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Introduction

The ten municipalities in the Calgary Metropolitan Region are working together to develop a
long-term plan for managed, sustainable growth in the region. In 2020, nearly 5,000 community
members took the time to learn more about the growth planning process and shared their views
through the first two phases of public engagement. The "What We Heard” Reports from the first
two phases of public engagement are available at calgarymetroregion.ca/reports-studies.

As the draft growth plan was developed in February 2021, the Board wanted input from the
public as another stream of information to use when making their final decision on the plan, so a
third phase of public engagement was launched. Between March 18 and April 8, 2021 the
growth plan engagement website was visited over 4,000 times by nearly 3,000 different visitors.
Additionally, there were over 200 registrants and nearly 150 attendees at three virtual open
houses that happened during the engagement period. As with previous phases of public
engagement for the growth plan, Phase 3 engagement activities occurred entirely online due to
the COVID-19 global pandemic.

The opportunities for participants to share their views in the third phase of public engagement
were more specific than previous phases of engagement, as they were asked to comment on
the specific choices that had been made in the draft growth plan. In Phase 3, participants were
invited to learn about the draft growth plan, then comment on some of the key elements of the
draft growth plan, such as the concepts of Preferred Placetypes and Preferred Growth Areas.

This report includes a summary of what was heard during Phase 3 by sharing key themes and
outputs from both qualitative and quantitative responses. Verbatim responses from the survey,
discussion forums, and direct correspondence can be found in the Appendix to this report.

To learn more about the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board (CMRB) and its mandate, visit
www.calgarymetroregion.ca.

Summary

Between March 18 and April 8, 2021 there were 4,100 visits to the engagement website and
140 attendees among three virtual open houses. Visitors to the website were asked to learn
about the specific choices that had been made in the draft growth plan and share their views
through a survey, in discussion forums, and through quick polls. Additional comments and
questions were received through a session with 30 members of organizations that are part of
the CMRB External Technical Advisory Group (TAG), and another 17 unsolicited responses
were received via the CMRB website or by direct email.

The goal of the third phase of public engagement was to inform the public about the draft growth
plan while gathering feedback to understand potential impacts, benefits, and levels of support in
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communities within the CMRB. During the engagement period, there were 2,839 aware visitors
(made at least one visit to the page), 1,660 informed visitors (clicked on something on the
page), and 867 engaged visitors (made a contribution to an online tool). There were 226
registrants for the three open houses, 140 of whom attended the sessions live (note: some
people attended more than one session).

Visitors to the engagement website site were not required to register or share their email
address, which decreased barriers to participate and allowed participants to maintain anonymity.
In Phase 3, 19% of responses to the survey were received from participants at the same IP
address, so quantitative responses are presented both in aggregate and with duplicates
removed.

In sharing the draft growth plan with participants, a number of benefits were listed (see Figure 1
below), based on HDR|Calthorpe’s analysis of outcomes of the draft growth plan when
compared to outcomes of growth in the Region continuing to happen in the way it has previously
(a “business as usual” scenario). Participants were told that in order to achieve these benefits
on a regional scale, growth would need to be managed differently than it has been in the past.
The key features of the draft growth plan that were highlighted for participants were Preferred
Placetypes and Preferred Growth Areas. Participants were invited to learn more about what was
proposed and to share their views.

Figure 1: Graphic Depiction of Projected Benefits from Draft Growth Plan

CMRB WHAT WE HEARD - PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PHASE 3 3



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

The participation in Phase 3 of public engagement differed from participation in previous phases
(see Table 1). A key difference was the geographic distribution of responses, which reflected
significantly more engagement from residents of Foothills County, Rocky View County, Okotoks,
and High River and significantly less engagement from residents of the City of Calgary when
compared with both population distribution in the Region and participation in previous phases of
engagement. This is likely due to concerted efforts by Foothills County and Wheatland County
that encouraged residents to participate and share their opposition to the draft growth plan and
the CMRB (see Appendix F for media and publication excerpts).

The key themes that emerged through qualitative responses in the third phase of public
engagement about the draft growth plan are below. A significant number of responses received
were not specific to the draft growth plan, but rather addressed the existence of the CMRB and
its governance structure. While comments related to the CMRB itself are outside the scope of
this public engagement process, they are reflected in the Appendix for the reader’s information.

Key Themes

● Concern that the plan does not appropriately reflect rural interests
● Appreciation for a collaborative regional approach in which costs are shared
● Concern that the plan will result in increased costs and higher taxes
● Desire for a decrease in urban sprawl
● Desire for increased protection of agricultural land and uses
● Appreciation that the plan will bring more thoughtful development across the region
● Supportive of the plan
● Opposed to the plan

Public input will be considered by the Board as it works to finalize the Regional Growth Plan.
Additional inputs to the Board’s decision-making will include guidance and feedback from
technical advisory groups, member municipalities, and common goals and interests that have
been identified by member municipalities of the CMRB.

Promotion

All three phases of public engagement relied heavily on existing promotional channels from
member municipalities to get the word out about the opportunity to participate. Given
pandemic-related restrictions, physical advertising was limited and no physical signage was put
in place for Phase 3. Visually appealing graphics were created for municipalities to use on
Twitter, Instagram, Facebook, and municipal webpages. The engagement process was also
promoted through the Calgary Metropolitan Region’s website and Twitter feed, and through two
Facebook ad campaigns, as well as through direct email to those who subscribed for updates.
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The first Facebook ad promoted the engagement process itself, while the second ad focused on
the opportunity to learn more through the three virtual open houses. Results of the ad campaign
are below:

● 81,388 Impressions
● 34,586 Reached
● 657 Clicks

The third phase of public engagement was launched with a media release from the CMRB,
resulting in three media articles. Throughout the engagement process, municipalities continued
to promote the opportunity for participation through local media outlets, resulting in additional
media exposure in the region.

Figure 2: sample graphics from phase 3 of the public engagement process
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Figure 2: sample graphics from phase 3 of the public engagement process

Engagement Outcomes

The goal of the third phase of public engagement was to inform the public about the draft growth
plan while gathering feedback to understand potential impacts, benefits, and levels of support in
communities within the Calgary Metropolitan Region (CMR). The Board requested this third
phase of public engagement to make sure that residents in the CMR knew what was being
proposed and to offer the chance for community members to share if they are comfortable with
the direction the CMRB is heading. Unlike previous phases of engagement, the input gathered
in Phase 3 was more about testing the ideas that were proposed in the draft growth plan rather
than generating new ideas.

All three phases of engagement used the postal codes from survey responses as a proxy for
regional participation, because the decision was made to reduce barriers to participation by not
requiring participants to register for the engagement site and share their location. The third
phase of engagement resulted in overall higher levels of participation than previous phases and
a distribution of responses that is not reflective of the geographic distribution of people in the
region (see Table 1).
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Table 1: Public Engagement Participation by Regional Distribution

Municipality % of Regional
Population

% of Participants
in Phase 1

% of Participants
in Phase 2

% of Participants
in Phase 3

Airdrie 4.21% 4.9% 4% 3%

Calgary 84.5% 66% 59% 23%

Chestermere 1.36% 2.1% 4% 1%

Cochrane 1.77% 10.2% 7% 7%

Foothills 1.55% 3.5% 11% 29%

High River 0.93% 1.3% 2% 8%

Okotoks 1.98% 5.8% 2% 11%

Rocky View 2.69% 2.6% 10% 16%

Strathmore 0.94% 3.0% 1% 1%

Wheatland
(CMR portion)

0.06% 0% 0% 1%

Furthermore, the proportion of participants in Phase 3 with a rural perspective (70.3%)
outweighed the involvement of those with an urban perspective (44.3%) (see Figure 3). These
numbers differ significantly from Phase 2, which had 75.7% of participants with an urban
perspective and 41.9% of participants with a rural perspective.
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Figure 3: Responses to the question: “We’re looking to receive input from all parts of the
Calgary Metro Region. Please share which term best describes where you are from.”

Phase 2 Engagement Phase 3 Engagement

The geographic distribution of participant responses is notable when considering the
engagement outcomes because it does not reflect the geographic distribution of communities in
the CMR. Therefore, the results of the input received in Phase 3 should not be interpreted as
being reflective of views of the region as a whole.

Unlike previous phases of public engagement, there was a concerted effort made by two
municipalities in Phase 3 to have their residents participate in the engagement process in a
particular way. Early in the engagement process, Foothills County and Wheatland County
issued a “call to action” for their residents to review the materials posted on County websites,
then respond to the questions in the engagement materials with a strong message (see Figure 4
below).
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Figure 4: Excerpts from Foothills County “Call to Action” Document

The responses that were received through the survey, discussion forum, and in direct emails to
the CMRB indicated that Foothills County residents took up the call and shared the messages
from that municipality.

Not surprisingly, the survey results showed a majority of participants who were “not at all okay”
with the key elements of the draft growth plan (see survey results below). While comments in
the discussion forum offered a bit more of a balanced perspective on the draft growth plan, it is
clear that the majority of people who participated in Phase 3 are not supportive of the draft
growth plan.

What Comes Next

Public input will be considered by the Board as it works to finalize the Regional Growth Plan,
which will be submitted to the Province by June 1, 2021. Additional inputs to the Board’s
decision-making will include guidance and feedback from technical advisory groups, member
municipalities, and common goals and interests that have been identified by member
municipalities of the CMRB. This report and the final Regional Growth Plan and Servicing Plan
will be shared on the CMRB website and sent to those who subscribe for updates on the
engagement website.
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Engagement Results

Survey Results

Participants were asked four questions related to key elements of the draft growth plan. The
four main questions that were asked are shown below:
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There were 791 responses to the survey, 153 of which were from duplicate IP addresses. The
use of an IP address for multiple survey responses could be explained by multiple people within
a household filling out the survey, or by a single person filling out the survey for friends and
family who do not have access to a computer. Multiple responses from the same IP address
could also be explained by a single person filling out the survey multiple times in an effort to
skew results in a particular direction.

Because a significant number of responses came from duplicate IP addresses, two sets of
charts are shown below for survey responses: one that shows aggregated results from the 791
responses and one that shows results with the 153 duplicate IP addresses removed.

Given the disproportionate participation from municipalities in the CMR, Appendix D includes a
breakdown of responses to each of the four survey questions by municipality. This further
analysis shows that responses from Foothills County, Okotoks, and Strathmore were
overwhelmingly (over 75%) negative toward the key elements of the draft growth plan, while
responses from other municipalities were more balanced.

For all four main survey questions, the response options were the same, and can be read with
the legend below:
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Question 1: How comfortable are you with making a choice to have “preferred growth areas”

if it results in the benefits shown above?

Aggregated Responses Duplicate Responses Removed

Question 2: How comfortable are you with making the choice to focus development on these

three preferred placetypes if it results in the benefits shown above?

Aggregated Responses Duplicate Responses Removed
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Question 3: How comfortable are you with making the choice to focus rural development in

Hamlet Growth Areas, if it results in the benefits shown above?

Aggregated Responses Duplicate Responses Removed

Question 4: How comfortable are you with making the choice to have “Joint Planning Areas”,

if it results in the benefits shown above?

Aggregated Responses Duplicate Responses Removed
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Question 9: What else would you like the Calgary Metro Region Board to know as they work

toward a final Regional Growth Plan?

The 549 responses to this open-ended question were analyzed for common themes. As has
been noted, many of the responses did not relate to the draft growth plan itself but rather were
about the existence of the CMRB and its governance structure. The tables below show the key
themes that emerged that relate to the draft growth plan. The Appendix includes all verbatim
responses to this question, including those outside the scope of this engagement process.

Key Themes Number of
Comments

Concern that the plan does not appropriately reflect rural interests 155

Concern that the plan will result in increased costs and higher taxes 26

Desire for a decrease in urban sprawl 24

Appreciation that the plan will bring more thoughtful development across the
region 16

Desire for increased protection of agricultural land and uses 16

Opposed to the plan 28

Supportive of the plan 27

Discussion Forum Results

There were five discussion forum topics related to different experiences and interests of
participants. All discussion forum questions asked “What do you see as the potential benefits
and drawbacks of the draft plan for your community and the broader Calgary Metro Region?”
The five discussion forums related to:

● Rural Municipalities;
● Hamlets, Towns, and Cities;
● The City of Calgary;
● The Business Community; and
● Environmental Sustainability.

There were 105 discussion forum responses from 51 participants and 226 visitors. The
responses were analyzed for common themes, and those that relate to the draft growth plan are
shown in the table below. Appendix B includes all discussion forum responses, including those
relating to the existence of the CMRB and its governance structure.
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Themes Number of
Comments

Concern that the plan does not appropriately reflect rural interests 13

Appreciation that the plan will bring more thoughtful development across the
region 6

Concern that the plan hurts business and competition in the region 2

Desire for more housing choices that are affordable 1

Appreciation for transportation systems that connect communities 1

Appreciation for taking a regional approach to reduce carbon emissions 1

Quick Polls

The Phase 3 engagement process also included “quick polls” on the engagement website
because in previous rounds of engagement, these opportunities to provide feedback without a
lot of time increased participation in the process. This was an effective way to gather useful
input in the first round of engagement because the polls asked participants about their personal
preferences, which can be responded to without a lot of time invested in understanding the
complexities of regional planning.

While there were three quick polls included in Phase 3 in an attempt to get participants “in the
door” to spend more time learning about the draft growth plan, it was identified by member
municipalities that these tools were not likely to lead to meaningful input unless participants also
spent time on the website to understand the complexities of the draft growth plan. Therefore, in
Phase 3, the quick polls were used more as a promotional tool to get participants interested in
learning more, rather than as a vehicle for meaningful input due to their limitations in terms of
providing appropriate context about the complexity of the questions.

There were 764 responses to the three quick polls used in Phase 3 - the results of these
responses are shown in Appendix E, but have not been reflected in this report due to their
limitations in offering meaningful input.
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Discussion

Public engagement is an important part of decision-making processes, through which those
affected by decisions have an opportunity to be part of the decision-making process1. An
important part of any public engagement process is the role of decision-makers to demonstrate
a genuine interest in community members having the chance to share their own views and
experiences about a decision or outcome.

This third phase of public engagement on the draft regional growth plan for the CMRB included
a number of external influences by decision-makers that decreased the effectiveness of the
engagement process as a vehicle for meaningful input into decision-making. Well-intentioned
efforts to increase involvement in the process included strong positions of multiple member
municipalities in the media. Furthermore, members of the public were encouraged by
municipalities to provide feedback on items that were not part of the decision-making process,
such as the existence and governance structure of the CMRB, which may have led the public to
think that they had the opportunity to exert influence when they did not.

There is a significant risk to the effectiveness of an engagement process when decision-makers
take a public position before a decision has been made, especially when they advocate for
members of the public to share that position. Furthermore, decision-makers advocating for a
specific outcome may also have led members of the public to believe that decision-makers had
already made up their minds, thereby decreasing trust in current and future public engagement
efforts.

1 Core Values for the Practice of Public Participation, International Association for Public Participation
(https://www.iap2canada.ca/foundations)
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Disclaimer:  The following tables include the verbatim comments received as part of the survey
for Phase 3 public engagement.  The comments have not been altered in any way for fact or
accuracy.  These comments do not reflect the opinion or values of the CMRB or HDR |
Calthorpe.  Comments have been redacted where they make a derogatory reference to a
specific person or contain profanity.  Personal identifiers have been removed.

Phase 3 Public Engagement What We Heard Report

Appendices

Appendix A – Verbatim Comments from Survey 2
Comments related to existence of CMRB and its governance 2
Comments related to draft growth plan 31

Appendix B - Verbatim Comments from Discussion Forums 58
Rural Municipalities – Discussion Forum 58
Hamlets, Towns and Cities – Discussion Forum 66
City of Calgary – Discussion Forum 67
Business Community – Discussion Forum 68
Environmental Sustainability – Discussion Forum 68

Appendix C - Verbatim Comments Received from Correspondence 70
Emails / Letters Received 70

Appendix D - Survey Results by Municipality 81
Question 1 81
Question 2 85
Question 3 88
Question 4 92

Appendix E - Quick Poll Results 96
Question 1 96
Question 2 97
Question 3 97

Appendix F - Media Clippings 98

1
CMRB Phase 3 Public Engagement WWH Appendix - April 2021



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

Appendix A – Verbatim Comments from Survey
Please note that comments may appear in multiple theme categories.

Comments related to existence of CMRB and its governance

Let the rurals have their own plan and the Urbans have theirs. Take land rights away is an
infringement on democracy and will be challenged in court

There has been a very skewed viewpoint coming forward which has a bias toward an urban
population.   I disagree with this and strongly feel that forcing the MD to be part of this
planning board without taking into account the viewpoint of the MD is wrong.  This will
increase red tape, strip away our property rights, and the consultations have been skewed to
disregard the rural viewpoint.   This is the first I have heard of it.  There was a similar
movement a short period of time ago and I do not want that to happen again.

The MD of Foothills has requested that the plan be amended to allow us to grow in
accordance with our own vision established in our Growth Management Strategy that they
have worked on with residents, that the County be allowed to create new growth areas for
both residential and employment (the same as the urban municipalities are allowed in the
plan) and that communities be established at a density that is appropriate in the rural context.
This does not seem to carry any weight with this proposed plan.  Could you please tell me
why?

I  do not believe that the rural areas and the city areas will have equal say in planning and it
seems that the rural areas are to be on the hook for studies etc for urban areas that have no
impact on rural areas.  Rural areas and rural infrastructure projects are best handled by the
MD since they understand their residents and their needs for the area.  It is also detrimental
to the rural areas with regards to business opportunities.

I went into the questions and tried to put something in the draft regional growth plan and a
disclaimer pops up saying this discussion has closed. I thought you wanted some opinions
and discussion?

It seems the American firm you hired has come up with plans that have that do not reflect our
rural makeup and their grandiose plans do not reflect the area in our MD or the population of
the MD.

If Calgary needs these plans great, they pay for them and work on solving their issues.
Given the increase in population that Calgary forsees, they can work on increasing the
population density in Calgary and the MD can manage our needs.

I would appreciate meeting with someone who can describe better for me how the rural needs
will be better met with this plan, and I will ensure that my councillor and I can meet with and
bring up our issues.

Rural growth, plans, development and land use should be determined by rural council,
residents and those who both understand and are directly impacted by the unique
complexities of rural living. Urbanites should not be in charge of or hold power over rural
regions. What works in cities does not work within rural towns and country communities. They
are unique and should be developed locally by those who live within these lines. The city of
Calgary and towns should not be determining what Foothills County can do, it residents of

2
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these areas do. Calgary can address its own problems by making solutions within its own city
limits, and leave the outlying communities to do the same, what benefits Calgary does not
benefit those of us who choose to live outside of this city (for good reason). We choose to live
outside of Calgary because we don’t like the city, the excessive red tape, congestion, and
poor quality of life. We choose where we live for a reason and don’t need Calgary ruining
where we live too.

Disband this committee and allow rural municipalities autonomy.  Calgary is a disruptive
influence especially under its current corrupt civic government!

Let each submission stand on its own merit instead of allowing Calgary to dictate who gets to
develop and what that will look like. Give consumers choice to live the lifestyle of their
choosing. Many great opportunities would have been lost if this ill thought out plan was in
place 10-15 years ago. No cross iron mills / Balzac corridor , no Harmony / Mickleson  golf
course ,No Heritage pointe. Not everyone wants to be crammed into a 25’ infill or 25’ lot in the
suburbs.If its viable ,serviceable and sustainable for the municipality that its being developed
in, it should be approved.

less central control and more power to municipalities to control growth within their plans

Rural communities and municipalities need more choices. Metro areas like Calgary should
stop trying to control and limit growth.

Stay out of foothills. We don't need more government intrusion especially concerning OUR
future growth. This whole exercise in nothing more than power grab by the city of Calgary.
Regional Governments are a blight on society and serve nothing but creating jobs for
bureaucrats and their enforcers.

Rural landowners are not interested in this biased one sided control of our development and
local decision making. We do not want a board made up of 7 urban and 3 rural reps. We do
not want USA consultants deciding our future. We do not want a marxist municipal council in
Calgary holding the balance of power in our community.

I don't believe the plan allows for enough autonomy for the Counties and outlying towns.  The
larger Metro area should not be able to dictate where job opportunities will be allowed, how
the growth in the various jurisdictions will managed. The plan is just controlling growth and
development to suit the growing metropolitan area and not allowing Councilors and Mayors
who were voted into office to provide their expertise to exercise their knowledge of the
requirements of their constituents and provide lifestyles, employment and growth
opportunities.
Why does the City of Calgary think they know best what my needs are in a more rural
environment.  The City is not growing right now and in the foreseeable future it is not likely
with the downturn in our core businesses.  The City should focus on their own backyard and
not try to manage what is already working well in the surrounding areas.
There should be equal representation when reviewing plans not the heavily weighted City
decision making power.

Decisions that affect locally should be made locally.

The Calgary Metro Region Board structure is such that Urban areas will always be able to
outvote / dominate the Rural areas.  Thus, the Urbane areas are preventing growth in Urban
areas, or only allowing it in the areas they choose. It should be left up to the County / MD
elected officials to make the decisions in the areas their electorate reside.

3
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I have no interest whatsoever in Calgary having any say in how our area is managed and
developed. If I wanted to live in a city, I would. Urban residents do not appreciate, and have
no idea about the unique needs of rural areas and should have no say in them.

Undemocratic, 4th layer of unelected board, promotes only growth in Calgary, lack of clear
public engagement, impedes growth in rural regions, promotes future annexations of rurals as
a land grab. Rurals need to opt out.

Give the municipality the control

- If you are not allowing development to occur in an entrepreneurial way, how do you expect it
to occur? Alberta is an entrepreneurial province! This plan simply picks winners and losers
without any market consideration.
- It is unacceptable to take away a municipalities autonomy, independence and ability to
prosper. There are ways to force municipalities to work together on joint servicing, tax sharing
etc, but this is not it.
- There is absolutely no basis to the environmental benefit figures you are throwing out there
to sway people to support the plan. It is shameful to use baseless statistics in this way.
- This plan, which places development in "preferred areas" will kill several active
developments that have been supporting the region for years. Many of which are well
advanced in the approval process and supported by the municipalities they are in. These
developments are primarily in areas that would compete with Calgary and for that reason
have been excluded. Unacceptable!
- Please eliminate all concepts that prescribe development in anyway, shape or form. The
market has and always will dictate where development occurs. This plan will simply kill many
projects in the interim, stagnate development and force investment out of the province at a
time where our province is desperately in need of it. This plan is extremely un-Albertan and
will hurt the region for many years to come.

I am absolutely against the City having complete agency over telling rural landowners how
they should move forward with their communities. The CMRB needs to be eliminated.

leave the rural areas alone

Urban Calgary shouldn’t dictate how rural municipalities operate as they have no first hand
knowledge of rural living, business or agriculture. Bulldozing over rural municipalities to better
suit Calgary further divides communities and cooperation.

Calgary decisions should stay in Calgary I moved to out of Calgary to a small town so I
wouldn't have Calgarys poor planning involved in my day to day life if you push this plan
through I will move again. Keep your City decisions in Calgary

Keep your city out of our County, the last thing we need is your city council having the final
say on how we use and allocate our resources and space. You can’t even manage your city
competently let along the rest of us.

We chose not to live in Calgary many years ago. We would like the options in our area to be
chosen by us and not dictated by Calgary.

To allow rural residents to have control over their own destinies and planning along with
appropriate electoral representation. The County of Foothills has its own very good regional
planning program.

4
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Rural countys should make decisions re rural areas and development
We do not need to be taxed for urban only benefits
This plan does NOT value agriculture!!

Please understand that rural people are not urban people. We have a strong entrepreneurial
spirit in rural communities and by having urban planners you don’t meet the needs of the rural
people.  By controlling the subdivisions and growth you screw over all the small
builders/architects and land developers.  You will destroy them because we as independent
builders can not compete with your massive city builders. Who sell lots in minimum blocks
for hundreds of thousands of dollars at a time.  You will make our communities so full that we
won’t be able to register our kids for swimming lessons without a 6am log in on opening day
of registration.   We do not want ridiculous communities that are high density with 4ft lot lines
between the houses.  That is dangerous and a massive fire hazards and should be illegal.
People don’t move to rural areas for it to be the same as city living.
Plan your own city high density, over crowed parking nightmare communities and leave our
community planning to the people who have lived here for 40 years building and developing
and who love our towns.

I find the CMRB growth plan to be unfair to rural areas.  There should be development in rural
areas without the boards approval.  The decisions should be made by local residents and
local council.

Let us govern ourselves pls!

Do not lump rural/agricultural areas with the city. The philosophy of rural culture, beliefs and
growth goals cannot and should not be assumed to be the same or similar.

Having lived in calgary for a few years made me realize that I want nothing to do with that
type of lifestyle and to be honest piss poor planning. So I moved to a small town away from it
and have been happier because of it. Now you think I want more Calgary planning in areas
that they know   nothing about. How about the city looks after itself and you leave us out of it.

Please DO NOT implement this plan. You're basically saying rural Albertans do not matter.
Wheatland County residents matter and do not want to be included in this plan. Rural
municipalities should be able to make their own decisions regarding developments and land
use.

Stop interfering with the ability of rural landowners to control what they want to do with their
land. This is just like your 'blue blob' control land grab of about 15 years ago. BACK OFF.

I don't believe the City or their representatives should have a say in how a County outside of
the city does their planning or development
I want ALL planning decisions affecting my municipality made by my elected representatives
and not City

Why do the residents of the city of Calgary  have a say concerning rural development?  Don't
know a thing about it in order to make any kind of an intelligent choice.

Leave rural jurisdictions alone if you wish to follow the 2030 agenda in the city so be it. We
enjoy autonomy and freedom out here in the country.

Keep your urban planners and developers, your glutonous urban sprawl, and your never
ending taxation greed out of our county.

get your paws off rural area! You're wasting enough of taxpayers funds within city of calgary
and your stupid bylaws
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we want planning and growth management to be local, by locals for locals not controlled by
the city

Properly manage the existing land use within the city limits. You need to end urban sprawl
and leave Foothills county and other surrounding rural communities alone.

Local communities and counties should be in control of local development. I am very skeptical
that centralized bodies "know best" when it comes to addressing local issues.

Calgary needs to stay inside the city limits and get your hands off of our hard earned living!
We have things under control! Stay out of our land!!!!

Leave us Rurals alone to plan our own.  Many of the planning problems we are experiencing
is trying to deal with and fix decisions that were done previously by the Calgary Regional
Planning Commission back in the '80's!  This seems like just a repeat!  You won't let our rural
representatives plan your urban developments, so why should you plan ours?  The Einstein's
definition of insanity is, "Doing the same thing over and over again expecting a different
result."  I think he was a fairly smart human being yet here we are again repeating history that
created nothing but problems.  Keep pushing this issue and this area will start experiencing
REAL PROBLEMS!  Stop wasting our tax dollars on more levels of bureaucracy, taking our
land and trying to control us!

We have too much "big government" now. Let the municipal districts that surround Calgary
look after themselves. Development should be up to the each districts electorates, not the city
of Calgary.

Clean your own house before you start working on mine. I would rather have people who live
in my community be the ones making decisions about growth and future development.

Agree it should be for Calgary and other urban areas - no point of having far reaching rural
areas in the plan. Population wise, I don't think its important to include Wheatland County,
Strathmore or High River. Waste of their time and money as well as our time listening to their
opinions.

Rural communities should be governing themselves to meet rural needs not urban needs.

Preserve local Autonomy and with your “designated zones”. It will continue to drive prices
higher and make life more unaffordable

i believe that the County's should be able to develop their own regional plans.  the fact that
Calgary will not allow development important to Countys to be near their border is terrible,
calgary having veto over private land use is not democratic.

The goals obviously make sense but the plan will not provide the equity that is envisioned.
Smaller municipalities should have the autonomy to direct planning and investment for their
communities. Centralization removes grassroots governing and loses touch with the
populace.

Stay away from rural area

The more the plans fail the more the planners plan.
Please let the free market do what it does best to benefit everyone.
The rural communities have their own plans and ideals which are much different than
Calgary's.

CMRB should focus on overall guidelines (similar to building codes) but leave specific land
use to individual communities
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This entire process is heavy loaded in favor of Calgary and they should not be decided what
happens in RVC

Let the people who own the lands decide on the best use of the lands. Calgary is a prime
example of really bad planning. We really don't want or need that kind of planning in the rural
areas. Postal codes have nothing to do with where we live. Just another example of poor
planning.

I would like the Calgary Metro Region Board to mind their own business and stay out of rural
development. The CMRB should concentrate their efforts in filling all of the empty buildings in
downtown Calgary and think of growth vertically instead of spreading out horizontally.  New
York city is using a land area of 783.8km2, Calgary is using a land area of 825.3km2, New
York has a population of 8.4 Million, 6.35 times the population of Calgary.  Currently Calgary
is using up more land then New York with 7 Million less people.  The reason people live in the
rural country side is so they don't have to put up with Calgary's heavy handed control.  My
suggestion is to abolish the CMRB and concentrate on making Calgary more efficient and
leave the rural communities growth up to the rural tax payers.  Calgary has zero vision,
culture or appeal we don't need that spreading.

I think municipalities and counties be able to make their own plans and develop their areas as
is best fitting for their plans and the residents who support them with their tax dollars. Tax
dollars should stay in the municipality where they are taken.
Having a second entity to consult with is unnecessary.

Calgary won't expand to this postal code for more than a 100 years.  So keep your nose out
of our business.

I believe that Calgary cannot decide for Foothills. We are happily different communities
You cannot force an urban perspective.

Stop encroaching on our rural way of life and stop working to force the surrounding
municipalities to bend to the ideologies and preferences of the city of Calgary.

I do not want any part of this. This is not for rural communities as urban needs differ from rural
needs. We do not want you to tell us what we can do with our land. We are not interested in
paying higher land tax and start paying for water. We leave a pretty small foot print on our
eco system by growing our food via gardens, cattle and horses. go away

I don't believe that urban centers should direct the development of rural areas/centers
following urban planning principles because rural communities are very different in terms of
lifestyle and it is important that people have a choice.

Rural municipalities need to have full control over their own growth development.  Rural
development has different goals and processes than urban development, which is often not
understood by urban developers and should not be limited by a board composed heavily of
urban mindset.
I am typically hesitant towards development but believe landowners should have control over
what they do with their property and should not have to justify their desire to a board in order
to develop it.

Do not support planners enforcing big city type development out in the surrounding
Rural/Small Town areas.  This plan is forcing big city development/ lifestyle out into the
surrounding area.  If I wanted to live in a dense big city lifestyle I would have moved to
Calgary.  The voting structure gives Calgary veto over development in the area.  The new
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densities will not be compatible with existing development out in the surrounding towns and
rural municipalities.

Its all been an unfortunate waste of time and money, repeating past failures at regional
planning in our area. If the urban municipalities would just stop trying to control the rural
municipalities, we could work together to solve real problems and we would all be much
further ahead.

I feel matters pertaining to Urban and/or Rural governance should remain primarily in their
specific districts.
To have Urban as an over-ruling governance because of population density is not democratic.

Leave us alone! Future development at Heritage Pointe should be in keeping with what
already exists. The MDF should not be bound or dictated to by the wishes of Calgary's
expansion planning. I'm tired of the ever sprawling city. We moved out here 20 yrs ago to get
away from clutches and madness of the city. MDF needs to have total control over any future
development.

People choose to live in rural communities for lifestyle reasons, I'm not a fan of the Urban
planners dictating rural lifestyle. I feel the decision-making process is unfairly in favor of those
not favoring or for that matter understanding rural life. Whatever happened to the issue of
Urban sprawl? Is that a lost concept/issue? Go vertical within Calgary's existing footprint to
house your next million people that love urban life.

The MD of Foothills, their Reeve and Councillors, represent us very well here.  It is an offense
to think that the City of Calgary would presume to have any jurisdiction here whatsoever.
I vote to elect officials to represent me and my fellow constituents.  I live in a rural community
for many reasons.  One of those is to live in peace, to have the freedoms that rural living
provides, and to be removed from the agenda of certain authoritarian officials who presume to
have influence in "territory" outside their elected boundaries.  I am not allowed to vote for
elected officials in Calgary.  Jurisdiction for City of Calgary council needs to end at the City
borders.  Interference in rural matters is not appreciated, requested and nor will it be
accepted.
This back-door approach is egregious.  There has been a real lack of rural public engagement
or process in this "regional growth plan", with the issue having been brought forward and to
those of us living in rural areas, by our Councillors.
Further, it falls to our province to ensure the interests of their citizens are upheld.  This
certainly includes the rural resident.  The CMRB process reminds me of our federal election
and the fact that the next ruling party is decided before results are even seen from the
western provinces.  It would appear City Council and Mr. [...] have taken notes.
In summary, plan for the City and whatever you feel needs to happen there and allow the city
residents to vote for or against.  Leave the rural communities alone.

Specific plans rarely work as there are far too many variables to account for.
Leave the rural areas to plan for themselves.
If we wanted to live like Calgary we would move there.
We live in the country for the freedom and space.
To each their own.

The city of Calgary has absolutely no business trying to control the rural areas! You paint a
very pretty / slanted & misleading survey but the bottom line is “Control & Tax” and we won’t
see a dime of it. Why do you think we moved out of Calgary 29 years ago. Focus on Calgary’s
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issues & business and STAY OUT OF OURS. We are not interested in paying Calgary’s years
of total tax mismanagement.

I can see that this board is totally focused on what is best for Calgary and not interested in
anything the rural people have to say. Calgary has spread itself out like the pandemic and it is
time to take some leadership and stop the spread. Leave the rural area alone and let them
grow and prosper by showing good leadership.

My wife and I have been residents in Foothills County since 2002.  We chose to move from
the City of Calgary to live in the country so that we could be closer to nature, have room to
roam and have horses on our property.  It is a lifestyle that we chose that is completely
different from the lifestyle that residents in urban centres choose.

In reviewing the plan, it suggests that this kind of plan will reduce cost and red tape.  With
respect, we have seen no government, whether federal, provincial or municipal, who has ever
achieved this objective as is evidenced by out of control tax hikes in the City.  We as
members of the rural municipality cannot risk having to bear similar types of cost increases
without the right to choose whether the development happens or not through our elected
officials.

Currently, my wife and I own two rental properties in the City for which we pay property taxes
to the City.  We have no voting rights in the City so we are at the mercy of the Calgary City
Council already. From our viewpoint, the elected and appointed officials in Calgary have lost
touch with their constituents.  We do not wish to give the municipal government in Calgary
any power over the future of our County.
Go back to the drawing board and try to find a Canadian consultancy that understands both
urban and rural requirements.

Please respect the input and planning that the rural areas have put in place - the city should
not have the final vote in rural areas. The rural
counties should be able to plan for development with their residents and within their own
framework. The city does not have the expertise or the will to make decisions that will benefit
the rural areas .

The structure of this with 2/3 and 2/3 is too heavily weighted for urban.  It does not reflect the
unique needs of our rural municipalities.  It does not recognize the rural development that has
taken and that which has been envisioned and planned.
I am astounded that American consultants were used. I would have preferred consultants
who understand the context of this region and the underlying values of the people who call
this area home.

On rural issues of development, the rural councils should carry the deciding votes. In urban
areas the deciding vote should be with the cities or towns. Simple!

I moved from the City of Calgary to Foothills County to escape the urban lifestyle.  While I
fully understand that areas of Foothills County directly interface with future City of Calgary
development, including nearly the entirety of Foothills County in metro planning is a failure to
consider the desire of the residents of Foothills County.  The urban priorities that are focused
on in the growth plan, such as transit based development, are not priorities for the residents
of the rural areas of Foothills County.  Foothills County residents should not be funding
Calgary metropolitan initiatives, and urban values should not be imposed on rural residents of
Alberta.
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This feels like a power grab from Calgary and is not necessary for Okotoks to be allowed to
make it's own decisions.

The idea of better sharing of utilities (water and sewer) makes sense. All the planning policies
are restrictive and prescriptive, and too "urban-centric". The City has a Municipal
Development Plan, which is pretty bad too. Let Calgary suffer with their MDP; the rest of the
region should not need to suffer, especially given that other residents have no ability to vote
for City politicians.

I would like each city to be able to work independently based on the needs of its citizens.

Focus on YYC only, let the outside communities manage their business

People seek different lifestyles than the city provides and should have the freedom to
continue to be self-determining within the community in which they reside. As a secondary
concern and former long time resident of Calgary, I do not feel that [...] has done right by
Calgarians, especially in this covid situation.

Do not "prescribe" what, where and how growth should occur. Rather, let the market decide.
Provide general guidelines to help municipalities review, process and then approve their own
applications.

The ideas expressed in the Regional Growth Plan make sense for the City of Calgary and the
very close vicinity, but I object to applying them throughout the adjacent counties and MDs.
The counties and MDs have to be able to maintain more autonomy and self-determination.

While I understand the objectives and purpose presented through the draft Growth Plan, I do
believe it's unfair how restricted the Rural municipalities will be if the current draft goes
forward as is.  The way the Urban's grow is not changing from what occurs presently.  It is
conflicting that I do believe you can't have wide spread growth everywhere in the Counties, I
also believe that there is a hybrid out there that doesn't penalize the Counties.  It is not
unknown that the Cities are okay with this as they would greatly benefit from restricting rural
development, especially when it comes down to non-residential development.  It would be
naive to think that their opinions are unbiased as it is well documented that all urban
objectives are to increase their pieces of the non-residential development pie.  I empathize
that this is a difficult thing to manage, but there has to be some rural initiatives that they could
benefit from.  It is also well known that there has been way too much time and effort spent on
the land side of things with the servicing realities being almost an after thought.  There is
much more impact that could be made if servicing was a priority and municipalities were
willing to work together to find the highest degree of efficiencies.  There is great opportunity in
the Calgary Region, but that can only be realized when municipalities stop seeing any "wins"
by others as their own personal "loss".  It is well known not just in Alberta, but across Canada
that this region is "difficult" to do business in, takes more time, and has more beaurocracy to
deal with than elsewhere.  The growth plan should focus on how to remove barriers to
encourage investment here, rather than adding to the difficulty.  It is also well known that
innovation is discouraged here as municipalities are so adverse to any kind of risk that the
difficulty in trying anything new and exciting isn't worth the effort and investment required.

MORE RED TAPE

I firmly believe that the whole concept of the CMRB is extremely flawed and an unnecessary
level of unelected bureaucracy that will only provide expense, red tape, delays and
uncertainty to residents and developers in the region.
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Below are my concerns with the CMRB and the Regional Draft Growth Plan:

1. The Vote. Each municipality gets one vote but should Calgary not agree, they have a
VETO vote, so always have ultimate power over all other members.
2. Non-Consensus Decision Making. The counties are out-voted on any crucial issues
affecting rural landowners. This Board pits cities against the counties, which only undermines
our joint service agreements and the good relationships we have worked hard to maintain
with our urban neighbours.
3. More red tape. We already have many plans and red tape in place that we must follow on
land use decisions:
Municipal Government Act, Alberta Land Stewardship Act, The South Saskatchewan
Regional Plan, our own Municipal Development Plan, Foothills County Growth Plan, Alberta
Environment, Alberta Transportation etc.  This is a fourth layer of an unelected government
board that all municipalities must adhere to, except Calgary BECAUSE, you guessed it
…They have a veto vote!
4. Undemocratic. The Province is forcing all municipalities to make this plan happen or there
will be repercussions if we refuse to participate.
6. Water.  Foothills is trying to partner with Okotoks to create a pipeline from the Bow River
down the highway corridor to support growth for both municipalities. However, the CMRB
members could vote “no” on any future growth in Foothills so I cannot expect county
taxpayers to shoulder the huge cost with no financial payback. This could jeopardize a critical
water project.
5. Water.  Foothills is trying to partner with Okotoks to create a pipeline from the Bow River
down the highway corridor to support growth for both municipalities. However, the CMRB
members could vote “no” on any future growth in Foothills so I cannot expect county
taxpayers to shoulder the huge cost with no financial payback. This could jeopardize a critical
water project.
6. Impedes economic growth. Many businesses have already found better value outside the
city. Competition in the region is good for business, creates jobs and brings residents to
outlying areas. That improves the regional economy as a whole instead of a select few. What
about landowners rights? Choice of how and where we live?  So no prosperity, development,
business or subdivision for the counties. We’ll just freeze your lands until we need to annex
for more sprawl. Good plan!
7. Increased taxes. Subjecting a municipality to a cost sharing formula not based on user pay.
Transit lines for everyone, we’ll figure out how to tax our way out of debt later. According to a
Fraser Institute paper published in 2015 on the effects of regionalization in the Greater
Toronto Area, it shows that taxes increased over 100%. Portland, the pride and joy of our
American Consultant group, has seen 16 tax levies!

Scrap it. More unwanted red tape

This CMRB Draft Growth Plan:

Shuts the door on rural opportunity:  The plan limits the location of where residential and
employment growth may occur in the rural municipalities. It also limits the allowable types of
residential growth to very high or very low density. Since Board permission is required to
establish new settlement areas in rural municipalities, the outcome is very uncertain because
the urban-weighted vote decides what happens in Foothills County.

Limits economic development for rurals:  Employment areas larger than 20 acres require
Board approval and can only be located in Joint Planning Areas (JPAs) or Board-approved
Hamlet Growth Areas.  The growth plan will not allow continued development of un-serviced
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rural industrial areas, which have provided a cost-effective option for business.  The County’s
planned growth area and Highway 2 East-side Commercial Area cannot be developed due to
the constraints of this growth plan.

Creates red tape and economic uncertainty:  Employment areas can only be located in JPAs
(with mandatory urban oversight) or in Board-approved Hamlet Growth Areas.  The proposed
JPA in Foothills County already has approved plans in place with servicing studies underway.
JPAs will require a jointly-prepared Context Study to "inform" plans that are already complete
and being implemented.  Foothills would rather work with our neighbours to solve existing
problems, instead of wasting time and money undertaking this work that is not necessary.

Utilizes insufficient public engagement:  Although there have now been two rounds of on-line
engagement, residents have not been provided with an explanation of the impacts of the plan.
Engagement has not been well-publicized and only a few people have participated.  Much of
the content has been slanted towards getting desired responses.

Is biased against rural municipalities:  The American consultants have strong opinions
regarding urban development serviced by transit, as the primary goal for the region, and have
mandated lofty development forms that do not fit in the County.  The diversity of place, the
choice of lifestyle and the opportunity for the development of business that has been the basis
of rural development will no longer be permitted here. All areas of urban municipalities are
considered “priority growth areas”; whereas, rural municipalities may only establish these
through Board approval, and must justify any development. Despite the minimal growth that
Foothills County is likely to see, there is still a concerted effort to control the County.  This
growth plan systematically strips away property rights and stops the rurals from doing
anything, except farming and being annexed.  This bias results in pitting municipalities against
each other and places our long-standing, collaborative relationships in jeopardy.

Will cost taxpayers money:  The proposed plan creates a large number of projects that
municipalities will need to undertake, such as:  revising municipal plans to align with the
regional plan, writing joint Context Studies for the imposed JPAs, and participating in and
paying for additional studies on transportation, environmentally sensitive areas, servicing and
transit.  There may be future requirements to pay for joint projects, such as regional transit,
that may have no benefit for our residents.  Money could be lost on projects that may not
proceed after planning dollars have been spent, and on delayed rural infrastructure projects
determined to be low-priority by CMRB metrics which elevate city projects in the bid for
Provincial dollars.

Ignores requested changes:  Foothills has requested that the plan be amended to allow us to
grow in accordance with our own vision established in our Growth Management Strategy that
we have worked on with our residents, that the County be allowed to create new growth areas
for both residential and employment (the same as the urban municipalities are allowed in the
plan) and that communities be established at a density that is appropriate in the rural context.
Our requests have not been heard.

If you are locking up future development for rural land owners... how will you be
compensating them?
Many rural land owners have their entire life and finance's tied up in their land. If we are
unable to develop or redesignate our land we won't be able to retire, as this plan will greatly
reduce or eliminate the value of our land, or make it cost prohibitive to develop due to all the
red tape that is being created.

As people who believe in co-operation and assisting others, we originally welcomed The
Calgary Metropolitan Region Board (CMRB) and approved of the Interim Growth Plan.
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However, we have grown more and more concerned over the past year in the direction the
CMRB are taking, especially in The Calgary Metropolitan Region Board Growth Plan.

Rural areas and their elected officials are dominated by the urban areas, 7 to 3 votes on the
Board.  The results are dictatorial to the 3 rural areas and will have a considerable negative
impact on the residents and businesses located in these rural areas.

The Plan limits the location for residential and employment growth with the urban voters on
the Board able to dictate where and what growth can take place.  No longer can we, the rural
voters and their elected officials, determine their own future.  This will create considerable
economic uncertainty in rural areas.

The Plan forces the rural areas to add extra layers of bureaucracy, spending residents
(voters) money in the form of Property Taxes on Studies, for example, Context Studies, which
have no benefit to the rural areas.

I am concerned that the survey system as set up on the cmrbgrowthplan.ca web site is very
one sided, worded and structured to gain support for the Plan.  The site is not balanced and
appears as a propaganda tool to ensure support.

Whilst all urban areas are considered “priority growth areas”, rural areas must seek Board (an
urban dominated Board) approval for all projects. This is unacceptable and removes the
lifestyle choices and employment opportunities currently available to rural residents.

Foothills County have, over time, developed, together with residents, a Growth Management
Strategy for the County and have requested that the Board modify the Plan to reflect this
Strategy.  I regret that this request has not been heard by the Board.

I note that the Board hired an American planning company, HDR Calthorpe, to undertake the
work towards the new Plan now being presented for approval on June 1st, 2021.  This
company have developed a Plan that suites the demands of the dominant urban areas at the
interest and cost of the rural areas and I ask that the Plan be reviewed to ensure the interests
of rural voters is taken into consideration.

As a rural voter and taxpayer, I request your urgent assistance in preventing the urban areas
legislating their dominance over the rural Counties and MDs of Alberta, allowing us all to
move forward with a balanced approach.

A Regional Growth Plan/Board is not necessary to achieve collaboration between
municipalities in the region. This Board creates an additional level of process and drains
resources for taxpayers and municipalities. It adds time and costs to approvals processes,
and stifles opportunity and market demand. It is already driving a bigger wedge between
member municipalities - the opposite of the desired intent.

We do not need a fourth level of government to add yet more to our tax burden and the red
tape involved with that.

The CMRB is a fourth level of governance that was not voted on by the people.  There seems
to be very little input from citizens and I think more effort could be made to engage the public.
I am also concerned that Foothills County does not support being a part of the CMRB and
feels it isn't a fair process.

This plan is of concern for the following reasons.

Shuts the door on rural opportunity;
Limits economic development for rurals;
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Creates red tape and economic uncertainty;
Involved insufficient public engagement;
Is biased against rural municipalities creating an unlevel playing field;
Will cost taxpayers money.

It is our opinion that the overall goal of the CMRB is yet another level of Urban dominated
governance designed to strip all autonomy from Rural municipalities. No chance nor hope of
self governance remains.  Also, another layer of red tape is created area wide, counter
productive to the recovery efforts of the province.

CMRB disregards existing, (mandated by the province) well planned Intermunicipal
Agreements developed by local, knowledgeable, well informed Councils in close consultation
with their resident stakeholders.

Finally, due to the dictatorial voting structure of the CMRB, heavily weighted to Urban control,
CMRB is not a fair partnership, it is an attempt to remove all self determination from Rural
Municipalities.

what happened to red tape reduction.  This sounds like politicians trying to block business.
Lets get out of business's way, not block it

Lovely stats.  What about my taxes.  This plan and board has cost me money and the further
this goes, the higher my taxes go.  Stop the madness- we need plans that reduce taxes, red
tape and business uncertainty.  This plan and board does the opposite.

this plan- red tape creation, chase away business and investment, road blocks for business
and gives money and power to politicians.  Fire all politicians if we want to improve society

We do not need a 4th level of bureaucracy and expense.

Although I am generally opposed to the concept of the CMRB due to the increased level of
"red tape",  if it is adopted I could see some benefit.

Historically, I have not been impressed with the elected and administrative staff of Foothills
County as it relates to areas of health and safety, specifically planning surround traffic and
associate noise levels.

It is my hope that if the CMRB moves forward there will more competent long-term planning
as it relates to existing and future developments in the Heritage Pointe area. Foothills County
is without noise guidelines which are common in urban areas such as the city of Calgary.  As
a result, development proceeds in Foothills County with a lower level of protection for its
residents.  Will the CMRB impose noise guidelines equal to those seen in Calgary in the
proposed Hamlet development areas?

If the CMRB were to enforce noise guidelines on current and proposed development in
Heritage Pointe I would be willing to accept the removal of decision-making authority from the
county.

This just seems to be another level of red tape  - I believe that the IDP approach is sufficient
for coordinated development where required.

This is heavily weighted to the benefit of urban areas and does not allow the rural
municipalities to optimize development as best meets their growth requirements.

I feel that the plan as it is currently written imposes unfair constraints on the rural
municipalities. If approved, it will result in the inability to support business development in
rural areas and will cost jobs and damage the regional economy.
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The CMRB creates an additional level of government and creates red tape, bureaucracy and
uncertainty that is detrimental to business at a time when our economy is already in crisis.
The proposed plan strips rural landowners of the right to plan for the future of their land and in
many cases will negatively impact the value of their property.

Please refuse this plan and remove the requirement for a Growth Plan and Servicing Plan
from the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board Regulation.

This mandatory centralized planning Board should be abandoned.

Bring this socialist central planning monstrosity to an end!
I oppose another level of government and therefore additional complexity and cost. I also
oppose Calgary having an effective veto over development in the surrounding counties.

Disband. Waste of tax dollars.

Calgary Regional Planning is a bureaucracy we don't need. The citizens of the province do
not want micro management by the people they employ.

There is no need for Calgary to have Veto power over growth in the surrounding regions. No
need for an extra layer of government.

We oppose Calgary's veto over any decisions and are very supportive of the current planning
within Foothills County. We oppose  the current proposals to move control of future
development from our elected representatives.

It must be recognized that the basic nature of this Board, particularly the absolutely -frankly -
blatantly outrageous -  voting structure, is considered to be utterly unacceptable by a very
large number of affected Albertans. Furthermore, the way in which thus survey outlines and
describes "benefits" is, to put it mildly, equally blatantly manipulative.
This entire CMRB initiative seems more and more openly bent on furthering a particular
ideological agenda, in which  one  body of opinion has anointed itself as the rightful arbiter of
what is "good" and "beneficial" "for all. There are very many people who find this spurious and
noxious in the extreme. The CMRB is, in the opinion of many, both unnecesssary and
seriously harmful.

Dissolve this board immediately

I am from Toronto and found Calgary to be a quaint, small town when I moved here. Twelve
years ago I moved to the Millarville area, so I have lived in both big cities and isolated rural
areas. I have seen what live is like at both extremes and in between. I have a big city
education as an engineer, as well as a master degree in business. For a person raised in the
big city, I have come to see country living as a wonderful opportunity to get perspective on
life, with nature at our door step. What we have in rural Alberta is precious, and it is under
threat by the very existence and rules of the CMRB Growth Plan.
When I compare my children and their friends to city dwellers' kids, in the country I see better
confidence, more resilience, improved health, and deeper connections and respect with the
natural world, and neighbours - even if they are a half mile away. Take a look at CEOs of most
downtown companies; many share this upbringing.
I get the rational argument for reducing costs, and carbon (really?). What you are playing to is
increased efficiency - I get that. But it is a wrong strategy. We would be better off with a
diversified, robust, plan where cities do not get the veto or right to choke off creativity in the
rural areas. We already have councilors and planning departments to manage growth; that is
hegemony enough, though at least these folks have an appreciation of rural needs. I came to
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Calgary to get away from GTA groupthink in Ontario, and then left Calgary to get away from a
similar growing menace.
I recall driving an hour all the way downtown to work; it was not fun, but was necessary. I
would love the opportunity to work close to home, outside of your growth corridors, not
breathing polluted city air. I do not care about the carbon footprint; let the market drive
innovation ... then, ironically the rural areas would benefit the most. I think the whole CMRB
setup is disingenuous. Hmm, let's see, you need 66% to get things approved, but, hey, the
city and towns make up 70%. I can do the math.
I understand about "the needs of the many", but wisdom would drive us to keep a large
segment of our land free from city domination, to help create fertile ground for raising children
free from the noisy, mind-numbing existence of cities, and helping create our next leaders.
You may have numbers on your side, but my voice is persuasive, and I am doing my best to
dispel your slick presentations to friends and family.

Do not want another bureaucratic body that is not voted for, creating development as they see
fit. It is going to limit any opportunities for land owners to do anything on their own land

Calgary and an added layer of false government should not have a say as to how
municipalities grow. They grow in ways that support residents and the future. There is a fine
line between meddling and Calgary only wants to see growth in their own municipality. This
board should be abolished.

The entire thing should serve as a guideline for cooperation and should not be a statutory
document. It is extremely disturbing to see that the fate of rural municipalities will be
controlled by politicians not elected by the residents in the rural municipalities. In fact, for the
time being, an extreme left wing mayor in Calgary would have control over the freedom of
rural residents. The Province should cut off funding to the CMRB immediately and order that
this growth plan be scrapped.

Why have the CMRB? With Calgary having a partial veto scrap the CMRB and just insist that
Calgary agree with any plan in the area. This will reduce the red tape and allow the rural
counties to see what the UCP really means about property rights.

The entire document appears to be of relevance to some other place in the world? A lot of the
items are likely copied from some US west coast document. Most policies for rural areas are
far too prescriptive and require every little development to be little urban centres. This is
stupid. Also, the engagement questions are slanted toward the desired outcome of the
authors. I think the Provincial government should get involved with this and shut it down, then
dissolve the CMRB (or at least just make it an informal discussion panel with no authority to
create statutory documents or policies). It is crazy to allow urban centres a veto over the
wishes of rural residents, when rural residents have no ability to vote for urban politicians. The
CMRB is also a waste of money.

disband. you are unelected and unaccountable therefore undemocratic

This is all UN initiatives.  Unelected "officials" telling elected officials what to do.  Elected
officials should grow backbones to stand up to this tyranny.

takes away landowners rights

more government interference

This plan is a disaster and will allow Calgary to control development in the region, specifically
to aid Calgary and no-one else. Its an additional layer of red tape, and adds additional
insecurity in the development community which will ultimately see development capital, and
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with it, economic growth (jobs)  flee the region and potentially the province.

Sterilizing vast sections of the region while forcing growth in specific areas violates the very
basics of economics. Financial capital goes to where it believes it can see returns on
investment and those areas are not necessarily where a bunch of politicians and bureaucrats
believe they should be.

This will ultimately lead to the demise of our rural municipalities and ultimately damage the
Alberta advantage.

This “plan” is not in the region’s best interest, not in the best interests of rural residents, and
ultimately not in the best interests of a province struggling to regain its economic footing in a
post Covid economy.

I will never support joint growth plans so long as they strip right away from the individual. You
should have the right to live where you choose and not have it restricted to growth areas
which will just drive up cost! I also will not support the binding of my local councils hands
stripping them of autonomy.

Absolutely not in favor of CMRB having control of Rural areas around the City of Calgary.
Many of the rural lands have been in the ownership of families for 3 or 4 generations and
these lands are not viable for profitable farming operations anymore. Their lands will be
frozen and they will be forced to hold their property at the whim of the City of Calgary.

Stop telling rural municipalities what to do  This board isnt elected our council is, this is
undemocratic.

The three rural municipalities involved cover at least two thirds of the region; however, there is
but one mention of any rural considerations in the March 17 media release (“Conserving
agricultural land and resources” on page 2).  The urban focus goes much deeper as the
‘growth plan’ calls for the rural municipalities to be stripped of many of their decision-making
powers.   As a rural resident and taxpayer, I strongly object to the erosion of my rights to be
represented by my elected councillor being severely eroded.

I have land in the rural area to the south of Calgary. I would like a say in how it is developed
in the future.  They seem to look at environmental changes that would occur (which I'm not
sure I agree with their assessment) however they do not look at how this would affect crime
and other negatives of having high density.  Just look at how the pandemic has developed in
the high density areas of Ontario.

I don’t like one and a half million people dictating what will happen to my land
Property rights are trampled on.

This is taking away my rights under the Canadian Charter of equal rights where the residents
of Calgary have more rights than I do.

Our freedom of how we as land owners are able to have better say in  how we choose to
develop our  area is been taken away . The reason I have chosen to live in the MD of
Foothills for 33 years is to get away from the control of City Of Calgary on our lives . Leave us
be !

This is absolutely ludicrous! Calgary should not have any say over what we do and don't do in
Foothills County. There is a reason we moved to the country. We are already way lower in our
carbon emissions as we are a small, largely seld sufficient farm. We also run a small business
so work opportunities in our area is just fine as there are many small businesses. All I hear in
this plan is tax hikes and using rural areas solely for the benefit of urban residents. Zero
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consultation happened before this was implemented in January 2019. I went to a presentation
on secondary suites and was told that this was already a done deal. This is not in the best
interest of rural residents and only now there's "consultation" because so many people are
opposed. This is a cash grab by past politicians (NDP) who don't give a hoot about farmers
(as frequently demonstrated in their decision making/laws). This is not acceptable. Please
keep your fingers off my land, our communityresources, and our natural resources. We are
not responsible for the poor planning by the city of Calgary and should not be associated in
any way - hence the reason must of us live where we do! We are perfectly fine without
Calgary sucking us dry!

Central planning with weighted votes by the City of Calgary is not a fair democracy! Look at
how Quebec and Ontario see Alberta. Our County elected officials that live within its
boundaries have our interests at heart. Stealing economic development to suit Calgarys
interests is not right! If it ain’t broke don’t fix it.

This entire plan is poorly conceived. It seems weird to propose to eliminate the democratic
process by having the will of politicians, who are not elected by people in an area, impose
decisions on those people. We may as well have the Mayor of Portland in on this. Where is
the leadership of the UCP? Why are they letting this happen?

To include ALL stakeholders in planning
Just because we live next to the elephant referred to as Calgary should not silence our
opinions. I believe that we live in a democracy . This plan has nothing to do with democratic
process.
I live in a rural environment 25 miles from downtown Calgary and her million people. There is
no where in North America you can find a similar situation. The pressures that that creates on
by business should have offsetting safeguards and or advantages for my business
unfortunately currently there are none. My taxes build infrastructure for all Albertans to enjoy
what I and my forefathers have protected for over 5 generations WHY WAS I NOT
INCLUDED  in the planning process? Have we not demonstrated an understanding of what is
important?
Calgary is not the only thing who’s opinion is important. Calgary’s negative impact on her
neighbors  needs to be addressed.

This plan gives far too much power to Calgary, which has a veto on anything suggested by
others.  It is entirely unfair to rural residents and places everyone under the power of Calgary.
It has been shown to raise taxes for municipalities when used elsewhere, and to restrict land
use for rural residents.  This is a poor, American style solution which causes many more
problems than it will ever solve. Undemocratic by the biggest municipality of everyone else.
Absolutely wrong for us.

These proposals take away my citizenship rights at a Municipal level as I have voting input
into the City of Calgary which controls the voting. You are not including the Tsuut'ina which
are an integral part of the planning in the metro area.

basis for future approval removes all control from our elected officials

We moved away from the city so that we could have more control over our lives, our land and
our decisions.  Our Veterans fought for our freedom. Our parents escaped Communism to
have freedom in Canada.
The Calgary Metro Region Board is communism in disguise, and a massive disgrace to our
Veterans and the people of this Country.  Trying to say that they are planning for our
betterment.  When in reality they are trying to take over and dictate what we will do with the
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lands that we work hard for.  What we can and can't do with the land that we own.  They are
taking away the traditions in Canada by becoming dictators of what may or may not take
place in our communities and on our land.  The voting power structure is so that the urban
population will always win the decisions.  This voting structure is total discrimination against
the rural population.  Have you not learnt anything from history or even current news, you
don't even have to look far in the news to hear stories of discrimination against people for
their color, race, sexual preference, sexual identity and the list goes on.  This board has
structured themselves so that the urban area always has the controlling vote, the controlling,
communist dictatorship decisions over other people's lives, livelihoods, lands.  Decisions that
belong to the individual people and communities.
I've attended the town halls meetings and followed the updates from this board, and given my
input along with my other community members and nothing has changed.  The Board still
continues to have this communist, dictatorship that they will do whatever they want and when
they want.  They make threats that if people don't agree then the government will make them
do what the Board wants to do.  People's feedback are ignored unless it follows what the
Board wants to hear.  So despite the years that this Board has been forming, nothing has
changed.  The City still has the dictatorship and discrimination over the region.  A dictatorship
and discrimination that should never exist in any form.  Canada is about freedom.  That's why
people live here.  That's what our Vets fight for.
Now what are you going to do to make it right.

This takes away rights from municipalities while making us them pay.  The Rural areas are
outnumbered, just like our federal voting system and we will never be able to have a say over
what happens in our own county.  Once again, corrupt big industry is squashing the little guys.

The Regional Growth Plan is strictly urban designed, and is mostly negative to rural living and
development. Effectively, establishing rural land being frozen for future long time urban growth
with no realistic insight on how growth will actually evolve. Planned growth for decades is not
practical or realistic, planning should proceed on much shorter and with more informed
knowledge on how development is actually proceeding. Rather than designating where
possible future development should occur,  focus should be on  planning possible corridors for
future transportation, utilities etc., all of which could be implemented, extended or cancelled.

The City of Calgary Community Plan encompasses many of the "planned" growth elements of
the Regional Plan on how communities should be structured and this has resulted in  negative
response. Planned growth in rural areas, whether in designated hamlets or clusters will likely
be met with similar negative responses.

To rural land owners that may be very distant to the current city boundary, the restrictions
being placed on their rights to deal with their lands for the foreseeable future is dictatorial at
least.

In my opinion, while the Plan is an ambitious exercise for planners it is not a feasible or
realistic approach for development  in neighboring Municipalities/ Counties.

I am writing this letter to express my disappointment with the board and the development of
the CMRB plan.
During a recent online meeting it was disappointing to listen and ask questions as it was
nothing more than a onesided delivery of information. Many people asked questions and very
few were answered. As one attendee stated even the survey allows for limited feedback and
limited choices to questions. As landowners it seems that we have little say in what happens
to our land, one voice against many. For example: we sell land and new homes are built, we
then want to sell more land to continue growth and it gets stalled because the new residents
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want the lands to stay as is? We allowed them to move here we gave them a place to live.
They must remember change is a constant. And the voices of many should not limit the voice
of one. As it stands the CMRB has limited to no voices on the board for the landowners,
which seems unfair. In these times when we need to grow Alberta and make it strong and
allow communities to grow and provide Alberta’s a to call home, we create expensive boards
only to get stuck in the mud of bureaucracy. You make claims of a million more people? We
would need to be vibrant and open for business for that to occur and your plans don’t allow for
such a move. I elected and pay rural councils to manage our backyards not city mayors that
can control and have veto rights to growth. Yes, we need controls in the process, and that is
why we have paid expert planners in our Municipalities. How can we have a level playing field
with cities veto rights driving tax dollars out of municipalities? In some districts we have
designated agricultural lands that have limited to no value as agricultural lands and cannot
sustain enough income to support a farm operation, yet would be better designated for other
uses. In your plan you make comments about reductions in water, infrastructure, and land
consumption, including carbon reduction, and travel? What is the science behind these
recommendations or is it a group of like-minded people giving these recommendations? Your
discussion at the open house was broadly about the City of Calgary and not rural
development. Please let the processes of our elected municipal governments do their jobs.
Please do not hesitate to contact me, I would be interested in sitting on your board or offering
my expertise. Your survey does not allow fair comments or proper responses.

My County Council is understandably not happy with the Plan. I support their stand. We elect
and trust our Councillors to govern as guaranteed by the Constitution and not have to go ‘hat
in hand’ for approval of County initiatives.

1. This proposal is not in alignment with the Canada Charter of Rights of Equality Rights.
Calgary Citizens have veto power over other Citizens.
2. Tsuut'ina nation has not been incorporated into the planning. Although federally regulated
they have an impact with development on Stony Trail South, Redwood Meadows 1 & 2, and
development North of Wintergreen.
3. Utilizing a US company to carry out the evaluations and proposals is wrong. It sends two
messages: Our Canadian firms are not acceptable, and our Education system does not
provide the right qualifications. Enforce Canadian content.
4. Forecast are using outdated information. Calgary has a 30% vacancy rate downtown.  With
the pandemic it has been shown that a lot of these jobs will not be returning because they can
be carried out remotely or because the tax burden has become too high.
5. It does not incorporate multigenerational planning, and flexibility of changes such as
climate legislation.
6. There are no proposals to restrict continued areal growth of the city. The city of Paris has a
density of 53,000 per sq. mi. vs Calgary at 3,900 per sq. mi.

This is a waste of tax payer money. It is also and unfair voting structure giving Calgary region
the final say. What happened to democracy?

My family strongly supports the CMRB.  We live in RockyView County and we believe a
collaborative approach is critical for efficient ongoing development in neighbouring
municipalities.

we STRONGLY agree with the CMRB 3.1.2./3.1.3/ 3.1.4 /  3.1.5 / 3.2.3 POLICIES as noted in
the March 17, 2021 CMRB document.  The counsellors of RVC are not listening to
Springbank residents!!! We did not agree with the South and North ASP or MDP but they
voted it in.  There is internal councellor battles due to a Court battle, and the residence are
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not being represented.  The councellors are working for Developers behind the scenes or that
is what it feels like.  We want the rural area to feel and look rural that is why we live here!

As a resident of the MD of RockyView, I am very interested in the RGP and fully support its
proposals.  I am a very active participant in community planning matters and monitor the
activities of the RVC Council and have done so for many years.  I have also spent some time
understanding the roles and functions of the CMRB. Over time, and particularly with certain
members of the current RVC Council, much disinformation has been disseminated in an effort
to discredit the CMRB generally and the RGP in particular. RVC seems intent on trying to
poach commercial and high density residential opportunities on the margins of the City
without any consideration for the impacts on the planning perspectives of the Region as a
whole.  It is critical that we have a body and a plan that focuses on the overall benefits to the
region and minimizes the power grabs by individual municipalities that look to maximize short
term personal benefits while compromising its own longer term interests and those of
surrounding municipalities.  In many ways the CMRB and the RGP are a protection for
residents of these outlying municipalities in serving as a check upon their scramble to hive off
tax generating development without considering the interests of the existing residents of their
communities.  Had you sat through the recent RVC council decisions on the MDP, you would
have seen just how compromised that process was and how little voice was given to the
legitimate concerns of the City of Calgary.  The draft RGP provides for 3 logical preferred
growth areas and then specifies appropriate development styles within those growth areas.
By specifying the minimum percentages for residential development and the proposed
densities, the RGP recognizes the problems we have created with uncoordinated developer
driven growth that ignores regional planning considerations and the high costs of
infrastructure in the long term.  As well it allows for important prioritization of environmental
protection and water stewardship that clearly is not happening at the County level.  Shared
servicing strategies are long overdue and demand a regional planning focus.
Please protect us as residents of counties who are not being protected by our own
representatives.  If the RGP isn't adopted, we will return to a wild west style of development
that will permanently harm our ability to progressively plan for a reasonable and cost effective
future.

I am a resident of Rocky View County and view the CMRB as potentially the source of guard
rails to prevent out current council from permanently damaging our region.  I chose to live
here for the rural environment.  The RVC focus on promoting sprawl offers the worst of many
things.  It seeks to gobble up rural land without the efficiencies of urban development.  The
draft growth plan appears to constrain that nonsense so thank you.

I believe the CMRB brings multiple benefits to the Region. I live in Bearspaw, Rocky View
County (RVC) and I hope the Regional Growth Plan will impose some discipline on RVC’s
approach to major development, which appears totally focused on development, if supported
by a major developer/landowner, irrespective of the wishes of the majority of residents, which
in Bearspaw primarily support "country living residential".

Examples of unbridled development in RVC include: (i) the high density residential, retail and
commercial development (Ascension Project), which anticipates a residential density more
suitable to urban/city requirements; (ii) the Springbank Area Structure Plans (there are two,
north and south) changes the proposed land uses for the quarter-sections flanking the entire
length of Hwy 1 from the city to Hwy 22 from residential to commercial, which would
significantly alter (as yet unplanned) transportation and servicing needs for this land; (iii)
combined, the Springbank ASP's will allow for up to 55,000 additional residents – three times
the anticipated growth for the entire County over the next 20 years; (iv) the response by RVC
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in regard to its Municipal Development Plan in refusing to accept letters from the City of
Calgary and Alberta Parks, portraying these as “late submissions” and therefore not requiring
consideration, only illustrates RVC's less than collaborative approach in its dealings with its
municipal neighbours.

It is my hope the CMRB will bring about some semblance of order to regional development so
that development happens in ‘preferred growth areas’ rather than allowing development to
occur in an entrepreneurial way (read: solely benefiting major developer/landowners, as noted
above) across the region and also "require neighbouring municipalities to work together to
create new plans that address issues including equitably sharing costs and receipt of benefits
associated with shared services like fire, police, recreation, transportation (including transit)
and utilities.

Thank you for soliciting feedback from all regional residents.

Stop trying to control rural communities and municipalities to favor Calgary benefit. Work
together and not be a dictator to which favors Calgary.

There needs to be a much better balance in the decision making and autonomy of the
member municipalities of the CMRB.  The public feedback on the City of Calgary Guidebook
For Greater Communities is evidence that the engagement of the public did not do its job.  A
comment in the Calgary Herald noted that the Guidebook process was decision based
evidence making NOT evidence based decision making. This process needs to be much
better and much better balanced.  The parties need to work together!

This plan looks like Calgary trying to broaden its tax base, while only allowing employment
and commercial development within the city, further limiting opportunity only to Calgary.
Opportunity should be dispersed to support equity.

good balance and fairness when considering impacts on neighbouring regions.. if plans are
designed for the benefit of all, the costs (including opportunity costs) should be spread equally
amongst everyone

I think this is an excellent plan! Municipalities like Foothills County have continuously moved
forward with development plans that do not consider the negative impacts on communities
and households- they are  proposing industrial and residential developments that put existing
households and properties at risk of flooding (as in the case of the currently proposed water
pipeline), that disregard and disrupt existing ecosystems, and that do not incorporate
measures to reduce climate change. Residents of Foothills County have been vocal about
their concerns, however the county has disregarded any feedback and has tried to move
forward with developments despite the opposition and the risks to residents. This current plan
provides excellent guidelines that will ensure that municipalities like Foothills County abide by
policies and regulations that are in the best interest of all Albertans. We fully support the
proposed CMRB Regional Growth Plan, as do most residents in Foothills County, Okotoks,
and High River, as it will provide a more sustainable way to move forward for the city of
Calgary and the outlying municipalities.  Thank you!

Rural areas cannot have urban vetoes imposed upon their citizen-guided growth and
development. We live here, we have to live with it. CMRB should certainly have a voice and
work together with rural areas BUT I firmly believe that it would be utterly WRONG for urban
CMRB to have a final say in rural community planning. Could Foothills County influence
Calgary city planning? I think not.
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The draft plan takes too much decision making power away from locally elected officials and
transfers it to bureaucrats. It also our county liable for infrastructure costs which may not
benefit our area.

This planning is totally urban focused and is so biased it didn’t even have the hamlet of West
Balzac as a defined hamlet, there is a current ASP there as well and it will be a fully serviced
Hamlet thanks to the recent extension of water/waste water across hyw2 by Rocky View
County, not regional cooperation from Calgary. This shows poor planning going forward in
servicing in the region, no truly regional servicing but pick and choose by Calgary to control
economic development and regional growth!
The fundamental problem in this region is the city of Calgary still planning from a 1950’s
philosophy of Uni City!  This planning is not about good land use planning but about Calgary’s
control of economic development! Until a provincial government rounds up the courage to
stop this out dated planning, the region will have continual conflict! Sooner or later one of the
urban jurisdictions will have a great project that Calgary thinks should be theirs, then the truth
will come out about this antiquated planning model!!

Solutions that work for urban areas shouldn’t come at the expense of surrounding rural
communities. Those rural communities are a key contributor to the quality of life for urban
residents, allowing them to escape the stress of city living and reconnect with nature

This is a group effort not to be dominated by City of Calgary who have done a bloody awful
job at managing land use, water use an absolutely disastrous transit system  the list goes on.
“As Marc Garneau recently said bullies can change only if they are told to.”
The City of Calgary and other urban centers are welcome to the table but working together as
a group effort to find a solution better for all participants not just a select few!!!

The large municipalities cannot take precedence over the rural municipalities.  Stop trying to
control everything.

Great to see co-ordination on issues. Rocky View needs all the help it can get.

Professional, intelligent and cooperative individuals will be able to work with these plans to
deliver a better future. We need less competition and greater cooperation within the overall
region.

Please continue cooperation and collaboration in order to find the best options for all
residents moving forward.

I strongly view that appropriate infrastructure for water, wastewater, transportation and fire
protection - specific executable plans as a minimum - need to be conditions precedent before
approving any development proposals.  RVC needs to work with Calgary and other
municipalities towards facilitating the necessary infrastructure. RVC council has been too
supportive of developers interests - without ensuring appropriate infrastructure - even
supporting development knowing there will be gaps in support infrastructure.
Reliance on developers to come up with infrastructure solutions outside of a regional plan is
irresponsible - and will only result in ad hoc developments driven solely by economic
interests.

Collaboration between regions is important

We think a collaborative process towards a shared rural/urban vision are vital.  Historically
and currently, RVC favours developers over residents. The Draft Regional Growth Plan
addresses water consumption, land consumption, carbon consumption, and infrastructure
which are exactly the issues of concern in Springbank. Unfortunately, misinformation
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persists regarding the CMRB and the Growth Plan. For example, residents have been warned
of tax levies to cover roadwork in Calgary because we use city roads.
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the draft. We appreciate a plan!
Please record our support for the Regional Growth Plan.

I don't feel it is a balanced board.  The rural communities are not fully represented and the
towns, villages and hamlets do not have enough say. I know there needs to be collaboration
but it feels like Calgary will have the final say on everything

Help level out costs between municipalities, allow municipalities to work within their strengths,
reduce infighting and work together

If the various municipalities don't cooperate with each other, we all lose. The current situation
is environmentally and financially detrimental to all .

Must harmonize all taxes and development costs.
Must include Canmore and Banff.
must focus on lower cost of living
must ensure travel time is 30min or less to cross the entire region; otherwise access is
comprised for accessing work, services and attractions.
Must maximize access which equals maximum usage of infrastructure:  a
school/office/doctor/friend to far to travel is not accessible and therefore not used.
Must focus on net-zero building standards for new and retrofits.

I have no interest whatsoever in Calgary having any say in how our area is managed and
developed. If I wanted to live in a city, I would. Urban residents do not appreciate, and have
no idea about the unique needs of rural areas and should have no say in them.

fair voting structure

Not comfortable with the city have a veto over rural regional development.

Concerned about voting structure

I would like the structure of the  "voting members" to be better aligned with the affected land
mass. Decisions of the Board are approved, subject to a voting method which favours urban
opinion and population: 2/3 support with 2/3 of population, from a Board made up of 7 urban
and 3 rural municipalities.  Rural areas will obviously have zero affect on decisions.

Consideration of rural communities is not included in this plan. In fact it is going to further
hinder growth in these areas. Smaller municipalities should have a voice in this and should be
included at the board level.

Non consensus decision making  is beneficial to Calgary not the surrounding communities.
Rural communities are not  getting fair representation. Would the city of Calgary let another
city or county make decisions for them ? No way. Why should rural communities  not be
granted the same right.

It seems like there are players with more "power" than others when deciding how a
community or municipality can develop. This document should be more of a guidance than
something that must be followed. And why is one community given "veto" power  over others.
This is just another layer of bureaucracy that isn't needed. I constantly hear [...] whine about
the province or Ottawa trying to tell him what to do in Calgary. This seems to be Calgary
trying to dictate what others can do.
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We have a perfectly good regional plan, worked on by the County of Foothills for years, with
much input and consultation. This plan robs me of my voice by giving urban areas an effective
veto over my diverse region’s vision and planning process.

I appear the Urban faction will have control over what the Rural County's will be able to
develop, however this Urban faction will have free reign over their own development.
The concerns expressed by the County of Foothills are valid and should be addressed.

This process lacks credibility as it allows larger areas to dominate the decisions when they
don't understand or know the lifestyle outside of the larger areas such as Calgary, Okotoks,
etc.

I found the questions in this survey to be completely biased, with the wording of questions
based on the assumption that the respondent approves of the CMRB.
We have enough layers of governance in the County; we do not need another imposed by
Calgary.
Why does Calgary have Veto - completely negates any pretence of collaboration.
What safeguards would be in place to ensure a CMRB does not end up being a tax grab from
the counties to Calgary? We have already heard rumblings of this in Calgary eying the
industrial area east of the city (Rockyview county)
What taxation powers for the Counties would a CMRB have? On what basis, under the
CMRB, would tax increases be allocated among Calgary, other urban areas in CMRB and
Counties ?
What powers would CMRB give Calgary to regulate the wells and water sources in Counties?
Why has the consultation been rushed through, with minimal advertising (see page 3 of
“Public Engagement-Phase 2”) since Sept 2020 - seven months is not enough time for a
policy initiative as major as this, especially when the entirety is during a pandemic and much
of that during lock-down.
Why wasn’t an Alberta company (or even Canadian) hired for this consultation?
Why is the strong and vocal opposition from  at least four counties being ignored?

There need to be equitable representation from the rural areas so that the urban areas do not
overpower the vote on what is to happen. We are getting overewhelmed by urban people who
do not understand rural lifetsyle.

Voting structure is very unfair, slanted to Calgary which we specifically want to stay out of and
away from.

Allow the rural municipalities an equal vote in the plan, the City of Calgary should not have a
majority vote.

Calgary planning should restrict itself to its existing metropolitan boundaries and not interfere
with the development of the surrounding communities and municipal districts. Calgary’s
central planning will result in the ruin of the investments of hundreds of small
investors/ranchers and the enrichment of a few favoured developers.  I’d much rather live in a
diverse, chaotic, challenging development than be trapped in a sterile, progressive planned
utopia with its myriad of unintended consequences.

I would appear the members of the Board are not an equal representation of the Region,
more urban representation.  When seeking Board approval are we talking majority/100%/51%

The CMRB as currently constituted leads to the domination by the City of Calgary of its entire
10 municipality constituents, particularly at the expense of its rural members.
- The CMRB voting mechanisms are skewed to gift this dominance to Calgary on account of
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negative veto power, and Calgary's control of many of the other urban members water and
other vital services;
- There is no effective means of appeal of CMRB decisions to an independent 3rd party, as
provided heretofore by Section 690 of the MGA;
- Rural Councils have no effective say in vitally important planning matters; they will be
reduced to simply accepting Calgary's decisions by virtue of the undemocratic CMRB voting
structure;
- As a result of this CMRB structure, the rural municipalities will stagnate in terms of
development and will simply serve a land bank waiting for Calgary's eventual needs to
surface decades down the road. This is more than just conjecture; the foregoing regional
planning model was previously implemented in the form of the former Calgary Regional
Planning Commission. It was subsequently abolished by Premier [...] in the 1990's due to its
disastrous effects, especially on rural participants.
- As proof of the deleterious effects of the implementation of the CMRB, fully 90% of the Rural
Municipalities of Alberta voted in favor of a resolution to dissolve all Growth Management
Boards in Alberta. There is no explanation for such a resounding message from the RMA to
governments, if indeed the CMRB is expected to yield such positive as espoused by its
proponents.

Clearly there are significant structural problems with the CMRB as proposed.
One wonders how it can possibly succeed with such opposition from its very own rural base.
Sadly, the answer is that it probably won't succeed without that opposition being
fundamentally addressed.

I can’t see how this helps anyone in the region. It completely removes the possibility for
anyone to develop unless Calgary approves. Not much chance of that.

Growth Plan appears to be contemplated in the absence of service plans. Absence of an
established dispute mechanism for applications requiring approval by the CMR Board. There
is overlap on cmrbs jurisdiction and the province which needs addressing.

Get a board with equal representation. 7 urban members and 3 rural members, isn't fair
representation. We can only surmise what direction we will be going, regardless of rural
feedback. Alberta is hurting economically.  This growth plan will be the final nail in the coffin.

CALGARY HAS too much control

More input from rural and less veto by city Calgary.

Urban votes outweigh any and all rural votes. This is not a fair treatment of rural zones, rather
this allows urban areas to bully rural areas at their leisure. This is a failed plan by a city that
cant even manage itself.

Calgary needs a lot of lessons in planning before they should have any say in how to develop
the surrounding counties! Calgary residents still water their lawns regardless of drought
conditions! We are stewards of the land in the rural areas and much better suited to be in
charge of our development. There needs to be a more equitable split on the board and a lot
more consultation with respect to this ill conceived plan.

City of Calgary should only be involved as they annex land for future development! Getting to
have say on what happens outside their territory is ludicrous! If people who own property in
adjoining county's want to do something with their land why should Calgary have a say!

This plan is completely one sided and will destroy the rural areas. It does not take into
account how the existing rural municipalities have been managed their growth, but instead
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forces rural areas to align with what's best for cities. With 7 cities and 3 MD's, the rural areas
will be boxed into a corner in order to further the growth of large cities. Our voice will be lost,
our taxes will be paying for the city projects, and the cities won't care AT ALL about  what is
best for rural areas. It will be a smaller version of Ontario/Quebec vs Alberta....Alberta has
been losing for years and now this plan intends to strip rural areas of their diverse and unique
characteristics. Our own counsellors have been managing these areas well for years - They
are forward thinking and understand what matters to these areas....Their voice should be the
primary in planning!

The concept of the CMRB is a good one.  The way in which the Board is structured and the
decision making process is completely skewed to Calgary. The Board needs to revisit this
part.

It is wrong that the Calgary Metro Region Board is dominated 7 to 3 in favour of the urban
areas.  The rural areas are being overruled and unable to develop in terms of housing and
jobs.   The rural counties must not be prevented from the tasks required by their voters and
tax payers.

How are you going to create equity in the development of the region with the current voting
structure?

While most of the objections proposed are good the whole process falls apart when Calgary
gets veto power over the rest of the members!  That is the real issue!!!!   They cannot be
given that much authority.

While most of the objections proposed are good the whole process falls apart when Calgary
gets veto power over the rest of the members!  That is the real issue!!!!   They cannot be
given that much authority.

We have reviewed the draft growth and feel that it is flawed in more ways than one can put in
a message box. This plan is totally designed to put the city of Calgary in control of ALL
developments in the CMRB region.

I try to do everything possible to avoid Calgary and now you want to bring it to the small towns
I frequent. I have no use for the city of calgary having a veto vote over the rest of the council.
Why did you need to bring in a planner for 1.2 million to come up with this horrid plan.  The
only people who think this is going to be a good idea is Calgary councilors who are going to
collect more taxes to pay for more horrible blue circles for half a million

Calgary has to much influence

Slow down population growth if you really care about the Environment. no need to keep
increasing the population unless by natural growth. no more immigration from any part of the
world and we wont have to worry about urban sprawl.
and every municipality should have the same vote as Calgary - no veto

Calgary should not have a Veto vote.  It is important that each city, town, county have control
of the develop in their areas while working with their neighbours

CALGARY HAS MORE INFLUENCE THAN DESERVED

having the city of calgary with total control with a veto vote does not seem to be a fair
democratic process!!!  correct me if I am wrong?

This survey asks loaded questions based on the premise that the respondents agree with the
concept of the CMRB - which we do NOT as long as Calgary has a VETO
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The governance structure needs to change. Calgary's ability to "Veto" development in rural
area's is not acceptable. This has created much animosity between rural members and City
members of the Board. This animosity hinders collaborative planning interaction between
members which is my understanding why the CMRB was formed in the first place. Completely
counterintuitive. I am very disappointed by this.

I am also frustrated with the public engagement process. I have not heard anything positive
from ordinary citizens thru this process yet I am almost certain that comments will fall on deaf
ears and this growth plan will be pushed forward anyways. Not sure why this process exists if
this is the case.

The City of Calgary cannot have a veto over development in the neighboring rural
communities

We object to Calgary's veto

this entire process leave calgary with final say wich is wrong and unbalanced

The “Liberal Hive Mindset” in Calgary is replicating the same “Liberal Hive Mindset” in the
Liberal Government in Ottawa.  A VETO vote over all six Counties, on development outside
The City of Calgary City Limits.  Centralized authority is so contrary to Western Canadian
values, which have to this point allowed people to live in an environment of their choosing.
The City of Calgary co funded the Deerfoot extension through the communities Artesia and
Heritage Pointe to alleviate traffic congestion, but honoured NO Traffic Noise Limits as are
required by either Alberta Transportation or The City of Calgary.  No Traffic Noise Barriers as
are installed as soon as entering the City of Calgary City Limits.  With oversight like just
described, who living in Counties outside The City of Calgary want The City of Calgary
deciding what is best?
The City of Calgary could not even design a roadway connection to connect Highway 22X to
South Campus Hospital!
I used to live in SE Calgary in the neighbourhood of Mackenzie Lake off 139th Avenue.  The
neighbourhood where the City of Calgary spent over $30 million stabilizing a hillside against
slipping of the hillside into the Bow River.  The City of Calgary loves “tax revenue” and land
developers get a pass.  Look at the hillside in the neighbourhood of Riverstone where the
same situation as mentioned is occurring.
And with this in mind, the”Liberal Hive Mind” in Calgary wants to exercise control outside The
City Limits now?  The track record of projects managed by The City of Calgary is far from
envious.  Big city mindset in rural communities, has far more negative than positives. It is
nothing more than a grab for power and more tax dollars to shore up the tax and spend
mindset of the Liberal mindset in cities like Edmonton and Calgary.

I am a property owner in both the City of Calgary and Foothills County. I'm concerned with the
following:
- the lack of consideration the input of the counties has been given by the Board.
- the fact that the City holds the majority vote on the Board and can outvote the county
representatives
- the potential for the counties to have to fund studies and initiatives that primarily benefit the
city
- the restrictions planned on where development can occur within the counties.

Foothills county has done significant work on an area Growth Plan that best suited their
residents and rural areas. The CMRB puts the rural areas at a significant disadvantage for
managing their own development. The City should not have veto power over rural areas, it
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should continue with joint input where possible on areas next to city boundaries, beyond that
all decisions in rural areas should be made by the rural designated council.

My biggest concern with the CMRB is the governance structure. I strongly agree there needs
to be a considerate approach to development. I have both a residence and agricultural
property in the Foothills County and want to insure any development is both environmentally
sustainable as well as fiscally responsible. My problem is when the city of Calgary can veto
the development plans of the smaller jurisdictions or push plans through that don’t benefit the
County or the rural residents.

It is absolutely inappropriate for Calgary to have veto power over development in areas that
are not within their electoral boundary of the City of Calgary

A metro plan that gives calgary an effective veto will not lead to cooperative development,

That Calgary will have unilateral decision-making powers over rural lands is completely
unacceptable

This whole exercise seems like stacking the deck to allow Calgary to flex it's muscle and have
its way over our rural neighbours to an even greater extent than it already does and make
worse a power imbalance that already exists.  If Calgary actually pursued development in a
responsible way that aligned with the wants and needs of its citizens instead of endeavouring
to invoke social engineering with almost every decision it makes we wouldn't be having
development spill over issues into rural areas that requires us to be considering these
arbitrary rules and unnecessary limiations outlined in this draft growth plan.  Fix the root of the
problem with is how planning and development happens in Calgary and much of the rest of
everything else will sort itself out organically.

It’s not OK for Calgary as member of the board to have the right to refuse (veto) about
intentions in our rural Foothills County, beside the face that rural communities are outweighed
7:3 by city/town municipalities.

Given COVID we and friends are looking for open natural spaces. Dense populated areas are
no longer considered positive. Joint planning areas don’t work effectively if Calgary or other
urban centres have veto or unfair advantage. Has to have equal partnership. Rocky View lack
of gravel policy is creating massive gravel pits like proposed Bearspaw area, hwy 567, Burnco
west of Cochrane 7 km pit. All are 35 plus years and impact the natural landscapes, water,
resident’s health and traffic.

Leave the Md County of Foothils  out of  it, their planning is controlled growth with benefits for
everyone.  They have had excellent planners on staff for the  last  30 years,  and feel  Calgary
Metro Planning is not  correct  for residents of Md county

I believe that Foothills County should have the final decision on it's own development.
A large urban area such as Calgary does not understand the needs or developments of rural
areas.

The choices regarding growth and economic opportunities for the Foothills should be made by
Foothills residents - not the city of Calgary.

City of Calgary can’t even manage Calgary, keep your socialist, special interest pandering
hands of MD of Foothills!!!!! People are leaving the grossly mismanaged city of Calgary in
droves, you do not need more space at this time!! You need a miracle, and new leadership!!!

There seems to be a lot of detrimental impact on Foothills County with virtually no benefits to
residents of Foothills County
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Please leave Foothills County alone.

Leave all Foothills decisions to the Municipality of Foothills.
Hire a Canadian Company not a USA Company for the project in hand.

Why is the project being conducted by an American company not Canadian.  I am disgusted
with the whole make work project.  Leave us alone in the Municipality of Foothills and let us
make our own decisions.  There is no concern for what will happen to the wildlife here only
more people.  Just keep out of our business.  We do not want you interfering.

• Although I am not an expert on planning, overall, it is a reasonable document from a
top-down approach. However, from a bottom-up approach it places the less-influential (I.e.
rural) partners at a disadvantage.
• “All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal than others.” (courtesy of George
Orwell’s “Animal Farm”)
• Calgary represents 84.5% of the current CRMB population and 81.1% of the 2053
population (ref pg. 36). The focus of the Plan is clearly on Calgary’s growth and the growth of
the other municipalities is geared to dovetailing with Calgary.
• Foothills County's concern over not having control over development of an Okotoks water
pipeline corridor and the area east of High River are two clear examples. The County has
limited opportunities to develop non-agricultural industries, and in an era where non-Oil & Gas
opportunities are prized, they should not be hindered.

County of Foothills needs more representatives

I am concerned  that Rural districts, Foothills included are not getting fair and equal
representation in the planing and decision making process .

unfair..Calgary has control

gives Calgary control

Rural equality

CMRB structure is heavily biased towards urban municipality control, with Calgary having a
final veto.  Rural municipalities not being listened to and will be stripped of their autonomy,
becoming little more than sources of tax revenue and land for annexation to feed urban
sprawl under this growth plan.  Rural municipalities such as Foothills and Rockyview Counties
should be permitted by the province to withdraw from CMRB if their concerns are not
adequately addressed.

I live in the country and do not require city influence or decision making or regulations. This is
why I live in the country, freedom of choice according to county laws.

Comments related to draft growth plan
While I understand the objectives and purpose presented through the draft Growth Plan, I do
believe it's unfair how restricted the Rural municipalities will be if the current draft goes
forward as is.  The way the Urban's grow is not changing from what occurs presently.  It is
conflicting that I do believe you can't have wide spread growth everywhere in the Counties, I
also believe that there is a hybrid out there that doesn't penalize the Counties.  It is not
unknown that the Cities are okay with this as they would greatly benefit from restricting rural
development, especially when it comes down to non-residential development.  It would be
naive to think that their opinions are unbiased as it is well documented that all urban
objectives are to increase their pieces of the non-residential development pie.  I empathize
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that this is a difficult thing to manage, but there has to be some rural initiatives that they could
benefit from.  It is also well known that there has been way too much time and effort spent on
the land side of things with the servicing realities being almost an after thought.  There is
much more impact that could be made if servicing was a priority and municipalities were
willing to work together to find the highest degree of efficiencies.  There is great opportunity in
the Calgary Region, but that can only be realized when municipalities stop seeing any "wins"
by others as their own personal "loss".  It is well known not just in Alberta, but across Canada
that this region is "difficult" to do business in, takes more time, and has more beaurocracy to
deal with than elsewhere.  The growth plan should focus on how to remove barriers to
encourage investment here, rather than adding to the difficulty.  It is also well known that
innovation is discouraged here as municipalities are so adverse to any kind of risk that the
difficulty in trying anything new and exciting isn't worth the effort and investment required.
There has been a very skewed viewpoint coming forward which has a bias toward an urban
population.   I disagree with this and strongly feel that forcing the MD to be part of this
planning board without taking into account the viewpoint of the MD is wrong.  This will
increase red tape, strip away our property rights, and the consultations have been skewed to
disregard the rural viewpoint.   This is the first I have heard of it.  There was a similar
movement a short period of time ago and I do not want that to happen again.

The MD of Foothills has requested that the plan be amended to allow us to grow in
accordance with our own vision established in our Growth Management Strategy that they
have worked on with residents, that the County be allowed to create new growth areas for
both residential and employment (the same as the urban municipalities are allowed in the
plan) and that communities be established at a density that is appropriate in the rural context.
This does not seem to carry any weight with this proposed plan.  Could you please tell me
why?

I  do not believe that the rural areas and the city areas will have equal say in planning and it
seems that the rural areas are to be on the hook for studies etc for urban areas that have no
impact on rural areas.  Rural areas and rural infrastructure projects are best handled by the
MD since they understand their residents and their needs for the area.  It is also detrimental
to the rural areas with regards to business opportunities.

I went into the questions and tried to put something in the draft regional growth plan and a
disclaimer pops up saying this discussion has closed. I thought you wanted some opinions
and discussion?

It seems the American firm you hired has come up with plans that have that do not reflect our
rural makeup and their grandiose plans do not reflect the area in our MD or the population of
the MD.

If Calgary needs these plans great, they pay for them and work on solving their issues.
Given the increase in population that Calgary forsees, they can work on increasing the
population density in Calgary and the MD can manage our needs.

I would appreciate meeting with someone who can describe better for me how the rural needs
will be better met with this plan, and I will ensure that my councillor and I can meet with and
bring up our issues.
Rural growth, plans, development and land use should be determined by rural council,
residents and those who both understand and are directly impacted by the unique
complexities of rural living. Urbanites should not be in charge of or hold power over rural
regions. What works in cities does not work within rural towns and country communities. They
are unique and should be developed locally by those who live wi him these lines. The city of
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Calgary and towns should not be determining what Foothills County can do, it residents of
these areas do. Calgary can address its own problems by making solutions within its own city
limits, and leave the outlying communities to do the same, what benefits Calgary does not
benefit those of us who choose to live outside of this city (for good reason). We choose to live
outside of Calgary because we don’t like the city, the excessive red tape, congestion, and
poor quality of life. We choose where we live for a reason and don’t need Calgary ruining
where we live too.
I don't believe the plan allows for enough autonomy for the Counties and outlying towns.  The
larger Metro area should not be able to dictate where job opportunities will be allowed, how
the growth in the various jurisdictions will managed. The plan is just controlling growth and
development to suit the growing metropolitan area and not allowing Councilors and Mayors
who were voted into office to provide their expertise to exercise their knowledge of the
requirements of their constituents and provide lifestyles, employment and growth
opportunities.
Why does the City of Calgary think they know best what my needs are in a more rural
environment.  The City is not growing right now and in the foreseeable future it is not likely
with the downturn in our core businesses.  The City should focus on their own backyard and
not try to manage what is already working well in the surrounding areas.
There should be equal representation when reviewing plans not the heavily weighted City
decision making power.
This plan is really unfair to the rural communities. Why are you doing this?  Are those
numbers for real or did someone invent them so that Calgary could have it all?  Can't you
make a plan so that each community gets to benefit?
Rural county need more say not less. This board is strictly prohibiting rural growth in favor to
calgary. This board didn't consider or give proper consultation to the community's and
individuals this effects.
Bad plan favors Calgary
Hamlets and villages should be permitted to continue developing in order to create more jobs
for residents that live close. It is more sustainable in the long run to be able to work closer to
your home. Driving into Calgary increases the footprint each rural resident creates. It doesn't
make any sense to limit rural development for businesses. This seems to only have the City
of Calgary in mind. Not an environmentally or socially sustainable design concept at all.
This plan imposes your will upon the rural counties. Your estimates of savings are just that. By
hiring an american firm you have shown to me a lack of respect for our firms based in canada
.
unfair to rural landowners...
bad for rurals
Consideration of rural communities is not included in this plan. In fact it is going to further
hinder growth in these areas. Smaller municipalities should have a voice in this and should be
included at the board level.
We rural people appear to have no say in any of this. It will affect our taxes, our way of life
and we do not wish to be dictated to by urban lifestyle. Why did you have to go the the United
States to find a consultant? Does Canada not have educated people in it? This consultant
and obviously most of the people who have the largest input into this plan know nothing about
rural lifestyle nor how we people in the Foothills feel about this plan. In the open houses in
DeWinton no one was for this plan and now you are pushing it on us at a time when we
cannot meet in public or as a group due to COVID to voice our concerns as one unanimous
voice. Shame on you for trying to pass this at a time when residents biggest concerns right
now are their health and trying to pay bills in a time of crisis. This is nothing short of
communism.
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This plan looks like Calgary trying to broaden its tax base, while only allowing employment
and commercial development within the city, further limiting opportunity only to Calgary.
Opportunity should be dispersed to support equity.
Do not include rural municipalities east of Calgary. This board is detrimental to rural economic
growth and sustainability.
Urban Calgary shouldn’t dictate how rural municipalities operate as they have no first hand
knowledge of rural living, business or agriculture. Bulldozing over rural municipalities to better
suit Calgary further divides communities and cooperation.
No a very fair plan for the rurals
Please understand that rural people are not urban people. We have a strong entrepreneurial
spirit in rural communities and by having urban planners you don’t meet the needs of the rural
people.  By controlling the subdivisions and growth you screw over all the small
builders/architects and land developers.  You will destroy them because we as independent
builders can not compete with your massive city builders. Who sell lots in minimum blocks
for hundreds of thousands of dollars at a time.  You will make our communities so full that we
won’t be able to register our kids for swimming lessons without a 6am log in on opening day
of registration.   We do not want ridiculous communities that are high density with 4ft lot lines
between the houses.  That is dangerous and a massive fire hazards and should be illegal.
People don’t move to rural areas for it to be the same as city living.
Plan your own city high density, over crowed parking nightmare communities and leave our
community planning to the people who have lived here for 40 years building and developing
and who love our towns.
I find the CMRB growth plan to be unfair to rural areas.  There should be development in rural
areas without the boards approval.  The decisions should be made by local residents and
local council.
We have reviewed the draft growth and feel that it is flawed in more ways than one can put in
a message box. This plan is totally designed to put the city of Calgary in control of ALL
developments in the CMRB region.
This plan is not in the best interest of the region, especially the rural residents and ultimately
not in the best interests of a province that is struggling economically. I cannot see where poor
planning has occurred in the region other than the sprawl occurring within the city of Calgary.
Please DO NOT implement this plan. You're basically saying rural Albertans do not matter.
Wheatland County residents matter and do not want to be included in this plan. Rural
municipalities should be able to make their own decisions regarding developments and land
use.
There need to be equitable representation from the rural areas so that the urban areas do not
overpower the vote on what is to happen. We are getting overewhelmed by urban people who
do not understand rural lifetsyle.
CMRB structure is heavily biased towards urban municipality control, with Calgary having a
final veto.  Rural municipalities not being listened to and will be stripped of their autonomy,
becoming little more than sources of tax revenue and land for annexation to feed urban
sprawl under this growth plan.  Rural municipalities such as Foothills and Rockyview Counties
should be permitted by the province to withdraw from CMRB if their concerns are not
adequately addressed.
This CMRB Draft Growth Plan:

Shuts the door on rural opportunity:  The plan limits the location of where residential and
employment growth may occur in the rural municipalities. It also limits the allowable types of
residential growth to very high or very low density. Since Board permission is required to
establish new settlement areas in rural municipalities, the outcome is very uncertain because
the urban-weighted vote decides what happens in Foothills County.
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Limits economic development for rurals:  Employment areas larger than 20 acres require
Board approval and can only be located in Joint Planning Areas (JPAs) or Board-approved
Hamlet Growth Areas.  The growth plan will not allow continued development of un-serviced
rural industrial areas, which have provided a cost-effective option for business.  The County’s
planned growth area and Highway 2 East-side Commercial Area cannot be developed due to
the constraints of this growth plan.

Creates red tape and economic uncertainty:  Employment areas can only be located in JPAs
(with mandatory urban oversight) or in Board-approved Hamlet Growth Areas.  The proposed
JPA in Foothills County already has approved plans in place with servicing studies underway.
JPAs will require a jointly-prepared Context Study to "inform" plans that are already complete
and being implemented.  Foothills would rather work with our neighbours to solve existing
problems, instead of wasting time and money undertaking this work that is not necessary.

Utilizes insufficient public engagement:  Although there have now been two rounds of on-line
engagement, residents have not been provided with an explanation of the impacts of the plan.
Engagement has not been well-publicized and only a few people have participated.  Much of
the content has been slanted towards getting desired responses.

Is biased against rural municipalities:  The American consultants have strong opinions
regarding urban development serviced by transit, as the primary goal for the region, and have
mandated lofty development forms that do not fit in the County.  The diversity of place, the
choice of lifestyle and the opportunity for the development of business that has been the basis
of rural development will no longer be permitted here. All areas of urban municipalities are
considered “priority growth areas”; whereas, rural municipalities may only establish these
through Board approval, and must justify any development. Despite the minimal growth that
Foothills County is likely to see, there is still a concerted effort to control the County.  This
growth plan systematically strips away property rights and stops the rurals from doing
anything, except farming and being annexed.  This bias results in pitting municipalities against
each other and places our long-standing, collaborative relationships in jeopardy.

Will cost taxpayers money:  The proposed plan creates a large number of projects that
municipalities will need to undertake, such as:  revising municipal plans to align with the
regional plan, writing joint Context Studies for the imposed JPAs, and participating in and
paying for additional studies on transportation, environmentally sensitive areas, servicing and
transit.  There may be future requirements to pay for joint projects, such as regional transit,
that may have no benefit for our residents.  Money could be lost on projects that may not
proceed after planning dollars have been spent, and on delayed rural infrastructure projects
determined to be low-priority by CMRB metrics which elevate city projects in the bid for
Provincial dollars.

Ignores requested changes:  Foothills has requested that the plan be amended to allow us to
grow in accordance with our own vision established in our Growth Management Strategy that
we have worked on with our residents, that the County be allowed to create new growth areas
for both residential and employment (the same as the urban municipalities are allowed in the
plan) and that communities be established at a density that is appropriate in the rural context.
Our requests have not been heard.
As people who believe in co-operation and assisting others, we originally welcomed The
Calgary Metropolitan Region Board (CMRB) and approved of the Interim Growth Plan.
However, we have grown more and more concerned over the past year in the direction the
CMRB are taking, especially in The Calgary Metropolitan Region Board Growth Plan.

Rural areas and their elected officials are dominated by the urban areas, 7 to 3 votes on the

34
CMRB Phase 3 Public Engagement WWH Appendix - April 2021



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

Board.  The results are dictatorial to the 3 rural areas and will have a considerable negative
impact on the residents and businesses located in these rural areas.

The Plan limits the location for residential and employment growth with the urban voters on
the Board able to dictate where and what growth can take place.  No longer can we, the rural
voters and their elected officials, determine their own future.  This will create considerable
economic uncertainty in rural areas.

The Plan forces the rural areas to add extra layers of bureaucracy, spending residents
(voters) money in the form of Property Taxes on Studies, for example, Context Studies, which
have no benefit to the rural areas.

I am concerned that the survey system as set up on the cmrbgrowthplan.ca web site is very
one sided, worded and structured to gain support for the Plan.  The site is not balanced and
appears as a propaganda tool to ensure support.

Whilst all urban areas are considered “priority growth areas”, rural areas must seek Board (an
urban dominated Board) approval for all projects. This is unacceptable and removes the
lifestyle choices and employment opportunities currently available to rural residents.

Foothills County have, over time, developed, together with residents, a Growth Management
Strategy for the County and have requested that the Board modify the Plan to reflect this
Strategy.  I regret that this request has not been heard by the Board.

I note that the Board hired an American planning company, HDR Calthorpe, to undertake the
work towards the new Plan now being presented for approval on June 1st, 2021.  This
company have developed a Plan that suites the demands of the dominant urban areas at the
interest and cost of the rural areas and I ask that the Plan be reviewed to ensure the interests
of rural voters is taken into consideration.

As a rural voter and taxpayer, I request your urgent assistance in preventing the urban areas
legislating their dominance over the rural Counties and MDs of Alberta, allowing us all to
move forward with a balanced approach.
I just discovered these surveys; I don't feel like they are well advertised.  Even though there
was a write-up in the Western Wheel, the address of this website was not given.  I see a lot of
poles are closed.  I feel like the rules are going to put constraints on land owners within the
rural areas without any sort of compensation to them. That isn't right/fair.
The three rural municipalities involved cover at least two thirds of the region; however, there is
but one mention of any rural considerations in the March 17 media release (“Conserving
agricultural land and resources” on page 2).  The urban focus goes much deeper as the
‘growth plan’ calls for the rural municipalities to be stripped of many of their decision-making
powers.   As a rural resident and taxpayer, I strongly object to the erosion of my rights to be
represented by my elected councillor being severely eroded.
This plan only benefits the city of Calgary. It hurts rural citizens and ends their freedom to
make their own decisions
This whole plan is bad for rural land owners around Calgary. Why did the CMRB get a urban
planner from California to make our growth plan?
We moved to the outskirts of the city because of all the social engineering.  All this removes
choices for people and businesses. I know you all feel you are absolutely right and like the
feeling of control but we feel you are a cancer and need to be kept inside of the city limits as
you have no idea the damage you do to the free thinking part society.
This plan is completely biased toward the urban component of its jurisdiction leaving the rural
areas without a meaningful voice. As a voter and taxpayer, that is unacceptable.
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The CMRB as currently constituted leads to the domination by the City of Calgary of its entire
10 municipality constituents, particularly at the expense of its rural members.
- The CMRB voting mechanisms are skewed to gift this dominance to Calgary on account of
negative veto power, and Calgary's control of many of the other urban members water and
other vital services;
- There is no effective means of appeal of CMRB decisions to an independent 3rd party, as
provided heretofore by Section 690 of the MGA;
- Rural Councils have no effective say in vitally important planning matters; they will be
reduced to simply accepting Calgary's decisions by virtue of the undemocratic CMRB voting
structure;
- As a result of this CMRB structure, the rural municipalities will stagnate in terms of
development and will simply serve a land bank waiting for Calgary's eventual needs to
surface decades down the road. This is more than just conjecture; the foregoing regional
planning model was previously implemented in the form of the former Calgary Regional
Planning Commission. It was subsequently abolished by Premier [...] in the 1990's due to its
disastrous effects, especially on rural participants.
- As proof of the deleterious effects of the implementation of the CMRB, fully 90% of the Rural
Municipalities of Alberta voted in favor of a resolution to dissolve all Growth Management
Boards in Alberta. There is no explanation for such a resounding message from the RMA to
governments, if indeed the CMRB is expected to yield such positive as espoused by its
proponents.

Clearly there are significant structural problems with the CMRB as proposed.
One wonders how it can possibly succeed with such opposition from its very own rural base.
Sadly, the answer is that it probably won't succeed without that opposition being
fundamentally addressed.
This planning is totally urban focused and is so biased it didn’t even have the hamlet of West
Balzac as a defined hamlet, there is a current ASP there as well and it will be a fully serviced
Hamlet thanks to the recent extension of water/waste water across hyw2 by Rocky View
County, not regional cooperation from Calgary. This shows poor planning going forward in
servicing in the region, no truly regional servicing but pick and choose by Calgary to control
economic development and regional growth!
The fundamental problem in this region is the city of Calgary still planning from a 1950’s

philosophy of Uni City!  This planning is not about good land use planning but about Calgary’s
control of economic development! Until a provincial government rounds up the courage to
stop this out dated planning, the region will have continual conflict! Sooner or later one of the
urban jurisdictions will have a great project that Calgary thinks should be theirs, then the truth
will come out about this antiquated planning model!!
Calgary Metro Region Board will not be considerate of rural life styles, our ability to gain value
from our farmland if opportunity presents itself. The regional growth plan will be for urban
benefit and not for the rural population.
Develop a plan that works for rural, not just urban
The process is skewed to take into account urban over rural issues and remove authority from
the rural municipalities.  Rural economic development is dependent on having independent
decision making from urban issues and cannot be constrained just to certain pre-determined
areas.
This plan needs to be sustainable and beneficial to all parties not only to Calgary.
The urban huge city CANNOT control the rural counties without more consultations and more
discussion and more power given to the rural counties than now. the city is acting like a huge
monster sucking up the rural counties.
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This plan is of concern for the following reasons.

Shuts the door on rural opportunity;
Limits economic development for rurals;
Creates red tape and economic uncertainty;
Involved insufficient public engagement;
Is biased against rural municipalities creating an unlevel playing field;
Will cost taxpayers money.
The regional growth plan is unfairly benefiting urban areas at the detriment to rural
communities. The increased tax burden from “Joint studies” that will have minimal benefit to
rural communities is also unfair.
Recognize communities like harmony are built to be more self sustaining to ease calgary
reliance and prioritizing growth in calgary only excludes us
Calgary metro plan should be centric to just the calgary city borders only. I don't live in
Calgary for a reason..I don't want to.  Don't make this look like we are all in this together, we
are NOT.
unfair for rurals
I am outraged that we just found out about this whole thing in “phase 3”.  Received no
communication in regard to this at all. The only reason we even learned about this was word
of mouth through a friend of a friend...and this could greatly impact our future land
development.  This seems like a very urban skewed plan, leaving rural parties with little to no
input.  It is unbelievable that an American firm was hired as consultants to develop and
implement this one side piece of garbage.  Incredibly poorly executed and We are extremely
opposed to it all!   My family farm as well as my acreage will be impacted greatly.  100%
against all aspects.  Extremely outraged that the viewpoints and suggestions from the MD of
Foothills have been utterly ignored!   I speak for my mother and brother as well.  Very upset
land owners.
Too much control for Calgary
Too much control for Urbans
Cities have too much control
Towns & cities have too much control
Do not agree with calgary controlling my hamlet. If I wanted calgary to control what I do I
would live in Calgary
Have read your draft report - there is a large conflict between the Urban and Rural interests.
Rural interests are not well represented in the CMRB - should be de-coupled.
Keep Calgary in Calgary. The city needs to focus on population density not continually
spreading into rural areas. Those of us in rural areas moved away from the city for a reason
and it’s not to have the city take over and dictate what happens in our community.
This is absolutely ludicrous! Calgary should not have any say over what we do and don't do in
Foothills County. There is a reason we moved to the country. We are already way lower in our
carbon emissions as we are a small, largely seld sufficient farm. We also run a small business
so work opportunities in our area is just fine as there are many small businesses. All I hear in
this plan is tax hikes and using rural areas solely for the benefit of urban residents. Zero
consultation happened before this was implemented in January 2019. I went to a presentation
on secondary suites and was told that this was already a done deal. This is not in the best
interest of rural residents and only now there's "consultation" because so many people are
opposed. This is a cash grab by past politicians (NDP) who don't give a hoot about farmers
(as frequently demonstrated in their decision making/laws). This is not acceptable. Please
keep your fingers off my land, our communityresources, and our natural resources. We are
not responsible for the poor planning by the city of Calgary and should not be associated in
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any way - hence the reason must of us live where we do! We are perfectly fine without
Calgary sucking us dry!
This plan looks as if it created to pick winners and losers in future development. Those in the
"nodes" will make millions, everyone else will need to pay more in market rent to the insiders
to do business in the Calgary Region.
This plan has not involved sufficient public engagement, is biased toward urban planning and
shuts opportunity for surrounding counties.
The Growth Plan does not meet with the following statement as per the CMRB website:
"The Calgary Metropolitan Region Board (CMRB) is committed to supporting the long-term
social, environmental and economic wellbeing of the Calgary Metropolitan Region by
facilitating collaborative regional planning practices, optimizing shared services and land use,
and fostering sustainable growth."  Where is the collaborative planning practices and fostering
sustainable growth when the Urban muni's want to control, yes that's the right word, rural
development.  Urbans may want high densification but people move to the rural areas for
open spaces and LARGER lots.  Industry and commercial enterprises move to rural areas for
affordability.  Practise what you preach, oh in this case you are.
This plan gives far too much power to Calgary, which has a veto on anything suggested by
others.  It is entirely unfair to rural residents and places everyone under the power of Calgary.
It has been shown to raise taxes for municipalities when used elsewhere, and to restrict land
use for rural residents.  This is a poor, American style solution which causes many more
problems than it will ever solve. Undemocratic by the biggest municipality of everyone else.
Absolutely wrong for us.
I don't believe that urban centers should direct the development of rural areas/centers
following urban planning principles because rural communtiies are very different in terms of
lifestyle and it is important that people have a choice.
This just seems to be another level of red tape  - I believe that the IDP approach is sufficient
for coordinated development where required.

This is heavily weighted to the benefit of urban areas and does not allow the rural
municipalities to optimize development as best meets their growth requirements.
This plan is completely one sided and will destroy the rural areas. It does not take into
account how the existing rural municipalities have been managed their growth, but instead
forces rural areas to align with what's best for cities. With 7 cities and 3 MD's, the rural areas
will be boxed into a corner in order to further the growth of large cities. Our voice will be lost,
our taxes will be paying for the city projects, and the cities won't care AT ALL about  what is
best for rural areas. It will be a smaller version of Ontario/Quebec vs Alberta....Alberta has
been losing for years and now this plan intends to strip rural areas of their diverse and unique
characteristics. Our own counsellors have been managing these areas well for years - They
are forward thinking and understand what matters to these areas....Their voice should be the
primary in planning!
The Regional Growth Plan is strictly urban designed, and is mostly negative to rural living and
development. Effectively, establishing rural land being frozen for future long time urban growth
with no realistic insight on how growth will actually evolve. Planned growth for  decades is not
practical or realistic, planning should proceed on much shorter and with more informed
knowledge on how development is actually proceeding. Rather than designating where
possible future development should occur,  focus should be on  planning possible corridors for
future transportation, utilities etc., all of which could be implemented, extended or cancelled.

The City of Calgary Community Plan encompasses many of the "planned" growth elements of
the Regional Plan on how communities should be structured and this has resulted in  negative
response. Planned growth in rural areas, whether in designated hamlets or clusters will likely
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be met with similar negative responses.

To rural land owners that may be very distant to the current city boundary, the restrictions
being placed on their rights to deal with their lands for the foreseeable future is dictatorial at
least.

In my opinion, while the Plan is an ambitious exercise for planners it is not a feasible or
realistic approach for development  in neighboring Municipalities/ Counties.
I am writing this letter to express my disappointment with the board and the development of
the CMRB plan.
During a recent online meeting it was disappointing to listen and ask questions as it was
nothing more than a onesided delivery of information. Many people asked questions and very
few were answered. As one attendee stated even the survey allows for limited feedback and
limited choices to questions. As landowners it seems that we have little say in what happens
to our land, one voice against many. For example: we sell land and new homes are built,
we than want to sell more land to continue growth and it gets stalled because the new
residents want the lands to stay as is? We allowed them to move here we gave them a place
to live. They must remember change is a constant. And the voices of many should not limit
the voice of one. As it stands the CMRB has limited to no voices on the board for the
landowners, which seems unfair. In these times when we need to grow Alberta and make it
strong and allow communities to grow and provide Alberta’s a to call home, we create
expensive boards only to get stuck in the mud of bureaucracy. You make claims of a million
more people? We would need to be vibrantand open for business for that to occur and your
plans don’t allow for such a move. I elected and pay rural councils to manage our backyards
not city mayor’s that can control and have veto rights to growth. Yes, we need controls in
the process, and that is why we have paid expert planners in our Municipalities. How can we
have a level playing field with cities veto rights driving tax dollars out of municipalities? In
some districts we have designated agricultural lands that have limited to no value as
agricultural lands and cannot sustain enough income to support a farm operation, yet would
be better designated for other uses. In your plan you make comments about reductions in
water, infrastructure, and land consumption, including carbon reduction, and travel? What is
the science behind these recommendations or is it a group of like-minded people giving these
recommendations? Your discussion at the open house was broadly about the City of Calgary
and not rural development. Please let the processes of our elected municipal governments do
their jobs. Please do not hesitate to contact me, I would be interested in sitting on your board
or offering my expertise. Your survey does not allow fair comments or proper responses.
This whole exercise seems like stacking the deck to allow Calgary to flex it's muscle and have
its way over our rural neighbours to an even greater extent than it already does and make
worse a power imbalance that already exists.  If Calgary actually pursued development in a
responsible way that aligned with the wants and needs of its citizens instead of endeavouring
to invoke social engineering with almost every decision it makes we wouldn't be having
development spill over issues into rural areas that requires us to be considering these
arbitrary rules and unnecessary limiations outlined in this draft growth plan.  Fix the root of the
problem with is how planning and development happens in Calgary and much of the rest of
everything else will sort itself out organically.
It’s not OK for Calgary as member of the board to have the right to refuse (veto) about
intentions in our rural Foothills County, beside the face that rural communities are outweighed
7:3 by city/town municipalities.
This plan is not supported by rural municipalities so how can you move forward with this plan
without the support of the three key rural municipal members?
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The ideas expressed in the Regional Growth Plan make sense for the City of Calgary and the
very close vicinity, but I object to applying them throughout the adjacent counties and MDs.
The counties and MDs have to be able to maintain more autonomy and self-determination.
I understand the approach and desired outcomes but this will have significant adverse
impacts and limitations on the ability of rural counties and towns to attract
businesses/employment, diversify economies, retain residents, and unfortunately direct most
economic growth toward the city.  The Rural Country Cluster growth areas also limit the future
opportunities to diversify agriculture on smaller parcels as the density of these country areas
has a maximum of 0.5DU/Acre which is too small.  I expect that the MDP for Rocky View and
the IMDP and the Land Use Bylaw will still allow for judgment to allow this, otherwise I
recommend that the 0.5 rating be reduced to a lower density ie 5-8 acre parcels.
Need to provide more information on how you arrived at the benefits you have stated. Where
is the proof?
What are the metrics used to measure success going forward of your suggested plan?  Your
plan in no way respects the character and uniqueness of this region. It may work for
Vancouver, Toronto, Chicago, New York, but not Calgary Region.
The ideology of of dictating where growth can or cannot occur is a dictatorship, not a
democracy, and infringes on the fundamental principles of this Province.
How do you intend to service these designated areas as no servicing has yet been
formulated.  It is naïve to think that servicing your designated areas will occur, and how can
you conclude that it will be cheaper to do so per your intended outcomes?
How does this plan "cut red tape"?
poorly thought out plan not specific to the area
Keep growth out of our small communities.  Do not destroy the character of neighborhoods in
the quest for density and infill development.
Encourage place-making outside of Calgary. Except for Calgary, towns and cities in CMR are
boring and architecturally unattractive but have tons of potential.
plan not relevant to the region. Walkable communities??-30 degree weather. transit-rurals do
not use transit as a rule. Too many errands to run when you go to urban centers
The growth plans must take into consideration architectural features and guidance. We need
to protect areas with historic impact not by limiting development, but by placing architectural
restrictions on what the exterior facade looks. This is critical to ensure future areas maintain
their charm
Please make sure Rockyview keeps its own identity and doesn’t become like Calgary
Having come from Ontario's GTA region I've seen the impact that 'unregulated' urban sprawl
has on the communities it swallows up, it's devastating to the culture of the small town that
once existed but now has been swallowed up by huge developments of cookie cutter houses.
Though I appreciate that urban density is important to prevent the type of sprawl that the GTA
encountered over the last 30 years there's also a tremendous amount of value in historical
buildings and communities. I don't understand how houses are allowed to be built in the area
of Renfrew that are 3.5 stories tall and yet are a single family unit. If you're going to permit
new buildings, at least make it so that the houses fit in with the established community where
people value their neighbourhood and not just the square footage of their fancy house OR
make it so that big infills are multi-family units.
I'm also concerned that parking spots aren't being considered enough in the urban density
planning - if a community isn't walkable or transit isn't efficient in saving them time (or at least
making their commute time equivalent) then people will continue to have cars and clog up the
streets. In my walks around the communities I see lots of examples where new houses have
been built with garages yet the garages are so small no one parks in them.
When new communities are being built the idea of making them walkable is extremely
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important -  some of these new communities don't have grocery stores, doctor's offices,
pharmacies, etc. for kilometres - that means people have to drive to do simply daily tasks.
Renfrew is a great example of a walkable neighbourhood - lots of convenience stores,
grocery stores, etc. nearby. Development should go back to the 'old school' way of building
communities around the idea of 'community' and making places for people to work, live, play
and meet people. Not just streets upon streets of houses. If Covid has taught us anything in
terms of development planning I think it's really shown how valuable our greenspaces are
because they provide a place for those who don't have backyards to meet up and enjoy
nature. Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.
The structure of this with 2/3 and 2/3 is too heavily weighted for urban.  It does not reflect the
unique needs of our rural municipalities.  It does not recognize the rural development that has
taken and that which has been envisioned and planned.
I am astounded that American consultants were used. I would have preferred consultants
who understand the context of this region and the underlying values of the people who call
this area home.
Focus on fixing down town Calgary, to make it a place where people can live, work and enjoy
life. Keep the surrounding Calgary areas feeling uniquely different, not just an extension of
Calgary, even the name ‘Calgary Metro Region’ seems misplaced.
Am concerned about the proposed Rural and Country Clusters. Have seen this proposal from
developers a number of times in the past. In theory, clusters seem like a wonderful idea. The
concern has always been that developers will use this development type to force high density
housing into existing lower density rural areas using a two stage approach. First they develop
the higher density clusters as proposed and then come back later and push to develop the
reserved open land as well. The development ends up with significantly more residents than
in the original plan. The higher density does not fit with the surrounding community so creates
conflict with nearby residents. We see this type of conflict already in the boundary areas
between Calgary and Rocky View (urban vs. rural density development with no transition
zone). This will permanently destroy the beauty and character of the community (Springbank
in particular!) but generate huge profits for big developers and big land owners who make a
quick buck and then are gone, leaving a mess for the existing residents. In addition, higher
housing densities in rural areas create huge infrastructure problems such as traffic
congestion, insufficient school capacity, noise, water supply problems, and sewage handling
problems.
The world will go through huge changes in the next 30-50 years due to global warming.
Therefore, in areas where high density housing is allowed, serious consideration should be
given to new planning models to address this issue. Small self-contained communities where
a person is within walking distance of ALL community services (employment, shopping,
medical services, etc.) is best for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and improving personal
health (i.e., reduce the amount of driving please!). This concept has been successfully tried
elsewhere, so why not here as well? Calgary's model of having everybody commute to work
downtown is crazy! We do not want that type of development mentality in the rural areas.
One last item, if possible, please include plans for walking paths (along main roads) for
pedestrians and bikers in the higher density portions of the rural areas. Currently, these paths
do not exist. As a result, pedestrians and bikers must share the roads with vehicular traffic, at
great risk of being hit in an accident. Thank you!
Keep rural areas rural, prevent urban sprawl
Protect the rural area from more mansions and growth. Restrict it and allow agriculture to
continue.  No more industrial development in rural areas either
Keep Springbank Rural!!! We do not need more commercial malls, more of the same.
Springbank has water issues with springs, flooding, can not handle any more septics! No

41
CMRB Phase 3 Public Engagement WWH Appendix - April 2021



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

transportation, no trail connections to produce less cars,........Let Calgary handle the urban
stuff!
Keep DeWinton rural
Keep rural rural, Help keep rural roads rural, help ranchers and farmers with farm sucession
and first parcel out.  Right now it is very expensive, lengthy and difficult to do that.  PUT
WEST ROCKYVIEW INTO THE M.D. of BIGHORN
Don’t try to density the rural areas like you do with the city. We like it spread out and free.
Mind your own business in rural communities
Protect Agriculture.  Protect rural nature of larger acreages
Please keep areas rural between cities and towns so it does not turn into one blob of
development. Space to separate and define communities is essential.  Please prioritize
separate pathways for bikes/runners to join communities where possible. Ex Airdrie to
Calgary, Calgary to Cochrane, Cochrane to Canmore.
40% reduction in land comsumption- lets look at the facts.  This plan is stopping the rurals
from doing well planned developments will then push more to the small developments that
don't need cmrb approval.  those small develpments and one acreages are the biggest land
waste in the area.  Lets allow rurals to do proper developments so they can say no to the
wasteful ones.
Preserve agricultural lands. No subdivisions in rural areas.
Leave Rockyview County Alone !! We moved out here for a reason ... Because we didn't want
to live in a high desity area like the city of Calgary .. this is not a good plan.. !!  Very
concerned about this awful plan !!
We moved out of the city because we did not want to live in an urban high density community.
Leave rural areas alone !!!
Individuals in West Bragg Creek purchased their homes with a lifestyle in mind, making the
conscious decision to live in a rural community where nature, open land and co-existing with
animal habitat are preserved for generations to come.
Focus commercial/industrial in hamlets, but DO NOT allow high density in the other rural
areas.  Allow like-infill only.  Leave all the rest as agriculture; our food source and our method
of providing clean water for all.
Stop encroaching on our rural way of life and stop working to force the surrounding
municipalities to bend to the ideologies and preferences of the city of Calgary.
I don’t think we need what you call hamlets around for business or small residential areas.
Hamlets have disappeared because the railroad no longer needs to service most of those
areas ie they no longer store grain in elevators waiting for the grain to be picked up.  So the
small businesses and people left. People have to understand when they move to a rural area
you need to possibly drive a longer distance to go shopping or get groceries. Most people live
in rural areas to get away from your neighbors an arms length away and enjoying the sounds
and sights of wildlife. Also being out of the cities busy environment.  If that’s an inconvenience
then stay in the city! Why would we want to continue to build more housing in areas and
destroy more wildlife’s  homes and push them more into dense populated residential areas
when it’s not needed.
A linear feature such as a highway should not automatically denote a commercial land use
zone.

People who choose a rural lifestyle should have those decisions respected by the local
authorities.
Rural municipalities need to have full control over their own growth development.  Rural
development has different goals and processes than urban development, which is often not
understood by urban developers and should not be limited by a board composed heavily of
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urban mindset.
I am typically hesitant towards development but believe landowners should have control over
what they do with their property and should not have to justify their desire to a board in order
to develop it.
Do not support planners enforcing big city type development out in the surrounding
Rural/Small Town areas.  This plan is forcing big city development/ lifestyle out into the
surrounding area.  If I wanted to live in a dense big city lifestyle I would have moved to
Calgary.  The voting structure gives Calgary veto over development in the area.  The new
densities will not be compatible with existing development out in the surrounding towns and
rural municipalities.
Leave US alone - we moved to the Rural area to get away from packed houses, no parking
when going places, pollution, and not being ACCESSIBLE we like out privacy, large yards,
wide open spaces, the relaxed life of living in RURAL ALBERTA
Leave the rural alone unless it’s improving roads. We live in the country for space and peace
and quiet
We move to the country for peace and quiet. Not development traffic and crime
The only choices for rural residents seems be to farm or be annexed. The rural community is
a lot more diverse. than this.
Specific plans rarely work as there are far too many variables to account for.
Leave the rural areas to plan for themselves.
If we wanted to live like Calgary we would move there.
We live in the country for the freedom and space.
To each their own.
People live in rural and Hamlet areas because they want the small town quietness that living
there gives you. We do not want additional unnecessary growth to turn them into the next
Chestermere, Airdrie or Okotoks! If we wanted to live in a city we would live in a city!!!
It’s time to start building “up”. Calgary’s footprint is becoming invasive on established
communities that would like to remain rural.
I can see that this board is totally focused on what is best for Calgary and not interested in
anything the rural people have to say. Calgary has spread itself out like the pandemic and it is
time to take some leadership and stop the spread. Leave the rural area alone and let them
grow and prosper by showing good leadership.
Leave us alone.  We chose to live outside the city for a reason
Don't interfere with our rural life.
I moved to a small hamlet to live out of an urban area. This plan wants to make it a mini urban
area which I am not ok with. I will not take public transit, I don't want city style living out there
and we don't need to take away more farmland for development. Our highways out here are
already to congested with too many accidents every year on them. If I wanted to live an urban
lifestyle, I would live in Calgary.
Calgary needs to keep its nose out of other areas and needs to stop growing. They can’t
handle what they have now.
Planning is necessary to create viable communities. Higher-density population is desirable in
urban areas to remain sustainable. Rural municipalities must protect their farms, ranches and
smaller rural properties to keep the region livable. Residential and non-residential
development must be carefully planned and concentrated in cores such as hamlets in order to
avoid ugly, shapeless and inefficient rural sprawl. The populations of rural municipalities must
be alerted to avoid hijacking of their councils by developers and land speculators.
Keep your urban planners and developers, your glutonous urban sprawl, and your never
ending taxation greed out of our county.
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Properly manage the existing land use within the city limits. You need to end urban sprawl
and leave Foothills county and other surrounding rural communities alone.
City of Calgary already has one of the biggest footprints in the world compared to its
population, should try using existing lands and infrastructure before expanding more. Think
outside the box for a change, could save a lot of money!
From what I have read and can see from this plan is it is extremely Calgary centric and would
strip the existing land owners and municipalities around Calgary of their rights.

In my opinion the current boundaries of the city of Calgary should be locked at their current
limits until the entirety of the current lands within are developed and the current transportation
plan is cleaned up.
Redevelop downtown instead of more spread. Downtown living has high value and lots of
vacancy there. It just needs some innovative thinking and it will be booming.
where is plan to limit urban sprawl
Calgary must reconsider the urban sprawl concept of their plan. Instead of covering
agricultural lands with single family boxes, they must reconsider building upward. Shopping
and businesses on first few floors and living spaces above.
Focus really needs to be on building UP and within the current Calgary City Limits. The
current plan encourages rapid and uncontrolled urban sprawl. This will have profoundly
negative impacts long-term on all aspects of life ... simply look at what has happened in the
Greater Toronto and Greater Vancouver areas.
Increase in public transit between municipalities, increase focus on density in Calgary.
These are my observations. If the committee does not think my comments make sense to
them, I am sure they will be ignored . . . At least I participated. Thank you.

1) Yes, we need more housing for people. Agreed.

2) I think the idea of infilling is great. There are so many parks, of a fair size, that are always
practically empty. I am not saying to eliminate them. Perhaps reduce their sizes and build up,
instead of spreading out* I realize geography must be able to accommodate high rises (i.e.
bedrock). These can be luxury builds that look great on the inside, as well as the exterior.
Plus, having many close to downtown will bring our downtown to life, which is practically dead
because most of it is vacant business buildings open 9 to 5 when they're not vacant. If the
buildings are vacant, convert them to housing. On that note, why are we bailing out the
property taxes for people who obviously have enough money to build these buildings? I lived
in the Northwest and my property taxes kept going up (along with everyone else I know)  . . .
Funny how I couldn't sell my home for the City's assessment . . . I should have asked the City
to buy it. I know what's happening with that, and I think more transparency is needed to regain
our trust. I am not merely ranting; the reason I bring all this up is because I realize the vested
interest in being able to gain tax money from single-family dwellings.

*Notes:
a) If our province is sincerely interested in doing its part in reducing emissions, perhaps we
should consider denser housing practices so as to reduce long drives, which not only pollute,
but also make everyday living dangerous (heavy snowfalls and schools not closing on such
days--which they should, even some businesses should. Why risk lives?)  It saddens me to
see so many people get into accidents because the City is slow to plow. There are no
excuses. We are a City that gets heavy snow. Hire the people, create jobs and save lives.
Please do not think spending the money is not worth saving lives. Better yet, please do not
send that message to the families who have lost someone because of this. So again, I have a
point to this . . . if we can't even handle snowplowing with the area Calgary already occupies,
how are we going to handle the extra communities? The two-day snow plan is not a plan.
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Waiting for the snow to melt is not a plan. It is dangerous for people, especially the elderly to
venture outside. At least if there were sidewalks everywhere, so our children would not have
to walk in the street. I apologize but these lackadaisical services are NOT what make a
world-class city.

b) Public transportation needs to improve without delay. Every world-class city has awesome
public transportation, just fantastic. Vancouver, Toronto, Montreal . . . Why can't we? There
are plenty of models out there for us to learn from . . . We're over-charged by taxis to go to the
airport. Public transportation needs to be way better in terms of offering service to the airport.
It just does.

3) I am somewhat irked by the fact that people currently living in Calgary had their voices
heard for something like the Guidebook for development within the current city limits.
Whereas, property owners in the nearby rural communities don't really have a say. Why is
that? Are our voices less important? There is a reason why we decided to live out in a rural
area . . .

4) Why did we not hire a Canadian company to help plan this development? Support local? I
cannot believe we cannot find intelligent people in our country who can do this. What about
supporting our economy and local businesses. Surely we have the expertise.

5) If the city is going to spread out, please have builders plant trees. As it is, the city looks so
barren. Can we not plant more trees in Calgary? This will help eat up some of the emissions,
plus make our city look beautiful. Seeds do not cost that much, plus, again, we'll create jobs.

6) Many of the acreages have multi-million dollar homes. I have a big concern with the lack of
a police presence and the rise in crime, especially in rural areas, which we all know about--or
should. With the city spreading, these homes will more easily be seen, accessible, and I
believe targeted. Please ensure police and fire stations are built simultaneously. Years after
communities are built is too late. Again, we need to consider people's safety, correct? If this is
the plan, good. Let's make sure it happens.

If we could do all these things, I could admit that I would be proud of our city. There are many
good things about Calgary, but we need to evolve and stop playing political games with
people, stop the double-standards and start doing the right thing, the right way and at the right
time.

Thanks again. No doubt your IT department has my IP address if you need to contact me. ;)
I would like the Calgary Metro Region Board to mind their own business and stay out of rural
development. The CMRB should concentrate their efforts in filling all of the empty buildings in
downtown Calgary and think of growth vertically instead of spreading out horizontally.  New
York city is using a land area of 783.8km2, Calgary is using a land area of 825.3km2, New
York has a population of 8.4 Million, 6.35 times the population of Calgary.  Currently Calgary
is using up more land then New York with 7 Million less people.  The reason people live in the
rural country side is so they don't have to put up with Calgary's heavy handed control.  My
suggestion is to abolish the CMRB and concentrate on making Calgary more efficient and
leave the rural communities growth up to the rural tax payers.  Calgary has zero vision,
culture or appeal we don't need that spreading.
I have always lived in rural Alberta.  I support this plan because it will make development
more planned and less urban sprawl.  I’m not surprised the rural MDs are against it because
they are in the pockets of locals developers.
Increased density please! Stop the loss of agricultural lands. Lots of talk about rural lifestyles,
no mention of agriculture and feeding people. It's not an easy job you're doing, not made
easier by the majority of RVC councillors; the UCP can only hope to achieve that level of
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corruption. Please, no more "Hamlets" springing up in the middle of nowhere, ie; Harmony,
Cochrane Lakes.
People choose to live in rural communities for lifestyle reasons, I'm not a fan of the Urban
planners dictating rural lifestyle. I feel the decision-making process is unfairly in favor of those
not favoring or for that matter understanding rural life. Whatever happened to the issue of
Urban sprawl? Is that a lost concept/issue? Go vertical within Calgary's existing footprint to
house your next million people that love urban life.
Please continue to increase density and transit access within the existing city limits as well! I
feel like that's more important than new communities in Calgary, considering how much the
growth of our region has been new communities.
0% sprawl.
100% densification.
Increased protection of agricultural uses needs to be considered.  Rapid growth by the towns
and cities is eating up rural land.  A framework and approval process for annexations needs
to be considered or an outright ban on annexations.
Rural countys should make decisions re rural areas and development
We do not need to be taxed for urban only benefits
This plan does NOT value agriculture!!
Agri-tourism is and will be a significant growth factor in creating strong rural economies. This
policy should be drafted to make it more rather than less possible for farmers to diversify. It
should be drafted with incentives to planning for a healthy environmental footprint for these
types of ventures but also to allow them to occur where the person has the resources at hand
to do so.
Protect our agricultural land and the wide open spaces. Towns are encroaching into ag areas
that are causing conflict with residents and ranchers / farmers.  Compact urban areas are
best.  Cities and towns need to live within their means.  Protect our water resources for the
environment and promote more protection of the environment. Climate change is real and
needs to be recognized.  I was sent the video by Foothills County and felt compelled to
provide my input.  The fear of change is overwhelming and we need to develop differently.
We are not losing opportunity, but going back to the way it was.  If COVID has taught us
anything we need to be more self sustaining and be capable to produce all our our food and
goods.
Farming is integral to society. Not giant fields run by industrial farming operations, but
individuals who can live on and interact with their own parcels and practice agriculture to
conserve resources and improve soil health. This not only improves the land scape but
conserves water and makes food free from toxic pesticides and monoculture that are currently
ruining our food production. By encouraging people to live in hamlets and reducing
subdivision less small farms will be viable and less people can take part in this sort of farming.
Land should be made available to the everyday person to farm not just those who can afford
to buy large sections.
It seems very well thought through and researched. It makes very good economic sense.  I
am all for this.  I support maintaining agricultural lands as is important to our heritage.
I'm in favor of the intention to protect rural/agricultural lands from development. Our County
council is haphazard and very pro-development, regardless of the cost to the natural
environment. I would like to think that this RGP would moderate their actions.
It is VERY important that we not use any more agricultural lands for urban development!
Stop taking prime agricultural land and making it commercial in east/south Rocky View.
Enough is enough already. The lights at Fulton Industrial are a terrible display of RVC’s
attempt at keeping with the “night sky friendly fashion” as they did with Bragg Creek. And just
because we are not “Springbank, Bragg Creek, Bearspaw or Airdrie” doesn’t mean RVC can
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ignore our needs such as grating gravel roads, snow/ice removal from “secondary” hwys like
797 or 791 or 560 in a more timely fashion.  Our community pays our taxes just like your “high
end” communities.
Rancher need to be able to subdivide in order to pass down the ranch to the younger
generation and to continue with the family ranch.
Undemocratic, 4th layer of unelected board, promotes only growth in Calgary, lack of clear
public engagement, impedes growth in rural regions, promotes future annexations of rurals as
a land grab. Rurals need to opt out
That there needs to be choices for everyone in where they live and because you want to
expand/increase tax base does not meant you should destroy other peoples choice of how
and where to live.  In these times and with the the oil and gas economy under such pressure
you should be studying how you will be able to survive and lower taxes not spend more.
Tougher times are coming.
NO PLAN NEEDED. All municipalities already are working together
This plan is a disaster and will allow Calgary to control development in the region, specifically
to aid Calgary and no-one else. Its an additional layer of red tape, and adds additional
insecurity in the development community which will ultimately see development capital, and
with it, economic growth (jobs)  flee the region and potentially the province.

Sterilizing vast sections of the region while forcing growth in specific areas violates the very
basics of economics. Financial capital goes to where it believes it can see returns on
investment and those areas are not necessarily where a bunch of politicians and bureaucrats
believe they should be.

This will ultimately lead to the demise of our rural municipalities and ultimately damage the
Alberta advantage.

This “plan” is not in the region’s best interest, not in the best interests of rural residents, and
ultimately not in the best interests of a province struggling to regain its economic footing in a
post Covid economy.
I feel this limit any growth opportunity’s and investment in the region
I try to do everything possible to avoid Calgary and now you want to bring it to the small towns
I frequent. I have no use for the city of calgary having a veto vote over the rest of the council.
Why did you need to bring in a planner for 1.2 million to come up with this horrid plan.  The
only people who think this is going to be a good idea is Calgary councilors who are going to
collect more taxes to pay for more horrible blue circles for half a million
If you are locking up future development for rural land owners... how will you be
compensating them?
Many rural land owners have their entire life and finance's tied up in their land. If we are
unable to develop or redesignate our land we won't be able to retire, as this plan will greatly
reduce or eliminate the value of our land, or make it cost prohibitive to develop due to all the
red tape that is being created.
Calgary planning should restrict itself to its existing metropolitan boundaries and not interfere
with the development of the surrounding communities and municipal districts. Calgary’s
central planning will result in the ruin of the investments of hundreds of small
investors/ranchers and the enrichment of a few favoured developers.  I’d much rather live in a
diverse, chaotic, challenging development than be trapped in a sterile, progressive planned
utopia with its myriad of unintended consequences.
It seems like most of this plan is designed to curb rural growth which is a pretty small amount
of the overall growth. I wonder how sensible that is - seems like a lot of pain for little gain.
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I can’t see how this helps anyone in the region. It completely removes the possibility for
anyone to develop unless Calgary approves. Not much chance of that.
Calgary and an added layer of false government should not have a say as to how
municipalities grow. They grow in ways that support residents and the future. There is a fine
line between meddling and Calgary only wants to see growth in their own municipality. This
board should be abolished.
The “Liberal Hive Mindset” in Calgary is replicating the same “Liberal Hive Mindset” in the
Liberal Government in Ottawa.  A VETO vote over all six Counties, on development outside
The City of Calgary City Limits.  Centralized authority is so contrary to Western Canadian
values, which have to this point allowed people to live in an environment of their choosing.
The City of Calgary co funded the Deerfoot extension through the communities ARtesia and
Heritage Pointe to alleviate traffic congestion, but honoured NO Traffic Noise Limits as are
required by either Alberta Transportation or The City of Calgary.  No Traffic Noise Barriers as
are installed as soon as entering the City of Calgary City Limits.  With oversight like just
described, who living in Counties outside The City of Calgary want The City of Calgary
deciding what is best?
The City of Calgary could not even design a roadway connection to connect Highway 22X to
South Campus Hospital!
I used to live in SE Calgary in the neighbourhood of Mackenzie Lake off 139th Avenue.  The
neighbourhood where the City of Calgary spent over $30 million stabilizing a hillside against
slipping of the hillside into the Bow River.  The City of Calgary loves “tax revenue” and land
developers get a pass.  Look at the hillside in the neighbourhood of Riverstone where the
same situation as mentioned is occurring.
And with this in mind, the”Liberal Hive Mind” in Calgary wants to exercise control outside The
City Limits now?  The track record of projects managed by The City of Calgary is far from
envious.  Big city mindset in rural communities, has far more negative than positives. It is
nothing more than a grab for power and more tax dollars to shore up the tax and spend
mindset of the Liberal mindset in cities like Edmonton and Calgary.
In 2010 the MD of Foothills conducted an extensive economic study that was undertaken in a
fully open, transparent and collegial manner with the various partners within and abutting the
county. This established a commercial corridor along the Okotoks High River highway that is
gathering momentum. Urban and rural communities are fundamentally different, yet where
they abut it is reasonable to expect that equal consideration be given to both communities,
and not simply based on population. If implemented the proposed plan would severely restrict
commercial opportunities within rural communities. Yet entrepreneurship is agnostic to
geography. And it is entrepreneurship that drives the economy.
I am a property owner in both the City of Calgary and Foothills County. I'm concerned with the
following:
- the lack of consideration the input of the counties has been given by the Board.
- the fact that the City holds the majority vote on the Board and can outvote the county
representatives
- the potential for the counties to have to fund studies and initiatives that primarily benefit the
city
- the restrictions planned on where development can occur within the counties.
• Although I am not an expert on planning, overall, it is a reasonable document from a
top-down approach. However, from a bottom-up approach it places the less-influential (I.e.
rural) partners at a disadvantage.
• “All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal than others.” (courtesy of George
Orwell’s “Animal Farm”)
• Calgary represents 84.5% of the current CRMB population and 81.1% of the 2053
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population (ref pg. 36). The focus of the Plan is clearly on Calgary’s growth and the growth of
the other municipalities is geared to dovetailing with Calgary.
• Foothills County's concern over not having control over development of an Okotoks water
pipeline corridor and the area east of High River are two clear examples. The County has
limited opportunities to develop non-agricultural industries, and in an era where non-Oil & Gas
opportunities are prized, they should not be hindered.
I feel that the plan as it is currently written imposes unfair constraints on the rural
municipalities. If approved, it will result in the inability to support business development in
rural areas and will cost jobs and damage the regional economy.

The CMRB creates an additional level of government and creates red tape, bureaucracy and
uncertainty that is detrimental to business at a time when our economy is already in crisis.
The proposed plan strips rural landowners of the right to plan for the future of their land and in
many cases will negatively impact the value of their property.

Please refuse this plan and remove the requirement for a Growth Plan and Servicing
Plan from the Calgary Metropolitan Region Board Regulation.
It is wrong that the Calgary Metro Region Board is dominated 7 to 3 in favour of the urban
areas.  The rural areas are being overruled and unable to develop in terms of housing and
jobs.   The rural counties must not be prevented from the tasks required by their voters and
tax payers.
TAXES
Increase taxes
cost
Huge cost to taxpayers
Cost to the city and control
stop wasting tax dollars
Waste of tax payer money.
I firmly believe that the whole concept of the CMRB is extremely flawed and an unnecessary
level of unelected bureaucracy that will only provide expense, red tape, delays and
uncertainty to residents and developers in the region.
Below are my concerns with the CMRB and the Regional Draft Growth Plan:

1. The Vote. Each municipality gets one vote but should Calgary not agree, they have a
VETO vote, so always have ultimate power over all other members.
2. Non-Consensus Decision Making. The counties are out-voted on any crucial issues
affecting rural landowners. This Board pits cities against the counties, which only undermines
our joint service agreements and the good relationships we have worked hard to maintain
with our urban neighbours.
3. More red tape. We already have many plans and red tape in place that we must follow on
land use decisions:
Municipal Government Act, Alberta Land Stewardship Act, The South Saskatchewan
Regional Plan, our own Municipal Development Plan, Foothills County Growth Plan, Alberta
Environment, Alberta Transportation etc.  This is a fourth layer of an unelected government
board that all municipalities must adhere to, except Calgary BECAUSE, you guessed it
…They have a veto vote!
4. Undemocratic. The Province is forcing all municipalities to make this plan happen or there
will be repercussions if we refuse to participate.
6. Water.  Foothills is trying to partner with Okotoks to create a pipeline from the Bow River
down the highway corridor to support growth for both municipalities. However, the CMRB
members could vote “no” on any future growth in Foothills so I cannot expect county
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taxpayers to shoulder the huge cost with no financial payback. This could jeopardize a critical
water project.
5. Water.  Foothills is trying to partner with Okotoks to create a pipeline from the Bow River
down the highway corridor to support growth for both municipalities. However, the CMRB
members could vote “no” on any future growth in Foothills so I cannot expect county
taxpayers to shoulder the huge cost with no financial payback. This could jeopardize a critical
water project.
6. Impedes economic growth. Many businesses have already found better value outside the
city. Competition in the region is good for business, creates jobs and brings residents to
outlying areas. That improves the regional economy as a whole instead of a select few. What
about landowners rights? Choice of how and where we live?  So no prosperity, development,
business or subdivision for the counties. We’ll just freeze your lands until we need to annex
for more sprawl. Good plan!
7. Increased taxes. Subjecting a municipality to a cost sharing formula not based on user pay.
Transit lines for everyone, we’ll figure out how to tax our way out of debt later. According to a
Fraser Institute paper published in 2015 on the effects of regionalization in the Greater
Toronto Area, it shows that taxes increased over 100%. Portland, the pride and joy of our
American Consultant group, has seen 16 tax levies!
I found the questions in this survey to be completely biased, with the wording of questions
based on the assumption that the respondent approves of the CMRB.
We have enough layers of governance in the County; we do not need another imposed by
Calgary.
Why does Calgary have Veto - completely negates any pretence of collaboration.
What safeguards would be in place to ensure a CMRB does not end up being a tax grab from
the counties to Calgary? We have already heard rumblings of this in Calgary eying the
industrial area east of the city (Rockyview county)
What taxation powers for the Counties would a CMRB have? On what basis, under the
CMRB, would tax increases be allocated among Calgary, other urban areas in CMRB and
Counties ?
What powers would CMRB give Calgary to regulate the wells and water sources in Counties?
Why has the consultation been rushed through, with minimal advertising (see page 3 of
“Public Engagement-Phase 2”) since Sept 2020 - seven months is not enough time for a
policy initiative as major as this, especially when the entirety is during a pandemic and much
of that during lock-down.
Why wasn’t an Alberta company (or even Canadian) hired for this consultation?
Why is the strong and vocal opposition from  at least four counties being ignored?
get your paws off rural area! You're waising enough of taxpayers funds within city of calgary
and your stupid bylaws
We do not need a fourth level of government to add yet more to our tax burden and the red
tape involved with that.
Leave us Rurals alone to plan our own.  Many of the planning problems we are experiencing
is trying to deal with and fix decisions that were done previously by the Calgary Regional
Planning Commission back in the '80's!  This seems like just a repeat!  You won't let our rural
representatives plan your urban developments, so why should you plan ours?  The Einstein's
definition of insanity is, "Doing the same thing over and over again expecting a different
result."  I think he was a fairly smart human being yet here we are again repeating history that
created nothing but problems.  Keep pushing this issue and this area will start experiencing
REAL PROBLEMS!  Stop wasting our tax dollars on more levels of bureaucracy, taking our
land and trying to control us!
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Be like the Green Line, studies, studies and more studies. Cost overruns, incompetent people
making decisions. It will be not in my back yard or, how am I going to benefit.
What about my future value of my land that I was hoping the City would expand into.
There is always a better way. Never mind screwing with this type of stuff. concentrate on
getting businesses back to Calgary, get the downtown office space filled before you cost us
any more money. This is basically more Silly Hall.
Seems like this survey was based on Hamlets and towns like Okotoks. One area of concern
is where the boundaries for the city are moving to and when, and what impact it has on us as
acreage owners (like taxes). At the last zoom meeting nothing was addressed in that area. I
find it very hard to believe that you did your best to reach out to  inform all people concerned,
really!
taxes not mention of what the cost of this plan would be
High River should opt out...increase tax costs
Lovely stats.  What about my taxes.  This plan and board has cost me money and the further
this goes, the higher my taxes go.  Stop the madness- we need plans that reduce taxes, red
tape and business uncertainty.  This plan and board does the opposite.
wow.  Politicians sure know how to waste time and money.  Wait a minute, that's my money
they are wasting.
The entire document appears to be of relevance to some other place in the world? A lot of the
items are likely copied from some US west coast document. Most policies for rural areas are
far too prescriptive and require every little development to be little urban centres. This is
stupid. Also, the engagement questions are slanted toward the desired outcome of the
authors. I think the Provincial government should get involved with this and shut it down, then
dissolve the CMRB (or at least just make it an informal discussion panel with no authority to
create statutory documents or policies). It is crazy to allow urban centres a veto over the
wishes of rural residents, when rural residents have no ability to vote for urban politicians. The
CMRB is also a waste of money.
This is a waste of tax payer money. It is also and unfair voting structure giving Calgary region
the final say. What happened to democracy?
Let the growth happen organically. We dont need a room full of downtown Calgary elitists
telling people, who dont even live in Calgary no less, how and where to move and build. Get
off your high horses and get out of the way.
- If you are not allowing development to occur in an entrepreneurial way, how do you expect it
to occur? Alberta is an entrepreneurial province! This plan simply picks winners and losers
without any market consideration.
- It is unacceptable to take away a municipalities autonomy, independence and ability to
prosper. There are ways to force municipalities to work together on joint servicing, tax sharing
etc, but this is not it.
- There is absolutely no basis to the environmental benefit figures you are throwing out there
to sway people to support the plan. It is shameful to use baseless statistics in this way.
- This plan, which places development in "preferred areas" will kill several active
developments that have been supporting the region for years. Many of which are well
advanced in the approval process and supported by the municipalities they are in. These
developments are primarily in areas that would compete with Calgary and for that reason
have been excluded. Unacceptable!
- Please eliminate all concepts that prescribe development in anyway, shape or form. The
market has and always will dictate where development occurs. This plan will simply kill many
projects in the interim, stagnate development and force investment out of the province at a
time where our province is desperately in need of it. This plan is extremely un-Albertan and
will hurt the region for many years to come.
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Don’t dictate what can and cannot be built outside your area.
The proposal is to prescriptive and restrictive. It's policy intervention in the market.
I feel strongly the City of Calgary council and administration should allow the market forces
and entreprenurial spirit guide the growth of the City and the product brought t market.   We
need less city planners trying to impose their educated vision of utopia since this is not what
the residents of Calgary actually want for their community.
not at all happy with the UN Global 2030  agenda. let Towns decide for themselves what the
want for the future of the town. what as your neighbors if they agree or not?they don't pay the
taxes in our town.
We cannot restrict growth based on a perceived plan and limit entrepreneurs. We will remove
the incentive for companies to invest in our city and region.
Let consumers make their buying decisions
economic development in the region should be market driven and not uni-city based
I am from Toronto and found Calgary to be a quaint, small town when I moved here. Twelve
years ago I moved to the Millarville area, so I have lived in both big cities and isolated rural
areas. I have seen what live is like at both extremes and in between. I have a big city
education as an engineer, as well as a master degree in business. For a person raised in the
big city, I have come to see country living as a wonderful opportunity to get perspective on
life, with nature at our door step. What we have in rural Alberta is precious, and it is under
threat by the very existence and rules of the CMRB Growth Plan.
When I compare my children and their friends to city dwellers' kids, in the country I see better
confidence, more resilience, improved health, and deeper connections and respect with the
natural world, and neighbours - even if they are a half mile away. Take a look at CEO's of
most downtown companies; many share this upbringing.
I get the rational argument for reducing costs, and carbon (really?). What you are playing to is
increased efficiency - I get that. But it is a wrong strategy. We would be better off with a
diversified, robust, plan where cities do not get the veto or right to choke off creativity in the
rural areas. We already have councilors and planning departments to manage growth; that is
hegemony enough, though at least these folks have an appreciation of rural needs. I came to
Calgary to get away from GTA groupthink in Ontario, and then left Calgary to get away from a
similar growing menace.
I recall driving an hour all the way downtown to work; it was not fun, but was necessary. I
would love the opportunity to work close to home, outside of your growth corridors, not
breathing polluted city air. I do not care about the carbon footprint; let the market drive
innovation ... then, ironically the rural areas would benefit the most. I think the whole CMRB
setup is disingenuous. Hmm, let's see, you need 66% to get things approved, but, hey, the
city and towns make up 70%. I can do the math.
I understand about "the needs of the many", but wisdom would drive us to keep a large
segment of our land free from city domination, to help create fertile ground for raising children
free from the noisy, mind-numbing existence of cities, and helping create our next leaders.
You may have numbers on your side, but my voice is persuasive, and I am doing my best to
dispel your slick presentations to friends and family.
It is unrealistic for the CMRB to think this is a fair plan, let people decide on their own the best
way to develop their lands do not dictate.
Study the history of Property Rights in a free society. e.g. Magna Carta, British Common Law,
Natural vs Statute Law in the progress of nations in a free world
It is unclear if any thought was given to demand. As indicated in the document the majority of
housing is detached single family. With the significant demand for this housing type it should
be the preferred development type instead of significantly increased density types.
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The more the plans fail the more the planners plan.
Please let the free market do what it does best to benefit everyone.
The rural communities have their own plans and ideals which are much different than
Calgary's.
Let entreprenurial choices rule
1. Give more flexibility to the plan.  The world is changing quickly and we need to be able to
adapt or get left behind.  If I can work from home, connected by fibre internet, and only go into
the hub of the region periodically, a satellite system of development makes much more sense
than pushing everything together.
2. Let the market have a larger factor in determining whether a development can proceed.  If
products can be produced cheaper outside of your pre-determined growth areas, the
consumer can benefit.
The maximum density of 80 units for rural developments makes no sense - density should be
a function of size of land available to develop (i.e. a 20 acre parcel vs 200 acre parcel should
be treated differently). Special consideration should be given to land that surrounds Calgary
(i.e. in some cases, further growth probably makes sense, outside of the proposed designated
areas for such).

Also, the densities outlined in this plan are very high, paving the way for Calgary to become a
very different place than what many have bought into. In general, development should be
allowed where there is a market for such, in a manner that there is a market for (i.e.
determined by market forces), while taking infrastructure costs into account.
Do not "prescribe" what, where and how growth should occur. Rather, let the market decide.
Provide general guidelines to help municipalities review, process and then approve their own
applications.
I hope people in these communities you seek to change for the negative forever successfully
fight this every step of the way. This is an absolute disaster for so many long time Calgarians.
After reviewing the draft document, I do not feel that it addresses the concerns that I have
about future regional development.
Calgary has reached its boundaries. So now you are desperate to expand. Now they want to
force the rural counties for the land and put laws in place. Not in favour of this. Why we left
Calgary in the first place
your communist utopia plan stinks like communist horse manure. I dont know why you think
you can get away with this garbage, because you can't. you have no mandate from the
people of the foothills and we will fight you tooth and nail every step of the way on this
Absolutely not in favor of CMRB having control of Rural areas around the City of Calgary.
Many of the rural lands have been in the ownership of families for 3 or 4 generations and
these lands are not viable for profitable farming operations anymore. Their lands will be
frozen and they will be forced to hold their property at the whim of the City of Calgary.
Stop it!
Leave the rural counties alone.
We don't live in the city on purpose!
Stop telling rural municipalities what to do  This board isnt elected our council is, this is
undemocratic.
Bad idea
Stop thinking you know what's best for rural municipalities. We live outside of the urban areas
so we don't have to be bombarded with left wing, environmental socialist know-it-all's like this
waste of money planning fiasco is.  All this proposed regional plan is going to accomplish is
increase the spread of crime over a larger area. Stop it now.  Maybe a wiser idea would be to
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entice the non-Albertans to move back to Toronto and Vancouver.  That'll eliminate your 1
million influx of people.
Stop trying to be a socialist center.
Stop raiding rural AB
I do not agree with this at all.  I bought my acreage out here 3 years ago to have my own land
and be part of foothills county.  I want absolutely nothing to do with Calgary or it's decisions
Those are not benefits as they will adversely effect quality of life going forward. Alberta does
not lack water, land, fossil fuels or any other natural resources. CO2 is not a pollutant and we
have some of the cleanest air in the world.
People are leaving this province, especially Calgary. We do not need more expansion.
When will you people finally realize that Albertans hate transit?! We would rather sit in our
cars in bumper to bumper traffic and turn gasoline into carbon dioxide on your horrible
undersized roadways instead of get on the bus or a train. Just design the roads to have the
capacity required for the vast majority of commuters to run their own vehicle to work and back
without sitting in traffic and wasting fuel. You guys are so ignorant about this obvious fact of
life in Alberta and it is clear this entire draft is dependent on people living in their sardine can
condos downtown and getting onto the bus to go to their job. It will be an utter failure like
every other like minded plan that has ever been implemented.
This entire plan is poorly conceived. It seems weird to propose to eliminate the democratic
process by having the will of politicians, who are not elected by people in an area, impose
decisions on those people. We may as well have the Mayor of Portland in on this. Where is
the leadership of the UCP? Why are they letting this happen?
STOP THE PROPOSED DESTRUCTION FROM YOUR UN OVERLORDS!!!
I do not want any part of this. This is not for rural communities as urban needs differ from rural
needs. We do not want you to tell us what we can do with our land. We are not interested in
paying higher land tax and start paying for water. We leave a pretty small foot print on our
eco system by growing our food via gardens, cattle and horses. go away
This is worse plan ever and we don’t want higher density in Cochrane
THIS GROWTH PLAN SHULD NOT BE APPROVED.  Hands over virtually all control to the
urbans and particularly Calgary.  Impossible plan for the rural municipalities.  large
infrastructure investments have been made by these rural municipalities and they need to be
allowed to grow to support that work.  Calgary has not been able or willing to be fiscally
responsible and reign in their skyrocketing property taxes and approving this plan will simply
hand then a free ticket to continue doing what they are doing and not be competitive or
responsible!!  DO NOT APPROVE THIS PLAN.
My Comments regarding Calgary's attempt to control all rural areas around the city have been 
forwarded to [...], and to Foothills County Reeve. This plan is all about greed for land not 
needed for Calgary's future populations, and Calgary desire for control.  This is not a good 
plan.  Calgary needs to deal with the incredible problems the city faces within its own 
boundaries first.  Transportation is a mess,  The Downtown faces major homelessness which 
could be so easily solved using the empty downtown buildings,  Major Crime, etc. etc.   P.S. 
Your website is not working well either.
My County Council is understandably not happy with the Plan. I support their stand. We elect
and trust our Councillors to govern as guaranteed by the Constitution and not have to go ‘hat
in hand’ for approval of County initiatives.
It is important to communicate how much rural municipalities will still be able to do in terms of
development under the Growth Plan.  It is being portrayed as sterilizing all rural land which is
not true.  Your survey and supporting material should have flagged that rural municipalities
will still be able to develop under all pre-existing statutory plans (for RVC this permits
significant ongoing development opportunities) and all rural municipalities can continue to do
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small-scale commercial (<20 acres), country residential development (<80 units), agri-food
business, etc.  I feel that this round of public engagement has put too much emphasis on the
downsides for rural municipalities and not enough on the upside.  The rural municipalities
themselves are working hard to dump all over the CMRB, you should be selling it for what it is
- far more orderly development of the region than would otherwise occur.  Without some
planning, RVC (in particular) would pave over most of its rural landscape anywhere close to
Calgary or Airdrie.
I am all for sustainable development and predicability of where will be developed next. Rocky
View County has been using a dartboard and cronyistic approach to development for far too
long.

I understand the merits of Wheatland and to some degree Foothills not being part of the
CMRB but RV needs to remain.   If RV had been more co-operative all along the county
wouldn't have the debt load it does now nor would it have viewed as so parasitic.   Making
development occur in defined growth areas makes sense. The fact that Harmony is right
beside an airport and Glenbow is right above a park should tell you how this county develops
- prime ag lands and lands that protect a park should be developed last not first.

There seems to be some misleading rhetoric about this plan being similar to Portland.  From
what I have gleaned, Portland's Board has much more encompassing scope far beyond land
use - this myth needs to be dispelled.

Most people don't know  much about the CMRB.  A better job on getting your messaging out
would help overcome some of the rumours that are circulating. Much easier to fearmonger
when most don't understand what's happening.  If you got your message out clearly to people
it is doubtful most would have an issue and see it as a positive step in improving the region.
Make these plans more accessible to community members. Encourage more involvement.
How you can do this I’m not sure.
Educate / create a campaign to inform people that this Board is not 'killing' small communities
and ONLY favouring the big city which is what is written about in our local papers.
It's very important to frame the CMRB as science-based development with a goal of
sustainable lifestyles and preserving greenspace and ecological services for all residents.
This is in justaposition to the entirely profit-motivated development inherent in most municiple
councils surrounding Calgary as a result of severe lobbying and financing by development
organizations. The CMRB needs to better defend the misinformation web created by these
organizations.
We think a collaborative process towards a shared rural/urban vision are vital.  Historically
and currently, RVC favours developers over residents. The Draft Regional Growth Plan
addresses water consumption, land consumption, carbon consumption, and infrastructure
which are exactly the issues of concern in Springbank. Unfortunately, misinformation
persists regarding the CMRB and the Growth Plan. For example, residents have been warned
of tax levies to cover roadwork in Calgary because we use city roads.
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the draft. We appreciate a plan!
Please record our support for the Regional Growth Plan.
I speak on behalf of an industry association and this plan will entirely drive business and
industry out of the region and will not create any jobs at all.
The industry I am in has been hit hard the last 6 years and the proposed plans further restrict
the kind of growth needed for companies like mine to survive.
Stopping and restricting growth is not going to be good at all for our economy
Get a board with equal representation. 7 urban members and 3 rural members, isn't fair
representation. We can only surmise what direction we will be going, regardless of rural
feedback. Alberta is hurting economically.  This growth plan will be the final nail in the coffin.
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this plan- red tape creation, chase away business and investment, road blocks for business
and gives money and power to politicians.  Fire all politicians if we want to improve society
Go back to the drawing board. Not a good plan.  This should be looked at once the pandemic
is over.  Also more advertising is needed.  The only way I know about this was by looking in
Facebook.  My parents and some other family and friends are not on Facebook and they did
not know about this either.
If economic growth is stunted by this plan for rural areas then you will force more people to
travel in to Calgary rather than being able to work locally. Frankly, that does not seem like the
environmentally friendly choice whatsoever. Surely allowing people to live and work in their
local community is the better option. I grew up and lived in Calgary until 7 years ago. Allowing
Calgary to keep spreading further into agricultural areas is one of the largest problems for the
environment. This plan appears to be the opposite of environmentally conscious.
consider wildlife habitat, curtail developers' control over RVC, listen to the people as council
only sees $$$$$$$
The plan is a start but strikes me as woefully inadequate in terms of smarter planning and
environmental action. The carbon targets are not supported by science and fall short of and of
the participating municipalities' set targets. We can't afford to have such benign and
ineffectual goals. Servicing plans are well thought out though!
Climate change and water scarcity should be the top priority for all of southern Alberta
I honestly do not think the Growth Plan adds anything to the planning in the region. The
Growth Plan should focus on coordinating actual regional items such as transit, utilities, and
road networks, not on what individual communities should look like and where growth can or
cannot occur based on high-level assumptions and desktop mapping.
I believe this type of forward planning should be limited to Infrastructure,  Transportation, and
utility corridors
Stop Rocky View's growth.
Rockyview county is not respectful of the wishes of residents. They are allowing Qualico to
develop commercial and high density in Springbank in an ad hoc way without a consistent
long term plan. This plan is completely opposed by residents of Springbank. The residents of
Springbank chose to live in Springbank for a more rural, less congested live style. RVC is
attempting to ram their development plans through without input from Calgary or the CMRB.
we STRONGLY agree with the CMRB 3.1.2./3.1.3/ 3.1.4 /  3.1.5 / 3.2.3 POLICIES as noted in
the March 17, 2021 CMRB document.  The counsellors of RVC are not listening to
Springbank residents!!! We did not agree with the South and North ASP or MDP but they
voted it in.  There is internal councellor battles due to a Court battle, and the residence are
not being represented.  The councellors are working for Developers behind the scenes or that
is what it feels like.  We want the rural area to feel and look rural that is why we live here!
Please stop the devastating effects of urban sprawl occurring in Springbank. Large malls,
higher density housing, increased traffic in areas that should remain rural.
Quit any growth into RVC
I am a resident of Rocky View County and view the CMRB as potentially the source of guard
rails to prevent out current council from permanently damaging our region.  I chose to live
here for the rural environment.  The RVC focus on promoting sprawl offers the worst of many
things.  It seeks to gobble up rural land without the efficiencies of urban development.  The
draft growth plan appears to constrain that nonsense so thank you.
Please work with Rocky View County rather than pushing for want you want.  We like low
density per acre yet the County is being pushed to higher density to match Calgary's needs.
It seems there is resistance from the local council to embrace regional planning, however,
they (local council) are not adequately representing many of the residents' views.  For
example, myself and all of my peers are strongly opposed to Rocky View County's plans on
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making highway 8 a growth corridor. Regarding Bragg Creek hamlet growth, I think it should
be upslope and out of the flood fringe area. Despite the new berm under construction, more
development should not be encouraged (and should be discouraged) on the Elbow River
alluvial aquifer.
There are significant rural, multi-generational families looking to "cash out" & many
developers wanting to "cash in" by aiding & abetting them. In RVC, these interests control  the
Council agenda. Calgary must maintain "the stroke" at the Metro Region table to prevent
further chaos. Examples of concern include the Western Securities' lands on Highway 8 & the
Glenbow lands east of Cochrane.
RVC is in opposition as almost all of council owns their own consulting or construction
companies that will benefit, if they keep full control and don’t need to answer to other
authorities. Hold RVC accountable and make them follow rules!
I hope that the CMRB planning strategies can take precedence over the current non-strategic
plans that Rocky View County is approving for high density growth all around the city
boundaries.
I live in a Hamlet in RockyView - they have gutted our area structure plans and ignored public
input and while the rate of growth in the plan would be acceptable to me, I have no belief the
Council will adhere to to it. We live in a small rural area because we like that lifestyle - city
growth that ignores water and environmental concerns are a serious threat to the area and
the people who live here. This will be used as justification and the go ahead to bring all sorts
of development here that we do not want. What kind of impact can we have as citizens of the
Hamlet?
I believe the CMRB brings multiple benefits to the Region. I live in Bearspaw, Rocky View
County (RVC) and I hope the Regional Growth Plan will impose some discipline on RVC’s
approach to major development, which appears totally focused on development, if supported
by a major developer/landowner, irrespective of the wishes of the majority of residents, which
in Bearspaw primarily support "country living residential".

Examples of unbridled development in RVC include: (i) the high density residential, retail and
commercial development (Ascension Project), which anticipates a residential density more
suitable to urban/city requirements; (ii) the Springbank Area Structure Plans (there are two,
north and south) changes the proposed land uses for the quarter-sections flanking the entire
length of Hwy 1 from the city to Hwy 22 from residential to commercial, which would
significantly alter (as yet unplanned) transportation and servicing needs for this land; (iii)
combined, the Springbank ASP's will allow for up to 55,000 additional residents – three times
the anticipated growth for the entire County over the next 20 years; (iv) the response by RVC
in regard to its Municipal Development Plan in refusing to accept letters from the City of
Calgary and Alberta Parks, portraying these as “late submissions” and therefore not requiring
consideration, only illustrates RVC's less than collaborative approach in its dealings with its
municipal neighbours.

It is my hope the CMRB will bring about some semblance of order to regional development so
that development happens in ‘preferred growth areas’ rather than allowing development to
occur in an entrepreneurial way (read: solely benefiting major developer/landowners, as noted
above) across the region and also "require neighbouring municipalities to work together to
create new plans that address issues including equitably sharing costs and receipt of benefits
associated with shared services like fire, police, recreation, transportation (including transit)
and utilities.

Thank you for soliciting feedback from all regional residents.
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Appendix B - Verbatim Comments from Discussion Forums

Rural Municipalities – Discussion Forum

I sense that this is a plan to let the City of Calgary dictate what will and will not go ahead.  It's
funny in a way since the CoC cannot even address their own plan without conflict.This
Regional Plan should reduce it's scope to water/wastewater, transportation and maybe utility
corridors. Development should be left to the Rural Communities or Counties.

The Md has  been planning our  growth  for  30  years, they have  an excellent  set of
planners on staff, with  excellent councillors to plan our  MD for the benefit  of all who reside
in it.  They do not  need to be assoiciated  with the Metro Calgary Regional Plan.

Rural communities and municipalities should have full control over the growth, development,
and future. Having Calgary as a dictatorship over rural communities and municipalities is of
no benefit.  Just causes problems while the taxpayers get the full brunt of all the costs and no
benefit. This needs to stop and a full public consultation put forth. With how all this "planning"
was conceived, its full bias is out in the open towards rural communities and municipalities. In
favor to Calgary's benefit and full control over all with rural communities and municipalities
having no say, yet suffer greatly due to Calgarys control and rural communities have to just
deal with it with no real representation.

That the Highway 1 area west of Calgary, which already benefits from the Harmony
development, the Edge Sports School, Commercial Court, the Springbank Airport and
commercial area, and soon the Bingham Crossing development is not recognized as a ‘high
growth’ area by this consultant and therefore not included as a Joint Planning Area proves
that this proposal is seriously flawed. Even more egregious is the fact that our locally elected
councils, and those of us who put them in office, will have no say when this competition killing
CMRB board nixes any rural project. It is frankly anti-democratic, it sterilizes our lands and
needs to be removed.

If Alberta is serious about an economic recovery than this is the worst idea ever.  For
businesses and entrepreneurs to respond to the market, we need less red tape and not
more.  History has demonstrated loud and clear that central planning does not work.  Why on
earth is anyone in government spending time on putting in another level of central planning
when the economy is crashing down?

infringes on landowner rights

The CMRB is biased towards the desires of the City of Calgary. Municipalities surrounding
CoC should be allowed to develop their municipalities as directed in a democratic process by
their residents. This board should provide a forum for all areas to work together on topics of
shared importance e.g. transit, utilities, water, sewer. No one member should have a veto -
that does not allow for any discussions to be productive. The City of Calgary should not be
given the ability to expand infinitely and this would allow for that. Perhaps the City of Calgary
needs to work within the borders that it currently occupies, with it’s current tax base as
opposed to continue expansion to fund itself. 

This plan is an epic fail. You are removing local autonomy. As an elected official serving the
Town of Turner Valley, I cannot overstate my opposition. 

Totally agree, [...]. This plan is baseless and void of logic.
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This is an excellent plan! I fully support it, as do most residents in the outlying municipalities.
Unfortunately residents in Foothills County are being told by the County to oppose this plan
as it will be detrimental for our communities and for taxpayers (see Foothills County’s
website). Nothing could be further from the truth. This growth plan ensures sustainable future
developments, which protects residents as opposed to continuing to put them at risk (which
has been done for far too long). We applaud the board for this excellent growth plan. 

It’s absolutely astonishing that this concept is even being considered. All I see here is
expense, red tape, and a deterrent for much needed investment. 

Your accusations are further from the truth. We, in foothills county, are not so easily blind.
Noone should be able to tell an municipality what they can or cannot do within their area. Your
removing the rights of the elected council for a board which isnt elected by the people. Yet,
can dictate what municipalities can do, how to plan, what growth is or isnt allowed, and or
development they can have. This is just an unelected board dictating, adding red tape, and
has so much bias. This I will 100% not support. 

This is an anti democratic and authoritarian move. We have elected officials that respond to
us and this plan undermines the people and the officials we elect. Amazed this was even
considered and also disgusted by it. 

I’m responding as a property owner in Foothills County.  I view this CMRB growth plan as a
gross overreach, being shoved down the throats of surrounding rural municipalities with little
or no consideration given to the concerns raised by their councils.  The field is tilted in favour
of urban municipalities with Calgary carrying a veto.  The current plan of three development
areas in Foothills County to essentially be decided by the City of Calgary at some future date
is unacceptable.  If the CMRB is not willing to listen and actually give the counties a voice at
the table, then they should be allowed to withdraw by the province.

Agreed [...].  Concentrated centralized planning with power placed in a few elites is a failed
model.  We in fact need more decentralization.

In assessing the impact of the CMRB’s proposed regional growth plan on rural municipalities,
the key question is whether people support unbridled urban sprawl or whether they prefer a
more orderly approach to growth that will be more fiscally and environmentally sustainable.  If
you support the developers’ right to build whatever they want, wherever and whenever they
desire, then the CMRB’s Plan is a terrible idea. However, if you’d prefer to protect the rural
character of our rural municipalities and to preserve our agricultural land, our natural
environment, and our watersheds, then the Regional Growth Plan isn’t such a bad
idea. There is no question that the Plan will restrict some development in rural municipalities.
But, there will still be many opportunities available – all existing statutory plans are
grandfathered and development can continue unabated under those; hamlet growth areas
have been recognized (three each for Rocky View and Foothills, one for Wheatland);
small-scale country residential and commercial/industrial development can continue; joint
planning areas will permit higher intensity development than would otherwise be viable, so
long as Rocky View and Foothills do so in conjunction with their urban neighbours.
It is also important to remember that the Plan will force the urban municipalities to build more
sustainable communities, rather than continuing to expand ever outwards with car-dependent
communities of their own. 
The future under the CMRB’s Regional Growth Plan is also not as dire as its critics would like
people to believe.  The region’s growth projections forecast the rural municipalities
maintaining their 4.5% share of the region’s population over the next 30 years, while
benefiting from 18.5% of the employment growth over the same period.  Given the hype about
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the relative attractiveness of non-residential properties for municipal fiscal sustainability, this
disproportionate share of employment growth should be welcome news.

If you are locking up future development for rural land owners... how will you be
compensating them?
Many rural land owners have their entire life and finance's tied up in their land. If we are
unable to develop or re designate our land we won't be able to retire, This plan will greatly
reduce or eliminate the value of our land, or make it cost prohibitive to develop due to all the
red tape that is being created.

Forcing people to live a certain way under the guise sustainability is a form of slavery.
Alberta is a mostly rural province.We live here because of the wide open spaces and the
freedom to live the life we choose. This plan will take that away from my children and
grandchildren.Unbridled development doesn't happen without market demand. Developers
build and plan what people want.
The rural municipalities have their own plans, tailored to their own residents best interests.
Please leave it that way.
I see in the quick surveys that 60% or more of people don't like this plan.Please leave the
counties around Calgary to their own plans.

I don't know one rural land owner who supports this plan. The survey results don't support
your conclusion.Any plan that restricts personal or financial freedoms need to be rethought.
Forcing people to live a certain way under the guise sustainability is a form of slavery.
Alberta is a mostly rural province.We live here because of the wide open spaces and the
freedom to live the life we choose. This plan will take that away from my children and
grandchildren.
Unbridled development doesn't happen without market demand. Developers build and plan
what people want.
I see in the quick surveys that 60% or more of people don't like this plan.
Please leave the counties around Calgary to their own plans.

The RGP will severely hamper the authority of the elected officials in my MD.  I don't think that
is right.  I'm against the current RGP.

I live and work within Foothills County.  I believe that our elected officials best represent the
wants and needs of the County, and should have the ultimate decision for development within
the County.  Calgary, a large urban area does not understand the needs of Foothills County,
and should not have veto rights on Foothills applications and decisions.I'm against this current
draft Regional Growth Plan.

As a Springbank resident, I remember only too well the public forum for Bingham where 90%
of the residents spoke out against Bingham Crossing. Developer profits should not outweigh
the voices of those in the community.  Every open house the comments are the same, keep
Springbank rural, stop urban sprawl, growth should be sustainable and responsible,
developers need to pay for the massive infrastructure requirements, and no, payment for an
exit ramp into Bingham Crossing is not sufficient. The city and the county need to work
together to end urban sprawl. 

This growth plan is desperately needed.
The Rocky View council has been making terrible decisions lately that only benefits
developers, in that they simply clutter up highways with commercial and industrial crap. It's
time to rein them in. Residents are pretty much ignored unless they are large landowners.
Rocky View has no qualms about putting the county into debt in order to provide commercial
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and industrial with water and wastewater lines that residents have subsidized.
The Joint Planning Areas will help Rocky View create denser commercial and industrial in
more concentrated areas, a big win.
To all those who see Calgary as the bully with the ability to dictate over the other 9
municipalities, give your heads a shake.
Calgary’s growth options are limited by the CMRB and the city has its own plan that will make
it denser so that the rurals don't have to worry so much about annexation.
https://www.calgary.ca/pda/pd/current-studies-and-ongoing-activities/guidebook-for-great-com
munities.html
If we go on with “business as usual” the resulting exurban sprawl will dramatically increase
the probability that Calgary and the other urbans will have a reason to annex.

definitely negative  removes freedom of so many choices.  

When a planning body is far removed from those it plans for, then the decisions taken are
unlikely to reflect the concerns of those who are most affected. This regional plan seems to
heavily reflect the views and values of city dwellers by imposing constraints on rural residents.
I would prefer that local development continue to be governed locally. That way, as a rural
resident, I have a reasonable chance of affecting the outcome when I have a concern.

The CMRB's Regional Growth Plan in it's present form takes some of the governance of the 3
Counties out of the hands of the officials elected to do so. It puts some critical decisions
affecting the Counties into the hands of Board members, some of who may never have
stepped into any of the Counties and who would have no idea of the nuances in governing
said Counties.With 7 urban members and 3 rural members making up the CMRB, it is obvious
the RGP heavily favours the City of Calgary and to a lesser degree the other 6 smaller urban
members.One just has to look at the historical difficulties between Rocky View County and the
City of Calgary to get an idea of the possible future urban/rural problems brought on by the
RGP in it's present form.Foothills County already has 2 initiatives on the drawing board that
would not be seen as favourable to RGP if it is accepted without the needed reforms.The
RGP would designate the allowable Growth Areas within the Counties. Growth Areas that are
already in existence and Growth Areas designated as New.The 3 Existent Growth Areas
allowed and allotted to Foothills are a joke. The one only, New Growth Area allotted to
Foothills is to be a maximum size of 1 square mile (640 acres out of a total of 899,840).Of
course Rocky View and Wheatland Counties will be in the same 'boat' as Foothills.The rural
residents have a Constitutionally guaranteed democratic right to expect the representatives
they elect to office to carry out the mandate given them by the electorate, without having to go
'hat in hand' to an unelected body and beg approval for planned initiatives.

https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/calgary/guidebook-great-communities-calgary-city-delay-ma
y-1.5963274'Calgary City Council voted late Wednesday night to take some time before
making changes to a controversial new community planning document.'
As the newer link above shows, the City has its own issues and is looking for ways to
enhance its bottom line by pulling any profitable development within their border, and the
CMRB is their vehicle to make that happen. And for an indefinite period of time into the future.
The truth is rural residential taxes will have to rise if commercial or industrial growth is stifled,
and who of us wants that? For anyone who values independence and autonomy of thought
and action, another layer of governmental red tape is the last thing needed.'Business as
usual' seems to be ok for certain people when they move out to rural areas, and when
developers profit building their subdivisions and homes. But once they get theirs, god forbid
anyone else should aspire to the same. The CMRB plays right up their alley, by giving the City
the ability to shut down our independently elected rural municipal voices as to what and
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where future growth will occur, both residential and commercial. Why would anyone want the
City of Calgary dictating their future? Because it fits right into their agenda. I AM shaking my
head, and saying 'No.'

Rocky View has many sections of approved undeveloped commercial, industrial and business
lands.  This is what Council should be focusing on developing, not new greenfield lands. 
Turning Rocky View into an industrial/commercial heartland is not what the majority of its
residents want. 

Long-range planning inevitably involves making ambitious projections based on current
observations and assumptions about the future.  The longer the projection, in time and
geography, the greater the risk.  Did this plan envision the Coronavirus pandemic with its
massive long-term impact on Calgary’s downtown usage and public transit demands?  How
much of the million-person population increase will be accommodated by repurposing
downtown office towers into apartments and condominiums? Like many strategic plans, has
the CMRGP already been made obsolete by reality?
From experience as a ‘strategic planning coordinator’ at Dome Petroleum 40 years ago, when
oil was guaranteed to exceed $200/barrel for the next century, may I suggest that much of this
plan is an extrapolation of existing trends over which none of the planners has any control?
Better to let the free market determine the direction things will go than to attempt to force
people and events to fit the where-we-live, where-we-commute, what-we-consume idealistic
model of the planners.  This plan seriously limits the options available to both providers and
consumers.  I for one do not want to voluntarily constrain my freedoms and range of options
even further.
To paraphrase Winston Churchill, the greatest curse of local planning and control is the
occasional boundary conflict while the greatest blessing of central planning is the equal
sharing of miseries.

The Highway 1 corridor lacks one of the essential elements to be a Joint Planning Area.  It
has no environmentally or fiscally viable water/wastewater servicing to support high density
development.  The Trans-Canada corridor is also has important value as a scenic corridor
between the Calgary region and the Rockies, which would be severely eroded if it became
another Gasoline Alley.

Without being able to develop future non-residential developments in any identified lands
outside of JPAs, sounds like the rural land owners will really see a potential decline in their
land values for potential future zoning limitations! 

I completely agree... “The CMRB's Regional Growth Plan in it's present form takes some of
the governance of the 3 Counties out of the hands of the officials elected to do so. It puts
some critical decisions affecting the Counties into the hands of Board members, some of who
may never have stepped into any of the Counties and who would have no idea of the nuances
in governing said Counties.” This is of HUGE concern. We, as residents of the County of
Foothills, elected our representatives - people who live and work our community - to make
decisions on our behalf. The governance structure of the CMRB impedes the autonomy of
rural municipalities - presiding over these municipalities visions for growth with the heavy
weight of their vote. While I don’t disagree that a growth plan is necessary, it is critical that this
plan not cater to the whims or best interests of the urban municipalities. The current bias
against rural municipalities must be addressed before any decisions can be made. 

What is concerning about this is that, only now, are we allowed to provide feedback. This has
been in the works for a number of years now. This consultation seems like a knee jerk
response to some people saying that this isn't ok. I understand the intention to expand urban
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areas in a more informed way, preventing the disasters that are currently happening with
urban sprawl; however, one look at Okotoks for example demonstrates how urban
infrastructure ends in devastating effects. For years, there have been caps on the population
of Okotoks due to limited water sources but greed led to those caps getting bigger. In the end,
Okotoks is now simply another suburb of Calgary with zero ability to be self sufficient.  Now,
they're building large pipelines to bring water from Calgary. Although water is a renewable
resource, this further demand will inevitably cause problems. In rural areas, we have our own
water and wells. It is a delicate balance and is currently sustainable. This unfiltered growth,
governed largely by urbanites will fail and our environment will be negatively impacted. If this
is to proceed, the governing board must be 50% rural officials and 50% urban. The way the
board is currently set up with a majority urban is exactly how things will go disastrously wrong
and mirrors how our federal election is run.  There is ZERO consideration for our
environment, our wildlife, any sustainability, and our well-being. It is not acceptable.

As a long term resident of the MD of RockyView, I very much support the proposed Regional
Growth Plan.  For too many years we have seen the drastic results of short term planning
within our MD that has ignored sound regional planning and has ignored the interests of
residents.  If ever you needed an example of this, the recent Springbank ASPs and MDP
approvals given by RVC are a prime example.  The consultation process was little more than
a tick the box exercise and the rush to force unpopular developer friendly policies on the
residents was unseemly and frustrating.  It seems clear the the MD is focused on trying to
replicate urban density and commercial development on the fringes of the City but without the
ability to take into consideration all of the major planning issues of transportation, water
stewardship, environmental protection or long term infrastructure costing.  I view the
encroachment on the total autonomy of the municipalities as a reasonable concession to the
long term interests of sound regional planning.  Shared transportation and servicing policies
are desperately needed if we are not to face a future of ballooning infrastructure costs.  A
review of the RockyView infrastructure, water and servicing decisions over the past 15 years
is a stark illustration of how badly this can go for the residents.  It is no surprise to me that the
rural municipal councils are all opposing the draft RGP.  It would impose some long needed
discipline on their one off and haphazard approach to development.  Clearly they need to be
protected against themselves.  

It is a fact that the CMRB has chosen to disregard the high growth Hwy 1 area, which has
thoroughly researched growth plans in place - put forth by RVC landowners and vetted and
approved / rejected by our OWN elected council. And beyond Springbank, all of our Rocky
View voices will be silenced under the CMRB as we will be shackled a voting method that
favours the City's urban opinion and population...and in perpetuity. For any matter to be
approved   before the CMRB, Calgary's vote MUST be included in the 2/3 deciding votes, but
the others are not - does that sound democratic?The Trans-Canada corridor is absolutely a
scenic corridor, but none of the current plans in place for maybe 4 kilometres out of approx.
60 km of Highway 1 (from the western city limits to say, Seebe) would hardly create a
'gasoline alley'. They are thoughtfully designed to build residential and commercial
development  that will accommodate and enhance the area. One of them actually proposes to
build a long hoped for seniors retirement village! What a concept, allowing long time
Springbank residents to stay in their community, among family and friends thru their final
years. But yes, let's let the CMRB/City decide if we need this or not - or, perhaps vote against
it and continue to force our seniors to move into Calgary.And to dispel this other popular fear
mongering tactics. To quote Water Transfer Alberta: "Between existing water licences in the
area...and available water licenses in the South Saskatchewan Basin, BE ASSURED that
Rocky View can access the water rights required to support future growth."
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As well, Harmony has built two waste water treatment plants which not only support its
development, but can service other potential developments. I agree with the majority voices
here and would prefer to stick to the facts and ignore these purposefully misleading tropes of
a small self-interested group. Ask yourself why are they the aligning with the CMRB? How
does this red-tape layer of government support their agenda of 'we got ours, so now no one
else should ever have a say in realizing their lands potential ever again'?

The ability of a non elected board to make decisions regarding a municipality what they can
and cannot do in the future seems wrong. Should our elected officials who live in our County
not have the right to make decisions regarding development in our County without being
vetoed by the Calgary urban vote. Could it work if it was more an advisory board and 50/50
urban/ rural. 

I fear our elected council is not acting independently and is too supportive of development -
often disregarding concerns raised by their own constituents. Developers will play all the
options they can to pursue their economic interests. There needs to be more regional
planning / coordination - particularly regarding appropriate infrastructure planning - and more
rational guidance from professional planners. Some of the ‘noise’ being spurred on in the
background from certain councillors stating concerns that County resources would need to be
re-allocated is likely being overplayed or just plain misrepresented. Collaboration, with some
level of professional guidance, is essential. 

We live in Rocky View County and are very concerned by council’s strong pro-development
bias, imposed on residents regardless of opposition. Yes, these are elected representatives,
but it appears the majority of them are not representing anyone except developers. There is
no coherent overall plan to ensure considered development and environmental protection - or
if there is, it’s ignored. We welcome the CMRB plan as a more reasoned and moderate
approach to development, and as a more positive attempt to protect valuable grasslands,
watersheds, and sensitive natural areas.

We live in the broader CMR. It seems to me that too many of us are unwilling to do the
collaborative work to make life better for everyone, we seem to think life is a zero-sum
game.This Growth plan appears to try and find the balance between individual need and an
overarching opportunity for regional health.
As a society we need to learn the hard lesson that working collectively can be a benefit to all
of us.
As a Rocky View resident who sees the problems that come from a governing body that
doesn't seem to listen to what may be the best for the constituents, I applaud a plan that will
seek to even the playing field for our county and surrounding regions.

There is increasing concern over Rocky View County approving suburban, higher-density
development across the Bearspaw regardless of opposition. There is widespread concern
over suburban, higher-density proposals for e.g. the Ascension proposal as well as the
remaining of the proposed Damkar Parcel. It's one thing to be broadly in favour of planned
regional growth but there is far too little engagement with existing residents and stakeholders.
 

A regional approach is key to identifying areas which are best-suited for protection as
reservoirs of natural biodiversity. As far as I know, RVC has no designated sites for the
protection of natural features, and has no areas for low-impact natural recreation. We should
not be relying solely on provincially -designated areas in Kananaskis Country to provide areas
for outdoor recreation. Consideration of wildlife habitat connectivity is missing in County
approvals for ASPs.  Wetland protection is a policy priority, but in practice seems to be set
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aside for compensation payments for projects that are implemented elsewhere.  A
commitment to the Regional Growth Plan would address these concerns.

• Although I am not an expert on planning, overall, it is a reasonable document from a
top-down approach. However, from a bottom-up approach it places the less-influential (I.e.
rural) partners at a disadvantage. • “All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal
than others.” (courtesy of George Orwell’s “Animal Farm”) • Calgary represents 84.5% of the
current CRMB population and 81.1% of the 2053 population (ref pg. 36). The focus of the
Plan is clearly on Calgary’s growth; the growth of the other municipalities is geared to not
impeding Calgary. • Foothills County's concern over not having control over development of
an Okotoks water pipeline corridor and the area east of High River are two clear examples.
The County has limited opportunities to develop non-agricultural industries, and in an era
where non-Oil & Gas opportunities are prized, they should not be hindered.

Hamlets, Towns and Cities – Discussion Forum

You missed Priddis, Millarville and areas south in who you are talking to. Why is Foothills
Hamlets not included?Anyway: I sense that this is a plan to let the City of Calgary dictate what
will and will not go ahead.  It's funny in a way since the CoC cannot even address their own
plan without conflict.

This Regional Plan should reduce it's scope to water/wastewater, transportation and maybe
utility corridors. Development should be left to the Rural Communities or Counties.

I totally agree with [...], this is definitely a plan to let the City of Calgary dictate what will and
will not go ahead. Which, in my opinion, is not ok. How about you mind your own, take care of
what you have and keep your noses out of the counties. Development should be left to the
Rural Communities or Counties...period. 

Government mandated growth planning? Why?  Cities have always done 10-20 year growth
planning for tramsit, business and residential development. Since when do we need 112
pages of rather repetitive and obscure documentation to justify a majority of urban board
members making decisions that affect rural residents? Smoke and mirrors are an effective
way to distract or perhaps split focus.

Foothills has stated in their call to action that if the CMRB growth plan were to go forward as
is, they would not be able to develop the Highway 2 East Side Area Structure Plan; and the
second is an area they are planning on servicing with piped water to supply the Town of
Okotoks. The Town of Okotoks post indicated an industrial commercial expansion. What
Foothills does not state is that the plan they have been working to implement for the past 8
years, but have only involved severely impacted residents in since 2018, has little regard for
the dangers and hardships created for several homeowners, and could pose health and
safety risks, flooding of personal property and substantial property loss values.
If the CMRB plan is accepted these plans will not be implemented. As one of the severely
impacted property owners, I fully support the current CMRB plan.
I understand and appreciate the need for growth but I moved to this area because it was not a
large centre. I personally do not want another million people in this area. Nor do I want
substantial industrial and commercial growth so close to residential areas.

Totally agree and it to the point.  We “Chose” to move out of Calgary slums to the country to
get  away from the idiotic way Calgary has existed in-spite of itself.  Don’t chase us like a
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furniture salesman explaining why you know better than we do for how we want to live.  I
guess this happens when unemployable people have their last chance for a job is the city or
county council.  Then they hire equally unsophisticated bureaucrats.  Monty Python could not
have dreamed up a more bizarre skit.  Sadly, this is actually happening with our tax money.
 They saw the movie “Being There” and thought  Chauncey Gardiner was was their inspiration
and messiah?  What an embarrassing situation.  Happy Easter to all the country folk.

I agree with others.  This is Calgary trying to overreach and control other municipalities.  Quite
frankly those in Calgary know little of what is needed in rural areas and their goals for
development are quite different than the goals of rural municipalities.   

This growth plan is very biased towards the needs and wants of the City of Calgary and
seems that city would take control over what happens in the surrounding municipalities.  Rural
needs and wants are considerably different to those of the City and control of these should
not be taken over by the city.  Many residents of the surrounding areas have chosen to live
outside the city for those reasons.  It appears that many of the aspects of the plan are
detrimental to the rural communities with virtually no benefits to them yet we will still be
expected to contribute financially and administratively. I can't imagine why any rural resident
would find this acceptable.

I cannot believe that we needed to hire non-Canadian consultants to assist with this work. 
The lack of insight into Canadian values and perspectives is obvious in the design of the
rather trivial survey that was designed to do nothing but elicit positive responses to the
proposed changes.  There is nothing that demonstrates awareness of the negative impacts to
rural communities of the proposed changes which again appear to be over-reach by city
central planners with no knowledge, awareness or empathy for those negative impacts.  A
hopelessly biased planning document.  

I am concerned that Hamlets are seen and identified as growth areas,  however Rocky View
Council has indicated that they fully intend to bring urban growth here regardless of what the
area structure plans indicate and the current Municipal development plan that they have
created allows growth anywhere, anytime with no binding polices and specifically stating that
ecological and  concerns cannot be used to turn down development. These new planning
plans have been written with extensive input from developers and public input from citizens
completely ignored. The values and Principle in the metro plan are far more consistent with
the Rocky View County plan that was created under the last council with extensive public
input and consultation.  From a density and environmental perspective  I feel far safer with the
Metro plan than I do with Rocky Views. An example would be they are allowing business
growth from the city of Calgary out to Hwy 22 along the number one highway on both sides of
the road - ugly urban sprawl at its worst and a traffic nightmare along the #1 highway in and
out of Calgary. Growth is going to happen but unplanned growth that adheres to no standards
of integration with the communities it will directly impact is unacceptable.

agree with thestatement

How will the CMRB benefit the rural areas? What can you do that local municipalities can not
do? Just trying to understand. Currently not obvious.

City of Calgary – Discussion Forum
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Small towns are losing their independence and are being forced to comply with the  "climate"
agenda of larger urban areas.  Why are residents of rural communities even electing
representatives if they are constantly bullied or coerced by big city mayors.

Minor issue - at the bottom of Page 19 uses an outdated skyline picture of Calgary from at
least 10 years ago. Consider updating as the city has grown substantially since then. Calgary
is the only urban place in the region so we should represent it accurately.

The more the government gets involved in plans like this the more it is likely to fail.
This is the government deciding how and where we should live, work and commute.
This is very reminiscent of the USSR.
If the Alberta or Calgary government want business to succeed and eliminate red tape like
they have stated they do, the best thing that government can do is get out of the way.

As young urban professionals, my husband and I are both in favour of this plan! Calgary and
the surrounding areas cannot go on with business as usual. We simply cannot afford it. We
are increasing costs for diminishing value and this is one way we can counteract a complete
decline of our competitive global advantage! Transportation is a great way to kick start
connections between our communities. 

I’m Go1’s husband and I am a little less optimistic. I was born and raised in Calgary and
thought I would spend the rest of my life here. My whole family is here and I have planted
deep roots in all areas of my life. We will be thinking about kids soon and I want to raise a
family in a city that is affordable, offers choice And quality services without asking me to
sacrifice my quality of life. That includes anything that my taxes pay for. I am in favour of
efforts that help lower our costs and expand our options. 

Business Community – Discussion Forum

This plan kills business and competition in the region. It actually states in the recent survey
that development will occur in "preferred locations" instead of allowing development to occur
in an entrepreneurial way.

This plan will sterilize business anywhere outside of its proposed Joint Planning Areas in rural
areas, as it allows the City of Calgary final veto of any proposed plans. Not sure how this
aligns with our provincial governments promise to eliminate 'Red Tape'? Especially at this
time when Alberta needs its entrepreneurs more than ever - we should be doing everything
we can to encourage competition and growth.

The more the government gets involved in plans like this the more it is likely to fail.This is the
government deciding how and where we should live, work and commute.This is very
reminiscent of the USSR.If the Alberta government want business to succeed and eliminate
red tape like they have stated they do, the best thing that government can do is get out of the
way.

Environmental Sustainability – Discussion Forum

The lead planner Peter Calthorpe, who had a big hand in developing this growth plan for the
region,  has written a book, “Urbanism in the Age of Climate Change”.
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According to the book’s description “‘Cities are green’ is becoming a common refrain.  But
Calthorpe argues that a more comprehensive understanding of urbanism at the regional scale
provides a better platform to address climate change.  In this groundbreaking new work, he
shows how such regionally scaled urbanism can be combined with green technology to
achieve not only needed reductions in carbon emissions but other critical economies and
lifestyle benefits.” No doubt his commitment to the U.N.’s climate change agenda and its
sustainable development goals of Agenda 2030 influenced how he shaped the growth plan for
the region, which would be pleasing to the City of Calgary, an obedient member of ICLEI
(Local Governments for Sustainability) expected to be a “driving force for delivering on the
sustainable development agenda.”
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Appendix C - Verbatim Comments Received from Correspondence
The following comments were received through direct correspondence including emails,
submissions to the CMRB’s website, or letters.

Emails / Letters Received

As a resident of Foothills County, I have serious concerns that this growth plan does not serve
the rural counties appropriately. It appears to be very biased towards the City of Calgary's
growth plans and is very detrimental to the rural needs and plans and could result in our taxes
being increased with no benefit to rural residents. Why on earth was an American consultant
engaged for this??? It makes no sense!!!

I understand that the actual growth plan is to be voted on in June of this year. Why is there no
documentation on this website outlining the proposed plan? If details of the plan are to be
found in the minutes of meetings, why are they not captured in explicit readable format with
a dedicated tab? Please advise me or provide me with clear information that specifically lays
out what CMRB is contemplating voting on in June, 2021. I am a landowner in Foothills
County. Thank you.

Hi. I have today learned about the existence of this Board. With it's BROAD impact can you
share how I as a public individual was to be made are of your existence, mandate and
opportunity to comment? I found that all but 2 areas in your comments sections are CLOSED
for comment. While I philosophically agree with the principle of coordinated development,
after reading the article in the Western Wheel I am concerned that the answer to the
question of development is given before the question is asked. I think there needs to be an
extension of time offered up for any recommendations and you need to revisit the Public
Consultation aspect as the notification for this portion of your mandate appears to be sadly
overlooked.

As a rural resident the current growth plan shuts the door on rural opportunity, limits
economic development for rural, creates red tape and economic uncertainty,insuffcient public
engagement, unloved playing field for rural municipalities , will cost me more tax dollars and
amendedments to growth plan from rural districts have been ignored.

Not enough information has been given to residents to move forward with this plan. Do to
pandemic all in person has been stopped. We need active information between communities
to develope a propper plan.
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As a landowner in the County of Foothills, I have grave concerns about many of the proposals
of the CMRB. To name some: 1.Rural areas such as ours should be allowed to grow following
guideline of our own ideas, in the same way urban municipalities are able to. 2. Our County
may be forced to participate in joint projects that have no benefit for rural county residents,
for example regional transit. 3.Board permission will be required to establish settlement in
rural municipalities. How should a large urban centre have the say in settlement in our area?
This makes no sense. 4.The CMRB is heavily weighted towards urban centres-7 urban and only
3 rural. Our needs and lifestyle in a rural area can be very different from in an urban area. 5.
Municipal plans already established will need to be realigned to satisfy requirements of the
CMRB and perhaps at great expense to the taxpayers. 6.Many plans for growth have already
been studied and approved and put in place and are already underway. Will these all have to
be redone? It is like reinventing the wheel! 7. Board approval will be required for approval for
employment areas over 20 acres. 8. Residential growth may be limited to approval of very low
density areas or very high density areas. The above concerns are only some of the problems I
can see with the CMRB. And why have none of the suggestions by the County of Foothills to
the CMRB been implemented?

I live in Foothills County and I do not agree with the methodology and the Calgary biased
approach to this Plan. Approval for small developments in the County should not have to be
part of Calgary's mandate. This further adds to the red tape for any proposals. The whole
process for this CMRB has not been publicized nearly enough and is being ramrodded through
for approval. It should stop immediately until a huge increase in feedback is sought and
evaluated.

I strongly object to you hiring a non-Canadian consultant to do planning work. This is
outrageous for at least 2 reasons. The first is they have no regard for Canadian lifestyles and
values. The only thing they bring to the table is a push for higher densities with no regard for
wildlife and lifestyles. The second concern is the obvious one around why we at least don't
higher Canadians to do this work. Calgary has a history of hiring foreigners to do work that
could be contracted within our country. Shame on you.
I have just become aware of the CMRB growth plan and was directed to your website in order
to participate in the public engagement process. There has been very little communication to
the public that this in fact was taking place and, while I appreciate that covid has impacted
the process, having 3 short online sessions does not meet the needs of 1 million+ people that
this effects. The document is very generic and gives very little information as to what
ramifications there would be to the rural communities surrounding Calgary. I have
participated several times in the past in the development of the Foothills County Future
Growth plan. How will that be impacted? I sense from this document the rural municipalities
will have little say in their overall future. Urban planners have little understanding of the rural
communities and rural lifestyle. This needs much more discussion in an open transparent way
where all taxpayers are given the opportunity to engage....... not in a few short online
sessions. The City of Calgary has a track record of immense urban sprawl with very poor
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planning for public transportation. Certainly planning for the future is important, but it should
not be just a handful of politicians and a consulting company that decides the future for this
area. Extend your deadline for input and reach out to the public for their engagement in an
honest and open manner. Rushing this through as you are doing, makes us all feel you have
your own agenda for doing so.

I have left comments on the CMRB discussion forum but am no longer comfortable posting on
there. There are two tremendous pushes happening from both developers and councillors. 1.
Adding Highway 1 West to the list of JPA’s. Developers have long owned most of the land
flanking Highway 1 West with the intent of putting in commercial and industrial, along with
just a little residential. Residents in Springbank are well-informed and vocal, and fought both
new ASP drafts and the draft MDP for the area, to no avail. My comments on your site were
responded to by a developer, so I’m not publicly making any more comments on there.
2. A large landowner- developer group called Rocky View 2020 has been driving a lot of
councillors to believe that the rurals are just “land banks” for Calgary and the CMRB will
“sterilize” all rural land. In other words, they are both fear mongering and willfully spreading
misinformation to get their desired result of no regional growth plan. They want business as
usual, which can be interpreted as build anything anywhere anytime. At this moment, there is
a backlog of developers who are coming in to Council with land redesignations before the
election. Administration is estimating over 96 hours of public hearings.
Another misconception that 2020 is spreading is that taxes will increase under the CMRB.
Foothills and Rocky View have some councillors who are now telling this to residents. I was
the one who asked the question about the ability of the CMRB to create new taxes (on April
6).
Your virtual Open Houses have been overrun by developers.. I’m registered for tonight’s
session but may not be able to attend.
Thank you for your work and transparency. Please accept my full support for the CMRB.

What is the boards comment on Haskayne Park. The Pavillion is built with no access. A project
that was to be 1 years 3 to 4 years later. What will be recommend as a accessory point.
The MD of Rockyview planning department gave us 3 units per acre for development,which

was based on full plans and reviews. Then an election came and our councilmen pushed
through a change to buy votes dropping to 1 unit. As a landowner and taxpayer where are my
rights. I also am extremely frustrated how we as land owners sell lands and new properties
are developed and these people have more of a voice than I. NO MORE DEVELOPMENT THEY
SCREAM. Change does not stop. Landowners still should have stronger voices. I sell land allow
them to build and the block future expansion. That's who you listen to.
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As a resident of Turner Valley in Foothills County, I am writing to express my concerns
regarding the above plan.
1. The plan proposes an unfair and unbalanced voting / approval structure that is biased
against rural municipalities because approval requires “2/3 support with 2/3 of population”
from a board made up of predominantly urban representation (seven urban municipalities,
three rural), thereby disrespecting and disabling the legitimate voices and concerns of rural
municipalities.
2. Urban-based planners do not understand the unique concerns and regional issues
associated with rural living. Foothills County already has an effective planning and
development structure that embraces this unique vision but the CMRB appears to have no
mechanism to accommodate Foothills County’s existing plans or vision.
3. The population growth projections upon which the CMRB plan is based appear to be
extremely high. Previous population increases in Calgary and area were based on a thriving oil
and natural gas industry; this is no longer the case and other potential employment sectors
outlined in the plan are unlikely to generate the kind of population growth witnessed in
Calgary and area over the past two decades. Further, the CMRB plan does not have “low /
medium / high” population growth projections but appears to be based on a high (in my
opinion, unrealistically high) population growth and timeline. Finally, the plan’s population
growth projection does not appear to account for the realities of an aging population with
specific transportation, employment and residential needs.
4. The CMRB plan does not appear to account for lingering impacts of the current pandemic
on population growth or transportation / transit needs and patterns. In particular, with the
advent of working from home and online shopping, it’s likely the previous commuting
patterns and transit demand will be different going forward, but I see no specific mention or
accounting for that likelihood in the plan.
5. The CMRB plan appears to ignore potential housing initiatives and opportunities by limiting
housing development to either very high or very low density. The market should be allowed
to determine demand for various types of housing. This is another example of the CMRB plan
ignoring or disrespecting rural lifestyles.
6. How is it fair that urban municipalities are free to annex rural land without a potential veto
by rural municipalities? Why should an urban-based planning board has such sweeping
powers? Again, this kind of overbearing power is biased against rural municipalities and
residents.
7. The CMRB’s public consultation process is deeply flawed. I have been a resident of Foothills
County for 20 years but this is the first I’ve heard about the CMRB and its draconian plan that
negatively impacts the future of Foothills County. I do not believe the potential impacts of the
plan have been clearly, effectively or broadly communicated to rural residents. In particular,
most residents within the planning area (rural and urban alike) are not planners and do not
have enough background to interpret the plan in terms of future impacts on their area of
residence.
8. The draft plan does not appear to specifically account for a very serious issue within the
affected rural municipalities: water scarcity. Water is already scarce in southern Alberta, and
as our climate changes it’s likely that water will become even less available. The plan’s
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population growth projections do not account for the potential impact of one million more
people on the region’s water supply.
In closing, I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the CMRB plan but I’m skeptical that
my concerns will be heard; rather, it’s my belief that this submission, and others like it, will be
dismissed in a token exercise CMRB planners will falsely label as ‘public consultation.’ It
appears to me this planning process has not been undertaken in a spirit of respect,
collaboration, honesty and transparency.

I ask the CMRB planners to revise the plan to clearly and effectively accommodate four
specific requests from Foothills County:
Allow Foothills County to continue to grow in accordance with the vision already set forth by
competent planners who reside in and understand the needs of this rural municipality.
Recognize Foothills County’s Growth Management Strategy that was developed in
consultation with residents.
Allow Foothills County to create new growth areas for both residential and employment uses,
the same as the urban municipalities are allowed under the CMRB plan.
Allow Foothills County to develop residential communities at a density that is appropriate in
the rural context.

If Calgary had the same density of population per square km. as Toronto it could support
three times its population . So why not stay within your own boundaries for the next million?
"Do as we say not as we do?"
Calgary is not a great example for the objectives of the CMRB so why would Calgary be given a
partial veto on anything outside its boundaries?
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The draft plan is a disgrace. It will kill at least 10-20 major ACTIVE projects in the region (not
in Calgary) that have been underway and working through the already ridiculous hoops and
red tape of the existing municipal planning processes for years now. This draft plan and the
JPA's are laughable. They will at minimum, set these projects back 10+ years, but more likely
will simply kill them altogether. Developers will be forced to take more capitol out of the
region, something our province is desperately trying to avoid right now. The CMRB is aware of
all of these plans and made the deliberate choice to not include them as growth areas within
the plan.
Even developers who were "lucky" enough to be included within 3 JPA's (3 JPA's for millions of
acres also laughable) have already determined that they cannot meet the requirements set
forth by Calgary, I mean the CMRB, and will likely kill their project. This plan caters to no one
but Calgary and is specifically designed to sterilize land on Calgary's border until Calgary
deems ok to develop. Our region is suffering and has been for many years now and cannot
afford a plan that kills competition right now or ever.
Not to mention the recent pandemic that has cause a drastic shift in market demand, which is
not encapsulated in this report. This report even suggests that apartments and condominiums
are preferred by the market in the region??? hahahaha. Have a look at the extreme over
supply of condos right now, you can't give a condo away in Calgary for anywhere near its
"worth". Condo's, and inner city housing remain the only sectors that have not seen any price
recovery in what has now turned into the first sellers market in many years. Covid is now 1
year old, so the CMRB's inability to include changing market trends is not excusable. I guess if
we tell people where to live, that's where they will go right, the market shouldn't factor in???
In summary, this plan does nothing but cater to Calgary's wishes and hurts those of us the
most who have stuck by the region and continued to invest capitol into the region when most
others packed up and left. I guess the message is clear, unless you are investing in Calgary or
far enough away from its border, please take your money elsewhere.
This board is lucky that the current political environment has kept attention away from it, but
eventually, things will settle and the province will be looking to get rid of useless functions
that are assisting in killing our province and region. This board's day will come when the light
is finally shed on how much wasted tax payer money it has used (funding out of country
planners!!!) and how much money it has driven away from the region and province.

I would consider that GMP has achieved its objective if it could remove uncertainty for growth
and business in the region regardless of the municipal boundaries. I am fine with the various
built forms and typologies proposed by GMP and I am also fine with any chk list which we
need to conform to during planning. Your framework and policies related to utility sharing
should be clear and prevent any political influence. Once we are align with your plan and
utilities have the capacity then it should be a logical go for us. We can learn from the Regions
(i.e. Peel, Durham etc..) in GTA.
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Appendix D - Survey Results by Municipality

As noted in the What We Heard Report, Phase 3 of public engagement had disproportionate
participation from municipalities in the Calgary Metropolitan Region. This section includes a
breakdown of responses to each of the four survey questions by municipality.

The legend for all responses is below:

Question 1

How comfortable are you with making a choice to have “preferred growth areas” if it results

in the benefits shown above?

Airdrie (n=23)
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Calgary (n=182)

Chestermere (n=11)

Cochrane (n=55)
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Foothills County (n=225)

High River (n=61)

Okotoks (n=85)

Rocky View County (n=127)
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Strathmore (n=10)

Wheatland County (CMR Portion) (n=10)
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Question 2

How comfortable are you with making the choice to focus development on these three

preferred placetypes if it results in the benefits shown above?

Airdrie (n=23)

Calgary (n=182)
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Chestermere (n=11)

Cochrane (n=55)

Foothills County (n=225)

High River (n=61)
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Okotoks (n=85)

Rocky View County (n=127)

Strathmore (n=10)
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Wheatland County (CMR Portion) (n=10)

Question 3

How comfortable are you with making the choice to focus rural development in Hamlet

Growth Areas, if it results in the benefits shown above?

87
CMRB Phase 3 Public Engagement WWH Appendix - April 2021



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

Airdrie (n=23)

Calgary (n=182)

Chestermere (n=11)
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Cochrane (n=55)

Foothills County (n=225)

High River (n=61)

Okotoks (n=85)

89
CMRB Phase 3 Public Engagement WWH Appendix - April 2021



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

Rocky View County (n=127)

Strathmore (n=10)

Wheatland County (CMR Portion) (n=10)
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Question 4

How comfortable are you with making the choice to have “Joint Planning Areas”, if it results in

the benefits shown above?

Airdrie (n=23)
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Calgary (n=182)

Chestermere (n=11)

Cochrane (n=55)
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Foothills County (n=225)

High River (n=61)

Okotoks (n=85)

Rocky View County (n=127)
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Strathmore (n=10)

Wheatland County (CMR Portion) (n=10)
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Appendix E - Quick Poll Results
As noted in the What We Heard Report, the quick polls used in Phase 3 were more for
promotional purposes than offering the opportunity for meaningful input, due to the complexity
of the subject matter and the limitations of the quick poll tool.

All quick poll questions had the same options for responses, shown in the legend below:

Question 1
How comfortable are you with limiting new development to specific areas if it means
environmental and economic benefits for the broader Calgary Metro Region?
(391 responses)
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Question 2
How okay are you with limiting new development in rural areas in order to get
environmental and economic benefits for the broader Calgary Metro Region?

Question 3
How okay are you with limiting the type of new development in the region toward higher
density and more mixed-use, to get environmental and economic benefits for the region?

96
CMRB Phase 3 Public Engagement WWH Appendix - April 2021



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

Appendix F - Media Clippings
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