stated in the attached letter, the proposed walking trail route would traverse on the Town of
Sedgewick property that is designated as road allowance or future right of way (land is designated as our
proposed subdivision). It was agreed that if Council accepts the proposal and when we begin
development of the proposed plan that the walking trail be re-routed or removed. There is agreement
from both parties that we would work together to suit the needs of all projects.

The Town of Sedgewick public works department did not express any concerns regarding this
development.

At this time, we are seeking Council support to proceed with the project, the fine details of exact
location, compaction, shelter from the driving range, etc can be handled by Public Works and
Administration.
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Request for Decision (RFD)

Topic: Strategic Planning
Initiated by: Administration
Prepared by: Amanda Davis
Attachments: n/a

Recommendations:
That Council set a date for the 2014 Strategic Planning Session.

Background:
Pursuant to Council direction and following the Strategic Game evening we must now proceed with a
Strategic Planning Session.

Dates are now limited to accommodate holidays etc.

TO ensure effectiveness of this plan it is imperative that all members of Council participate in the
session; dates are limited due pursuant to holiday schedules.

Possible dates:
1. February 21%, 2014
2. February 24™ 2014

Length: Strategic planning sessions take up the majority of the day, you can expect to be occupied from
9:00am — 4/5:00 pm.
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Request for Direction

Topic: Land — Encroachment on Public Property
Initiated by: Mayor St. Pierre

Prepared by: Amanda Davis

Attachments: 1. Municipal Map

Background:

Mayor St. Pierre directed Administration to include the topic of Land-Encroachment of Public Property
as and item for discussion and direction.

In 2013 the former Council began dealing with the encroachment on 16R as a stop work order was
issued on June 20™ against Plan 792 0256, Block 3, Lot 1. Fence posts were erected on Reserve (R) land;
no permit was pulled or issued in advance, this was brought to Administrations attention from an
elected official.

Following the stop work order, Council began reviewing that encroachment in greater detail. Council
directed the following:

1. 2013.07.168 - MOTION by Clr. C. St. Pierre directing Administration to notify all residents
encroaching on the Municipal Reserve 16R and 57MR that all assets are to be removed within
ninety (90) days. CARRIED.

**(57MR was later amended due to a clerical error as it should have read 56MR)

Following direction of the above noted motion, Administration began researching the proper way of
dealing with such an issue; no action was taken until further info was provided to Council at the August
Council meeting.

2. The original motion 2013.07.168 was further countered by 2013.08.197 MOTION by Clr. T.
Chaisson directing Administration to set up a meeting with all homeowners along MR 16R to an
open meeting to discuss clean up of the said lands. CARRIED.

Administration followed direction and contacted the property owners along 16R and 56MR via
telephone and some via email. A meeting was set up with the land owners along this reserve, the intent
of the meeting was to discuss encroachment and deal with the clean-up. There were mixed emotions at
the meeting, many of the attending parties did not believe there was an issue with the use of the land.
Attendees questioned why Council was only reviewing the said reserves and not the surrounding
encroachments through Town.

On the other hand, some home owners were extremely pleased that Council was prepared to enforce a
clean-up of the reserve land.

The final message delivered at the meeting was that Council would take their comments and concerns
into consideration and address the issues at the September Council meeting.

(Administration made it very clear at the meeting following discussions with Fire Chief Hebert that fire
suppression was not an issue. The fire department has 700-800’ of high volume fire hose therefore
expressing great confidence in the case of an emergency.
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Dave Gordash attended the meeting on behalf of the Sedgewick Killam Natural Gas System. He advised
that there is no concern with regards to the gas line as there are many easements registered through
Town)

The attending parties stated the following:
1. Permission was granted from the Town for the erection of the fence between #12 Canary Cres.
& 18 MacDonald Close North)
2. Trees were given to property owners along the green space for free from the Town

Administration and attending Councillors also stated the following at the meeting:
= A firm decision on how Council will proceed with the Stop Orders is yet to be determined.
Council will be addressing comments at the September 19", 2013 Council meeting. Some of the
reasons for the comments were a result of the following questions and statement:
0 What is Council directing to be removed, trees, shrubs, sheds, garages, sprinkler systems
etc?
0 Permission was granted from previous council permitting the installation of the fence
0 Has council reviewed all the properties encroaching throughout the Town, why is there
such concern with 16R and 56 MR? How does Council plan to deal with the remainder of
the properties encroaching onto the golf course?

A historical review of our meeting minutes confirmed these comments:

MOTION 85-09-97 (September 19", 1985)

MOTION by Cr. Christensen that Ken Offord and David Hampshire be allowed to erect a fence on Town
property 16R between their properties located at Lot 10, Block 3, Plan 792 0256 and Lot 22, Block 3, Plan
802 1829 with the understanding that access to the gas line must be permitted. CARRIED Cr. Offord
abstained.

May 12, 1983

Some discussion regarding reserve areas and walkway in Block 3, Plan 792 0256, Lots 8W & 16R. M.
Jesswein to check with neighbours re effects of closure of walkway.

May 14, 1981

The condition of the fence between the new subdivision and the golf course again came up for
discussion. Meeting advised that only the portion between Cumberland’s and the golf course be taken
down as the balance was still in fair shape.

April 23, 1981
Some discussion took place regarding the condition of the green area between the new subdivision and

the and the golf course, and the condition of the fence. President of the Golf Club, Colin Cumberland to
be contacted.
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MOTION 81-03-31A - March 12, 1981

Letter received from the Dept. of Agriculture regarding out 1980 order for 100 spruce trees and 50 ash.
The Colorado spruce were out of stock, and will be shipped next year providing confirmation form is
signed and returned. The 50 ash trees will be shipped this year and it was suggested that there be
planted in the green area in the new subdivision. MOTION by K. Offord that we confirm the order for
the Colorado spruce trees for 1982. CARRIED.

MOTION 80-08-111 - August 14, 1980

Mr. Jesswein was in regarding the walk way between Lots 7& 7, in Block 3, Plan 792 0265, and was
wondering if the town would be agreeable to provide some sod and/or seed for this area. It was felt
that if this was done, the walk way would soon become impossible to distinguish from the bordering
lots, and the walk way should be defined. MOTION by L. Poyser that the matter be tabled until next
spring. CARRIED.

May 8, 1980

K. Offord wondered if some trees could be ordered and placed in the green area. It was felt if some
were obtained from the D.A, the only cost to the town would be for freight. It was suggested that we go
through Brian Lee.

On April 21, 2005 the following was noted in the minutes — 16R, 3; 792 0256 Access

Wylie expressed concerns about the inability to access the length of the reserve, legal description Lot
16R, Block 3, Plan 792 0256, in the event of a fire emergency. Wylie advised a review of the area
revealed two fences completely obstructing the area, as well as sprinkler systems, and various yard
development extensions with trees, ornamental bushes and plants and gardens. Fire Chief Sheedy
expressed concerns about the distance between fire hydrants in Canary Crescent, in particular for access
to the bank or Canary Crescent residences, including those backing onto the 16R reserve.

Fire Chief Sheedy and David Wylie departed at 8:20 pm.

04-05-54 — MOTION by Cr. Robinson to request removal of items located on the length of Lot 16R, Block
3, Plan 792 0256 within 120 days pursuant to Municipal Government Act, Section 546. CARRIED.

May 19, 2005 — MGB Order 05-05-74 MOTION by Cr. Robinson to rescind the Council order given
pursuant to MGA Section 546 for clean-up of Lot 16R, Block 3, Plan 802 1829 based on consultations
with fire authorities regarding appropriate fire access. CARRIED.

September 19", 2013 — Administration advised:

Council must set a clear direction on the intent for the municipal reserve clean up. Is the Town to
enforce removal of scrubs/greenery, fences, garages, sprinkler systems etc? Is Council concerned about
the land owners encroaching North of 16R will they be included in the survey/clean-up order?

Would Council consider selling the reserve land and registering easements to accommodate the gas line
services? If Council were in favor to sell the reserve land, it is highly advisable to sell the land to North
or the South or 50% to each property owner to ensure consistent lot sizes.
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It has been confirmed that the Town of Sedgewick has never registered a utility ROW along 16R. No
ROW was issued as we own the gas system as well as the reserve land; therefore the Town is not
required to register an easement.

A utility ROW is registered on 56MR north as shown of survey plan 802 1830.

Council can rescind MOTION 85-09-97 and begin negotiations with the property owners for removal of
the fence etc. Again, we must be prepared to seek legal assistance if the parties are not willing to
cooperate.

At the September 19", 2013 meeting three separate delegations were heard by Council. All
delegations were from concerned residents along this reserve. As a result of the delegation the
following motion was made:

2013.09.215 - MOTION by Clr. P. Whitehead to uphold the previous motions 85.09.97 and 05.05.74
regarding encroachment on 16R and 56 MR. CARRIED.

Survey & Encroachment Estimate:
Municipal Reserve Land Encroachments within Lot 16R, Block 3, Plan 792 0256 and Lot 56 MR, Block 3,
Plan 802 1829.

Reference and establish legal evidence, establish lot boundaries and tie in and measure encroachments
in the field and office services related to the preparation of a drawing showing lot boundaries, municipal
reserve boundaries and encroachments.

Field Survey Services 6,860.00
Office Services 2,275.00
Materials, Data, Disbursements 270.00
TOTAL: S 9,405.00 (plus GST)

** This estimate is based on performing survey prior to snow fall

It is of the opinion of Mayor St. Pierre that proper time and consideration was not taken into
consideration when MOTION 2013.03.215 was made. He is requesting comments and discussion from
the current Council whereby potentially readdressing this issue.
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