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Municipal Engagement

Issue(s): The City of Medicine Hat does not currently have a municipal public engagement strategy policy that
defines an effective, efficient, consistent and transparent consultative process between the City of
Medicine Hat’s and its citizens and stakeholders.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

To encourage effective and collaborative decision making that leaves both City representatives and

stakeholders feeling considered and open to future engagement, the City of Medicine Hat should develop
a public policy on municipal engagement that sets a minimum standard for stakeholder and community
consultation, participation and involvement. This policy would include principles such as inclusive
planning, transparency, authentic intent, broad, informed and accessible participation, appropriate
processes, authentic use of information received and analysis, feedback and evaluation to the community.
Once implemented, this engagement process should apply across all City departments, resulting in an easy
to follow framework for the City to engage public opinion and expertise.

BACKGROUND

Public Engagement is a general term used for a broad range of methods through which members of the public can
become more informed about and/or influence public decisions. In order to support effective public involvement in
Medicine Hat, the City must be focused on how officials use public involvement practices to help inform residents and
help guide the policy decisions and actions of our local government.

There are a number of different methods for public engagement including:

Public Information/Outreach: This kind of public engagement is characterized by one-way local government
communication to residents and other members of the community to inform them about a public problem, issue or policy
matter.

Public Consultation: This kind of public engagement generally includes instances where local officials ask for the
individual views or recommendations of residents about public actions and decisions, and where there is generally little or
no discussion to add additional knowledge and insight and promote an exchange of viewpoints. Examples could include
typical public hearings and council or board comment periods, as well as resident surveys and polls.

Public Participation/Deliber ation: This form of public engagement refers to those processes through which participants
receive new information on the topic at hand and through discussion and deliberation jointly prioritize or agree on ideas
and/or recommendations intended to inform the decisions of local officials. Examples could include community
conversations that provide information on the budget and the budget process and ask participants to discuss community
priorities, confront real trade-offs, and craft their collective recommendations or it could include the development of a
representative group of residents who draw on community input and suggest elements and ideas for a general plan update.

Sustained Public Problem Solving: This form of public engagement typically takes place through the work of place-
based committees or task forces, often with multi-sector membership, that over an extended period of time address public
problems through collaborative planning, implementation, monitoring and/or assessment.

Why Engage the Public?

Engaging the public provides better identification of the public’s values, ideas and recommendations. Good public
engagement can also provide more nuanced and collective views about an issue by a broader spectrum of residents. This
also provides a populace of residents who are more informed about issues and about the local municipal government.
While most residents do not regularly follow local policy matters carefully, good public engagement can present
opportunities for residents to better understand an issue and its impacts and to see municipal challenges as their challenges
as well.

Additionally, engagement improves local decision-making and actions, with better impacts and outcomes because
members of the public have information about their community’s history and needs. They also have a sense of the kind of
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place where they and their families want to live. They can add new voices and new ideas to enrich thinking and planning
on topics that concern them. This kind of knowledge, integrated appropriately into local decision making, helps ensure
that public decisions are optimal for the community and best fit current conditions and needs.

In turn, this type of process creates more community buy-in and support; with less contentiousness public engagement by
residents and others can generate more support for the final decisions reached by the municipal decision makers. Put
simply, participation helps generate ownership. Involved residents who have helped to shape a proposed policy, project or
program will better understand the issue itself and the reasons for the decisions that are made. Good communications
about the public’s involvement in a local decision can increase the support of the broader community as well.

By engaging the public you have more civil discussions, reasoned conversations and problem solving, which creates more
civil decision making. This in turn assists in more streamlined and expedient project implementation timelines with less of
a need to revisit the issue or policy frequently. Buy-in and the potential for broad agreement on a decision, are important
contributors to faster implementation and reduces the need for unnecessary decision-making “do-overs.”

In the end good public engagements establishes greater trust in each other and in local government. People who work
together on common problems usually have more appreciation of the problem and of each other. Many forms of public
engagement provide opportunity to get behind peoples’ statements and understand the reasons for what they think and
say. This helps enhance understanding and respect among the participants. It also inspires confidence that problems can be
solved — which promotes more cooperation over time. Whether called social capital, community building, civic pride or
good citizenship, such experiences help build stronger communities.

Many Canadian municipalities have evaluated their own methods of community engagement. Based on their findings,
these municipalities have developed procedures and identified the roles and responsibilities of those involved. These
communities include, but are not limited to:

1. Calgary, AB

2. Fort McMurray, AB

3. Fort Saskatchewan, AB
4. Grande Prairie, AB

5. Saskatoon, SK

6. St. Albert, AB

7. Strathcona County, AB
8. Vancouver, BC

9. Victoria, BC

10. Waterloo, ON

ANALYSIS

The City of Medicine Hat has consulted with stakeholders (industry groups, not for profits, general public, etc.) on several
different issues in the recent past. However, having participated as a stakeholder in many of these consultations, the
Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce has found the structure and implementation of these consultations were
neither consistent nor efficient.

There have been some core challenges that have limited effective engagement including:
1. Role Confusion: Clarifying the roles & responsibilities of staff, Council and citizens in decision making,
project/program design, service, etc.
2. Prioritization: Identifying areas where civic engagement is most needed.
Resourcing: Ensuring top priorities receive the necessary resources to be well addressed.
4. Consistency & Coordination: Clarifying how & when engagement efforts are undertaken; and coordinating
efficiently across City departments.
Customer Service & Communication: Ensuring prompt response times and clarity of responses are provided
6. Diversity: Recognizing that the City is diverse in its interests, preferred input methods and understanding of City
processes.

(98]

W

The Institute for Local Government published the 10 Principles of Local Government Public Engagement and would
serve to guide trusted, high-quality and effective public engagement efforts that are sponsored, designed, convened, and/or
facilitated by local officials. The Principles of Local Government Public Engagement includes the following ten elements:
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10.

Inclusive Planning: The planning and design of a public engagement process includes input from appropriate
local officials as well as from members of intended participant communities.

Transparency: There is clarity and transparency about public engagement process sponsorship, purpose,
design, and how decision makers will use the process results.

Authentic Intent: A primary purpose of the public engagement process is to generate public views and ideas to
help shape local government action or policy, rather than persuade residents to accept a decision that has already
been made.

Breadth of Participation: The public engagement process includes people and viewpoints that are broadly
reflective of the municipality’s population of affected residents.

Informed Participation: Participants in the public engagement process have information and/or access to
expertise consistent with the work that sponsors and conveners ask them to do.

Accessible Participation: Public engagement processes are broadly accessible in terms of location, time, and
language, and support the engagement of residents with disabilities.

Appropriate Process. The public engagement process utilizes one or more discussion formats that are
responsive to the needs of identified participant groups, and encourages full, authentic, effective and equitable
participation consistent with process purposes. This may include relationships with existing community forums.
Authentic Use of Information Received: The ideas, preferences, and/or recommendations contributed by the
public are documented and seriously considered by decision makers.

Feedback to Participants: Local officials communicate ultimate decisions back to process participants and the
broader public, with a description of how the public input was considered and used.

Evaluation: Sponsors and participants evaluate each public engagement process with the collected feedback and
learning shared broadly and applied to future engagement efforts.

From our analysis and in addition to the points above, a successful consultation process should include:

1.

SAINANE ol

Documentation of the goal for the consultation (ie: inform, consult or involve) and the promise made to
stakeholders (how the City will achieve that goal);

Defines the roles & responsibilities of those involved;

Proactively identifies affected parties;

Reaches the targeted market using methods that foster effective engagement;

Provides decision makers with all necessary information prior to a decision being made;

Ensures affected Stakeholders are well informed of potential issues/changes that may affect them;

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends the City of Medicine Hat develop and adopt a
consistent and transparent public engagement policy to ensure municipal decisions are made with all relevant data
considered and in the best interests of stakeholders. This would include, but would not be limited to:

1.

2.
3.
4
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Inclusion of the 10 principles for local government public engagement
Creation of a budget for the resources required to maintain the policy and engage the public;
Creation of an interested stakeholder list to refer to as issues arise;
Creation and implementation of a Service Level Agreement (SLA) to ensure affected parties are being heard and
responded to within a consistent and acceptable timeframe;
Defining and publicizing in each consultative circumstance;

a. The roles & responsibilities of those involved (ie: Manager(s) in charge, contact people, etc) prior to

commencement;
b. Identification of the targeted segment of the population;
c. Identification of the methods of engagement and approximate timeline;
i. Explain the reason for the chosen methods
ii. Providing appropriate notice (minimum notice time)
iii. Schedule dates & times that meet the needs of the targeted groups;

d. Provision to the stakeholders of a summary of the issue and access to any relevant information.
Provision of documentation of key differences between current policies/bylaws and proposed documents.
Provision to stakeholders of a summary of the feedback received prior to the decision being made;
A summary of stakeholder input should be made public and the City should explain how that feedback was
incorporated or why it was not.
Inclusion of multiple methods for consultation and engagement including:

a. Surveys: Both on-line and printed survey options.



b. Social Media: Including Facebook, Twitter and You Tube.

c. Website Feedback: Utilization of a website link where residents can send a question or voice a concern.
Strathcona County also provides links to information about previous consultations/decisions.

d. Open Houses: Open houses are used by many municipalities for various public engagement purposes.

e. Letters/Correspondence: Letters to stakeholders can be utilized depending on the issue/situation.

f. Information/Subscriptions: Utilization of a subscription option whereby interested parties can sign up to
receive emails on particular subjects of interest or to follow an issue.

g. Advertisements in newspaper

h. Radio/Television advertisements

RESOURCES

1. http://www.ca-ilg.org/public-engagement
2. National Coalition for Dialogue and Deliberation’s Core Principles for Public Engagement: www.thataway.org/pep.
3. International Association for Public Participation’s Core Values for the Practice of Public Participation: www.iap2.org.

Date Drafted: November 4, 2013
Date Reviewed: November 12, 2013
Date Approved: November 20, 2013
Completed: March 2018
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Medicine Hat Air Service

Issue(s): The Medicine Hat Airport (YXH) has a single air service provider for passenger flight departures from and
arrivals to Medicine Hat. The current standards and practices are imposing barriersto increase load capacity
for flights from Medicine Hat. The major restrictions include:

a) Airfare Premiums

b) Wait Timesfor Connecting Flights
c) Flight Frequency

d) Destination Options

e) Capacity of passenger flights

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There has been significant concern from the business community related to the high airfare related to the
current air service provider. Additionally, the wait times, flight schedules and destinations are prohibiting
both business and leisure travelers from choosing the Medicine Hat Airport as their airport of choice. While
businesses have indicated that they would choose to fly out of Medicine Hat, if the fares were more
reasonable and schedules would accommodate same daytime business travel, we continue to face obstacles
related to a more conducive model for air service. The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce
recommends that the City of Medicine Hat aggressively pursue options for lower airfares, an additional
destination to Edmonton, increased flight frequency and better connection times for travelers in Southeast
Alberta and Southwest Saskatchewan catchment area.

BACKGROUND

Currently, scheduled passenger service is available only on Air Canada with direct flights to Calgary. There are 75% of air
passengers travelling to/from Medicine Hat by road between Calgary and Medicine Hat. This is due to high airfare
premiums from Medicine Hat, the need to connect to other markets once in Calgary and the lack of convenient departure

times and connections. Additionally, flights are often full during peak periods forcing passengers to drive to/from Calgary
to catch a flight.

There is a higher potential for air service passengers from Medicine Hat with the catchment area population of
approximately 93,000, including the Medicine Hat, Redcliff, Cypress County, Forty Mile County and Southwest
Saskatchewan areas. With the proximities of the Lethbridge, Regina and Calgary Airport, there are very few, if any
passengers that would drive to catch a flight given the drive time of over 2 hrs. Most passengers would prefer to fly from
Medicine Hat if the flight was available with reasonable fares and departure/connection times.

For air travel, 57% of travelers are on business, with 37% travelling for leisure and the remaining 6% travelling for both.
There are 62% of travelers that make one connection to reach their final destination, 28% make two or more connections
with only 10% not making connections, as their final destination is Calgary.

Additionally, business and organizations are increasingly asking for an additional direct destination flight to Edmonton
and would like to be able to use air service for same day business trips to both Calgary and Edmonton. This would
increase the number of travelers utilizing the Medicine Hat airport and maximize potential for connecting flights with the
additional option of the Edmonton airport.

ANALYSIS

A new route to Edmonton and additional frequency to Calgary would be attractive not only to business and leisure
travelers, but also to the air service provider as it would increase initial load factors and provide for large growth potential,
increasing the number of new passengers to Air Canada and utilizing the Medicine Hat Airport for service. With 75% of
air passengers currently travelling to alternate destinations, there is a large growth potential if a more cost effective and
conducive model for air service was provided.



RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends that the City of Medicine Hat aggressively pursue
options for lower airfares, an additional destination to Edmonton, increased flight frequency, better connection times and
increased load capacity for travelers in Southeast Alberta and Southwest Saskatchewan catchment area.

Date Approved: October 17,2012



Accountability in the City of Medicine Hat L and Development Business

Issue(s): There have been concerns raised regarding the City’s involvement in land development related to:
a. Proportion of market share
b. Transparency
c. Fair Competition with the private sector

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City’s involvement in land development as it relates to transparency, equity and market share has been
a topic of debate for many years. As a result the Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce has
researched and analyzed the issue. Following review, the Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce is
recommending that the Land and Properties department of the City is split into a property management
function and a separate land development function. This would allow Land Development to operate under a
separate governance model and be arms-length from the City with full transparency and accountability,
operating as any other land developer. The City would retain all Corporate Asset Management functions,
including long term land banking and economic incentive programs, separate from the land development
business and could make all raw land available for purchase by bid to all developers including the land
development business.

BACKGROUND

In August 2013, the Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce researched the topic of municipal participation in
land development as a result of concerns brought forward from the business community that the City’s Land and
Properties (L & P) Department receives preferential treatment in land development. On example consistently pointed out
by private developers as demonstrating L & P’s advantage in land development is that L & P’s land pricing is typically
much less than private developers pricing.

The release of the L & P Business Model in December 2013 caused the Chamber to review its research and modify its
recommendations to address the Chamber’s concerns with the proposed business model.

Additionally, the Chamber reviewed the practices of other comparable municipalities within Alberta including Lethbridge,
Airdrie, Lloydminster, Fort McMurray, Strathcona County, Grande Prairie and St. Albert. Responses were received from
all municipalities except Fort McMurray, with only the municipalities of Lethbridge and Lloydminster in the land
development business. The percentage of land which the City of Lethbridge holds is unknown and Lloydminster is
reported to be holding 30% of residential lands and 60% of non-residential. Land development in Lethbridge is run
separately from municipal operations, while Lloydminster is not. Both municipalities subject their land development
operation to taxes, offsite levies and both have stated that their operations run at a profit.

Outside of Alberta there were two examples of ‘fast growth’ communities, Saskatoon, SK and Waterloo, ON, who were
both involved in land development. Specifically of interest was Saskatoon, who follows separate cost accounting with the
program having no impact on the tax base/mill rate. The City pays the same taxes and levies paid by private developers
with a profitable operation and the net proceeds are returned to City Council projects and programs that benefit the
community.

L & P is the largest land developer in Medicine Hat, holding approximately 87% of the land inventory, and leads the
industry in market share. The City of Medicine Hat also has an asset management role related to land: parks, civic
buildings, green spaces, long term land banking for strategic growth, and industrial land for economic development.

POINTSOF AGREEMENT WITH THE L & P BUSINESS MODEL
The Chamber of Commerce is in agreement with the L & P business model on the following points:

1. Many municipalities participate in land development and each community is different in how they conduct business.
There is general agreement that as long as there is fair competition with the private sector that municipalities can be
involved in land development.

2. That L & P should operate as a business unit.

3. That L & P department currently has two primary functions:



4.

a. Steward of the City’s land holdings not assigned to other portfolios

b. Real estate development.

Overall, the stated process for developing land within the L & P Business Model is logically laid out and the financial
objectives seem to correspond to the private sector.

POINTS OF DISAGREEMENT WITH THE L & P BUSINESS M ODEL
However, there are some concerns with L & P’s business model:

1.

The claim that the role of stewardship of the City’s land holdings and its real estate development are complementary.
We do not agree with this statement and see many opportunities for conflict inside the department because of these
different roles.
L & P acknowledges that they provide services to, and receive services from, other City departments and it is
undetermined as to whether these services are charged at fair market value; it is also undetermined as to what business
advantage L & P gains over the private sector from these relationships.
There is currently no interest paid or earned on capital, which would be major aspects for private developers and it
represents a potential unfair advantage for L & P.
The City service agreements require that private developers put up a security in the form of a Letter of Credit (LOC)
to ensure that the development is constructed as per City standards and is completed by the developer. The value of an
LOC is typically between 10% and 50% of the estimated construction costs and is required prior to the
commencement of construction. LOC’s typically cost the developer 1.5% per year of the value of the LOC. LOC’s
are held by the City until FAC’s are given for the development. This process currently can take up to 4 years. The
advantage to L&P is that it is not required to provide security and does not incur these costs in comparison to a private
developer.
L & P lot prices are supposed to be “market driven” and optimize the return to the City of Medicine Hat. Currently the
cost structure is not transparent. However the price should be set in function of “what the market will bear” and
generally close to competitors’ prices. If lot pricing is cost-driven, and the costs are not transparent or fairly derived,
then lot pricing may not be “market driven”.
L&P states they are required to sell its properties for market value as defined in the Municipal Government Act
(Section 70). The exceptions listed in Section 70 of the MGA for under valued land are:

a. the land must be advertized for sale, or

b. for the public purpose, or

c. during a certain time period on land gained by the municipality through tax forfeiture.
Finally, the dictation of lot mix, adoption of sustainable development objectives, LEED, etc. are from an overall City
perspective and are better addressed through the Land Use Bylaw, Area Structure Plans (which are adopted by bylaw)
and other Council policies than by inclusion in the L & P business plan. If L & P wishes to be a leading “green”
developer then that is part of their business model and the cost implications of such should be included in their
presentations to their governance board for a business decision.

ANALYSIS

There is no evidence that municipalities should not be in land development. However to be involved in land development
requires a municipality to demonstrate that it is either not in competition with the private sector or that its land
development business practices are subject to the same rules, standards and cost structure as what is borne by private
developers. To do this requires a level of transparency not normally observed in the land development business.

The processes proposed for a land development “business unit” by L&P are sound but confused by the other roles
imposed on L&P by the City. There is a perception that the L&P business unit is merely a City of Medicine Hat
department and benefits from many synergies that would not be available to the private sector. To the extent that L&P has
a dominant land position in the city and due to cost advantages, undercuts private sector competition, there is not a level
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playing field in land development, creating an environment whereby the City of Medicine Hat is competing unfairly with
the private sector.

Additionally there is seemingly a lack of transparency at present, particularly within land pricing and fair market value.
Concerns related to fair competition in that the City of Medicine Hat does not pay taxes, interest, security or the same
overhead costs as private developers and can undercut private sector competition creates an unfair advantage and playing
field that is not equitable to private sector development.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends the City of Medicine Hat:

1. Implement the option considered in the Corporate Services Committee decision item to split the Lands and
Properties Department and move the property management function to another City department to create greater
transparency to the functions of the land development business.

2. Provide a separate governance model for the land development business unit to:

a. Actas an independent developer at arms-length from the City
b. Be separate from general City of Medicine Hat operations

c. Improve transparency, and

d. Provide accountability

3. Retain all Corporate Asset Management functions, including long term land banking, economic incentive
programs, etc., within the City of Medicine Hat.

4. Remove the City’s land development business unit from City Hall

5. Land development business unit capitalize fairly, service its debt and contract consulting (including legal and
accounting) from outside suppliers.

6. Council should make use of current bylaws and legislation to govern and direct land development including the
Municipal Development Plan, Land Use Bylaw and area structure plans. Council can further direct growth
through council approved bylaws and plans and through decision of what raw land is released for sale to
developers, including the City’s land development business unit, from the City’s land bank.

Date Drafted: January 7, 2014
Revised: January 14, 2014

Date Reviewed: January 15, 2014
Date Approved: January 15, 2014

RESOURCES:

City of Medicine Hat Land & Properties Business Model

Development cost charges:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/intergov_relations/library/DCC Best Practice Guide 2005.pdf

Land Use Planning & Municipal Economic Development: A Municipalities Newfoundland and Labrador Community
Development Project, Prepared by Dave Curran and Associates, with John Baird and Graham Letto, Municipal Consultant
with Ryan Lane:

http://www.municipalnl.ca/userfiles/files/Land%20Use.pdf



http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/intergov_relations/library/DCC_Best_Practice_Guide_2005.pdf
http://www.municipalnl.ca/userfiles/files/Land Use.pdf

603- 1% Street Development

Issue: There has been concern regarding the City’s proposed solution to the development of
603-1 Street and the restrictions placed on the property, creating a project that is
deemed as economically unviable without large subsidization.

Executive Summary

There is currently an ongoing debate in Medicine Hat as to how development should move forward
on the City-owned 603-1% Street SE property. It has been deemed a high priority for development, but
is currently subject to significant restrictions that have made it economically unviable for private
developers. Due to the importance Council has placed on this project, it has given the City a mandate
to implement and execute the development of 603-1" Street at the cost of the taxpayer. The Chamber
recommends that the development of the property should be left to private developers, and that City
time and resources cease to be expended on this project. The Chamber also recommends that the
restrictions on the property be reset to those found in the Land Use bylaw and the Downtown
Develooment plan in order to allow develobers to bronose economicallv viable oroiects for the site.

Background

The property at 603-1" ST SE has sat vacant since 1978. Since then it has been purchased once
with the premise of having the property developed, and had several proposals from developers,
but it has never progressed beyond the planning stage.’ Through most of this time period it has
served as a parking lot, and has periodically been used as a gathering area for downtown events.

In 2011, Council identified the Glanville lot as one of the top five priorities for the City,? and in
2014 the City launched a request for proposal for the site, which included numerous conditions,
including that the project be a multi-story project with both residential and commercial space,
and include at least two levels of underground parking. While several proposals were tendered to
the City, none were able to meet the City’s requirements without substantial direct or indirect
subsidies from the City.

As initial efforts to development the property did not come to full realization, Council has
authorized the City to move forward on the property with the intention of ensuring that it is a
marquee project that represents the optimism and energy of the urban center.® As such, the City
has moved forward with the development of the site by funding the creation of a Development
Concept. Additionally, a subsequent request for qualifications closed on January 21, 2016
seeking investors interested in participating in the financing, development, leasing, sales and
ownership of a mixed use development at 603 1% Street with the development constructed in
accordance with the plans established by the City.

! (City Desk 2015)
2 (City of Medicine Hat 2011)
® (City of Medicine Hat 2016)



Public Feedback
In order to gauge public perception of this project, the Chamber distributed an anonymous public
survey, to which 320 people responded.*

This survey found that 82% of respondents support the development of the 603 1% Street
property in general, whereas 17% did not support the development. When asked as to who
should develop the property, 91% preferred that private development should be the ones
developing 603 1% Street, whereas 9% were opposed to private development.

When the question was posed as to whether the City should be imposing additional design
restrictions on a development at 603 1 Street in addition to those already regulated through the
Land Use Bylaw and Downtown Redevelopment Plan, 17% stated Yes and 82% stated no.

When asked as to what amount of subsidy would be appropriate, 67% did not support any kind
of subsidy for the development of 603 1% Street and 33% support for some type of subsidy with
a range of options submitted in response to what would be a reasonable amount to be subsidized
by tax payer dollars. However on further query, the percentage jumped to 87% not in support of
the development of 603 1% Street if subsidizing the project meant that there would no longer be
any funds remaining for the downtown development incentive program (DDIP) with only 13%
being in favour if it meant that the DDIP would no longer exist. There was no strong argument
either way when the question was posed about moving downtown businesses from one location
downtown to the 603 1*' Street location.

In addition to the Chamber’s formal survey, Mayor Clugston performed a quick survey at the
Mayor’s “State of the City” event, in which he included a question regarding support for
subsidizing the project. In this survey the Mayor asked “Should the City spend $6 million to
incent a developer to build a $30-$40 million development at 603 First St. SE?”” In response to
this question 52 replied yes, whereas 90 replied no."

These results show that the general citizenry of Medicine Hat are supportive of developing the
property, but not proceeding with the development as a City project, in either scope of design or
funding.

Recommendations
The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce supports the development of 603 1* Street,
but recommends that the City of Medicine Hat:
1. Allow private development to be the primary developer of that property in design, build
and investment;
2. Limit restrictions of the property to those already regulated through the Land Use bylaw
and Downtown Redevelopment Plan;
3. Provide no subsidy towards the development of 603 1* Street, aside from what would typically be
made available through the downtown development incentive program;
4. Continue with the downtown development incentive program and create a more robust plan and
incentive to spur development downtown;

* (Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce 2015)
® (City of Medicine Hat 2016)



5. Halt further spending on the project and conduct further consultation with industry, stakeholders
and developers to include discussion on other project options and uses for the property;

6. Not proceed with the development of 603 1% Street until it is economically viable by private
industry to develop without significant subsidization for development of the property.

Date Drafted: January 26, 2016
Date Reviewed: February 17, 2016
Date Approved: February 17, 2016

Sources:

City Desk. "Key dates over the 36-year history of the city’s ownership of Glanville Lot."
Medicine Hat News. July 2015. http://medicinehatnews.com/news/local-
news/2015/07/29/key-dates-over-the-36-year-history-of-the-citys-ownership-of-glanville-
lot/.

City of Medicine Hat. "603 First Street SE, City of Medicine Hat - Qualifications Submittal RFQ
No. LP15-146." Alberta Purchasing Connection. January 15, 2016.
http://vendor.purchasingconnection.ca/Opportunity.aspx?Guid=6167F986-EA69-48BF-
A2AD-6EC96AB4AES0&.

"Council Identifies Top Five Priorities for 2011." Medicine Hat Media. January 11, 2011.
http://www.medicinehatmedia.com/2011/01/council-identifies-top-five-priorities-for-2011/.

City of Medicine Hat. "Mayor's Informal Survey during the State of the City." Informal Survey,
Medicine Hat, 2016.

Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce. 603 - 1st Street Development Survey."
Survey, Medicine Hat, 2015.



Clarity in Council Minutes

Issue(s): The minutes of Municipal Council meetings can be difficult to decipher and analyze based
on the information provided, as the motions presented do not always clearly indicate the
issue or the action being voted upon by Council without the need to reference a committee
report or other supporting documented evidence.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Extrapolating information from the minutes of Municipal Council meetings is cumbersome and it is
difficult to determine the direction of Council based on the information provided. The motions presented
often reference committee recommendations or reports (i.e. motion to accept the committee
recommendation was carried), rather than outlining the specific issue or the action being voted upon by
Council. Currently, without reference of a committee report or other supporting documented evidence,
historical reference to Council actions cannot be easily determined. Therefore the Medicine Hat & District
Chamber of Commerce is requesting more clearly documented Council actions through motions with clear
and descriptive direction as to the intent of the resulting action.

BACKGROUND

Resolutions or motions, including their proposal, discussion, amendments, and final passing, are probably the most
important tasks undertaken by any municipal council. They are legislated and are the basis for all action exercised by a
Council. Direction given without a resolution is without legal validity.

Additionally, resolutions or motions are usually structured to stand on their own merit and answer the “who, what, where,
when and why” questions. As the basis for establishing the actions of the municipality, each resolution should provide
administration with a clear direction that can be implemented without having to interpret or guess as to the intent. In order
to facilitate the development of clear and complete resolutions, recommendations on decision items that are prepared by
administration and included in the council agenda packages should set out or suggest the anticipated resolution.

Additionally, as is the current practice, every resolution or motion must be followed by a clear indication as to whether it
is “carried” or “defeated”.

ANALYSIS

Utilizing municipal best practices when preparing council meeting minutes is an important step in maintaining a reliable
and useful document for current day and historical purposes. The resulting minutes will continue to reflect each council’s
unique approach to conducting municipal business and is not only a reference for City Council and City administration,
but also for the community to track the history and records of Council.

While there is broad legislative requirements for documenting council minutes, there is also parliamentary procedure and
best practices that can be implemented to provide transparency and clarity to Council’s conduct.

There are various examples of the types of records kept within Council, with recent examples extracted from the
September 16, 2013 Council meeting minutes. An example of a motion states:

“The recommendations in the report were received for adoption and/or information” on the motion of Ald. Kelly — Ald.
Pearson.

This is a sample of the type of ambiguous motion that can be witnessed through minutes.

Alternately, Alderman Robert Dumanowski made two motions at the same meeting on September 16, 2013. These were
clearly defined and recorded.

(a) Flood Mitigation Resolution to City Council
Ald. Dumanowski made the following motion:
WHEREAS, the City of Medicine Hat has endured repeated floods in the past two decades from flooding in the river

and creeks.
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WHEREAS, the floods have caused substantial property losses followed by long term social and emotional

devastation of the community.

WHEREAS, in the past the flood events were considered isolated events and appropriate mitigation measures were

not implemented and/or supported by the higher levels of governments.

WHEREAS, in response to the 2013 floods, there are provincial announcements for support to the communities for

mitigation measures, however not all of the details are clear at this point.

WHEREAS, the City of Medicine Hat should get support and funding from the Provincial government, and CAO and

Commissioner of Development & Infrastructure should continue to work on that.

WHEREAS, the City of Medicine Hat has an obligation to its’ residents to do whatever within its capacity and means

possible to protect them from the devastations caused by the flooding.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:

1. The ‘Flood Mitigation Plan’ presented at the Development & Infrastructure Committee be updated to include
flood protection of the residents and critical infrastructure from 1 in 200 year floods in the river and creeks.

2. The updated aforementioned plan be presented to the community at-large, as soon as possible, but no later than
December 31, 2013.

3. The Plan should identify mitigation measures that would protect the residents from both surface flooding and
sewer backups.

4. Starting immediately, the City will start implementing the flood mitigation measures and will fund it from the
Community Capital Reserve and Infrastructure Reserve.

5. Forthwith all the non-committed funds in the Community Capital Reserve are hereby dedicated and committed to
the flood mitigation measures, and no other project or initiative will be funded from the reserves until all the
flood mitigation initiatives are in place that would provide complete protection to a 1 in 200 year frequency flood
level.

6. Any funding received for a flood mitigation initiative from the higher levels of governments will allow the money
to be put back in the reserves and that funding should be redirected to other flood mitigation measures.

7. The implementation of Flood Mitigation measures should be the highest priority of the CAO, and the CAO shall
provide a quarterly presentation providing updates to the public, the Development & Infrastructure Committee,
and City Council on the progress being made.

8. The Development & Infrastructure Committee will lead the implementation of the flood mitigation measures and
will review the progress on a monthly basis.

(b) Second Street Grand Opening Funding Re: — City Centre Development Agency

Ald. Dumanowski made the following motion:

Consideration of Council to appropriate approximately $15,000 towards the grand opening promotion for the second
street development.

There is a mover on the motions and the motions are clear, however there is information that is not recorded as there is no
seconder and no direction indicated, which leaves it unclear as to if the motion was accepted or rejected by Council.
While we recognize that no seconder is required to be noted on a motion, this is a sample of inconsistency in record
keeping. If motions are recorded in a certain manner, it should be consistent throughout.

Council minutes, motions or resolutions and how they are recorded, including the voting responses have been unclear and
inconsistent. It is imperative, that Council creates a policy that will clearly and succinctly record Council motions,
resolutions and decisions to protect the integrity of council actions and decisions moving into the future.

A preferred method of documenting a motion is as follows:

Councillor <name>, seconded by <Councillor <name>, moved that:
<insert the motion discussed in its entirety>
Outcome: carried, defeated, deferred, etc.

Voting in Favour: list all Councilors voting in favour
Voting Opposed: list all Councilors voting opposed



RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends the City of Medicine Hat:

1. Create a policy for the development of Council minutes in order to provide clarity of motions or resolutions
approved, defeated or deferred. Motions, in their final form, voted on by Council should be fully documented
within the minutes such that reviewers are not required to seek supporting documentation for clarity or
explanation of the issue at hand.

2. Adopt a policy of recording individual Councilor voting records on all matters within the meeting’s minutes.

3. Compile and make available a single resource detailing all motions voted on at Open Council meetings. Included
in this summary shall be the motion’s mover and the record of voting. An example of such motion was provided
in the “Analysis” section of this policy.

Date Drafted: January 9, 2014
Date Reviewed: January 15, 2014
Date Approved: January 15, 2014

Resource: A GUIDE TO THE PREPARATION OF COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES, Municipal Affairs, April 2013



Required Updates to the Anti-Noise Bylaw

Issue(s): The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce has had concerns from members regarding
Bylaw 1926, the Medicine Hat Anti-Noise Bylaw, in relation to commercial snow removal and the
difficulty to remove snow in commercial areas within certain times.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The current Anti-Noise Bylaw, adopted in 1979, has had some concerns associated to relaxation and relief
related to the application of commercial snow removal in areas that abut residential properties. While the
City of Medicine Hat can provide relief from requirements in section 3 of the bylaw it has still hampered
commercial snow removal and has resulted in ticketing of member companies under the noise bylaw for
removal of snow during early morning hours. The Medicine Hat and District Chamber of Commerce
recommends City Council immediately request a revision to the Anti-Noise bylaw #1926 to add a
relaxation for commercial snow removal, as well as to update the noise bylaw to encompass current
standards, regulations and requirements for enforcement.

BACKGROUND

Bylaw 1926, a bylaw for the purpose of prohibiting, eliminating or abating noise, was adopted in 1979 without
consideration of updates since that time to accommodate the needs of regulatory change, a growing population and the
changing needs of a City.

More specifically, from time to time, there have been concerns associated to relaxation and relief related to the application
of commercial snow removal in areas that abut residential properties. While the City of Medicine Hat can provide relief
from requirements in section 3 of the bylaw it has still hampered commercial snow removal and has resulted in ticketing
of member companies under the noise bylaw for removal of snow during early morning hours.

While the City of Medicine Hat does provide a 24 hour allowance for snow removal after a snow fall, many commercial
areas require snow removal before the start of a business day to ensure that their sidewalks and parking lots are safe for
individuals and that fallen snow does not become packed and icy.

The current bylaw does allow for any person to make an application to the Chief of Police to be granted an exemption
from any of the provisions of the bylaw with respect to any source of sound for which he may be prosecuted. However,
the Chief of Police may refuse to grant an exemption or may grant the exemption and specify time periods for which it is
effective and may contain terms and conditions as seen fit.

Through research, it was found that other cities have implemented exemptions or time accommodations under their
municipal noise bylaw. Two such examples include:

Lethbridge Bylaw #5270:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of this bylaw, where an open area is provided for parking of patrons or employees
in connection with a retail store, office, or medical and health facility, the owner or person in charge of the parking area,
after having obtained written permission from the City Manager and making no more noise than is reasonably necessary
in connection therewith may use a machine for clearing snow or debris from that open area during such hours as is
necessary or expedient to keep that area clear of snow and debris.”

Calgary Bylaw #5M2004:

Notwithstanding subsection 31(1)(e), a person may operate a snow clearing device powered by an engine for the purpose
of commercial and non-commercial removal of snow and ice from streets, parking lots and sidewalks during the 48 hour
period following a snowfall, rain or freezing rain, subject to the right of the Chief Bylaw Officer to withdraw this
relaxation on a site-specific basis.

ANALYSIS

While it is beneficial to have an option to apply for relief from requirements available to individuals or businesses, this
type of relief and process can also be perceived as burdensome to a business and requires extra cost to the Police
Department for administration of this type of application for relief.
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If nothing is changed and the status quo remains, there can also be a potential conflict between snow removal, as it
pertains to safety concerns, and the regulations within the noise bylaw.

Many businesses find it necessary to begin snow removal prior to opening in the early morning. As such, it is reasonable
to allow for noise related snow removal as it facilitates the safety of clientele and can be seen as a reasonable requirement
during the winter.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat and District Chamber of Commerce recommends the City of Medicine Hat:
1. Immediately add a relaxation for commercial snow removal similar to Calgary Bylaw #5M2004.
2. Immediately work on plans to update the noise bylaw, with a specific focus on best practice, current regulatory
practices and requirements for enforcement and penalty.

Date Approved: May 19, 2010
Revised: March 29, 2014
Date Approved: September 17, 2014
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Highway 1 and Dunmore Road I nter change Project

Issue(s): Ahighlevel of commercial and residential development has occurred in the south end of Medicine Hat which
has caused an increase to traffic flow to the area. This has increased the potential for major traffic collisions at
the Highway 1 and Dunmore Road inter section.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

An increase in commercial and residential development in the South area of Medicine Hat has caused a
considerable increase in the traffic flows at some major intersections in the city, namely Highway 1 and
Dunmore Road. This, coupled with Highway 1 through Medicine Hat not meeting National Highway
System Standards as a freeway, make it plausible to move forward with a Dunmore Road/Highway 1
interchange. The Medicine Hat and District Chamber of Commerce recommends that Alberta Infrastructure

and Transportation expedite the construction of such an interchange as a preventative measure against
fatalities and accidents, while also improving the traffic flow on the Trans Canada highway.

BACKGROUND

Development

Residential and commercial development largely increased in the south area of Medicine Hat in 2007 and 2008. The
Southlands/Somerset residential area was built in 2007 and contains more than 600 residences and multi family buildings.
Development will continue in 2011-2012 across South Boundary Road in the Somerside area with another 200+ available
lots. In 2008 a Super Walmart and Canadian Tire were built in this district, spurring major commercial development in a
small area. Since this time a visible increase in traffic flows to this area has raised concerns regarding the intersection at
Dunmore Road and Highway 1. Fortunately, no fatalities have been reported at this intersection however there has been
an increase to collisions since 2007 as seen in Table 1.

Table 1 2009 2008 2007
Severity of Collisions

Fatal Collisions - - -

Injury Collisions 7 4 4
Property Damage Collisions 23 27 12
Total Reportable Collisions 30 31 16

¢ As reported by Alberta Transportation, Office of Traffic Safety, July 2011
Timelines

In 2006, Alberta Infrastructure and Transportation (AIT) with Stantec Consulting conducted a functional study of
Highways #1 and #3 in an effort to create a future long-range plan that would have each section of highway conforming to
criteria that would label them as Expressways within the National Highway System. Such criteria include preferred posted
speeds of 100km/h (no less than 90km/h) and no traffic signals to maintain free-flow traffic conditions.

In the summer of 2007 AIT came forward with enhanced operation and development options of the Highway #1 and #3
corridors for support by the City of Medicine Hat.

On September 4, 2007 City Council adopted the recommendations by the Development and Infrastructure Committee to
endorse the item ‘Highways By-Pass Study — Internal Corridors Improvements’ which included the recommendation of a
full interchange at Dunmore Road and Highway #1.

On January 26, 2009 Mayor Norm Boucher sent a letter to Luke Ouellette, Minister of Transportation, supporting the
recommendations of the Stantec report with specific attention given to safety and the Dunmore Road interchange.

On April 23, 2009 AIT held the final Open House for Internal Corridor Improvements Planning Study.
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The City of Medicine Hat sent a letter to Luke Ouellette on May 25, 2009 stating that Medicine Hat City Council rescinds
their support of the Stantec report’s recommendation with the following motion: ‘That City Council rescind its support of
the Trans Canada Highway Improvements until public consultation with stakeholders is conducted.’

On June 18, 2009 Minister Luke Ouellette sent a response to Mayor Boucher stating their decision to rescind support for
the study was regrettable and that sufficient public consultation was given regarding such a study.

On September 9, 2009 a letter was sent from Mayor Norm Boucher to Minister Luke Ouellette suggesting that the
improvement to the Dunmore Road interchange move forward as a programmed improvement, separate to the other
recommendations in the Internal Corridor Improvements Planning Study.

On October 5, 2009 Minister Luke Ouellette responds to the letter of September 9, 2009 indicating that the Dunmore
Road interchange can be addressed separately from the rest of the internal corridor improvement issues. He also states that
the interchange project is well outside the three year capital construction program and will be dependent on overall
provincial priorities and funding availability.

On December 1, 2009 a letter was sent from Minister Luke Ouellette to Mayor Norm Boucher detailing how priorities of
future infrastructure projects are ranked, while stating he was unable to provide a definite time frame for when
engineering work would be advanced because of the current financial constraints on the province.

On May 11, 2010 the City of Medicine Hat offers to contribute 50% of the engineering design fees, up to $1 million, to
expedite the design process. The City asks that the funds be reimbursed prior to the commencement of construction and
the design work be initiated in the summer of 2010 and be completed within 12 months.

On June 9, 2010 the City received a letter from Minister Luke Ouellette stating the province is unable to accept the terms
of the offer of $1 million, specifically the provision to return the contribution at the time of construction. He also states
that the project is considered a future project and is not within the three-year construction program.

On August 12, 2010, Luke Ouellette instructs his staff to begin the process of hiring a consultant to undertake the design
phases for the proposed interchange. It was anticipated that the design work would take two years to complete. He also
stated that to advance the construction of the interchange would require a significant cost share with the City of Medicine
Hat.

In the spring of 2011 an update on Trans Canada Highway Improvements was sent to the City of Medicine Hat from
Alberta Transportation (AT). AT informs the City that an RFP has been sent to three prequalified engineering firms with a
closing date of May 24, 2011. AT called for design completion by the summer of 2012.

ANALYSIS

Development in the south area of Medicine Hat is set to continue in the coming years. The City of Medicine Hat has an
additional 20+ acres of land that can be commercially developed and the potential for more residential development exists
south of the Somerset area. With these considerations in mind and the inevitable increase to traffic flows which will
continue with future development, it is imperative to improve infrastructure at the same time. As noted by the Medicine
Hat Police Service in early 2009, “The long lines (noted lining up from said intersection past the mall entrance at
Wendy’s) are mainly due to the increased traffic in the south with the large retail stores all being located in one small area.
The collisions occur when the users of Dunmore Road are tired of waiting at the lights and take chances when crossing the
highway.” This increase of motorists frustration coupled with the posted speed limit of 80km/h on Highway 1 provide the
potential for serious accidents to occur.

Also of note, Stantec and Alberta Transportation estimate the eventual re-routing of Highway 1 and Highway 3 to bypass
the City of Medicine Hat is a 20 to 30 year plan. As the population and traffic continues to increase during this time,

improvements will have to be made to the existing infrastructure to accommodate the increase.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce supports the construction of an interchange at the intersection of
Dunmore Road and Highway 1, as a preventative measure against fatalities and accidents, while also improving the traffic
flow on the Trans Canada Highway. Therefore, the Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends that:
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1. The City of Medicine Hat and the Government of Alberta consider this project a top priority in infrastructure
plans and development for the City of Medicine Hat.

2. That the Government of Alberta expedite the process for completion of the interchange at Dunmore Road and
Highway 1 and complete the design phase by 2012 with plans for construction to commence by 2013-2014.

Date Approved: November 16, 2011
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Development and I nfrastructure Division Fees and Charges

Issue(s): The Development & Infrastructure Division Fees and Charges are being proposed to increase by as much as
185%, with primary areas of concern related to the Planning Building & Development Services - Engineering Services,
Planning Services and various permit increases under the Safety Codes Services.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There have been some significant increases in the Development and Infrastructure Fees and Charges being
proposed recently with increases ranging up to 185%. The methodology for the increase is based on a six
city average including Lethbridge, Red Deer, Airdrie, County of Strathcona, St. Albert and Grand Prairie.
With Medicine Hat lagging behind other communities in Alberta in the recovery of its real estate and
development projects, significant increases at this time would serve as a deterrent to additional investment
in our community. At this point in the business cycle, the magnitude of many of the increases is not
reasonable and has not been clearly justified to the business community. For this reason, the Medicine Hat
& District Chamber of Commerce recommends that the City of Medicine Hat re-evaluate the increases in
fees and charges and consult with industry, key stakeholders and organizations for reasonable fee structures
that are implemented over a period of time. Additionally any fees and charges should be based on a baseline
structure, with incremental percentage increases over a period of time, in line with the cost of service
delivery and taking into consideration natural inflationary costs.

BACKGROUND

Fees& Charges

As noted in the proposed fees and charges schedule, commercial and industrial permit costs have been frozen since 1999,
as Medicine Hat was always consistently higher than the six City average. However, this is no longer the case and the fees
have now been adjusted according to the methodology below.

According to the Development and Infrastructure Division, the fees and charges schedule was prepared in accordance
with the principles approved by council in 2003:
a) To set fees at 100% of the average fees charged by comparable sized cities;
b) Fees reflect industry guidelines and local market conditions;
c) Fees take into consideration the actual unit cost for the service including costs associated with the
creation of the new on-line permitting and approvals system.

The revenues are to be directly linked to growth and market based and so may vary greatly depending on economic
situation over the next three years. In order to bring fees up to the average of comparable cities, certain fees are increasing
substantially.

The notation was made by Development and Infrastructure that public expectations are that fees are fair, competitive and
reflective of the market place and that the fees recognize the concept of user pay for the service provided.

Economic Climate
In relation to the economic conditions of Medicine Hat, compared to last year, business licenses issued during the first
seven months of 2011 have been lower than those issued during the same period last year.

The housing market, after proving to be a powerful economic driver in the previous years, will most likely not serve as
strong a function as it had in the past. July’s 2011 numbers for both starts and completions were down year-to-year by
double digits. Dwelling starts for the first 7 months has dropped by almost 50% from the same time last year.

In the real estate market, the number of sales and the dollar value associated with those sales dropped from the previous

year, as well as on a month-over-month basis. There also was a decrease in the number of listings placed on a month to
month, and year to year basis.

25



Building permits issued in July 2011, on the whole, were higher than the previous month and year. However, the
residential side did not do as well as the non-residential, and within the latter, it was the permits issued for commercial
new buildings that tipped the net number for permits issued in favour of July 2011. Additionally, the building permits
issued over the past 7 months of 2011 are substantially lower than the same time last year — by almost 40%.

Overview of FeeIncrease Concerns

With the proposed changes, fees for engineering services for subdivisions will be increasing from $1,600 to $9,265 in
2012. This is due to the addition of many new fees. The subdivision base application fee would increase from about $340
to $920. The application fee per residential lot would increase from $130 to $370.

On top of most of these permits and fees, there is a proposed e-permit charge of 5%. This is in addition to the other
changes in proposed fees.

Additionally Residential Development Permit Fees are currently $150. With the increase based on other communities,
they would become $275 and $289 with the e-permit charge. Home Business Licensing Fees are being proposed to
increase from $71 to $170, and with the e-permit it would be $179. Additionally, Taxi Business Licenses are increasing
from $51 to $120 and with the e-permit it would increase to $126. Occupancy Permits are also increasing by 52.4% and
92.3% and demolition permits are increasing by $122.2%. Additionally the Commercial and Industrial permit fees are
increasing in the $3001 to $22,000 range by as much as 26.8%, but the fee increases within this schedule are not
consistent percentile increases in relation to the fees.

ANALYSIS

Medicine Hat is lagging behind other communities in Alberta in building permits, construction and the recovery of its real
estate industry. Significant fee increases would serve as a deterrent to additional investment in our community. The
Chamber is very cognizant of the business climate and in turn has also been very conservative when evaluating rates and
fees.

Additionally, the cities that the City of Medicine Hat has chosen to compare itself to may not be accurate comparables due
to their proximity to major centers, their cost of business due to location (higher cost of living for a Northern community
such as Grand Prairie) and the cost of service delivery. The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce would rather
see the fee changes tied to the cost recovery needs of the City rather than to just arbitrarily pick an average of six other
cities. Furthermore, if an average amount is taken, the City of Medicine Hat must also take into account other aspects and
costs of building in other communities — i.e. Letter of Credit requirements in the City of Lethbridge are negligible when
compared to Medicine Hat, hence Medicine Hat’s requirements add additional costs to the builder.

The methodology adopted by council in 2003 may also be counter productive in itself, as choosing a 100% average fee
base may not be reflective of industry guidelines, local market conditions and the actual unit cost for the service. The
average pricing structure proves itself as unsound methodology to legitimize price increases and can be seen as counter
productive in being responsible for fair pricing. This type of methodology can discourage development rather than to
promote the Medicine Hat Advantage and being “open for business”.

To prevent “rate shock™ and to create a structure that is more reasonable and justifiable to the end user, rate reviews
should be conducted each year. If rates are reviewed on a regular basis and are in line with the rate structures as outlined
in the recommendations below, then an environment is created that is more manageable and palatable to the business
community.

During these slow and volatile economic times Medicine Hat businesses are cutting back, watching expenses and reducing
profit margins. Our municipality should be no different and it should be charged by our City representatives and elected

officials to reduce costs, become more efficient and promote development.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends that the City of Medicine Hat:

1. Re-evaluate the increases in fees and charges and consult with industry, key stakeholders and organizations for
reasonable fee structures that are implemented over a period of time.
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2. Base any fees and charges on the current baseline structure, with incremental percentage increases over a period
of time, in line with the cost of service delivery and taking into consideration natural inflationary costs.

3. Not implement these fee increases on February 1, 2012, but rather send the fee structure back to the Development
& Infrastructure committee for reconsideration, evaluation, consultation and resubmission based on the
recommendations above.

4. Rescind its policy to base its fees and charges on a 100% average of fees charged by comparable sized cities and
only use this methodology as a reference for research purposes.

RESOURCES

City of Medicine Hat Development & Infrastructure Fees and Charges:
http://www.medicinehat.ca/City%20Government/Committees,%20Commissions,%20Boards/2012-
14%20D%20and%201%20Fees%20and%20Charges.pdf

Medicine Hat News, November 1, 2011:
http://www.medicinehatnews.com/local-news/city-considers-raising-some-building-fees-11012011.html

Alberta Economic Highlights Reports 2011:
H:\Business Advocacy Committee\Policy Research\Economic Development\Alberta, Canada - Economic highlights.mht

Economic & Labour Market Research and Analysis Project July 2011:
http://edalliance.ca/files/ELRAP%20Report%20No10-July%202011.pdf

Date Approved: December 21, 2011
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Medicine Hat Tourism Policy

Issue(s): Should the City of Medicine Hat increase accountability in its use of funds for Tourism Medicine Hat through
the formation of a formal Tourism Advisory Board.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Medicine Hat spends tax dollars in each annual budget through tourism Medicine Hat to
promote tourism in our region. Currently these funds are spent through a closed RFP process with a private
contractor not developed with direct input from industry. In order to ensure that funds are spent efficiently
and with accountability, the Chamber of Commerce supports the creation of a formal Tourism Advisory
Board for the City of Medicine Hat.

BACKGROUND

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce provides leadership and advocacy on issues facing our members in
the business community. Tourism has long been recognized as a priority for our Chamber and, as a former contract
manager in partnership with the city of Medicine Hat, we have some unique insight into helping identify challenges and
recommending solutions to help best serve our members.

The city of Medicine Hat currently creates a contract with a tourism contractor for the provision of tourism services in
Medicine Hat. The stakeholders have no direct input into the priorities of that contract or the best use of resources
allocated.

In addition, under the current framework there is ambiguity when it comes to public funds from other sources. Should

Canadian badlands or some other agency move funds into our region there is no transparent or accountable framework in
place for the management of those funds; who gets them, who decides how they are best spent, etc.

ANALYSIS

Tourism is an important segment of our local economy and members are concerned that we are not maximizing the return
on our investment. In addition, there is no longer any accountability to the stakeholders under the current framework.
Currently the stakeholders have no input into the contract to run Tourism Medicine Hat and the contractor has no
accountability towards those stakeholders - only to their contract with the City of Medicine Hat.

As a result there is concern that the investment is being targeted without the oversight or accountability to the industry it is
meant to assist. There is concern that a disconnect exists between perceived needs and actual needs and business members
feel a frustration with the current situation.

The City of Medicine Hat has developed a Tourism Industry Group which meets once per month with city administration
and the Tourism contractor. Members of this group come from a very diverse background with regards to tourism in our
industry. While the group has had some positive dialogue it still suffers from the fact that it has no mandate or authority. It
has been made clear that the Tourism contractor is not accountable to this group.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce supports the formation of a proper tourism advisory board or society,
to be mandated with the oversight of all public or grant funds to be spent on tourism in our region. Rather than have city
administration craft a proposal in future we would turn to the expertise and oversight from industry to decide on the
priority of available public dollars. This independent organization would be accountable to its Tourism industry members.
This would allow city and industry oversight, a framework of accountability and an organization prepared to apply for and
manage funds from all other sources.

Date Approved: March 17,2010
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Development Benefit (Assist) Considerations for Off-Site Levy Bylaw

Issue(s): The off-site levy bylaw #3746 was adopted on November 8, 2006 with levy ratesto be reviewed every two
years. In the absence of a review in 2008 and 2010, the rates wer e automatically adjusted by the Consumer
Price Index (CPI) for the previous calendar year. Within the financial review of bylaw #3746 concerns
surfaced from the City of Medicine Hat regarding developer contribution, municipal assist and actuals. In
contragt, the current bylaw review has resulted in substantial increases to off-site levy costs, exceeding the CPI
that has been customary for the previous years, and has not factored in a municipal assist or development
benefit to balance economic impacts, competitiveness and rate shock.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The off-site levy bylaw review commenced in April 2012 with involvement from the Medicine Hat &
District Chamber of Commerce, the Canadian Home Builders Association, the Urban Development
Institute, the Intensification/Redevelopment area, a Greenfield Developer and a Citizen at large. There have
been concerns raised with some of the consultation process, how consensus was determined, the overall off-
site costs and the final financial review process and bylaw approval timelines. As the off-site levy bylaw
node system is a new system of allocating off-site costs, it was difficult for stakeholders to fully understand
the process and implications that a node system would have on the end results. After receiving the final
costs and off-site levy amounts, there was concern over the impact that off-site levies would have on
development, growth and the overall rate shock of the increase to development. In reviewing all of the
factors that have been received to date, the Medicine Hat & District Chamber of Commerce recommends
that there is a development benefit or assist factor considered prior to approval of the new off-site levy
bylaw, with consideration given for competitiveness, development and the percentage increases in the
levies.

BACKGROUND

Off-site levies provide a mechanism to recover capital costs incurred for infrastructure to support growth and
development. The Municipal Government Act provides the framework for off-site levies in Division 6 Part 17 of the Act
(section 648, page 357) and under Alberta Regulation 48/2004 with provision that an off-site levy is to be used only to
pay for all or part of the capital cost of any or all of the following:

(a) New or expanded facilities for the storage, transmission, treatment or supplying of water;

(b) New or expanded facilities for the treatment, movement or disposal of sanitary sewage;

(c) New or expanded storm sewer drainage facilities;

(c.1) new or expanded roads required for or impacted by a subdivision or development;

(d) Land required for or in connection with any facilities described in clauses (a) to (c.1).

Off-site levies may be collected only once in respect of land that is the subject of a development or a subdivision and off-
site costs must be used for the specific purpose for which it is collected with the bylaw setting out the object of each levy
and how the amount of the levy was determined.

In November 2006 the Off-site Levy Bylaw #3746 was determined and adopted in consultation with developers and
consultants and calculated by the development unit to ensure that each developer would bear a share of the costs
associated with development. The levies were to be reviewed every two years; however when a review was not conducted
in 2008 and 2010 the rates were automatically adjusted by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for the previous calendar year.
The list of projects for the subsequent 20 years was developed and identified based on the 2004 Municipal Development
Plan/Growth Strategy. At that time developers requested a ‘“Municipal Assist'’ to avoid rate shock, with the assist factor
equaling 43.5%. In 2010 the Off-Site Levy rates at March 31, 2010 were $115,500 per ha with the Municipal Assist and
without the Assist were $204,064. With the premature depletion of off-site reserves, it resulted in taxes and rates paying
for debenture costs for the off-site projects.

! The Municipal Assist Factor represents the City’s contribution towards the capital costs for projects that are attributed to growth development. For
water and sewer, the municipal assist has been provided from utility rates and for roads and storm water the assist is provided from general
revenues/property taxes and grants.
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The council directive in March 2012 was to have a fair, balanced and consistent approach to uphold the regulatory
principles and guidelines along with “good faith” consultation with stakeholders. There was to be a clear and objective
measurement of the degree of benefit based on engineering and accounting numbers rather than perception. The benefit
allocation principles were to be established at the outset with the incorporation of both Greenfield and Intensification
Development, taking all projects into consideration.

In the stakeholder consultation process, there were 26 off-site levy areas identified with those areas aggregated into six
development nodes for allocation purposes. In the commencement stages of the consultation, stakeholders agreed with the
nodal system, until such time that they could determine the implications of a node system and the costs associated with
each node. As the node system was determined before the project review and benefit allocations were commenced, it was
difficult to form consensus on whether this was indeed the best methodology. Additionally, in relation to the stakeholder
consultation process, the stakeholder review process had changed in both timelines and the stakeholders’ understanding of
the role they would have in the final results.

In the initial stakeholder process summary provided, the initial stage and review was to be completed in four months with
the review of costs, bylaw and municipal assist factor considered in the following three months. Stakeholders including
the Urban Development Institute, the Canadian Home Builders Association, the Intensification/Redevelopment area, the
Greenfield Developer and the Chamber of Commerce were all under the impression that they would have a role in
recommendations for the financial considerations and a review of the node system and the financial model. From the
initial timeline provided to the Stakeholders, the allocation of time significantly changed with the consultation regarding
growth, projects and allocations taking approximately from April 2012 (the initial organizational meeting) to January
2013 with the final off-site costs being presented in March. With the compressed timeline for review of the financial data,
stakeholder organizations have been pressed for research, review and consultation regarding municipal assist factors and
final review stage.

M UNICIPAL COMPARISONS:

Municipality Cost/hectare Notes
Medicine Hat Node 1: $257,297 (Average $221,660) Bylaw Under Review
(Node) Node 2: $253,490

Node 3: $277,439
Node 4: $186,446
Node 5: $263,881
Node 6: $ 91,411

Grand Prairie Transportation Levy: Greenfield: Recover full cost of transportation only.

(Single System?) | $52,800 Brownfield: Not charged, unless substantially increases demand.
Note: In 2007 administration recommended a staged increase of
the fees from $36,578 to $55,480, so not to be onerous on the
development industry. Administration also recommended that the
full increase not be passed on to the Developer.

Red Deer $197,379 Greenfield: Recover full cost

(Single System) Brownfield: Not charged unless there was no off-site levy charged
during original construction. Downtown is exempt from all levies.

Lethbridge $195,000 Greenfield: Recover full cost

(Single System) Brownfield: Not charged unless redevelopment creates demand

for increased service — negotiated on an ad-hoc basis, less than full
cost recovery.

Wood Buffalo Range from $4,050 to | The cost is dependent on whether the development area is defined

(Node) $55,845 as low/medium or high density. There is a Developer incentive in
effect for lower town site which results in a reduction of fees by
60%

Calgary $188,744 to $239,992 New Infrastructure: Recover 50%

2 Single System is also referred to by the City of Medicine Hat as the “Postage Stamp” System whereby levies are equally distributed across the
municipality and shared equally by all development on a per hectare cost.
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(Node) Redevelopment: Currently Developing Methodology

Brooks $18,252t0 $36,408 Greenfield: Recover full cost unless infrastructure projects benefit

(Node) existing or future development, which is allocated accordingly.
Brownfield: Not charged if land was previously the subject to an
off-site levy.

Airdrie $158,775

(Node)

Lloydminster Arterial acreage off- Greenfield: Recover full cost.

(Single System)

site: $72,397
Utility off-site: $40,474

Brownfield: Do not charge redevelopment levy.

Strathcona $67,682-$194,087
County
(Node)
Stony Plain East: $67,437
(Node) Central: $80,557
West: $70,817
North: $61,950
St. Albert $214,346 (Average) St. Albert has 54 separate development areas. Municipal assist is
(Node) called “demonstrated benefit” and offered most often for water
infrastructure, however is factored into some transportation
projects based on a case by case basis
ANALYSIS

The methodology for determining off-site levies across the province is varied and the fees range in costs, however in
consideration of the information above, if the off-site levies bylaw is implemented without consideration of an assist
factor, Medicine Hat will transition from one of the lowest off-site levies in the province to one of the highest, with the
fees similar to that of Calgary.

A Municipal Assist Factor can be favoured in support of growth, development and the addition to the assessment tax base
with new development. There is also support for an assist factor as it can be used as a tool to provide incentive for
economic activity and job creation. The multiplier affect can also be used in relation to the affordability to the home buyer
or end user/purchaser of a development and maintaining lower costs for development and cost of living, resulting in an
increased tax base.

Arguments opposing municipal assist factors include the interference in free market, the factor that development is not
paying for itself and an unfair burden on existing tax payers, acting as a subsidy with the potential to alter development in
favour of Greenfield compared to Brownfield and reducing property values in existing development. However this
opposition can be argued in the same manner and considering slow economic times, government needs to look at an
action plan for economic growth and development. This would not interfere in free market, rather stimulate it and create
opportunities. Development benefits a municipality through creation of an expanded tax base and ultimately a reduced tax
burden because of the growth and share in the tax burden. Economic stimulation, the creation of commercial development
and a new residential tax base will ultimately benefit the community as a whole, contribute to the tax base and will
motivate, rather than stagnate, growth. If fees increase substantially, growth will halt and therefore there will not be the
same level of development and growth and overall will not contribute to the achievement of our Municipal Development
Plan.

With consideration that municipalities vary in their methodology and each determine the benefit and cost to the developer,
the City of Medicine Hat must consider all of the implications of increasing the costs and consider the best methodology
and best practice for our municipality.

The current off-site levy rates provided by City Administration are $133,885 with the Municipal Assist, with the increases

proposed the percentage change would equate to the following for each node:
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Node 1: 257,297 (92.2%)
Node 2: 253,490 (89.3%)
Node 3: $277,439 (107.2%)
Node 4: 186,446 (39.3%)
Node 5: 263,881(97.1%)
Node 6: 91,411 (-31.7%)

Based on the background and research gathered, there are a few options for the City of Medicine Hat to consider when
determining the final results and costs for the off-site levy bylaw.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to remain competitive and to mitigate the increase of levies to developers, as 