
Calgary Metropolitan Region Board 
Land Use & Servicing Committee Meeting 

 UPDATED Agenda – October 29, 2020, 9:30 AM 
Go-To Meeting/Call-In 

The purpose of this meeting is to convene, discuss and make decisions regarding 
recommendations to be made to the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board. 

1. Call to Order & Opening Remarks   Sheard 

2. Adoption of Agenda   All 
For Decision: Motion to adopt and/or revise the agenda

3. Review and Approve Minutes (Attachment)   All 
For Decision: Motion that the Committee review and  

   approve the Minutes of the September 3, 2020 meeting 

4. Phase 2 Public Engagement Update (Attachment to follow) Harding 
For Information: Motion that the Committee receive  
for information an update on Phase 2 of Public Engagement 
for the Growth and Servicing Plan 

5. Phase 1 Public Engagement What We Heard Report (Attachment)  Harding
For Decision: Motion that the Committee recommend
to the Board for approval the Phase I Public Engagement
What We Heard Report

6. Growth & Servicing Plan Project Update (Attachment)   Power 
For Decision: Motion that the Committee approve the  
approach proposed by HDRC to meet the timeline of delivery 
of the Growth and Servicing Plans to the Minister no later  
than March 1, 2021   

7. REF Principle, Process, and Timelines  (Attachment) Copping/ 
For Discussion: Motion that the Committee recommend to Tipman 
the Board for approval the REF principles, process, and timeline

8. Data Sharing Framework (Attachment)  Tipman 
For Decision: That the Committee recommend to the Board 
for approval the Data Sharing Framework 

9. Next Meeting:  Thursday December 3, 2020

10. Adjournment Sheard 
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Committee Members: 

Mayor Peter Brown (Airdrie)        Mayor Craig Snodgrass (High River) 
Councillor Gian-Carlo Carra (Calgary)       Mayor Bill Robertson (Okotoks) Vice Chair  
Mayor Marshall Chalmers(Chestermere)      Reeve Greg Boehlke (Rocky View) 
Mayor Jeff Genung (Cochrane)       Councillor Tom Ikert (Wheatland) 
Reeve Suzanne Oel (Foothills) Vice Chair      Councillor Bob Sobol (Strathmore) 
Councillor Don Moore (High River) 
Councillor Tara McFadden (Cochrane) 
Mayor Pat Fule (Strathmore) 
Deputy Reeve Scott Klassen (Wheatland) 
 
Christopher Sheard, Committee Chair 
Dale Beesley, GOA Representative 

 
Upcoming Meetings: 

Land Use & Servicing Committee Thursday Dec 3 - 9:30 AM GoTo Meeting 

Board Meeting Friday Nov 20 – 9:30 AM GoTo Meeting 

Governance Committee Thursday Nov 26 – 9:30 AM GoTo Meeting 

Advocacy Committee TBD  
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Agenda Item 3 

Minutes of the Meeting of the 
Land Use and Servicing Committee 

of the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board 
on Thursday September 3, 2020 by Go-To Meeting 

Delegates in Attendance: 
Mayor Peter Brown – City of Airdrie 
Councillor Gian-Carlo Carra – City of Calgary 
Mayor Marshall Chalmers – City of Chestermere 
Mayor Jeff Genung – Town of Cochrane 
Reeve Suzanne Oel – Foothills County (Vice Chair) 
Mayor Bill Robertson – Town of Okotoks (Vice Chair) 
Reeve Greg Boehlke – Rocky View County 
Councillor Bob Sobol – Town of Strathmore 
Deputy Reeve Scott Klassen – Wheatland County 

CMRB Administration: 
Christopher Sheard, Chair 
Liisa Tipman, Project Manager–Land Use 
Jaime Graves, Project Manager-Intermunicipal Servicing 
JP Leclair, GIS Analyst 
Shelley Armeneau, Office Manager 

1. Call to Order
Called to order at 9:30 AM.

2. Approval of Agenda
Moved by Mayor Genung, Seconded by Councillor Sobol, accepted by Chair

Motion: That the Committee approve the agenda of September 3, 2020.

Motion carried unanimously.

3. Review Minutes
Moved by Councillor Sobol, Seconded by Mayor Genung, accepted by Chair.

Motion: That the Committee approve the Minutes of the June 11, 2020
meeting.

Motion carried unanimously.

Mayor Brown and Mayor Robertson arrived at 9:34.
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Agenda Item 3 

4. Growth & Servicing Plan Project Update
Stephen Power of HDRC reviewed the update from the agenda package and
Charlie Hales reviewed the growth policy areas. HDRC will be contacting
planning staff in member municipalities to arrange meetings before finalizing the
proposed scenario.

Moved by Mayor Robertson, Seconded by Councillor Sobol, accepted by Chair.

Motion: That the Committee receive for information an update on the progress
of the Growth & Servicing Plan.

Motion carried unanimously.

5. Workshop #3 What We Heard Summary
Stephen Power reviewed the summary and answered questions from the
Committee. Councillor Carra asked that it be made clear in the Summary going
to the Board that the External TAG comments were in line with feedback received
from member municipalities and make a definitive statement about the
alignment. Reeve Boehkle asked for the following change to be made to page 2
of the summary: The Compact and TOD scenarios offer an opportunity for
intermunicipal special study areas or “Plan Corridors” such as the area located in
Rocky View County between Airdrie and Calgary as well as the area between
Calgary, Chestermere and Rocky View County.

Moved by Mayor Brown, Seconded by Mayor Chalmers, accepted by Chair.

Motion: That the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the
Workshop #3 What We Heard Summary.

Motion carried unanimously.

6. Public and Indigenous Engagement Update
Anne Harding from HDRC provided a presentation to the Committee and
answered questions.

Moved by Councillor Carra, Seconded by Mayor Brown, accepted by Chair.

Motion: That the Committee receive for information an update on Public and
Indigenous Engagement for the Growth and Servicing Plan.

Motion carried unanimously.
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Agenda Item 3 

7. Indigenous Awareness Workshop

Moved by Mayor Brown, Seconded by Mayor Robertson, accepted by Chair.

Motion: That the Committee recommend approval by the Board proceeding with
an Indigenous Awareness Workshop.

Motion carried unanimously.

8. Review of IREF Process
The Committee provided feedback on the IREF processes review that began with a
Land Use TAG workshop in February 2020. Generally agreed upon principles were
presented for discussion.

9. Data Sharing in the CMR
Members provided feedback on data sharing in the CMR that CMRB Administration will
take back to create an agreement around data sharing.

10. Discussion on Future Meetings
Chair Sheard asked members for feedback on meeting in person in the coming
months. He noted that Mount Royal University is not taking bookings until at least
January 2021. Most committee members felt the current GoTo meeting format is
working well and that it could be too soon to start meeting in person again. A
suggestion to continue committee meetings by GoTo and have Board meetings in
person in the near future was discussed.

11. Next Meeting:  Thursday October 1, 2020

12. Adjournment @ 12:22 PM.

_____________________________ 
CMRB Chair, Christopher Sheard 
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Agenda Item 4 

1. Introduction

Phase 2 of the Public Engagement is proposed from November 2 to 27, 2020.  The goal 
for this phase of the engagement process is to inform the public about the consultant’s 
recommended scenario while gathering input about implementation that will contribute 
to policy development.  HDR|Calthorpe met with C&E TAG in October to gather 
feedback on the high level approach of Phase 2 and to coordinate additional support for 
driving traffic to the engagement website. 

Agenda Item 4 
Submitted to Land Use and Servicing Committee 
Purpose For Information 
Subject Phase 2 Public Engagement Update 
Meeting Date October 29, 2020 
Motion that the Committee receive for information an update on Phase 2 of Public 
Engagement for the Growth and Servicing Plan 

Summary 

• The HDR|Calthorpe Public Engagement Plan was approved by the Board in
February 2020 which involved two phases of public engagement.  The first
phase of public engagement is complete.

• HDR|Calthorpe facilitated a meeting with the Communications and
Engagement technical advisory group (C&E TAG) in October to discuss Phase 2
of Public Engagement on the Growth and Servicing Plan.  Proposed questions
for Phase 2 of public engagement were circulated to Land Use TAG and the
C&E TAG for high level feedback.  The comments will be incorporated into the
website.

• HDR|Calthorpe provided an update on Phase 2 of public engagement at the
Board meeting on October 16, 2020.

• HDR|Calthorpe continue to make arrangements for the proposed virtual Open
House in Phase 2 of Public Engagement for the G&SP.

• The proposed launch date of Phase 2 of Public Engagement is November 2,
2020 and proposed to run for 4 weeks, closing November 27, 2020.

• CMRB Administration have requested quotes from Board members by October
26 to support the media release and social media promotion campaign

Attachments 

• Public engagement questions were out for feedback from C&E TAG at the time
of circulation, and will follow by email in advance of the Committee meeting

CMRB UPDATED Land Use & Servicing Committee Agenda Pkg Oct 29, 2020
 

Agenda Page 6 of 103



Agenda Item 4 

Phase 2 public engagement polling/survey/forum questions were circulated to C&E TAG. 
Feedback of C&E TAG and the Committee will be incorporated prior to re-launch of the 
engagement platform. 

2. Recommendation

That the Committee receive for information an update on Phase 2 of Public Engagement 
for the Growth and Servicing Plan. 
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Agenda Item 5 

1. Introduction

The first phase of the public engagement program introduced the public to the overall 
Growth and Servicing Plan, and specifically to the regional scenario development 
process. It allowed for public feedback on the planning process and on the initial 
scenarios as developed by the HDR|Calthorpe project team with input from the Board 
and technical advisory groups.  The What We Heard Report provides a summary and 
interpretation of the results of Phase I of Public Engagement for the Growth and 
Servicing Plan. 

2. Recommendation

That the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the Phase I Public 
Engagement What We Heard Report. 

Agenda Item 5 
Submitted to Land Use and Servicing Committee 
Purpose For Decision 
Subject Phase I Public Engagement What We 

Heard Report  
Meeting Date October 29, 2020 
Motion that the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the Phase I Public 
Engagement What We Heard Report 

Summary 

• The HDR|Calthorpe Public Engagement Plan was approved by the Board in
February 2020.

• HDR|Calthorpe conducted Phase I of Public Engagement for the Growth and
Servicing Plan between July 24 and September 4, 2020.

• Phase I of Public Engagement was entirely virtual due to the COVID-19
pandemic.

• HDR|Calthorpe has provided a What We Heard Report for Phase I of Public
Engagement for the Growth and Servicing Plan suitable for public release.

Attachments 

• Public Engagement – Phase 1 What We Heard Report, HDR|Calthorpe
• Phase 1 Public Engagement What We Heard Report Appendices,

HDR|Calthorpe
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan  
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

Public   Engagement   -   Phase   1  

What   We   Heard   Report  

Introduction 2  

Summary 2  

Overview 3  

Promotion 4  

How   We   Will   Use   What   We   Heard 4  

Engagement   Outcomes 4  

What   Comes   Next 4  

What   We   Asked   and   What   We   Heard 5  
Quick   Polls 5  
Discussion   Forum 9  
Questions 10  
Survey 11  

1   
CMRB   WHAT   WE   HEARD   -   PHASE   1 

Agenda Item 5 Attachment
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

Introduction  

The   ten   municipalities   in   the   Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   are   working   together   to   develop   a   long-term   
plan   for   managed,   sustainable   growth   in   the   region.   Between   July   24   and   September   4,   2020,    the  
Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board   (CMRB)   asked   members   of   the   public   to   help   identify   common   values   
from   residents   across   the   region   to   better   understand   the   common   benefit   that   regional   planning   can   
provide.    The   input   gathered   through   the   first   phase   of   the   public   engagement   process   will   be   used   in   the   
development   of   a   proposed   approach   to   manage   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   as   we   plan   for   the   
next   million   residents.     

To   learn   more   about   the   CMRB   and   its   mandate,   visit    www.calgarymetroregion.ca .  

Summary  

Between   July   24   and   September   4,   2020,   nearly   1600   contributions   from   the   public   were   made   to   the   
development   of   a   growth   plan   for   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   through   an   online   engagement   website   
( cmrbgrowthplan.ca ).   Participants   had   the   opportunity   to   learn   about   the   Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   
Board   (CMRB)   and   growth   planning   process   through   a   Frequently   Asked   Questions   (FAQ)   section,   and   
were   given   a   variety   of   ways   to   provide   their   input   to   the   planning   process.   

Visitors   to   the   engagement   site   offered   input   through   quick   polls,   discussion   forums,   a   survey   and   
questions.   There   were   3300   visits   to   the   engagement   site,   2700   aware   visitors   (made   at   least   one   visit   to   
the   page),   1900   informed   visitors   (clicked   on   something   on   the   page)   and   1600   engaged   visitors   (made   a   
contribution   to   an   online   tool).   Visitors   to   the   site   were   not   required   to   register   or   share   their   email   
address,   which   decreased   barriers   to   participate   and   allowed   participants   to   maintain   anonymity.   

The   key   themes   that   emerged   through   this   engagement   process,   and   that   are   being   considered   in   the   
development   of   a   proposed   approach   to   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   are   listed   in   point   form   
below.   The   Appendices   include   all   verbatim   comments   received   through   the   various   feedback   tools,   
which   are   grouped   into   the   key   themes.   

● Create   more   density   in   some   parts   of   the   region   through   more   mixed   use   to   decrease   sprawl

● Work   with   what   is   already   in   the   region   and   maintain   choice   and   diversity   of   options   for   residents

● Develop   regional   transit   that   is   well-planned   and   affordable

● Stronger   collaboration   between   municipalities   in   the   region   while   maintaining   autonomy

● Consider   environmental   implications   of   development   and   preserve   green   spaces

● Provide   guidelines   for   developers   and   stick   to   them

● Leverage   regional   scope   to   promote   economic   development

2   
CMRB   WHAT   WE   HEARD   -   PHASE   1  
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

The   input   gathered   through   the   first   phase   of   the   public   engagement   process   will   be   used   in   the   
development   of   a   proposed   approach   to   manage   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   as   we   plan   for   the  
next   million   residents.     

Public   input   will   contribute   to   the   proposed   scenario   alongside   a   number   of   other   inputs,   including   growth   
and   development   projections,   guidance   and   feedback   from   technical   advisory   groups   and   other   external   
stakeholders,   as   well   as   common   interests   that   have   been   identified   by   member   municipalities   of   the   
CMRB.   

A   second   phase   of   public   engagement   will   be   launched   in   November   to   share   the   proposed   scenario   for   
approaching   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region.   Members   of   the   public   will   be   asked   to   comment   on   
elements   of   the   proposed   scenario   and   share   ideas   that   will   contribute   to   future   CMRB   policy   
development.   

Visit   cmrbgrowthplan.ca   to   subscribe   to   receive   updates   on   the   growth   plan   and   engagement   process. 

Overview    

The   Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board   (CMRB)   is   tasked   with   developing   a   long-term   plan   for   managed  
and   sustainable   growth   in   the   Region.   A   preferred   scenario   for   growth   and   supporting   policies   will   be   
documented   in   the   Regional   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan.   The   CMRB   is   in   the   process   of   developing   the   
Regional   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan   and   the   process   involves   three   main   phases:     

Originally,   Phase   1   of   public   engagement   was   planned   for   Spring   of   2020   and   included   both   online   and   
in-person   engagement   activities.   Due   to   the   COVID-19   global   pandemic,   the   approach   to   public   
engagement   shifted   to   an   exclusively   online   format,   with   increased   focus   on   providing   a   variety   of   ways   
that   participants   could   share   their   views   and   experiences.   

From   July   24   to   September   4,   2020,   the   Public   was   invited   to   share   their   thoughts   on   how   to   approach   
growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   through   a   variety   of   online   tools   which   included   quick   polls,   
discussion   forums,   a   survey   and   questions.    These   online   tools   were   hosted   on   an   engagement   website   
which   can   be   found   at    cmrbgrowthplan.ca .   The   public   was   also   able   to   request   a   hard   copy   version   of   the  
public   engagement   materials   if   they   preferred.     

There   were   3300   visits   to   the   engagement   site,   2700   aware   visitors   (made   at   least   one   visit   to   the   page),   
1900   informed   visitors   (clicked   on   something   on   the   page)   and   1600   engaged   visitors   (made   a   
contribution   to   an   online   tool).   

3   
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

Promotion    

The   engagement   site   was   promoted   on   the   homepage   of   the   Calgary   Metro   Region,   on   their   twitter   feed   
and   sent   to   the   Communication   and   Engagement   Technical   Advisory   Group   to   be   shared   through   the   10   
member   municipalities’   communication   channels.    Posters   and   postcards   were   also   placed   in   a   number   of   
public   gathering   places   (e.g.   libraries,   municipal   offices)   in   some   municipalities.   Physical   promotion   was   
limited   due   to   restrictions   on   physical   gathering   at   the   time   of   the   engagement.     

A   Facebook   ad   campaign   was   launched   in   the   middle   of   the   engagement   period   in   an   effort   to   increase  
responses   from   more   rural   municipalities.   The   Facebook   ad   campaign   resulted   in   the   following   results:  

o Impressions   –   46,112
o Reach   –   21,920
o Results   –   551   clicks

How   We   Will   Use   What   We   Heard  

The   input   gathered   through   the   first   phase   of   the   public   engagement   process   will   be   used   in   the   
development   of   a   proposed   approach   to   manage   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   as   we   plan   for   the  
next   million   residents.     

Public   input   will   contribute   to   the   proposed   scenario   alongside   a   number   of   other   inputs,   including   growth   
and   development   projections,   guidance   and   feedback   from   technical   advisory   groups   and   other   external   
stakeholders,   as   well   as   common   interests   that   have   been   identified   by   member   municipalities   of   the   
CMRB.   

Engagement   Outcomes  

The   goal   of   the   first   phase   of   public   engagement   was   to   gather   public   feedback   on   specific   attributes   of   
growth   plan   scenarios   so   that   public   input   could   be   meaningfully   incorporated   into   policy   development.   
The   engagement   process   generated   a   high   level   of   involvement   with   a   variety   of   tools,   and   the   
geographic   distribution   of   participation   was   generally   representative   of   the   region.   The   high   number   of   
participants   who   contributed   to   quick   polls   paired   with   thoughtful   and   constructive   written   comments   in   the  
forums   and   survey   resulted   in   a   successful   first   phase   of   public   engagement   for   the   Regional   Growth   
Plan.   

What   Comes   Next  

A   second   phase   of   public   engagement   will   be   launched   in   November   to   share   the   proposed   scenario   for   
approaching   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region.   Members   of   the   public   will   be   asked   to   comment   on   
elements   of   the   proposed   scenario   and   share   ideas   that   will   contribute   to   future   CMRB   policy   
development.   

Visit   cmrbgrowthplan.ca   to   subscribe   to   receive   updates   on   the   growth   plan   and   engagement   process.  

4   
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

What   We   Asked   and   What   We   Heard  

Quick   Polls  

There   were   six   multiple   choice   questions   that   asked   about   priorities   in   a   variety   of   situations.    There   were  
between   732   and   1163   responses   for   each   question   asked.   Responses   for   each   poll   question   are   shown   
on   the   following   pages.   

NOTE   -   given   the   fact   that   
this   engagement   process   
occurred   in   the   middle   of   
the   global   COVID-19   
pandemic,   it   is   likely   that   
the   high   “work   from   home”   
responses   were   influenced   
by   current   events.   

5   
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan     
  Public   What   We   Heard   Summary     
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

Discussion   Forum  
There   were   four   questions   asked   in   the   discussion   forum:  

● What   do   you   consider   to   be   sustainable   growth   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region?   (8   responses)
● Where   will   people   live   and   work?   (8   responses)
● How   would   expanded   transit   affect   you   and   your   community?   (15   responses)
● What   if   we   didn’t   do   anything   differently?   (46   responses)

A   verbatim   record   of   the   responses   can   be   found   in   Appendix   A.   

Responses   received   were   grouped   into   the   following   themes   (please   note   that   some   responses   
addressed   multiple   themes   so   the   number   of   comments   for   each   theme   will   not   directly   add   up   to   the   
number   of   responses   received):   

Theme  Sub-Themes  
Create   more   density  
(17   comments)   

Loosen   restrictions   in   inner   city   neighbourhoods   to   allow   more  
density   

Grow   up   -   higher   buildings  

Make   development   on   outskirts   of   town   less   desirable   /   Less  
sprawl   

Less   density   preferred  
(4   comments)   

It’s   already   too   dense,   don’t   overpopulate  

Keep   agricultural   land,   acreages   and   green   spaces   between   
municipalities   

More   focus   on   what   we   already   
have   
(15   comments)   

Finish   communities   before   starting   up   new   ones   -   put   in   the   
needed   amenities     

Revitalize   existing   communities   /   spaces  

Maintain   diversity   of   choice   for   residents  
Examine   the   governance   
(5   comments)   

Each   municipality   needs   its   own   autonomy   for   making   decisions  

More   collaboration   between   municipalities   
Improve   transportation   options  
(34   comments)   

Transit   to   and   from   regional   municipalities   

More   walkable   communities   

Better   roads   and   pathway   infrastructure   

Better   planning   and   more   affordable   transit  
Pay   attention   to   environmental  
considerations   
(9   comments)   

Protect   existing   green   space   and   create   more   green   spaces  

Stay   away   from   river   and   riparian   areas   

Give   guidelines   to   developers  
(3   comments)   

Do   not   encourage   building   in   flood   plains  

More   focus   on   economic   
considerations   
(5   comments)   

Growth   offers   opportunity   for   greater   economic   diversification   &  
regional   collaboration   

Other   (3   comments)  Consider   characteristics   of   communities  

9   
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Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan     
  Public   What   We   Heard   Summary     

  
  
  

Questions   

An   opportunity   for   people   to   ask   any   questions   that   they   had   was   provided:   
What   questions   do   you   have   about   the   development   of   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   Growth   Plan?   
  

There   were   15   questions   that   were   submitted,   which   can   be   viewed   in   Appendix   B.    Some   were   about   the   
engagement   process   and   tools,   some   were   about   the   content   of   the   plan   and   some   were   administrative.   
Not   all   questions   received   were   responded   to,   as   some   were   more   comments   or   related   to   personal   
preferences.   Because   participants   were   not   required   to   share   their   email   addresses   in   order   to   submit   a   
question,   some   questions   could   not   be   responded   to   directly.   This   will   be   clarified   for   the   second   phase   of   
engagement.   
  

The   questions   received   relate   to   the   following   key   themes:   
  

Theme   Sub-Themes   
Give   guidelines   to   developers     
(1   question/comment)   

Connection   to   infrastructure   for   smaller   communities   

Pay   attention   to   environmental   
considerations   
(3   questions/comments)   

Protect   existing   green   space   and   create   more   green   spaces   

Stay   away   from   river   and   riparian   areas   
  

More   consideration   of   wildlife   with   all   development   
Engagement   process   needs   
(10   questions/comments)   

Survey   needs   to   be   more   applicable   to   rural   situation   
  

Listen   to   what   people   are   saying   to   you   and   make   process   
more   inclusive   

More   focus   on   economic   
considerations     
(1   question/comment)   

Growth   offers   opportunity   for   greater   economic   diversification     

More   focus   on   what   we   already   
have   
(1   question/comment)   

Finish   communities   before   starting   up   new   ones   -   put   in   the   
needed   amenities     
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Survey  

There   were   6   questions   asked   in   the   survey.    The   first   one   was   about   priorities   for   the   region   and   530   
people   responded.    The   second   question   was   about   the   results   that   might   occur   for   different   scenarios  
and   had   525   responses.    The   third   question   was   around   transportation   choices   and   received   524   
responses.     

The   fourth   question   was   about   how   much   infill   development   could   happen   with   different   scenarios   and   
525   people   responded   to   this   question   (including   open-ended   responses).    The   fifth   question   was   asking   
for   any   additional   feedback   for   the   CMRB   to   consider   and   received   326   responses.   The   sixth   question   
asked   for   a   postal   code   and   there   were   530   entries   received.     

The   results   for   each   of   the   survey   questions   are   shown   on   the   following   pages.  
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Q2   We've   developed   three   scenarios   showing   possible   results   that   might   happen   if   we   make   different   
choices   about   how   to   approach   growth   in   the   region.   

Based   on   the   analysis   of   each   scenario   that   was   considered,   there   are   various   potential   outcomes   for  
the   environment,   the   economy,   and   the   people   who   make   up   our   diverse   communities.Which   of   the   
following   potential   outcomes   of   the   scenarios   do   you   most   want   to   see   occur   in   the   future?   

Please   rank   the   following   in   order   of   preference,   with   1   being   the   outcome   you   most   want   to   see   
happen   and   5   being   the   outcome   you   least   want   to   see   happen.   
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What   else   would   you   like   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   Board   to   consider   as   they  
work   toward   a   preferred   approach   for   growth   in   the   region?   

There   were   326   responses   to   this   question.    The   verbatim   comments   can   be   found   in   Appendix   C.  

Responses   received   were   grouped   into   the   following   themes   (please   note   that   some   responses   
addressed   multiple   themes   so   the   number   of   comments   for   each   theme   will   not   directly   add   up   to   the   
number   of   responses   received):   

Theme  Sub-Themes  
Create   more   density  
(73   comments)   

Loosen   restrictions   in   inner   city   neighbourhoods   to   allow   more  
density   

Grow   up   -   higher   buildings  

Make   development   on   outskirts   of   town   less   desirable   /   Less  
sprawl   

Less   density   preferred  
(43   comments)   

It’s   already   too   dense,   don’t   overpopulate  

Keep   agricultural   land,   acreages   and   green   spaces   between   
municipalities   

Less   development   in   the   non-Calgary   part   of   the   region  
More   focus   on   what   we   already   
have   
(32   comments)   

Finish   communities   before   starting   up   new   ones   -   put   in   the   
needed   amenities     

Revitalize   existing   communities   /   spaces  

More   restoration   of   historic   buildings   

Maintain   diversity   of   choice   for   residents  
Examine   the   governance   
(74   comments)   

Each   municipality   needs   its   own   autonomy   for   making  
decisions   

Municipalities   need   to   pay   for   services   /   resources   from   other   
municipalities   

More   collaboration   between   municipalities  

Municipalities   need   to   be   more   efficient   with   budgets   and  
reduce   taxes   and   fees   

15   
CMRB   WHAT   WE   HEARD   -   PHASE   1  

CMRB UPDATED Land Use & Servicing Committee Agenda Pkg Oct 29, 2020
 

Agenda Page 23 of 103



Calgary   Metropolitan   Region   Board    |   Growth   and   Servicing   Plan    
Public   What   We   Heard   Summary   

Theme  Sub-Themes  
Improve   transportation   options  
(156   comments)   

Transit   to   and   from   regional   municipalities   

More   walkable   communities   

Better   roads   and   pathway   infrastructure   

Better   planning   and   more   affordable   transit  
Pay   attention   to   environmental  
considerations   
(86    comments)   

Protect   existing   green   space   and   create   more   green   spaces  

Stay   away   from   river   and   riparian   areas   

More   consideration   of   wildlife   with   all   development   
Give   guidelines   to   developers  
(43   comments)   

Ensure   water   is   available   before   developing  

Do   not   encourage   building   in   flood   plains  

Incentives   to   build   different   types   of   housing   ensuring   it   is   
affordable   

More   focus   on   economic   
considerations   
(19   comments)   

Must   support   compact   and   cheap   housing   for   economy   living  
close   to   the   place   of   work   with   high   concentration   of   jobs   

Support   small   business   and   jobs   in   outlying   areas  

Growth   offers   opportunity   for   greater   economic   diversification   &  
regional   collaboration   

Engagement   process   needs   
(33   comments)   

Survey   needs   to   be   more   applicable   to   rural   situation  

Listen   to   what   people   are   saying   to   you   and   make   process   
more   inclusive   

More   options   need   to   be   available   for   commenting   than   what   
was   provided   

Other   
(59   comments)  

Reduction   of   crime   

More   priority   for   vulnerable   populations   

Consider   characteristics   of   communities  

Let   the   market   determine   how   growth   should   happen   in   the  
region   

Covid   and   remote   working   need   to   be   considered  

More   recreational   infrastructure   
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Postal   Codes  

530   postal   codes   were   received   through   the   survey  

Municipality  Number   of   Responses  %   of   Responses  
Airdrie  26  4.9%  
Black   Diamond  1  0.2%  
Blackie  1  0.2%  
Bragg   Creek  5  0.9%  
Calgary   350  66.0%  
Chestermere   11  2.1%  
Cochrane  54  10.2%  
Coquitlam,   BC  1  0.2%  
Crossfield  1  0.2%  
De   Winton  2  0.4%  
Edmonton  1  0.2%  
Foothills  9  1.7%  
Heritage   Pointe  2  0.4%  
High   River  7  1.3%  
Langdon  1  0.2%  
Longview  1   0.2%  
Millarville  1  0.2%  
Okotoks  31  5.8%  
Red   Deer  1  0.2%  
Rocky   View   County  7  1.3%  
Strathmore   16  3.0%  
Turner   Valley  1  0.2%  
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Disclaimer:   The   following   tables   include   the   verbatim   comments   received   as   part   of   the   Phase   1   
public   engagement.   The   comments   have   not   been   altered   in   any   way   for   fact   or   accuracy.   

These   comments   do   not   reflect   the   opinion   or   values   of   the   CMRB   or   HDR|Calthorpe.   Comments 
have been redacted where they make a derogatory reference to a specific person.

Appendix   A   -   Verbatim   from   Discussion   Forums   by   Theme  
Please   note   that   comments   may   appear   in   multiple   theme   categories.  

More   Density  
it   is   fiscally   irresponsible   to   plan   LRT   lines   with   no   way   to   pay   for   them.   We   have   much   too   high   density   
housing   and   no   parking   in   those   communities,   so   you   have   cars   everywhere.   Ee   do   not   need   huge   multi   
family   housing   "projects"   in   our   city   that   have    the   potential   to   become   rundown   as   the   landlords   and   
management   companies   neglect   the   maintenance.Calgary    has   land   available   and   our   way   has   always   beeen   
to   grow   out.   Crowded   communities    only   promote    more    tension   with   everyone   so   close   together.   
Developing   ther   downtown   area   qith   larger   highrise   apartments   would   revatalize   downtown   and   reduce   the   
need   for   transportation   .   It   seems   to   work   in   most   large   cities   I   have   been   to.We   need   a   much   more   
resources   dedicated   to   educating   the   public    about   littering,    there   is   garbage   everywhere   ,   this   should   
include   signage   in   all   our   parks   and   public   areas.   
Higher   density   development   should   start   with   incentives,   rather   than   an   expensive   and   time-consuming   
permitting   process   (at   least   in   Calgary),   for   homeowners   near   public   transit   to   add   secondary   suites   and   
other   accessory   dwelling   units.   It's   pretty   clear   from   looking   at   Calgary's   suburban   communities   that   
large-scale   developers   who   weren't   very   forward-looking   had   too   much   agency   in   developing   those   
communities.   Higher-density   development   can   go   the   same   way:   not   enough   green   space,   buildings   that   
aren't   designed   to   last   or   are   inefficient,   and   displacement   of   low-income   communities.   On   that   last   point,   I  
think   it's   important   to   offer   home   ownership   incentives   in   low-income   neighborhoods   before   densification   
and   gentrification   begin   so   the   long-term   residents   of   those   neighborhoods   benefit   rather   than   being   
displaced.     
Scenario   2   would   be   ideal.   We   need   to   value   our   existing   farmland   and   begin   using   our   existing   annexed   land  
more   wisely.   
Scenario   3   is   the   best   way   for   Calgary   to   move   forward.   Urban   sprawl   has   cost   us   too   much   in   taxes   and   the   
lack   of   initiative   by   council   is   disappointing.     
I   have   no   problem   with   higher   density   builds   but   agree   that   many   I   have   seen   seem   poor   quality.   Especially  
the   high   rise   towers.   The   multi   unit   infills   eg   in   Capitol   Hill   área   fit   into   existing   neighborhoods   better.     
I   would   like   to   see   more   emphasis   on   developing   the   older   communities   to   have   more   dense   populations   
while   not   sacrificing   the   street   front   and   neighbourhood   vibe   (see   Inglewood).   I   see   some   areas   becoming  
too   overly   developed   and   bland   suburbs   (Marta   loop)   that   have   lost   what   originally   made   them   cool.   
Also   I   live   downtown   and   want   more   bike   lanes   as   they   make   it   more   easy   for   me   to   move   around   in   MY   
neighbourhood   (I   want   to   be   able   to   bike   to   all   the   brewery's   without   having   to   fight   Calgary   traffic)   
Since   the   "way   we've   always   done   it"   isn't   sustainable,   unless   you're   a   developer   with   deep   pockets   and   can   
get   things   rubber   stamped   by   the   planning   department   in   Calgary,   we   need   to   think,   plan   (and   maybe   stick   
to   the   plan)   and   act   differently.   We   can   put   density   in   places   already   existing   that   adds   to   the   fabric   of   the   
communities   and   keeps   the   smaller   shops   thriving.   I   lived   in   a   very   rural   area   growing   up   -   it's   a   dustbowl   
now   because   no   one   wanted   anything   'new'   or   'different'   and   they   all   wanted   their   acreages   (I   lived   about   an   
hour   outside   of   Calgary)   and   then   whined   when   all   their   services   vanished...but   without   proper   planning   and  
coordination   of   services   including   transit   and   other   forms   of   mobility,   waste   and   recycling,   water,   
stormwater   and   actual   support   from   the   province   to   allow   for   new   ways   to   do   things   with   said   stormwater,   
we'll   be   stuck   in   this   cycle...we   also   need   to   look   at   how   much   it   actually   costs   to   service   all   these   new   
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developments   to   include   things   like   new   schools/transit/roads/water/power   etc...and   who   pays   for   that   vs   
redeveloping   existing   communities   (there   was   a   comment   earlier   about   Capitol   Hill   in   Calgary)   to   maintain   
community   charm,   but   not   rip   up   more   farm   land...   
Concerned   about   climate   change.   Our   city   is   unsustainably   organized.   Grateful   for   this   opportunity   to   newly   
plan:   high   quality   affordable   (ideally   free)   transit   tops   the   wish   list.   Next   are   dense   walkable   neighbourhoods  
and   continuing   to   build   cycling   infrastructure.   To   be   more   comprehensive,   the   'C40   Mayors   Agenda   for   a   
Green   and   Just   Recovery'   is   excellent.     
Significant   flaw   in   how   we   currently   design   our   cities.   We   focus   on   increasing   densities   in   "suburban"   Calgary   
areas   meaning   people   still   have   to   commute   using   vehicle   transportation   to   work,   school,   and   retail.   People   
pay   to   live   in   high   density   homes   and   communities   only   to   have   to   commute   long   distances   to   
work/school/day   to   day   life.   Cities   continue   to   expand   outwards   and   municipalities   are   on   the   hook   for   
paying   for   not   just   building   increased   roads,   infrastructure,   water   mains,   schools,   civic   buildings,   etc.   but   also   
future   operations   and   maintenance   of   these   depreciating   assets.   Cost   of   'inner-city'   homes   and   property   
taxes   have   made   it   unaffordable   to   live   so   people   continue   the   urban   sprawl   trend   for   affordable   housing   
(but   with   increased   travel   and   time   costs).   What   we   then   have   is   a   massive   decentrification   of   inner   city   
neighborhoods.   It's   unsustainable   and   this   stark   trend   is   so   common   in   North   America.   We   need   to   break   
this   vicious   cycle.   We   need   to   look   at   more   sustainable   and   resilient   land   planning   and   design.   We   need   to   
focus   on   the   natural   assets   and   source   water   protection.   Investing   in   source   water   protection   is   almost   a   60x   
return   on   investment   vs.   upgrading   and   maintaining   expensive   water   treatment   plants.   We   need   to   do   things  
differently   or   else   we'll   end   up   like   every   other   urban   sprawled   community.     
One   concern   I   have   in   the   city   is   the   management   of   waste/recycling.    I   have   no   issues   with   how   waste   and   
recycling   is   picked   up   from   my   home   but   I   do   have   concerns   about   the   management   of   it   once   it   gets   to   city   
facilities.    I   think   if   the   city   wants   to   effect   real   climate   action   and   environmental   stability   in   preparation   for   
the   next   million   people,    instead   of   asking   questions   about   developing   pathways,   encouraging   bike   lanes   and   
walking   -    it   would   stop   providing   permits   to   build   houses   on   top   of   the   river   like   it   does   in   communities   like   
cranston   and   start   using   tax   dollars   to   invest   in   resources   to   manage   it's   own   waste   like   single   use   plastics   or  
Styrofoam.    The   100s   of   thousands   if   not   millions   of   dollars   spent   on   shipping,   storing   and   then   ultimately   
burying   this   waste   is   unnecessary   for   a   city   like   Calgary.    We   have   the   land,   we   have   the   people   -   invest   in   the   
resources   to   manage   the   waste   -   create   jobs   for   these   next   million   people   and   help   build   a   city   that   is   self   
sufficient   and   prioritizes   environmental   sustainability.    I   think   this   problem   will   only   become   worse   if   
unaddressed   when   planning   for   growth.    There   are   many   articles   available   as   to   these   problems   in   Calgary   
and   I'm   not   sure   how   they   go   unaddressed   in   a   city   like   ours   that   is   perceived   to   be   one   of   the   best   in   the   
country.    There   are   also   other   projects   and   road   maps   being   executed   in   other   cities   in   North   America   that   
Calgary   could   use   as   template,   helping   to   avoid   unnecessary   expenditure   in   research/evaluation.     
We   need   to   stop   having   communities   of   single   family   houses   with   limited   services.    People   should   be   able   to  
walk,   bike,   or   take   transit   to   the   places   they   visit   on   a   daily   basis   -   work,   school,   grocery   store.   
The   benefit   of   how   we   grow   is   single   family   houses   are   cheap   for   people,   and   people   seem   to   like   them.   
However,   if   we   had   large   rowhouses,   or   large   flats,   with   3-4   bedrooms   for   families,   then   people   may   want   to   
live   in   them   because   they   are   cheaper.   
I   am   concerned   about   how   residents   feel   they   "need"   to   own   a   car   to   go   about   there   day   to   day   life.   I   am   
concerned   about   about   the   expansion   of   the   city   in   physical   size.    For   the   region,   it   would   be   great   if   
someone   from   Cochrane   could   take   a   train   or   bus   to   downtown   Calgary.    People   do   what   is   easiest,   and   if   
driving   is   the   easiest   and   most   convenient   way   to   get   around,   then   they   will   drive.   
Public   transit   in   Calgary   does   not   work   for   satellite   communities.   We   must   drive   from   our   towns/cities   to   get   
to   Calgary,   when   we   do   there   is   little   or   no   parking   space   at   the   LRT   stations.    It   it   easier   for   us   to   just   keep   
driving.   If   Calgary   wants   us   from   the   outlying   communities   to   use   public   transit   they   either   need   to   build   
massive   parkades   at   the   outer   edge   stations   or,    extend   city   transit   into   the   outlying   communities,   or   setup   a   
transit   hub   somewhere   between   the   satellite   community   and   the   city   limits   with   lots   of   parking.   

The   city   of   Calgary   needs   to   stop   urban   sprawl.    Now   that   the   ring   road   is   almost   complete   the   city   of   Calgary   
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should   stop   annexing   more   land   and   force   developers   to   look   inward.    There   is   no   reason   that   Calgary   could   
not   have   2-5   million   people   within   its   current   boarders.    Let   the   outlying   communities   become   the   “bigger   
lot   suburbs”   for   now.   
I   agree   that   sprawl   is   not   what   Calgary   should   promote,   we   need   better   developed   communities   that   allow   
people   to   move   around   more   freely   without   having   to   drive   and   park   somewhere.   I   live   downtown,   and   the   
introduction   of   the   bike   lanes   have   made   it   significantly   easier   for   me   to   move   around   my   neighbourhood.   I   
am   sick   of   other   councilors   complaining   about   my   neigbourhood   while   theirs   is   a   horrible   mess   built   by   
developers   that   you   can't   find   your   way   out   of   with   Google   Maps.   
I   have   trouble   with   this   one   ...   I   am   not   a   fan   of   urban   sprawl   but   I   also   don’t   like   a   lot   of   the   high   density   
buildings   being   built   in   Calgary.   A   lot   of   these   high   density   builds   are   not   attractive,   they   don’t   fit   into   the   
surrounding   community   and   are   cheap   builds.     
Then   there   is   the   subdivisions   that   are   built   with   no   infrastructure   leading   to   continuous   construction   of   
roads   and   businesses   to   service   the   thousands   that   move   to   them.     
How   about   we   stop   growing   and   diffenately   stop   urban   growth   on   fertile   land.   If   we   need   to   grow   ,   growing   
up   rather   than   sprawling   out   is   my   preferance.   Unfortunately   I   can   also   see   the   inheritant   problems.    Either   
way   its   a   loose   loose.   Cant   we   build   cities   on   clouds?     
Roads:   good   traffic   flow,   debottlenecked,   durable.   Accessibility   and   affordability   for   those   who   don't   have   as   
much.    Alternative   means   of   transportation   and   changes   in   transportation   priorities   by   end   users.     
Greatest   Growth   benefits   have   included   equally   developing   all   areas   of   the   Metro   Region.    Major   projects   
across   the   area,   not   focused   on   one   area.    Tackling   larger   projects   that   can   access   federal   dollars.   
 
As   sprawl   occurs,   servicing   that   sprawl   comes   at   a   price.     
My   answers:   
 
1   -   Thinking   about   how   you   live,   work,   and   play   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region,   what   qualities   do   you   think   are   
most   important   to   keep   as   we   plan   for   growth   in   the   future?   
 
Easy,   cost-effective   transportation   options   across   the   region,   varied   housing   options   and   
financially-sustainable   growth   so   we   can   stop   seeing   3   -   4%   tax   increases   needed   every   year.   
 
2   -   When   you   think   about   how   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   has   grown   and   is   growing   today,   what   do   you   see   
as   the   greatest   benefits   of   that   approach   to   growth?   
 
There   is   a   lot   of   variety   of   lifestyle.   People   can   chose   inner-city   urban   life,   country   life   or   a   small   town/small   
city   feel,   depending   on   their   budget   and   preferences.   There   is   also   currently   quite   a   bit   of   variety   for   jobs,   
however,   we   seems   to   be   seeing   a   reduction   in   both   industrial   and   agricultural   jobs,   with   is   a   problem   and   
we   need   a   diversified   economy.     
 
3   -   What   concerns   or   worries   do   you   have   about   continuing   to   approach   growth   the   way   we   always   have   in   
the   Calgary   Metro   Region?   
 
Sprawl   is   killing   us   financially.   Taxes   continue   to   climb   at   a   faster   rate   than   inflation   in   part   because   we   are   
building   suburbs   that   do   not   generate   enough   tax   revenue   to   pay   for   themselves.   We   are   also   eating   up   
precious   agricultural   land   to   build   one   style   of   low-density   housing,   driving   up   servicing   costs   even   higher.   
We   need   to   start   increasing   density.   
 
Also,   transportation   planning   and   transit   are   becoming   a   problem   as   municipalities   are   being   forced   to   
maintain   infrastructure   largely   used   by   commuters,   and   those   wanting   to   ride   transit   need   to   pay   for   
multiple   transit   passes.   This   needs   to   change.   
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I   agree.   Calgary   needs   to   stop   allowing   developers   in   its   area   to   keep   the   sprawl.   But   more   importantly   we   
need   to   stop   the   surrounding   municipalities   from   connecting   to   Calgary.   If   a   rural   area   wanta   to   allow   a   
suburb   next   to   the   Calgary   city   boundary,   then   don't   allow   them   to   connect   to   the   city   infrastructure.   That   
would   increase   the   development   cost   to   the   developer   and   allow   the   City   to   take   over   fully   realized   suburbs   
once   the   City   needs   to   take   them   over.   

  

Work   With   What   You   Have   
Since   the   "way   we've   always   done   it"   isn't   sustainable,   unless   you're   a   developer   with   deep   pockets   and   
can   get   things   rubber   stamped   by   the   planning   department   in   Calgary,   we   need   to   think,   plan   (and   maybe   
stick   to   the   plan)   and   act   differently.   We   can   put   density   in   places   already   existing   that   adds   to   the   fabric   of   
the   communities   and   keeps   the   smaller   shops   thriving.   I   lived   in   a   very   rural   area   growing   up   -   it's   a   
dustbowl   now   because   no   one   wanted   anything   'new'   or   'different'   and   they   all   wanted   their   acreages   (I   
lived   about   an   hour   outside   of   Calgary)   and   then   whined   when   all   their   services   vanished...but   without   
proper   planning   and   coordination   of   services   including   transit   and   other   forms   of   mobility,   waste   and   
recycling,   water,   stormwater   and   actual   support   from   the   province   to   allow   for   new   ways   to   do   things   with   
said   stormwater,   we'll   be   stuck   in   this   cycle...we   also   need   to   look   at   how   much   it   actually   costs   to   service   
all   these   new   developments   to   include   things   like   new   schools/transit/roads/water/power   etc...and   who   
pays   for   that   vs   redeveloping   existing   communities   (there   was   a   comment   earlier   about   Capitol   Hill   in   
Calgary)   to   maintain   community   charm,   but   not   rip   up   more   farm   land...   
I   love   the   availability   of   all   types   of   living   in   the   Calgary   region.   I   also   worry   that   the   region   will   become   
overwhelmed   if   we   have   another   growth   spurt   like   the   early   2000’s.   
Water   use   is   key   and   land   use   is   also   an   issue.   Its   not   just   about   how   many   houses   but   where   they   are   and   
what   they   ate   displacing   (like   agriculture   and   recreation   areas).   
Linked   public   transit   could   be   a   great   benifit,   starting   with   transit   from   outlying   communities   to    the   airport   
hubs   like   downtown.   This   may   need   to   be   more   accommodating   to   luggage,   and   shopping   bags.   Keeping   
the   park   and   ride   areas   is   another   key   to   providing   the   flexibility   to   use   the   transit   (drop   kids   off   at   school,   
park,   are   ride   to   downtown).   
As   we   expand,   keeping   houses   reasonable   sized,   making   common   green   space   ,   pathways,   and   building   
around   them   will   make   your   space   seem   more   significant,   improve   communities,   develop   alternate   
mobility,   and   provide   future   options   for   areas.   

Living   in   one   of   the   small   once   unique   communities   surrounding   Calgary.   The   Metro   region   overflowing   
into   them   and   turning   them   into   unrecognizable   bedroom   communities.   They   lose   their   century   old   
culture   completely   as   people   from   the   city   move   out,   then   demand   the   city   follow   them.   It   has   a   negative   
affect   on   small   local   businesses,   on   community   safety   and   significant   increase   in   crime   levels,   and   
destroying   the   quality   of   life   for   those   that   have   lived   there   for   decades.     
Developers   are   pushed   to   build   condensed   high-density,   whether   single   family   homes   with   no   yard   space,   
or   multi-family   areas   where   people   are   living   far   too   close   with    little   to   no   green   space   within   even   
walking   distance.   If   there   is   any   green   space   it   is   included   within   a   school   yard.   This   does   not   enable   
people   to   get   outside,   let   alone   even   encourage   a   healthy   lifestyle.     
I   completely   agree   that   mother-in-law/secondary   suites   should   be   included   in   planning   to   provide   an   
option   for   better   care   for   elderly.    Retirement   homes   have   proved   to   be   dangerous   to   the   health   and   
quality   of   life   of   our   elderly.     
Due   to   the   way   our   small   town   has   been   overrun   with   commuters   already,   a   regional   transit   would   cause   it   
to   be   swallowed   up   by   the   city.   The   reason   we   are   looking   at   leaving   for   another   small   town   that   will   
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remain   a   small   town   for   our   lifetime.     
I   don't   agree   with   Calgary   surrounding   communities   becoming   another   GTO   or   Vancity.     
The   people   that   moved   to   acreages   do   not   appreciate   the   City   of   Calgary   encroaching   on   there   lands!    It’s   
like   Calgary   is   the   BULLIE!!!!    The   Rockyview   residence   are   being   bullied   by   the   big   boy   on   the   block!   
Calgary   in   the   last   17   years   as   destroyed   their   city   with   lack   of   maintaining   the   natural   beauty   in   keeping   
parks   trees,   allowing   developers   to   build   homes   with   zero   clearance   increasing   the   %   of   homes   burning   
down,   insurance   claims   going   up,    but   hey   the   City   of   Calgary   has   a   greater   tax   base!    This   is   a   joke!    What   
natural   beauty   we   had   can   never   be   regained   for   the   many   generations   to   come,   they   will   never   know   the  
true   Calgary.    This   is   a   shame.    We   know   that   Alberta   has   the   peaks   and   valleys   in   the   economy   and   we   
need   to   keep   this   in   mind   when   we   are   building,   such   as   now   the   high   percent   of   vacant   offices   
downtown!    This   is   not   a   surprise   as   Calgary   has   experienced   this   many   times   over.    Calgary   now   is   pushing   
forward   on   the   SR1,   has   never   met   with   the   residence   of   Springbank   to   hear   why   this   is   not   a   good   idea.   
Springbank   does   not   consider   Calgary   as   nice   Neighbor   that   wants   to   create   win   win   situations.    Yes   you   
have   placed   this   discussion   line   but   is   this   a   look   pretty   thing   or   are   our   thoughts   and   followup   with   the   
writer   real.    That   will   have   to   be   proven.    Calgary   has   allowed   the   Wes   ring   road   to   take   all   the   beautiful   
land   of   trees   hills,   scapes   to   be   destroyed   by   a   freeway   running   through   beautiful   ,neighborhood's,   such   as   
the   Slopes,    Cougar   Rudiger,......   this   was   prime   property   for   beautiful   parks,   where   wildlife   had   there   
homes,   and   beautiful   homes   could   of   been   built.    This   road   should   been    built   on   the   #8   highWay   to   22x   
north   for   a   true   ring   road,   and   would   of   allowed   for   proper   zoning,   and   not   interfering   with   the   current   t   
residential   of   Woodbine,   The   Slopes,....etc.    Very   poor   planning!    They   stuck   with   a   plan   that   was   30   years   
old   and   not   taken   into   consideration   where   the   city   was   today.    The   cost   would   of   been   lower   looking   at   
the   hill   and   blasting   of   the   hill   onto   the   #1   highway,   this   could   of   been   applied   to   the   number   8   highway.   
Calgary   has   poor   planning   and   does   not   involve   the   key   players   which   are   the   people   that   live   in   the   areas   
affected   and   hear   there   input!   
Good   day,   
Unfortunately   the   Ring   road   is   funded   by   all   level   of   government,   that   includes   my   funds.    The   cities   grow   
over   30   years,   and   throwing   good   money   on   a   design   that   is   not   meeting   the   needs.    The   Ring   Road   has   
financially   created   a   lot   of   loss   in   revenue   and   quality   of   life   for   many   communities,   reduced   revenue   for   
the   city   in   tax   dollars   in   utilizing   prime   property   that   would   of   been   used   for   homes,   commercial   that   could   
of   produced   on   going   tax   revenue   for   the   city.    Please   keep   Calgary   from   stopping   to   do   the   urban   sprawl,   
we   want   the   country   side   left   out   of   the   city.   STOPP   THE   GROWTH!!!!   
Progress   for   who?   Certainly   not   for   those   that   have   lived   there.   And   evidently   not   for   those   that   move   
there   from   the   larger   urban   centers...as   they   then   demand   all   the   amenities   of   the   city   to   move   with   them.   
That   changes   the   towns   forever.   
The   region   has   lots   of   fields   and   green   space   but   has   all   the   amenities   of   a   large   city   either   in   town   or   
nearby   without   having   to   drive   right   into   city   traffic.   Would   like   to   keep   our   country   scenic   views   of   the   
fields,   foothills   and   mountains   while   ensuring   transportation   options   are   available   for   appointments   and   
other   things   in   the   city.     
Providing   choices   in   terms   of   housing   types   and   various   types   of   communities   will   be   smart   and   beneficial   
for   the   Calgary   Region.   All   municipalities   should   work   together   and   share   wastewater   and   water   
infrastructure   with   each   other.    Our   success   as   a   region   hinders   on   working   together   and   creating   
economics   for   the   region   and   not   just   one   or   two   urban   centres.     
The   only   issue   I   see   with   this   path   is   we   overlooked   seniors   and   their   needs.   Retirement   living   has   seen   a   
paradigm   shift   with   added   concern   for   our   elders   and   their   safety.   High   density   retirement   living   is   
dangerous.   Relaxing   bylaws   to   allow   the   option   of   in   law   suites   would   provide   an   option   to   more   
Calgarians   to   enjoy   the   safety   of   extended   family   living.     
My   answers:   
 
1   -   Thinking   about   how   you   live,   work,   and   play   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region,   what   qualities   do   you   think   
are   most   important   to   keep   as   we   plan   for   growth   in   the   future?   
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Easy,   cost-effective   transportation   options   across   the   region,   varied   housing   options   and   
financially-sustainable   growth   so   we   can   stop   seeing   3   -   4%   tax   increases   needed   every   year.  

2   -   When   you   think   about   how   the   Calgary   Metro   Region   has   grown   and   is   growing   today,   what   do   you   see  
as   the   greatest   benefits   of   that   approach   to   growth?   

There   is   a   lot   of   variety   of   lifestyle.   People   can   chose   inner-city   urban   life,   country   life   or   a   small   
town/small   city   feel,   depending   on   their   budget   and   preferences.   There   is   also   currently   quite   a   bit   of   
variety   for   jobs,   however,   we   seems   to   be   seeing   a   reduction   in   both   industrial   and   agricultural   jobs,   with   is   
a   problem   and   we   need   a   diversified   economy.     

3   -   What   concerns   or   worries   do   you   have   about   continuing   to   approach   growth   the   way   we   always   have   in  
the   Calgary   Metro   Region?   

Sprawl   is   killing   us   financially.   Taxes   continue   to   climb   at   a   faster   rate   than   inflation   in   part   because   we   are  
building   suburbs   that   do   not   generate   enough   tax   revenue   to   pay   for   themselves.   We   are   also   eating   up   
precious   agricultural   land   to   build   one   style   of   low-density   housing,   driving   up   servicing   costs   even   higher.   
We   need   to   start   increasing   density.   

Also,   transportation   planning   and   transit   are   becoming   a   problem   as   municipalities   are   being   forced   to   
maintain   infrastructure   largely   used   by   commuters,   and   those   wanting   to   ride   transit   need   to   pay   for   
multiple   transit   passes.   This   needs   to   change.   
Either   Scenario   3   (preferred)   or   Scenario   2   (meh)   are   better   than   Scenario   1   (garbage).   We   need   the   CMRB   
to   work   with   the   municipalities   and   create   stronger   zones   for   where   agriculture,   industrial,   urban   etc   can   
all   thrive   and   co-exist.   It   can   be   done,   we   need   political   will   to   tell   developers   that   they   make   enough   
money   and   to   stick   to   the   plan.   There's   no   point   having   a   plan   when   you   have   weak   council   members   (like   
a   couple   of   wards   in   deep   SW   Calgary)   who   oppose   anything   like   transit,   proper   planning   etc.   If   we're   going  
to   add   a   million   people   to   the   region,   then   we   need   to   do   it   in   a   way   that   allow   for   more   density,   
sustainable   growth   and   better   use   of   current   amenities/services/infrastructure   uses   so   that   in   the   future,   
we   can   re-purpose   amenities   as   needed   (like   turning   part   of   Memorial   Drive   into   a   multi   use   path   instead   
of   wasted   pavement).     
Low   density   does   not   have   to   mean   larger   homes.   People   need   space.   Developers   have   been   building   too  
many   homes   in   a   tight   area.     

Less   Density  
Hello   there;   Below   are   our   responses   to   your   three   queries  
1)  Thinking   about   how   you   live,   work,   and   play   in   the   Calgary   Metro   Region,   what   qualities   do   you   think
are   most   important   to   keep   as   we   plan   for   growth   in   the   future?

If   your   plan   is   to   prepare   for   the   growth   of   the   city   to   accommodate   another   million   residents,   please   grow   
outbound   North   and   West.   The   key   qualities   required   are   suburban   neighbourhoods   with   community   
recreation   spaces   and   greenhouses.   This   will   help    to   de-congest   the   concrete   city   core   jungle    which   
makes   residences   dense,   and   makes   residents   totally   vulnerable   to   pandemic   and   similar   environmental   
issues   that   are   currently   emerging   and   expected   to   worsen   in   the   future   
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Agenda Item 6 

Agenda Item 6 
Submitted to Land Use and Servicing Committee 
Purpose For Decision 
Subject Growth & Servicing Plan Update 

Meeting Date October 29, 2020 
Motion that the Committee approve the approach proposed by HDRC to meet the 
timeline of delivery of the Growth and Servicing Plans to the Minister no later than 
March 1, 2021 

Summary 

• HDR|Calthorpe has provided a Growth & Servicing Plan project update for the
information of the Committee. The update includes a summary of progress and
work completed to date.

• CMRB received a letter from the Minister of Municipal Affairs on October 16,
2020 in response to a request for extension of the deadline to deliver the
Growth and Servicing Plan.  The Minister granted an extension to March 1,
2021.

• In light of the new timelines, HDR|Calthorpe are working on an updated
project schedule. The revised schedule was not available at the time of
circulation and will follow by email.

Attachments 

• Committee Update & Policy Completion Schedule  
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(403) 727-0050

1 

CMRB Land Use and Servicing Committee Update 
Meeting Date: Thursday, October 29, 2020

Recent Progress 

Scenarios / Workshop 4 
- One-on-one meetings with TAG and other municipal staff prior to Workshop\ 4 to review the scenario

and inputs
- Workshop 4 Board/Committee to review the proposed scenario
- Ongoing refinement of the proposed scenario
- Revisions to reflect farmland within future land use areas in DEAL database

Policy Development / Service Delivery 
- Preliminary work on Settlement areas and JPA policies
- Ongoing work on Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Flood Prone areas policy

Engagement 
- Completion of Round 1 What We Heard Report
- Planning for Round 2

Upcoming Progress 

Scenario Development 
- Workshop 4 and follow up with External TAG
- Evolution of scenario to preliminary version of Growth Structure Map

Policy Development / Service Delivery 
- See attached schedule/pathway

Engagement 
- Execution of Round 2 of public engagement

Agenda Item 6 Attachment
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Memo 
Date: Friday, October 23, 2020 

Project: Growth and Servicing Plan 

To: CMRB 

From: Stephen Power 

Subject: Policy Completion Schedule 

The following is an outline of the proposed meeting schedule and policy completion plan. As 
policies are completed, they will be inserted into the appropriate plan, so that once the 
policies are complete, the plan document(s) will be completed almost simultaneously. 

Initial policy development will occur over the next few weeks, with the first round of policy to 
be introduced to the TAG on November 13. As shown below, we are proposing a 
combination of TAG Meetings and Workshops. Our expectation is the workshops will be a 
combination of elected and staff representatives from member municipalities (the specifics 
around participation numbers for each will be established as we undertake detailed 
workshop planning). To help with scheduling and availability, we are recommending that 
most TAG meetings immediately follow the workshop. This will allow us to debrief on the 
workshop and create action lists, and to review the next round of policies immediately 
following the workshop. We expect the workshops to be 1.5 to 2 hours in length, with the 
follow-up TAG meeting in the order of 1 hour. 

Agenda Item 6 Attachment
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hdrinc.com 639 5th Avenue SW, Suite 1510, Calgary, AB, CA  T2P 0M9 
(403) 727-0050

2 

Workshops and TAG Meetings 

Dates should be considered tentative at this time. 

Workshop / TAG Meeting 
Schedule 

Possible 
Date Topic Focus 

TAG 13-Nov-20 Growth Management policy introduction, Draft policies for Agricultural 
Economy, Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Flood Prone Areas, Economic 
Wellbeing 

Workshop (elected/staff) 27-Nov-20 Growth Management policy direction, Final policies for Agricultural Economy, 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Flood Prone Areas, Economic Wellbeing, 

TAG 27-Nov-20 Approach to final Growth Management Policy, Draft policies for Climate 
Change and Resilience, Water Stewardship 

Workshop (elected/staff) 11-Dec-20 Draft Growth Management Policy, final policies for Economic Wellbeing, 
Climate Change and Resilience, Water Stewardship 

TAG 11-Dec-20 Draft policies for Shared Services optimization, Conservation of Agricultural 
Lands 

Workshop (elected/staff) 8-Jan-21 Final policies for growth management, shared services optimization, 
conservation of agricultural lands 
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3 

Policy Development Schedule 

TAG Policy 
Direction 
Review 

Committee 
Policy 

Direction 
Review 

TAG Draft 
Policy 

Committee 
Final Policy 

Growth Management and the Efficient Use of Land 
· Infill and Redevelopment 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20
· Urban Jurisdictions 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20
· Joint Planning Areas 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20
· Rural Areas 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20

Economic Wellbeing 
· Supporting Regional Economic Development 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20

Celebrating Urban and Rural Differences 
· Agricultural Economy  NA  NA 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20
· Conservation of Agricultural Lands

Environmentally Responsible Land Use 
· Environmentally Sensitive Areas  NA  NA 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20
· Flood Prone Areas  NA  NA 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20
· Climate Change and Resilience 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20 11-Dec-20 8-Jan-21

Water Stewardship 
· Stormwater Management and Watershed Protection  NA  NA 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20
· Water Efficiency  NA  NA 27-Nov-20 11-Dec-20

Shared Services Optimization 
· Recreation  NA  NA 13-Nov-20 27-Nov-20
· Regional Corridors 11-Dec-20 8-Jan-21
· Servicing in Joint Planning Areas 11-Dec-20 8-Jan-21 11-Dec-20 5-Feb-21
· Other Regional Servicing 11-Dec-20 8-Jan-21 11-Dec-20 5-Feb-21

Notes: NA – not applicable.  TAG and/or Committee have provided preliminary direction in previous meetings and/or background reports 
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Agenda Item 7 

1. Introduction

At the November 2019 Board meeting, the Board discussed the need to review the IREF 
process and criteria with LU TAG and report back to the Board. A full workshop was 

Agenda Item 7 
Submitted to Land Use & Servicing Committee 
Purpose For Decision 
Subject REF Principles, Process, and Timeline 
Meeting Date October 29, 2020 

That the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the REF principles, process, and 
timeline 

Background 

• The Interim Regional Evaluation Framework (IREF) was developed as an interim
process to review and approve statutory plans during the development of the Growth
Plan. The IREF was developed in collaboration with the Land Use Technical Advisory
Group (LU TAG). It was approved by the Board in October 2018.

• The IREF review provides an opportunity to improve the process of approving
applications. Following from review with the LU TAG, a discussion was held with the
Committee at the September 2020 meeting around some potential changes to the
IREF.

• Building on Committee feedback, CMRB Administration circulated proposed changes
to the LU TAG for further comment. These changes were discussed at an October LU
TAG meeting.  There is a general consensus on the proposed changes.

• This agenda item focuses on the Regional Evaluation Framework (REF) principles and
process. Further discussion will occur as part of finalizing the REF, including which
plans come into the REF process (regional significance), submission requirements,
and how the REF is structured.

Attachments 

• Attachment 1: Proposed REF Principles (no markup)
• Attachment 2: Proposed REF Application Review Process (no markup)
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held with LU TAG at the end of February 2020. A summary of the discussed changes 
was circulated to the LU TAG in March and recirculated by CMRB Administration in July 
to solicit further feedback. That feedback was incorporated into the brief for discussion 
at the September 2020 Committee meeting.  Additional feedback was received at the 
Committee meeting in September 2020 and was discussed at the October meeting of 
the LU TAG. 

Further work will occur as part of finalizing the REF, including which plans come into the 
REF process (regional significance), submission requirements, information bulletins, and 
updating the IREF Interpretation Guide.  Further work requires advancement of the 
policy of the Growth and Servicing Plan.  Consequently, these will be addressed at later 
stages. 

2. REF Principles

2.1. Changes to IREF Principles 

2.1.1. Timeliness and Efficiency 

During LU TAG and Committee discussions it was generally felt that “Timeliness” was 
part of “Efficiency”, and therefore Principle #3 Timeliness was incorporated into 
Principle #2 Efficiency through the addition of the word “timely.” CMRB Administration 
has provided an amended table of principles below that reflects the feedback and input 
received from LU TAG and Committee. 

2.1.2. Demonstrate Cooperation 

The Committee generally agreed that, in and of itself, the REF process does not 
promote cooperation, but that this principle should remain part of the REF process. 

• There was a suggestion to change the wording of the cooperation principle to
remove “promote” and change it to “demonstrate”: “The process will
demonstrate cooperation amongst all ten municipalities.”

• Discussion generally confirmed that cooperation should be done prior to a REF
application submission and that the CMRB should receive complete applications.
The REF process should be focused on approving applications and celebrating the
good work that went into them. There should be a high bar for refusing
applications.

• Discussion noted that policies of the Growth Plan should establish a meaningful
standard for collaboration completed prior to REF applications. This would be
completed as part of municipal planning processes.

• LU TAG noted the following:

o What “demonstrate” means will have to be clearly expressed in the
Growth Plan. Collaboration should be more than just circulating an
application to neighbouring municipalities.

o Although a high standard is important, the Growth Plan should not be too
prescriptive about exact actions that must be undertaken to demonstrate
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collaboration. Each application is unique, and agreement might not be 
reached on every issue. 

o For example, it might be a requirement to demonstrate a meaningful 
effort to resolve any issues as part of the plan development. Another 
requirement might be to conduct engagement early in the planning and 
visioning process as part of plan development.  

o Demonstrating collaboration as part of a REF application might include 
identifying resolved and unresolved issues, identifying changes made to 
the plan to address issues, or identifying when meetings were held and 
during which part of the planning process. 

 

2.1.3. Proposed REF Principles (markup version) 

The following table presents the proposed amendments to the IREF principles to 
transition them to the REF principles. A clean copy is provided as Attachment 1. 

Proposed REF Principles   Objective  
1  Certainty and Clarity of Process   All REF applications will be 

subjected to the same 
transparent process.   

2  Efficiency   The process will be efficient and 
timely for the Applicant, the 
CMRB Administration, and the 
CMRB Members.   

3  Timeliness  All REF applications will be 
reviewed, and a 
recommendation for either 
approval or rejection drafted, 
within certain timelines agreed 
upon by the Board.  

4  Respectfulness   All participants in the REF 
process will be treated, and will 
treat others, with respect.   

5  Demonstrate Promote 
Cooperation  

The process will demonstrate 
promote cooperation amongst 
all ten municipalities.   

6  Objectivity  CMRB administrative 
recommendations and decisions 
will be objective and respect the 
technical review process.   
  

 

3. REF Process and Timeline 

3.1. Changes to IREF Process 

No changes are proposed to the IREF process. 
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3.2. Changes to IREF Timelines 

The LU TAG and Committee agreed that the IREF process could be shortened in 
alignment with the principles of timeliness and efficiency.  CMRB Administration 
contacted the consultant roster for IREF reviews and confirmed that CMRB 
Administration’s 3rd Party Review of applications could be shortened to approximately 
20 working days, down from the current 25 working days. 

At the September Committee meeting, the Committee was open to shortening the 
Board Review Period from 28 calendar days, in consultation with LU TAG.  LU TAG 
confirmed that a 21 calendar day Board Review Period would be achievable provided 
members of municipal administration could submit correspondence on behalf of a Board 
member. 

The following graphic summarizes the proposed shortened timelines in an abbreviated 
IREF process graphic.  See Attachment 2 for the full graphic of the proposed REF 
process (without markup). 

 20 working days  21 calendar days 
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3.3. Authority for Submitting REF Correspondence 

To accommodate a shortened review timeline, it was identified that the authority to 
submit correspondence to the REF process could be broadened to include members of 
municipal administrations. This would allow some member municipalities to expedite 
the submission of materials to the REF process.  

It is recommended that member municipalities may identify senior members of 
municipal administration who can submit correspondence on behalf of a Board member. 
CMRB Administration requests that those individuals be identified in writing/by email for 
ease of identifying official REF correspondence. 

4. Recommendation 

That the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the REF principles, 
process, and timeline.  
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Attachment 1: Proposed REF Principles (no markup) 

Proposed REF Principles Objective 
1 Certainty and Clarity of Process All REF applications will be subjected to the same 

transparent process.   
2 Efficiency The process will be efficient and timely for the Applicant, the 

CMRB Administration, and the CMRB Members.   
3 Respectfulness  All participants in the REF process will be treated, and will 

treat others, with respect.   
4 Demonstrate Cooperation The process will demonstrate cooperation amongst all ten 

municipalities.   
5 Objectivity CMRB administrative recommendations and decisions will be 

objective and respect the technical review process.   
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Preapplication 
Discussion 
of Regional 
Signifi cance 
(Non-binding, no 
prejudice)

REF Application 
Submitted 
(Submitted after 
formal review by 
elected offi  cials but 
before 3rd Reading)

Review 
Application for 
Completeness 
(If deemed 
complete, send for 
3rd party review)

3rd Party Review 
(Consultant 
review and/or TAG 
Committee review)

Not Regionally 
Signifi cant 
(Application does 
not require regional 
review, as determined 
by applicant)

CMRB Admin 
Recommends 
Approval
(Notifi cation sent to 
members)

No Challenges 
to CMRB Admin 
Recommendation - 
Deemed Approved

CMRB Admin 
Recommendation 
Challenged by 
Board Member

Board Votes to 
Approve or Reject 
Application 
(Rejected applications 
may be resubmitted 
at any time)

Proposed REF Application Review Process

Optional 
Preapplication

5 working days 20 working days Approval:  21 calendar day Review Period 
Refusal: To Next Board Meeting for Vote

Possible Board 
Decision Appeal 
Process

CMRB Admin 
Recommends 
Refusal
(Notifi cation sent 
to members)

Review Period 
(21 days for 
members to review 
CMRB Admin 
Recommendation)

Attachment 2: Proposed REF Application Review Process (no markup) 
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                                                                      INTERIM REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 1 

1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Calgary Metropolitan Region Board (the “Board”) has been directed to implement 
the Calgary Metropolitan Region Interim Growth Plan (“the IGP”) subsequent to its 
adoption by the Government of Alberta. The Interim Regional Evaluation Framework 
(“the IREF”) provides the Board with the authority to evaluate and approve member 
municipal new statutory plans and amendments to existing statutory plans to ensure 
alignment with the Principles, Objectives, and Policies of the Calgary Metropolitan 
Region Interim Growth Plan. 
 

2 PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of the IREF is to provide member municipalities with criteria to determine 
when new municipal statutory plans and amendments to existing statutory plans shall 
be submitted to the Board for approval and procedures for submission. Further, the 
IREF establishes evaluation criteria and procedures for the Board to follow in the review 
and approval of local statutory plans and amendments of regional significance to ensure 
they are consistent with the long-term regional interests identified in the IGP.  

 

3 DEFINITIONS  
 
In addition to the definitions contained in the Regulation, words defined in the IGP shall 
be given the same meaning for the purposes of the IREF.  
 

4 SUBMISSION CRITERIA 
4.1 A Municipality shall refer to the Board: 

 
a) All new Municipal Development Plans (MDPs) and Intermunicipal Development 

Plans (IDPs); 

b) All new Area Redevelopment Plans (ARPs) and Area Structure Plans (ASPs) 
proposing employment areas and/or 50 or more new dwelling units;  

c) All amendments to MDPs, IDPs, ARPs and ASPs proposing employment areas 
and/or 50 or more new dwelling units; and 

d) Amendments and new statutory plans proposing less than 50 new dwelling 
units and located within 1.6 km of an adjacent municipality or a notification 
area, unless contained within an IDP. 
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4.2 Notwithstanding Section 4.1, municipalities do not need to 
submit proposed statutory plans and/or amendments to 
existing statutory plans in the following circumstances:  

 
4.2.1 Housekeeping amendments to correct or update clerical, technical, 

grammatical, and/or typographical errors and omissions that do not 
materially affect the statutory plan and/or amendment in principle or 
substance in accordance with the Municipal Government Act (“MGA”).  

 
4.2.2  Amendments to existing statutory plans that are not substantive in 

effect, such as: 

a. Small scale amendments to maps;   
b. Small scale text amendments;   
c. Small scale land use conversions; or 
d. Amendments that the member municipality in their 

discretion has determined to not be regionally significant. 
 

5 Submission Requirements 
5.1 The submission of a new statutory plan or amendment to 

an existing statutory plan referred by a municipality to the 
Board shall include: 

 
a) The proposed statutory plan or amendment bylaw; 

b) Sufficient documentation to explain the statutory plan or amendment; 

c) Sufficient information to ensure that the new statutory plan or existing 
statutory plan amendment can be evaluated pursuant to the evaluation 
criteria in Section 6.0 below, including applicable technical studies and 
other supporting documents; 

d) The corresponding GIS data set including, at minimum, the boundary 
of the new statutory plan, its land-use concept, and its transportation 
and servicing concepts, including land-use statistics and residential 
density; and 

e) A copy of the most recent amended statutory plan without the 
proposed amendment. 

 

CMRB UPDATED Land Use & Servicing Committee Agenda Pkg Oct 29, 2020
 

Agenda Page 89 of 103



 INTERIM REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 3 

6 Evaluation Criteria 
6.1 When evaluating a new statutory plan or amendment to 

an existing statutory plan, the Board must consider 
whether approval and full implementation of the statutory 
plan or amendment to an existing statutory plan would 
result in development that is consistent with the 
Principles, Objectives, and Policies of the IGP using the 
following evaluation criteria. 

3.2  Region-wide Policies Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.2.1 Principles, 
Objectives, and Policies 

Did the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment address the Principles, Objectives, and 
Polices of the IGP? 

3.2.2  Demonstrate 
collaboration to coordinate 
with other member 
municipalities 

Did the applicant municipality collaborate to coordinate 
planning for land use, infrastructure, and service 
provision with other member municipalities: 

� where appropriate; 

� within 1.6 km of the boundaries of the new area 
structure plan or the existing area structure plan 
amendment area or an agreed upon notification 
area between the member municipalities; and  

� Is the coordination demonstrated through processes, 
and/or instruments that comply with all components 
of Policy 3.2.2 of the IGP, if applicable? 

3.2.3  Water, wetlands 
and stormwater 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment: 

� Protect source water quality and quantity in 
accordance with federal and provincial legislation 
and regulation, promote water conservation, and 
incorporate effective stormwater management; 

� Adhere to the provincially identified wetland 
classification system, and incorporate measures to 
minimize and mitigate adverse impacts on wetlands; 

� Address Regional Corridors Policies 3.5.1.1, and 
3.5.2.1 of the IGP, if applicable; and 

� Provide mitigation measures and policies to address 
identified adverse impacts on existing or planned 
regional infrastructure, regionally significant 
corridors, and community services and facilities? 
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3.3 Flood Prone Areas Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.3.1 Development in 
floodways 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment protect provincially identified floodways from 
development (excepting uses with no permanent buildings, 
such as natural areas, outdoor recreation, parks, roads, 
bridges, utilities, aggregate extraction, and flood mitigation 
measures) for the following development types: 

� Expansion of settlement areas; 

� New freestanding communities; 

� New country residential development areas; and 

� New employment areas? 

3.3.2 Flood protection in 
flood fringe areas 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory 
plan amendment apply to lands that will result in 
development in a provincially identified flood fringe area? 
If so, does the proposed statutory plan or existing 
statutory plan amendment:  

� Include flood protection measures to mitigate risk at 
the 1:100 year flood event level? 

3.4.1 Intensification and 
Infill Development 

Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.4.1.1  Intensification 
and Infill in existing 
settlement areas in cities, 
towns, and villages 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory 
plan amendment apply to lands within a city, town or 
village? If so, does the proposed statutory plan or 
existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Achieve an efficient use of land; 

� Achieve higher density development in the 
downtown or central core areas, in transit station 
areas and transit corridors, where appropriate; 

� Accommodate residential and/or mixed-use 
development at a higher density than currently exists; 

� Provide for a mix of uses, such as employment, 
community services and facilities, where appropriate; 

� Provide for a range of housing forms and options, 
where appropriate;  

� Make efficient and cost-effective use of existing and 
planned infrastructure through agreements with 
service providers; and 

� Connect to existing, planned and/or future local 
and/or regional transit and active transportation 
networks, where appropriate?  

CMRB UPDATED Land Use & Servicing Committee Agenda Pkg Oct 29, 2020
 

Agenda Page 91 of 103



 
 
 

                                                                      INTERIM REGIONAL EVALUATION FRAMEWORK 5 

3.4.1.2 Intensification 
and Infill of existing 
settlement areas in 
hamlets and other 
unincorporated urban 
communities within rural 
municipalities 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment apply to lands within an existing settlement 
area in a hamlet or other unincorporated urban community 
within a rural municipality?  If so, does the statutory plan 
or existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Achieve an efficient use of land; 

� Achieve higher density development in central core 
areas; 

� Accommodate residential and/or mixed-use 
development at a higher density than currently exists; 

� Provide for a mix of uses including community 
services and facilities, where appropriate; and 

� Make efficient and cost-effective use of existing and 
planned infrastructure through agreements with 
service providers?  

3.4.2  Expansion of  
Settlement Areas 

Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.4.2.1 Expansion of 
settlement areas in a 
contiguous pattern 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment apply to lands adjacent to an existing built-up  
or previously planned settlement area? If so, does the 
statutory plan or existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Plan for and result in development in a contiguous 
pattern; 

� Achieve an efficient use of land; 

� Provide for a mix of uses;  

� Provide access to a community node(s), planned at 
a scale appropriate to the development; 

� Make efficient and cost-effective use of existing and   
planned infrastructure through agreements with 
service providers and connect to municipally-owned, 
or franchised water and wastewater services; and  

� Provide access to community services and facilities, or 
make efficient and cost-effective use of existing and 
planned community services and facilities through 
applicable municipal agreements with service 
providers at the appropriate time, where appropriate?  
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3.4.2.2 Expansion of 
settlement areas with 500 
or greater new dwelling 
units 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment apply to lands adjacent to an existing built-up 
or previously planned settlement area, that will result in  
500 or greater new dwelling units? If so, does the statutory 
plan or existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Comply with all components of Policy 3.4.2.1 of the 
IGP (above);  

� Provide employment uses, and community services 
and facilities;  

� Provide access to community node(s) located in 
proximity to existing, planned and/or future transit;   

� Connect to existing, planned and/or future local 
and/or regional transit and active transportation 
networks; and 

� Provide for a range of housing forms and options? 

3.4.2.3 Rationale for 
expansion of settlement 
areas that do not meet all 
components of Policy 
3.4.2.1 and 3.4.2.2   

Did the applicant municipality provide rationale for 
expansion of a settlement area that does not comply with 
all components of Policy 3.4.2.1 and 3.4.2.2? If so, does 
the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment: 

� Provide a rationale for Policy 3.4.2.1 b) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context; 

� Provide a rationale for Policy 3.4.2.1 c) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context; 

� Provide a rationale for Policy 3.4.2.2 a) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context; 

� Provide a rationale for Policy 3.4.2.2 b) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context; and 

� Provide a rationale for Policy 3.4.2.2 c) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context?   
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3.4.3 New Freestanding 
Settlement Areas 

Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.4.3.1 New freestanding 
settlement areas 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory 
plan amendment apply to lands that are not contiguous 
to existing built or planned settlement areas? If so, does 
the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment: 

� Achieve an efficient use of land; 

� Provide for a mix of uses;  

� Incorporate a community node, planned at a scale 
appropriate to the development; 

� Make efficient and cost-effective use of existing, and  
planned infrastructure through agreements with 
service providers, and connect to municipally-owned 
or franchised water and wastewater services; and  

� Provide access to existing or planned community 
services and facilities, or make efficient and cost-
effective use of existing and  planned community 
services and facilities through applicable municipal 
agreements with service providers at an 
appropriate time?  

3.4.3.2 New freestanding 
settlement areas with 500 
or greater new dwelling 
units 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory 
plan amendment apply to lands that are not contiguous 
to existing built-up or planned settlement areas, and will 
result in 500 or  greater new dwelling units? If so, does 
the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment: 

� Comply with all components of Policy 3.4.3.1 of the 
IGP (above);  

� Provide employment uses, and community services 
and facilities;   

� Incorporate community node(s) located in proximity 
to existing, planned and/or future local and/ or 
regional transit;   

� Connect to existing, planned and/or future local 
and/or regional transit; 

� Provide for a range of housing forms and options; and 

� Protect environmentally significant areas?  
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3.4.3.3 Rationale for new 
freestanding settlement 
areas with 500 or greater 
new dwelling units that do 
not meet all components 
of Policy 3.4.3.2   

Did the applicant municipality provide rationale for a new 
freestanding settlement area that will result in 500 or 
greater new dwelling units that does not comply with all 
components of Policy 3.4.3.2? If so, does the proposed 
statutory plan or existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Provide rationale for Policy 3.4.3.2 a) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context; 

� Provide rationale for Policy 3.4.3.2 b) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context; and 

� Provide rationale for Policy 3.4.3.2 c) of the IGP to 
address why it is not achievable or appropriate in 
the local scale and context?   

3.4.4  Country Residential 
Development 

Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.4.4 Country Residential 
Development 

Does a proposal for new country residential areas, cluster 
country residential development, or infill and 
intensification of an existing country residential area 
result in development of 50 new dwelling units or 
greater? If so, does the proposed development:  

� Comply with all applicable components of Region-
wide Policies 3.2.1, 3.2.2, and 3.2.3 of the IGP; 

� Comply with Flood Prone Areas Policy 3.3.1 and 
3.3.2 of the IGP, if applicable; and 

� Comply with Regional Corridors Policies 3.5.1.1, and 
3.5.2.1 of the IGP, if applicable? 

3.4.5  Employment Areas Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.4.5.1 New employment 
areas 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment apply to lands that will result in development 
of a new employment area? If so, does the proposed 
statutory plan or existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Make efficient and cost-effective use of existing and 
planned infrastructure and services? 

3.4.5.2 Connections to 
transit stations and 
corridors 

Does the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory 
plan amendment for development that will result in a 
new employment area:  

� Plan for connections to existing and/or planned 
transit where appropriate? 
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3.5  Regional Corridors Statutory plan or statutory plan amendment response 

3.5.1.1 Mobility corridors Is the proposed statutory plan or existing statutory plan 
amendment for lands within 1.6 kilometres of a regionally 
significant mobility corridor identified on Schedule 3 and/or 
4 of the IGP? If so, does the proposed statutory plan or 
existing statutory plan amendment:  

� Identify the mobility corridor on maps;  

� Demonstrate that the proposed land-use, built form 
and density optimizes the proximity and adjacency 
to regionally significant mobility corridors; and  

� Provide mitigation measures and policies to address 
identified/potential adverse impacts on regionally 
significant mobility corridors?  

3.5.2.1  Transmission 
Corridors 

Does the proposed statutory plan or statutory plan 
amendment area include transmission corridor right-of-
ways and/or related infrastructure identified on Schedule 5 
and/or 6 of the IGP within the statutory plan area 
boundary? If so, does the proposed statutory plan or 
existing statutory plan amendment: 

� Identify the transmission corridor rights-of-way or 
related infrastructure on maps;  

� Provide a rationale, servicing agreements, and 
supporting policies for crossing, accessing and/or 
connecting to regionally significant transmission 
corridor rights-of-way or related infrastructure; and 

� Provide mitigation measures and policies to address 
identified/potential adverse impacts on regionally 
significant transmission corridor rights-of-way or 
related infrastructure?  

 

7  

8  
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Agenda Item 8 

Agenda Item 8 
Submitted to Land Use & Servicing Committee 
Purpose For Decision 
Subject Data Sharing Framework 
Meeting Date October 29, 2020 
Motion that the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the Data Sharing 
Framework. 

Summary 

• The Data and Analytics Subcommittee was established by the Land Use
TAG (LU TAG) on November 30, 2018.

• Subcommittee member municipalities include the City of Airdrie, City of
Calgary, City of Chestermere, Town of Cochrane, Town of Okotoks, and
Foothills County.

• CMRB Administration developed a Data Sharing Framework with the
support of the Subcommittee and the LU TAG to create a common
understanding of how the data that is created by the work of the CMRB
will be shared.

• The Framework is a guide for the sharing of data generated by a study,
process, report, or similar that is produced by or for the CMRB.

• Data generated prior to the approval of the Framework will be handled
on a case-by-case basis in discussion with LU TAG and the
Subcommittee.

• The Framework does not contemplate or facilitate the sharing of
municipal data amongst member municipalities. Its focus is data
created by the CMRB as part of its work.

• This Framework incorporates ideas from the Land Use & Servicing
Committee discussion held September 3, 2020 on Data Sharing in the
CMR and on October 1, 2020 with the LU TAG.

• A draft Framework was circulated to the LU TAG and Subcommittee on
September 18, 2020. Comments on the draft Framework were used to
refine the document.

Attachment 

• Proposed Data Sharing Framework
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1. Introduction 

The Data and Analytics Subcommittee was established to discuss the complexities 
around gathering, analyzing and distributing data as part of the Growth Plan and 
Servicing Plan and other regional activities and studies. 

The purpose of this agenda item is to provide a Data Sharing Framework to the 
Committee on a recommended approach to data sharing in the CMR. This Framework 
builds on the data sharing discussions that have taken place at the Data and Analytics 
Subcommittee and Land Use TAG and the discussion that took place at Land Use and 
Servicing Committee (Agenda Item 9) on September 3, 2020. The Framework does not 
contemplate or facilitate the sharing of municipal data amongst member municipalities.  

All member municipalities define how data can be shared differently within each 
municipality. Some municipalities make a wide range of data sets available and other 
municipalities share data on a case-by-case basis. 

2. Importance of Data Sharing 

Data sharing is an important aspect of furthering the work of the CMRB. The Municipal 
Government Act emphasizes the importance of data sharing. Section 708.17(1) of the 
MGG notes that “a participating municipality must, when required in writing by the 
growth management board to do so, provide the growth management board with 
information about the participating municipality that the growth management board 
requires.”   

In interviews with other regions including the Vancouver Metro Region, the Winnipeg 
Metro Region, and based on research into other regions., data collection, data sharing, 
and open data were identified as crucial to their work and to the work of other partner 
organizations doing research in the region. 

3. Data Sharing Framework 

The Data Sharing Framework is a guide for the sharing of data generated by a study, 
process, report, or similar that is produced by or for the CMRB. It provides an overview 
on the purpose of the Framework, the objectives of the Framework, the process of data 
sharing, and the roles of the Board and administrations in data sharing. 

After the discussions at the September 3, 2020 Land Use and Servicing Committee on 
Data Sharing in the CMR (Item 9) a draft Framework was circulated to the LU TAG and 
the Data and Analytics Subcommittee on September 18, 2020. 
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Agenda Item 8 

Additions, modifications, and deletions were incorporated into this Framework from 
discussion at Land Use and Servicing Committee, these are: 

• “This Framework does not attempt to set how confidential municipal data is
shared amongst member municipalities.” This was added to clear up any
confusion about what type of data is covered by this framework, focusing on
data created by the CMRB, not individual municipalities’ data.

• Input and Output Data definitions were added to provide more clarity between
CMRB data and municipal data.

• The Stakeholder Organization Data definition was added to include an additional
Output Data classification for stakeholder organizations to use CMRB data that
may provide a benefit to the CMRB.

• Member Data and Confidential Data definitions were modified to use clearer
language.

• The definition ‘Data Sharing’ was deleted as it was deemed redundant.

• Data that falls under previous use agreements that municipalities may have will
be respected as shown in 4.(c) under the Process section of the Data Sharing
Framework.

• The role of municipal administrations was emphasized to provide assurances
that the sharing of data under this framework encompasses CMRB data, not
municipal data. As stated in 4.(d) under the Process section of the Data Sharing
Framework.

4. Implementing Framework

A new study, process, report, or similar that is produced by or for the CMRB that 
generates data will fall under this Data Sharing Framework. The details of this are 
found in the Process section of the Framework. In short, how the data that is generated 
from a study will be shared is decided at the onset of a new CMRB study. Municipal 
administrations will have opportunities to discuss how this data should be shared before 
the recommendation for a study is made to the Board. 

While implementing the Framework, certain objectives will help guide data sharing in 
the CMR. Some of these objectives are: 

• Prioritize data sharing to continue to improve fact-based decision making and
transparency.

• Share data with member municipalities and to the greatest extent reasonable,
with the public and other CMRB stakeholder organizations such as the Miistakis
Institute, University of Calgary, BILD or others.
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• Facilitate the public sharing of data through an online data portal and facilitate 
the sharing of data already being provided and shared publicly by municipal 
members through an online data portal. 

• Do not replicate work already undertaken by municipalities. 
• Seek ways to build and update datasets that reduce the overall cost and effort 

required. 

For existing studies and reports prior to the approval of the Framework that generated 
data, the Data and Analytics Subcommittee and Land Use TAG will discuss and 
implement the sharing of this data on a case-by-case basis. 

The Data and Analytics Subcommittee could serve as a forum for ongoing discussion to: 

• To make aware other municipal members of future studies being completed by 
member municipalities that may be of interest to other members from a data 
collection perspective. 
 

• To discuss best practices, data standards, data quality (i.e. limitations) and 
vintage, ongoing updates, etc. 

5. Recommendation 

That the Committee recommend to the Board for approval the Data Sharing 
Framework. 
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Proposed Data Sharing Framework 
This Framework provides a guide for the sharing of data generated by a study, process, report, or similar 
that is produced by or for the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board (CMRB) as part of its work. As such, 
there will be specific discussions that are unique to each study or report and the associated data. For the 
purposes of this Framework, data created by the CMRB as part of its work is known as Output Data. The 
CMRB studies and reports referred to are those that are completed post-Growth and Servicing Plan as 
directed by the Board, this excludes studies and reports which were created as part of developing the 
Growth and Servicing Plan as well as the Growth and Servicing Plan itself. This Framework does not 
attempt to set how or if confidential municipal data is shared amongst member municipalities. 

Data sharing is an important aspect of furthering the work of the CMRB. The Municipal Government Act 
(MGA) emphasizes the importance of data sharing. Section 708.17(1) of the MGA notes that “a 
participating municipality must, when required in writing by the growth management board to do so, 
provide the growth management board with information about the participating municipality that the 
growth management board requires.” 

Definitions 

Data – information that is spatial or non-spatial used to form the basis of discussion, reasoning, and/or 
policy. 

Input Data – for the purposes of this Framework refers to municipal data that is shared with CMRB 
Admin under the Master License Agreement (MLA) or another agreement. 

Output Data – data that is generated from a CMRB study, process, report, or similar (i.e. Tables, Figures, 
GIS data). It may be classified as Open, Member, Stakeholder Organization, Confidential.  

Open Data – structured data that is machine-readable, freely shared, used and built on without 
restrictions (open.canada.ca, 2019). That is, open for anyone (public, organization, etc.) to use. 

Member Data – indicates Output Data that is shared only with CMRB member municipalities. 

Stakeholder Organization Data – indicates Output Data that is shared with stakeholder organizations 
(i.e. Miistakis Institute, University of Calgary, BILD) under a use agreement. 

Confidential Data – indicates Output Data that  cannot be shared outside of CMRB Administration and 
subsequent consultants contracted to perform studies or analysis that have agreed to contract terms ( 

Objectives 

The Board has identified the following objectives related to data sharing: 

• To prioritize data sharing to continue to improve fact-based decision making and transparency
• To share Output Data with member municipalities
• To share Output Data with the public and other CMRB stakeholders to the greatest extent

reasonable
• To facilitate the sharing of Output Data through an online data portal
• To facilitate the sharing of data already being provided and shared publicly by municipal

members through an online data portal

Agenda Item 8 Attachment
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Process 

To be cognisant of redundancy
o Do not replicate work already undertaken by municipalities
o Share and use the most up-to-date data from the source (municipality) to negate 

duplication and multiple versions of data
o Seek ways to build and update datasets that reduce the overall cost and effort required

A study or report is recommended by the CMRB
As the Board identifies its areas of focus, further study into a topic may be necessary. CMRB 
Administration will scope the potential future study with members of municipal administrations 
and determine an appropriate path forward.
Input Data needs are identified, and it is determined how Input Data will be used in 
collaboration with municipal administrations and consultants
As part of the process of developing the study scope and terms of reference, CMRB 
Administration will provide a suggested classification of Output Data. This information will be 
reviewed and approved by the Board.
Input Data is shared with the CMRB under the Master License Agreement
When a study has been endorsed by the Board, CMRB Administration will formally request the 
necessary Input Data from member municipalities. This will be provided through the existing 
MLAs signed between each member municipality and the CMRB. The data will be classified as 
confidential data unless an alternative classification is agreed to prior to the data being 
submitted to the CMRB.
The classification (Open, Member, Stakeholder Organization, Confidential) of the future 
Output Data is described in the Committee brief

a. Committee briefs will include a new section that outlines what the Output Data will be 
and how it will be classified once the study is complete. Due to the unique nature of 
each study and Input Data, the recommended classification of Output Data will be 
assessed on a case by case basis.

b. Output Data may have more than one classification in terms of its level of detail that is 
shared (e.g. Output Data may be shared as Member Data with a greater level of detail 
and may also be shared as Open Data with a lower level of detail).

c. What constitutes the Output Data will respect all previous data agreements that 
individual municipalities have entered.

d. As with other items, members of municipal administrations will have opportunities to 
discuss how Output Data is classified and the possible effects of such as part of TAG 
meetings to scope future studies.

Input data remains confidential
The Input Data will remain classified as described under the terms of the MLA (e.g. if municipal 
data is shared with CMRB confidentially it remains so).
The brief will go to the Board for approval
The Board will approve how the Output Data is shared based on the recommendations 
provided.
How Output Data is distributed
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At the conclusion of a study or report, the Output Data will be made available to member 
municipalities and/or the public through an online data portal in accordance with the 
classification of said Output Data as approved by the Board. 

Roles 

Board 

• To approve the terms of CMRB studies and reports, including sharing of Output Data
• To approve the findings and outputs of CMRB studies and reports

CMRB Administration 

• To draft the Committee brief including an Output Data section. The section will include what 
Input Data is required and how Output Data is intended to be shared (i.e. Open, Member, 
Stakeholder Organization, Confidential)

• To manage the submission of Input Data to the CMRB
• To manage the sharing of Output Data in accordance to its classification(s)

Member Municipality 

• To discuss and agree to the terms of the MLA and supply the Input Data requested in
accordance with the terms of the MLA

• To review and raise any concerns with Output Data sharing per the Process section described
above as part of developing the terms of reference for studies and reports

• To ensure data submitted to the CMRB is correct and as up to date as possible
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