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 List of Submitters – Second Round of Written Submissions

The table below sets out the names of those who made written submissions, in relation to the Commission’s final report. 

A similar table relating to written submissions made in advance of the Commission’s interim report can be found at 

Appendix C of that interim report, available at www.abebc.ca.

Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-001 Darwin Durnie
EBC-2016-17-2-002 Nigel Logan
EBC-2016-17-2-003 Angela Christianson
EBC-2016-17-2-004 Sterling Matan
EBC-2016-17-2-005 Steve Aldred
EBC-2016-17-2-006 Paul Andrews
EBC-2016-17-2-007 Eric Bell
EBC-2016-17-2-008 Bruce Pettigrew
EBC-2016-17-2-009 Tracy Gillott
EBC-2016-17-2-010 Daryl Frenette
EBC-2016-17-2-011 Craig Jorgensen
EBC-2016-17-2-012 Lauraine Howatt
EBC-2016-17-2-013 Shelly Lindballe
EBC-2016-17-2-014 Ian Krauskopf
EBC-2016-17-2-015 Trevor Hackett
EBC-2016-17-2-016 Daniel Brown
EBC-2016-17-2-017 Keith Harrison
EBC-2016-17-2-018 Dalyn Orsten
EBC-2016-17-2-019 Dan Whelton
EBC-2016-17-2-020 Peter Dobbie
EBC-2016-17-2-021 Jennifer Foot
EBC-2016-17-2-022 Joshua Pawlak
EBC-2016-17-2-023 Don Paradis
EBC-2016-17-2-024 Kent Ladell
EBC-2016-17-2-025 Linda Perler
EBC-2016-17-2-026 Joe Gendre
EBC-2016-17-2-027 Laura Jackson
EBC-2016-17-2-028 Warren McKay
EBC-2016-17-2-029 Leslie Taylor
EBC-2016-17-2-030 Jeannette Parkin
EBC-2016-17-2-031 Greg McGinley
EBC-2016-17-2-032 Roger Arcand
EBC-2016-17-2-033 Carol Campbell
EBC-2016-17-2-034 Kathleen Hankins
EBC-2016-17-2-035 Dakota Hourie
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-036 Charles Reid
EBC-2016-17-2-037 Jordan Zawada
EBC-2016-17-2-038 Dick Richards
EBC-2016-17-2-039 Stacey Lavallie
EBC-2016-17-2-040 Barbara Castell
EBC-2016-17-2-041 Donna Downey
EBC-2016-17-2-042 Shawna James
EBC-2016-17-2-043 Clarann Petersen
EBC-2016-17-2-044 David Fletcher
EBC-2016-17-2-045 Richard Hoppins
EBC-2016-17-2-046 Mary O'Neill
EBC-2016-17-2-047 Karen Chesterman
EBC-2016-17-2-048 Gwen Bouchard
EBC-2016-17-2-049 Terry McToni
EBC-2016-17-2-050 Elizabeth MacArthur
EBC-2016-17-2-051 Ellen Lupick
EBC-2016-17-2-052 Stuart Angle
EBC-2016-17-2-053 Janet Higgins
EBC-2016-17-2-054 Marilyn Carr
EBC-2016-17-2-055 Blatchford Blatchford
EBC-2016-17-2-056 Jack Barlow
EBC-2016-17-2-057 Concerned Albertan
EBC-2016-17-2-058 Vilnius Kniec
EBC-2016-17-2-059 Brian Owens
EBC-2016-17-2-060 Joel Teeling
EBC-2016-17-2-061 Dave Rusnell
EBC-2016-17-2-062 Adele Boucher
EBC-2016-17-2-063 Martin Kennedy
EBC-2016-17-2-064 Theresa Kline
EBC-2016-17-2-065 Betty Quinlan
EBC-2016-17-2-066 Robb Aishford
EBC-2016-17-2-067 Teresa Mullen
EBC-2016-17-2-068 Tom Whitfield
EBC-2016-17-2-069 Brenda Corney
EBC-2016-17-2-070 Steven LeLiever
EBC-2016-17-2-071 Roland Poitras
EBC-2016-17-2-072 Darren Poirier
EBC-2016-17-2-073 Terry Shillington
EBC-2016-17-2-074 Henry Irving
EBC-2016-17-2-075 Lisa Wardley
EBC-2016-17-2-076 Darlene Hoogstraten
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-077 Jennifer Williams
EBC-2016-17-2-078 Penny Kushko
EBC-2016-17-2-079 Barbara Willman
EBC-2016-17-2-080 Pat Rutledge
EBC-2016-17-2-081 John Smythe
EBC-2016-17-2-082 Bernice DeLennheer
EBC-2016-17-2-083 Richard Starke
EBC-2016-17-2-084 Gerry Neustaedter
EBC-2016-17-2-085 Marjorie Hibbert
EBC-2016-17-2-086 Audrey Page
EBC-2016-17-2-087 Kathleen Nakagawa
EBC-2016-17-2-088 Ronald Andrew Yule
EBC-2016-17-2-089 Anne Weerstra
EBC-2016-17-2-090 Nancy Holland
EBC-2016-17-2-091 Cheryl Marcynuik
EBC-2016-17-2-092 Chris Dunn
EBC-2016-17-2-093 Mayor Arnold Romaniuk
EBC-2016-17-2-094 Terrance Dunn
EBC-2016-17-2-095 David Hawco, Mayor of Milk River
EBC-2016-17-2-096 Drew Barnes, MLA
EBC-2016-17-2-097 Lydia Calhoun
EBC-2016-17-2-098 Dorit Rogalsky
EBC-2016-17-2-099 Tricia Mitchell
EBC-2016-17-2-100 Ellie Gerhadt
EBC-2016-17-2-101 Kalen Hastings
EBC-2016-17-2-102 Ali Tams
EBC-2016-17-2-103 Marjorie and Wilfrid Makowichuk
EBC-2016-17-2-104 Joanne Vander Heide
EBC-2016-17-2-105 Tonye Truba
EBC-2016-17-2-106 Jerry Wright
EBC-2016-17-2-107 Wendy Rudiger
EBC-2016-17-2-108 Pam Horne
EBC-2016-17-2-109 Tamara Keller
EBC-2016-17-2-110 Bryne Lengyel
EBC-2016-17-2-111 Paul Smith
EBC-2016-17-2-112 Ca Kraus
EBC-2016-17-2-113 Bob Barss
EBC-2016-17-2-114 Sandra Rush
EBC-2016-17-2-115 Laura Hack
EBC-2016-17-2-116 Lucille Fedkiw
EBC-2016-17-2-117 Erin Livingston
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-118 Peter Cook-Bielech
EBC-2016-17-2-119 Suzanne Douglas
EBC-2016-17-2-120 Lavonne Svenson, Mayor, Village of Ryley
EBC-2016-17-2-121 Duplicate - see EBC-2016-17-2-96
EBC-2016-17-2-122 Ken Gwozdz, CAO, Town of Elk Point
EBC-2016-17-2-123 Ross Ford, Reeve, County of Warner
EBC-2016-17-2-124 Harold Conquest, Mayor, Town of Tofield
EBC-2016-17-2-125 Gale Katchur
EBC-2016-17-2-126 Josi Wiebe
EBC-2016-17-2-127 Bruce MacDuff, Mayor, Town of Vermilion
EBC-2016-17-2-128 Wayne Brown
EBC-2016-17-2-129 Halley Girvitz
EBC-2016-17-2-130 Murray Kulak
EBC-2016-17-2-131 Lisa Baerg
EBC-2016-17-2-132 Roger Taylor
EBC-2016-17-2-133 Peter Ries
EBC-2016-17-2-134 Carol Kauppi
EBC-2016-17-2-135 Wayne Miller
EBC-2016-17-2-136 Ivan Ivankovich
EBC-2016-17-2-137 Trent Auriat
EBC-2016-17-2-138 Bob Beck
EBC-2016-17-2-139 William Yesensky
EBC-2016-17-2-140 David W. Burghardt
EBC-2016-17-2-141 Kelly Malmberg
EBC-2016-17-2-142 Linda Davidchuk
EBC-2016-17-2-143 Ron McCrea
EBC-2016-17-2-144 Kurt Gordon
EBC-2016-17-2-145 Susan Green
EBC-2016-17-2-146 Lorne Hammel
EBC-2016-17-2-147 LaDonna Hammel
EBC-2016-17-2-148 Donna Thane
EBC-2016-17-2-149 Frederick Brittain
EBC-2016-17-2-150 Marian Ho
EBC-2016-17-2-151 Dianne Golob
EBC-2016-17-2-152 Sharleen Hiron
EBC-2016-17-2-153 Nikolina Lau
EBC-2016-17-2-154 Kristin VanArragon
EBC-2016-17-2-155 Sharon Koch
EBC-2016-17-2-156 Jason Ruecker, Reeve, Clear Hills County
EBC-2016-17-2-157 Dana McIntosh, Chair, School Div No.76
EBC-2016-17-2-158 Ted Clugston, Mayor, City of Medicine Hat
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-159 Judith Aberle
EBC-2016-17-2-160 Maureen Prince
EBC-2016-17-2-161 Gary McFarlane
EBC-2016-17-2-162 Penny Fox
EBC-2016-17-2-163 Lori Somner
EBC-2016-17-2-164 Carrie Anheliger
EBC-2016-17-2-165 Heather McRae
EBC-2016-17-2-166 Jim Palmer
EBC-2016-17-2-167 Wes Jones
EBC-2016-17-2-168 Darcy Movold
EBC-2016-17-2-169 David Nichiporik
EBC-2016-17-2-170 Crystal Wollman
EBC-2016-17-2-171 Don Gregorwich, Reeve, Camrose County
EBC-2016-17-2-172 Richard Milliken
EBC-2016-17-2-173 John Whaley, Mayor, Leduc County
EBC-2016-17-2-174 Barrie E. Pratt
EBC-2016-17-2-175 Spencer Bennett
EBC-2016-17-2-176 Kim Free
EBC-2016-17-2-177 Kim Movold
EBC-2016-17-2-178 Matthew Brink
EBC-2016-17-2-179 Margaret Louise
EBC-2016-17-2-180 Sherry Baker
EBC-2016-17-2-181 Vernita Carlson
EBC-2016-17-2-182 Donna Burlock
EBC-2016-17-2-183 Dylan Brewster
EBC-2016-17-2-184 Margaret Sharpe
EBC-2016-17-2-185 Bruce Clarence
EBC-2016-17-2-186 Susann Welk
EBC-2016-17-2-187 Jeff Lewandoski
EBC-2016-17-2-188 Brenda Werk
EBC-2016-17-2-189 Jessica Stock
EBC-2016-17-2-190 Donald Weiss
EBC-2016-17-2-191 Marian Dudenhoeffer
EBC-2016-17-2-192 Dennis MacNeil, Chair, Aspen View Schools
EBC-2016-17-2-193 Cathryn Coffman
EBC-2016-17-2-194 Crystal Klys
EBC-2016-17-2-195 Victoria Henry
EBC-2016-17-2-196 Jeffrey Dowling
EBC-2016-17-2-197 Andrew R. Cameron
EBC-2016-17-2-198 Bill Hegy, Mayor, Lac Ste. Anne County
EBC-2016-17-2-199 Allen Sayler, Reeve, County of Two Hills
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-200 Clyde Corser
EBC-2016-17-2-201 Jonathan Henn
EBC-2016-17-2-202 Rodger Heidinger
EBC-2016-17-2-203 Phil Trenholm
EBC-2016-17-2-204 Dennis Warner
EBC-2016-17-2-205 Holly Dudley
EBC-2016-17-2-206 Barbara Beifus
EBC-2016-17-2-207 Robert Herring
EBC-2016-17-2-208 Claude Oppenheim
EBC-2016-17-2-209 Dean Gray
EBC-2016-17-2-210 Marvin Shoup
EBC-2016-17-2-211 Jake Turner
EBC-2016-17-2-212 Marie Smith
EBC-2016-17-2-213 Regina Hansen
EBC-2016-17-2-214 Sheri Henry
EBC-2016-17-2-215 Marjorie Horn
EBC-2016-17-2-216 Christina Kuttnick
EBC-2016-17-2-217 William Groves
EBC-2016-17-2-218 William Gilson
EBC-2016-17-2-219 Shirley Evans
EBC-2016-17-2-220 Trevor Pott
EBC-2016-17-2-221 Jennifer Burr
EBC-2016-17-2-222 Steven Kuchirka
EBC-2016-17-2-223 Stephanie Fehler
EBC-2016-17-2-224 Daniel Nash
EBC-2016-17-2-225 Gail Grant
EBC-2016-17-2-226 Janette and Kenneth Bernhart
EBC-2016-17-2-227 Bruce Beattie
EBC-2016-17-2-228 Corrine Erickson
EBC-2016-17-2-229 Jeanne Gonnason
EBC-2016-17-2-230 Vic Moran
EBC-2016-17-2-231 Duston Forrest
EBC-2016-17-2-232 Yvonne Webber
EBC-2016-17-2-233 Rita Radvony
EBC-2016-17-2-234 Tanya Babcook
EBC-2016-17-2-235 David Smitheman
EBC-2016-17-2-236 Mandi Skogen
EBC-2016-17-2-237 Trisha and Myron Bennett
EBC-2016-17-2-238 Linda Hibbert
EBC-2016-17-2-239 Ed Karl
EBC-2016-17-2-240 Ashley Fehr
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-241 Bryan Kranzier
EBC-2016-17-2-242 Kathy Rooyakkers, Reeve
EBC-2016-17-2-243 Ron Baugh
EBC-2016-17-2-244 Chris Doyle
EBC-2016-17-2-245 Sandra Sheridan-Kingsbury
EBC-2016-17-2-246 Allen Pierce
EBC-2016-17-2-247 William Astle
EBC-2016-17-2-248 Naomi MacLean
EBC-2016-17-2-249 Marg Lintott
EBC-2016-17-2-250 Rebecca Everitt
EBC-2016-17-2-251 Janet Schwengler
EBC-2016-17-2-252 Mel Smith
EBC-2016-17-2-253 Sarah Hartlen
EBC-2016-17-2-254 Nora Kish
EBC-2016-17-2-255 Connie Hamilton
EBC-2016-17-2-256 Gerry Gaede
EBC-2016-17-2-257 Dawn Messer
EBC-2016-17-2-258 Dan Kennelly
EBC-2016-17-2-259 Jennifer Rose
EBC-2016-17-2-260 Merritt Ranseth
EBC-2016-17-2-261 Shan O'fee-Byrom
EBC-2016-17-2-262 Jemmie Li-Wong
EBC-2016-17-2-263 Erin Stanford
EBC-2016-17-2-264 Sara Nieboer
EBC-2016-17-2-265 James Bremner
EBC-2016-17-2-266 Ed Reddy
EBC-2016-17-2-267 Melissa Ramkissoon
EBC-2016-17-2-268 Peter MacKay
EBC-2016-17-2-269 Stephanie MacKay
EBC-2016-17-2-270 VaLinda Ivanics
EBC-2016-17-2-271 Charmaine Wood
EBC-2016-17-2-272 Ken Kultgen, Mayor of Foremost
EBC-2016-17-2-273 Kevin Smook, Reeve, Beaver County
EBC-2016-17-2-274 Stan Bzowy, Reeve, MD of Spirit River
EBC-2016-17-2-275 Don Iveson, Mayor of Edmonton
EBC-2016-17-2-276 Matthew Kreke
EBC-2016-17-2-277 Jo-Anne Wright
EBC-2016-17-2-278 Jay Slemp, Chair, Palliser Economic Development
EBC-2016-17-2-279 Colleen Matthews
EBC-2016-17-2-280 Clifford Smith
EBC-2016-17-2-281 Trudy Baker
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-282 Barb Homer
EBC-2016-17-2-283 Judy MacLachlan
EBC-2016-17-2-284 Allison Brown
EBC-2016-17-2-285 Thomas Loucks
EBC-2016-17-2-286 William Montague
EBC-2016-17-2-287 Beverly Silverstone
EBC-2016-17-2-288 Sandra Percival Kaczmarek
EBC-2016-17-2-289 Sonia Tyhonchuk
EBC-2016-17-2-290 Beverly Abels
EBC-2016-17-2-291 Jason Watt
EBC-2016-17-2-292 Lindy Dawson
EBC-2016-17-2-293 Rob Dawson
EBC-2016-17-2-294 Laura Neary
EBC-2016-17-2-295 Judy Rice
EBC-2016-17-2-296 Sandra Peacock
EBC-2016-17-2-297 Lisa MacFarlane
EBC-2016-17-2-298 Carolyn Skov
EBC-2016-17-2-299 Brenda Eisenberg
EBC-2016-17-2-300 Dennis and Janice Lang
EBC-2016-17-2-301 Margot Langdon
EBC-2016-17-2-302 Lynne Davies
EBC-2016-17-2-303 John Davies
EBC-2016-17-2-304 Patricia Jorgensen
EBC-2016-17-2-305 Pat Jamniczky
EBC-2016-17-2-306 Natalie Harmon
EBC-2016-17-2-307 Ken Larsen
EBC-2016-17-2-308 Nicola Doyle
EBC-2016-17-2-309 Frank Cosman
EBC-2016-17-2-310 Teresa Ormberg
EBC-2016-17-2-311 Margaret Steel
EBC-2016-17-2-312 Craig Pearn
EBC-2016-17-2-313 John Borrowman
EBC-2016-17-2-314 Gillian Mair
EBC-2016-17-2-315 Gibson Scott
EBC-2016-17-2-316 Patrick Mair
EBC-2016-17-2-317 Krysti Baker
EBC-2016-17-2-318 Mark Shand
EBC-2016-17-2-319 Gregory Kraus
EBC-2016-17-2-320 Donald Jamison
EBC-2016-17-2-321 Wayne Brock
EBC-2016-17-2-322 Louise Capper
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-323 Brenda Dale
EBC-2016-17-2-324 Linda McGregor
EBC-2016-17-2-325 Elizabeth Gray
EBC-2016-17-2-326 Marnie Beaudoin
EBC-2016-17-2-327 Curtis Kutzweg
EBC-2016-17-2-328 Ronald Hons
EBC-2016-17-2-329 Jennifer and Andrew Wilkinson
EBC-2016-17-2-330 Calvin Ell
EBC-2016-17-2-331 Wanda Rose
EBC-2016-17-2-332 Dene Cooper, Reeve, Bighorn
EBC-2016-17-2-333 Alan Hyland
EBC-2016-17-2-334 Francis Egan
EBC-2016-17-2-335 Dixie-Lee Egan
EBC-2016-17-2-336 Cory Diemert
EBC-2016-17-2-337 Trevor Norris
EBC-2016-17-2-338 Ralph Gechter
EBC-2016-17-2-339 Wayne Pratt
EBC-2016-17-2-340 Jennifer McCurdy
EBC-2016-17-2-341 Trevor Dunham
EBC-2016-17-2-342 Glenn Andersen, Mayor of St. Paul
EBC-2016-17-2-343 Ian Borody
EBC-2016-17-2-344 Myrna Fyfe
EBC-2016-17-2-345 Sandra Oleksiw
EBC-2016-17-2-346 Jyoti Gondek
EBC-2016-17-2-347 Chris Stockwell
EBC-2016-17-2-348 Glenn McLean and Bart Guyon
EBC-2016-17-2-349 Joel French, Public Interest Alberta
EBC-2016-17-2-350 Leroy Durand
EBC-2016-17-2-351 Jeff Wedman, St. Albert PC Association
EBC-2016-17-2-352 Colleen Powell
EBC-2016-17-2-353 Iain Hawker
EBC-2016-17-2-354 Chris Challis
EBC-2016-17-2-355 Jaye Walter
EBC-2016-17-2-356 Dale Boddy
EBC-2016-17-2-357 Alan and Ingrid Rose
EBC-2016-17-2-358 Dan Wong
EBC-2016-17-2-359 Wayne Moorhead
EBC-2016-17-2-360 Claude Lagace, Mayor of Sexsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-361 Leanne Rosinski, McLeod Community
EBC-2016-17-2-362 LeVar Payne
EBC-2016-17-2-363 Jeff MacKenzie
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-364 Chantelle Hughes-Kreutzer, Mill Woods NDP
EBC-2016-17-2-365 Robyn Singleton, Lamont County
EBC-2016-17-2-366 Martin Shields, MP
EBC-2016-17-2-367 Gerald Aalbers, Mayor of Lloydminster
EBC-2016-17-2-368 Bill Maxim, Returning Officer, Edmonton-Decore
EBC-2016-17-2-369 Omer Moghrabi, Mayor, Lac La Biche County
EBC-2016-17-2-370 Susan Hodges Marlowe
EBC-2016-17-2-371 Judith A. Carter
EBC-2016-17-2-372 William B. Carter
EBC-2016-17-2-373 Ann McCormack
EBC-2016-17-2-374 Noel McCormack
EBC-2016-17-2-375 Paul Hopaluk
EBC-2016-17-2-376 Laurie Hopaluk
EBC-2016-17-2-377 Genevieve Baechler
EBC-2016-17-2-378 Thomas Baechler
EBC-2016-17-2-379 Andrew Convey
EBC-2016-17-2-380 Ben Poitras
EBC-2016-17-2-381 George Russell
EBC-2016-17-2-382 Ronald Boothman
EBC-2016-17-2-383 Kent Rewuski
EBC-2016-17-2-384 Keagan Rewuski
EBC-2016-17-2-385 K. Rewuski
EBC-2016-17-2-386 David Bensmiller
EBC-2016-17-2-387 Krista Bensmiller
EBC-2016-17-2-388 Bonnie Barnett
EBC-2016-17-2-389 Cindy Maynes
EBC-2016-17-2-390 David Cullins
EBC-2016-17-2-391 Rick Franke
EBC-2016-17-2-392 Patsy West
EBC-2016-17-2-393 Marcene Garnier
EBC-2016-17-2-394 Maurice Garnier
EBC-2016-17-2-395 Mable A. Walker
EBC-2016-17-2-396 Emma Wowk
EBC-2016-17-2-397 Janice Hilts
EBC-2016-17-2-398 Jim Hilts
EBC-2016-17-2-399 Dean Brett
EBC-2016-17-2-400 Brenda Brett
EBC-2016-17-2-401 Judy Bates
EBC-2016-17-2-402 Lindsey Bates
EBC-2016-17-2-403 Lorraine Whiteside
EBC-2016-17-2-404 Sheryl Davies
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-405 Jennifer Romanchuk
EBC-2016-17-2-406 Arnell Dennill
EBC-2016-17-2-407 Suzanne Pankiw
EBC-2016-17-2-408 Harvey Ericson
EBC-2016-17-2-409 Shannon Bakos
EBC-2016-17-2-410 Curt McLean
EBC-2016-17-2-411 Anne Fehr
EBC-2016-17-2-412 Brent Romanchuk
EBC-2016-17-2-413 Kerry Sikora
EBC-2016-17-2-414 Gioria Sikora
EBC-2016-17-2-415 Allan Parr
EBC-2016-17-2-416 Marty Hines
EBC-2016-17-2-417 Christine Graham
EBC-2016-17-2-418 Doris West
EBC-2016-17-2-419 L. Romanchuk
EBC-2016-17-2-420 Larry Bensmiller
EBC-2016-17-2-421 O. Bensmiller
EBC-2016-17-2-422 Ryley Bates
EBC-2016-17-2-423 Ken Haney
EBC-2016-17-2-424 Allan Stone
EBC-2016-17-2-425 Connie Whiteside
EBC-2016-17-2-426 Bob Braithwaite
EBC-2016-17-2-427 Daneca Goldsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-428 Bruce Goldsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-429 Darlene Goldsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-430 Carrie Goldsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-431 Theresa Butz
EBC-2016-17-2-432 Jerry Butz
EBC-2016-17-2-433 Vern Goad
EBC-2016-17-2-434 Brenda Goad
EBC-2016-17-2-435 Cole Goad
EBC-2016-17-2-436 Bruce Craige
EBC-2016-17-2-437 Tammi Etherington
EBC-2016-17-2-438 Bruce Etherington
EBC-2016-17-2-439 Bryce Goldsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-440 Morley Dennill
EBC-2016-17-2-441 Darren Brown
EBC-2016-17-2-442 Laurie Bowman
EBC-2016-17-2-443 Lois Rewuski
EBC-2016-17-2-444 Sandra Braithwaite
EBC-2016-17-2-445 Roger Braithwaite
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-446 Eleanor Parr
EBC-2016-17-2-447 Norman Holowaychuk
EBC-2016-17-2-448 Shannon Convey
EBC-2016-17-2-449 C. LeClaire
EBC-2016-17-2-450 Lilian Ewan
EBC-2016-17-2-451 Shawn Ewen
EBC-2016-17-2-452 Glenn Ewen
EBC-2016-17-2-453 Brett Nolin
EBC-2016-17-2-454 Twila McVeety
EBC-2016-17-2-455 Cal Rewuski
EBC-2016-17-2-456 Remington Oneschak
EBC-2016-17-2-457 Tricia Oneschuk
EBC-2016-17-2-458 Bob Oneschuk
EBC-2016-17-2-459 Henry Labiuk
EBC-2016-17-2-460 Dave Eshleman
EBC-2016-17-2-461 Ron Tannas
EBC-2016-17-2-462 Allan Young
EBC-2016-17-2-463 W. Nuran
EBC-2016-17-2-464 Headley Dennill
EBC-2016-17-2-465 Annie Dennil
EBC-2016-17-2-466 Elisa Haney
EBC-2016-17-2-467 Penny Ryan
EBC-2016-17-2-468 Arthur Parr
EBC-2016-17-2-469 Lynn Parr
EBC-2016-17-2-470 Ryan Parr
EBC-2016-17-2-471 Betty Brown
EBC-2016-17-2-472 Lean Olsen
EBC-2016-17-2-473 Darwyn Olsen
EBC-2016-17-2-474 Arthur Lawrence
EBC-2016-17-2-475 Ruby Lawrence
EBC-2016-17-2-476 Sam Butz
EBC-2016-17-2-477 Sharon Rodesh
EBC-2016-17-2-478 William Snider
EBC-2016-17-2-479 Tracy Snider
EBC-2016-17-2-480 Shirley Osinchuk
EBC-2016-17-2-481 John Snider
EBC-2016-17-2-482 Jolene Soloy
EBC-2016-17-2-483 Vic Lawrence
EBC-2016-17-2-484 Lyle Rodesh
EBC-2016-17-2-485 Audrey Rainey
EBC-2016-17-2-486 John Anderson
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Submission Number Name
EBC-2016-17-2-487 Sheldon Quickstad
EBC-2016-17-2-488 Danelle Garner
EBC-2016-17-2-489 Lois Etherington
EBC-2016-17-2-490 Gary Etherington
EBC-2016-17-2-491 Norman Poitras
EBC-2016-17-2-492 Sharon Bates
EBC-2016-17-2-493 Meredith Whiteside
EBC-2016-17-2-494 Terry Ried, Milton Ried, Darryl Pankiw, Christel Homes
EBC-2016-17-2-495 Luta Goldsmith
EBC-2016-17-2-496 Veronica Radesh
EBC-2016-17-2-497 Arthur Redman
EBC-2016-17-2-498 Dallas Dyck
EBC-2016-17-2-499 Jude Jewuske
EBC-2016-17-2-500 Heather Oddan
EBC-2016-17-2-501 Alan Beaumer
EBC-2016-17-2-502 Holly Holmen
EBC-2016-17-2-503 Gordon Hegedus
EBC-2016-17-2-504 Sandra Lawson, Allan Belsheim, Duane Young, Gillian Belsheim, Noel Belsheim
EBC-2016-17-2-505 Matt Dow, AAMDC
EBC-2016-17-2-506 Craig Copeland, Mayor of Cold Lake
EBC-2016-17-2-507 Pat Huxley
EBC-2016-17-2-508 Denis Blake
EBC-2016-17-2-509 Kaitlyn Snider
EBC-2016-17-2-510 Darrell Snider
EBC-2016-17-2-511 Charles Lovell
EBC-2016-17-2-512 Marjorie Lawrence
EBC-2016-17-2-513 Rick Rewvski
EBC-2016-17-2-514 Alexis Dyck
EBC-2016-17-2-515 Colin Minish
EBC-2016-17-2-516 David Oddan
EBC-2016-17-2-517 Debra Hegedus
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Submission to Change Alberta Electoral Boundaries
Date: Monday, May 1, 2017 2:40:24 PM
Attachments: 20170216 Proposed Changes to Alberta Electoral Districts 2010 (002).pdf

ATT00001.htm
Calgary Edmonton Results Comparison-LargeSize.pdf
ATT00002.htm
AB Results Comparison-LargeSize.pdf
ATT00003.htm

Importance: High

From: Darwin Durnie 
Sent: Sunday, April 23, 2017 1:32 PM
To: Info - EBC
Cc: Darwin Durnie
Subject: Submission to Change Alberta Electoral Boundaries
 
Commission Members - Justice Bielby

Attached is supplemental information that I identified would be submitted in my digital submission in
February

This submission suggests that EFFECTIVE representation needs longevity of boundaries based upon
municipal boundaries. It suggests that Charter Cities will be over represented in the legislature under the
current scheme. It suggests that with option # 3 boundary adjustments and 2015 election results applied,
no significant changes occur to the political landscape.

My colleagues and I are happy to have completed this analysis. We want to make sure the Commission is
aware that we do not have the resources of the commission to undertake in depth  analysis here, and
emphasize that the values and data results are notional and used to demonstrate concepts. ( we think it is
pretty close though)

Thanks for the opportunity to help Albertans be EFFECTIVELY represented we have enjoyed doing this.

Darwin Durnie et al
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Introduction 

This submission has been put together by a handful of Albertans through volunteer efforts that 
has created  a “notional” analysis of the available data, creation of prepared boundaries, and 
predictions.  Our group does not have the resources of the Boundary Commission or the 
Government of Alberta, and it is not our intent to compete with those vast resources,  or in fact 
be 100% accurate in our submission. Rather, we are attempting to demonstrate outcomes and 
strategies that could (in our opinion should) be followed to create EFFECTIVE representation for 
Albertans. In order to assuage ‘political” interests we masked the 2015 election results on a pol 
by poll basis ( where possible) and show the a virtual election resulted based on that 2015 
election on the basis of the boundaries shown in each option. 

Summary 

Alberta has experienced significant population growth since 2010. According to the latest 

census, Alberta is the fastest growing province in Canada (more than 11% population growth 

from 2011 to 2016). Migration from other Canadian provinces, new immigrants and new 

refugees can easily be identified as contributing to this rapid growth. The call for submissions 

regarding the review of existing constituency boundaries is very timely.  

In Alberta, electoral boundaries for representation in the legislature are not to be primarily 

driven by population. Rather representation is supposed to be determined by other influences 

such as national and provincial borders, natural boundaries, municipal boundaries, effective 

representation and input of Albertans, all the while considering the relative population density 

throughout the Province of Alberta along with any other factor the Commission may wish to 

consider.  

 These considerations provide the opportunity to address the geographic concentration of 

Albertans along the QEII and HWY 3, increasing rural and large city disparity of needs and 

common community interests, all in an effort to provide effective representation in the 

legislature, which does not mean equal representation by population.  

Through analysis and extrapolation of the 2011 census data three options for consideration of 

boundary establishment are offered: 
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1. Maintain Strictly the existing boundaries 

2. Metro Areas ( Large Cities) Equalized Representation  

3. Municipal Boundaries & Charter Cities  

Provided are highlights, method and some pros cons of these options. As this is a volunteer 

developed submission it is purposely lean on written discussion and is intended to provoke 

considerations and solutions that the Commission may have not yet developed. A previous 

online submission was completed and then a pause was made to submitting this document and 

supporting maps in anticipation of the release of new census data. However,  due to the 

unavailability of recent population numbers at a sufficiently granular level in the recently 

released data, we reverted to the detailed 2011 population.  

The arithmetic to establish the average population of the ED’s can become gymnastic when a 

blending of municipal and federal census data is used to achieve the overall population to be 

divided among 87 electoral districts. Usually, the large cities claim to have the most current and 

accurate information. While this may well be the case, using these populations will impact the 

average, but also the deviation from the average on a percentage basis ( +/- 25%, and 4 at up to 

50%). The point being, that the ranges of deviation allowed by the commission per electoral 

division may be different dependent upon the total population selected by the commission. It 

should also serve to illustrate that the population calculation and the resultant average should 

not be the final determinant of a boundary. The Commission may wish to seek dispensation 

from this requirement should the other considerations far outweigh the population equation in 

establishing EFFECTIVE REPRESENTATION especially in the sparsely populated east, north and 

southwest areas. 

NOTES: 

 Current population number should be considered for the appropriateness of proposed 

boundaries in option 2 and 3. At the end of this document, population numbers for each 

constituency are provided for option 1, 2 and 3.  

Provision of  the Topological digital files (GIS – shapefiles) can be discussed. 
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Context 

Alberta has changed in population and its demographics - again. The disparity and travel times 
and communication issues of representing such a vast province are not new. From its formation 
in 1905 forward, Alberta has created solutions that accommodate the needs of the day. The 
connectivity of Albertans has however changed immensely in the past decade as a result of 
improved highway networks, footprint of the internet, and capability of smart phones and 
social media. Presently, elected officials routinely struggle to identify the representative or 
proportionate population value and hierarchy of a personal visit, a phone call, a traditional 
letter, an email or a tweet. Living 150km from the legislature may not mean as much in 2017 as 
years past. Certainly the EBC must have like struggles given the array of inputs. 

Federal Governments over the past 30 years or more have created grants for municipalities that 
need be accessed through the provinces. This can and has caused competing municipalities 
grief and frustration when attempting to garner the support of their MLA when boundaries 
include large urban, small urban, and rural – the lack of common interest is evident. 

Populations have densified in the Capital Region, Calgary, the Highway 2 corridor and other 
cities. Challenges in delivery of services at the municipal level have started discussions ranging 
from eliminating Summer Villages to granting City Charters, from pooling and redistributing 
linear tax revenue to performing viability studies on municipalities. This long standing and 
significant focus on the municipalities, and the Legislative Assemblies impact on them, is likely 
the rationale behind making electoral boundaries contiguous with Municipal boundaries 
whenever possible. 

Currently the Municipal Government Act contemplates Calgary and Edmonton being granted 
City Charters in June 2017. This will give them powers beyond the rest of the municipalities. The 
Charter Cities will be able to make decisions normally reserved for the Legislature. Does that 
provide the Charter Cities disproportionate representation in the context of EFFECTIVE 
representation for the  “Rest of Alberta”? 

The MGA also sets out the need for CFA’s or Collaboration Framework Agreements among rural 
and urban municipalities to be in place very soon. Many Regional Services Commissions are in 
place throughout the Province to provide services ranging from emergency management to 
solid waste, airports to water- and all use the municipal boundary to identify the area the 
commissions operate. Similarly the CFA’s identify municipal boundaries, then collaboration. 

There are likely many other compelling examples that demonstrate the municipal boundary ( 
including Metis and First Nations boundaries) prominence in identification  to the public where 
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the delivery of services to Albertans and common interests emanate from. (such as; ag services 
board, intermunicipal development plans, recreation associations, seniors foundations, to 
name a few). Current electoral boundaries in many cases are not an example of prominence of 
municipal boundaries regarding “common interests”. 

We feel the boundaries should be clear and remain so that they should change only when it is 
demonstrably evident that the boundaries NO LONGER provide EFFECTIVE representation. It 
seems that there has been a presumption by many previous boundary commissions that 
population change insists that boundaries are no longer EFFECTIVE and must be changed. 
Perhaps the previous commissions should have measured the then existing boundaries against 
the mandate below and only if the MUST factors in the first consideration were not met would 
they then consider the SHOULD regarding  population in the second consideration. 

For reference; follows is an excerpt from the abebc.ca website regarding the mandate – which 
does not necessarily mean interpret the regulations soleysolely 

“Considerations 
The Commission must take the following factors into consideration in making their 
recommendations to the Legislative Assembly of Alberta: 
• the requirement for effective representation as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter 

of Rights and Freedoms, 
• sparsity and density of population, 
• common community interests and community organizations, including those of 

Indian reserves and Métis settlements, 
• wherever possible, the existing community boundaries within the cities of 

Edmonton and Calgary, 
• wherever possible, the existing municipal boundaries, 
• the number of municipalities and other local authorities, 
• geographical features, including existing road systems, 
• the desirability of understandable and clear boundaries, and 
• any other factors the Commission considers appropriate. 
The population of a proposed electoral constituency should not vary more than 25% from 
the provincial average, except in a few special cases.” 

 

 

Follows are three options that could be considered frameworks or strategies for further analysis 
by the commission.  
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1. Option 1 – Maintain Strictly the existing boundaries 

Highlights: 

1. We analyzed the population numbers and the implications if we do not change 
existing boundaries 

2. Current boundaries are shown in Figure 1a and 1b  

Pros: 

1. No effort/resources to change boundaries 
2. Albertans won’t have to experience changed constituencies during election 
3. Common Interest may germinate within a recurring boundary 

Cons: 

1. No reflection of change in population 
2. No reflection of change in municipal boundaries  
3. Many constituencies cross multiple municipalities 
4. No analysis of effective representation 
5. No consideration / reflection of common community interest 
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Option 2 –Metro Areas (Large Cities) Equalized Representation 

Highlights: 

1. Changes in City of Edmonton from existing 20 EDs to proposed 17 (Figure 2a) 
2. Changes in City of Calgary from existing 25 EDs to proposed 17 (Figure 2b) 
3. Remaining 7577 electoral districts remain as much as possible 
4. Metro area needs do not normally change over geographic area of ED’s or distances 

and the “common community interests” are generally congruent with wards and city 
limits 

5. City Council members via ward system represent many more Albertans than MLA’s 
and deem that as effective representation at the municipal level. That supports 
rationale for fewer ED’s in Cities 

6. Community, wards, and natural boundaries are used to create new constituencies 
7. Changes in St. Albert, City of Airdrie and City of Medicine Hat constituencies to 

accommodate changes in municipal boundaries due to annexations (Figure 2c) 
 

Cons: 

1. More effort/resources to change boundaries 
2. Albertans won’t have same constituencies in next election 
3. Some constituencies may have population in the range of 60-70k but those 

constituencies are fairly stable and won’t experience high influx of people over time 
– they are built 

4. Cities may not like the idea of fewer constituencies  
 

Pros: 

1. Reflect municipally boundary changes 
2. Balanced approach in two metro areas (Edmonton & Calgary) 
3. Common community interest 
4. Fairer representation with respect to wards 
5. Fewer Constituencies – reduce 87 by 12 to 75 total 
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Option 3 - Municipal Boundaries & Charter Cities 

Highlights: 

1. Total number of constituencies remain same (87) 
2. Changes in City of Edmonton from existing 20 EDs to proposed 18 (Figure 3a) 
3. Changes in City of Calgary from existing 25 EDs to proposed 19 (Figure 3b) 
4. Metro area needs do not normally change over geographic area of ED’s or distances 

and the “common community interests” are generally congruent with wards and city 
limits 

5. City Council members via ward system represent many more Albertans than MLA’s 
and deem that as effective representation at the municipal level. That supports 
rationale for fewer ED’s in Cities 

6. Rural constituencies cover large areas including many small town, villages, hamlets 
7. Cutting down 8 constituencies from Edmonton & Calgary and adding in other parts 

of AB 
8. Population of Calgary and Edmonton removed from Rest of Alberta total and 

average population is calculated as Rest of Alberta divided by 50 remaining ED’s to 
create 87 total. This increases opportunity to consolidate ‘common interest” and 
reduce geographic foot print of vast ED’s 

9. One constituency for  Airdrie is proposed 
10. One constituency for Leduc is proposed 
11. One constituency for Stony Plain and Spruce Groove (combined) is proposed 
12. Three constituencies for City of Red Deer instead of two 
13. Chiefly municipal boundaries are used as a first rule rural so that each municipality 

belongs to one constituency only where possible and no crossover from Charter 
Cities to Rest of Alberta 

14. Attempts to reflect common interests of Highway 2 corridor municipalities by 
consolidating around corridor. 

15. At few places, one municipality is divided into more than one constituency to 
accommodate large number of population using natural boundaries (river, highway) 

16. Changes in St. Albert, City of Airdrie and City of Medicine Hat constituencies to 
accommodate changes in municipal boundaries 

17. Option 3 proposed boundaries in relation to 2010 boundaries are shown in (figure 
3c) 
 

Cons: 

1. More effort/resources to change boundaries 
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2. Albertans won’t have same constituencies in next election 
3. Some constituencies may have population in the range of 60s-70sk but those 

constituencies are fairly stable and won’t experience high influx of people over time 
4. Cities may not like the idea of fewer constituencies  

 

Pros: 

1. Reflect municipal boundary changes 
2. Balanced approach across AB 
3. Re- Alignment with municipal boundaries 
4. Increased representation of Rural Alberta to off-set City Charters 
5. Common community interest 
6. Defined representation of growing areas (Airdrie, Stony Plain & Spruce Grove, 

Leduc) 
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2015 Election Super Imposed on Option 1,2 & 3 
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Notes: 

Yes please 
Sent from my iPhone 

On Feb 6, 2017, at 10:11 AM     wrote: 

Hi Darwin, 

It seems Election AB is not extending the deadline (intentionally?). The same date (Feb 8th) is also 
the release date of census 2016. I had no choice except using 2011 census data but what I did is 
calculated the rate of change from 2011 AB population to 2016 population which was 
approximately 17%. I applied same rate to all polling stations and to electoral districts. For polling 
stations population vary from 6 (yes just 6) to 11,877 and for electoral distance it varies from 
26,970 to 60,521.  

We would need to sit together on Wednesday morning (I hope road will be fine for me to travel 
  ). Should we book a room/time on Wednesday morning? 

Riz 

From: Durnie, Darwin  
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2017 1:50 PM 
To:   
Cc:   
Subject: Re: Alberta Electoral Boundaries - Next Week Meet up? 

Good work   .  I am in Ontario this week.  So let's meet up on Wes feb 8.  If need be we 
can make a submission that says more info is coming 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

On Jan 26, 2017, at 4:17 PM,   > wrote: 

Hi Darwin, 

I got ED and Polling Station shapefiles from  We still do not have 2016 census data but I 
used 2011 data and got population numbers for each polling station. It includes children, adult 
and senior. I can also check Alberta Municipal data and assign 2015/16 population number to 
cities/towns (it won’t be available at lower level such as polling stations).  

I think this would be all we need to start reconstructing EDs or to create new ones. I would need 
you to sit with me and  sometime next week so that we can draft changes to meet the 
deadline of Feb 08. We can move polling stations from one ED to other (if makes sense) by 
keeping in limits of the minimum maximum population criteria. I can come to   on 
Wednesday or Friday next week or if you are in  I can meet any other day as well. 
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In the meantime, if there is any other data that you think will be helpful in reshaping EDs, let us 
know and we’ll try to get it.  

I also heard the deadline line may be extend to Feb 28th since Census Canada is releasing 
population number on same date (Feb 8 )…..but there is nothing on Election AB website. 

http://albertapolitics.ca/2017/01/sake-healthy-democracy-alberta-electoral-boundaries-
commission-needs-extend-submissions-deadline/ 

Thanks 

 

From: Durnie, Darwin  
Sent: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 1:24 PM 
To: Darwin DURNIE 
Subject: Alberta Electoral Boundaries 

Hello  

About every 8 years the government is advised by the electoral commission where the 
boundaries of provincial constituencies may need adjustment. 

This is a non partisan fundamental of our democracy. 

Traditionally I have put forth a recommendation to the Commission based on a group of 
newbies and sea dogs getting together and examining the situation and using GIS and 
deliberation to suggest boundary changes. 

You have expressed interest in the past of being involved in this or are a GIS person with skills the 
group could use if you’re interested. 

I plan on getting a group together discreetly to discuss this in   over the next couple 
weeks. For some it will be old hat – others it will be new. 

Please confirm if you are interested and I will include you in this volunteer group. 

 
Hi Darwin, 
I have updated the word document and Option 3 large map with 2016 population numbers. 
Please also see few comments in the word document and highlighted text. 
 
Let me know if there is anything else. 
 

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Darwin DURNIE [   
Sent: Tuesday, March 07, 2017 8:38 AM 
To:   
Cc:   Durnie, Darwin 
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Subject: Re: please read 
 
Is it a lot of effort to update with 2016 data 
 
Darwin Durnie 

 
 
> On Mar 7, 2017, at 07:52    > wrote: 
>  
> Few minor changes and comments are attached. 
>  
> Initially, we thought to remove Edmonton and Calgary population and then create average 
based on rest of AB divided by 50 but when we drafted boundaries together it was not possible 
to strictly use average population number due to natural and municipal boundaries (Option 3). If 
population ranges from 30 to 40k, we considered it enough in less populated areas. 
>  
> I now also have 2016 population and analysis can be revised if required. I understand Option 3 
is the proof on concept but I thought to bring it in your attention in case we need latest 
population at any stage. 
>  

  
>  
>  
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Darwin Durnie   
> Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 4:22 PM 
> To:     
> Cc: Durnie, Darwin 
> Subject: please read 
>  
>  
>  
> please review and return soonest - check the method in option 3 
>  
> Did we remove calagry and edmonton from population and then create average based on 
rest of alberta divided by 50? 
> <20170216 Proposed Changes to Alberta Electoral Districts 2010.docx> 
 
 

 

 

From    > 

Subject: RE: Proposed Changes to ED - Draft Document 

Date: March 12, 2017 at 3:17:35 PM MDT 

To: Darwin Durnie  
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Hi Darwin, 
 
I called Election AB to get 2015 results shapefile by polling stations and the GIS guy (I guess same we 
spoke many years ago) told me he didn't have it for a number of reasons: 1. the results were combined 
for some polling stations; 2. some polling stations divided into A & B & C; 3. many polling stations have 
mobile and special ballots which can't be represented by polling station shapefile. 
 

 kindly cleaned data for me for 1 & 2. We can't do anything for number 3 except keeping them out 
of the analysis / mapping. I also had to do some cleanup on my side to match GIS file with excel results 
file and also to combine polling stations where election AB reported combined results. It is interesting 
the many Polling Station that were combined are not contiguous (ED5- Poll# 54-65 & 57-66), (ED18-
Poll#46 & 59, 60 & 70), (ED25- Poll# 67 & 115), ED 27- Poll# 52 & 72), ED 28 - Poll # 56&59), (ED 31 - Poll 
# 14&16, 23&53), ED38 - Poll# 62 & 63), (Ed 63 - Poll#54 & 63, 72 & 76), (ED 64 - Poll# 3 & 5, Poll# 26 & 
27, Poll# 28, 29, 30, Poll # 53 & 87, Poll # 79 & 85), (ED 68 - Poll # 5 & 21), (Ed 77, Poll # 24 & 37, Poll # 
62 & 68), (ED 82, Poll # 21 & 39, Poll # 71 & 76).  I then transferred all polling station results to Option 2 
& 3. You can see attached maps that show a comparison of Option 1, 2, & 3 at AB level and at Edmonton 
& Calgary Level. I hope it helps. Let me know if you have any question or need anything else in this 
regard. 
 

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Darwin Durnie   
Sent: Monday, March 06, 2017 3:38 PM 
To:   
Subject: Re: Proposed Changes to ED - Draft Document 
 
Hey  
 
CAn you put the 2015 election results on option 3 and give me a slist of who won each district or colour 
a map for the winners - NDP orange - PCAA blue and Wildrose Gree and Alberta PArty - pale blue? 
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HER MAJESTY, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta, enacts as 
follows:  

Definition  

1 In this Act, “Commission” means an Electoral Boundaries Commission appointed pursuant to section 2.  

1  

1990 cE-4.01 s1  

Section 2  

RSA 2000 ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES COMMISSION ACT Chapter E-3  

Part 1 
Electoral Boundaries Commissions  

Electoral Boundaries Commission  

2(1) From time to time as required by this Act, an Electoral Boundaries Commission is to be appointed consisting of  

(a) a chair appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, who must be one of the following:  

1. (i)  the Ethics Commissioner;  
2. (ii)  the Auditor General;  
3. (iii)  the president of a post-secondary educational institution in Alberta;  
4. (iv)  a judge or retired judge of any court in Alberta;  
5. (v)  a person whose stature and qualifications are, in the opinion of the Lieutenant Governor in Council, 

similar to those of the persons referred to in subclauses (i) to (iv),  

2. (b)  2 
Assembly, appointed by the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly on the nomination of the Leader of Her 
Majesty’s loyal opposition in consultation with the leaders of the other opposition parties represented in the 
Legislative Assembly, and  

3. (c)  2 persons, who are not members of the Legislative Assembly, appointed by the Speaker of the 
Legislative Assembly on the nomination of the President of the Executive Council.  

(2) The Chief Electoral Officer is to provide advice, information and assistance to the Commission.  
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(3) With respect to the persons appointed under subsection (1)(b), one must be resident in a city and the other 
resident outside a city at the time of their appointment.  

(4) With respect to the persons appointed under subsection (1)(c), one must be resident in a city and the other 
resident outside a city at the time of their appointment.  

(5) Persons appointed under subsection (1) must be Canadian  

citizens, residents of Alberta and at least 18 years of age.  

persons, who are not members of the Legislative  

2  

1990 cE-4.01 s2;1995 c10 s2  

Section 3  

RSA 2000 ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES COMMISSION ACT Chapter E-3  

Function  

3 The function of a Commission is to review the existing electoral boundaries established under the Electoral 
Divisions Act and to make proposals to the Legislative Assembly as to the area, boundaries and names of the 
electoral divisions of Alberta in accordance with the rules set out in Part 2.  

1990 cE-4.01 s3;1995 c10 s3  

Remuneration  

4(1) The members of a Commission may be paid the remuneration prescribed by the Lieutenant Governor in 
Council for their services on the Commission.  

(2) The members of a Commission may be paid their reasonable travelling and living expenses while away from 
their ordinary place of residence in the course of their duties as members at the rates the Lieutenant Governor in 
Council prescribes.  

1990 cE-4.01 s4  

Time of appointment  

5(1) A Commission is to be appointed on or before October 31, 2016.  

(2) Subsequent Commissions are to be appointed during the first session of the Legislature following every 2nd 
general election after the appointment of the last Commission.  

(3) Notwithstanding subsection (2), if less than 8 years has elapsed since the appointment of the last Commission, 
the Commission is to be appointed  

1. (a)  no sooner than 8 years, and  
2. (b)  no later than 10 years  

after the appointment of the last Commission.  
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RSA 2000 cE-3 s5;2001 c23 s3;2009 c19 s2;2016 c6 s2  

Report to Speaker  

6(1) The Commission shall, after considering any representations to it and within 7 months of the date on which the 
Commission is appointed, submit to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly a report that shall set out the area, 
boundaries and names of the proposed electoral divisions and reasons for the proposed boundaries of the proposed 
electoral divisions.  

(2) On receipt of the report, the Speaker shall make the report public and publish the Commission’s proposals in The 
Alberta Gazette as soon as possible.  

3  

Section 7  

RSA 2000 ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES COMMISSION ACT Chapter E-3  

(3) If the office of Speaker is vacant, the report shall be submitted to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, who 
shall comply with subsection (2).  

1990 cE-4.01 s6;1995 c10 s5  

Public hearings  

7(1) The Commission must hold public hearings both  

1. (a)  before its report is submitted to the Speaker, and  
2. (b)  after its report has been made public,  

at the places and times it considers appropriate to enable representations to be made by any person as to the area and 
boundaries of any proposed electoral division.  

(2) The Commission shall give reasonable public notice of the time, place and purpose of any public hearings held 
by it.  

1990 cE-4.01 s7;1993 c2 s8  

Amendment of report  

8(1) The Commission may, after considering any further representations made to it and within 5 months of the date 
it submitted its report, submit to the Speaker a final report.  

(2) On receipt of the report, the Speaker shall make it public and publish it in The Alberta Gazette.  

(3) If the office of Speaker is vacant, the report shall be submitted to the Clerk of the Legislative Assembly, who 
shall comply with subsection (2).  

1990 cE-4.01 s8;1995 c10 s6  

Commission report  
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9 If there is more than one report submitted under section 6 or 8, the report of a majority of the members of the 
Commission is the report of the Commission, but if there is no majority, the report of the chair is the report of the 
Commission.  

1995 c10 s7  

Report to Assembly  

10 After the Commission has complied with sections 6 to 8, the final report of the Commission shall,  

(a) if the Legislative Assembly is sitting when the report is submitted, be laid before the Assembly immediately, or  

4  

Section 11  

RSA 2000 ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES COMMISSION ACT Chapter E-3  

if the Legislative Assembly is not then sitting, be laid before the Assembly within 7 days after the beginning of the 
next sitting.  

(b)  

New electoral divisions  

11(1) If the Assembly, by resolution, approves or approves with alterations the proposals of the Commission, the 
Government shall, at the same session, introduce a Bill to establish new electoral divisions for Alberta in accordance 
with the resolution.  

(2) The Bill is to be stated to come into force on the day that a writ is issued under section 40 of the Election Act for 
the next general election.  

RSA 2000 cE-3 s11;2010 cE-4.2 s6  

Part 2 Redistribution Rules  

Population of Alberta  

12(1) For the purposes of this Part, the population of Alberta is to be determined by the Commission in accordance 
with this section.  

(2) In this section, “decennial census” means the most recent decennial census of population referred to in section 
19(3) of the Statistics Act (Canada) from which the population of all proposed electoral divisions is available.  

(3) Subject to subsections (4) and (5), the Commission is to use  

1. (a)  the population information as provided in the decennial  

census, and  

2. (b)  information respecting the population on Indian reserves that are not included in the decennial census, 
as provided by the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (Canada).  
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(4) If there is a province-wide census that is more recent than the decennial census and from which the population of 
all proposed electoral divisions is available, the Commission is to use  

1. (a)  the population information as provided in the province-wide census, and  
2. (b)  information respecting the population on Indian reserves that are not included in the province-wide 

census, as provided by the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (Canada).  

5  

1990 cE-4.01 s9;1995 c10 s8  

Section 13  

RSA 2000 ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES COMMISSION ACT Chapter E-3  

(5) The Commission may, as it considers appropriate, use more recent information respecting the population of all or 
any part of Alberta in conjunction with the information referred to in subsection (3) or (4).  

RSA 2000 cE-3 s12;2009 c19 s3;2016 c6 s3  

Electoral divisions  

13 The Commission shall divide Alberta into 87 proposed electoral divisions.  

RSA 2000 cE-3 s13;2009 c19 s4  

Relevant considerations  

14 In determining the area to be included in and in fixing the boundaries of the proposed electoral divisions, the 
Commission, subject to section 15, may take into consideration any factors it considers appropriate, but shall take 
into consideration  

1. (a)  the requirement for effective representation as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms,  

2. (b)  sparsity and density of population,  
3. (c)  common community interests and community organizations, including those of Indian reserves and 

Metis settlements,  
4. (d)  wherever possible, the existing community boundaries within the cities of Edmonton and Calgary,  
5. (e)  wherever possible, the existing municipal boundaries,  
6. (f)  the number of municipalities and other local authorities,  
7. (g)  geographical features, including existing road systems, and  
8. (h)  the desirability of understandable and clear boundaries.  

1990 cE-4.01 s16;1993 c2 s12;1995 c10 s12  

Population of electoral divisions  

15(1) The population of a proposed electoral division must not be more than 25% above nor more than 25% below 
the average population of all the proposed electoral divisions.  

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1), in the case of no more than 4 of the proposed electoral divisions, if the 
Commission is of the opinion that at least 3 of the following criteria exist in a proposed electoral division, the 
proposed electoral division may have a population that is as much as 50% below the average population of all the 
proposed electoral divisions:  
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6  

Section 15  

RSA 2000 ELECTORAL BOUNDARIES COMMISSION ACT Chapter E-3  

the area of the proposed electoral division exceeds 20 000 square kilometres or the total surveyed area of the 
proposed electoral division exceeds 15 000 square kilometres;  

the distance from the Legislature Building in Edmonton to the nearest boundary of the proposed electoral division 
by the most direct highway route is more than 150 kilometres;  

there is no town in the proposed electoral division that has a population exceeding 8000 people;  

the area of the proposed electoral division contains an Indian reserve or a Metis settlement;  

the proposed electoral division has a portion of its boundary coterminous with a boundary of the Province of 
Alberta.  

(a)  

(b)  

(c) (d) (e)  

(3) For the purpose of subsection (2)(c), The Municipality of Crowsnest Pass is not a town.  

7  

RSA 2000 cE-13 s15;2009 c19 s5  

*9780779790883*  

Printed on Recycled Paper  
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Interim Report: Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission
Date: Friday, May 26, 2017 8:58:59 AM

From: Shelly Lindballe 
Sent: Friday, May 26, 2017 8:49 AM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Re: Interim Report: Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission
 
I disagree with this so the rural voter will have less say than our urban counterparts, but isn't
that what the NDP want less conservative votes overall.

Sent from my iPad

On May 25, 2017, at 5:21 PM, Info - EBC <info@abebc.ca> wrote:

Good afternoon:
 
You will be able to find the Interim Report of the Alberta Electoral Boundaries
Commission here: http://abebc.ca/media/reports/
 
You will be able to find full resolution MAPS from the Interim Report on the
Electoral Boundaries Commission website here: http://abebc.ca/interim-report-
maps/
 
Best
Aaron
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Website submission from Don Paradis
Date: Monday, May 29, 2017 7:58:11 AM

From: Don Paradis <albertaebcwebsitesubmissions@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 27, 2017 12:31 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Website submission from Don Paradis
 
Name

 Don Paradis

Email

 

Phone

 

Address

 Edmonton
Map It

Electoral Constituency

 Edmonton SW

Submission

 

I am pleased to read that you are not recommending an increase in the number of ridings in Alberta. In
fact, I would like to see a reduction in the number of ridings by about 20%. This would bring voters
concentration per riding closer to the levels observed at federal and municipal levels of government. A
reduction in the number of MLAs also would provide for greater efficiency.

How did you hear about the review?

 Radio

EBC-2016017-2-023

mailto:info@abebc.ca
mailto:Aaron.Roth@assembly.ab.ca
http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Edmonton
















From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Airdrie Boundaries
Date: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 8:34:12 AM

From: Greg McGinley 
Sent: Monday, May 29, 2017 4:11 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Re: Airdrie Boundaries
 
Dear Chair:

I had the opportunity to review the revised boundary recommendations for Airdrie. At first I
was a little surprised of the City split (vs. Highway 2). With more time to review and reflect,
I feel  it is a reasonable recommendation. I support how your vision improves the boundaries
of the old Banff-Cochrane and Chestemere-Rocky View ED's. It will be unique to have 2 MLA's
representing Airdrie, but the current numbers ( per the Act)  support this requirement. A
different discussion at another time would be re-evaluate these numeric guidelines prescribed
in the Act.

Their may be some confusion for the NW Airdrie residents, but there is no reason this can't be
managed with good communication prior to the next election. The decision will also be
enabled by the Airdrie-Cochrane Returning Office ensuring a polling place is set-up in NW
Airdrie for these electors; and, to include those rural west of Airdrie electors who consider
Airdrie the place they receive services and conduct business.

One minor suggestion would be to consider adding Sharp Hill residents (SE Airdrie) into the
Airdrie ED47 . They are connected by Sharp Hill Way, and can see their city neighbors by
looking over their fences. I only bring this up based on the number of concerns I received, in
particular for advanced polls. These residents didn't have a convenient location assigned for
this purpose.  However, this has been managed this way over the last 2 elections, so it should
not be a high priority issue.

If you have any questions, feel free to call me anytime.

Greg McGinley
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On Tue, Mar 21, 2017 at 3:33 PM, Greg McGinley wrote:
Dear Chair:

My name is Greg McGinley. In the past 2 elections, I have served as Returning Officer for
Airdrie 47. I did not submit any feedback for the first submission, waiting to see 1st pass
recommendations (this summer) before offering constructive feedback (only if needed).

I clearly understand that the population count for the current Airdrie  ED exceeds the 125%
threshold. If a change is required, dividing Airdrie East and West by the QE2 is prudent.
Then is it a matter of better shaping the Chestermere boundary to help those electors that 
have complained to me (into Airdrie East), and massaging some rural boundaries to bring  all
the numbers in line. If this can be done with minimal boundary changes, all the better.

Once I see your 1st pass recommendations, I will offer feedback only if there is something
that may add value.

Good luck with all your efforts!

Greg McGinley
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Website submission from Theresa Kline
Date: Thursday, June 8, 2017 2:43:06 PM

From: Theresa Kline 
Sent: Thursday, June 8, 2017 11:00 AM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Website submission from Theresa Kline
 
Name

 Theresa Kline

Email

 

Phone

 

Address

 Cochrane
Map It

Electoral Constituency

 Banff-Cochrane

Submission

 I agree that the growth in the areas of Cochrane and Airdrie give rise to the need to provide 2 MLAs for
the regions including Banff, Cochrane, Airdrie and their surrounding areas.

How did you hear about the review?

 Newspaper (Print)
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Website submission from Teresa Mullen
Date: Friday, June 9, 2017 12:51:52 PM

From: Teresa Mullen 
Sent: Friday, June 9, 2017 9:51 AM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Website submission from Teresa Mullen
 
Name

 Teresa Mullen

Email

 

Phone

 

Address

 Canmore
Map It

Electoral Constituency

 Banff-Cochrane

Submission

 

As former executive director of the Canmore Economic Development Authority, I submit this as an
excellent direction to move - a Banff-Canmore riding to include Stoney Nakoda. Not only for economic
reasons but also social reasons related to our lifestyles, our community needs, and the connection with
First Nations in the region.

While I'm not a resident of Kananskis, I wonder if this area wouldn't be more appropriate to be included in
the Banff-Canmore riding as well. For economic and social reasons as I believe they are more closely
associated with our area.

How did you hear about the review?

 Newspaper (Print)

EBC-2016-17-2-067
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Edmonton Whitemud ED
Date: Tuesday, June 13, 2017 11:46:29 AM

From: bOb & Barb 
Sent: Tuesday, June 13, 2017 11:41 AM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Edmonton Whitemud ED
 
I am writing concerning the changes made to the electoral boundaries in the electoral district
of Edmonton Whitemud.  As the Returning officer in the riding for the past three elections, I
suggest the portion of Riverbend moved to Edmonton South ED should not be moved.  There
are several reasons for my thoughts on this:

currently the electors in the area can drive a short distance or walk to their polls to vote;
there is no infrastructure in the north of the Edmonton South ED for polling sites to
accommodate the electors from Riverbend;
the electors residing in that section of Riverbend will have to cross the Anthony Henday
to vote;
and, Riverbend has no more land to be developed.  The ED of Edmonton South is where
major growth will occur.  Leaving a higher population in Edmonton Whitemud will allow
room for the growth in Edmonton South.

These are my thoughts.  Hoping you will take them into consideration before making a final
decision.
 
Barbara Willman
former Returning Officer
Edmonton Whitemud
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Electoral Boundaries Commission Interim Report Errata
Date: Thursday, June 15, 2017 1:40:42 PM

From: Richard Starke 
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2017 8:00 PM
To: Info - EBC
Cc: Robert Wanner
Subject: Electoral Boundaries Commission Interim Report Errata
 
Greetings:
 
Thank you for the recent notification of the error in the printed Interim Report of the Electoral
Boundaries Commission. I would like to provide the Commission with information relating to
additional errors in the Interim Report.
 
In the section “Recommendations for Boundary Changes”, on page 54 under “Fort Saskatchewan-St.
Paul” the following is stated:
 
Fort Saskatchewan-St. Paul would capture the area east of the eastern border of the electoral division of
Sherwood
Park, including the entirety of the area around the town of Tofield (currently split between two electoral
divisions).
It would follow the path of the Yellowhead Trail, a major highway, between Sherwood Park and the
border.
The southwest boundary would be extended further southwest into the Battle River-Wainwright
constituency.
It would gain New Sarepta (from Leduc-Beaumont), a community with similar interests to others within
the electoral
division, found along Highway 21 south, all as shown on Map 61.
 
Most of this description is incorrect. The eastern border of the proposed constituency of Sherwood
Park borders on Fort-Saskathcewan-St.  Paul, but only north of Highway 16. South of Highway 16,
and for the majority of its eastern border, it borders on the proposed constituency of Strathcona-
Sherwood Park. The area around the town of Tofield would be split between the proposed
constituencies of Stettler-Wainwright and Vermilion-Lloydminster. The next sentence, which states
that it would follow the path of the Yellowhead Trail “between Sherwood Park and the border” is
also not consistent with Map 61. The proposed boundary follows Highway 16 only as far as the point
between Mundare and Vegreville where Highway 16 angles to the south. The southwest boundary
does not extend further southwest into the Battle River-Wainwright constituency; on the contrary,
the southwest boundary would move considerably northward by the proposed expansion of the
Vermilion-Lloydminster constituency. Finally, the last sentence describing the gain of New Sarepta is
also incorrect. Note that, on page 61, under “Stettler-Wainwright”, the following is stated:
 
The new constituency will add New Sarepta, from Leduc-Beaumont, a community which is similar to

EBC-2016-17-2-083



other communities
within the electoral division located along Highway 21 South (e.g., Hay Lakes).
 
Examination of Maps 61 and 82 clearly show the area in question around New Sarepta is to be
included in the proposed Stettler-Wainwright constituency and not in the proposed Fort
Saskatchewan-St. Paul constituency.
 
In the interest of accuracy and also to alleviate concerns expressed by residents in the affected
areas, I would encourage the Commission to issue a second correction to the Interim Report.
 
 
Best regards,
 

Dr.Richard Starke
MLA Vermilion-Lloydminster
5th Floor Edmonton Federal Building
5112-6  9820 107 Street
Edmonton AB  T5K 1E9
Phone: 

 
 

EBC-2016-17-2-083













EBC-2016-17-2-084













EBC-2016-17-2-088































Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commision 

June 19th, 2017 

I am writing to address my concerns with the newly redrawn Electoral Districts in the Grande Prairie 

area, specifically those of 62 Grande Prairie and 63 Grande Prairie-Smoky. 

Understandably, the Commission had to redraw the boundaries within certain guidelines. One being to 

have a population within each Electoral District as close to 46,698 as possible. Another was to maintain a 

balance between rural and urban populations within each Electoral District, or to minimize blended 

constituencies altogether. Given these guidelines, it is understandable why the Commision chose to 

redraw the Electoral Districts for the Grande Prairie region as shown in Figures 1 to 3. The Commision 

created a city only riding, proposed Electoral District Grande Prairie, with a population as close to the 

desired average as possible (Table 1). However, with the population of the City of Grande Prairie at 

63,166, that puts 16,823 city residents  into the large, predominantly rural riding of Grande Prairie-

Smoky. The proposed riding will have a population that is approximately 63% rural. As a resident of the 

city of Grande Prairie, and a resident of the proposed Grande Prairie-Smoky Electoral District, I am 

opposed to this uneven division of the City of Grande Prairie and to being placed within a riding that 

does not have an equal blending of rural and urban populations. My interests, as a resident of the City of 

Grande Prairie, are not the same as those living in the rural areas of this proposed riding. Why would a 

Grande Prairie-Smoky MLA listen to my urban concerns as a City of Grande Prairie resident when there’s 

another MLA tasked with the job within the proposed Grande Prairie riding? The uneven distribution of 

the population of the City of Grande Prairie also means that only 64% of the city’s residents have a say in 

provincial government decisions regarding the city. 

Table 1. Population within the proposed Electoral Districts 

Electoral District Population Variance (%) 

Grande Prairie 46,343 -1 

Grande Prairie-Smoky 45,094 -3 

Central Peace-Notley 32,471 -30 

 

I would like to propose another solution. Since creating a city of Grande Prairie only riding will always 

lead to a third of the population being placed into a rural riding as the result of trying to maintain the 

average population of 46,698 within each Electoral District, I propose that the City of Grande Prairie be 

split into two ridings, Grande Prairie-East and Granded Prairie-West. The rural riding of Central Peace-

Notley and Grande Prairie-Smoky would then be combined into one riding, Central Peace-Smoky. This 

solution maintains the current number of electoral districts in the region at three and there’s the 

potential to redraw the boundaries such that each proposed Electoral District has an approximate 

population of 41,303 for a variation of -12% (total population of proposed electoral districts Grande 

Prairie, Grande Prairie-Smoky and Central Peace-Notley divided by 3). If the population of the City of 
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Grande Prairie is equally distributed between the proposed Grande Prairie-East and Grande Prairie-

West, then that provides a population of about 31,583 in each Electoral District. The remaining 9,720 

people needed to meet the goal population of 41,303 would be residents of nearby communities that 

often commute to Grande Prairie for work or use facilities within the city and so have a vested interest 

in city affairs. So although this proposal creates two blended ridings with predominant urban 

populations, the rural component would mainly consist of suburban dwellers. 

I would like to see the boundary between the proposed Grande Prairie-East and Grande Prairie-West be 

100 St (Figure 4). This boundary would continue north to Alberta highway 59, thus placing the suburban 

town of Clairmont in the proposed riding of Grande Prairie-East and the suburban town of Sexsmith in 

Grande Prairie-West. The riding of Grande Prairie-West should at least extend west to highway 724 and 

include the town of Wembley. The western boundary can be extended as needed to meet population 

requirements. Proposed Electoral District Grande Prairie-East would extend to Range Road 31 (or 

further depending on population requirements) and include the communities of Teepee Creek and 

Bezanson. The southern boundaries of the proposed Grande Prairie-East and -West electoral districts 

would then be the Wapiti River. However, it would be sensible to include the town of Grovedale within 

Grande Prairie-West since its residents often use city services. Another benefit of dividing the city in two 

is that as the city continues to grow, the area of these proposed ridings can be easily reduced and may 

eventually become urban only ridings. 

The Electoral Districts of Central Peace-Notley and Grande Prairie-Smoky would be combined into one 

riding, Central Peace-Smoky, and would keep the same outer boundaries with Grande Prairie-West and 

–East essentially being a doughnut hole within it. 

Thank you for taking the time to review my concerns and my proposal to improve the Electoral Districts 

in my community. I would like to discuss this further at the upcoming open house in Grande Prairie on 

July 17th. 

Sincerely, 

Lydia Calhoun 

 

Grande Prairie AB 
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Figure 1. Overview of proposed Electoral District boundaries around the City of Grande Prairie. 
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Figure 2. Proposed Electoral District of Grande Prairie. 
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Figure 3. Proposed Electoral District of Grande Prairie-Smoky. 
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Figure 4. Proposed solution for Electoral District boundaries. 

Grande Prairie-West 

Grande Prairie-East 
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Electoral Boundary Commission Submission by Advocates for North Calgary High School
Date: Thursday, June 22, 2017 8:59:15 AM

From: YYC North High 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 9:42 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Electoral Boundary Commission Submission by Advocates for North Calgary High School
 
June 21, 2017

Dear Commission Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to the proposed electoral boundary changes.

As Advocates for the North Calgary High School, and as members of the Northern Hills community, we 
propose that the constituency of Calgary-Northern Hills stay intact. We recommend the retention of our 
current electoral boundaries for the following reasons:

We are very close to the +/- 25% allowance of the 46,697 average population per constituency, 
especially if Hanson Ranch were removed and Northern Hills left intact.

 
Remaining a single riding respects our shared community interests, developing a strong 
relationship between residents of a single community association and our MLA.

Maintaining our current boundaries respects the existing natural geographical boundaries of 
Deerfoot Trail on the East/South; Beddington to the West/South; and Stoney Trail to the North. 
To split us into three separate constituencies does not meet the existing legislated boundary 
requirement. 

Coordinating and communicating with 3 different MLAs in regards to common needs would create 
an unnecessary obstacle, increasing the challenge to affect necessary changes through our 
elected representatives.

Splitting into 3 ridings places an unfair burden on the MLAs charged with representing us, as the 
proposed ridings have geographic divides, unique interests, and diverse needs among 
communities not only regarding schools, but infrastructure, social enterprise, and healthcare.

We welcome the opportunity to work together to find a better way.

Thank you very much for the consideration of this submission.

Sincerely,

Tamara Keller, Chair
Advocates for North Calgary High School

Calgary, AB 

The Advocates for North Calgary High School is made up of residents of the Northern Hills Communities 
(Coventry Hills, Country Hills, Harvest Hills and Panorama Hills) and Hidden Valley, who recognize the 
need for a High School within our boundaries and are working with all levels of government and decision 
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Submissions
Date: Friday, June 23, 2017 8:37:44 AM

From: Laura Hack B.Ed 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2017 10:23 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Submissions
 
Objection to change riding boundaries

1) Northern Hills as a constituency is within the +/- 25% allowance for constituency
populations (average of 46,698 per constituency).
2) Remaining a single riding of Northern Hills respects shared community interests, developing
a strong relationship between residents of a single community association, our city
councillors, and our MLA.
3) Maintaining the current boundaries respects the legislated boundary requirements, and the
existing natural geographical boundaries of Deerfoot Trail on the East / South, Beddington to
the West / South, and Stoney Trail to the North.  
4) Coordinating and communicating with 3 different MLA's in regards to our needs creates an
unnecessary obstacle for affecting necessary changes; and places an unfair burden on the
MLA's charged with representing us as they balance geographic divides, unique interests and
diverse needs among communities not only regarding schools, but infrastructure, social
enterprise and healthcare.  

Laura Hack

Get Outlook for iOS
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From: Info - EBC
To: Karen Sawchuk
Subject: Fw: Interim Report submission regarding Calgary-Northern Hills and Calgary-MacKay-Nose Hill
Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 9:06:29 AM

From: Josi Wiebe 
Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 4:01 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Interim Report submission regarding Calgary-Northern Hills and Calgary-MacKay-Nose Hill

Alberta Electoral Boundary Commission
Thank you for the opportunity to influence your final decision on electoral boundaries for the next
8 years. 
I propose that the constituency of Calgary-Northern Hills stay intact. 
To remain as is:
-has us very close to the +/- 25% allowance of the 46 697 average population per constituency
(more so if only Hanson Ranch were removed to join its fellow community of Hidden Valley where
they share the same community association). 
-Respects shared community interests
-Respects existing natural geographical boundaries of Deerfoot Tr on East/South; Beddington to
the West/South; Stoney Tr to the North.  To split us into 3 separate constituencies does NOT
meet existing legislation on boundary requirements.
-Coordinating and communicating with 3 different MLA's regarding a common need would create
an unnecessary obstacle, increasing the challenge to affect necessary change through our
elected representatives. It is astounding that a constituency has too many people to remain a
single riding but not enough to necessitate a High School within our bounds. 
The proposed constituency of Calgary - NorthEast would be comprised of Coventry Hills, Harvest
Hills, Livingston as well as Redstone and SkyView Ranch - communities located on the east side
of Deerfoot and the other side of the Airport, a full 10 km away.  This constituency crosses 2 ward
boundaries (everything east of Deerfoot will become ward 5 as of October 2017), and 2
community associations.
The proposed constituency of Calgary - Beddington includes Hidden Valley (but not Hanson
Ranch), Country Hills, and the established communities of MacEwan, Sandstone, Beddington and
Huntington Hills.  This constituency will cross 2 Ward boundaries, and FIVE (5) community
associations.  The diversity in age of these communities represents many competing priorities for
residents.
The proposed constituency of Calgary - North includes Panorama, Hanson Ranch, Carrington
with parts of Evanston.  This crosses into the territory of at least 3 community associations, and 2
city wards (East of 14th st north of Stoney Trail will be part of Ward 2 as of October  2017). 
Should the need to divide us prevail, I request that the Northern Hills communities not be grouped
with communities to the south of Beddington Trail (there isn't even an accessible direct
transportation route to link us; joining established older communities that have access to
amenities with younger communities lacking infrastructure and services makes no sense), or to
the East of Deerfoot Trail (zero common priorities and needs as well as being miles apart
geographically). We have completely unique interests and needs not only regarding schools, but
infrastructure and healthcare.
I also request that Calgary – Northern Hills not be split into any more than 2 ridings.
Counter proposal:
Harvest Hills, Country Hills, Coventry Hills, Hanson Ranch, Hidden Valley, and Livingston in one
constituency (total of 42434 constituents as per 2016 census)
Panorama Hills, and Carrington, Evanston and Kincora in one constituency (total of 46159
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June 22, 2017 

Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 
Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway Avenue 
Edmonton, Alberta  T5G 2Y5  
Email:  info@ABebc.ca  

To Whom It May Concern: 

Re: Interim Report 

Peace Wapiti Public School Division #76 provides service to approximately 6,000 students in 

Kindergarten through Grade 12 in 33 schools, including eight Hutterite schools and an outreach 

and online school located in Spirit River. High School programs are operated in eight schools – 

Spirit River Regional Academy, Beaverlodge Regional High School, Eaglesham School, 

Ridgevalley School, Savanna School, Sexsmith Secondary School, Peace Wapiti Academy and 

Peace Academy of Virtual Education (PAVE). The Board also provides educational programming 

at a group home facility serving students in Northern Alberta.  While our boundaries separate 

us from the City of Grande Prairie, we currently have two schools located within the city.    

Peace Wapiti Public School Division #76 is currently represented by MLAs in the following 

ridings: Grande Prairie Smoky, Grande Prairie-Wapiti, and Dunvegan-Central Peace-Notley.  In 

its Interim Report, the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission has recommended changes to 

these three ridings. The Commission's recommendations would result in boundary changes that 

would mean Peace Wapiti's boundaries would overlap with only 2 ridings, Grande Prairie-

Smoky and Dunvegan-Central Peace-Notley.    

We believe consideration must be given to geographic limitations as well as recognition of the 
distinct differences between rural and urban areas, not simply boundaries that reflect 
population.  Amalgamation of the constituencies serving our rural division, and others, 
unequivocally diminishes the voice of rural Albertans. 

8611A – 108th Street, Grande Prairie, Alberta T8V-4C5 

Central Office: (780) 532-8133 

Transportation Office: (780) 532-7734  

Fax: (780) 532-4234   

www.pwsd76.ab.ca 
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Peace Wapiti School Division #76 is concerned with proposed changes which will result in less 
representation for our division.  
 
Sincerely, 

Dana McIntosh 
Board Chair 
 
cc:  Leanne Beaupre, Reeve. County of Grande Prairie 
       Gary Burgess, Mayor, Village of Hythe 
       Stan Bzowy, Reeve, MD of Spirit River 
       Joanne Chelick, Mayor, Village of Rycroft 
       Marvin Doran, Reeve, Birch Hills County 
       Wayne Drysdale, MLA, Grande Prairie-Wapiti 
       Dale Gervais, Reeve, MD of Greenview 
       Allan Georget, Mayor, Town of Spirit River  
       Bill Given, Mayor, City of Grande Prairie 
       Leona Hanson, Mayor, Town of Beaverlodge 
       Alvin Hubert, Reeve, Saddle Hills County 
       Claude Lagace, Mayor, Town of Sexsmith 
       Todd Loewen, MLA, Grande Prairie-Smoky 
       Margaret McCuaig-Boyd, MLA, Dunvegan-Central Peace-Notley 
       Chris Turnmire, Mayor, Town of Wembley 
        

 
 





 
   

  

            
            

              
              

        

           
         

       
       

          
     
    

    





























3755 – 43 Avenue, Camrose, Alberta T4V 3S8 
780-672-4446 

www.county.camrose.ab.ca 
E-mail: county@county.camrose.ab.ca 

June 27, 2017 

Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 

Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway NW 

Edmonton, Alberta  

T5G 2Y5 

RE: Alberta’s Constituency Boundaries Review 

On behalf of Camrose County Council, I would like to take this opportunity to express several concerns 

regarding the proposed electoral boundaries, as defined in the recently released Interim Report from 

the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission (AEBC), that effect Camrose County, and suggest some 

alternatives, specifically, the consolidation of: 

Seven electoral divisions into six in the eastern side of the province. Those current seven electoral 

divisions are Battle River-Wainwright, Drumheller-Stettler, Strathmore-Brooks, Little Bow, Cardston-

Taber-Warner, Cypress-Medicine Hat, and Vermilion-Lloydminster. 

In response to the Interim Report, Camrose County would like to reiterate the importance of ensuring 

that Alberta’s democratic institutions effectively represent Albertans from all walks of life and areas of 

the province. Achieving this representation by balancing population and demographics, community 

interest and characteristics, existing municipal and natural boundaries, and other relevant criteria is a 

difficult but necessary task. Over-reliance on absolute voter parity may inhibit the ability of Albertans to 

be effectively represented. 

Camrose County’s submission dated January 11, 2017 spoke to several important points that the County 

would again submit for consideration by the AEBC as they form their final recommendations.   

Issues: 

1. Size: Battle River-Wainwright Electoral Division currently covers approximately 250 km east to

west boundary and 100 km north to south, to increase the size of that constituency would make

it geographically difficult for one MLA to represent effectively the needs of that diverse a

population.

2. Community Interests:  Variations in topography, land-use and major industry are significant

within the region.  In the west half of the constituency, primary agricultural production is the

major economic driver, while in the east although primary agriculture is part of the economy, oil

and gas production is the major economic driver.

3. Regional Collaboration: Camrose County and residents of Camrose County participate in, and

support extensively, the facilities and services located in the City of Camrose, which is currently

part of the Wetaskiwin-Camrose constituency.
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3755 – 43 Avenue, Camrose, Alberta T4V 3S8 
780-672-4446 

www.county.camrose.ab.ca 
E-mail: county@county.camrose.ab.ca 

 

 

 

 

Possible Alternatives/Solutions: 

 Camrose County is respectfully requesting that the current electoral boundary be adjusted to 

reflect a more north south constituency and is encouraged by the AEBC’s efforts in the Interim Report to 

align constituencies with municipal boundaries where possible, even going so far to reflect inter-

municipal partnerships that exist in regions of the province.  As dividing municipalities, particularly 

geographically large rural municipalities, into multiple electoral divisions can create unnecessarily 

complex governance arrangements when municipal and provincial elected officials work collaboratively, 

again Camrose County recommends that the AEBC continue to use municipal boundaries as a guiding 

tool for establishing electoral boundaries.   

 

The AEBC’s comments regarding “common community interests” do acknowledge that this is indeed a 

consideration for the determination of electoral boundaries and although, as the AEBC Interim Report 

states, “most current electoral divisions outside of Edmonton and Calgary do not contain a single 

common community”, it is fair to say that creating even larger geographical ridings from already diverse 

electoral constituencies only further moves away from the recognition of common community 

characteristics that do exist. The expansion of electoral boundaries that are already large is, more often 

than not, at odds with the preservation of “common community interests.” 

 

Camrose County appreciates the opportunity to express our concerns and provide alternatives, and 

looks forward to the Commission’s conclusions. 

 

Sincerely: 

 

 

Don Gregorwich, Reeve 

Camrose County 
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3600 – 48th Avenue 
Athabasca, Alberta  T9S 1M8 

Phone:  780-675-7080; Toll Free 1-888-488-0288 
info@aspenview.org   www.aspenview.org 

 Engage Learning. Ignite Potential. Inspire Success. 

Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 

Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway NW 

Edmonton, AB T5G 2Y5 

June 29, 2017 

Members of the Commission, 

The Board of Trustees of Aspen View Public Schools Division #78 is pleased to provide its feedback 

on the Interim Report of the 2016/17 Electoral Boundaries Commission. We were pleased to participate in 

the Public Hearing held in Slave Lake on February 23, 2017, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide 

further input in response to the Interim Report. 

With the great appreciation for the hard work of the Commission, we nevertheless respectfully 

disagree with its recommendations and some of the reasoning provided. In particular, we disagree with the 

recommendation to add three ridings in the Edmonton and Calgary areas, achieved by consolidating ridings 

in rural Alberta. 

We maintain the position we put forth in our February presentation; that there are increasingly 

diverse realities between rural and urban school jurisdictions in Alberta, impacting educational program 

offerings, student transportation, facility operations and maintenance, and other areas. Aspen View Public 

Schools has taken a lead role in addressing these issues, advocating for a thorough review of the current 

education funding model towards a system that is more equitable for all students, regardless of where they 

live in Alberta. The necessary changes must be made at the provincial level, and therefore we believe it is 

very important that changes to electoral boundaries and the distribution of legislative seats do not further 

marginalize the unique issues and needs of rural Alberta. 

We have concern with statements made in the Commission’s majority position, specific to ‘Rural 

Concerns’: 

“As for the core concern that a reduction in the number of constituencies located in rural areas of the 

province will reduce the rural ‘voice’ in the legislature, with the result that rural concerns will 

command less attention and fewer resources than they have in the past, that is the inevitable result 

of the application of the principle of representation by population in a time of major population 

shift.” 

- Interim Report, Page 27
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We respectfully submit that even if one were to accept the premise that the continued 

marginalization of rural concerns is an ‘inevitable result’, it is nevertheless an undesirable consequence 

indicative of an over-application of the principle of representation by population, and an under-application 

of other factors supported by both the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and case law. 

 

On this point, we concur with the minority position put forth by Commissioner Day; that the 

Commission’s recommendations prioritized voter parity without adequately considering other factors 

allowed under the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act. 

 

“Because of this focus on voter parity, the Commission is proposing to add a new riding in both 

Calgary and Edmonton. I do not believe that this was necessary given the discretion allowed for 

variances and additional considerations besides population in the Act. Nor do I believe it was 

beneficial to ensuring effective representation for all Albertans.” 

- Commissioner Day, Interim Report, page 70. 

 

“As new ridings are added to the cities, electoral divisions must be taken from the ‘Rest of Alberta’. 

This results in ongoing erosion of ridings in rural Alberta and is not sustainable if all Albertans are to 

be effectively represented.” 

- Commissioner Day, Interim Report, page 70. 

 

Specific to Aspen View Public Schools in particular, we also disagree with the proposed 

reconfiguration of constituencies in our area. Currently, Aspen View Public Schools lies predominantly within 

the Athabasca-Sturgeon-Redwater constituency, with smaller areas near the northwest and southeast 

boundaries falling within the Lesser Slave Lake & Lac La Biche-St. Paul-Two Hills constituencies, respectively. 

Under the recommended boundary changes, the small area within Lesser Slave Lake would remain, but the 

rest of Aspen View would be essentially divided between the Fort McMurray-Lac La Biche and St. Albert-

Redwater constituencies. We find this recommendation to be counter to our position as stated in February; 

that any realignment of provincial constituency boundaries should strive for consistency with existing 

municipal and school jurisdiction boundaries, to facilitate more efficient and consistent communication with 

our provincial representatives. 

 

In summary, while we appreciate the challenging task placed before the Commission and the hard 

work it has done, we believe the Interim Report misses the mark, particularly in regard to rural Alberta. We 

would encourage the Commission, in preparation of its Final Report, to reevaluate the allocation of 

additional seats to the Edmonton and Calgary areas, and instead make better use of the population 

variances allowed under the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act, in order to maintain effective 

representation for rural Alberta.
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From: info

Subject: FW: Change of constituency boundaries
Date: Tuesday, July 4, 2017 9:01:53 AM

 
 
From: Jill Bernhart  
Sent: July-03-17 2:30 PM
To: info <info@elections.ab.ca>
Subject: Change of constituency boundaries
 
We are totally opposed to the proposal to change the Cypress/Medicine Hat riding to include
the areas near Vulcan.  This change would destroy some of the rural perspectives of the people
in this area - West boundary would be just 20 minutes out of Calgary.  We are also opposed to
the deletion of three rural ridings.  I understand the reasoning for having all constituencies
having a similar population,  but by doing this the cities are in a position to make all of the
decisions.  Please leave things as they are.
 
Sincerely,
 
Janette and Kenneth Bernhart
Foremost
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Boundaries for SE Alberta
Date: Thursday, July 6, 2017 1:21:50 PM

From: Gerry 
Sent: Thursday, July 6, 2017 1:05 PM
To: Info - EBC
Cc: medicine.hat@assembly.ab.ca; 'Cypress MedicineHat'
Subject: Boundaries for SE Alberta
 
I am troubled by the proposed boundaries for Medicine Hat and Cypress-Medicine Hat.   The tax payers
of SE Alberta including Medicine Hat, Cypress-Medicine Hat constituency will loose in the long run with
the proposed boundary changes.  The citizens of Medicine Hat will have gone from two representatives to
only one, not increasing to three MLA’s as some reports have suggested.  The proposed changes will
increase the size of the constituencies.  This increase, will make it more troublesome for the MLA to cover
the increased territory.  Please leave the boundaries as they are in the Medicine Hat region. 
 
Gerry Gaede
Gerry's Ad Cellar Inc.

Medicine Hat, AB 

 
www.adcellar.com
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In the proposed Taber – Vulcan constituency it’s a mere 300 km distance between Vulcan and 
Walsh and in the proposed Strathmore – Drumheller constituency its 335 km from Altario to 
Strathmore.  These distances are greater than the distance between Edmonton and Calgary.  To 
address the issue of distance in geographic size the “interim report” suggests that additional staff 
may be provided to the MLA, that Alberta highways are top notch which they are but you do not 
address winter and winter driving road conditions in rural Alberta which can in some years be more 
than six months of the year.  Your additional suggestion that Internet / Broadband will also address 
issue of contact and communication with MLAs is also quite disconcerting. 
The Canadian Radio and Telecommunication Commission recently announced that the new 
minimum standard for Canada is 50 Mbps for downloads and 10 Mbps for uploads.  This standard 
does not exist in virtually all of rural Alberta which is already disadvantaged by having the poorest 
levels of broadband connectivity in the province. There is also little evidence to support your 
contention that rural broadband connectivity will improve in the next several years.  The private 
sector has not rushed into rural Alberta to provide improved / enhanced broadband service nor is it 
going to do so.  There is also no evidence that the Government of Alberta plans to alter the policy 
and the operations of the Alberta SuperNet to effect significant broadband improvements for rural 
Alberta.   
The other point we wish to raise is the while it is not acceptable for the Commission to create 
blended constituencies in Edmonton or Calgary due to the fact that the voters there would have 
nothing in common with their rural neighbours yet it is acceptable to create a blended constituency 
in Southeast Alberta.  The proposed Brooks – Cypress electoral district will include an urban 
portion of the City of Medicine Hat.  These Medicine Hat voters will now be part of a rural 
constituency with voters in the farming – ranching community of Gem a mere 170 kilometers distant 
from one another.  Again, does such a large geographic electoral district of this size really make 
common sense.   
While we appreciate the work of the Commission we do not support the new electoral districts 
proposed for Southeast Alberta.  As the geographic size of rural ridings’ increase it does not assist 
the rural voter to be in contact with his / her MLA or vice versa. Nor does driving excessive distance 
on good roads in bad weather or reliance on less than adequate broadband service serve as 
sufficient responses to this issue for rural Albertans.   
The Commission needs to re-evaluate the proposed constituencies and take other criteria into 
account to ensure effective representation for Albertans residing in Southeast Alberta.  The 
Commission has the authority to implement, if necessary, the up to 25% deviation rule to maintain 
the existing electoral districts in Southeast Alberta and we encourage you to do so. 
Sincerely, 

Jay Slemp 
Chair 

cc.: Honourable Shaye Anderson, Minister of Municipal Affairs, minister.municipalaffairs@gov.ab.ca 
Robert (Bob) Wanner, MLA for Medicine Hat  medicine.hat@assembly.ab.ca  
Drew Barnes,  MLA for Cypress-Medicine Hat  cypress.medicinehat@assembly.ab.ca 
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Written submission to the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 

via:  email to info@ABebc.ca 

submission in PDF form attached to this email 

From:  Ken Larsen, Benalto, AB  

July 9, 2017 

Re: Proposed boundary for Innisfail-Sylvan Lake   

 As a long time resident of the Benalto area I would like to suggest the following changes to the proposed boundaries for 

the Innisfail-Sylvan Lake proposed Electoral Division (May 2017)  referencing the following map: 

http://abebc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/PROPOSED ED65 INNISFAIL SYLVAN LAKE-1.pdf  

On the northwest corner of the proposed Innisfail-Sylvan Lake Electoral Division (ED) I believe the natural western 

boundary for this ED is between RR 40 and highway 766 extending from the Red Deer River north to Highway 12 and 

from there due east to intersect with the Blindman river - then following the natural barrier of the Blindman River south 

and east to the boundary proposed in the Commission Report.  This approximate natural boundary is shown by the 

green lines in the following sketch.  For clarity I refer to it as the 766 Re-alignment.   

 

 I suggest this addition for the following reasons:   

The towns of Eckville, Benalto, Evarts, Spruceview/Dickson, Innisfail, and Sylvan Lake are historically linked both 

economically and culturally. 

Natural Barriers and Connections 

Initially this linkage followed the soil zones and the type of farming possible based on those soil types.  The gray wooded 

soil zone typically starts a couple of miles west of Highway 766 extending from north to south in a line roughly through 

the hamlet of Hespero on RR 40 and running west into the eastern slopes of the Rocky Mountains.   
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North of Sylvan Lake proper the gray wooded soil zone extends northwards from an east to west line roughly following 

Highway 20 from Gilby to its intersection with the Blindman River west of the town of Bentley.  This line runs along the 

south edge of the Medicine Lodge Hills, delineating another natural barrier between the area I propose should be added 

to the Innisfail – Sylvan Lake ED and adjacent EDs.   

Economic and Trading Connections 

The Alberta Wheat Pool (AWP) had large grain elevators at both Benalto and Eckville until 1982 and 2001 respectively.  

United Grain Growers Ltd. built a new grain elevator at Kuusamo, just east of Benalto in 1984 subsequent to rail service 

to Benalto being discontinued.   

In contrast, in the gray wooded zone west of Highway 766 the AWP had only a small elevator at Leslieville and a very 

short lived elevator at Rocky Mountain House which closed in the late 1960s.  This reflected the limited grain production 

potential of this higher elevation gray wooded soil zone. 

The grain economy reflected by these elevators also established the principle trading patterns of the area in a block 

delineated by Eckville, Spruceview, Innisfail, and Sylvan Lake.  This is a pattern which continues to this day.   

The very recent amalgamation of the Eckville Cooperative Association (Alberta’s first retail cooperative association) with 

the nearby Innisfail and Red Deer Cooperative Associations confirms this pattern.  This amalgamated Cooperative will be 

opening a new retail store and fuel station in the Town of Sylvan Lake in the next couple of years which builds on an 

earlier initiative by the Eckville Cooperative Association to open a retail store and gas bar in the Town of Sylvan Lake.   

It should be noted that the Board of Directors of the Eckville Cooperative Association examined the option of 

amalgamation with the thriving Rocky Mountain House Cooperative Association and rejected that option for various 

reasons including the lack of membership support for that option due to established trading patterns.  A similar analysis 

by the Board of Directors and membership of the Eckville and District Credit Union led to their rejection of an 

amalgamation with the Rocky Mountain House Credit Union earlier last year.   

The non-farm employment in the Eckville/Benalto area is primarily focused on the service sector in the Towns of 

Eckville, Sylvan Lake, the rural industrial subdivision at Kuusamo on Highway 11 just east of Benalto, and some services 

available in Benalto.  Many non-farm residents of the area also commute to jobs in the City of Red Deer.   

Cultural and Social Connections 

Culturally this area east of highway 766 has used Eckville, Benalto, and Sylvan Lake for recreational and health facilities 

with most seniors from the area needing supportive care being housed in Eckville, Sylvan Lake and Innisfail.  Public 

Libraries in Eckville and Sylvan Lake draw most of their patrons from people resident east of Highway 766.  The Town of 

Sylvan Lake’s new multi-purpose arena will continue to be the focus of much of this area’s recreational services and it 

includes the closest available public swimming pool as well as ice and other playing surfaces.      

Benalto’s housing stock is increasing and children from this community are bussed to Sylvan Lake for K to 12.  Many 

commute to Red Deer College for further education.  The community is also working to reopen the recently closed 

Benalto Elementary School.   

This same reasoning would suggest that the north boundary of the Innisfail Sylvan Lake proposed ED be moved north 

from the intersection of RGE RD 10 and TWP RD 394 to an east to west line roughly following Highway 20 from Gilby to 
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the intersection with the Blindman River west of the town of Bentley to intersect with a line extending north from the 

highway 766 Re-alignment.   

Drayton Valley – Rocky Mountain House 

This is not to suggest that Drayton Valley Rocky Mountain House is not a worthy constituency but its history, agro-

ecology and trading patterns make it much less compatible with the common history shared between the proposed 

Innisfail – Sylvan Lake ED and with the proposed 766 Re-alignment area I have outlined.  Drayton Valley/Rocky has a long 

tradition of forestry, trapping, oil exploration, coal mining, and tourism which are largely absent from the proposed 766 

Re-alignment presented here. 

I would conclude by saying that adding this small 766 Re-alignment to  the Innisfail Sylvan Lake ED would enable 

legislative representation which can focus on representing common interests whereas the present suggested ED makes 

the area I have delineated into a small anomaly within a large Drayton Valley Rocky Mountain House ED largely devoted 

to very different economic pursuits.   

Lastly, if and only if it is necessary to reduce the population of the Innisfail-Sylvan Lake proposed ED I would suggest, for 

much the same reasons adumbrated above, that the southern boundary be made a simple straight line, extending east 

to west, along TWP RD 350 between the folds of the Red Deer River.  This would exclude the Town of Bowden whose 

trading and cultural area can be seen to be split between Innisfail and Olds.  This is also an area where the climate shifts 

from the wetter Parkland agro-ecology typical from Highway 54 north, to a more dry-land agro-ecology.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Ken Larsen 

 

Benalto, Alberta,  
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Electoral Boundaries 2016-17 Submission - Calgary North
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2017 9:31:22 AM
Attachments: Calgary North Proposal.docx

From: Cory Diemert 
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 8:33 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Electoral Boundaries 2016-17 Submission - Calgary North
 

Dear Sirs:

I hope that I can submit my feedback via this email regarding the proposed Constituency of
Calgary North by the Electoral Boundaries Commission, 2016-17.

Attached to this email is my proposal.  If you have any further questions or advice on how to
submit my comments in a better way, please contact me on my mobile at 

Thanks,

Cory
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Cory Diemert 

 

Calgary, Alberta    

 

July 5, 2017 

Re: Electoral Boundary Submission – Calgary North 

 

Dear Sirs: 

 

I am writing to submit my response to the proposed electoral boundaries as outlined in the Interim 
Report of the 2016-17 Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission.  My comments pertain to the proposed 
constituency of Calgary North (19). 

The existing riding of Calgary Northern Hills, which I live in, encompasses Panorama Hills, Coventry Hills, 
Country Hills and Harvest Hills Neighborhoods.  Hence the name Northern Hills.  This is a well-designed 
riding as it encompasses the above-mentioned neighborhoods, who all belong to the Northern Hills 
Community Association.  In addition, they all utilize facilities such as the Vivo Recreational Centre and 
Notre Dame High School.  The riding tends to tie together neighborhoods that have common community 
bonds (See Illustration 1). 

In the report, the Commission proposes to draw the eastern boundary at Harvest Hills Blvd/Centre 
Street, Country Hills Blvd to the south, Beddington Trail/Symons Valley Road to the Southwest and 
Evanspark Road to the West, and the Northern Boundary at the Calgary City Limits.  The population of 
this proposed constituency is approximately 39,085, a 16 percent variance below the provincial average 
to allow for future growth of neighborhoods north of Stoney Trail (See Illustration 2). 

I feel that these new boundary proposals would divide the communities of Panorama Hills and Coventry 
Hills and hinder their representation at the Provincial Level.  What I am proposing in my submission is 
the following boundaries for Calgary North to reflect on the needs of Panorama Hills and Coventry Hills 
(See Illustration 3).   I would humbly like to suggest the following boundaries: 
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1. To move the western border of Calgary North from Evanspark Boulevard to 14th Street NW, 
and the northwest border from 14th Street NW down Stoney Trail to the intersection of 
Symons Valley Road/Beddington Trail NW.  I feel that the community of Evanston would be 
better served in the Calgary Foothills Riding and keep Evanston and Symons Valley together in 
one riding.  This proposal would also keep Foothills within five percent variance of the provincial 
population average. 

2. To move the eastern border of Calgary North to Deerfoot Trail, from the City Limits down to 
Country Hills Boulevard. Deerfoot Trail is a natural boundary as Coventry Hills fits naturally with 
Panorama Hills while east of Deerfoot Trail would naturally lend to the Calgary Northeast Riding. 

3. To establish the southern border along Country Hills Boulevard to Beddington Trail NW.  
Ideally Harvest Hills and Country Hills should be included in Calgary North, it is recognized that 
changing demographics and city growth would require changes and these two neighborhoods 
would be best served in Calgary Beddington. 

4. Beddington Trail from Country Hills Boulevard to Stoney Trail would be the Southwest Border.  
Beddington Trail makes a natural boundary between Country Hills and Beddington. 

5. Stoney Trail from Beddington Boulevard to 14th St NW would the northwest border. Stoney 
Trail makes a natural boundary between the neighborhoods of Evanston and Panorama Hills 

 

Conclusion:  By using natural boundaries such as Deerfoot Trail for the Eastern Border, Country Hills 
Boulevard for the Southern Border, Beddington Trail for the Southwest Border and Stoney Trail for the 
Northwest Border up to 14th Street NW would create a more representative constituency and allow for 
future growth in neighborhoods north of Stoney Trail in the future.  It would also tend to keep core 
community neighborhoods together that would provide for more effective representation. 
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Illustration 1:  Current Constituency of Calgary Northern Hills (2015 Boundaries) 
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Illustration 2 :  Proposed Calgary North Riding as Proposed by the Electoral 
Boundaries Commission (2017) 
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Illusration 3 : Alternate Proposal for Calgary North 
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Electoral Redistricting
Date: Wednesday, July 12, 2017 9:31:50 AM

From: info
Sent: Wednesday, July 12, 2017 8:36 AM
To: Info - EBC
Cc: 'Wayne Pratt'
Subject: RE: Electoral Redistricting
 
 
 

From: Wayne Pratt  
Sent: July-11-17 10:47 PM
To: info <info@elections.ab.ca>
Subject: Electoral Redistricting
 
This is just a short note to express my objections to some of the changes that are being proposed for
electoral boundaries.
 
I object to Rural Alberta’s representation being reduced in order to add more representation to the
cities. Rural reps have far greater impediments to their job over a much greater area with diverse
needs.
 
Regarding Medicine Hat in particular, Medicine Hat needs two representatives. Combining them
with the surrounding area will make it much more difficult for reps to meet and service their
constituents.
 
Wayne Pratt

 

   Medicine Hat,
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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July 12, 2017 
 
Justice Myra Bielby 
Chair 
Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 
Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway NW 
Edmonton AB  T5G 2Y5 
 
 
 
Re: Interim Report on the Proposed Electoral Division Areas, Boundaries, and Names for 
Alberta 
 
 
Dear Justice Bielby, 
 
On behalf of Councils for the Town of Drayton Valley and Brazeau County, we wish to express 
our concerns regarding recommendations made in the Interim Report on the Proposed Electoral 
Division Areas, Boundaries, and Names for Alberta for the Drayton Valley-Devon riding. 
 
It is understandable that electoral boundaries will need to be adjusted as population centres 
grow. The proposal to restructure the Drayton Valley-Devon riding to become “Drayton Valley-
Rocky Mountain House” riding, however, does not fully contemplate the benefits of community 
groupings with potential for symbiotic relationships. Benefits of the Town of Drayton Valley and 
Brazeau County being linked with the Town of Devon, Parkland County, Village of Warburg, 
Village of Breton, Town of Thorsby, and Town of Calmar include increased access to potential 
trade partners and business interests as well as recognition of well-used transportation 
corridors. The current constituency facilitates linkages between municipalities within this primary 
East-West transportation corridor, and our Councils believe this enhances the opportunities for 
a supportive and effective partnership between municipalities like Drayton Valley, Brazeau 
County, Parkland County, the Town of Devon, and others. These commonalities of interest 
allow for partnerships, cohesion, and collaborative work toward regional goals that can result in 
economic growth and prosperity to our area. One such partnership that holds great promise for 
our region is the Alberta Hemp Alliance, a municipal-industry alliance whose purpose is to 
enhance industrial opportunities and which includes all of the above-mentioned municipalities. 
 
Another significant argument that we would like to present for your consideration is the long 
history between the Town of Drayton Valley and Brazeau County. As the Town and County 
 
 
 

… 2 
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share an extensive past consisting of partnerships and economic interests that ensure a high 
quality of life for residents in both municipalities, it would benefit the region to keep these 
municipalities in the same riding as much of our joint advocacy includes our provincial elected 
representative. This work is done much more effectively when the MLA represents 
municipalities with similar goals and interests. 
 
Accordingly, we respectfully submit that the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission revise its 
Report with the inclusion of common economic interests that are considered a factor in 
assessing potential ridings. We would propose that the boundary is realigned such that the 
southern boundary of Devon-Parkland does not run south along RR22 but rather continues 
easterly to HWY 2. Pigeon Lake, including the villages around the lake, would then be included 
in the Rocky Mountain House riding. In this scenario, all of Brazeau County would be included in 
Devon-Parkland as would the Town of Drayton Valley. To maintain balance, parts of Wetaskiwin 
County would be added to Rocky Mountain House riding. 
 
We are proud of the work we have done within Drayton Valley and Brazeau County to promote 
and foster quality of life and economic development. We feel that the commission’s proposal for 
a boundary change of this magnitude would be counterproductive and would serve to inhibit the 
forward momentum and future successes of projects and initiatives between our municipalities. 
As the communities within our constituency grow and prosper, so does the province as a whole. 
 
Many thanks to you and the other Commission members for your time and attention to this 
important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Glenn McLean, B.A., J.D. 
Mayor, Town of Drayton Valley 
 
 
 
 
Bart Guyon 
Reeve, Brazeau County 
 
 
 
/sl 
M:\Correspondence\2017\Letters\2017-07-12 Commission Boundary Review-jointsubmission.docx 
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Submission to Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission – July 2017 

 

A. Introduction 

The primary problem with Alberta’s existing electoral boundaries is a lack of adherence to the principle 

of representation by population. The Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission (the Commission) 

appointed in 2016 was tasked with recommending new boundaries for the province’s 87 

constituencies.  

Public Interest Alberta’s Democracy Task Force (the Task Force) made a written submission and an oral 

presentation to the Commission and is pleased to see the Commission’s Interim Report follow the 

overall direction of making Albertans’ votes count equally regardless of where they live in the 

province. 

 

B. Review of recommendations in our previous submission 

We made two main recommendations in our initial written submission to the Commission: 

1. Limit the variance in constituency population to 5%. 

While legislation allows the Commission to vary the population size of constituencies to 25% above or 

below the average constituency population, the Task Force recommended the variance be kept to a 

maximum of 5%. The Commission also has the power to create up to four “special exceptions” 

constituencies with population variances as high as 50% above or below the average constituency 

population. We recommended against the Commission using that power. 

2. Recommend the Legislative Assembly strengthen supports to MLAs to assist them in effectively 

representing their constituents and addressing their varying needs. 

Recognizing there are myriad challenges for MLAs to effectively represent their constituents and that 

adopting boundaries that follow the principle of representation by population will shift some of those 

challenges, the Legislative Assembly should assess the resources given to all MLAs in their 

constituencies. Those challenges range in nature and include large geographical constituencies, high 

poverty rates, diverse language populations, and much more. The increased costs to ensure sufficient 

resources are in place would be a necessary investment in strengthening democracy and a necessary 

complement to the move to more political equality and representation by population. 
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C. Evaluating the Commission’s Interim Report 

The Task Force commends the Commission on the immense amount of work that went into producing 

its Interim Report. Its task of redrawing the boundaries of 87 constituencies and taking into 

consideration a wide variety of factors, some of them competing with others, is a difficult one. The 

consultation process was exemplary, and the Interim Report shows that the Commission members 

listened closely to the wide array of viewpoints they received in both written submissions and oral 

presentations. 

The Task Force continues to believe that the full implementation of the two recommendations in our 

previous submission would greatly strengthen the democratic nature of Alberta’s electoral system, and 

we therefore use them as our main criteria to judge the contents of the Commission’s Interim Report. 

Overall, the Interim Report takes the right approach to the principle of representation by population, 

recognizing it as “a fundamental underpinning of any democracy” (p. 26). The current system of 

electoral boundaries is one of unfairness by design. Previous constituency boundaries were drawn in 

such a way that guaranteed political inequality would be the norm; votes in some areas would be 

worth much more than in others. Clearly, the Commission has recognized that this approach cannot 

continue and is recommending a much more democratic direction. 

The Commission also rightly rejected approaching its task as a balancing act between urban and rural 

interests. The Interim Report says, “the time has come to stop treating differences between rural and 

urban Albertans as a main driver in setting the boundaries of electoral divisions” and that the 

Commission “arrived at its recommendations for every area of the province without labelling those 

areas either rural or urban” (p. 26). In avoiding the rural versus urban dichotomy, the Commission was 

able to focus more squarely on strengthening democracy. 

The Interim Report recognizes that effective representation for Albertans of urban areas “can be 

addressed by measures falling short of creating electoral divisions with significantly smaller 

populations than average” (p. 26). It offers alternatives for large geographical constituencies, including 

increasing the presence of satellite offices and adding more staff. It also recognizes input it received 

that all constituencies have their own particular demands that can vary widely and can include things 

like high poverty rates and diverse cultural and linguistic groups (p. 17).  

The Commission’s suggestion to the Legislative Assembly that “addressing the specific costs of 

additional staff and the operation of satellite offices for remote constituencies would certainly help 

voters in geographically large electoral divisions feel they can more readily access the services of their 

MLAs” is a welcome alternative to large disparities in voting power between constituencies (p. 27). 

The result of the Commission’s consideration of the above factors is a proposal with 53 of Alberta’s 87 

constituencies falling within our recommended population variance of 5% (compared to 37 of 87 in the 

previous Commission’s final report). While the progress made is both substantial and welcome, 34 of 

87 constituencies remain with a population variance of greater than 5%, including 16 with a variance 

greater than 10% and 2 with a variance greater than 30%. These large variances violate the principle of 

political equality by which every vote should be counted as equally as possible. 
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To illustrate the unfairness of large variances, it is instructive to compare the two constituencies at the 

extremes of the problem. The Interim Report proposes that Drayton Valley-Rocky Mountain House 

have a population of 54,609, while Lesser Slave Lake would have a population of 27,818. A single vote 

in Drayton Valley-Rocky Mountain House would therefore be worth nearly half the weight of a single 

vote in Lesser Slave Lake. 

Population variances of greater than 5% should be reduced to within that margin. While some slightly 

larger variances are probably necessary to account for particularly problematic and compelling local 

circumstances, these large variances are unnecessary, undemocratic, and must be avoided. 

 

D. Conclusion 

The overarching principles espoused in the Commission’s Interim Report rightly emphasize the 

importance of representation by population. The Interim Report recommends a direction that would 

strengthen democracy in Alberta by reducing the overall disparity in population between 

constituencies, and is an enormous improvement over the work of previous boundary commissions. 

We commend the members of the Commission for their impressive work so far. 

However, the Commission should go further in its final report to recommend the populations of all 

constituencies fall within a variance of 5% above or below the average constituency population. Doing 

so will help to ensure votes are counted as equally as possible in the elections to come and will be a 

logical extension of the principled work done by the Commission in its Interim Report. 

We wish to thank the members of the Commission for their important contribution made in their 

efforts so far and to encourage them to make these necessary further steps in their final report. 
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Interim Report of the 2016/17 Electoral Boundaries Commission
Date: Thursday, July 13, 2017 8:57:45 AM

From: info
Sent: Thursday, July 13, 2017 8:38 AM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: FW: Interim Report of the 2016/17 Electoral Boundaries Commission
 
 
 
From: arose58 .  
Sent: July-12-17 10:41 PM
To: info <info@elections.ab.ca>
Subject: Interim Report of the 2016/17 Electoral Boundaries Commission
 
Hello:
I am writing this on behalf of my wife and myself. To have the Cypress/Medicine Hat region
divided as proposed or any of the other rural regions reduced displays the attitude of some one
that has never resided in a rural area. I am asking that Elections Alberta to deny this proposal
to ensure that "All Alberta" retains the same contact with representation.
In a city such as Calgary or Edmonton an MLA can meet with 50% of the electorate in 1 day.
In a rural situation it may take half a day to see 2%.
 
Regards
 
Alan Rose/Ingrid Rose

Medicine Hat, Ab  
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From: Info - EBC
To: Aaron Roth
Subject: Fw: Submission to ABEBC Interim Report
Date: Friday, July 14, 2017 9:13:23 AM
Attachments: AAMDC Submission to AEBC Interim Report 2017 - Final.pdf

From: Matt Dow 
Sent: Friday, July 14, 2017 8:41 AM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Submission to ABEBC Interim Report
 
Hello,
 
On behalf of the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties, please find
the attached submission in response to the AEBC’s Interim Report. If there is a more
direct email that this may be directed to, please advise.
 
Thank you for this opportunity and if you have any questions or difficulty viewing the
attachment, do not hesitate to contact me.
 
Thank you,
 
Matt Dow, MA, MPA
Policy Analyst
Advocacy Division 
AAMDC - Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties 
2510 Sparrow Drive, Nisku, AB T9E 8N5
P: (780) 955.4085
matt.dow@aamdc.com |http://aamdc.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Alberta Association of Municipal District and Counties (AAMDC) is a provincial association 
that represents Alberta’s rural municipalities which include 64 municipal districts, four 
specialized municipalities, and the Special Areas Board. Together, AAMDC members cover 
approximately 85% of Alberta’s land mass and 18% of Alberta’s population.  
The Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission (AEBC), tasked with reviewing Alberta’s electoral 
boundaries for provincial elections, released their Interim Report in May 2017. The report 
proposes several significant changes to current electoral boundaries that will have an adverse 
impact on rural municipalities and rural residents. Specifically, the consolidation of: 

▪ Four electoral divisions into three in the central northeast area of the province. Those 
current four electoral divisions are Lac La Biche-St. Paul-Two Hills, Athabasca-Sturgeon-
Redwater, Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville, and Bonnyville-Cold Lake.  

▪ Five electoral divisions into four in the central west area of the province. Those current five 
electoral divisions are Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre, West Yellowhead, Drayton 
Valley-Devon, Whitecourt-Ste. Anne, and Stony Plain. 

▪ Seven electoral divisions into six in the eastern side of the province. Those current seven 
electoral divisions are Battle River-Wainwright, Drumheller-Stettler, Strathmore-Brooks, Little 
Bow, Cardston-Taber-Warner, Cypress-Medicine Hat, and Vermilion-Lloydminster. 

An additional significant change is the creation of a new electoral division to the immediate north 
and west of Calgary, to account for the significant increase in the populations of Airdrie and 
Cochrane.  
The AAMDC is concerned that the consolidation of these ridings, and the resulting loss of legislative 
seats in rural Alberta, will impact the ability of rural Albertans to be effectively represented in 
Alberta’s legislature.  
In response to the Interim Report, the AAMDC would like to reiterate the importance of ensuring 
that Alberta’s democratic institutions effectively represent Albertans from all walks of life and areas 
of the province. Achieving this representation by balancing population and demographics, 
community interest and characteristics, existing municipal and natural boundaries, and other 
relevant criteria is a difficult but necessary task. Over-reliance on absolute voter parity may inhibit 
the ability of Albertans to be effectively represented. 
The AAMDC submission featured below speaks to several important points for consideration by the 
AEBC as they form their final recommendations.  

1. Balance Blended Constituencies – blended constituencies can be a viable option when 
required and in those instances, the AEBC should attempt to balance both urban and rural 
populations to ensure that the elected representative has an incentive to work with both rural 
and urban communities.  

2. Support for the AEBC’s Minority Report – the AAMDC asks that the AEBC consider the 
important perspectives raised in the Interim Report’s minority report that speaks to concerns 
with the erosion of rural ridings   

3. Consideration of Geographical Distances – constituencies in rural Alberta are very large 
geographically. This can impede the ability of both constituents and elected MLAs from 
connecting and sharing local, regional, and provincial concerns.  
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4. Avoid Fracturing Municipalities into Multiple Electoral Districts – municipal boundaries often 
reflect natural and community barriers. Where appropriate, municipal boundaries should act 
as a guide for electoral boundaries and the AEBC should avoid fracturing municipalities into 
multiple electoral boundaries unless the population of that municipality dictates multiple 
electoral districts.   

5. Consider Unique and Special Circumstances for Deviance from the 25% Variance – the 
Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission Act allows for deviations from the 25% variance 
for unique considerations such as low population density. The current areas where 
deviations exist should continue to receive such an exemption to ensure such areas are 
effectively represented.  

6. Protecting Common Community Interests – electoral boundaries should reflect communities. 
Therefore, it is important that their boundaries reflect community interests. Although rural 
constituencies often incorporate more than one community, there are often unique interests 
and attributes that link these communities together.  
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INTRODUCTION  
The Alberta Association of Municipal District and Counties (AAMDC) is a provincial association 
that represents Alberta’s rural municipalities which include 64 municipal districts, four 
specialized municipalities, and the Special Areas Board. Together, AAMDC members cover 
approximately 85% of Alberta’s land mass and 18% of Alberta’s population. Through proactive 

leadership, strategic partnerships and effective advocacy, the AAMDC works to build strong, 
vibrant, and resilient communities.  
As a voice for Alberta’s rural communities, the AAMDC is well-positioned to provide a unique 
and necessary perspective to the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission (AEBC) during the 
2016/17 review of Alberta’s electoral boundaries. The submission below outlines the AAMDC’s 

input to the AEBC’s Interim Report released in May 2017. As a provincial association, the 
AAMDC will not provide comments specific to individual constituencies, but instead will provide 
comments more general in nature.  
SUMMARY OF AEBC’S INTERIM REPORT 
The AEBC’s Interim Report released in May 2017 makes several significant changes that will 
have an adverse impact on rural municipalities and rural residents. Specifically, the 
consolidation of: 

▪ Four electoral divisions into three in the central northeast area of the province. Those 
current four electoral divisions are Lac La Biche-St. Paul-Two Hills, Athabasca-Sturgeon-
Redwater, Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville, and Bonnyville-Cold Lake.  

▪ Five electoral divisions into four in the central west area of the province. Those current five 
electoral divisions are Rimbey-Rocky Mountain House-Sundre, West Yellowhead, Drayton 
Valley-Devon, Whitecourt-Ste. Anne, and Stony Plain. 

▪ Seven electoral divisions into six in the eastern side of the province. Those current seven 
electoral divisions are Battle River-Wainwright, Drumheller-Stettler, Strathmore-Brooks, Little 
Bow, Cardston-Taber-Warner, Cypress-Medicine Hat, and Vermilion-Lloydminster. 

An additional change is the creation of a new electoral division to the immediate north and west of 
Calgary, to account for the significant increase in the populations of Airdrie and Cochrane.  
As will be outlined below in further detail, the consolidation of these electoral constituencies raises 
several concerns for rural municipalities and rural residents.  
DEMOGRAPHICS IN ALBERTA  
In the past decade, Alberta has seen considerable population growth which has only recently 
been slowed by the downturn in Alberta’s economy. Much of this growth has been to Alberta’s 
largest urban centres but Alberta’s rural and small communities have also seen a net-increase 
in population – a trend unique in Alberta in comparison to the rest of Canada. 
The AEBC acknowledges these trends in the Interim Report and Alberta’s rural municipalities 
recognize these shifting demographics and the potential outcomes they may produce. The AAMDC 
and its members, however, want to emphasize the importance of maintaining adequate and 
equitable representation for Alberta’s rural residents and communities despite these shifting 
demographics. It is problematic that even though rural areas are growing (though not at the same 
pace as some urban areas), they will ultimately lose representation should the Interim Report 
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recommendations be adopted. Higher rural populations being represented by fewer MLAs results in 
a cumulative disadvantage for rural Alberta that is not necessarily warranted based on its 
demographic trends.  
EFFECTIVE REPRESENTATION 
As outlined in the AAMDC’s initial submission to the AEBC and recognized in the AEBC’s 
Interim Report, effective representation is the cornerstone our representative democracy. This 
has been outlined in Section 3 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the 1991 
Supreme Court of Canada’s Decision Reference Re Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Sask), that 
stated that the purpose of the right to vote is not pure equality of voting power but the right to 
“effective representation.” Therefore, factors in addition to population such as geography, 
community history, community interests, and community identity need to be considered to 
ensure that Alberta’s legislative assembly effectively represents the diversity of Albertans.  
In 2010, the Alberta Electoral Boundary Commission’s report outlined the following principles of 
effective representation:  

1. Relative parity of voting power. 
2. The tradition in Canada of “effective representation,” not absolute parity as in the U.S. 
3. Recognition that the process of achieving effective representation may involve altering 

the political power of some votes – but not unduly and not without reason.  
4. The balancing of these interests which involves an examination of the social history, 

geography and demography of communities. 
The AAMDC would like to reiterate its support for these principles for consideration in the 
2016/2017 Alberta’s Electoral Boundaries Commission’s review.  
ACHIEVING EFFECTIVE RURAL REPRESENTATION IN ALBERTA 
Alberta’s rural municipalities and the residents they represent were concerned that the 2016/17 
AEBC recommendations would result in fewer rural seats and by extension, a reduction in the 
ability of Alberta’s legislature to effectively represent the interests of rural Albertans and rural 
communities. These concerns are realized in the Interim Report which has seen a reduction of 
rural seats. The following concerns and recommendations are provided by the AAMDC for 
consideration by the 2016/17 AEBC in the context of the Interim Report.  
General Concerns  

As a necessary step to improve Alberta’s democratic process, the review of electoral 
boundaries is designed to ensure that different factors including population, community interest, 
existing municipal and natural boundaries, and effective representation are used in determining 
Alberta’s electoral boundaries. The AAMDC is concerned that voter parity has taken 
precedence over these other priorities. The use of these different factors is essential to ensuring 
that Alberta’s democratic process is both fair and equitable for all Albertans.  
The AAMDC does not believe that the Interim Report reflects the best effort to achieve ‘effective 
representation’ and instead, agrees with the Minority Report featured in Appendix A which 
reads,  
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“As new ridings are added to the cities, electoral divisions must be taken from the ‘Rest 
of Alberta’. This results in ongoing erosion of ridings in rural Alberta and is not 
sustainable if all Albertans are to be effectively represented.”  

As stated in the Electoral Boundary Commission’s Act (“the Act”, hereafter), there is an 
allowable variance of the population within boundaries to account for non-population variables 
and the AAMDC agrees with position outlined in Appendix A that states that the changes to the 
electoral boundaries featured in the Interim Report are unnecessary given the provision for 
variances within the Act.  
Balance Blended Constituencies   

The Interim Report has sought to minimize the creation of blended constituencies that combine 
a large urban area with a non-urban area. Where this was unavoidable, the AAMDC 
recommended, as a general principle, that the AEBC balance the rural and urban populations 
as closely as possible. This would ensure that the elected MLAs have an incentive to work with 
both rural and urban constituents and understand their issues and concerns.  
The AAMDC also supports AEBC’s efforts, where blended constituencies were unavoidable, to 
combine areas where residents are likely to have common concerns such as in a suburban 
community surrounding a large city whose residents work and/or commute frequently to that 
city. The same is true for smaller urban centres within a larger rural community.  
The AAMDC is encouraged that those that made submissions to the AEBC in blended 
constituencies indicated that this model was working well.   
Consideration of Geographical Distances  

It has been the AAMDC’s position that the current electoral boundaries are at their maximum 
size and that expanding the boundaries of Alberta’s largest electoral constituencies will only 
exacerbate the existing challenges facing those constituents and their elected representatives. 
The AAMDC is disappointed that the consolidation of rural ridings presented in the Interim 
Report will only grow the geographical size of several electoral constituencies. With this comes 
additional challenges for elected MLAs as they would have to travel additional distances to 
attend community events and listen to constituent concerns.  
Though advances in technology may ease this burden of distance, it is also important to 
remember that many rural and remote communities do not have access to high-speed 
broadband internet which can inhibit the use of streaming or video/audio conferencing services 
which MLAs may use to connect with their constituents. In addition to improving high-speed 
internet in rural and remote communities, the Government of Alberta should seek to ensure the 
Alberta Legislature is properly equipped with the technology to connect MLAs with those 
constituents who have the access to high-speed internet.  
Avoid Fracturing Municipalities into Multiple Electoral Districts 

Unlike most provinces in Canada, municipalities govern Alberta’s entire landmass with the 
exception of national and provincial parks. This expansive system of governance reflects the 
communities Albertans live in and can make for logical boundaries for Alberta’s provincial 
electoral boundaries – especially outside of Alberta’s large cities and towns.  
The AAMDC is encouraged by the AEBC’s efforts in the Interim Report to align constituencies 
with municipal boundaries where possible, even going so far to reflect inter-municipal 
partnerships that exist in regions of the province.  
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As dividing municipalities, particularly geographically large rural municipalities, into multiple 
electoral divisions can create unnecessarily complex governance arrangements when municipal 
and provincial elected officials work collaboratively, the AAMDC recommends that the AEBC 
continue to use municipal boundaries as a guiding tool for establishing electoral boundaries.  
Consider Unique and Special Circumstances for Deviance from the 25% Variance  

As noted above, the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act requires the population of a 
proposed electoral division to not vary by more than 25% from the provincial average with the 
exception of unique or special cases. In the 2010 boundary adjustment, special and unique 
circumstances were used to justify the creation of two electoral districts in Dunvegan-Central 
Peace and Lesser Slave Lake. The 2010 ABEBC noted the scarcity of population as justification 
for the deviance from the 25% threshold.  
The Interim Report reinforces the support for the two electoral boundaries that exceed this 
variance, Central Peace-Notley (renamed) and Lesser Slave Lake. In these instances, the 
AAMDC feels the deviations are appropriate given the geographic expanse that these two 
constituencies cover. Requiring adherence to the 25% variance target would be unreasonable 
and exacerbate further the challenges of large electoral constituencies.  
The Interim Report states that, in the context of factors that determine whether the variance of 
above or below 25% is justifiable, “Preservation of the rural voice is not one of those factors” 
(p.27). The AAMDC would like to provide a more global perspective, which is that preserving 
traditionally “rural constituencies” and the “rural voice” is a means to preserving common 
community interests. 
Protecting Common Community Interests 

The AEBC’s comments regarding “common community interests” do acknowledge that this is 
indeed a consideration for the determination of electoral boundaries and although, as the AEBC 
Interim Report states, “most current electoral divisions outside of Edmonton and Calgary do not 
contain a single common community”, it is fair to say that creating larger geographical ridings 
into already diverse electoral constituencies only further moves away from the recognition of 
common community characteristics that do exist. The expansion of electoral boundaries that are 
already large is, more often than not, at odds the preservation of “common community 
interests.”   
CONCLUSION 
The AAMDC appreciates the opportunity to provide input and comment to the 2016/17 Alberta 
Electoral Boundaries Commission and the important questions it has been tasked with. To 
conclude the points above, the AAMDC would like to reiterate that much of what the Alberta 
Electoral Boundaries Commission must address is a question of means and ends in that, the 
core outcome and end goal for the Alberta Legislative Assembly is the ability to effectively 
represent Albertans from all walks of life and areas of the province. Achieving this 
representation by balancing population and demographics, community interest and 
characteristics, existing municipal and natural boundaries, and other relevant criteria is not an 
easy task. Over-reliance on absolute voter parity may not achieve the desired outcome and may 
inhibit the ability of Albertans to be effectively represented – effectively weakening Alberta’s 
democratic institutions.  
The AAMDC is pleased to provide input to the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission on this 
important task and will continue to provide comment where appropriate.  
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July 14, 2017 

Submission to the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission: 

Hythe Village Council wishes register its disapproval of a proposed electoral boundary change noted in the 
Commission’s interim report. 

The removal of our Village from a Grande Prairie area constituency to the Central Peace Notley riding does not 
make sense for Hythe.  Our community’s natural trade routes and its political identity has always been as part 
of the Grande Prairie area.  The partnerships we form with other local governments in many areas of endeavor 
are based on that premise. 

Grande Prairie and area were the first group of municipalities in Alberta to form a regional organization to 
deal with emergency response and management on an ongoing basis.  Hythe has been a proud member of 
GPREP (Grande Prairie Regional Emergency Partnership) since its inception in 2008. 

When we deal with:  regional water lines; tourism promotion; physician recruitment; RCMP administration; or 
recreation we talk to regional organizations and intermunicipal committees based in or near Grande Prairie.  
We have always worked together when it made sense to do so.   

We have concerns about working with an MLA who, (no disrespect intended) may not be familiar with our 
region’s needs and history. 

Presently, the office of the MLA for Dunvegan – Central Peace – Notley is based in Fairview, with a satellite 
office in Falher.  Even if those constituency boundaries are extended southward, we could still assume that the 
office should be a in a central location for all its constituents.  So, it could possibly remain in Fairview. 

That’s an hour and a half drive from Hythe for us and our residents.  That distance is substantially more than 
what we’re accustomed to.  It will discourage face to face meetings with our MLA. 

We appreciate that the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission has a difficult task in dealing with rural 
population densities and trends.  And that the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission Act creates conditions 
that must be respected.   

Our Council’s first preference would be to stay with the ‘status quo’ in terms this area’s constituency 
boundaries.  But if the Commission must make changes, it should make changes that respect the historical 
bonds and the cohesiveness of our region surrounding the City of Grande of Prairie. 

Thank you for giving our presentation your time and consideration. 

Respectfully submitted; 

 

Gary Burgess 
Mayor 
Village of Hythe 
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Capitol Hill Community Association 
Jessica Lajoie (President) 
1531 21 Ave NW Calgary AB 
403-289-0859 

 
 
Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 
info@abebc.ca 
 
RE: Feedback on the Interim Report 
 
Electoral Boundaries Comission, 
 
In the Interim Report on Proposed Electoral Division Areas,  Boundaries and Names for Alberta, the community of 

Capitol Hill is assigned to the Calgary Mountain View riding. Under the section on “Recommendations for Boundary 

Changes” the report states: 

 

The population (of Calgary Mountain View) would be 51,478, 10% above the provincial average. 

The level of positive variance in population created is justified, in the view of the majority, by the 

fact that the future population growth rate is likely to fall below provincial average, given the “fully 

built-out” character of this area. Population levels will likely be at or below provincial average 

population by the time of the next electoral boundaries review. (Page 42) 

 

For the community of Capitol Hill, the statement is inconsistent with the population growth observed in the 

community using civic census data. This civic census shows a 14% population growth in Capitol Hill from 2011 to 

2016, an increase of 568 people. According to the Government of Alberta website, the provincial population increased 

by 10% between 2012 and 2016, less than that of Capitol Hill. The Electoral Boundaries Commission may wish to 

review the annual census data publically available through The City of Calgary website (calgary.ca), particularly the 

data set on 5 year comparative population by community. 

 

Furthermore, the Capitol Hill Community Association has been taking active steps to revitalize our community and 

encourage an increase in population. In recent years we have worked with The City of Calgary to complete an Area 

Redevelopment Plan (ARP) in partnership with the community to the west of Banff Trail. For Capitol Hill specifically, 

parcels along key corridors has been identified for a city-initiated rezoning to a land use that would allow for higher 

density residential developments. We are already seeing these developments being built around our community. 

 

We hope this insight into our community is helpful to the Commission as they prepare their recommendations. 

 

 

Kind Regards, 

Jessica Lajoie 

President, Capitol Hill Community Association 
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Submission to the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission

July 16, 2017

Dear Commissioners, 

My name is David Cournoyer, I am a voter living in the Edmonton-Highlands-Norwood constituency. I 
have followed the electoral boundary redistribution process for a number of years and am very interested 
in the process.

I would like to thank the Commissioners for their work in this important process. The act of redistributing 
electoral boundaries is a challenging process and not one that should be taken lightly. In particular, this 
Commission faces the challenge of redistributing Alberta’s electoral boundaries without having the 
advantage of increasing the number of districts.

I have included below my recommendations in response to the interim report released by the Commission 
in May 2017:

Population

I believe this Commission can improve the population balance proposed in the interim report. The 
previous Commission did a good job keeping the population of most electoral districts within ten percent 
of the provincial average population per electoral district.

I recommend that the Commission attempt to keep districts within ten percent, and ideally within five 
percent, above or below the provincial average population per electoral district.

New Boundaries

I recommend the Commission consider the following amendments to the proposed districts included in 
the interim report:

Edmonton-East, Edmonton-North West, Edmonton-South, Edmonton-South West and Edmonton-
West Henday: The Commission should reconsider using these geographic directional names for 
proposed districts, as they could cause confusion among voters. The names of the proposed districts are 
not necessarily reflective of their geographical areas. For example: The proposed Edmonton-East district 
is located west of the Edmonton-Beverly-Clareview and Edmonton-Manning districts and much of 
Edmonton-Northwest is located south of Edmonton-Castle Downs and east of Edmonton-West Henday.

Edmonton-Mill Woods-East and Edmonton-Mill Woods-West: I believe the names in these proposed 
districts may cause some unnecessary confusion among voters. I recommend the names of these 
proposed districts be changed.

Fort Saskatchewan-St. Paul, Vermilion-Lloydminster, and Stettler-Wainwright: These proposed 
district span from the Edmonton Metro area to the Alberta-Saskatchewan boundary, with the first two 
resembling a shelter-belt rather than a constituency representing communities of common interest. The 
Commission should consider redistributing the proposed districts in a way that would not divide 
communities along such oddly drawn east-west boundaries.

Highwood: It should be noted that under this proposed district, the Highwood River is no longer located 
within the Highwood constituency, for which I believe it may be named.

St. Albert-Redwater: The population of the City of St. Albert is too large to warrant the creation of two 
districts within the municipal boundaries. Instead of expanding a second St. Albert district north to 
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From: Info - EBC
To:
Subject: Fw: Submission
Date: Tuesday, July 18, 2017 10:30:47 AM
Attachments: Leduc-BeaumontFinal.pdf

From: Brandon Sonnenberg 
Sent: Sunday, July 16, 2017 8:14 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Submission
 
Dear commission members,

Please see attached for my electoral boundaries submission in regards to the electoral district
of Leduc-Beaumont.

I appreciate the time and consideration. 

Thank you,

Brandon Sonnenberg
Leduc, Alberta
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Dear electoral boundary commission, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on your proposed boundaries. I am writing to you today with some suggestions for the 
Leduc-Beaumont constituency. The changes I am suggesting to your proposed boundaries are based on:  
 
1. Ongoing annexation negotiations between the City of Edmonton, Leduc County, and the City of Beaumont. 
2. The large population growth expected in Leduc and Beaumont (backed up by Capital Region Board projections). 
 
For the land involved in the City of Edmonton annexation, I 
recommend that the new provincial boundary maintain the 
existing boundary along 41st Avenue. My rationale for 
maintaining the boundary there is that development in this 
area is far off, and in the time being people in these areas use 
Beaumont, Nisku, and Leduc as their primary service centres. 
This is especially true of the area immediately around 
Beaumont. Additionally, the annexation agreement is still being 
negotiated with respect to Beaumont. 
 
The agreement in any case will leave the Edmonton 
International Airport in Leduc County, so it should stay in 
Leduc-Beaumont(especially given its importance to Nisku and 
Leduc). The map on the right is the Edmonton-Leduc County 
annexation, as published by the City of Edmonton. 
 
In terms of the population growth, the proposed variance for 
Leduc-Beaumont is 11% above the average, in a constituency 
with two of the fastest growing municipalities in Canada. 
Beaumont is the 5th fastest growing municipality in Canada, 
and Leduc is the 14th fastest growing municipality in Canada. My understanding is that setting the boundaries as proposed now would put 
Leduc-Beaumont around 13-14% above the provincial average in 2024 when the Electoral Boundary Commission meets again. Leduc and 
Beaumont alone are 1.48% above the provincial average this time around, and will be about 4.34% above the provincial average next time, 
without factoring in any rural constituents in the rest of the riding. I recommend that the commission plan ahead for this issue by pulling the 
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eastern and western boundaries in, as it will need to be addressed sooner or later, and constituents should not be underrepresented in the 
meantime.  
 
In tables at the end of this submission, I’ve laid out the population growth for Leduc, Beaumont, and Alberta, followed by projected variances 
for Leduc, Beaumont, and the proposed Leduc-Beaumont constituency. I used those numbers to come to the conclusion that 
Leduc-Beaumont needs to be reduced geographically. My numbers are from Statistics Canada’s population projections for Alberta, and the 
Capital Region Board’s “Capital Region Growth Plan”. I used the M1 growth scenario for Alberta; and I used Capital Region Board’s 2040 
population estimates to get a 2024 projection for Leduc and Beaumont. 
 
My recommended boundary borders are in the following image. This boundary is at a 6% variance, to provide room for growth. The proposed 
Leduc-Beaumont boundary is in red, and my recommendation is in blue. 
 

 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to make these recommendations. I hope my work informs your decision-making. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Brandon Sonnenberg 
Leduc, AB 
 
 
 

Population Growth for Leduc, Beaumont, and Alberta 
 

Jurisdiction 2011 population Growth from 2011 
to 2016 

2016 population Projected Growth 
from 2016 to 2024 
(CRB and Stats. Can. 
projections) 

Projected 
Population by 2024 

Beaumont 13,284 31.0% 17,396 35.44% 23,561 

Leduc 24,304 23.4% 29,993 19.58% 35,865 

Alberta - - 4,062,609 21.96% 4,954,900 

Municipalities in Canada with the largest and fastest-growing populations between 2011 and 2016. 
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/as-sa/98-200-x/2016001/98-200-x2016001-eng.cfm?=undefined&wbdisable=true  

 
Population Projections for Canada, Provinces and Territories (91-520-X): Figure 3.17 Population, observed (1989 to 2013) and projected (2014 to 2038) according to 
selected scenarios, Alberta. http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/91-520-x/2014001/c-g/desc/desc3.17-eng.htm  

 

Projected Variance for Leduc and Beaumont by themselves, Leduc-Beaumont minus Leduc and Beaumont, 
and the proposed Leduc-Beaumont boundaries 
 

Boundaries 2016 Population Variance from 2016 
provincial average 
(46,697) 

Projected 2024 
Population 

Variance from projected 
2024 provincial average 
(56,952) 

Leduc and Beaumont by 
themselves (from the 
Capital Region Growth 

47,389 +1.48% 59426 +4.34% 
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Plan) 

Leduc-Beaumont minus 
Leduc and Beaumont 

4237 - 5168 (using average 
provincial growth 
2016-2024) 

- 

Leduc-Beaumont, as 
proposed 

51,626 +10.55% 64594 +13.42% 

Capital Region Growth Plan - Schedule 1: Population and Employment Projections 2014 to 2044. 
http://capitalregionboard.ab.ca/Website/files/96/9673a809-4d44-474f-a663-65c6eac75a63.pdf  
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Round 2 Submission to the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission for July 19, 2017 
Sherwood Park New Democrat Constituency Association 
 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to your Interim Report, and we commend the 
principled work you have done with this major undertaking. 
 
The Sherwood Park New Democrat Constituency Association had contemplated a submission 
to you for Round 1 of your work, but failed to actually submit it.  It would have repeated what 
individual members of our Board and other organizations, such as Public Interest Alberta 
[EBC-2016-17-174] and the Seniors’ Action and Liaison Team [EBC-2016-17-754], had said, 
and which you have respected: 

• Every vote should have nominally equal weight in determining who represents us in the 
Legislature.  Electoral boundary populations should not vary by more than ± 5%. 

• Current boundaries should be respected as much as possible, with adjustments for new 
ridings as required, except for those situations, such as Spruce Grove-St. Albert, where 
the constituency boundaries are not consistent with the interests of either community.  

• We do not support creation of “rurban” constituencies because doing so would dilute the 
interests of both urban and rural constituents. 

• Electoral boundaries should reflect the predominant characteristics of the 
community (urban, suburban, or rural) to ensure that MLAs can more effectively 
represent the needs and interests of their constituents. 

• MLAs with large geographic regions should have adequate resources to ensure 
reasonably local constituent access to their MLA. Those MLAs should have extra 
allotments (mileage, additional staffed offices, etc.) to account for the size of 
their constituency. 

 
First, we are content with the minor changes you have recommended for Sherwood Park itself; 
there is very little disruption to the population, community and physical area we currently have.  
We appreciate that you considered my personal wish that the entire defined urban area of the 
Park might be a single electoral district. 
 

“It is recommended that the small area remaining from the former Fort 
Saskatchewan-Vegreville electoral division be added to Sherwood Park and that the 
southern boundary of the electoral division be moved to align with the municipal 
boundary, all as shown in Map 77.  
The resulting population would be 45,951, 2% below the provincial average. The 
constituency would thus remain largely unchanged from its current form while 
capturing an “orphaned area” and producing a more logical southern boundary. 
The public request that the entire urban area of Sherwood Park be united into one 
electoral division is not possible given its high population.  
Populations of Interim Recommended Electoral Divisions : Sherwood Park 45,951; -
2% “ 1 

 
 
 
 

                                                      
1  Interim Report of the 2016/17 Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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PROPOSED SHERWOOD PARK 2017 
 

  
 
Note: There were no changes to the electoral division in the 2009/10 Electoral Boundaries 
Commission Final Report; there was a -2,5% population variance. 
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PROPOSED ED83 STRATHCONA SHERWOODPARK 2017 
 
It is recommended that the boundaries of this electoral division remain unchanged 
except to straighten out the northern boundary it shares with Sherwood Park 
constituency, as shown in Map 83. See discussion on Sherwood Park. This would result 
in a population of 47,843, or 2% above the provincial average. No submissions were 
received in relation to this constituency. 
Populations of Interim Recommended Electoral Divisions : Strathcona-Sherwood Park 
47,843 +2% 2 

 

  
Note, from the 2009/10 Electoral Boundaries Commission Final Report: The area of 
Strathcona County north of Trans Canada Yellowhead Highway 16 was transferred to the Fort 
Saskatchewan-Vegreville electoral division. There was a 7.16% population variance.  
  

                                                      
2   Interim Report of the 2016/17 Electoral Boundaries Commission 
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Strathcona County is a "specialized municipality" made up of the urban area of Sherwood Park 
and a large rural area of farms,  acreages and eight smaller hamlets. Most of our area - 87,502 
hectares – is designated agricultural; with another 9,000 hectares industrial, 2,000 commercial, 
and 18,542 residential. 3 
 
Governance is a single County Council, with a mayor, and elected Councillors from the 8 
County wards.  We are represented in the Alberta government by two provincial 
constituencies, Sherwood Park, composed of a large portion of the urban area of Sherwood 
Park, and Sherwood Park-Strathcona, a mix of the rural areas, the smaller hamlets, and the 
eastern portion of Sherwood Park [Clover Bar Road to Highway 21, between Wye Road and 
Highway 16]. 4 
 
In the 2016 Census, Strathcona County recorded a population of 98,044, a change of 6% from 
its 2011 population of 92,490. 70,618 residents live in the urban service area of Sherwood 
Park., and the remainder on farms and acreages and in eight smaller hamlets.5  Population 
increase has been mainly in urban Sherwood Park, but that growth will soon be constrained by 
its physical area. Future growth is being planned for new urban communities and subdivision 
development.  The Bremner “urban growth node” is being planned for 54,000 residents, with 
significant retail development, with other residential areas north of Highway 16 and west of 
Highway 21 planned for an additional 11,500 people. The county’s hamlets of Ardrossan, 
Josephburg and South Cooking Lake have been planned to accommodate an additional 5,000 
more residents. Colchester, south of Sherwood Park and Highway 628 [the Whitemud 
Extension], remains a possible development area.6  
 
The population itself Is representative of the Alberta population, with a similar age distribution 
between rural and urban areas, and, like the rest of Alberta, with a gradual aging. Rural 
residents are slightly older than those living in Sherwood Park, but this is likely to be readjusted 
with the planned population growth in currently rural areas.7   
 
We have learned that the Sherwood Park-Strathcona NDP Constituency Association is 
proposing to move the area bounded by Lakeland Drive, Highway 16, Sherwood Drive, and 
Clover Bar Road from Sherwood Park to Sherwood Park-Strathcona.  This would further 
decrease the Sherwood Park ED population below the existing -2% variance, and further 
increase the Sherwood Park-Strathcona population above the existing +2% variance. 
Sherwood Park-Strathcona is already facing a significant future increase when the various 
County development plans are implemented.  We do not agree with that proposal. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
3  2017 Facts and Stats brochure  
4  Strathcona County - Wikipedia, Statistics Canada 
5  Census Profile, 2016 Census Strathcona County, Specialized municipality [Census subdivision], 
Alberta and Alberta [Province] 
6  endorsed Bremner Growth Management Strategy; Bremner Survey Map 
7  2015 Municipal Census Report, Census Profile, 2016 Census Strathcona County, Specialized 
municipality [Census subdivision], Alberta and Alberta [Province] 
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Fort Saskatchewan-St. Paul, Vermilion-Lloydminster, and Stettler-Wainwright 
 
BEFORE8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
AFTER9 

 

 
 
                                                      
8 2009/10 Electoral Boundaries Commission – Maps (Appendix E) Download PDF (18.09 MB) 
9 http://abebc.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/PROPOSED ALBERTA 11X17.pdf  
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Re: Fort Saskatchewan-St. Paul, Vermilion-Lloydminster, and Stettler-Wainwright.  
  
We do have major concerns about the proposed changes to these neighbouring areas east of 
us.  We accept that changes were warranted, with the proviso that our colleagues in Fort 
Saskatchewan wouldn’t bet the family farm on your predictions for its population growth. 
 
It does appear that you have given thought to the issue of voter equality.  What is missing, we 
see, is a preference for the most compact possible physical area which will also respect voter 
equality and community interests.  
 
The Yellowhead Trail is a major east-west transportation route, but this does not make it a 
realistic regional or electoral district boundary.  It cuts through the middle of the Vegreville 
catchment area. The proposed riding includes the northern half of Vegreville’s natural trading 
area, while St. Paul is almost completely separated from its natural trading area. 
 
“The current Fort Saskatchewan-Vegreville constituency is about 5,000 kilometres squared 
[sic]. The proposed Fort Saskatchewan-St. Paul district would climb to almost 8,000 square 
kilometres.”10.  Although much of the additional area is almost empty of population, the 
proposed population would be 10 per cent above the provincial average. 
 
The City of Fort Saskatchewan makes up 49.9 per cent of the proposed new riding with 25,553 
of the 51,216-total population. Fort Saskatchewan grew by 3.9 per cent between April 2016 
and April 2017. This urban area of the proposed riding is one of Alberta’s high growth areas, 
expanding at almost three times the Alberta average rate of 1.4 per cent in the same period. It 
seems unwise, therefore, to make this new riding larger in population than average in 
anticipation of high growth elsewhere, as, should growth continue in Alberta, there is every 
reason to expect the new riding to grow at somewhat higher than the Alberta average rate, 
even with no growth in the riding outside Fort Saskatchewan. 
 
Predominant, defining community interests are usually occupation/trading, public service 
areas, and other community partnerships, including those defined by historical, cultural and 
social characteristics, and currently being defined again by municipal regionalization initiatives.    
 
We don’t believe that the narrow, 250 km-long rectangles represent community, municipal or 
regional interests and concerns as well as alternative geographic boundaries possible within 
the combined area of two or three of the districts now defined as Fort Saskatchewan-St. Paul, 
Vermilion-Lloydminster, and Stettler-Wainwright.   
 
We strongly support a reconsideration of these interim boundaries with particular attention to 
submissions from the persons and organizations affected as well as the premise that our votes 
should be as equal as possible. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Carol Wodak,  
Vice-President, Sherwood Park New Democrat Constituency Association 
                                                      
10  New electoral district proposed for Fort | Fort Saskatchewan Record Fort Saskatchewan may see provincial 
electoral district extended to Saskatchewan border Jun 8, 2017 
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communities in Southern Alberta, the recommendations in this report are very disappointing and 
we believe will weaken our voice on Provincial issues.  
 
Yours truly, 

 
 
 

Mayor Gordon Reynolds 
Vice Chairman,  
Mayors & Reeves of Southeast Alberta 
 
 

Southwest Alberta Southeast A berta 
Cardston County Town of Magrath City of Brooks 
City of Lethbridge Town of Milk River City of Medicine Hat 
County of Warner Town of Nanton County of 40 Mile 
ID 04 Waterton Lakes NP Town of Picture Butte County of Newell 
Lethbridge County Town of Pincher Creek Cypress County 
MD of Pincher Creek Town of Taber MD of Acadia 
MD of Ranchland Town of Vulcan Special Areas 
MD of Willowcreek Village of Barnwll Town of Bassano 
MD ofTaber Village of Barons Town of Bow Island 
Mun. of Crowsnest Pass Village of Carmangay Town of Hanna 
Town of Cardston Village of Coutts Town of Oyen 
Town of Coaldale Village of Glenwood Town of Redcliff 
Town of Coalhurst Village of Milo Village of Duchess 
Town of Fort Machleod Village of Nobleford Village of Empress 
Town of Granum Vulcan County Village of Foremost 
  Village of Rosemary 
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July 12, 2017 

Dear Electoral Boundaries Commission Members, 

Grande Prairie Urban Constituency 

At its meeting of July 10 Grande Prairie City Council passed the following motion: 

MOVED by Councillor Radbourne Council support the proposed fully-urban City of Grande Prairie 
constituency. - Carried 

We were pleased with the recommendation in your May 2017 interim report that Grande Prairie should 
have a completely urban constituency. This step is particularly important as Grande Prairie continues to 
be a growing mid-sized city; between 2007 and 2015, municipal census figures show the City’s 
population increased from 50,277 residents to 68,556. These residents deserve to have their voices 
given equal weight with those of residents living in other mid-sized cities which have long had urban 
constituencies.   

Grande Prairie Rural/Urban Constituency 

Also at its meeting of July 10 Grande Prairie City Council passed the following motion: 

MOVED by Councillor Radbourne Council support the balance of the City of Grande Prairie be 
reflected in a constituency as indicated in Map 1. – Carried.  

We do have a concern with the proposal in the interim report that would place neighbouring 
communities to the west of Grande Prairie – Wembley, Beaverlodge, the Horse Lake First Nation, and 
Hythe – in the Central Peace-Notley Riding. Instead, we would ask that you consider locating these 
municipalities within a Grande Prairie Rural/Urban riding that includes the balance of the City of Grande 
Prairie (see Map 1). 

These communities, and the rural County population, have significant geographic, economic and social 
ties to Grande Prairie. The layout proposed in Map 1 would be more closely aligned with existing 
partnerships and relationships within our region including inter-municipal arrangements such as the 
Grande Prairie Regional Emergency Partnership (GPREP) and the recently completed Joint Regional 
Recreation Master Plan in addition to many, many, other existing and potential future relationships.  

Our proposal also attempts to recognize the special status and the dilemma associated with the lower 
population of Central Peace-Notley constituency. We believe it is important that this special status be 
maintained and that Northern Alberta maintain adequate representation in the Legislature. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mayor -  City of Grande Prairie 
Bill Given
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Subject: FW: Edmonton-Mill Creek Electoral Boundaries Commission submission
Date: Tuesday, July 18, 2017 12:00:16 PM
Attachments: Edmonton-Mill Creek Electoral Boundaries July 16th Feedback Submission - Map Attachment.pdf

From: Denise Woollard 
Sent: Saturday, July 15, 2017 4:04 PM
To: Info - EBC
Subject: Edmonton-Mill Creek Electoral Boundaries Commission submission
 
Dear Members of the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission:

This is the submission of feedback on the proposed electoral boundaries, as outlined in the
May 2017 Interim Report to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly. Minister Christina Gray from
Edmonton-Mill Woods, Minister Marlin Schmidt of Edmonton-Gold Bar, MLA Rod Loyola of
Edmonton-Ellerslie, and I, MLA Denise Woollard of Edmonton-Mill Creek discussed and reviewed the
proposed electoral boundaries in our affected constituencies. Following this meeting, each of us
reached a consensus on a proposed redistricting of electoral boundaries that we believe to be better
suited for the constituencies of Edmonton South.  

 
Firstly, in regards to the re-naming of the proposed electoral boundary of new Edmonton-

Mill Woods East, I would propose that the name of the constituency remain Edmonton-Mill Creek.
This constituency will be referred to as Edmonton-Mill Creek hereafter, in the submission below.
 

I have summarized the alternative redistricted electoral boundary for Edmonton-Mill Creek
below:

Ø  Northern boundary is the Whitemud Drive from 50th street to City of Edmonton
boundary.

Ø  Western boundary runs south of Whitemud Drive NW and extends along 50th Street
NW, Mill Creek, and 34th St NW.

Ø  Southern and eastern boundaries are the Anthony Henday Freeway extending east
and north along the City of Edmonton border to the Sherwood Park Freeway.

The areas presently proposed to be designated to Edmonton-East—the area bound by

Whitemud Drive to the north, 17th street to the northwest, 34th street from the southwest, and the
Anthony Henday to the south—would be better suited for Edmonton-Mill Creek constituency. This
area includes the Tamarack neighbourhood and other emerging neighbourhoods that access
schools, recreation centres, community leagues and other amenities within the proposed
boundaries of Edmonton-Mill Creek. These neighbourhoods also share similar demographics with
the neighbouring communities in Edmonton-Mill Creek. Furthermore, it would be more convenient
and practical for the Member of Edmonton-Mill Creek, rather than Edmonton-East, to reach these
neighbourhoods.

 
I propose that the following areas be made part of Edmonton-Mill Woods:

Ø  The neighbourhood of Minchau, located east of 50th street, west of 46th street, and north of



34th avenue.

Ø  The neighbourhood of Weinlos, located west of Mill Wood Road East, east of 50th street,
south of 34th avenue and north of 23rd avenue.

Ø  The neighbourhood of Bisset located east of Mill Woods Road East, west of 34 street, south of
34 avenue and north of 23 avenue.

I propose that the following areas be made part of Edmonton-Ellerslie:

Ø   The neighbourhood of Daly Grove, located between Mill Woods Road East NW and 34th

Street NW, south of 23rd Avenue NW and north of 16A Avenue NW).

Attached is a map outlining the proposed amendments to be made to the electoral
boundaries the Edmonton-Mill Creek constituency.

 
Thank you for your consideration of our submission,
 
Denise Woollard
 

Denise Woollard
MLA Edmonton Mill Creek
 
5125 55 Avenue NW
Edmonton, AB T6T 1H2
Phone: 780.466.3737

 







 

 

Progressive Conservative Caucus – Reply to the EBC Interim Report 
 

The PC Caucus is pleased to receive the interim report of the Electoral Boundaries Commission. We 

understand that reviewing Alberta’s constituencies is a large and important undertaking, and we 

appreciate the work of the commission represented in this report. That work will help to ensure that 

Albertans have the best possible representation when electing future representatives to serve their 

constituents. 

 Although there is much in the interim report that our caucus supports, our reply is focused on areas 

where we believe there is room for improvement. We understand there is a balancing act that goes into 

making sure Albertans across regions and demographics are represented, but we do believe that there 

are some instances where the report does not adequately take into account the unique challenges faced 

by rural constituencies. We would like to commend Commissioner Day for setting out some of these 

concerns in her minority report, and would certainly encourage the Commission to find some way to 

incorporate Commissioner Day’s suggestions to lessen the impact on rural constituencies. 

Specifically, our caucus is concerned that constituencies have been redrawn so that many of the ridings 

in Edmonton and Calgary are at or below the average population, while new rural ridings are faced with 

populations exceeding the average. The new rural constituencies of Drayton Valley-Rocky Mountain 

House and Drumheller-Strathmore are now the most populous constituencies in the province, with 17 

and 16 percent over the provincial average respectively.    

The Electoral Boundaries Commission has stated that this is to account for the possibility of higher 

population growth in our major urban centres, but it will have an immediate and negative impact on the 

effective representation of Albertans outside Edmonton and Calgary. While it may be that the 

Commission is attempting to take into account the future effectiveness of the constituency, we do not 

believe that the response is proportionate to the need. In order to maintain the ability of Albertans 

outside Edmonton and Calgary to have their voices heard in government, we ask that the commission 

consider having the urban constituencies drawn so that they have a higher population than the average, 

while still remaining within the 25% variance. 

We contend that the desire for perfect population parity will damage parity of representation. As 

Commissioner Day notes on page 70 of the Interim Report: 

The increasing geographical size of some rural ridings has made it even more unmanageable for 

the MLAs to effectively represent their constituents as we heard repeatedly in our hearings. 

Conversely, in the densely populated urban divisions MLAs are more able to well represent their 

population even with a larger positive variance because of easier communication and travel 

logistics, shared responsibilities amongst neighboring MLAs, ease of access to other levels of 

government officials and the availability of other resources to meet the constituents’ needs. 

The increase in size for many of the redrawn rural constituencies will further strain an MLA’s ability to 

interact with their constituents. Where an MLA from Calgary or Edmonton could meet multiple groups 

and attend numerous events in their constituency within the span of a day, the same number of 

meetings and events result in significant travel time for a rural MLA, if it was in fact possible at all. While 

there is increased funding for rural MLAs to help compensate for these challenges, the MLA is a single 
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person and no amount of funding can substitute for the in-person presence of an elected 

representative. 

We ask that the Electoral Boundaries Commission reconsider the removal of rural constituencies in 

favour of more representatives for Calgary and Edmonton. In accordance with Commissioner Day’s 

minority report, we suggest that the Commission strive to preserve as many of the existing ridings as 

possible using the acceptable population variance. We believe that this could be accomplished without 

unduly disadvantaging either rural or urban ridings, balancing population parity with the need for 

effective representation. The PC Caucus considers itself responsive to the interests of all Albertans, 

regardless of region, and we encourage the Commission to ensure that all of those interests are fairly 

represented in the make-up of our government. 

Additionally, we are disappointed to see that not only was our suggestion to rename a constituency in 

honour of the late Manmeet Bhullar ignored, but that the constituency which he so ably served has 

been dissolved and renamed. While we believe the slight to be unintentional, it is a disservice to a man 

who gave so much back to his province. While we understand the reluctance of the commission to name 

more constituencies after politicians, we believe the unusual and tragic circumstances of Mr. Bhullar’s 

passing combined with his exemplary dedication to public service make him a worthy recipient of such 

an honour. We hope that the commission will take this into consideration in their final naming decisions. 

Once again, we would like to thank the commission for their hard work on behalf of Albertans, and we 

hope that you will give serious consideration to the concerns we have raised. 

 

On Behalf of the Progressive Conservative Association of Alberta Caucus 
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Submission to Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission  
Post 2017 Interim Report 2017 publication 

 
MLA Wes Taylor Battle River-Wainwright (BRW) Riding 

 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to forward a submission in response to 
the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 2017 Interim Report (IR). 
 
The majority of the current riding of BRW includes areas that are sparsely 
populated inter-dispersed with Towns ranging from a few hundred to 
Wainwright just in excess of 5000 souls. Despite the demographics, BRW 
makes a substantial and vital contribution to Alberta’s agricultural and 
energy markets. 
 
The Commission highlights, as it should, the importance of providing 
“effective representation”. The Commission’s primary function is to 
achieve effective representation via a process of analysis, deliberation 
and decision making.  
 
While the provincial average population, or quotient (Section 13, Part 2, 
of the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission Act – “the Act”) is a 
consideration its purpose is to act merely as a jump off point for debate.  
 
Clear indication of this is the facility provided by Section 15(1), the 25% 
variance rule. I quote the Commission’s own words (page 14): 
 
“Simply put, the Commission is required to undergo the analysis imposed 
in Part 2 of the Act, which sets out certain factors that the Commission 
must consider when setting boundaries; however, that list is not 
exclusive and the Commission is free to consider any other facts that 
assist in achieving the goal of effective representation.” 
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Therefore the quotient is to be adjusted, riding by riding, through the 
provisions in Section 14 of the Act; the “certain factors” referred to 
above. These are otherwise referred to as “countervailing factors” i.e. 
offset the effect of (something) by countering it with something of equal 
force (my italics).  
 
In addition it is not be unreasonable to expect to see detailed 
commentary relating to these factors when changes are proposed. 
Indeed Section 6(1) Part 1 of the Act stipulates that: 
 
 
“6(1) The Commission shall, after considering any representations to it 
and within 7 months of the date on which the Commission is 
appointed, submit to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly a report 
that shall set out the area, boundaries and names of the proposed 
electoral divisions and reasons for the proposed boundaries of the 
proposed electoral divisions”  
 
I italicize the last sentence as this clearly refers to consideration of 
Section 14’s “countervailing factors”. These factors allow for 
adjustment of the quotient - the quotient is not a “holy grail’, nor an 
immutable number. 
 
The vast distances between population centres in BRW create challenges 
that effect the ability of the MLA to attend events, meetings and other 
functions. These range from town council meetings, town halls, rodeos, 
centennials, graduation ceremonies, general school visits (all grades), 
historical societies, cattle auctions, hockey teams, and charitable events 
for and at hospitals, senior homes and emergency services locations. 
These challenges are amplified in the winter months when at times 
conditions can be prohibitive.  
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The proposed Stettler-Wainwright (S-W) riding would see a significant 
increase in the number of counties, MDs, Towns, Villages, School Boards, 
High Schools and Elementary Schools that the MLA must either 
represent, work with, and/or is requested to attend community and local 
authority events (e.g. council meetings, anniversaries, etc.) It would also 
mean increased involvement with energy based businesses either in 
regard to their proposed expansions/downsizing, or their community 
support activities. 
 
The proposed (S-W) riding would present a more disrupted 
topographical scene than is currently the case. There is some illogicality 
around the inclusion/exclusion of certain roads (and/or parts thereof). 
 
Exacerbating the issue of the number of boards and councils is the vast 
distances required to travel to and from the locations in question. The 
proposed S-W riding is now in area some (my estimate) 25% larger than 
its predecessor. I argued at the public hearing in Wainwright that this 
was at the capacity one could provide effective representation to. The 
distance between the two largest conurbations, Stettler and Wainwright, 
is almost 200kms, a return drive of over 4hrs. 
 
 
With a population of 50,607 (8% above the quotient) and no town larger 
than 6000 the S-W riding is, notwithstanding the invention of the internal 
combustion engine or the (entirely unrealistic) provision of a driver, 
simply too large an area for one person to provide effective 
representation. 
 
Modern communication tools can ameliorate these issues to some 
degree however, people have an innate preference to see other people 
in person. Electronic solutions are, frankly, no substitute. Witness the 
Commission’s own remit to have both pre and post report public 
meetings; there are deep psychological reasons for this instruction. 
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The current population of BRW riding is 39,037 (2016 census). Though 
under the provincial average, this is still more than recorded by the 
previous census and, crucially, is within the prescribed variance of +/- 
25%.  
 
The Commission’s mandated consideration of sparsity of population 
must reasonably be applied to BRW and there has to be clear and stated 
reasons for changing the riding boundaries. I see no reasons stated, 
other than population which, as I have just identified, has increased. 
 
Significant change to BRW and other rural ridings carried out to solve a 
perceived issue elsewhere in the province is not the something the 
Commission should be considering without exhausting all other options 
first. I use the word perceived as the Commission’s rationale is not 
supported by its own ‘population average measure test’ in both Calgary 
and Edmonton. 
 
The proposed changes to the BRW riding will affect the local political and 
administrative stability of the riding. More importantly it will most 
certainly have an effect on achieving the ultimate goal of effective 
representation as guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. 
 
In support I include letters and emails I have received from some local 
authorities which reflect the opinion expressed here. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter and your commitment to 
the democratic process in the province of Alberta.  
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July 17, 2017  
Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission  
Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway NW Edmonton, AB T5G 2Y5  
 
To Hon. Myra Bielby, Chair:  
 
RE: County of Grande Prairie No 1. Written Submission to accompany the 
County’s presentation for the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission May 2017 
Interim Report Public Hearing 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
On behalf of the County of Grande Prairie No.1, we respectfully submit this response to 
the Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission May 2017 Interim Report. The County 
sincerely respects the complexity of the Commission’s task in its work to establish 
boundaries that allow for the voices of all Albertan’s to be fairly and equitably 
represented. In our review of the Commission’s recommendations, the County 
considered an approach that would both provide effective representation for Albertans 
as a whole and provide for the preservation of our democratic principles.  
 
 
COUNTY POSITION  
 
The Commission has aimed for equal representation through population equity, and has 
established recommended electoral boundaries with this goal in mind. However, the 
County maintains that when setting electoral boundaries, more than just population must 
be considered. Effective representation involves many factors; equalizing population is 
just one. The creation of electoral boundaries must take into account the economic, 
social and cultural interests of an area, the natural geography, weather, transportation 
networks, communication linkages and reasonable access to the MLA.  
 
Under the Commission’s recommendations, a new urban division of Grande Prairie 
would include only City of Grande Prairie residents, with a section of the City becoming 
part of a new rural-urban Grande Prairie-Smoky division. The northwest section of the 
County would become part of Central Peace-Notley.  
 
The County’s primary concern with these electoral boundaries is that these divisions 
group our northwestern Alberta communities together in ways that do not properly reflect 
our communities and the natural boundaries between us. There are a multitude of 
mutual issues and interests shared by communities along the corridor that encompass 
northwest County communities and Grande Prairie-Smoky communities to the east.  
 
Section 3 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, as well as the Supreme 
Court decision on the topic of Electoral Boundaries (Sask) (1991), states that effective 
representation takes into account “factors like geography, community history, community 
interest and minority representation . . . .” (page 12, Interim Report) 
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COUNTY PREFERRED OPTION – MAINTAIN THE STATUS QUO 
 
With this in mind, the County’s preferred option is to maintain the status quo – an option 
also supported by many of our neighbours. Our region, under the current electoral  
boundaries of Grande Prairie-Wapiti and Grande Prairie-Smoky, has been very effective 
at developing partnerships that promote shared goals between our municipalities, while 
supporting each municipality’s autonomy and perspectives. This is a formula that has 
proven to be very successful. It can be measured by our region’s strong economy – one 
of the most robust and fastest growing in the nation – an unemployment rate that sits 
below the national and provincial average, and our competitiveness on a global scale.  
 
Two MLAs working on behalf our region (where Alberta’s primary industries are located), 
both representing an urban and rural voice, have been key to our success and our ability 
to optimize our region’s assets. As many residents live in rural areas and work in urban 
areas, or vice versa, they have shared rural and urban concerns; under the current 
divisions, the breadth of their priorities can be represented by both MLAs. These 
priorities include regional health care, education, transportation and highway 
improvements, municipal sustainability funding, policing, resource issues affecting 
agriculture, forestry, oil and gas, and FireSmart work addressing Mountain Pine beetle to 
name only a few.  
 
We believe that increasing the size of Grande Prairie-Smoky and taking in more 
communities will make it very difficult to achieve proper and fair representation in this 
rural area. Extensive travel would significantly add to the workload of one MLA, and 
make it increasingly difficult for rural constituents’ voices to be heard and fairly 
represented.  

The City and County populations continue to see an above average growth rate, 
increasing at 13.5 percent and 13.1 percent respectively. It is expected that this high 
growth will continue in both municipalities; as such, the population increase will be 
balanced between the two divisions.  

Under this proposed recommendation, Central Peace-Notley would remain below the 
provincial average population and maintain its special status.   
 

ALTERNATIVE OPTION 

While the County’s preference is to maintain the status quo, should this not be an option 
for the Commission, the County presents an alternative. This option recommends the 
creation of an urban Grande Prairie division that includes all of the City of Grande 
Prairie, and a Grande Prairie-Smoky division that includes all of the current rural-small 
urban Grande Prairie-Smoky as well as rural-small urban Grande Prairie-Wapiti. 
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TOWN OF COCHRANE 
101 RancheHouse Rd. 
Cochrane, AB   T4C 2K8 
P: 403-851-2500   F: 403-932-6032 
www.cochrane.ca  

 
 
 

July 14, 2017 
 

Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 
Suite 100, 11510 Kingsway NW 
Edmonton AB T5G 2Y5 
 
Submitted Via Email: info@ABebc.ca 
 
Re:  Written Submission to May 2017 Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission  
  Interim Report  ~ Amendments to Proposed Airdrie-Cochrane Riding 
 
 
At their July 10, 2017 Council meeting, Council for the Town of Cochrane unanimously 
resolved to submit feedback to the Electoral Boundaries Commission as follows: 
 

that Council direct Administration to submit feedback to the Electoral Boundaries 
Commission, requesting revisions to the proposed boundary adjustments which 
would create a Cochrane riding that encompasses Cochrane, Airdrie Rural 
(East), a portion of Rocky View County Wards 6 and 9, as well as Wards 7 and 
8, as presented. 

 
This document is being submitted in conjunction with the submission from the City of 
Airdrie for consideration of an alternate Electoral Boundary for the Cochrane and Airdrie 
electoral area. 
 
The Town of Cochrane has reviewed the 2016-17 Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission 
Interim Report to the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta, dated May 2017 and 
recognizes that boundary adjustments are inevitable with a Province experiencing 14% 
growth since the last electoral riding review. We also note that Cochrane alone has had the 
privilege of being a significant contributor to those provincial growth numbers with a 
population increase of 49% since the 2011 Federal Census. 
 
Understanding that the Commission recommendations are based upon many factors, 
including the 2016-2017 population established at 46,698, the proposed Cochrane-Airdrie 
riding would contain two of the fastest growing areas of the province and at its inception, 
would be 6% over that target.  
 
The Commissions interim report identified that the creation of this constituency “arises from 
the requirement to divide the city of Airdrie” and goes on to acknowledge “that a single 
MLA could not effectively represent this area, a blended constituency containing not just a 
portion of a city but also a town of significant size”. 
 
Cochrane firmly believes the above statement to be true and will prove to be an increasing 
challenge given the rate of population growth both in our community and the City of 
Airdrie. Further, Cochrane is concerned that the issues and priorities of Town residents, will 
be overshadowed by the City of Airdrie initiatives and dual MLA representation. 
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TOWN OF COCHRANE 
101 RancheHouse Rd. 
Cochrane, AB   T4C 2K8 
P: 403-851-2500   F: 403-932-6032 
www.cochrane.ca  

 
 
It is therefore recommended that the Commission propose an alternate boundary alignment 
creating a Cochrane-RVC West riding (map attached). 
 
As proposed, this riding would divide the geographical area population as follows: 

• Cochrane-Rocky View County West – 41,662 
• Airdrie West – 46,923 
• Airdrie East-Rocky View East-Chestermere – 45,911 

 
Resulting in an even distribution of the area’s population of 31%, 35% and 34% 
respectively, while providing effective representation for all constituents. 
 
The significant growth in our Province and being experienced directly by Cochrane residents 
comes with many pressures, inclusive of the need to work collaboratively at all levels of 
government for the benefit of all citizens. The Town of Cochrane believes it is imperative to 
ensure adequate representation now and into the future as this region will continue to 
grow. 
 
The Town of Cochrane respectfully requests the Alberta Electoral Boundary Commission 
amend its recommendation to support the creation of the Cochrane-Rocky View County 
West, Airdrie-West and Airdrie East-Rocky View East-Chestermere ridings, as identified in 
the attached map. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Stacey Loe, Senior Manager, Legislative and Government Services 
Town of Cochrane 
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Submission to the  
Electoral Boundary Commission  

from Derek Fildebrandt 
 

Issues with the EBC’s Majority Report in South-Eastern Alberta 
Overview 

• As proposed by the Electoral Boundaries Commission (EBC), already large constituencies will 
become massive, far-flung constituencies.  

• Some of these constituencies are not ‘natural,’ with disparate interests. 
• Some of these constituencies are hugely overpopulated (Drumheller-Strathmore, 16% over), 

while others are underpopulated (Taber-Vulcan).  

Drumheller-Strathmore 

• The EBC’s proposed constituency of Drumheller-Strathmore (D-S) is 16% over population, or 
7,500 people more than the average.  

o According to the 2011 census, 7500 people is the equivalent of having a town the size of 
Coaldale, Banff, Innisfail, Drayton Valley or Drumheller added to a constituency.  

o It is highly unusual for large, rural constituencies to be over populated. The +/- 25% 
variance accorded to the EBC is normally used to ensure that large rural constituencies 
are not too large geographically, and the communities composing them do not have 
interests too disparate from one another.  

o D-S is not a ‘natural’ constituency. 
 Strathmore is culturally both a small prairie town, and a suburban commuter 

town, as a part of the Calgary Regional Partnership.  
 Drumheller is a small Badlands community, largely independent of any other 

large metropolitan influence. 
 Hanna, Acadia, the Special Areas and other rural county areas have little in 

common with Strathmore, the largest single population centre of the proposed 
D-S.  

 There are a total of 38 municipalities in the proposed constituency. 
• 6 towns  
• 14 villages 
• 10 unincorporated communities 
• 5 counties and special areas 
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• There are approximately 971 elected officials that the MLA would have 
to know and work with.  

 County lines are not kept in tact. 
• An area of northern Vulcan County is added to D-S, alienating those 

people from the MLA representing the vast majority of that county.  
• Stettler County is divided.  

 Siksika Nation could naturally be a part of the current constituencies of 
Strathmore-Brooks (S-B) or Little Bow (LB), or the EBC’s proposed D-S or Taber-
Vulcan (T-V).  

• With the current S-B and proposed D-S already overpopulated, it is 
advisable that Sikika Nation be a part of the currently underpopulated 
LB or proposed underpopulated T-V.  
 

Brooks-Cypress 

• Newell County is arbitrarily divided, with a section south of Brooks taken from the current S-B 
and moved to T-V, alienating those people from the MLA representing the vast majority of that 
county.  

• Brooks could naturally be joined to either Strathmore or Cypress County.   

 

Proposal for a More Effective Redistribution of South-Eastern Alberta 
Overview 

• Equalize the populations of the proposed, large south-eastern constituencies.  
o Currently there is a variance of up to +16% (D-S) down to -11% (T-V).  

• Where possible, restore municipal county boundaries. 
• Ensure that as much as possible, the communities have common interests.  

Maintain Strathmore-Brooks (S-B) 

• S-B is a natural constituency.  
o Both Strathmore and Brooks are of nearly equal size.  
o Both Wheatland and Newell counties, with their inlaid smaller municipalities, are of 

nearly equal size.  
o Both ends of the constituencies are connected by a major and obvious transportation 

and trade corridor, the TransCanada Highway.  
o Both the northern and southern boundaries of the constituency have natural barriers; 

the Bow River in the South and the Red Deer River in the North.  
o The municipalities in S-B are entirely intact, encompassing all of both Wheatland and 

Newell counties with their inlaid communities.  

                                                           
1 42 in towns, 42 in villages and 13 in Siksika  
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• The population in S-B is the only current south-eastern rural constituency that is close to the 
average provincial population (+/-2%).  

o With strong population growth in Strathmore and western Wheatland County, the 
population of S-B should not vary significantly from the provincial average before the 
next EBC.  
 Strathmore is expected to grow by 7% over the next 5 years.2 

• Under the proposed boundaries, southern Newell County will be separated from Brooks and the 
rest of Newell County, substantially impacting effective representation in the area. 

• Return the southern portion of Newell County given to T-V back to S-B.  
o The MLA for T-V would have to know the Newell Council and be familiarized with Newell 

regional issues for only a few hundred constituents. 
 Likewise, the MLA for D-S or S-B would have to know the Vulcan County Council 

and be familiarized with Vulcan regional issues for only a few hundred 
constituents. 

Constitute Drumheller-Cypress (D-C) 

• D-C is a more natural constituency than D-S. 
o The eastern parts (Special Areas, Acadia) of the proposed D-S have more shared 

interests with Cypress County than with Strathmore, Wheatland County, Vulcan County 
and Siksika Nation.  

o D-C is entirely within the Eastern Alberta Trade Corridor. 
o D-C is a more congruent constituency than D-S, with the mushroom-shaped D-S.  

• D-C would be +10 over the average provincial population, contrasted with the extremely 
overpopulated D-S at +16%.  

o While still overpopulated, it is not as unreasonably so. 
• The geographic size of D-C would be approximatly the same size as when it was Drumheller-

Stettler 

Modify Proposed Taber-Vulcan (T-V) 

• As proposed by the EBC, T-V is massive and so any changes should not significantly add to its 
size. 

• As proposed by the EBC, T-V would be -11% underpopulated, while it would be -2% under this 
proposal.  

o This would not materially affect the geographic size of T-V. 
• Return northern Vulcan County to its current LB or proposed T-V.  

o Northern Vulcan County is currently detached from the rest of Vulcan County. 
o This proposal keeps the municipality together, opposed to the EBC proposal which 

keeps T-V under-populated at the expense of an overpopulated S-B/D-S.  
• Return Siksika Nation to its current LB or proposed T-V. 

o Siksika Nation could naturally be joined to either LB/T-V or S-B/D-S, however it has 
traditionally been a part of LB.  

                                                           
2 http://www.strathmore.ca/include/get.php?nodeid=1113 
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o As it straddles both banks of the Bow River, there is no natural boundary for it to be 
associated with either constituency over the other.  

o With S-B/D-S overpopulated, it is logical that it should be joined to underpopulated 
LB/T-V.  
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Submission to Alberta Electoral Boundaries Commission  

Post the 2017 Interim Report  
 

Lee Cooper - Resident of Wainwright Alberta. 
By email to :info@abebc.ca] 

 
I am grateful for the opportunity under the Act to make this submission 
to the Commission. In doing so I am hoping to alert the Commission to 
the potential disservice their current proposal will do to rural ridings and, 
more importantly, to the principle of effective representation. 
 
I believe that the current Interim Report proposals leaves the 
Commission open to a legal challenge. This challenge would take the 
form of a reverse Electoral Boundaries (Sask) (1991) 2 S.C.R 158 scenario. 
 
Commission Options and Choice. 
 
The Commission appears to be between the Scylla and Charybdis of 
these 2 options: 
 
1. Reconfiguration of all 87 ridings to accommodate the population 
increase.  
 
2. Reconfiguration of urban ridings to accommodate the population 
increase.  
 
It is important to note that while the vast majority of the population 
increase has occurred in urban areas it is by no means exclusive to urban 
areas. 
 
Option 1 is the path outlined by the Commission in their Interim Report 
(IR). 
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Commission Rationale for Option 1 – The Process 
 
The Commission examined Alberta as three separate entities; namely 
Edmonton, Calgary and Areas outside Calgary and Edmonton (Rest of 
Alberta).  
 
For both Calgary and Edmonton they took the total population and 
divided this by the average population (46,679) to ascertain the number 
of ridings that they believed ought to be allocated.  
 
The Commission refers to this as the “process”. See calculations below: 
 
(all population figures taken from IR 2017 http://abebc.ca/about/stats/) 

 
The process informed the Commission majority that Edmonton required 
1 more riding, an increase to 20.  
 
In Calgary the Commission’s process informed them that 1.5 was 
required, an increase from 25 to 26 (or 27) ridings. 
 
For reasons which are unclear, the Commission did not apply their 
process in precisely the same fashion when dealing with the Rest of 
Alberta.  
 
For consistency of comparison I have applied it for them here below, in 
two forms;  
 

A. Using the current all-inclusive total  
 

and 

EBC-2016-17-2-610 



 
B.  Using a reduced population number, achieved by removing the 
populations of the 15(2) areas and Fort McMurray-Conklin (the 
Commission agrees that this is a unique case see page 31 of the IR 
2017). This is the more equitable comparison as these are ‘outliers’. 

 
A. 1938073 divided by average population 46697 = 41.5 ridings 

 
B. 1841672 divided by average population 46697 = 39.4 ridings – half 

a riding below the existing 40 which cater for this population. 
 
The chosen process, exclusively population driven and carried out in this 
particular format, is not what the Redistribution Rules require of the 
Commission. To begin, population is only a start point for further analysis 
it is not the primary factor and it is not inviolable. 
 
This chosen process “frames the question” in a manner which has a 
seductive and simple appeal, but is flawed. This process simply serves 
the Commission majority’s selected aim of “minimal deviation from the 
average number” (page 67 of IR 2017).  
 
This aim is however, not an explicit requirement of the Act. Indeed the 
rules in Sections 14 and 15(1) render greater implicit legitimacy to the 
notion that  “minimal deviation from the average number” is not to be 
the aim of this, or any, Commission. As Commissioner Day states: 
 
The critical (my italics) provision in the Act to ensure that effective representation 
is granted to all Albertans is the use of variances” 
 
(page 69 IR 2017 -Commissioner Day minority opinion)  
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A recalculation using the Commission’s stated population figures and 
applying, appropriately, rule 15(1) percentage metric as a guide, looks 
like this:  
 
 
Calgary 
 
Total population 1,239,185 divided by 25 existing ridings = 49,567 
 
Using 15(1) metric this equates to 6.1% above provincial average. 
 
6.1% is well within the 15(1) variance. 
 
I am uncertain why any further action, other than reconfiguring Calgary’s 
25 existing ridings, is required.  
 
However, the Commission proposes adding a riding, giving this 
calculation 
 
Total population 1,239,185 divided by 26 = 47,660 
 
Using 15(1) metric this equates to 0.02 above provincial average. 
 
Edmonton 
 
Total population 933,128 divided by 19 existing ridings = 49,112. 
 
Using 15(1) metric this equates to 5.1% above provincial average. 
 
5.1% is well within the 15(1) variance. 
 
I am uncertain why any further action, other than reconfiguring 
Edmonton’s 19 existing ridings is required.  
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However the Commission proposes adding a riding, giving this 
calculation 
 
Total population 933,128 divided by 20 = 46,627 
Using 15(1) metric this equates to 0.15% below provincial average. 
 
Rest of Alberta 
 
For the purpose of this current round of deliberations I suggest Lesser 
Slave Lake, Dunvegan-Central Peace-Notley and Fort McMurray-Conklin 
are treated separately when considering the average population of rural 
ridings. The first two are 15(2) areas and Fort McMurray-Conklin is 
acknowledged by the Commission (page 31), in similar fashion to the 
15(2) areas, as ‘outliers’. 
 
Total population 1,841,672 divided by 40 = 46,042 
 
Using 15(1) metric this equates to 1.4% below provincial average. 
  
Summary 
 
By applying Sections 13 and 15(1) of the Act to the population in the 
three discrete areas (as identified by the Commission) we see that the 
only exercise that is required is the redistribution of populations within 
those three discrete areas.  
 
This enables the end result to be better aligned with the law and avoids 
unnecessary conflict arising via an urban v rural divide debate. 
 
Analysis and Critique of Commission majority’s proposals 
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The above calculations demonstrate that the Commission fails to justify 
its proposals both when framing the question in a way not laid out by the 
Act and when Section 15(1) rule is applied appropriately. 
 
This section now considers aspects of failure specific to the Act in respect 
of Section 14 and in regard to the primary principle of “effective 
representation”. 
 
By selecting Option 1 the Commission majority is suggesting that it is 
proper for all province ridings to be included in absorbing the, mainly 
urban, 765,037 population increase. I disagree. 
 
My argument is based first on the primary principle of “effective 
representation” over the improperly named or, at the very least, poorly 
defined term “voter parity”.  
 
Secondly I would like the requirement to treat ridings uniquely through 
the application of “countervailing factors’ (referred to as “other 
considerations” by the Commission) to be fully upheld. In the 
Commission’s proposal my contention is that this is not the case. 
 
I’m pleased to see that the Commission agrees in spirit, if not in practice, 
with me. See the statement quoted below: 
 
“… if absolute voter parity in each electoral division were achieved, the population in each 
division would be 46,697. Absolute voter parity is relevant because it is the place where the 
Commission began its analysis of the boundaries of each electoral division before beginning to 
apply other considerations, (my italics) as mandated by the Act.”  
 
(page 12 IR 2017) 

 
However, contrast that statement to these two insights from 
Commissioner Gwen Day in her minority dissenting submission:  
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1. ”We began the work with the priority of voter parity carrying the most weight, which of course 
led to the desire to have a minimal deviation from the average number of 46,697 people per 
constituency”. 
 
 
2. “In spite of the provision for up to 25% +/- variances, a priority by the Commission was set to 
achieve the lowest variances possible, particularly in Edmonton and to some extent in Calgary, 
thereby justifying an additional riding in both cities”  
 
(page 70, 2017 IR). 

 
now consider these two statements by the Commission majority: 
 
1. “The majority is pleased that the proposed recommendation would result in 57 of Alberta’s 87 
electoral divisions having a population within 5% of the provincial average, or 61% of the total” 
 
(page 64 2017 IR) 

 
2. “Alberta is no longer rural” 

 
(page 16 IR 2017) 

 
The second statement has all the charm of the late Jim Prentice’s “look 
in the mirror” comment. 
 
The Commission compound this provocative, and meritless, statement 
with this paragraph and the opinion contained therein: 
 
While consideration of “common community interests” is such a factor, most current electoral divisions 
outside of Edmonton and Calgary do not contain a single common community in total, or individually… 
Some are primarily agricultural in focus, but others have an oil and gas or forestry or mining focus, or some 
combination of all these factors. As a result, the majority could not conclude that those Albertans living 
outside of Edmonton or Calgary share a common community of interest for that reason alone or that each of 
these 43 constituencies currently share a common community of interest one with the other. 
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This temerity of this comment is breathtaking. In any independent 
quantitative survey of a rural town hamlet or village regarding ties of 
consanguinity, work ties, school ties, church ties, 4H ties, who knows 
their neighbor, who has these same connections with the conurbation s 
North, South, East and West of them and compared this with a similar 
independent study in either Edmonton or Calgary the results would 
demonstrate the absolute nonsense of this paragraph. 
 
I believe a retraction of this paragraph is in order.  
 
By linking all the statements together it becomes clear that the 
commission majority believe that absolute voter parity is the priority. In 
addition, and quite arbitrarily, they set 5% as the optimum variance.  
 
It is noted that 19/20 ridings in Edmonton made that cut.  Indeed none 
are higher than +4%, while the lowest is at -8. The mean is precisely 0%.  
 
In Calgary, by contrast, only 6 of the 26 ridings are at  +/- 5%, despite the 
overall percentage by overall population being 6%.  
 
The Rest of Alberta, having been denuded in service of the process, has 
21/41 within the +/-5%. The variances in the remaining ridings are quite 
stark ranging from +17% to -15% (I have omitted the 2 x 15(2) areas and 
Fort McMurray-Conklin replacement). 
 
In doing so the Commission has adopted the Egalitarian* approach 
toward redistribution. I wish to highlight that this perspective was 
rejected by the Supreme Court in their Electoral Boundaries (Sask) (1991) 
2 S.C.R 158 decision. That decision provides the framework for 
the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act at Part 2 (Redistribution Rules). 
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*(a useful term used in this review of the Sask (1991) case; http://lawjournal.mcgill.ca/userfiles/other/1448357-
39.1.Johnson.pdf. Contrast this with Pluralistic) 

 
 
 
1. Legal 
 
(i) Effective Representation 
 
It is worth bearing in mind this explanation of the goal of redistribution 
as contained on an Elections Canada website: 
 
“The right to vote under Sect 3 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms guaranteed the 
right to “effective representation” The goal of redistribution is the constitutional right of effective 
representation” (my italics). 
 
http://www.elections.ca/content.aspx?section=res&dir=rep/off/recom redis&document=ch2&lang=e 

 
and, for assistance, this summary by the 2009/10 Commission on what 
effective representation is: 
 
In summary, the principles of effective representation were, to the 2009/10 Commission, as 
follows: 
 

1. Relative parity of voting power.   
2. The tradition in Canada is “effective representation,” not absolute parity as in the U.S.   
3. The process of achieving effective representation may involve diluting the political force 

of some votes but not unduly and not without reason.   
4. The balancing of these interests is a delicate one, which involves an examination in depth 

of the social history, geography and demography of communities in every sense of the 
word.    

 
(page 3 IR 2009/10) 

 
Key here are the statements at 2 and 4. The 2009/10 Commission 
themselves give clear indication that the exercise is not one purely of 
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mathematics. Indeed, while cognisant of the mathematical average 
population ‘jump off point’, they appear to have run the “countervailing 
rules” over all ridings, urban and rural.  
 
This is the pluralistic* approach toward redistribution. It should be 
recognised that this perspective was confirmed by the Supreme Court by 
their Electoral Boundaries (Sask) (1991) 2 S.C.R 158 decision which 
provides the framework for the Electoral Boundaries Commission Act at 
Part 2 (Redistribution Rules)  
(*http://lawjournal.mcgill.ca/userfiles/other/1448357-39.1.Johnson.pdf. 

 
Further evidence for this pluralistic approach is in the options the 
2009/10 Commission considered.  Despite a similar urban population 
increase bias the rural (Rest of Alberta) ridings were considered either 
for addition of one riding or for no change: 
 
In summary, three general options were considered by the Commission: 
 
Option 1 – increase Calgary by 2 additional divisions, Edmonton by 1, Rest of Alberta by 1  
Option 2 – increase Calgary by 2 additional divisions, Edmonton by 2, Rest of Alberta no change  
Option 3 – increase Calgary by 3 additional Divisions, Edmonton by 1, Rest of Alberta no change  

 
The importance of the No Change aspect is that, despite recognizing the 
need to increase ridings in the urban areas due to population increases, 
they saw no need to re-examine the rural ridings. My sense is that they 
considered the integrity of those ridings to be sound having (i) not seen 
a fall in overall population and (ii) there being no change to the 
countervailing factors - as is the position currently. 
 
Ultimately the 2009/10 Commission favoured and proposed Option 1, 
which was adopted. 
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In reality this was unavoidable because the population increase in Fort 
McMurray had taken it beyond the +25% variance allowed by Section 
15(1) of the Redistribution Rules. 
 
(ii) Voter Parity 
 
In response to the Commissions comment re absolute voter parity 
relevancy I would offer this observation made by Justice McLachlin in 
the Electoral Boundaries (Sask) (1991) 2 S.C.R 158 decision: 
 
"First, absolute parity is impossible. It is impossible to draw boundary lines which guarantee 
exactly the same number of voters in each district. Voters die, voters move. Even with the aid of 
frequent censuses, voter parity is impossible.” 

 
So, while absolute voter parity has an intuitive appeal - one person, one 
vote (OPOV) - it is no more than a numerical start point. Incidentally 
nowhere in the Redistribution Rules is the concept of voter parity even 
mentioned. Further, population and voter (parity) numbers are two 
entirely different measures. More on this later. 
 
The real problem however, comes with the Commission majority’s desire 
to achieve minimal deviance and their arbitrary 5% target.  
 
In Dixon v. British Columbia (A.G.) the permitted variance from absolute 
voter parity was set at 25% +/-. This number is embedded in the Electoral 
Boundaries Commission Act at Part 2 (Redistribution Rules) Section 15 
(1). 
 
Unsubstantiated Incursion on Areas outside of Calgary and Edmonton 
based on Population numbers 
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For this section, as indicated before, I would like to exclude the 15(2) 
ridings and Fort McMurray-Conklin which the Commission recognizes as 
unique currently. 
 
Of the remaining 40 rural ridings only two, Drumheller-Stettler (-1284) 
and Lac la Biche-St Paul-Two Hills (-1823) have seen a fall in population.  
Overall the Rest of Alberta ridings have grown in number.  
 
This suggests, to paraphrase Twain, that the reported death of rural 
Alberta is greatly exaggerated.  
 
Rural Alberta is growing - simply not at the pace of urban areas. None 
should be surprised about this. 
 
With an almost universal increase in each existing rural riding’s rural 
populations, and those populations still being comfortably within the 
25% variance under 15(1), where is the legal or moral justification for 
redistributing/reducing the number of rural ridings? 
 
The Commission majority’s arbitrary 5% target may have some appeal to 
those who believe that equality of outcome is all. Yet this is scant 
legitimacy, if legitimacy at all. Indeed if the rural ridings are viewed 
through the lens of the countervailing factors which by law enable them 
to be above or below the average - and there is no evidence to support 
otherwise - then there is no legitimacy in the equal outcome philosophy 
whatsoever.  
 
Few Section 14 reasons for change are articulated in the IR Section 
entitled “Recommendations for Boundary Changes”. The one constant 
refrain in almost all ridings (page 35-63) runs thus, either:  
 
“this variance can be supported as this is an area where future population growth is likely to fall” 
(page 36 Bonnyville-Cold Lake) 
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or 
 
“this degree of negative variance from the provincial average is justified because this electoral 
division contains areas of future high growth” (page 44 Calgary-South East) 
 
While the Commission may, under Section 14, take into consideration 
any factors it considers appropriate there is no data published in the IR 
to support the contentions made in respect of population increases 
and/or decreases.  
 
Without such data to underpin these comments they merely educated 
musings. Only time will tell if they are right or wrong.  
 
Yet these population prognostications are not something the 
Commission are explicitly mandated to involve themselves in, something 
they themselves acknowledge: 
 
“The Commission agree that, while not expressly listed in the Act, it would be proper to consider 
other factors in the design of electoral division boundaries, including, projected growth rates…” 
 
(page 15 IR 2107) 

 
Notwithstanding the clause inserted by the Commission to justify 
attention to population rates I am perturbed when, in the riding by riding 
Recommendations (page 35-63), consideration of this selected factor is 
overwhelmingly the sole justification offered for boundary changes.   
 
I believe investing too much in population projections is both not in the 
spirit of the Act and, irrespective of its legality, unsound. My  
understanding is that the function of each  Commission is to reset the 
electoral map based on the activity occurring between Commissions. It 
is not to try and solve issues which may face the next Commission. 
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It is important to remember the Law: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Act directs the Commission to divide the province into 87 electoral divisions, with a 
population within 25% of the provincial average, in a way that will ensure effective 
representation for Albertans. 
 
(page 1 IR 2009/10) 

 
No mention of voter parity primacy is made, nor is there a direction to 
get numbers close to or near the average population found anywhere in 
the Act. For those who argue this is implicit I might agree – but I would 
not agree that the Commission can make changes to achieve these goals 
for the next Commission. 
 
 
The Voter Parity Canard. How it is used to justify the Commissions 
Egalitarian proposals 
 
During my initial reading of IR 2017 I was confused by the phrase ‘voter 
parity’. I find I am in good company.  
 
SCOTUS in its Evenwel v Abbott (2016) decision, upheld the voter parity 
by population principle. However as this review explains, 
http://www.heritage.org/courts/report/evenwel-v-abbott-what-does-one-person-one-vote-
really-mean, this is due to the recent history of the US, in particular, 
precedents set in civil rights cases.  
 
So officially, in the US, voter parity doesn’t have anything to do with 
actual voters. Alberta is however, not subject to US law. Her, while 
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population is a jumping off point, it is, as I have oft repeated in this 
submission, not the sole arbiter of riding size. Population variance is 
allowed.  
 
Section 14’s countervailing factors are there to provide recalibration of 
any inequity brought about by an anodyne numbers calculation. The 
ultimate aim is to produce “effective representation”. 
 
In my opinion using the phrase voter parity to describe the exercise of 
dividing up populations confers upon it a legitimacy that is, at best, 
tenuous.  
 
When an election takes place pollsters do not ask the population who 
they will vote for, they only ask voters. Note, when selecting 
Commissioners to carry out a redistribution exercise the post is not open 
to the population at large: 
 
Commissioners must be:  
 
“Persons appointed under subsection (1) must be Canadian citizens, 
residents of Alberta and at least 18 years of age” 
 
(page 1 Electoral Boundaries Commission Act) 
 
Not all the population can fulfill these requirements - but all voters in the 
population can. If this standard and status is considered important for 
law makers why is it not used for quantifying the community who elect 
the law makers?  
 
When the public hears voter parity they think “one person - one vote” 
(OPOV). In this exercise this is far from what they get. Ridings are 
allocated an MLA post based on their population size. Yet it is the voters 
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(or at least those who turn out) that select which of the candidates 
becomes the MLA. These are two different metrics. 
 
While urban areas will still edge the voters versus voters comparison 
they are comfortably ahead using the false voter parity by population 
number. 
 
I bring this subject up as I was shocked by this specious comparison 
below, clearly intended to sway debate in favour of the Egalitarian 
position - despite the fact that population and OPOV are mutually 
exclusive terms: 
 
“Populations now range from 28,858 in Lesser Slave Lake to 92,148 in Calgary-South East. An 
election held based on those constituencies would result in a vote cast in Lesser Slave Lake having 
3.5 times the effect of one cast in Calgary-South East” 
 
(page 16 Interim Report) 

 
This comparison is both false and wrong. Patently, the entire population 
of any riding is not the electorate. The electoral list (Elections Alberta 
web site) tells us that Lesser Slave Lake has 19303 registered voters (67% 
of the population) while Calgary-South East has 46555 (51% of the 
population). 
 
The resultant comparison is now 19334 v 46995. This means that the 
effect is not 3.5 : 1  but 2.4 : 1. 
 
Continuing to use these voter percentage number as the true metric of 
voter parity, and substituting the Commission’s proposed population for 
Calgary-South East of 40,309, it would result in that riding having 20,557 
voters (51%). This means Calgary-South East has just 1254 more voters. 
The quoted 3.5 : 1 disparity now drops to just 1.06 : 1. 
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It is also important to note that Lesser Slave Lake is a riding which attracts 
the special provisions of Section 15(2). As such the comparison was 
grossly unfair from the start. 
 
Considering the countervailing factors pertinent to this Section 15(2) 
area and, using the voter metric rather than population, I consider my 
harsh criticism of the comparison fully justified.  
 
Law of Unintended Consequences? The effects on rural ridings 
 
As I am resident in Battle River Wainwright (BRW) I carried out a 
comparison of the effect of the proposals for BRW against all the 
proposed Edmonton ridings using both a population comparison and an 
(estimated) voter comparison. 
 
The percentage range difference in population ranges from +16% to +4% 
in BRW’s favour (perhaps that should be disfavour). 
 
As regards voters the percentage difference in the proposed ridings is 
greater as the estimated mean % of voters in Edmonton is currently 64% 
versus BRW’s 67% (Edmonton-South West is, like Calgary-South East,  
low at 51%) 
 
So to solve a non-existent problem in Edmonton; recall that 
reconfiguring the 19 ridings would result in a ‘voter parity’ variance of 
just +5.1%  (adding one riding takes the figure to 0.15% below the 
average, well within Section 15(1)) - some 17 of the 40 rural ridings now 
find themselves well in excess of the average population. 7 of these are 
in double figures. 
 
This “robbing rural Peter to pay urban Paul” approach fails using either 
an accurate definition of voter parity i.e. comparing voters with voters, 
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or the ‘imprecise’ definition which chooses to compare population to 
population. 
 
We should recall that these ridings are geographically far larger already 
than any urban riding. Crucially, they also possess more layers and points 
of contact in the municipal, school, support services and social milieu.  
 
Each town, BRW has 24, while part of the larger community, sees itself 
as independent. This is understandable when the distance between most 
towns in BRW is greater than the total distance across the majority of 
urban ridings. They each have their Rodeos, Centennials, Graduation 
Ceremonies historical societies, cattle auctions, hockey teams, charitable 
events for and at hospitals, senior homes and emergency services 
locations. 
 
Edgerton High School had 7 graduates in 2017. The MLA was invited to 
attend and bring greetings. To turn down such an invite could easily be 
interpreted as rude and divisive particularly when the MLA is seen 
accepting invites from the remaining 13 high schools.  
 
By contrast Mr. Taylor’s Wildrose colleague Prassad Panda (MLA for 
Calgary-Foothills population currently 41,273) has just 1 High Schools in 
his urban riding. The proposed enlargement of BRW exacerbates this 
situation as the High Schools of Tofield, Stettler and Donalda are added. 
 
In respect of other social invites, taking Saturday 10th June this year as 
an example the MLA attended 4 separate events that day. He travelled a 
total of 370km. His day began at 0730 and did not finish until 2200hrs. 
 
On that day he had to refuse invites to Hardisty’s 150 celebration, 
Edmonton’s Pride Parade and, if he were the Stettler-Wainwright MLA, 
he would have to choose between attending the Stettler Rodeo parade 
(200km away) or the 4 events he did attend that day. 
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The proposed ridings are even larger. If BRW morphs into Stettler-
Wainwright it adds significant numbers of counties, towns and school 
divisions.  
 
The Commission majority made an attempt to diminish the geographic, 
municipal and social difficulties. They reminded us that a riding was 
named originally for the distance taht could be covered by horse in one 
day. They suggested that motor vehicles had increased scope. 
Superficially this is true.  
 
Unhappily the Commission majority failed to recognise that the length of 
a working day has not increased concomitantly. Expecting a constituent, 
or the MLA, to spend 4 hours experiencing “windshield time” to attend 
a meeting or an event, certainly gives added poignancy to the Robert 
Louis Stevenson quote “it is better to travel happily, than to arrive”. 
 
Further comments regarding providing, better allowances, more staff, 
satellite offices and video conferencing etc., none of which is in the 
Commission’s gift, were made previously in the 2009/10 IR. More 
notably, this aspect was fully examined in the Sask 1991 case, where they 
cut no ice.  
 
The interesting thing to note about these comments is how they tacitly 
confirm the reality of the countervailing factors. And yet, while doing so, 
these factors which “shall (my italics) be taken into consideration” 
(Redistribution Rules Section 14) are being subtly ignored in favour of a 
mathematical calculation. 
 
Summary 
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I have tried to explain and offer justification for my contention that the 
current “robbing rural Peter to pay urban Paul” proposals are at best 
unfair and, at worst, possibly breach the Redistribution Rules. 
 
I believe that there is adequate evidence here to demonstrate that the 
Commission majority adopted the Egalitarian mindset in their approach 
to this matter. This approach does not mesh with the legal requirements 
 
The Commission majority appear to be prepared to minimise the 
inflection of Section 14 and play very loose with section 15(1). To wit, 
insisting on taking Edmonton from a very acceptable 5% over the average 
down to 0.15% below and Calgary from 6% down to 0.02% by using a 
calculation that has no standing. 
 
As regards the Rest of Alberta I have made the case that a failure to 
properly apply Section 14 factors, allied to the Egalitarian mindset, is 
providing a rationale to rob some rural ridings of their current status. In 
turn this is diluting, perhaps in some cases removing effective 
representation, the goal of the Redistribution Rules. 
 
Put candidly I believe that the Commission is opening the door to a 
“reverse” Sask 1991 legal challenge.  
 
Suggestions to the Commission:  
 
 

1. Please apply rules 13, 14 and 15(1) as there were intended. In 
suggesting this I am endorsing the view of Commissioner Day. In 
particular this aspect, actually highlighted by the Commission 
majority: 
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“Commissioner Day's minority report ("the minority"), found in Appendix A, recommends 
that electoral boundaries be set in each of Calgary and Edmonton in such a manner that no 
additional electoral divisions would be required to be added in either city. That would result 
in most or all of the electoral divisions in each city containing populations above provincial 
average population size but below the 25% maximum size permitted under the Act. As a 
result, no amalgamation of electoral divisions outside of these cities would be required. The 
populations of many of those electoral divisions would be left at current levels, some well 
below provincial average population size.” 
 
(page 5 IR 2017) 

 
 This method may however, require a redistribution of population in 
all three discrete areas in order to pander to the zeitgeist fixation over 
OPOV and voter parity.  

 
2. In view of the circumstances uncovered via this exercise i.e. 
increased population growth and restriction on number of ridings 
a recommendation should be made by the Commission that a wider 
and more reaching review of the Act be undertaken. 

 
The issues arising here from the restriction placed on the number of 
riding’s highlights an Act too inflexible for a modern, and fast moving 
society, faced with a range of issues the original drafters could not be 
expected to envisage. Elements for inclusion could be: 

 
1. Perhaps a set lower and higher population/actual voter 

number could be set for urban and rural ridings?  
 

2. If 40,000 persons justified a riding in 2009/10 how is it we 
now countenance populations at circa 55,000 - a 37.5% 
increase - without murmur? 

 
In addition recognition of the voter profile when comparing ridings 
should be included as a countervailing factor. 
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I thank the Commission in anticipation of their serious consideration 
of this submission. 
 
 

L A Cooper 
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July 13th, 2017 

 

 

Please leave Cypress-Medicine Hat the way it was, and educate Albertans about the fact that not all 
constituencies can have the same number of voters. It just isn’t practical. We live in a very beautiful, 
diverse province, where much of it is sparsely populated. Those living in sparsely populated areas 
contribute to Alberta’s economy and their communities, just as those living in urban areas do. All 
Albertans deserve to have an MLA they can get to know and talk to when necessary.  They deserve to 
have their MLA attend functions in their area without needing to hire an airplane to attend multiple 
functions in a day. They deserve to have their MLA represent their issues and views, without different 
circumstances creating conflicting views in the same constituency 4 hours away! This would make it a 
less effective position than those representing a portion of a large urban centre, such as Calgary or 
Edmonton where there are many commonalities and short distances to travel. One of the main concerns 
raised at the Electoral Boundaries Commission open house in Medicine Hat in January was that any 
changes in the boundaries should not increase the local ridings in size because of the problems it creates 
for effective representation.  

We agree with the statement in the Medicine Hat News which said, “Ensure the City of Medicine Hat has 
two constituencies with its name in it. The plan proposed by the Electoral Boundaries Commission would 
have Medicine Hat reduced down to one seat in the legislature.”  

The new name of Brooks-Cypress and Taber-Vulcan do not indicate that Medicine Hat is the area’s hub 
for Cypress County.  It is a city of roughly 63,000 people and the riding should use both Cypress and 
Medicine Hat in the name. Who would ever imagine that Taber-Vulcan included the area around 
Medicine Hat? Taber and Vulcan are associated more with Lethbridge and much of that area uses that 
city as its hub. To extend a riding from the U.S. and Saskatchewan borders up to 20 minutes south of 
Calgary is far too large to provide fair and equitable representation.  

We are asking you not to take three seats out of rural Alberta. Leave them as they are, possibly with 
slight adjustments, rather than making such large geographical ridings which become ineffective and 
complicated.  

 

Marilyn Fisher 

On behalf of the Elkwater Community Association 

 



 

 
 
 
Honorable Stephanie McLean, 
Minister of Service Alberta, Minister of Status of Women, 
Calgary Varsity Member of Legislative Assembly. 
 
Constituency Office      
#202, 4712 - 16 Avenue NW 
Calgary, AB T3B 0N1 
 
Attention Minister McLean: 

I understand that the Alberta Government is currently reviewing electoral boundaries to balance the workload 
for the MLAs within Alberta. A review of the changes reveals that the community of Montgomery is 
recommended to be moved to join with communities south of the Bow River.  As President of the Montgomery 
Community Association, I request that this decision be reconsidered. 

The Community boundaries have been moved three times in the last four elections (Calgary Bow; Calgary 
Mountain View/Calgary Varsity; Calgary Varsity). We have developed a positive, solid working relationship with 
Calgary Varsity representative and constituency office.  

Montgomery Community borders major provincial properties including University District, Alberta Children’s 
Hospital, Foothills Medical Centre, Alberta Cancer Centre, and the University of Calgary. The Community is 
actively engaged with the major provincial projects and properties. Montgomery Community is a recognized 
stakeholder within the current and planned construction within the provincial holdings including West Campus 
Development Trust/University District, Calgary Cancer Centre, Foothills Hospital Parking Lot 1, Alberta Children’s 
Hospital Parking upgrade, and the University of Calgary developments. Given the close proximity of these 
significant provincial projects to the community it is imperative that we as a community remain fully engaged. 
All of the projects are north of the Bow River and it would continue to make sense for the community to be 
connected to the other communities north of the Bow River where there is significant engagement in these 
projects. 

The Community is represented on the South Shaganappi Area Strategic Planning Group which includes 
representatives from Calgary Varsity, University District, Foothills Medical Centre, Cancer Centre Project, 
University of Calgary, City of Calgary (Planning, Roads and Transit departments), Vecova, Market Mall, Innovate 
Calgary, and the Communities of St. Andrew Heights, University Heights, Parkdale, Varsity, and Montgomery. 
We have forged strong attachments and alliances within this larger community. To move to join communities 
south of the river would separate Montgomery from the representative of the provincial projects bordering the 
community. Additionally, the proximity of the projects to the other communities’ south of the river would 
perhaps make the impact of the development less of a concern/priority for the Calgary Bow representative and 
could ultimately result in an increase in the workload of the Calgary Bow MLA.   

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions or would like clarification, do not hesitate to contact 
me at  

Marilyn Wannamaker, 
President, Montgomery Community Association 
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