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Executive Summary
Municipal annexation is a complex process. It has significant social, legal and
political implications to all of those involved in the restructuring of municipal borders.
Driven by the desire to enhance an economic base, allow for the orderly growth of a
region, prevent fragmentation of an existing metropolitan area or for political
motivations, annexation is employed by one municipality to assume control over lands
and residents of another.
The focus of this research paper is to analyze the current social, legal and political
processes behind urban expansion through annexation in an Albertan context. The
decision-makers and stakeholders involved in the process are identified and the strengths
and weaknesses of annexation as a tool for growth, planning and controlling land use are
explored. Analyzing annexation through the lens of an existing proposal, the City of
Edmonton’s intent to annex 16,000 hectares from neighbouring Leduc County, the
annexation process is explored in the context of urban conflict with its surrounding ruralurban fringe. This is achieved by framing the origins of the rural-urban fringe conflicts
from a historical and legislative perspective, identifying how the existing decision
making process can impact current proposals and providing an in depth analysis of the
current annexation proposal as well as exploring examples from other municipalities
across the province. Alternative frameworks to annexation are also explored to provide
some thought into the effectiveness of other models for dealing with growth and
boundary changes within a region.
Annexation, much like the long slow build towards a geologic processes like an
earthquake, the forthcoming change builds slowly, gains momentum, meets with
resistance, and, suddenly, change occurs. Changing the geopolitical landscape forever.
This paper explores not only the issues surrounding the urban annexation into rural-urban
fringe lands, but also highlights how this process of changing jurisdictions affects land
use and how this transition from rural to urban can affect the use, enjoyment or value of
areas in the rural-urban fringe, an area already under significant and competing land use
pressures due to their proximity to urban centres.
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Edmonton’s Rural-Urban Fringe and Annexation Proposal
Leduc County: The Rural-Urban Fringe

Figure 1: Leduc County’s Geographical Borders (Source: Google Maps)

Leduc County is a rural municipality located directly south of the City of
Edmonton. At 2,665 square kilometers, it is one of Alberta’s larger rural municipalities in
proximity to a major urban centre. Strathcona, Beaver and Camrose Counties to the east,
Wetaskiwin County to the south, Parkland and Brazeau Counties to the west and the City
of Edmonton to the north, bound it. Leduc County contains seven municipalities and
services eight hamlets or urban service areas within its boundaries, including the City of
Leduc, the Town of Beaumont and the Town of Devon. Other key geographical features
include the North Saskatchewan River in the County’s northwest corner, the Queen
Elizabeth II Highway which bisects the County north to south, providing a prominent
transportation corridor through the County and the Edmonton International Airport, a
major service hub for the province.
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The principal land use throughout the county is agriculture, consisting of a variety
of different farmsteads, medium and large scale farming operations. Other predominate
land uses include industrial lands, which consist of the Nisku Industrial Business Park
and the Genesee Power Plant, and country residential development. Environmentally
sensitive sites are common in the county and include the North Saskatchewan River in
the northwest, a number of lakes and tributaries and the Beaver Hills Moraine to the east
(Leduc County, 2015). Leduc County is also home to the Edmonton International
Airport, a major industry and employer in the county.
The county is well known for its close connection with the oil and gas sector and
economic growth. The discovery of oil in Leduc had a profound impact on the growth
and development of the oil and gas sector in Alberta. In 1947 oil was discovered at a
remote well called Leduc No. 1. This discovery triggered an oil boom that continues
today. The oil deposit in Leduc produced more than 300,000 barrels of oil and 9 million
cubic meters of natural gas over its lifetime (Nisku Business Association, 2003). Today
the major employment centres and tax revenue within the county comes from the Nisku
Business Park. Established in the 1970s, the park was, at the time, the world’s largest
energy park. And, with the exception of the economic slowdown of the 1980s, the Nisku
Business Park experienced steady growth that resulted in housing more than 400 hundred
companies, eight to ten thousand employees, and is a vibrant centre of industry within the
capital region (Nisku Business Association, 2003).
Located along Edmonton’s southern boundary, Leduc County, is considered to be
Edmonton’s southern rural-urban fringe. Typical of most fringe areas, this space is
predominantly developed with a variety of different and competing land uses. Extending
south to the City of Leduc, the rural-urban fringe contains significant land uses such as
the Edmonton International Airport, the Nisku Business Park and prominent country
residential subdivisions. According to the County’s Municipal Development Plan’s
Existing Land Use Map, the predominant land use north of the City of Leduc is
agricultural development. Yet a substantial portion is dedicated towards industrial land
uses, where the Nisku Business Park is concerned, and highway commercial development
along the Queen Elizabeth II Highway (Leduc County MDP, 1999).
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The planning goals for this area, according to Leduc County’s statutory planning
documents and Land Use Bylaw, are to encourage development around the existing
industrial and commercial nodes, as well as to foster residential development in the form
of estate residential development, a more dense form of country residential development,
and protect the high quality agricultural land that exists within the area. For example, the
County’s North Major Area Structure Plan encompasses 8,290 hectares of a two mile
wide strip between Edmonton’s southern boundary and the Nisku Industrial Park’s
northern boundary, which extends between the North Saskatchewan River in the west to
Strathcona County to the east. It also incorporates a large portion of the lands to the west
of the Town of Beaumont. Recognizing the importance of these lands, Leduc County
Council directed the preparation of this ASP to “proactively guide community
development and land use changes in the plan area…to provide a long-range land use
strategy for the area and to establish goals and policies to guide the land use change and
community development” (North Major ASP, Leduc County, pp. 1).

The Current Annexation Proposal
The City of Edmonton, in 2013, provided Leduc County with official notice of
intent to annex a large portion of the area located on the City’s periphery. The City is
proposing to annex approximately 16,000 hectares of land from Leduc County along the
southern boundary of the city. The proposal is separated into two distinct sections:
•

Leduc County West – 12,050 hectares of land located west of the Queen Elizabeth
II Highway generally bounded by 41st Avenue SW to the north, the Queen
Elizabeth II Highway and the City of Leduc to the east, The southern boundary of
the Edmonton International Airport to the south and Range Road 261 and the
North Saskatchewan River to the west; and

•

Leduc County East – 3,900 hectares of land from the County to the east of the
Queen Elizabeth II Highway Generally bounded by 41st Avenue SW to the north,
Range Road 234 to the east, Township Road 510 and the Town of Beaumont to
the south and the Queen Elizabeth II Highway as well as the undeveloped land
south of 30th Avenue and northeast of the Nisku Industrial complex (City of
Edmonton, 2015).
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Figure 2: Current City of Edmonton Annexation Proposal, west (Source: City of Edmonton, 2015)
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Figure 3: Current City of Edmonton Annexation Proposal, east (Source: City of Edmonton, 2015)
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Edmonton rationalizes the annexation proposal as follows:
1. To accommodate future population and employment needs within Edmonton; and
2. To solve a development problem or provide services that is mutually agreed upon.
(City of Edmonton, 2015).
In Edmonton’s view, as the largest urban centre in the Capital Region, it needs to
develop a strong city and region. It cannot achieve this if it cannot accommodate future
growth within its current boundaries. “The provision of a number of services such as
cultural amenities, recreational services, a functional transportation network and the
ability to provide an efficient and well coordinated public transit system are enhanced by
a strong and fiscally healthy core city” (Nichols Applied Management, 2014). Through
the proposed annexation, the City of Edmonton will be able to also provide infrastructure
efficiency to accommodate current growth forecasts, create more dense and efficient
neighbourhood design than would otherwise be possible within a rural context, and
ensure a economically and competitive land development market that is ripe for industry
and growth (Nichols Applied Management, 2014).
The above rational provided by the city presupposes that the urban centre is
somehow superior or more sophisticated than its rural counterpart. That, through
annexation, the City of Edmonton will be able to utilize the lands in its rural-urban fringe
more efficiently and effectively. Yet annexation isn’t always the most effective solution
to solve growth challenges facing an urban municipality. Through this context, this paper
will explore how effective is annexation as a tool to facilitate growth within a region and
mitigate conflict within the rural-urban fringe.
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Literature Review
The Role and Function of Municipalities
Within Canada, Municipal Governments are extensions of provincial authority.
The British North America Act of 1867 granted provinces jurisdiction over all property,
civil rights, lands, mines, minerals and royalties belonging to the Crown (Huque, A. S. &
Watton, N., 2009). While most provinces have retained authority over the majority of
these aspects of their territories, municipalities, in the case of most provinces, were
established to be the ruling authority over land and property within clearly specified
geographical areas. For example, in Alberta, the Municipal Government Act outlines the
authority of a municipality, its governing structure, its authority over the lands within its
jurisdiction (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2008). In Alberta, municipalities are responsible
for the delivery of fire protection, ambulance services, disaster response, water and
waste-water treatment, solid waster removal, storm sewers and drainage, other
environmental services, land-use planning, zoning and development controls, subdivision
and land development regulations, public housing, family and community social services,
recreation boards, parks and recreation facilities, and cultural institutions (Lesage and
McMillan, 2009, pp. 397).
Municipalities are not closed systems. They operate openly allowing people to
live, work and travel between jurisdictions. While federal and provincial boundaries can
be considered relatively fixed, municipal governments can experience a significant
amount of “territorial, sovereignty and population change” over time (Higgins,
1986). With this fluidity, come complications. Urban centres, particularly in the Canadian
west, are growing rapidly and populations are rapidly increasing. This creates
complicated situations where existing urban centres are ringed by suburban or rapidly
growing rural populations, who make use of the amenities of the urban centre but
continue to enjoy the rural or semi-rural lifestyle of the rural-urban fringe and other
suburban, bedroom communities (American Society of Planning Officials, 1958). Often it
is the urban municipality that must expand beyond its borders based on current growth
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trends and the lack of available land to grow out towards (Nichols Applied Management,
2014).

Drivers and Forms of Annexation
Annexation is the most common means to restructure municipal boundaries
(Sancton, 2005). The most common drivers of annexation applications include:
•

The need to preserve or enhance an economic base;

•

The desire to ensure the orderly growth of a region;

•

Political motivations of one sort or another; and

•

As a preventative measure to further fragmentation of metropolitan areas.
(Edwards, 2008).

In most cases it is the need to ensure orderly growth that drives the majority of
annexation proposals. Yet in most cases other drivers of annexation are also at play. This
is evidenced in both the 1960’s case of the annexation driven by the City of London,
Ontario. The city was experiencing a period of rapid urbanization and growth and, in
conjunction with the increased activity of subdivision within the neighbouring rural
townships, there was an expectation for the city to provide urban infrastructure into areas
originally designed for a rural economy (Meligrana, 2000). The city was in a position
where population and economic growth was rapidly surrounding it and in order to ensure
the orderly growth of its region as well as to prevent itself from being fragmented or
hemmed in by another municipality, annexation was necessary (Meligrana, 2000).

Annexation Approving Authority
Municipalities have no authority over how their borders change. This power is
held at the provincial level. They can make proposals and outline how and why they need
to restructure, however, ultimately the province makes the decision. In both Canada, and
in the United States, each province, or state, contains its own laws, regulations and
decision-making authorities surrounding annexation that it is difficult to draw similarities
in terms of a formalized process between provinces or states (Edwards, 2008).
Within the United States a standard typology of state annexation was developed in
the 1960’s. This typology has become a standard method for categorizing annexation
law:
•

Legislative Determination – state legislature deliberates each annexation proposal.
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•

Popular Determination – Decisions on annexation are made at the local level
through referendum or petition.

•

Municipal Determination – municipal boundaries are expanded through the
unilateral action of the local unit of government

•

Judicial Determination – The state’s judiciary decides whether or not an
annexation should occur.

•

Quasi-Legislative/Admin Determination – An independent and non-judicial
commission decides whether or not an annexation should occur.
(Edwards, 2008, pp. 124).
Within Canada the processes are similar. In Higgins’ 1986 paper he outlines the

reorganization process:
•

The Bureaucratic/Technical Process – It is governmental “bureaucrats” who are
responsible for “initiating and directing the nature and pace of local government
organization.” This process contains two sub categories, internal processes which
involve the unilateral decision by the government to make changes to a
municipality’s status (i.e. the change of becoming a city from a town), and
external processes which involves the government employing consultants to
provide the necessary information to make an informed decision regarding
municipal boundary restricting.

•

The Quasi-Judicial/Independent Committee Process – An independent body
deliberates on the annexation proposal and produces a public report for
consideration by the provincial government. The structure of the committee
involves either temporary commissions or permanent boards such as Alberta’s
Local Authorities Board or the Ontario Municipal Board.

•

The Political Process – This process categorizes the drive towards annexation as
either local in nature (locally initiated by a municipal council) or governmental
(Initiated by senior government - ministerial or legislative).
(Higgins, 1986).
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Annexation as an Adversarial Process
Annexation is, inherently, an adversarial process, one that creates clear winners
and losers; those who would see and influence change within a region and those who
wish to maintain the status quo (Paddison, 2004). “The act of drawing boundaries defines
a sense of commonality, perhaps some form of political community, and grants explicit
recognition to the differences that distinguish those inside from those outside the
boundary” (Paddison, 2004). When the more dominant municipality in the region (the
urban municipality) looks to redraw its boundaries, the proposal is often met with
resistance.
In many examples throughout North America their surrounding, rapidly
urbanizing, neighbours hem in urban centres. In these instances annexation is used as a
means to allow the urban municipality obtain control over the neighbouring rural areas
which lends itself to a more equitable distribution of services and coordinated land-use
planning effort. Yet, often these rural municipalities are in direct opposition to the
annexation proposal and fight to preserve their own political, geographical and taxable
autonomy (Interview 1, personal communication, November 18, 2015).
In his article, “Redrawing Local Boundaries,” Paddison recognizes the inherent
adversarial process of municipal annexation and, in order to mitigate some of the
animosity experienced by both sides, identifies three key methods that would prove
effective in creating a more just system for local government boundary restructuring:
•

Local government restructuring should meaningfully address local preferences
and needs – meaning that those institutions responsible for rendering the decisions
on boundary adjustments should be capable of being responsive to local diversity
and meaningfully address local concerns while not permitting the concerns to
dominate the process.

•

The annexation process should be fair, transparent and relatively accessible –
presently the procedures used to determine boundary revision easily becomes a
source of conflict. The quasi-judicial process needs to be reformed to ensure that
both sides are heard equitably, that the process is transparent and it is accessible
to all, rather than a few.
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•

That boundary reform should not be wholly decided by either central or local
political elites – when you take control away from the people it leaves a feeling of
resentment to the process and for those making the decision. A more democratic
process would benefit the success of annexation proposals rather than the current
quasi-judicial decision-making process.
(Paddison, 2004).
In addition to the work Paddison has done, in 2011, Edwards (2011) tried to

determine which of the five determinants of annexation (outlined above) results in the
least resistance from those involved. Edwards has found that, despite the determinant
employed by the state (judicial, legislative, etc.), the most effective way to reduce
resistance to annexation is to reduce the level of bureaucracy encountered by both sides
of the border (Edwards, 2011). In addition to incorporating the recommendations made
by Paddison as a means to reduce resistance to annexation, the elimination of many
barriers to annexation could make this planning more effective in both Canada and the
United States.
Understanding the roles and functions of municipalities and the drives, forms and
effects of annexation helps frame the context for the rationale most urban municipalities
use in order to appropriate land from their surrounding rural counterparts. The ruralurban fringe contains a complex mix of land uses occupying a unique geographic space
and it is the growth of the rural-urban fringe that has been the focus of many annexation
proposals.

Definition and Characteristics of the Contemporary Rural-Urban Fringe
The rural-urban fringe is widely defined as a transition zone between the fully
developed urban areas that maintain a mixture of urban and rural land uses and becomes
progressively more rural the greater the distance from the urban core (Gallent, N.,
Andersson, J., & Bianconi, M. 2006). Also known as the ‘City’s Countryside,’ these
areas are rural communities that can get caught up in urban expansion. Separate from
established urban areas and rural or vacant land beyond an urban center’s reach, these
semi-urban/semi-rural areas are under tremendous development pressure and are
characterized by land use conflicts as development transitions from primarily
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agriculturally-based land uses to suburban residential, commercial and even industrial
uses (Pryor, 1968).

Figure 4: Geographical Reference of the Rural-Urban Fringe in relation to the Urban Centre (Source:
Patterson, 1993)

Typical features of the rural-urban fringe include high population growth due to
in-migration, extensive land speculation, and the introduction of large-lot housing estates,
hobby farms, and other forms of ‘urban’ agriculture. Also accommodated are spatially
extensive urban-oriented land uses such as airports, waste disposal sites, racetracks,
quarries, and cemeteries. While residential growth is a significant factor of the rural15

urban fringe, particularly, low density, single-family residential uses, there are a
significant number of different land uses that occupy this unique landscape due to the
abundant space, cheap land and good access to the nearby urban infrastructure and
population:
•

Urban-services, such as sewage treatment facilities, landfills, large-scale
industrial activities or industrial activities that require large open spaces such as
car wreckage yards, open storage of materials and the excavation and processing
of raw natural resources are characteristic of Canadian rural-urban fringes.

•

Commercial actives typical to the this area include those that are considered to be
undesirable within a purely urban context or require a large land area, such as
kennels, vehicle sales centres, nurseries or garden centres, etc.

•

Commercial entertainment enterprises like go-karts, golf courses, amusement
parks, etc.

•

Agricultural land uses including active family farms, industrial-sized farming
operations, industrial confined feeding operations, slaughterhouses, etc.
(Gallent, N., Andersson, J., & Bianconi, M. 2006)

Changing Nature of the Rural-Urban Fringe
The rural-urban fringe wasn’t always a mixed bag of land uses clumped together
on the fringes of urban development. Historically this space has been rural hinterland,
dominated by farmland. It wasn’t until the post war years of the 1940s and onwards that
this space began to change. The family homestead began to decline and was replaced by
the larger-scale agricultural production (Masuda and Garvin, 2008). These large-scale
productions were the only means by which farmers could turn their profession into a
profitable venture. The days of the family farm were declining. This decline also opened
up the rural-urban fringe to another user of the space, the country residential dweller
(Masuda and Garvin, 2008). Farmers sought to capitalize on this demand and began to
subdivide their properties and sell the land to those who wish to live a rural lifestyle, free
from the urban environment yet still capitalize on the close proximity to employment
nodes and services offered by the City, such as recreational centres or hospitals (Masuda
and Garvin, 2008). For example, in 1960s Ontario there was rapid urbanization and
growth occurring in the non-metropolitan areas, dubbed the ‘rural renaissance’ in which
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many non-urban municipalities were growing faster than their urban counterparts
(Robinson, 1991). “Changes in transport, communications, personal mobility, and the
needs of industry have enabled this shift to outward migration” (Robinson, 1991, pp.
303). A similar occurrence exists within Alberta. The Alberta industrial heartland, outside
of Edmonton, has seen the conversion of small farms were giving way to country
residential subdivision at the same time that the area was identified for industrial growth
and development.
Described as the politics of place by Masuda and Garvin, the changing landscape is
now subject to competing views of what the rural-urban fringe should be. Farmers see it
as their livelihood and retirement, ex-urbanites see it as a respite from the city and
industry sees it as a cheap location in which to do business. Each user of this fringe area
has had to adapt to the lifestyle and needs of the other. In a study that explores the
adaptive strategies that rural-urban interface farmers employ in order to cover come
constraints associated with an increase in the growth of non-farmland uses, Sharp and
Smith identify that farmers who make an effort to educate ex-urbanites about the
surrounding farmland and the practices of nearby farms are able to mitigate conflict more
effectively between these two user groups and they can peacefully co-exist (Sharp and
Smith, 2002).

Factors Driving Land Use Change in the Rural-Urban Fringe
The rural-urban fringe can also become an economic driver of a region, a place
where larger commercial and industrial activities are located, generate significant
taxation revenue for the rural municipality in which they are located, generate jobs and
are a driver for the extension of urban services into the rural areas, thus fostering more
development within these areas. What has previously been undeveloped or agricultural
land in the past, has evolved into highly valuable, developable, land. Location,
accessibility and municipal regulations can have significant implications on the
developability of a particular area within the rural-urban fringe (Johnston and Swallows,
2006). Factors that can influence the conversion of land within the rural-urban fringe
include:
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•

Property taxes - Property taxes represent a financial burden to the landowner.
The higher the property taxes of farmland the more likely landowners or framers
are to sell off excess land (Templeton, Hite and Sohngen, 2006).

•

Zoning - Is an effective tool for governing land use development and designating
areas for future development. “Some communities may zone to prevent industrial
and commercial development, in an attempt to preserve the environment and
character of a community. Others may want to attract such development,
believing that commercial and industrial development will generate increased tax
revenues” (Templeton, Hite and Sohngen, 2006, pp. 91).

•

Adjacent Land Uses - The decision to attract certain land uses into an area can
have far reaching effects. If an area of converted farmland is designated for
commercial and industrial land uses, this can have significant impacts on the
surrounding properties. Buffers may be required to separate incompatible land
uses, effectively sterilizing areas from further development or causing nuisance
effects that further development of the area outside of commercial and industrial
land uses is no longer desirable (Templeton, Hite and Sohngen, 2006, pp. 91).

•

Tipping point of agricultural land no longer being economically viable - As
agricultural land is converted into other land uses, once a certain threshold is met,
the continuation of agricultural pursuits can no longer be viable in a particular
area (Lynch, 2006).

•

The aesthetic landscape - Much of what drives the conversion of rural land uses
into residential, in particular, is the desire by future landowners, and more often
than not, former urban-dwellers to live in proximity to nature and rural areas. The
ironic aspect of this is the driver of much residential development is the desire to
be closer to nature, whereas the more agricultural land that is developed, the more
urban the area becomes.
As urban municipalities look to expand beyond their borders, conflict between

those living within the rural - urban fringe inevitably arises. Given the considerable
changes in the social geography of these fringe areas of the past half-century it is
understandable that as the neighbouring urban municipality sets its sight on the rural
hinterland, these groups will resist any change to the place they call home.
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Land Use Planning and Municipal Government Formation History In
Alberta
To understand the complexities of annexation as a tool to control land uses,
especially in the context of the Edmonton-Leduc County annexation proposal, it is
necessary to understand how annexation functions in Alberta. The following is a
discussion of how the rural-urban fringe functions in Alberta, is origins, Edmonton’s
urban boundary growth and the legislative requirements of an annexation proposal in
Alberta.

The Creation of the Rural-Urban Fringe in Alberta
The rural-urban fringe has transformed over the past seventy years into the
complex space it is today. “The process of urbanization in Canada has created the
‘Regional City’, which covers not only the built-up core of the urban area but also an area
around the core which, in the case of the largest cities, may have a radius of up to 120
kilometers…this dispersed nature of cities arose when the increased ownership of cars by
private individuals permitted the extended separation of workplace and residence”
(Robinson, 1991). It is this changing nature of the rural-urban fringe that has led to many
of the conflicts between the urban and rural municipalities when the topic of annexation
is broached. These former agricultural service centres are now facing issues related to
pollution, displacement of population and increasing land costs (Hodge and Gordon,
2008, pp. 252). Urban pressure on the rural-urban fringe has increased exponentially over
the past 50 years. In 1980 approximately 60% of growth in Canada’s Census
Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) was located within the fringe areas beyond the urbanized
core (Tindal and Tindal, 2009, pp. 66). More than 25 years later, in 1996, 76% of CMAs
had more than one quarter of their populations living in suburban and fringe areas. By
2001 Canada began to experience ‘edge cities’ where growth of suburban and fringe
areas surpassed that of the central areas of CMAs. In addition to this, these areas began to
demonstrate emerging economic centres that are becoming an important source of jobs
and influence within the Canadian city (Tindal and Tindal, 2009, pp. 66).
In Alberta, conflict between rural lands and urban centres has been ongoing since
the early days of permanent settlement. It was largely the introduction of the Canadian
Pacific Railway in the 1880’s that spurred development within the lands that would
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eventually become Alberta’s major cities and gave rise to the rural-urban separation.
Having the authority to acquire agricultural land as necessary for the railroad’s
development, the CPR was the single most influential factor in the urban and rural
development patterns we see in Alberta. “The growth of cities and towns in western
Canada is, by and large, a product of national expansion rather than of colonial
development from Europe” (Hodge and Gordon, 2008, pp. 49). While the province had a
significant number of settlers prior to the construction of the railroad, “it was the
establishment of railway links with eastern Canada, especially in the 1880s, that gave the
stimulus to widespread town development throughout western Canada” (Hodge and
Gordon, 2008, pp. 49). In Alberta, it was the completion of the western leg of the Calgary
settlement that really spurred on development. Land speculation quickly escalated with
individuals as far away as England purchasing parcels of land (Bettison, Kenward and
Taylor, 1975). “The boom in the earliest years was an urban one based upon immense
speculation and imagined potential” (Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975, pp. 5). By the
time Alberta became a province it had a population of 170 000 people (up from 18, 000
in 1881), two cities, 15 towns and 30 villages (Tindal and Tindal, 2009).
During this time of expansion and growth, Alberta was finding its feet as a
province and establishing a formalized method of governing land within its boundaries.
The first forms of municipal government began as ‘herd districts’ in 1883 and grew into
‘fire districts’ in 1886 and finally into ‘statute districts’ in 1887, these local governments
were consolidated and combined into local improvement districts just before the turn of
the century (Municipal Affairs, 2015). These improvement districts were designed to
govern rural land, taxation and the provision of essential services. However in the early
days of the province, between 1905 and 1912, there was focused shift from the rural to
the emerging urban centres of the province. As the province grew, more focus was placed
on the development of the urban centre rather than on agricultural and rural development.
This was fostered through land speculation, the arrival of eastern investors and the
growth of more socially based sectors such as the government, education and arts and
culture (Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975). In the early twentieth century a
combination of factors drove the focus away from the rural lands and instead focused on
urban development. Population increase in the province, through immigration, led the
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drive to provide access to clean water, fire protection and ensure public safety through
the prevention of disease as well as protection in the form of law enforcement and other
means. Urban growth, particularly in Alberta’s urban centres of Edmonton and Calgary,
was also increasing exponentially in the first few decades of the twentieth century. “The
first dozen years of this century constituted a period of unparalleled prosperity in Canada,
from the wheat fields of Saskatchewan to the wharves of Vancouver and Saint John.

Figure 5: Jasper Avenue 1904 (Source: Provincial Archives of Alberta, 1904)

Immigrants poured into Canada ostensibly ‘to open up the west,’ but most of them ended
up in the nation’s cities” (Hodge and Gordon, 2008, pp. 70). In order to ensure the
orderly development of the province’s newly created municipalities, the provincial
government established the Department of Municipal Affairs in 1912 to promote
municipal organization and superintend municipal administration (Bettison, Kenward and
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Taylor, 1975, pp. 17). The department deliberately separated out the administration of
towns, villages, rural municipal districts, and improvement districts with their own
legislation to control their development; special charter incorporated Cities. Early local
government was established to raise revenue to provide essential services to residents,
such as roads, bridges, lighting, drainage, public health, and nuisance control. (Bettison,
Kenward and Taylor, 1975, pp. 10). Municipalities were given the ability to tax
landowners in order to generate these revenues and provide services.
As early Albertan cities grew the rural-urban fringe began to take shape. Where
there was once only vacant, undeveloped land, now there was extensive urban expansion,
subdivision and development occurring around the major urban centres of the province,
Edmonton and Calgary. Leading up to 1912, the City of Edmonton was firmly
established on the north side of the North Saskatchewan River and the Town of Old
Strathcona occupied the south. The rural settlements of North Edmonton, Calder and St.
Albert were other developed areas that surrounded the city at this time. Land uses
separating the urban form from the rural consisted primarily of farmland development
with some industrial uses in-between.

Edmonton’s Urban Boundary Expansion
In 1892 the Town of Edmonton had a population of 700 and was approximately
the area of what is currently the town of Beaumont. In the past 120 years the city has
experienced steady growth (City of Edmonton, 2015).

Figure 6: Edmonton’s Population Growth (Source: City of Edmonton, 2015)
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In 2015, the City’s metropolitan population is 877,926 and occupies 684.37 km2
in land area (City of Edmonton, 2015). As illustrated earlier in this paper, Edmonton, and
Alberta as a whole, has experienced periods of hyper-economic activity and periods of
decline and recession. “The city expanded its boundaries several times since its
incorporation to accommodate waves of newcomers lured by the oil industry. Edmonton
experienced a growth spurt that lasted 20 years when Edmonton’s compound growth rate
hovered around 5% to 6%, and the city’s boundaries doubled to accommodate the
demand for residential land” (City of Edmonton, 2015).
The first major boundary expansion to occur within Edmonton, was the
amalgamation of the town of Strathcona/South Edmonton in 1912. Agreed to by
plebiscite, this expanded Edmonton’s municipal border to the south side of the North
Saskatchewan River (Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975). In 1917, the City annexed the
town of Calder and surrounding environs. At this point in Edmonton’s history, the
population had waxed and waned over the years. With the incorporation of Strathcona,
the city’s population increased from 24,900 to 53,611 (City of Edmonton, 2015). By the
time the City annexed the town of Calder, five years later, the population had increased to
72,516 in 1914 and declined to approximately 51,000, which included to recently
annexed population of the town (City of Edmonton, 2015).
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Figure 7: Edmonton’s Annexation History (Source: City of Edmonton, 2015)
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As the city and region grew, the lands surrounding Edmonton began to urbanize
and annexation was no longer simply occupying sparsely populated lands, agricultural
homesteads and industrial lands on the city’s rural-urban fringe. The city’s mid-century
annexations, between 1947 and 1969, consisted of the towns of Beverly (approximately
7,000 acres) in the east and Jasper Place in the west (approximately 10,800 acres), as well
as potions of the surrounding countryside. These annexation proposals again substantially
increased Edmonton’s land base and population, but also came with negative
consequences, such as the city’s absorption of the town of Beverly’s $4.16 million debt
(Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975). To try and account for this assumption of debt,
Edmonton embarked on a mission to attract industry to the city. The drawback was that
once an industry had decided to locate within the Edmonton region, there were several
different communities and municipalities from which to choose. Thus further annexation
of neighbouring communities was pursued, as it was needed to grow Edmonton as a
regional centre. Thus the municipal annexations of Gold Bar, Davies Industrial, Ottewell
and lands in the city’s southwest were pursued in addition to the communities of Beverly
and Jasper Place. By the 1950’s and early 1960’s, Edmonton was finding itself hemmed
in by rapidly growing boundary communities and needed to address these growth issues
before there was no additional room to grow out. The City, at the time, followed the
recommendations of the McNally report, to ensure that the city remained competitive and
focused on the urban expansion in areas that contributed to its economic success
(Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975).
Subsequent annexation proposals, such as that of the areas consisting of the city’s
present day south, west and north boundaries (today’s current neighbourhoods of Mill
Woods, Winterburn and the Horse Hills Industrial area) are the result of an annexation
study prepared by Dr. E. J. Hanson, known as the Hanson Report of 1968. In this report
Dr. Hanson conducted “a fiscal study of amalgamation and annexation possibilities in the
Edmonton metropolitan area within the terms of reference established by the city. He was
to search for the best and most appropriate form and area of local government in
Edmonton area” (Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975, pp. 278). This report argued that
in order to have a strong central municipal government, the land base, in particular the
economic land base, needed to fall under a single municipal control. Thus the annexation
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proposal of 1982 was shaped. In 1979, the City of Edmonton, using the Hanson report
and the Royal Commissioned McNally report before it, argued for a land increase to
incorporate the following:
•

17,523 hectares from Parkland County, west of the City;

•

19,546 hectares from Sturgeon County, north of the City

•

149,933 hectares from Strathcona County, including the urban service area of
Sherwood Park, east of the City; and

•

The City of St. Albert, 2,104 hectares, northwest of the City.
(Local Authorities Board, 1980).
This boundary adjustment, as proposed, would increase the Edmonton

metropolitan area by nearly 189,200 hectares or 1,892 km2. While the bid was ultimately
unsuccessful, the result of the 1982 annexation left Edmonton with significant gains in a
rural land base, 369.5 km2, which extended into Leduc, Parkland and Sturgeon and
Strathcona Counties.

Figure 8: Edmonton: Annexation Events (1892 – 2015) (Source: Male, 2013)
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Legislative Framework for Annexation – The Municipal Government
Act and the Annexation Process in Alberta
To effectively analyze the annexation process, one must understand the legislative
processes involved in reshaping municipal boarders. The framework for annexation in
Alberta is outlined within Division 6 of the Municipal Government Act. It is a process
that all municipal governments must abide by. There are several stages involved in the
process, designed to ensure consensus building and give ample opportunity for
negotiation and public notification. Even the most straightforward, uncontested
annexation proposal requires a significant amount of work on behalf of the initiating
municipality and reciprocation from the municipality that will be subject to annexation.
There is no difference in process whether the case is an urban municipality proposing to
annex rural lands or a rural municipality annexing land from another rural municipality,
or an urban one annexing another urban municipality, all cases are treated equally and are
required to follow the same process.
The annexation process in Alberta begins by one municipality making an
application for annexation to one or more municipal authorities (from which the land is to
be annexed), the Municipal Government Board and any other local authority that the
initiating municipal authority considered affected by the proposed annexation, such as
school boards (MGA, 1999, pp. 76). This application for annexation must include:
•

A description of the land proposed to be annexed

•

The reason for the proposed annexation; and

•

Proposals for consulting with the public about the proposed annexation and
meeting with affected landowners.
(MGA, 1999, pp. 77)
Once municipal authorities have received notice of intent, they must meet with

the initiating municipal authority to discuss the proposals included in the notice and
negotiate the proposals in good faith (MGA, 1999, pp. 77). From this point, how the
annexation proposal progresses is the result of how each municipality responds to the
proposal. A report must be prepared based on the results of the response and discussion.
If a municipality or members of the public contest annexation, the entire process and all
parties must go through a negotiation process. If the negotiation process is successful,

27

then a report on the results must be submitted to the Municipal Government Board and it
prepares a final report on the proposal and issues a decision. If the negotiation process
does not achieve an equitable solution, a hearing is held in front of the MGB to contest
the merits of the annexation proposal. Upon conclusion of the hearing, the MGB prepares
its report and renders a decision to be put into effect by the Lieutenant Governor of
Alberta (City of Edmonton, 2015).
In an effort to ensure that annexation proposals are being undertaken for the right
reasons, in 2006 the Municipal Government Board issued a set of 15 guiding principles to
annexation that are intended to fill a gap in the absence of specific criteria for annexation
in Section 76 of the Act. These principles have been developed to address issues raised
by previous annexation experiences, issues raised by affected parties, landowners and
interest groups (Municipal Government Board, Board Order MGB 123/06). They were
informed through the examination of Section 76 of the Act, land use policies and
previous annexation orders, including a total of nearly 170 annexations completed prior
to 1995 in Alberta (Municipal Government Board, 2006).
The fifteen annexation principles are summarized in greater detail in Appendix 1
– Municipal Government Board’s Fifteen Annexation Principles. The key issues that the
principles address are:
•

Ensure that municipalities are communicating with one another and following
good land use planning principles as well as demonstrating that they have
considered the shifting of municipal borders via an approved Intermunicipal
Development Plan;

•

Prevent municipalities from annexing land for taxation purposes and to require
that each municipality complete a growth study and associated forecasting
documents to demonstrate that the proposal is based on land uses and the need to
accommodate future growth; and

•

Require that public consultation is carried out and that the impacts of annexation
on property owners and citizens are clear and certain.
(Municipal Government Board, 2006).
These principles have established a framework that encourages municipalities to

work together and to explore annexation through land use planning documents
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(Intermunicipal Development Plans), cooperation and the ideology that annexation
should be sought as a necessity for growth, rather than an a means to expand for altruistic
purposes.

Figure 9: Municipal Government Board Process (Source: City of Edmonton, 2015)
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Edmonton’s Annexation Experience
The following is an analysis of Edmonton’s current annexation proposal. Firstly
exploring the city’s rationale for expansion, then looking at Leduc County as the ruralurban fringe to be exploited and finally how the previous, most recent annexation
proposal – the 1982 annexation – informed the discussion this time around.

The Case for Annexation - A socioeconomic analysis of Edmonton
The City of Edmonton is expected to grow to a total population of 1.4 million in
the next thirty years. This is more than 60% of the total anticipated growth of the Capital
Region1 itself, which is anticipated to grow to 2.2 million by 2044 (Nichols Applied
Management, 2014). At current estimates, the City of Edmonton will run out of vacant
land for future development within the next thirty years. “The city is quickly running out
of room to accommodate anticipated growth…timelines in Edmonton for new developing
areas to properly account for such activities as land acquisition, securing necessary levels
of financing, the preparation of the necessary planning documents, and the provision of
deep infrastructure on average take up to ten years” (Nichols Applied Management,
2014). Based on the anticipated increase in population, the City will require
approximately 270,000 new housing units by 2044 (City of Edmonton, 2015). According
to the growth study the City had prepared as part of the annexation proposal, the existing
residential land supply for the city is approximately 5,518 net hectares. It is anticipated
that this remaining residential supply can accommodate a maximum of 188,500
residential units (comprised of a mix of low, medium and high density units). This is
nearly 100,000 residential units short of the anticipated growth over the next thirty years.
As the City currently accommodates between 66% and 71% of the region’s total housing
development, and is expected to accommodate up to 60% of the future, anticipated
growth, the City is in desperate need of additional land (City of Edmonton, 2015).
Despite the recent economic downturn, the Capital Region has a positive
economic outlook over the next thirty years. Over the past ten years Edmonton has
outperformed other jurisdictions in Alberta and Canada in terms of growth of the

The Capital Region consists of 25 municipalities working together to focus growth and
development to identified areas (Capital Region Board, 2015).
1
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working-age population, labour force and employment (City of Edmonton, 2014, pp. 15).
Highlights from the City’s Economic Outlook for 2014 include:
•

Employment in the Edmonton region expanded by 3.4% in 2013;

•

The value of building permits in the region stood at $5.5 Billion in 2013; and

•

Construction started on more than 10,600 new housing units in the city, and
14,700 region wide
(City of Edmonton, 2014, pp. 20).

This level of growth is indicative of the level of population, land use and development the
city and region will need to accommodate into the future.
As is demonstrated above, Edmonton is the centre of a prosperous and vibrant
prairie region. Yet the city is impossibly constrained by other municipal boundaries and
development, (see Figure 10 below). Outside of proposing to annex an existing urban
municipality, which was attempted and failed, the only opportunities for Edmonton to
grow is to go south.
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Figure 10: Geographic Constraints on Edmonton’s Growth (Source: Nichols Applied Management, 2014)
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Growth and Development in Edmonton’s Rural-Urban Fringe
Leduc County is also experiencing growth, however not to the same scale as its
urban counterparts. Within the proposed annexation lands there are three competing
municipalities: the City of Leduc, the Town of Beaumont and the County of Leduc. Each
of these has seen population growth over the past 20 years. The largest increases in
population occurred in the City of Leduc and the Town of Beaumont, while the County
saw moderate growth.
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Figure 11: Population Growth of Leduc, Beaumont and Leduc County (Source: Statistics Canada for
Leduc, Leduc County and Beaumont, 2012)

As with population increases, the number of dwelling units constructed between
census years reflects the pace of population growth in the south Edmonton region.
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Figure 12: Dwelling construction in Leduc, Beaumont and Leduc County (Source: Statistics Canada for
Leduc, Leduc County and Beaumont, 2012)

While there is some country residential development within Leduc County, this
has largely occurred between these two urban centres within the County. This rate of
growth largely give Edmonton its justification for annexation, if the population settles
within the urban municipalities, eventually they will need to expand beyond their borders
into the adjacent rural areas to accommodate this growth. Conversely, the rural
municipalities do not want to see their municipal tax base diminished and, in the case of
Leduc County, they feel that Edmonton’s ‘land grab’ is beyond what is necessary to
adequately grow for another 30 years and proposes to infringe on two of the County’s
larges sources of municipal income: the Nisku business park and the Edmonton
International Airport (Leduc County Coalition, 2015). An argument that has been held
before, during the previous Edmonton annexation.
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Lessons from the 1982 Annexation Bid
The City’s 1982 annexation proposal is largely considered to be a failure even
though the outcome granted Edmonton the control of over 369 km2 (Male, 2013). The
city’s experiences highlight how an urban municipality can perceive its development
superiority to the rural fringe areas it aims to occupy and the negative impacts to the
proposal that can result.
The rationale for this large of an annexation proposal was to obtain land that
offered “potential for urban development and which should be brought under the control
of the City to ensure that such lands are not developed in a manner potentially prejudicial
to effective and economic future planning, development, and jurisdiction of the
Edmonton metropolitan area” (Local Authorities Board, 1980, pp. 3). The annexation of
this magnitude was driven by the need to supply the City of Edmonton with sufficient
land to meet long-term urban development and growth requirements up to the year 2020
and to unify a fragmented region under one central municipal government (Local
Authorities Board, 1980, pp. 3).
The 1982 annexation proposal was extremely controversial and met with
resistance from surrounding municipalities, in particular from St. Albert and Strathcona
County, who stood to lose the most from the proposal. The City of Edmonton was viewed
an ‘aggressor’ by these municipalities. And in a sense they were correct. Edmonton’s
annexation at this time was driven by political and geographical reasons rather than by an
attempt to facilitate growth. A proposal of this size sought to bring each of the
surrounding municipalities under the control of a single municipal government, a similar
practice that the City of Calgary was engaged in at the same time. With this proposal
Edmonton sought to bring the adjacent towns of St. Albert and Sherwood Park within the
city’s borders and at the same time assume the industrial tax base along the city’s eastern
border.
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Figure 13: Sketch of the 1982 Edmonton Annexation Proposal (Source: Local Authorities Board, 1980).
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The opposition to the annexation was viewed as trying to maintain the status quo
and trying to maintain their individual base of power rather then join a regional urban
centre (Masson and Lesage, 1994). “Only in Alberta’s two largest metropolitan areas has
a combination of population pressure and business ‘boosterism’ resulted in expansions of
thousands of acres at a time…it has been in Edmonton, surrounded by municipalities
jealously guarding their autonomy, that the controversy has been most intense” (Masson
and Lesage, Date 1994, pg. 168). Others have sought to blame the process of rendering
decisions on annexation rather than discuss whether the merits of the proposal were in the
right place nor do they consider the opposition’s views surrounding the proposal. James
Lightbody and T.J. Plunked condemned the quasi-judicial process in the Edmonton case
citing that it was not capable of handling a unique and expansive proposal that the City
was proposing. They cite that it was the processes, more so than the opposition to
annexation, that was the primary hindrance to the application. The judicial process is an
inherently adversarial process whereby those in favour and against are permitted only to
speak to the committee established rather than to each other, robbing each side of the
opportunity to express their concerns with any sort of open dialogue. When presenting
their case to the Local Authorities Board, each side was reduced to hiring legal counsel to
represent their interests and much of the time was spent on determining an appropriate
definition for annexation and whether the testimonies of expert witnesses presented were
valid (Plunkett and Lightbody, 1982).
The opposition to the annexation proposal was the right to maintain their
autonomy rather than being assumed into a regional urban centre. At the time Strathcona
County was benefiting from large-scale industrial development and had an established
tax base that supported the urban service area and allowed the County to foster the
growth of this urban node.
After 106 days of hearing, 183 witnesses, 299 exhibits, 12, 235 pages of
transcripts and expenditures of all parties involved totaling an estimated $6 million, the
Local Authorities Board ultimately refused the annexation as applied for and reduced the
land annexed to 34,400 ha, less than 20% of what was originally proposed. The City was
awarded land from Parkland County, which now comprises the Winterburn area in the
City’s west end, Sturgeon County, the future Edmonton Energy Technology Park
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industrial area in the City’s north, and Strathcona County, Those lands north of the
Yellowhead Highway (Highway 16) west of the North Saskatchewan River (Plunkett and
Lightbody, 1982).
In the years following Edmonton’s 1982 annexation, there was significant conflict
between the already developed areas of the city versus the new, and still rural, residents
of the recently annexed lands. The city had not taken into consideration the cost and
effort required to bring the rural areas up to an urban standard of servicing and many of
the newly annexed areas quickly fell into disrepair. This inability to provide sufficient
levels of service is attributed, in part, to the economic downturn of the early 1980s
(Masson and LeSage, 1994, pp. 170). In addition to the diminishing levels of servicing,
City Council and Administration at the time decided that the city’s current tax structure
would apply to all newly annexed lands. This new tax structure increased the existing
rural areas’ taxes nearly 100% their original values. Other sources of conflict between the
formerly rural lands and existing urban areas included the inadequate fire, police and
ambulatory protection, transit service and garbage collection (Masson and LeSage, 1994,
pp. 171). Presently, in the year 2015, much of the lands from the 1982 annexation are
still experiencing significant levels of underdevelopment and servicing. For example, in
the Winterburn area of the city, much of the development in the industrial areas is
required to provide their own onsite water and sewer servicing as municipal services have
yet to be extended into this area of the city.
Edmonton’s previous annexation experiences, in 1982 and earlier, highlight how
the premise of placing all future developable land under a single municipal authority is
logical and may be supported in instances where a region is as fragmented by other urban
nodes as Edmonton is. Yet there are still significant challenges that need to be addressed
to support rural land uses once they’re annexed into the urban municipality. In
Edmonton’s case, the City’s attempt to gain substantial territory from surrounding rural
municipalities was intended to gain control over development in these rural-urban fringe
areas and to avoid substandard and inconsistent, and incompatible rural developments
conflicting with future urban expansion (Meligrana, 2000). The proposal was
unsuccessful due to the large area and multi-jurisdictional nature of the area to be
annexed. This gave a larger voice to the opposition at the Local Authorities Board than if
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Edmonton had followed the City of Calgary’s example of annexing smaller segments a
piece at a time. This is explored further, below.

Present Status of Edmonton’s Annexation Proposal
The City of Edmonton announced its intent to annex land from Leduc County in
March of 2013. Two years later, as 2015 comes to a close, the city and Leduc County are
still in the negotiation and consultation stage of the annexation process. Much of the
discussion between the two municipalities thus far has focused on tax assessment, service
provision (fire rescue, policing and safety, waste management and transportation
connections), community standards and accommodating growth within the city and how
the city would provide the above-mentioned services to county residents upon annexation
(City of Edmonton, 2015).
The key concerns that have been raised by Leduc County officials and residents
have been the loss of developable land and assessment revenues and an increase in
taxation of annexed lands. The county stands to lose approximately 9% of its population,
6% of its land area and approximately 20% of its gross municipal tax revenue (Leduc
County, 2015). The tax structure under the City of Edmonton is also significantly higher
than that of Leduc County; farmland tax assessment could increase between 23 and 50%
after annexation is complete (Leduc County, 2015).
Presently Council representatives from both Leduc County and the City of
Edmonton have been meeting regularly to further the annexation negotiations. On
September 29th, 2015 the Intermunicipal Liaison Committee of Leduc County and
Edmonton’s Annexation Negotiating Committee met and jointly updated the 2016 work
plan, which identifies a list of topics to be discussed into 2016. Most recently, the joint
committees met on November 2nd to discuss the Edmonton International Airport. (Leduc
County - Annexation Updates).
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Examples from other Municipal Annexations in Alberta
Grande Prairie
The City of Grande Prairie is a vibrant community located approximately 450 km
northwest of Edmonton. It serves as the largest metropolitan centre for north central and
northwest Alberta and northeast British Columbia and, to a lesser extent, parts of the
Northwest Territories (City of Grande Prairie, 2013). Grande Prairie is Canada’s seventh
fastest growing municipality, as identified in the 2011 federal census (Statistics Canada,
2012). The city has a population of 55,032 and has grown by 17% since the previous
2006 census (Statistics Canada, 2012). Grande Prairie is reliant on the oil and gas sectors
that make up the largest economic driver in the region. Other employment sectors include
forestry, agriculture and the service industry (City of Grande Prairie 2013).
In 2010 the City filed a notice of intent to the Municipal Government Board to
annex approximately 6,316 hectares of land from the County of Grande Prairie, No. 1.
This proposal is the first major annexation proposed by the City in since 2000 when
5,550 acres of land was annexed from the County (Municipal Government Board, 2000).
The proposed annex lands were identified in the 2010 approved Intermunicipal
Development Plan (IDP) between the City and the County. The IDP specifies two
significant annexation scenarios, the first – the scope of the current proposal – Is a shortterm gain for the city, to annex 6,316 ha of land on the City’s west and east periphery. A
larger, long-term, annexation scenario will aim to add an additional 7,073 ha to the city in
the southwest and southeast rural-urban fringe areas adjacent to the current boundaries
(City of Grande Prairie, 2010). The east annexation area consists of 16 quarter sections of
land that is comprised of agricultural land and some country residential uses. The west
annexation area consists of 71 quarter sections and extends west and north from the
Grande Prairie Airport to Bear Lake. The current land uses in the area consist of
primarily agricultural development with some country residential uses and some
industrial land.
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Figure 14: Grande Prairie’s Intermunicipal Development Plan Annexation Areas (Source: City of Grande
Prairie, 2010)

There are presently 2,628 ha of undeveloped land within the city’s boundaries
(Lovatt Planning Consultants Inc., 2008). Of the proposed annexation area, 2,056 ha
contain developed lands, leaving 4,260 ha available for future urban development
provided the annexation application is successful (Lovatt Planning Consultants Inc.,
2008). The population of the City of Grande Prairie is expected to increase by 52,000
over the next thirty years and 102,000 in the next fifty. This will result in a total
population of the city increasing from 56,395 to 158,634 by the year 2061 (Lovatt
Planning Consultants Inc., 2008). Based on these projections it is predicted that in order
to accommodate the future growth, 180 quarter sections are needed to accommodate
thirty years of city growth. Of these 180 quarter sections, 1,686 ha will be required for
residential land development, 328 ha for commercial, 3,166 ha for industrial and 1,813 ha
for public uses (Lovatt Planning Consultants Inc., 2008). While the proposed annexation
does not accommodate the full 180 quarter sections, the city and county have agreed
upon the current land configuration as sufficient for thirty years of growth for the city,
through the IDP process (City of Grande Prairie, 2013, pp. 28).
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The challenges of conflicting land use issues within the rural-urban fringe have
been addressed through effective land use planning through the development of the joint
Intermunicipal Development Plan. Both the city and county, prior to annexation, worked
out the geographical boundaries that would allow the city to expand but allow for
minimal conflict between the two. This approach has resulted in over 67% of land uses in
the proposed annexation area being vacant land or in agricultural development.
Like many other prairie cities, the City of Grande Prairie can benefit from the
coordinated growth in the rural-urban fringe to specific nodes designated for
development. In terms of attracting development, the city is at odds with the county as it
has to contend with the hamlet of Claremont, as residential and industrial lands have been
developed on cheaper land and attract an oil and gas industry tax bases for the county
while the city is left covering the cost of the services that must be provided to workers in
these industries, such as road maintenance, recreation services, community and social
services, etc. (Interview 3, personal communication, November 27 2015). Contrasted
with the City of Edmonton example, the Grande Prairie annexation proposal highlights
the outcomes of intermunicipal cooperation to address regional growth and service
delivery. The two municipalities identified the increasing pressures of growth and
development occurring in the region and made a concerted effort to address land use
concerns through intermunicipal cooperation and practical planning exercises, in
particular through the development of the IDP.
The Grande Prairie annexation example illustrates the effectiveness of the
Municipal Government Board’s annexation principles. Both the city and county of
Grande Prairie abode by these principles to inform their bid for annexation. First and
foremost both municipalities have an adopted Intermunicipal Development Plan, which,
as per the first principal, those municipalities that provide for intermunicipal cooperation
will be given considerable weight (Municipal Government Board, 2006). Other principles
adhered to include the development of growth projections for the annexing municipality,
the proposal must follow a logical extension of services and must not be undertaken as a
tax initiative (Municipal Government Board, 2006). Both the City and the County have
incorporated these and other Municipal Government Board principles into their

42

preparation for annexation, which has resulted in a relatively conflict-free process for
both municipalities.

Calgary
Calgary Alberta is the largest urban municipality in Alberta. The citywide
population exceeds 1.2 million people, an increase by 35,721 individuals based on the
results of the 2014 municipal census (CBC, 2015). With a land area of 825.29 square
kilometers, the City of Calgary is the leader in both population growth and land area
within the province of Alberta (Statistics Canada, 2011).
Contrary to the growth and development of the City of Edmonton, Calgary has
been successful in implementing a regional planning model to sustain its urban growth,
focusing on the unicity approach. Whereas Edmonton has seen urban development grow
around its borders, the City of Calgary has actively expanded its borders to bring those
lands inside. Surrounded by smaller, urbanizing communities in the early decades of the
twentieth century, Calgary began a rapid annexation program that saw these communities
become what are today, Calgary’s mature neighbourhoods. Since incorporated as a City
in 1894, Calgary has managed approximately 27 successful annexation applications
(Calgary Herald, 2011). Communities such as the village of Crescent Heights, the hamlet
of Forest Lawn, the town of Shouldice Terrace, the town of Midnapore, the village of
Rouleauville, and Bowness Park were all annexed into the city by the 1970s (Calgary
Herald, 2011). The City of Calgary has operated on a policy of maintaining a 30-year
supply of developable land for all land use types to allow for the comprehensive planning
of new areas prior to their development. According to Calgary City Planner Tim
Crewman during the 2005 annexation of land from the adjacent Rocky View County,
Calgary explores annexation approximately every 12 to 15 years (Airdrie Echo, 2005).
Annexation helps preserve the city’s unicity model for managing growth. It places
all development within the City, the downtown core, inner city and suburbs under a
single municipality’s control (Rockyview 2020, 2013). The city believes in this model as
it ensures equity of service provision, standards of taxation, reduced fragmentation and
the efficiency of administration, including planning and development and the protection
of long term growth corridors (Rockyview 2020, 2013).
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Figure 15: History of Annexation, Calgary (Source: Skyscraper Page, 2015)
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The idea of the unicity, a single central power-wielding entity coordinating
growth at multiple scales, inherently tips the scales in the urban municipality’s favour
when viewed in the context of municipal annexation (Ghitter and Smart, 2009). It
proliferates the perception that urban municipalities are more sophisticated when it comes
to the orderly development of vacant land as opposed to the rural municipalities whose
only mandate is to preserve and service agricultural lands (Interview 3, personal
communication, November 27, 2015). There are positives and negatives to this model
and justification for rapid annexation and urban growth across a region. From an urban
development standpoint, the unicity approach has allowed Calgary to grow uninhibited
by other urban municipalities and has allowed the City to uniformly apply a consistent
urban development approach which has resulted in a more comprehensively planned city,
one that transitions well from its urban core into its more suburban areas (Perrott, 2009).
Observations from urbanists have illustrated the benefits of Calgary’s unicity approach
indicating that this unique model has resulted in an unfragmented tax base and reduced
the region’s economic competition that could have come from larger edge cities and
municipalities like those in the Edmonton region (White and White, 2015). “The city
benefits from having a single Police, Fire and Emergency Services, single transit and
roads system and integrated water and sewer system. While the city has a large
environmental footprint, it also has one of the most contiguous growth patterns of any
city in North America” (White and White, 2015).
When taking an urban/rural perspective to this unicity model for urban growth,
little, if any, consideration is given to the growth of the rural lands surrounding the urban
unicity. This bias quickly becomes the centre of any rural-urban conflict, with rural
municipalities latching on to the idea that because this model has allowed the urban
municipality to grow thus far, the provincial government is less likely to govern in favour
of the rural municipality.
Prior to 1995, the unicity was the default model in the Calgary region. This was
the result of the McNally Report (or the Royal Commission on the Metropolitan
Development of Calgary and Edmonton). Its recommendations, which primarily focused
on urban development over rural growth, were enacted into law through the 1957
planning legislation amendment (Bettison, Kenward and Taylor, 1975). Outcomes of this
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report encourages urban growth over rural by allowing urban municipalities to focus on
entitled growing space, industrial tax sharing (under the pretense that industrial workers
will almost always locate into an urban area and commute to the industrial areas in the
rural-urban fringe) and when rural areas begin to urbanize, this is best done under a single
urban municipal planning system (Ghitter and Smart, 2009). When the province brought
in the Municipal Government Act in the late nineties, the surrounding rural municipalities
began to exercise new authority over their own borders and were able to offer new
housing options and foster industry development within their boundaries (Rockyview
2020, 2013). These changes were made possibly by the Act’s focus on a municipality’s
authority rather than regional planning, as it had been under the recommendations of the
McNally Report. “No longer did adjacent jurisdictions have the ability to appeal
development decisions outside the intermunicipal development zone because of the new
provincial credo of downloading development responsibility to local municipalities.
Previously, under the auspices of the regional planning commissions, cities could, and on
many occasions did, derail rural development initiatives by appealing to the Alberta
Planning Board. Now there was no provincial planning authority over development in
municipalities and, hence, no authority to which decisions could be appealed” (Ghitter
and Smart, 2009, 635).

Calgary’s Annexation Success Versus Edmonton’s Failure
The city of Calgary has had far more success in annexing land from adjacent
municipalities than Edmonton. There are three key differences in how Calgary has
approached annexing land than Edmonton has and it has lead to a far greater success rate
than its counterpart further north. The first is policy. Calgary has maintained an
aggressive stance on annexation because it, in the word of one of its planners, aims to
maintain a 30 year development horizon which has led the city to pursue annexation
approximately every 12 to 15 years, depending on the rate of growth (Airdrie Echo,
2005). Just being able to annex land based on maintaining room to grow doesn’t
automatically ensure success in their applications. This is due to the political and
regulatory framework in the province at the time. As explored above, much of Alberta’s
approach to planning came from the recommendations of the McNally Report, which
stressed urban growth over rural development. Thus cities were inherently more
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successful at annexation than rural municipalities were at opposing them. Thirdly,
Calgary’s annexation proposals were much more modest than Edmonton’s proposals.
When comparing Figure 15 with Figure 7, it is clear that Calgary has annexed more land
in smaller portions over a greater time period than Edmonton has. Whereas Edmonton
has less than 10 major annexation events over its history, Calgary has nearly 30 (Calgary
Herald, 2011).
In the case of Edmonton, the city was successful at annexing the surrounding
municipalities that had been established near its borders by the mid 1950’s. These
events were also successful due to the current political and regulatory framework in
place at the time (Bettison, Kenward & Taylor, 1975). Where Edmonton was
unsuccessful was how annexation became politicized within the municipality. The
City of Edmonton took on an aggressive approach to annexation in the late 1970’s
and early 1980’s. Building from the McNally Report and the subsequent Hanson
Report of 1978, the city felt that in order to become the regional city it needed to be,
it would annex land from the region and bring it under a single municipal authority
(Masson & LeSage, 1994). Rather than focusing on its needs in the present,
Edmonton focused on its desired role in the future and made the annexation
application an emotional argument, rather than one based on land use, good
planning principles and fact. Had the city taken the approach Calgary had, it is
possible that the city’s boundaries would look very different today.

Alternative Governance Models to Annexation
Outside of municipal restructuring, there are presently two paradigms local
governments may employ to address growth, rural-urban fringe development and
restructuring in terms of governance, service providers and future land use planning:
1. The establishment of intermunicipal boards; and
2. The establishment of a tiered municipal system
The following is a description of the characteristics of each of these
planning/governing models and how they encourage good planning practices and address
land use conflict within the rural-urban fringe:
Intermunicipal boards – Intermunicipal boards take a regional approach to
planning and development. Whereas annexation and amalgamation place a defined
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geographic area under one municipal government, an intermunicipal board allows each
member municipality to maintain their autonomy. The purpose of the board is to focus on
the growth and development of the region as a whole. For example, the Capital Region
Board (CRB) in the Edmonton region is an intermunicipal partnership between 24
member municipalities. The CRB was created to implement an integrated Growth Plan
with the expressed purpose of addressing issues surrounding Land use, Intermunicipal
Transit Services, non-market and market-affordable housing and geographic information
services (Capital Region Board, 2015). With the mandate to foster regional cooperation
and coordinate long range planning and decision-making in areas of regional interest, the
CRB has identified the future growth areas (Priority Growth Areas) within the region.
The CRB also has the authority to review and approve municipal statutory plans
and ensure their compliance with the CRB Growth Plan. This gives the intermunicipal
board greater authority over development in the region, elevating it above simple
municipal status and adding in an extra level of rigor. This requires municipalities in the
region to consider the goals and objectives of the CRB’s mandate. The purpose of this
intermunicipal board is to encourage municipalities to “think strategically and to work
together on priorities to ensure the Region achieves its full economic potential and the
highest quality of life possible for residents” (CRB, 2015).
Another example of an intermunicipal board currently in effect is the Calgary
Regional Partnership. This voluntary board of 14 member municipalities has the mandate
to ensure that the region of Calgary grows in a sustainable fashion. The Calgary Regional
Partnership’s focus areas include, similarly to the CRB, regional transportation, economic
development, regional servicing and GIS. The Calgary Regional Partnership operates
under a mandate of four principles, to protect the region’s water resources, fostering
economic vitality, accommodating more growth in more compact settlements, and
integrating efficient regional infrastructure.
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Figure 16: Priority Growth Areas and Cluster Country Residential Areas (Source: Capital Region Board,
2015)

Whereas these boards are effective in encouraging intermunicipal communication
and cooperation, the power of intermunicipal boards is generally limited. There are
benefits to cooperating for aspects of development including joint servicing agreements
between municipalities, transit cost-sharing, etc. In the case of the CRB, it was given
special authority to regulate and influence the statutory planning documents of its
member municipalities through a ministerial order from the Alberta Government,
Minister of Municipal Affairs. In essence all new statutory plans and updates must align
with the Capital Region Growth Plan. Beyond identifying growth patterns, transportation
networks and housing developments, there is not much authority the CRB has on the
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governance of the region. As well, the CRB charter is completely silent on the subject of
annexation. This is due to annexation being a statutory process protected by the
Municipal Government Act and any regional body attempting to control annexation
within a region would make themselves liable if ever challenged on the matter (Interview
3, personal communication, November 27, 2015).
Tiered Municipal System – While Alberta does not contain specific legislation that
enables the creation of a regional municipality, this municipal structure is primarily an
Ontario convention yet warrants discussion here as there are specialized municipalities
within Alberta that can be considered regional municipalities, such as the Regional
Municipality of Wood Buffalo (containing the urban hamlet of Fort McMurray) and
Strathcona County (with its hamlet of Sherwood Park).
The purpose behind a multi-tiered, or regional, municipal system is to provide
differing levels of services to residents at different levels of government. The first tier is
the base-level municipal system consisting of wards and the councilors that represent
them. The second tier encompasses elected and/or appointed officials from the base
municipality to represent their home jurisdiction as part of a greater region. The purpose
of a two-tier system is for the provision of services beyond what a single municipality
can provide. While this multi-layered level of government allows for different decisions
to be made, the intent is for the service provision to the region to best meet the needs of
its residents (Tindal and Tindal, 2009, pp. 135). The key benefits to this system include:
•

The larger geographic area of the region can better address and control spillovers
(positive or negative externalities);

•

Ensuring consistent standards in the provision of certain services such as social
welfare; and

•

Services provided by individual municipalities can lead to increased competition
and improved service delivery.
(Tindal and Tindal, 2009, pp. 136).
The key difference between an intermunicipal board and a tiered municipal

systems is that the intermunicipal board is made up of representatives of each member
municipality and where they meet to make decisions based on intermunicipal
cooperation, the delivery of services still falls to the individual municipality to provide.
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In a tiered municipal system, the elected officials of each municipality are selected, and
elected, to the upper-tiered (regional) municipal system to represent their home
municipality’s interests at the regional level and have a say in how services are provided
at the upper-tier. Yet while there are benefits to this system of governance, the two-tiered
system still requires multiple municipalities to work together in partnership. In the case of
upper and lower tiers of municipal governments, this relationship can be problematic as
there are often complaints about domination by larger municipalities at the expense of the
smaller ones. Often conflict arises from feelings of underrepresentation, the desire for
recognition amongst the other municipalities and redundancies in service provision
(Tindal and Tindal, 2009, pp. 137).
Intermunicipal boards and tiered municipal governments are frameworks derived
in order to achieve regional harmony amongst and between municipalities while still
maintaining a level of autonomy over their established geographical boundaries. Yet,
while building intermunicipal relationships has its place in the overall governance
structure, land use policy and service provision, annexation is still seen by urban
municipalities as the most favourable method for addressing land use concerns within a
specified region, in particular land use issues within the rural-urban fringe.

Conclusions – An Analysis of Annexation in Alberta
“Changing municipal boundaries implies that the size or alignment of current
municipalities is not optimal from the point of view of governance, the economy, the
service delivery functions, the administrative ease, and the responsiveness of the local
government to the global changes as well as to their constituents’ needs” (Skaburskis,
2004, pp. 40). The driving notion behind annexation is to expand, to grow and make
room for new development and land uses; be it industrial, commercial or residential. The
four key reasons behind annexation, as discussed earlier, focus on:
•

The expansion of political power;

•

To preserve or enhance an economic base;

•

Prevent fragmentation of a municipal body; and

•

To ensure the orderly growth of a region.
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Of the municipalities explored in this paper, their focus on the need to expand
municipal borders in order to accommodate growth was common in all three examples.
Yet the drive behind this need is different. The City of Edmonton’s focus on annexing
new land comes from a fear of being hemmed in by other, surrounding, municipalities.
Annexation is viewed as an opportunity to prevent it from being trapped and unable to
grow. There are also political undertones, which can be drawn out when comparing the
outcomes of the 1982 annexation and today’s proposal. In both cases Edmonton, under
the guise of accommodating population growth sought to increase its economic strength
in a region where it has strong competition. This competition come in the form of the
Alberta Industrial Heartland, the Nisku Business park and the Atcheson Industrial areas
west of the city, among others (Interviews 1 and 3, personal communication, November
18 and 27, 2015). Finally there is the City of Calgary, which has adopted a unicity model
to is urban growth aspirations and shaped the Calgary region in its own image before
other urban municipalities had the opportunity to grow and strengthen their dissenting
voice. The city has focused on uniform growth under a single municipal government.
There is a strong political will to continue this exercise, as Calgary maintains a strong
central presence in the Calgary Region and maintains control over essential municipal
services, such as water (Calgary Regional Partnership, 2015). This gives Calgary some
leverage in controlling the level of development that occurs beyond its borders,
maintaining a relatively rural rural-urban fringe. Thus when Calgary proposes to annex
land necessary to maintain a 30-year growth supply, the annexation proposal is relatively
uncontested. Finally, there is the City of Grande Prairie that illustrates the benefits of
comprehensive planning to achieve a growth and expansion model that is favourable to
both the urban and rural municipalities. For Grande Prairie, in addition to needing room
to grow, there is also the opportunity to expand and grow its economic base as it has
strong competition in the form of the Claremont hamlet to the city’s north.
In speaking with an economist who has prepared economic growth studies for all
the municipalities highlighted in this research project, he highlighted some
commonalities among the three cases; In the rural-urban context, especially in the more
developed urban areas (the larger cities), the dynamic is much more complex as the
variety of land uses competing with each other increases. Specifically, the rural
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municipalities are striving to compete with the urban ones to try and attract large
industrial businesses to draw in the tax dollars which help them provide services and
meet operating costs (Interview 1, personal communication, November 18, 2015). What
these rural municipalities have to offer is cheap land, less-stringent building codes and
larger tracts of land. Urban municipalities, on the other hand, must now compete with the
adjacent rural municipalities. They have the land use and population to sustain large scale
industrial businesses, but have higher land costs, more stringent building requirements,
less land area and higher taxes, but offer more services than that of the rural.
The three scenarios presented in this paper illustrate the different techniques to the
same solution as practiced by their respective municipalities. It is this very situation that
the City of Edmonton finds itself in currently; the city is running out of developable land.
With the urban and industrial growth and employment areas surrounding the city,
Edmonton is looking at options to provide housing and services to the anticipated
population increase in the next thirty years. The city may also be looking for new
opportunities to build its industrial land base at the expense of the rural-urban fringe to its
south. Thus taking a restructuring process and making it political as Leduc County fights
to present annexation and preserve lands that could be valuable to them in the future,
such as the airport lands and those adjacent to Nisku.
In the case of Grande Prairie, while there was extensive planning done related to
the development of the IDP with the County, this policy document focused on how lands
will be annexed and how disputes related to land use would be addressed. The IDP gave
little consideration as to how the City would address issues like tax structure,
compensation to the County, how to maintain service levels, address how the current
level of lifestyle will be maintained (Interview 1, personal communication, November 18,
2015).
The City of Calgary, until recently, has driven towards a single goal of a region
governed under a single municipality. In its more recent annexation, such as the 2005
annexation of a portion of rural lands from Rocky View County, Calgary focused on
collaborating with the County to achieve an agreeable solution to the annexation
proposal. In the end, according to the economist, the City granted the county a lump sum
of money for lost tax revenue, promised to apply the existing tax structure of the County

53

to the annexed lands for a period of up to 10 years and other terms that eventually led to a
successful annexation proposal, uncontested and the Municipal Government Board
(Interview 1, personal communication, November 18, 2015).
Whatever the reason behind annexation, the process of reshaping borders treats
these political boundaries as having a quantifiable volume. Eventually the municipality
will be full and will require new land in order to catch the overflow. Yet, unlike a bathtub
or a bucket, municipalities “defy the knowable volume of boxes or bottles or stadiums”
(Badger, 2015). An article in the Washington Post recently looked at how cities justify
running out of room and describes how all cities “are about tradeoffs between hectic
streets and vibrant economies, between scarce parking and neighbourhoods worth
traveling to, between cramped subway cars and the mass of humanity that makes the
subway possible” (Badger, 2015). While the argument in this article focuses on
NIMBYism and the capacity of urban centres to expand and grow to accommodate
growth, the same rings true of annexation and the urban expansion into the rural-urban
fringe.
This notion that a city can be full forms the basis of most annexation proposals. A
city can never truly be full and there are plenty of ways to accommodate a growing
population: building taller buildings and developing denser neighbourhoods; upgrade
existing infrastructure to accommodate more users; or reimagine the existing
transportation network to allow for less roads and more people (Badger, 2015).
“Everything we know about cities suggests that, in fact, quality of life doesn’t go down as
more people crowd in - the opposite happens. Denser populations support not just more
amenities, but more diverse amenities” (Badger, 2015). Yet the costs associated with
growing up rather than out are prohibitive. Although there exists infrastructure to
accommodate growth, the cost of urban land, materials, resale value and rejection of
densification proposals by surrounding residents all act as barriers to densification within
an urban setting. Whereas annexation is attractive to urban municipalities as low-density
development is cheap, there is an ingrained transportation network that can accommodate
growing outwards and there is a cultural desirability for single-family, low-density,
development. At least in the western Canadian context.
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The process of changing municipal boundaries is inherently a political process
that has wide-reaching planning and economic effects on both communities. Nearly
overnight a line is drawn on a map, land values change and tax rates go up. As was
illustrated in the 1982 Edmonton annexation, this had significant, almost instant,
socioeconomic effects. Yet, within the municipal system there is a necessity to respond to
change. Municipal borders, unlike provincial or national ones, need to be flexible and
fluctuate in order to react to change; be it economic, political or social. Municipal
governments operate in an open system where residents of one community commute to
and work in another, and they need to work together towards common goals that will
benefit the region as a whole, both the urban and the rural. If that common good is the
control of the region under a single municipality then that is an option that needs to be
available and annexation is a tool that is legislated by provincial governments as a viable
option for municipalities to address land use issues. Yet there are other inter-municipal
governance models that encourage cooperation and give a stronger voice to those who
would otherwise be annexed. Giving them their own authority and autonomy, without a
wholesale change in government, municipal taxation system and land use policy and
regulations.
The process of annexation is also intimately tied to land use and planning as well.
Land use now becomes an issue, as formerly rural development now falls within a more
stringent urban context. Land Use Bylaws and zoning regulations are able to
accommodate these ‘new’ developments into the fold through the use of zones that
preserve the rural nature of existing development until such time as the lands are
redeveloped. In addition, planners must investigate the merits of the annexation proposal
to ensure that what is being suggested will meet the needs of the annexing municipality
sufficiently into the future, that annexation will not be necessary for many decades in the
future.
While there is no clear cut answer to whether annexation is beneficial or
detrimental to land uses within the rural-urban fringe, it is this researcher’s opinion that,
particularly in the case of the City of Edmonton and other prairie cities, it makes more
sense to contain all land use decisions and economic opportunities under a single
municipality, provided development is done right. Annexation to bring land within the
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rural-urban fringe under a single municipal system is beneficial, as it will give a single
municipality the authority to plan for future development, to target certain areas for
service expansion and provide other, socioeconomic-related, services consistently
throughout the jurisdiction.
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Appendix 1 – Municipal Government Board’s Fifteen Annexation
Principles

Municipal Government Board’s Fifteen Annexation Principles
1. Annexations that provide for intermunicipal cooperation will be given considerable

weight. Cooperative intermunicipal policies in an intermunicipal development plan will

be given careful consideration, weight and support so long as they do not conflict with

Provincial policies or interests.
2. Accommodation of growth by all municipalities (urban or rural) must be

accomplished without encumbering the initiating municipality and the responding

municipality’s ability to achieve rational growth directions, cost effective utilization of

resources, fiscal accountability and the attainment of the purposes of a municipality

described in the Act.
3. An annexation or annexation conditions should not infringe on the local autonomy

given to municipalities in the Act unless provisions of the Act have been breached or the

public interest and individual rights have been unnecessarily impacted.
4. An annexation must be supported by growth projections, availability of lands within

current boundaries, consideration of reasonable development densities, accommodation

of a variety of land uses and reasonable growth options within each municipality

(initiating and responding municipality).
5. An annexation must achieve a logical extension of growth patterns, transportation and

infrastructure servicing for the affected municipalities.
6. Each annexation must illustrate a cost effective, efficient and coordinated approach to

the administration of services.
7. Annexations that demonstrate sensitivity and respect for key environmental and

natural features will be regarded as meeting provincial land use policies.

65

8. Coordination and cost effective use of resources will be demonstrated when

annexations are aligned with and supported by intermunicipal development plans,

municipal development plans, economic development plans, transportation and utility

servicing plans and other related infrastructure plans.
9. Annexation proposals must fully consider the financial impact on the initiating and

responding municipality.
10. Inter-agency consultation, coordination and cooperation is demonstrated when

annexations proposals fully consider the impacts on other institutions providing services

to the area.
11. Annexation proposals that develop reasonable solutions to impacts on property

owners and citizens with certainty and specific time horizons will be given careful

consideration and weight.
12. Annexation proposals must be based on effective public consultation both prior to

and during any annexation hearing or proceedings.
13. Revenue sharing may be warranted when the annexation proposal involves existing

or future special properties that generate substantive and unique costs to the impacted

municipality(s) as part of the annexation or as an alternative to annexation.
14. Annexation proposals must not simply be a tax initiative. Each annexation proposal

must have consideration of the full scope of costs and revenues related to the affected

municipalities. The financial status of the initiating or the responding municipality(s)

cannot be affected to such an extent that one or the other is unable to reasonably achieve

the purposes of a municipality as outlined in section 3 of the Act. The financial impact

should be reasonable and be able to be mitigated through reasonable conditions of

annexation.
15. Conditions of annexation must be certain, unambiguous, enforceable and be time

specific. (Alberta Municipal Affairs, 2008)
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