i Btbliothéque nattonate

E l* " National Library ' .
R of Canada du Canada ‘ S
S ’Canadnan Theses Servrce -Servrces des théses cﬁnadtennes R A
! . Ottawa, Canada e B ; \ - p.r
B "\ K1A~0N4 o . . ,
. - N ’
N * i .
\ ﬂ’u § -~

NOTICE

The quality of this mlcrotrche is heavrly dependent upon the
quality of the original thesis submitted for microfilming. Every
effort has been made to ensure the hlghest quality of reproduc-
" tion possrble

i
N

<t pages are mlssmg contact the unlversrty whtch granted the. :

s
"‘u,

degree

i

Sorne pages may have indistinct print especially if the original
" pages weretyped with a poor typewnter ribbon or if the univer-
srty sent us an inferior photocopy

Previously copynghted materrats (journal articles, -published -

tests, etc) are not ttlmed

. . v
: Reproductlon in full or, in part of this film is governed by the
- Canadran Copyright Act ‘R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30

. 1:_»/.

THIS DISSERTATION *
'HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED -

NL-339(r.86/06)

THESES CANADIENNES |

AVIS .

La qualité de cette mtcroftche dépend grandement de Ia qualtté _‘

" de lathése soumise au. microfiimage. Ncus avons tout fait pour

assurer une .qualrté_supéneure de reproductton

~ S'i'manque des pages, veuittez.communiquer avec.l'univer-

sité qui a conféré le grade.. . \

La qualité g’ tmpressmn de. certaines pages peut laisser-a.
désiter,.surtout si. tes,pages originales ont été dactylographtées,
a I'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'université nous a fait parventr.:
une photocople de quahté lnténeure .

Les documents qui font dé;a I'objet d un drort d auteur (artlcles‘

"de revue, examens publtés €tc. )ne sont pas mucrottlmés

da

La reprodUCtton méme partrelle dece mrcrottlm est soumtse,

4 la Loi canadlenne sur Ie drait d'auteur, SRC 1970, c. C-30

-

[y

LA THESE A ETE o
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE =~ /
NOUS L'AVON /n GUE /f’



t LN

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

REGIONAL PLANNING AND. LOCAL AUTONOMY IN
THE EDMONTON METROPOLITAN REGION 1981 1984

PN

! ~_ *
L 0

oY
PATRICIA BAYNE

~

| A THESIS \ o "
SUBMITTED 0 THE FACULTY oF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARPH“
IN PARNIAL FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGK\‘
o "OF MASTER OF ARTS

1

DEPARTMENT_OF GEOGRAPHY

' EDMONTON ,. ALBERTA
SPRING 1986



%}

" Permjpssiqnt has’ been granted'
.to fLhe Natloﬁa}'idbrary of
Capfada to migrofilm this
‘thésis and to lend or sell
.COpies of - the fllm.,

. The author (copyright owner)‘;

other
rights, : and
thesis nor

has reserved
publication:
neither the

ekxtensive .extracts from it
- may be printed or otherwise
reproduced without. his/her.

written  permission.

.l ':’ | v /

A

1SBN

. doivent
.autrement reproduits sans son
"autorlsatlon gcrite.

. - v
o ot "
. o . .
e r . N ,
) .
3

L'autorisation a 8t& accordée

a la ,(Biblioth&que nationale
du Canada - de microfilmer
cette th@se ‘et de pré&ter ou

de vendre des exemplaires du .

film.
o

~L'auteur (titulaire du droit

d'auteur) se ré&serve les

‘autres droits de publication;
ni 1la

thése ni de
extraits de
8tre

longs

1mpr1més ‘ou

@-315-30347-6

celle-ci ne’



NAME OF AUTHOR:.
_NAYE OF THESIS:

DEGREE:

'YEAR THIS DEGREE GRANTED:

B!

™

-

¢

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA.

RELEASE FORM LR

[N ¢ ’ /
T B

| ;‘PATRICIA BAYNE

o

L=

’N‘REGIONAL PLANNING AND LOCAL AUTONOMY IN
“THE EDMONTGN METROPOLITAN REGION, 1981 1984

_MASTER OF ARTS

‘Permission is ‘hereby grahted to THE UNIVERSITY'OF AL RTA’LIBRARY

to reproduce s1ng1e cop1es of this. thes1s and to lend or se11 such'

cop1es for pr1vate, scho]ar1y or scqent1f1c research purposes.on1y

The author ‘reserves other pub11cat1on r1ghts, and ne1ther the

4"

thesis nor extens1ve extracts from it may. be pr1nted or otherw1se :

reproducéd without the author 3 wr1tten perm1ss1on

DATE:

Chprit -2

)

. 1986

~

o m

’/}/\,\ \/(,\,&_Q “'—‘\.4“

RERMANENT ADDRESS:

'3545»-'19 ‘Avenue
-EdmOnton, Alberta -
BER L2

=2



" THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
" FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH
Yhe undersigned=certify fhat‘they.haVe.iead, and'recommehﬁedl;o the
Facu]ty of Graduate Studies and Research for acceptance, a - thesis
- ,
,entitled REGIOWAL PLANNING AND . LOCAL AUTONOMY IN THE EDMONTON
"METROPOLITAN REGION' 1981- 1984 submitted by PATRICIA BAYNE 1n partia]

fu]f11ment of the requirements for the degree of Mas ter of Arts.

-

DATE: April 22 , 1986 IS



RAS DEDICATION -~ o
“For my family: Don, Ethan, Jarrod and’Logan
[
‘ ‘o N . \
« .
oo ' ‘ . ¢
@ o - .
o« -.‘
?
‘ L]
}



" ABSTRACT  _*

L . e M

‘This thesis EXamines the relationship'betneen t eiiSsue of local
" autonomy and regional ~p1an prepardtion in the Edmo ton metropol1tan

region, 1981-1984. Two pr1mary opJect1ves are a

1. To examine the regional plan preparat1on process for ev1dence *
- “of “the manifestation of the issue of local autonomy on. the
- events of the process. ) - ,

o : s R .
2. To determine ‘the influence of the regional plan preparation
process on the = willingness ‘of member-municipalities to .
cooperate for a_regional purpose. : .

The study‘foCUSSes on five areas of'concern within the process:"the
' ro]e of prov1nc1a1 author1t1es, the rale of the reg1ona1 plan. comn1ttee

~of the Edmonton Metropo11tan Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Comn1ssfon, ‘the role of;
P

com§1551on staff, contentlous pol1cy 1ssues, and the mandate for the=

>

regtona];plan. A two stage research method was undertaken, the f1rst
step be1ng an exam1nat1on of documentary records and renorts to. |

estab11sh the eventg of the process, and the second stage being a Series

“ /

of sem1 focussed 1nterv1ews w1th}members of the. regtonal plan committee

and commission staff to obta1n their observations and op1n1ons abwut the
-y .

process.

The re~ t1onsh1p between local autonomy and reg1ona1 plann1ng was
shaped most dramat1ca11y, by ‘the context of 1nterauthor1ty re]at1ons:A
for the reg1ona**plan preparat1on.process. flrst, at the prov1nc1al
level, the absence of precise terms ofyreferenee to define the}balance
.between regional COntrol and local autonomy enhanced the)opportunity for
m1sunderstand1ng and conf11ct amongst the part1c1pants in the process.

¥

: The fa11ure of the Alberta Plann1ng Board to clar1fy the amblgulty



,surrodnding the mandate, over® the course of tne process, exacerbated
' .
tensions. between the comnlss1on membersh1p and staff.

Secdhd the membérs of the reg1ona1 plan comm1ttee, represent1ng
,‘beth a 1ocal and a reg1ona1 1nterest. gave pr1mary alleg1ance to the1r

iy

own nmn1c1pa11t1es. On]y staff of "the commission, wtith no dec1s1on-

mak1ng authop1ty, represented the?;eg1onal p01nt -of-view. As a result

,‘_ - “ - " ) " . . -
‘purpgses, each cr1t1c1z1ng»the ro(”ﬁ- e¥other. Staff remained 1yal

“to the theoretical bases for reg1onal plann1ng, which stress the need

for' strong coordination -at the regional ‘scale,' wh1le mun1c1pa1

representatives endor.sed 'the responsibility of local governments to

N
)
d

/ . _ . )
maintain efficiency and equity, within the region, through voluntary
compliance; A

Finally, the ‘position of conmissien staff within the process was

adverse]y'affected'by conflicting direcﬁ%%n from'proyincial authorities

“and the 'inability of the commission nmnbershiﬁ to resdlve the issue of

mandate ;t the regional p]an comnittee level. They were in the.
unepv1ab]e position of haV1ng to serve two masters, ne1ther dhe willing

to express true eomnitment to any one stance until late in the process.\

By aligning themselves with the position of .provincial euthoritfes,':
' staff left thehselves open‘to criticism byttne other’side,.renne&enting
the local imunicfpalities. In the ‘fina]“ﬂanalysis; planners weﬁe
confronted with a truly confusingvcontext in which to carry out their
task. Any_pqssiblegfailings on thégpart of regional,pianning staff must.
be riewed in terms of the shortcdnings of other participants in the

process.

vi




L3

The study concludes that the‘?eiationship between local autonomy

and regional plan preparation in the Edmonton region was adversarial.
\ - K : . R

There was no common appreeciation amongst “local authorities of the

L)

benefits to. be secured through cooperative regionalv‘management and,
hence, no reason to. take the regional cause seriously.  In essence, the

process is an exafple of the failure of the will to cooperate, made even
[ t . . L. - i ‘

more sigh{ficant by its manifestation within a regional plénnfng system

. v, °

premised on the continued existence of intermunicipal goodwill. .

'
{

vie 0.3

4



ACKNOMLEDGEMENTS .~~~ R
. _ B . P
' "I am indebted to many peopie without whom ‘the successful
completion of this thesis uouid haye been 1mpossib1e In particular.\l‘
v‘wish to acknOwiedge the willing participation of members of the regionai
plan comnittee and staff of the Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Pianning
Commission, for. their time commitment to my research during the frenetic
final stageS”of the preparation of the 1983 draft plan. Special
thanks(is‘due'to Susan Maceyovski for her patience in familiarizing me

 with the Commission's reports-and records. . Credit is also due to

Christine Fowier;;for her conscientioys_typing of the finai draft of the

thesis X N ' |
,In addition [ am grat‘efui ‘for the guidance of my superv1sor,
Dr. P. J. Sm‘lt’h, over. the ﬁ!uration of the study. As usual, 'his
, ‘constructive con'ments have ehriched my 1earning experience’andi resulted
in a more cohesive fina] draft. w |
| 1 cannot express enough ioving appreciation to my. famﬂ_y for their
encouragement ‘and support. 4 My mdther, Th(e'fm,a _Doy'le, helped keep myi
* household together and ,ty.pedA large ‘portions of the' first draft. My,
husband and my children kept their patience and vsense oi’ humor .,over'the“
long haul.” Their warm hugs;kep_t,jme goin"g until the:'end'uas"in sighﬂt.

¥

L 430 Vi



N

CHAPTER

IT.

4

_ TABLE OF CONTENTS |

~

ix

’ .
, ) t N -
. ’ PAGE
) .
.INTRODUCTIO‘N:'b'IOAQoooo,ouoﬂoo:.nvoocnng‘{di l
1.0 ~The Dilemma of Regional Planning for .
° Metropolitan Areas « « « « v v o ¢ ¢ o o o v o o o 0 o 1
v : .
1.1 Framework of Study . ... . « v o v o 0 e e e e
' 1.2 Appropriateness of Edmonton for a Case Study . . . . . 4’
103 Resear(ihMetHOdS'-...-.........'..-..*ll
1.4 Outline and Plan of the Stﬁdy.‘; S Y
REGIONAL‘COOPERAIXUN AND "LOCAL AUTONOMY AND THE
DECISION"MAKING EN_VIRONMENT * o & 8 & & s+ e B ¢t @ s e @ 16
2.0 INLPOQUCLION « + + v v v v v e e e st 16
2.1 Early CONCEPES « oo v o o v o o v v o o o u e v .18
'2.1.1 Urban Conta1nment and Rural Rev1tal1zat1on .. Jﬁi
2.1.2. The Regional Community. + « « « « o« ¢+ « « «.. 10
2.1.3 Regional Reform . . ¢ o v v o o v v o v v oo ., 20
;2.104 - Link tO ths Present . L] . . L] . s, e . . . ; . . 21 .
2.2 The Rationale for Céordinated Regional Management. .- 22
2.3 The Regional COMMUNLY « « o « e & oo v o v v v . . 28
L 2.3.1 A Redefinition. .« . v e s s u s 2
2.4 Goverﬁment’Structure'and the Areal ) ,
Division of POWErS « « « o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o+ 29
2.4.1 Objectives Beh1nd Local Government
. Decentralization. . « ¢« « ¢« ¢ "¢ o o« o « 4 « o 30
2.4.2 Local -AAutonomy. « « « & « o v o o 06 #7700 o o 31
2!4.3 ) Democracy ¢ 8 6 e o 8 s e 8 o e 6 o o & & & @ . 32 .
2.4.4 Freedom s « « ¢ ¢ o « % ¢ v 4 o o o s 0o 0 oo s 34
2.5 The Environment. « « « « s v v o v . P |
2.6 . Structural Reorganization of Loc?{rﬁovérnments Y/
. . ’ T ﬁ R
206-1 COGnCi]S Of Governmento .“l * o\\: n‘,vc o- . 3 . [ . 38



oy

CHAPTER - ', | . M ﬂcc ‘
2.2 The Canadian Comtext . & . o . o« s v v v o v 0w . . 82
‘z\m-wmpeg. Rt |
212 TOTGHtO--..s..._.f'..---.“...‘.. 45
© 2.8 A SYNERESTS. . . e u e e e e e Y'Y
2.9 Relationship to the Thesis . . . . . « . « . . ... . 48
I11. DECISION MAKING AND THE DECISION ENVIRONMENT. . . . . . . . 52
3.0 Introduction . .'._.' ..... e e | 52
3.1 The Culture of Planning. [ : . . . . . . . ... 83
' 3.2 Planning Method and the Decision Enviroqment . e v . . 56
3.3 The Organizat onal Context . . . . . PN R
| 3.3.1 Interauthority Relationships.'. . . . « . . .. 59
3.3.2 Organizational Learning . . .« . . . . . ... 61
3.4 The Planner. . . . . . .\ .. . . . P A
3.4.1, Social Interaction Skills . . . . . . . .. .. 65
3.4.2 Organization and Process Skills . . . . . . . ". 66
3.4.3 Knowing-in-Action . . . . . . e e e e ot .. . 67
v 3.4.4 Information . . ... . . . . .. e e eve o e .. . 68
j“&\_ 3.4.5 Bureaucratic Position . . . . .. . ... 70
- 3.4.6 Personality . . . . . . .« . . o0 e 70
;:2 SUMMAry. . « « « o .+ .+ . e e e e e e e e R 5|
3.6 Importance to the Thesis Problem . . . . . . L. ... T2,
IV.  THE ALBERTA CONTEXT FOR REGIONAL PLANNING . . . . . . . . 77
4.0 Introduction ... . . R e W 17
‘ 4.1 The PolitigaloCulture of Alberta and
the Ideo1ogy of Local Autonomy . . . . . . S
4.1.1 Coope;ation e e e e e e e e e 79
4.1.2 Intervention. . . . . . ¢ « ¢« v v i 0w . 80
4.1.3 The Reality of Intermunicipaﬂ Competition . .. B2
4.1.4 Implications. . . . . . . . . .. .. ... . 84
. AN <2



. CHAPTER IR A 3

Y A S ¢ =
4.2 /Development of the Leg1s10t1ve Framework ‘.;é"’
o~ . for RegionaI Planning. . .<. . o v e R I -
2 . '. 4.2.1 Ear%y chislation. 191341955 D -1
. o - 4.2.2 .Bland Spence-Sales Report . . ..o « « . .'. . . 86
4 2.3. Further Changes i Legislation uiﬁore 1977 .. 8]
R . ‘a —
< 4.3 ‘Provincial Mun1c1pa1 Relations under ‘the ]
) Planning Act, 1977 . . . . v v o0 e e i . 88
&4 The Regional P1ann1ng System Study and its .
" CONSEQUENCES . . . . . . . e .o s e IR 94
4.4.1 lssués‘ldentified in the Regional ’
. “Planning, System Study . . . . . . .. e e .. 95
: 4.4.2 Recommendations for the Regional |, -
o Planning System . . o . . . ..o v oo il 0w 96
" 4.4.3 Guidelines for Plan Preparation and Review .. 97
4.5 Conclusfons. . ... . . R e . 99
. ,) ~ - S oTee
V. INIERMUNICIPAL RELATIONS IN THE EDMONTON REGION T 0
* 6.0 Introduct1on ..... e e e e e .~.'7 e e e e 102
5.1 Some Aspects of ConfTict in the Edmonton Region. .. . . 102
A o)
; A 5.1.1 Beginnings of Conf11ct. e e e e e e e e owe. 102
o /- 5.1.2 The McNal]y CommissioneLegacy ........ . 103
"' 5.2 Growth Studies Profect: 1974-78 .. .. ... ... .107
. 5.37 The 1979 Draft Regional Plan . ... . . v vw v . 109
4 5.4 "Mnexation: 1979 1981 « o vy 112
| 5. 4 1 The Arguments For and Against P s s e .,112
5.4.2° The Cabinet Order . . . . . ... ...... .13
L 5.5 SUmmArY. . .o el 117
VI.  THE PLAN PREPARATION PROCESS AND LOCAL-- T
REGIONAL-PROVINCIAL RELATIONS ..... o e eie v e .‘;;:_120
6.0 Introduction '°;,' e e e e e - e STRNRTEPEP 120
A6.L The Plan Prepakation Proces. . .. . .. .i.‘.gu .. }~150
o - . L_n d



COMRPTER e PAGE -

L 6 1.1 'Def1n1tion and Part1c1pants b e e :'.'120 T
\< e 6.1.2 ,Implwcat1ons of the Cab1net Order . A
for the Process ... v.o v o 0 o o o s W e e e 123

- ’_{ (' 6:1:3 The Events: May’ 1981 - August 1988 ., ... . 125

6.2 D1scuss1on of\'the Re]at1onsh1p Between

Local Autonomy and Regiona] P1ann1ng vie o e .. 153
o 6.2,1;v1ntroduct1on.r. B e 1530
' 6.2.2 The Role of the: Provincwal Government-. R L1
6.2.3 The Contefitjous Issued in Policy o .
S Formulatio T R 159 |
6.2.4 The Regional Plan Committee . . . . . . . ... . 162 |-
, 6.2.5 The Role-of the Regional Planning Staff . . . . 168
o $'6.2.6  The Mandate for Reg1ona1 Planninyg in ‘ ' ‘
o “the Reg1on e et e e
: 6.3 Summary.-;“. e e e e .
R VI PARTICIPANTS‘ -PERCEPTIONS or THE PLAN ! S S
‘ " PREPARATION PROCESS & v v v am v v wie e waee o v u e o770
e /[ ‘ ;r ’ﬂt ' B oA 'L" ‘ :
RN 2 7.0 Interview Methods. o + v v v o v v oo v e v e v 17T
’ T e D . : \ .
(7.1 The Role of Provincial Aughoities . . . . . . . . . 18271
©7.1.1 Staff Perceptions . . . . . B .,‘;:.0183 .
7.1.2 Reg1ona1 Plan Commi ttee Percept1ons Coe e e 186
'7.2»‘The Ro]e of the. Reg1ona1 ‘Plan Conm1ttee | | 3
' and Sub comm1tteF C g e e e e e e e e v 189
B /)‘\ - . a . - ‘

. m2a staff per%;zzl, e P I I
—f‘f\\\*i' ' 7.2.2 Planners’ ssments of the Sub-committee. . . 192.
T T 2 3. Reg1ona1/¢1an Comm1ttee Percept1ons e b .‘.,194.g

N 3)
7.3 Issues . . FRa, e LI 199
- 7,%  The Role of the Regxonal‘FTEnn1 taff. O 205
” \f'e-—fjf» 7.4.1 Regfonal Plan Committee Per\’pt1ons . E Ce .i205vk‘
LR 7 .4, 2 Staff Perceptions IR e e e i .. 207
e?ls ~Synthes1s dI<Requtsv. BT e x.... .’j .. . 209
VI ‘CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONSM. Cedd . .16
| :xiei8h0‘ Introduction AR R .iuuw -'-'; c e 1'1 ;‘;‘. . 216
i # | R S e
"‘B. ' .‘“ - .’:‘v x'l"i: f 3{ i




Ny

¥
L
el

~ CHAPTER

-

{i' : :\\;\i)i B i_fr - .‘ /%:': ot

14

8.1 The Def1n2§ion of Mandare for Reg1ona] PTth1ng . 217

- 8.2 The RoTe of Prov1nc1a1 Authorities . . (/...-. R 221

© 8.2.1 The Cabinet Order . « . . . . ;/i Ce fﬁ. V. 222
© 8.2.2 The Albertd’ Plann1ng Board: o/ e. o v o . w224
‘8.3 The’ RoTe of Comm1ss1on Staff . g/f ..... ‘; N p,227;
’vé.4 The RoTe 'of the Regional PTan/§6£m1ttee U /
- and Sub- Comm1ttee. .‘.*. AT AR 230
8. 4 1 The Sub comm1ttee f/b ...... ETPRI 232
8.5 Implications for~ Further Study .‘:". .j."; T U ."é33.
8.6. A Final Word . . . . . oo R <1
REFERENCES. C e e ,/. e e e e L/.’.,.,. .. 238 ;

’ o

. APPENDIX I MEMBERSHIP®ON THE EDMONTON METROPOL ITAN

"REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION'. o ve v e ; . 250

/)

¢ —



Table

I1

I11

Y ]
LIST OF TABLES

.. 179

.-M

sl .l \

LUXiv

8 Ay
. . . ) ..
’ } ! ’ “
e - L)
o :
?; - Description | - Page
Members of'théii%g1ona1 Pian Committee of the
Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Planning . .
Commission, Jéhuary. 1 1982 e 122
Members of the P1anning Staff of the Regional |
Planning and Research Bivision of the Edmonton -
. Metropolltan Regional-‘Planning Commission, C ;
June 1 1983... T LA I ¥ 4+
'-,a’ : . . . . . R d r .
-Summary of Major Events in the Reg1ona1 P}an . : -
_Preparation Process of the EMRPC 1981 1984 e e e . 126
138 -



Figure.

LIST OF FIGURES.

4 . B t LN ’

Alberta -°"Statutory Boundaries of Regional.

t

Planning Areass « v v v v v v e v e e e e s

‘ The~Cthuré of Planning « « v ¢« o v v e e e w

. . ' ‘ ‘ .
Basic-Structure of the Edmonton Metropolitan Area .

P

A
bgg

- Edmonton- Annexat ion e e e e e e e e e e

7 g

‘Edmohton Metropolitan'Regionél P]anning'Commissibn.

b~ . ) ©r

Xv

... 110
AR ET

*« e s 4 116



’a ]
\
A
\

 INTRODUCTION

1.0 The Dilemma of Regional Pl'anning vfor Metro'politan Areas.
At the metropohtan sca]e, land use . planmng aims to secure, for
the overal] reg1on, ar appropmate spat1a1 arrangement of all of the
'Lact1v1t1es wmch mteract to form t‘he metropohtan lancfdcape.1 It is_"
concerned with the management of growth and change toward some: view of a
desired future form for the densely sett]ed space within an urban-
cent,ered-'regwn That th1s task requ1res both a definition of what that
-future state shou]d be and a dec1s1on as to whose view, of the future is
appropmate does, ngt, in 1tself d1st1ngu1sh reg1onal planmng.from
other pubhc pl,anﬂ"mg#endeavors. , Nor does the fact that reglonal
“plahmng is concerned vnth estabhshmg an equ1tab1e and eff1c1ent
belance  of cnsts “and beneﬁts amongst all of the 1nhab1tants in ‘a
comnumty'necessarﬂy earmark 1t for spec1al status., Indeed“, \regwna]
_planmng confronts all of the usua] pubhc planning dﬂerrmas. Howevér\-\

certam character1st1cs of both reg1ona] p]anmng theory and the -

reg1ona1 env1ronment guarantee that reg1ona1 p]anners must~ cenfront ¢

R )

rthese d1lemnas in an extreme form. F1rst, reg1ona1 planmng thke-ory(

‘presumes the existence. o_f reg1ona]-conmunities that are bound together

by the common uas'pi'rati‘0ns. and' unifyinig; sense of. ic_lentity‘whi.ch are

-thought to arise from spatial oroki’mity.(Gertler, .1972)‘4; Th]"'s-bel-ie-f‘i‘n

the metrgpolit‘an comunity as ~a\"singl»e comnunity‘ pursudng con'mon' goa‘is

impl'i‘es that. iln}i‘vidual municipe}jvernments vnthm the reg1on will
n

forsake a degree of_ autonomy in dan use tontrol for the benef1t of the‘

~

broader community of interest. Yet thts belief in reglonal comnumt1es ’

and their cooperative ;bent,js d1.ff,1cult__,to defend emp1r1ca}]y

’



v
Qf

-, [

(Kap1an 1982' wakstein,‘1972) "Moreover; it -has 1eft"p1anners both. .

re]uctant to acknow1edge and in prepared to deal with the _intense

1nter1oca1 Jea1ous1es and dispute that often mar the regiona1 decision-'

K mak1ng process (61111ngwater and Hart, 1978) | Second, 1nd1v1dua1

' mun1c1pa11t1es defend their sovereignty and operate their assault - on_

regional efforts from the etrong position afforded.them by a po11t1ca1

tradition that links local autonymy with -the ideals of democracy, *
9

freedom and individualism (Lim,

1983). This political heritage .
‘ .

virtually assures,’ in thé_Nestern-Wor1d,at 1east. that the 1§sue of

"1oca} autonomy wi11‘impinge in some manner on the regional process. It

may be unrealistic to expect the cooperative urge ‘to ;prevaﬁj over a

',mun1c1pa1 government.'s own 1nterest At the'same time,'thereihs some .

“evidence that the . form of the re]at1onsh1p between ToCT! autonomy and
regional _p1ann1ng ~is very much - a product..of the .un1que contextual
features that chardcterize every metropolitan. setting. — The context

exerts influeﬁce on’the pa\icyamaking process, and the'process 1n turn

' [

m1ght cond1t1on the re]at1onship between 1oca1 autonomy and reg1onal

~ planning (Kaplan, 1982; Ske]cher, 1982). . .. ,?

-

Ln light of these trends 1n thought the purpose

. preparat1on process 1in

. the fesearch concerns the plan preparatlon process that commenced withv'

;7
hﬂthe format1on of the Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Planning‘%omm1sion

‘f%(EMRPC) on January 1, 1982 ‘That there would indeed be a relationship

f*between//Toca; autonomy and regiondl - planning in - this ‘context was f

"‘,predetermined by.the‘A1berta'P1ann1ng Act, 1977, which is founded upon

=y

to explore the relat1on§:?pvhetween 1oca1 autonomy and the reqional plan
E

dmonton metropo1itan region~ Specificaily,~

f thise,'thesis isy-



,»iateraction of _opposing viewpoints e;;

'an ethic of local autonomy and yet designates the ksgionai pian as -the' .

1.1 Framework ofJStudy A =

'regionai purposa

' " ' " . "\\\" “«,;‘

| v
"o # o

premier planning ‘document in the Alberta pianning sy tem

(N . ) % . i : -(-" @ g

N o \
5 \ . . ’ 'ws, ‘ g
~The nature of, pianning as an activ1ty that is shaped by . its soc1a1‘
and poiiticai envirOnment “and..yet fs devoted to changé - and contro]f'
within that context, prov1des a framework for expioring the reiationship

between 1oca1 autonomy and regionai plan preparatidn Two generai

| research obJectives are inmediateiy suggested The first is to examine

the regional pkﬁp preparation process in the. Edmon&on metropoiitan area

4

manifest effect on the events Of the processr Then recognizing the

commitment -of pubiic pianning to contrdi and intervention, the ‘second

, obJective is to determine the 1nfiuence of the regionai p]an preparation

. process on. the w111ingness of member munit1pa11t1es to cooperate fo[ a -

S e - ~

-
[}

. As 1ts primary thrust the thesis analysis wiii focus on ~the

hose defending . iocal _self-
interests\and those nurturing the regionai perspective The emphasis is

on defining the 1ssues, sorting the ioyaities and sent/EEnts of

[

participants .o identifying the perceived points "inf contention, N
o documenting attempts to-. thwart the regionai effort aﬂd strategies for

managing that conflict | and - tracing the nature "of the confiict

“throughout the process Yet, it must be recognized that, fundamentally,

this is aiso an expioration of the impact>of one particuian facet of

j'context as a shaping force or constraint on a dec151on-making processw

‘and the abiiity of that process to cope with that constraint The;



o
Y

» ‘A' i
)

emphasfs-hére is on examining the hature 6t the context, the ,perceived

,‘,ro1e for. regiona] p]anning within that context, and the impact 6?'thé‘

| ;‘context on- the process ! ‘, h . "

L, [ S [
-;,

‘1.2 Apphopriateness of“fdmonton for a Case Study -
. ' ) L - ' . . .' . ) v . . . " C ¢ PR ‘ . .’

. Several factors ‘indicate the suitability of = the. ‘£dmonton

_ MetrOpolitan‘ Regional Planning Commission -as .a case ~study of the

're1ationship Between Yocal -autonomy and the regional' plan preparation

e

o process First in Qenera1 terms, it’is oné of'ten regiona1 planning
comm1ss1ons in a reg1ona1 p]annlng system that is c]ear1y based on the

pr1nc1p1es of cnoperat1on and 1oca1 respons1b111ty (Figure 1) (Bettison,

RN

Kenward and Tay1or 1975; Sm1th 1982) Under the Alberta Planning Act

1977, the L1eutenant Governor in Council ho]ds the pow§r<to establish

q

h and - describe the area. of jurisdiction for regiona1 p]anning commiss?éhs

L

_(Sect1on 21). - The M1n1ster of Municipal Affa1rs then dESignates those g

_ mun1C1pa1*counc1ls that must appo1nt representat1ves to the comm1ssion-‘

and ind1cates the nayber of representatives that each counc11 must
appoint- (Sectwon 22), Membeﬁshlp on the commlssions is thus compu]sory,
with each CONNISS[QH compr1sed solely of represehtatives delegated from
municipal eounci1s;, that is, the cemmisstoners‘ are -municipal
po11t1c1ans In add1t1on, each cemmfssion 1s authorized to emp1oy
“techn1ca1 staff to ass1st with the execut1on of its duties.

- The Planning Act, 1977‘assigned five reSponsibilities to regional

plann1ng commissions.' : v
. N 4 O . .

1. To prepare a‘regional‘plan, brier to December -
31, 1982. :

9
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2w To ass1§t mun1c1pa11t1es with the preparation of

g . Nandyuse ylaws .or statutory plans, whenever
requsted to do so. _ .

.3 To ~fov1de assistance to municipa1it1es on

4. To,a,} as the subdivision approval author1ty for
thosegh member municipalities not designated by

- thel§i ‘1ste( of Municipal Affairs as having

‘ ;*_aSion approval authority in their own

“;w in fact most of the projﬁs1ons for regional
p1annieg commissions within the Act, swmp1y echo plqnn1ng ‘statues’
“of years gone by.' However, ﬁn‘ier@s of the reldtionship between local
) ahtcnomyc and \regioqa} planning, certain of- the changes whieh -have&

3 . . s
- occurred since the .instjtutiGH of the first regional planning

cnnnfssion, 19 1950 seem’ te exemplify éi;firm eommitmeqt te regional
p]ann1ng by the prov1nc1a1 government. " For example, memberéhipbof tHe
~commissions has becgme .compulsory (Sectian 22), the éommissions‘ hold
5qbdiyisien approéaj:'authority fer most municipalitieé wiehin their
boundaries (Sec;iqnu37),‘and the adOptien of regionat- plans wa$ made
ob]igator}‘(Sect;on 26)1¢‘?urtheemofe, the regidaal plan is deemed the
‘mdSt important document in the Alberta hierarchy of plans and regulatory
_ instruﬁents. AN stetutory plans and bylaws and actions takenlgy.locab
authori;ies,'tndhieipai'”agd regional planning commiésions, deveJqpment.'
. appeal boards and deVelopment .dfﬁicérs‘-must now conform witb the
reg1ona] p]an (Section 54). - Another important development occuered ip
1971 w1th the estab11shment of the Alberta Plannfng Fund, to be
administerep by the Alberta Planning Board and to provide monies for the

~continued stable opgration of»regional}planning commissions. The fund

is obtained in large part from‘a compulsory levy on all munitipa]itieﬁi

13
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based on a. schedule’ of mil\l rates which takes into account differen‘ces.
1n sizes of mun1c1paHt1es.\-\, ‘ |
While these chan'ges. séem to support the concept of reg1ona1,_
planning, certain other aSpects\y of provmc1al government policy sanctify
‘the‘principle“of local autonomy;\ The regional plan may~ rest at the apex
of ;the hierarchy of plans in the provmte, but the Planmng Act 1977‘
also decentrahzes planmng funct1ons In fact, one 1mpetus for the
reyisions to the planning system, contai-ned‘ within the Act, was the
strengthening of local .autonomp,‘(Alberta, 1980, A.A.C.1.P., 1985).‘2 For
example, ‘whereas regional p]anning~comnissions and the cities of
’Edmonton and Calgary were once the only agencies to hold th*e‘ prrerogative
of sol‘)div~ﬂ1'si':0ni approval, the current -Planning Act authorizes'.'the'
Min;'ster of,uﬂénicipall Affairs, under certain conditions, to des’ignwate
other mum’c.ic'pal c0uncils to. be their o subdivision approval”
auth‘orities. As a direct result of this | rovision, "the Edmonton
\t\tropohtan Regional Planmng Commission no longer acts as subd1v1s1on
proval authomty for the c1t1es of St. Albert, Fort Saskatchewan and
Leduc, or for the count1es of Parkland and Strathcona. Since
sobditision cont'rol is the onty °d1rec~t. means of pohcy 1mp1ementat1on
available to regional planmng commissions - in A’Iberta, 1t obv1ous1y,
follows that the authomty of the EMRPC over 1ts menber*urmmmpahtles
has been great]y reduced. Furthermore, the ,Act directs ’ the Albertg
Planning ‘Board, as arbiter in the subdivision appeal process, to decide -
subd1v1swon appeals in conformance with mumcwa\\ land use bylaws and

regulatwns, while only "paylng regard to" the re\gwna] plan (Section

,109) This opens the prospect that. - the ‘Board\s,dec1s1ons might



. . : ‘ | o o 8
undercut regional planning policies where they are in confliict with-

3\

"mahicipal government.wishes)(Black, 1983).

The Regional Planning System Study (Alberta, 198laf uhderta&eﬁ by
Alberta Municipal Affairs to clarify the role of regjonal plaﬁﬁjdg‘in
Alberta, noted that these grovisions in the Act make plan non-conformity.
between the municipal and ‘régional. levels a serfous issue. The Alberta
Plgnning Board, in an attempt t; rectify this and other anbiguitie; in.’
the Act, 3% articulated a ;;t of guidelines to define the ;éture of the"‘\h
regional 'p1a%; These stipulate that the regional plan should bl a
policy document rather than a prescriptive regulatory ‘fqol. It may
outline future de;elopment patterns, but only‘in a general way,‘without
cjrcumSCpibfng'the discretion of ‘a municipal authority. Regional plan’

‘pol{cy, ig‘fs argped, "should not.pre-empt the’prerog@liQe of Prbviotial
dépar;hents or local authorities . having responsibilities for areas
associated Qith ré‘iona];p]aﬁninb"d(Albe;ta?‘1982a, pp. 8-9). Hence,
the relationship between regional planﬁing and local éutondmx .as
described in provinecial p8licy 'is by no means clear cut. |

| With more specific reference to the Edmonton context,(the_Edmohton

Metropolitan Regioné] Planning Coqmission administérs a large popdﬁation
base in an ufban-cenféred 'région” of the type which planning \qpedry
suggeéts is most condycive to the concept of a regiénal‘community. 4Yet,
during intensive investigation of Alberta's réqionai planning system
by Alégi:; Municipal Affairs (Alberta, 198la, p. 32),-peopie involved
with ' the system (pﬂahnérs, commission ﬁembers, government department
personnel) expresséd cghcern about the effi;acy‘of'regjonal plénning in
Alberta's t@b métropoliﬁan regions. They offered the -opinion that the -
pdlicy regarding the'ioéal autonomy of metroboli;énaareg municipalities

o
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needs clar1fy1ng and that \there fs no adequate forum. for resolving
intermun1c1pal conflict within a metropolitan region. . Concerns such as
N /

vthese no doubt arise from a recognition of the past pattern of

‘1ntermun1c1pal conflict 1n the Edmonton regwon. where growth management

issues have long sparked b1t er controversy among member municipalities.,

cally the Edmonton reg1on the "extrene case

o

vernments in Albertatwill promote individual

In fact, Smith (1982, p. 4)
in point" that municipal

interests above concerns ffor a région&l good. These struggles within

the Edmonton reg1on a epitomized bya amaigamation and annexation

“contests between the- C1 of Edmonton and surrounding rural and suburban

municipalities such that, in 1979, when Edmonton made further .

.'app1ication to annex land - from eurrounding municipalities, the.
Provincial Cabinet'eXQrcised its right to intervene  in. the annexation

prooeedings. It did so in recognitionv’of the intense muniotpal

conflictg over grthh:management i;sues and development oontrol;nithin

the region. -The_Cabinet order, released in 1981, expressed continued
faith in the concept of a regionq] comuunity and the regional planning
5pmﬁission,as a forum for the cooperati;erresolutton'of oispute._ The
. Edmonton Regional P]anning-Comnjssion (ERPC) nas reorganized so that its
boundaries would teflect a metropolitan gommunity based on commuting
distance from fdmdnton. Yet, at the sanf time, the principle of "local

autonomy}was given its,due, as the Cabinet order made pldin:
. ~. !
.The needs amnd asplréttons of the people of Edmonton
., and - region are best served by a number of
’ . local municipal governments working together
co-operatively, but maintaining their individual
. ~autonomy. SPECIFICALLY, THE AUTONOMY OF THE CITY OF
ST. ALBERT AND THE COUNTY OF STRATHCONA, INCLUDING
THE HAMLET OF SHERWOOD PARK, WILL BE PROTECTED IN

3 ) P
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TERMS OF THEIR CONTI‘NUED tXlSTENCE AND FlNANCIAL.
VIABILITY (Alberta, 1981b, p. 2)}

Hence, with a legal frameworky wnlcﬁ sanctlons both 'municipal
1ndependence and regional cooper;txon_ as fdndamental_ pr1nc1nles, the
Edmonton' region ‘seems  an- appropridte locale for examjning the
relationship between . regional” plan preparation and local autonomy.,

Furthermore: since* the” 1979 1981 annexat1on hear1ngs !ed to the,

st1pulat1on of a new set oﬁ\bodndaries'wh1ch were defined spebiflcally_

to ease mun1c1pa1 tensxons with respect to territorial Jur1sd1ction and

'growth management 155ues, this tnésls focusses primarily on the p!an

\

‘prebarat1on process from the date of~ that - dec1510n unt1l« the

ratification cf the plan‘by the Edmonton Metropolitan Reg1onal Pland1ng

Commission 1nLSeptember 1983. To a large extent, the reorganlzat1on'

impose&, by the Cabinet required the remaynxng comm1SS1on members to
begtn plan preparation anewt The . rewrittenv regiohal »p}an was °not»
finally rat1f1ed by the M1nlstgr of Mun1c1pa1 Affairs unt il August 1984,

but the thes1s was not extended to that date for two reasons. First,

“the Commission, 1tself. reached a consensus. about the plan in Septenber
‘ ":’_

\
1983. A reg1ona11y acceptable balance between regional and. local .

interests existed at this point. The ftnal year of the proceSs,’from
September 1983 to Aggust 1984, occurred sole]y because of criticism

‘about the p]an made by the Alberta Planning Board. Second, the Focos

during the last year was on reg1ona1-prov1nc1a1 yeletions End‘not the

'

L'local-regionaldproce§§>u The issue of local .autonomy was of secondary
. / . .

importance. It seems reasonable, then, to .concentrate on plan

preparations prior to September 1983.

o , : »
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different purposesg' Planning dOCUments'aud recorgls, correspOndenCe *and-

1.3 Research Methéds

e Sl P N S
. o ‘

L The study relies on two sources of infdrmation, each. for distinctly

«uninutes\fof¥the ,regtbnaT p1an preparat1on proceed1ngs of the- Edmontpn

Y

;process. These interv@gws With ‘11 'menbers'“of the regional ‘p1an'

3

Metropo 1tan Regional P]anntng Comm1ss1on and Sits predecessor,v the
Edmonton Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Commlss1on, are . used to trqce the growth:,

asp1rat1ons of the reg1ona1 mun1c1pa11t1es and the extent to wh1ch these’

" have been acconmodated over,the years. As well, documentary sources are

11,

used toa'the following ends: "to- def1ne the ngture of the planntng :

+

process, to 1dentify 1ssues of content1on in terms of . subJect matter,

\

t1m1ng, esca]at1on and reso]ut1on of dlspute, to locate pr1nc1pa1 actors
X

in the confl1ct, and . to outline the ro]e ‘planners. appeared to take in

o

managlng conf11cts dur1ng the process. The documentary ev1dence a]so

N

prov1des a bas1s of’ compar1son for the second source of 1nformat1on, a
D
ser1es of 1nterv1ews in’ depth w1th 1nd1v1dua1 part1c1pants in the

¥

preparat1on comm]ttee and the séven planners most 1nt1mate1y 1nvolved in

p]an preparations . revea] the ~personal vp1n1ons, observat1ons and

evaluations of key actors.  The results of the 1nterv1ews actual]y

ppovide the"core' focus fbr the reSearch ' stnce it 1s these personal

*Views, rather than the obJect1ve account of the events, .which w1]l

purpose (Adr1an, 1971 Whalen 1960)
j The‘, survey procedure
1nterv1ews, wh1ch allow part1c1pants to speak at 1ength in- their own

)
words, on spec1f1ed themes or open ended quest1ons of rﬁlevance. This

-

techntque, accord1ﬁguto’D1xon and Leach (1978 p. 4), is part1cularly ’

» ‘ . ]
emp]oyed semi-structdred or ' focussed

’ ultimately determ1ne future ac ions and comm1tnents to the reg1onal o
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appropriate in‘ztudies‘such'as@@his,fwherevtﬁe complete population of
“intérest is small and sampling is not findicated. The merits of - the

. approach have been described by Stewart and Cash (1974, p. 48):.

y & ‘ - s
: ,.&;‘g They let the respondent do the talking while the ™~
: jfiterviewer plays his role as listener and observer .
...open questions may reveal what the respondent
) thinks is  important, and’ he may voiunteer,
-2 information you might not think to ask for. They:
' may also .reveal a respondent's lack of information
or misunderstanding of words or concepts... _ The
respondent might show an uncertainty of fée]iﬁﬁ'or
his intensity of feelings toward an issue. '

A semi-structured i ‘r-view format permits lengthy "answers which might

reveal a paftiCitiﬂt'ﬁ iases‘and prejudiées. It allows ; spontanéity
of response and the -apstantial detail that is necessary to a study such
as this thesis, while still permitting the'interviewervsome‘cbntro1 over
isubject ‘ﬁapﬁer:'“ The mqfn drawback is thﬁs difficulty 'of"rECOrdiﬁg,'

‘coding, and tabulating the results bbtainedffrom the. interviews (Stewarﬁ

“

12

and Cash, 1974, P 49ﬁ,“Howgver, in this thesis, where the relationship |

between local autonomy arfd the plan préparatfon pﬁoéésé is, itself, not
. quantif{§b1e,fthé need for statistically precise measuremegy‘is tenuous.
Instead, " the ’‘méthod a]low§ for .a description 'of. the bqrticipants'
_ perceptions ofﬁlhé plan preparation proéess in,avmahner ;uCh%xhat “whaf
s sacrificed'ih‘ 5na1ytica1 preciﬁion is recompenséd.thrqugh richness

and detail" (Burton, 1981, pp. 3-5).:
1.4 Outline and Plan of the Study - o <

Chapters 2 and 3 will Iéyfthe theoretical groundwork from' which the

thesié research takes -its shape. Chapter 2 will ‘outline the development

of regional planning, as we]llas the natufe of the conflicts that occur

- g
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“in metropol1tan reg1ons,‘and will relate the tenets of reg1onal doctrlne

to the pr1nc1p1es underlyﬂng the belief in local autonomy Th1s chapter

3w111 also establ1sh that the relat1onsh1p between local autononw and

reg1ona1 plannlng is a product of the unique. dec1s1on making env1ronment

in any reg1on. In_Chapter 3 the de51gn of the reg1ona1 plan preparation

process will 'be viewed as a response to the 1nd1v1dua1 context for

~ decision- making Here, the e]ements that make up "the env1ronment for

p]ann1ng w111 be def1ned . and those ‘aspects of the dec1s1on maklng

context that represent for the planner, an opportun1ty for choice will

o’

" be characterjzed. Limits on the effectheness of regionaT-planning will

: .e]so be discussed. / ,
Next, 1n‘ Chapters 4 and 5, the po11t1ca] contextD for regionai
5p1ann1ng in tne Edmonton reg1on will . be descr1bed vMore soetffically,
the- prov1nc1a] policy whjch 'Juxtaposes reg1ona] p]annjng ;and local
au}onomy within the ’same -]egis]qtive nframework uill be .reviewed in
Chépter‘4.m Then,“in Chdpter 5, the nistory of(inter- municipal dispute
that Has marred theiregfonaliprocess withinnthei£dmonton area wiliﬂbe

descr1bed The : impact “of the McNally Commissﬁon report ‘

1ntermun1c1pa] rerat1ons, the f1sca1 arguments for terr1tor1a1 reform,.'

‘_.4—’/

‘\ and the 1973 1979 regional p]an preparat1on process were the cr1t1cal
forerunners of a mun1c1pa1 assault on the £1ty of Edmonton S° b1d in 1979
hs

to aﬁneiB a large terr1tory from surroUnd1ng mun1c1pa11t1es. The

’annexat1on application and the result1ng Cabinet decision will—then be

,presénted as inmediate%preoﬁrsors“o¥ the intermunicipa] re]atjoné.within

the_regional plar preparation process under consideration -in this

N -

thfs?s. o o ’ - ,
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In Chapter$‘6,and 7 the resu]ta of the research will be'presented.

The interpretation will begin by traciag the trajectory’ of events in the

process aS&Cwi]l then proceed to consider, from doéﬂEZthE}rsourQSs

. those factors that figured most prom1nently 1n shaping the relatéonsh1ps

between local autonomy and regxona] plan preparat1ons. ; The

distinguishing tr%ﬁts‘of the relattonship between the two forces in the

Edmonton reéion nijl,blso be pinpointed. Cnapten“7 will present'the

o -

resu]tk of the interview_survey, that is;'the’opin?bns and observations

of members of the regional plan conmittee of the EMRPC and technical-

‘plann1ng staff. This d1scu551on is' to be, organized. around five topic
areas: the ro]e of prov1nc1a1 author1t1es, the role of the reg1ona1

plan comn1ttee, the role of reg1ona1 p]ann1ng staff, contentious issues

in the formu]at1on of regional pollcy,‘ and the mandate for neglonal'

)

. planning. F1na11y, in Chapter 8 the conclus1ons that can be ‘drawn from

this case study, and the1r theoret1cal ram1f1cat10ns, w11] be set out.

t
&

' \ : . Q
" .
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Footnotes-

. .Hal1 (1970) defines the type of regiona] planning that is- the focus
" of this thesis as regional/local planning. Its stresg is on: the--
internal relationships -between parts of the region and' the whole

‘or between one-segment of the region and andther. It is primarily ’

concerned with physical problems of land use and design, and the-

various social, economic, and aesthetic considerations subsumed ,

thereunder. | )

JThis is distinct"from Qggonai/national planning “which s
principally concerned with the allocation of national’ resources
amongst regions that are most often defined by economic criteria.

- ...Hence, econohic planning 'is the fundamentai rea]m of interest in

regional/nationai planning.
Both the then Minister of Municipai Affairs, Marv1n Moore, and the

issue in the. design of the Planning Act, 1977 (A A.C.1.P., 1985,
1‘pp 4,6). To cite Koziak, - | N ’

The 1977 Act not only confirmed the' commitment. of
the Government to Tand use- planning, but it also
introduced a revised planning system which was based
on the premice of a greater municipai autonomy

. current Minister, Julian Koziak, isolate local autonomy as.a key |

The Alberta Planniag Board under the Pianning Act, 1977 is

directly - involved in regiona] planning.  The Board, which is
comprised of senior provincial civil: servants and - citizens at

large, as appointed by the Provincial Cabinet, administers the

. Alberta Planning Fund, reviews and approves regionai plans and

- regional plan amendments, adjudicates subdivision appeals, ~and

investigates relevant planning matters, at its discretion (Section

13, 48, 52, 154 and "56). It also adjudicates intermunicipal -~

disputes (Section 44) and disputes between a regional planning:

- commission and a local authority,(Section SR)

These couments, suggesting that there is no. adequate forum for L

resolving: dispute, were made despite the spec1fic prov151ons of thez»'

Act (see Note 3).
-~ | - 3
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" REGIONAL COOPERATION AND LOCAL AUTONOMY < -~
"AND THE DECESIDN-MAKING ENVIRONMENT .. .

2.0 Introduction S I

The conceptual baSis of regional planning is . the

Achilles heel of pretty well every book’ which

attempts the subject...time would be more fruitfuliy \

spent on improving the conceptual \gsis of regfonal - -

-planning :than on refining some  esoteric aspects of

regional. science (Chadwick 1975 p 332)

fIt is difficuit to present a neat synthesis of -all of the key
elements that theoretic1ans de€m critical to a ‘theory of regionai p
‘ . -

pianning In fact the fieid s without a cieariy articulated statement
of theory that has been buiit upon the intei]ectuai reassessments and
practicai 1essons that have - deve]oped Since the concept of the city—‘
region Qas first suggested by the forerunners of the discipiine almost
ayg century ago. In the words _of Perloff (1968, P '153), "regional
pianning has deveioped a]ong pragmatic lines w1th reiativeiy 1itt1e
a@tention paid to forma1 theory | In a simiiar vein Hall (1970 pP. 66) -
has referred ‘to British-regipnai p]anning experience as ad hoc, rule-of—

thumb pipnning, for which rno scrupu1ous and rigorous metho ology yet»'

exists. It thus ‘becomes necessary, when isolating the concepts tha are ‘
| cruc1a1 to a 'study sueh as this thesis, to infer important points from
an ;rray of sources wherei the underlying assumptions and goals’ of
regional- p]anning are Simpiy impiied In fact discussion of regionai
‘pianning principies is often subsumed within the larger question of

D]otai and regionai government“and reform (Hall, 1970 p. 70)

»'

Lo o . ) ) + ’ . : R Su



v

Gy,

" Nevertheless, the literature does reveal persistent veins ’of‘

V.thought thatptare critical in de51gn1ng a ﬂramework to exam1ne ‘the

relationshfp between Tocal autonomy “and regional. plan Apreparat1on.
Imp11c1t in the concept of. reg1ona]1sm, from the beg1nn1ng, has been the

be11ef that local author1t1es w111 be prepared to transcend the

'paroch1al bounds' 12 their -own Jur1§d1ct1ons in some cooperative

framework when the good of the entire reglon is at “stake. It is

preSumed that a community of ifterest exists at the regiona1 scale, and

‘that it will he recognized-and'valued by municipal units.  Yet, the

4purported'benefit$ ofithis;regiona1 band are often defined in funstional

and economic ‘terms which appear, from empirigcal evidence, to be less

1hportant to municipal governments than political allegiances at the

/

- local level Thus, local autonomy emerges as a counterva111ng force 1n

reg1ona1 plann1ng efforts. “The task for reg1onal author1t1es becomeS‘

one of estab115h1ng a ba]ance between the two opposing v1ews. It is
further suggested in the 11terature that the def1n1t10n of . thts ba]ance
must be unique for every. region.. No -ane .reg1ona] structure s
un?versa]ly suited to %he~circumstances'of.every region. Therefore, the

regiona]Ap]an preparation_process must betdesigneq to fit the context,

or the impact of»,nlanning in ~its abi]ity' to shape the futurg or

facilitate change is diluted. . Hence, an exam1nat1on of the FE]&thﬂShlp

4

between regional planning eqnd local putononw, such as this thes1s v
intends, must be premised on a clear awareness of. the decision-making

'context: A significint aspect of this eontekt is, of course, the

presence or abSence of a nunicipal'will to cooperate<for the rEgional
purpose. The understand1ng of the context, then, serves as a basis for

lnterpretlng the actual events of. the plan preparat1on process.

17
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2.1 Early Concepts v o ‘

210 -Urban Containment and Rural Revitalization )

3
\

OneJof the flrst suggest1ons for reg1onal plannlng appeared in the
work of Howard at the end of tne n1neteenth century. According to Hall

Gracey, et al (1973), this per1od of rap1d 1ndustr1al1zat1on and

furban1zat1dn in:Britain and its concompitant problems of 0vercrowd1ng and

of

poor sanltary condltlgns Jed critics like Howard to conclude that a new
form of community was needed to capture a more - perfect version of the
,good 11{a., Howard S own VlSlOﬂ, whlch proposed that town and country,
the twq aspects of the reglonal env1ronment, be planned 51multaneouswy
was the vanguard of an 1ntellectual movement that champloned the
obgectaves of\,urban contalnment and the rev1tallzat10n of the rural

BN

.env1ronment. In addition, Howard s theory reveals the - implicit

R assunptlon that urban and rural dwellers cherish conmon.géals that are

st served by treat1ng the two environments as a whole. The problem of

"s{ngle one - the provision of a balanced environment (Mumford, 1938;

'p". 395). 2

2.1.2 The Regionall Community o L
~These ideas: were transiat~- i+-n precepts for regional planning
-action by Geddes and his lat~ = .jes. AccOrding'to'GeddeS‘(1968,
P 33), vt s time to be =v. 5 .- .ncient feud, the artificial

N separatlon of town and councr . “he -s0lation: of town councils -and
county ‘councils, and to be SEEIHQ Lhiut Lown-mouse and country-mouse have

too long ;been treated as distinct spec1es . | Mymford (1938,

\{mp ov1ng5l1fe at both ends of_ﬁhe urban-rural spectrum is treated as a

18
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pp. 367-369), whd(BUiit explicitly on .the work of Geddes, continued this

train of thought:

-

The human region, in brief, 1s a complex of '
geographic, economic, and cultural elements. Not
found as a finished ‘product in nature, not solely
the creation of human will and fantasy, the region,
‘1ike its - corresponding artifact,” the city,, is a .
collective work of art., The effective redefinit-
jon of regional areas - a scientific remapping of
these areas and a political and cultural 'rewilling’
of them - is one of the essentiai preliminary tasks
toward building up a cooperative and serviceable
civiliation. . ‘

A region, then, was to be understood as a composite of natural forces’
and human spirit with each regional community unique and distinguishable

from all others. From this, Geddes (1968, p. 397) concluded that

19
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~ regional planning must capture the individual essence of every region so

that "each valid scheme should" and must embody the full utilization of

1ts iocai and regional conditions, and be the expression of local and
regionai personaiity | In response to this task Mumford (1937

pp. 371- 381) suggested that effective regionai planning must go beyond a

simple survey of regional- resources ,and aCt1V1t]eS to a critical:

X,

evaiuation-of the needs, desires, ideals, fnd’ethics of the regional
community. *The plan must emoody the very _essence of regional goals.
Impiementation of the plan, a vital step in the regionai' planning
process, would 1nvo]ve a deliberate campaign to educate and convince
community members of the regionai point of view In < sum, then, regionai
plan preparation would have to go beyond the analysis of technicai data
to the task of ‘discovering and nurturing the uniquégqualutij//;hat bind

together each community of interest



2.1. 3 Reg1ona1 Reform

it

Inherent in these concepts 1s the belief thatvexisting systems of

loca1 authorities might be 111-su1ted to the task of city-region reform.

Geddes, J%ihg Britain as an enemp1e;_suggested that sgme eyo1ution of

' ” ' . / i
local government institutions will occur as a natural and necessary
N

cumbersome and inefficient. It is 1mp11ed that regional cooperation

will ar'ée out of a reasoned awareness that it 1s both necessary angs

inevitable. A rational system of adm1n1stration based on this area wide

~ consciousness, will then emerge. Yet, Tt the same time, Geddes (1969('

p. 44) cautioned ageinst hasty political rearrengements of 1local
authority bougdaries as being a stimulus to dispute, friction, and legal
difficulties. Abercrombie (1923, too, in a discussion of regiona]
planning for Britain, recognized a potent1a1 for parochial disputes when
he addressed the means by which regional planning 1s\to be enforced.
The possibd1ity'that a local authority might wish to evade its regional
responsibility c]ear]y under11es the percept1on that it is necessary to

outline mechanisms for control. Accord1ng to Abercrombie (1923

n 117 118), one of the principal aims of regiona] p]anning is to

"eliminate that parochialism which is 1nev1tab1y set by the artif1c1a1
boundar1es between local authorjties which are so necessary for the

detailed carrying out of their services but which, without a regional

community, tend to produce isolated communities rasentfu] of any-

) interference with their own existence to meet the needs .of their

neighbors". So while, on the one hand, regionaI planning is justified

by the presumed existence of regional communities and e . concomitant

1

process when the existing paroch1a1 methods of administration ‘become

20



spirit of cobperation, it is also éuggeéted that the viability of
regional planning might be eroded by self-seeking local authorities.
Early theory leaves regional plannérs witb4somewhat‘contradictory terms

of reference.

.2.1.4 Link to the Present

The seemiﬁg incongruity between the theoretical ideal of a united
community of,intereéf and the rea]ity‘of'intense inter-local jealousies
-and dfspute has plagued regional planners since early times. As will
" become apparent shortly, contemporary regiona{iplanners are no closer tg.
reéqlving th;s dilemma than their.pregeﬁessors. Ye&,vevén~ﬁhe,eér1y
.theoreticaildiscussions suggested that the question -of political eontro?
rests at the heart of any quest for regional "planning reform. In more
modern terms, Abréms'(19§7, p. 1Q3§) referred to political jurisdiction
as "the rock on which regional planning is either shattered or to which

it is. firmly secured". In light of these observations, it would seem

that the critical issue to be résolved in any regional planning exercise”

is the appropriate balance between two countervailing forces - regional

cooperatiéh-and local autonomy - and the task for regional planning in

-

the face of this balance. Given the suggestions by early theorists that-

-~ ’ :
.each region is tunique and that each planning exercise must respect that
' indjyiduality, it seems reasonable to expect that the regional planning

task will differ over time and spéce, depending dpoﬁ the particular

circumstances encountered. In .accompanying ‘terms,. the ngbgtionshfp
R _

between local autonomy, as one issue of relevance in the regiona17arena,
and regional plan‘ preparation will be the product of the unique
decision-making environment of every region. Yet, it is necessary to

examine a more current state of the art to discover ‘how these early

@

»
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" threads have been incorporated 1nto‘ contemporary regional p]anning

doctrine. ' “ y
2.2 The' Rationale for Coordinated Regional Management

Like the moves for metropolitan government reform of which it 1s

pften a part, regiona) planning is touted in theory as a vehicle for
achieving eff1c1ency, equity, and areawide coordination in pelicy and

Nervicmg for the urban region(. It is a framework for directing growth

and change. Problems of policy c'oor\dj‘nation, ;;oﬁcy accountability, and
policy ineguities stimulate the desire for a cohesive form of regional
management.  .Lim (1983, -pp. 6,7) has consolidated the many

justifications for regional integration into six néat arguments:

~

1. Scale economies in’ the production of public s
services. ' - ‘

2. Effective distribution of public goods. o

3. -Resolution of interjurisdictional externalities.

4. Improved exchange of informatmn and coordinat- ’

-
ion among subunits.

Reduction of fiscal disparities among subareas.
Promotion of income distribution.

(oA, ]
. .

Yet, Bradford and Oates (1974) have suggested that empirical evidence

“fails to provide absolute endorsement ‘of these claims. They observed

L

that although 1ntegrated systems of local government | may yield a more

equitable d1str1but1on of income,  they may not bp preferab1e to

decentralized systems in terms of service efficiency. Hirsh“(1968) :

11kew1§ questioned the validity of the arguments for regional
management when he ind1cated that not all services, particularly, those

in human service delivery, reap si‘gnificant scale economies. In fact,

the literature abounds with case studies disputing one or more of the



,-'c"laﬂimed benefits for regional adminjstration.- Even -more important to
" the purpose of this thesis, Lond (1968), Wood (1959), hnd Lim (1983)
have suggested that these types of arguments stress the economic and
functmnal issues ,,mvo]ved in reform at the expense of questtons;'of
political control and‘ public values- .Discussions are therebyreduced to
questions of effici‘ency,and appropriate service standards, ‘wikth the
'Jnderlymg presumption that economic rationality will orevail in the
quest for regional control.  Long (1968 pp¢2,4,5); likening the
arguments ‘for fragmented. a.nd centralized forms of metropolitan

ad_minist\ration to a comparison of the merits of the corner grocery store

and the supermarket, saw folly in such an assumption:

G

In both cases efficiency is contrasted with what is
.purported to be an anachronism. Power and -
competence are taken as self-evident grounds for the
euthbanasia ‘ofs the great majority of localy .
governments ﬁch are bhthe]y to be comsigned to

the dustbin history... "-But while arguments of

scale and—competence are persuasive for those who |
share a common object, they miss the mark when '*

addressed to an audience .whose wiews are widely —

divergent... The corner grocery store is obsolete
~only when its customers so regard -it.
In a similar vein, Banfield (1957, p."90) claimed that “"the idea that
there are va]ues, sucht as efficiency, which pertam to the community as

~ @ whole and to whtch the pr1vate 1nterests of 1nd1v1duals ought to be

subordmated, has never impressed the working class voter". Accordmg

to these authors, the rationale for regional mana.gement’ must be derived

23

from ‘a clear assessment of the Political "elimate of the community .

involved and an appreciation of the politice] structures , that are

necessary for effective oontroI, : , ¢



2.3 The Regional Community | '

These critical .observations, which .will form the core of later
discussion, raise a related point about the concept of the regional
community. Many of the cl'assic arguments for reform rest on the premise

that the regibn is a viable 1ev_,,e,1' of focus for a discussion of

community. ‘Yet, the literature does not eVen indicate universal,

agreement as to how a region or .a community is best defined. For

example, wh‘ﬂe Friedmann an()&m]er (1965) consi‘dered'a region to extend .

. : S
outward from the metropolitan core onr a distance of up to two hours

driving time, Berry '(1973) pro‘p'oSed' tha_t. it be based on‘ t'he\ daily

conmuti‘n”g srange from the city. Guest and Lee (1983) discussed tv‘vmd"'forms

of community as being eglevant within the metropébitan Séattle region,’

- ]

one based on primary intimate reTationships and another based on mgré_
. . A

distant“functional ties. - .
For thesis purpases, " it. is not pertinent to further .catalogue the
different approaches to -region dg]imitation.3 Rather, what is of

~ ,
interest’ here - is the continued faith. of regional planners in the

existence of an identifiable‘, orgam‘c' community of interest and the'

‘imph'cations of this belief for regional planning practice. Gertler
? , C '

(1972, pp. ‘17,18)'pr_‘ov'ided an example of this school of thought when he

~ suggested that the significant region coalesces around aﬁ*v‘*-or\gaﬂm.«éocia] ‘
cammunity whose intérdepéndent parts are united by Jjoint economic,

transpoktatjon and communicatiqQn systems and a resultant, shared life and

dest‘ir'\_y. Implicit in this definition is the belief that a common
existence serves a%a bond for the region. Hanceck (1976), too, showed

his support for this view \ghen _he noted that community and cooperation

24
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o

‘ are born of the shared functlonaltsm and spat1al prox1m1ty wh1ch ex1st
f»tn the c1tyeregton.¢{ These def1n1t10ns of a soc1a1]y and funct1ona1]y

Jihhedsphere of.interestjthp11c1t1y accept one particular -concept of
comwnity: \ | LTI f" | .

s T

A group of peop]e make up a communtty so far as they o,
.Join together cin valuing something. Ihe common . g
value "‘that -unites them may .be a goal they. all
consider worth ach1ev1ng, so that each by noticing
“ the 1dent1ty of his ~objective with- that of the
others. deve]ops a - sense of kinship with them
(Haworth 1963, pp. 19,20). ‘ RGN : .

)4‘,“

'ult is a commun1ty based on a common sense of purpose and a sp1r1t of
unity . and cooperat1on.A It is presuméd that a common env1ronment and

tdatly funct1ona1 1nteract1ons are suff1c1ent 1mpetus for the growth of

B ye . ’

ydthts comnunal bond. _ .
Others have chal]enged the w1sdom of such an assumpt1on. Bollens

-and Schmandt (1982 pe 14) for examp]e, described the metropo]itan

o

n'regwon as ‘a mosatc of d1verse un1ts where the concept of nmtropo]ttan‘
t: , .

c1ttzensh1p has 11tt1e concrete’ nean1ng

L. ! MetropoTttan areas are conmuntttes in the sense. that .
' they constitute settlements of people living within
spec1f1ed geograph1c space and interacting with each
o other in.terms of their daily needs. .Few, if any of
- them, é&re communities in the classital meaning that
theircresidents identify with the overall area, take e
pride in its features and-accomplishments, and have.
strong feelings of commitment to it (Bo]Tens and
Schmandt L982 P 11). : *

1 . .
‘ Adriag' (1971), too, charaétetized the @etropo]itan- region,_ not _as_ a
community, but-as an aggregate.oftpersOnsband places pursuing.a variety

of econom1c and soc1al goals.‘ TO'Nakstein (1972, . pp. 294 295), thesev"

1nterpretat10ns of the metropo]1tan regton support the. h15tor1ca1 record

L3



of the last one hundred years and‘ with reSpect to theory, point to the

"persistence of seme h1gh1y questlonable assumpt1ons. One is the

\\contlnual a55umpt1on that a metropolltan comnun1ty is. a single community
steadfastly pursuing un1versa]1y agreed upon goa]sx - In fact, the
 belief in an areawide cOnSCj0usneSS"that will foster cooperation and-

consensus about goals seéms difficult to‘defEnd empiricaily, ‘To isolate

three representative exampTes from the seemingly endless sed of case
~studies, %Zidence supplied by wakb'in (1972) for Boston, Kaplan (1982)

- fqor Winnipeg, ,Joronto and Montreal, and Aron (1969) for New York

indicates  that. political and cpmmun{EyAa[legiances do not rest at the

" regional level.  In every instance  local authorities ‘worked
systematically te undermine the efforts aimed at a redefinition of

1ssues away from the local level of decision making.

t

~ both the rat1ona1e and the framework for reglona] planning. The picture

of a metropol1tan area as a d1verse yet funct1ona1]y 1ntegrated system,

with Jo1nt prob]ems and joint respons1b1]1t1es as a result of these

11nkages, putl1nes a need for coord1nated actjon. Yet, returnlng t0’

]

- _points “drawn earlier from'Ldng (1968) and;Bahfie]d (1957),,neither the

o

 reasoned desirability nor the vfunctiOQgI';necessity' of coordﬁnatign,

guarantees a carresponding political success. The' critical issue would

"seémﬁto be the at;ainmeht of an appropriate balance between the desires
7 . ) . ) & . .

of the parts and the needs of the whole. -In an attempt to clarify ‘this

~ dilemma, ' Ash (1969, #pp. 73,78) - 1ikened . the city-region’ to human

personality:

‘.
T

" The structure of personality for,anyone aliveitoday N
mirrors the complexity of the city-region .itself.

2 6

RN

This second interpretation of the metropol1tan region reorlents'~97

(‘ .
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we each s1mu1taneous1y play many ro1es have d1verse
“interests - often ‘with no other 1ink between them .
_than our own brittle selves.  The ‘problem of - (
persona1 identification today, surely, centrmg as " -
it does on the question of 'alienation', is that of .
finding the balance between these - d1sparate parts .
and_of sustaining resultant tensions. The city- \ _
reg1on is not a comnumty, but rather an envlron- -,

o

2.3.1 A Redefinition =, =, . o

N 3

One- is 1eft‘ then, with a def1n1t1on of the metropohtan community
“that is based on a set of boundarles dehm1t1ng funct1ona1 11nkages and
.1nteract1ve pr1or1ties and enc]osmg an array of poht1ca1hy d1verse

0

~groups with conflic\\tg ‘goals and different values. The conf]qct" bred

ment. | e o . S

by this diversity ‘can“be i'nterpreted within a 1ocviona't framework (Cox, °

;A1973) Ind1v1dua1s, based on part1cu1ar needs and wants make dec1s1ons .

“with resp\ect to ‘the maximum ut111zat1on of resources at the1r d1sposa’l

Each resource a]locatwn scheme may have’ repercusswns, or externahty

3

effects, both pos1t1ve and negatwe, on the*utﬂ'lties of other°

4

md1V1duaJs.' The desire to m1n1mize negatwe ext,erna11t1es and maxmue v‘ '

positive ones 1eads 1nd1v1dua1s to cTuster together w1th others mth

'hke vesource a]]ocatwn schemes, mto distinct spat1a1 c-]us’ters, ,or

.

terr1 tor1es, thereby Hmting contact mth d1ssim1'lar groups However,
& &

in thé metropo'htan ‘region, with. close spat1a1 juxtapos1tlon of these'

) d]ﬁ;tmct groups‘ confhcts may occur a1ong the territoria] bound’ames

when the effects of - one group s deciswns are - percewed as 1mpos1ng '

negative externahties upon the other groups In 'hght of th1.s [}ye and

. Hawkins (1971) suggested that the problem of decision making in " the’

metropohs is essentiaHy one of pohtics - pe11t1¢s bemg the means by

which the controversy anch ar'ises through the 1nterp1ay of conmumty

- 21
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interests is resolved In these terms, the /hanagement of these
po11t1cs, or the resolution of the conf]ict‘that stems from diversity,
¢ s the principai ‘task of metropo]itan government
| Giilingwater and Hart (1978) havelmade a similar c1aim, suggesting
that regionai }piann1ng must expand 1ts. role beyond the traditionai

' vtechnica] draiting‘of.pians to correspond with the poiiticai nature of

_ e , . 5 \ ' ' :
the decision-making task. They define regional'p]anning as a complex

process of policy development, communication, negotidtion, and,control.

Gi]iingwater' (1975) further described regional planning as being

| concerned with the 1nf1uence and manipulation of power and poiitic§ﬂ"

LY

“1nf1uence within and between poiitical admintstrations Rhodes (1980)}'

g

'5referr1ng to the Umited K1ngd0m aiso suggested that~the infiUence of

poiitica1 factors and the, power-game aspect of regional'pianning are
. : T

dimensidns_of cgntral-local re]ations that have been too long forgotten
'_These chara“zations of regional p1anmng fit with Rondinei’li s

q§1973) descriptions of urban policy making, in genera1 -as an_inherently

28

potitical act1v1ty in wh1ch’ conflicts over va]ues goa]s, means and;‘

1nterpretatnons of rea11ty are reso1ved through processes of reciproca1
exchange such as negotiation, intermediation, and bargain;kg. The

;opp%rtunity for exchange or a predisposition toward cooperatfon amongst

part1c1pants arises from the anticipation of perceived nutua1 benefits,

wh11e the propensity f r conflict, .or thwarting of c00perat1ve

processes arises out of perceptions of an asymmetrical pattern of gains |

and yiossesaﬂand concomitant self-seeking behaviour by - participants '

.'(Skelcher, 1982[. Regional planning, as a, framework for the benefit of

the | overail;' regional community, prov1des . one’lrperspective for

“interpreting the claims,of&gains and losses for.differentﬂgroups. Yet,



¢

" the methods of weighing the claims will depend on the particular concept
,-‘of equ1ty that is Judged appropriate and win have - vastiy different
consequences. on the. outcome “of the deciSion-making process (Beatiey,

1984 ; Berry and Steiker,,¥§§4) Hdhever before discussing the charact-
Qny greater depth it will

eristics of the - regio' 1 pianning process in

be ‘heipfui to examifie further the nature ¢gf the political backdrop

against which such a process takes piace
2.4 Government'Structure and the'Areai.Divis

Government and administrative structures axe one manifestation of

L N
the arrangement of poiitics in the metropoiitan gion Schattschneider

(1960) made this point when he 'stated that political organizations arg,
in fact, mobilizations of‘ bias in favor ofl one particular brand of°
politics deemed' appropriate in a given time\ and“Space.v The,’areai
| d1v1510n of powers in the city- region is -thus de51gned according to

Wood (1959 P- 54) to implement a particuiar set of values he]d in high \7
. R X
- esteem o

c

i

.

‘The basic definition is, of course, that of division
of, powers in general, a governmenta1 arrangement
“with the objective of distributing various segments

'+ " of public authority in various ways for the purposes .
ofdassembiing and restraining power for some given
ends 5

= - :
. Wood toohgthis point further when he suggested that the‘ana1ysis of the

~ need_for metropolitan government reform must begin with awconsideration‘ '
f?'of both the patterns for- effective distribution of power and the
| re]ationship of these’ patterns to the goals of the community In the

fina1 analysis, the appropriate division of powers is that which grants ’



-
.- . . ! ' ' v ’ \. . ) ‘ .
the capacity to govern effectively within the community framework .and

7va1ue structure of its constituency From this, it is possib1e'to 1nfer

- that any shwft in the areal d1str1but1on of powers. shou?d be in response"

to) a change 1n either those va1ues or the circumstances affecting the1r

‘means of" attainmenx ~ Money (1973 p. 321) in the context of 1oca1.

government reform in Br1ta1n provided the rationa1e for- this sta%ement
L . i . r‘ . . - N .

Un]ess one assumes local government to bé an end in
itself, the nature of any proposed reforms.must stem

- u1t1mate1y from what local government js supposed to

-~ be for, in the sense of helping to redlize awgiven
wvalue or values..: . In short, it is a simple case of
the end. determ1n1ng ‘the means or, put another way,
saying that the nature of the problem determ1nes the
nature of the so1ut1on

e .

2.4.1 ‘Objectives Behind LocaT GOvérnment'Decentra]ization.’

b

In light of the above d1scuss1on, it is. necessary to examine the

obJect1ves wh1ch lie behind the fragmented pattern of decision nmking h

that_ reg1ona] 1and use p1ann1ng aims to correct f- Leemans (1975)\

outTined five categor1es of . object1ves for & loca1 government

decentra11zat1on, and suggested that the exact form of 1oca1qfovernmenthr.

" that, emerges will be a reflect1on of the d1fferent we1ghts attached. to

b .

&

each objective in a -given pol1t1ca1 setting: L a ' .

[
)

1. Decentralization tas an instrument of nation’

- "building. o . .
2. Democracy. ‘ K
3. Freedom. ’ ' ' o
4. Efficiency of administration. , y
5. : o

Soc1a1 and economic. develgpment.

The prec1se def1n1t1ons of each of- these 1nterre1ated obyecffves occurs .

. w1th1n a given societal framework where a partfcu]ar concept of man and

£



~ N . 3

.50ciety;<and the need to achieve certain results, will shagpe the exact

“pattern of decentralization that occurs. -

.2.4.2.-Local Autonomy .

Iwézof LE%mans'.objectivés, democracy and freedom, are gost often

»

ﬁﬂ;cited $n‘ defense of preserv1ng 1oca1 autonomy, or the right of

”1nd1v1dua1 communities to make lndependent dec1s1ons about. gheir own

_futures. Before exam1n1ng these ob3ect1ves, however, 1tzjs/e:tent1a] to

have a clear understand1ng of the concept of local autonomy Accord1ng

to Clark (1984), the d1scret1on of ]ocal governments to define and carry

" out. their ~own" objectives and, -hence, the degree ‘of autonomy  they

- E . R - : -
Tre extent to which their decisions and actions are inmung from

I'd E . R . . L .
surveillance‘and revision by higﬁer tiers of authorities and the actual

power of local authorities "to regulate and ]egis]ate,'in their “own
v ‘\ N ‘ . -

. . . : ° .
interests" determines theéir degree of self-determinatfon (Clark 1984,

P 205) Cr1t1ca1 to the concept of autonomy, ‘then, is Rhe relative

power balance between ‘different levels of authority.-

Based on this theory of'autohomy, Clark (1984, p. 199) outlined a

Y

typology of local autonomy: s N o

Type 1: initiative and immunity

Type 2: initiative and no immunity
~ . Type 3: -norinitiative and immunity

Type 4: no initiative and no 1mnun1ty

allows no local d1scret1on. Type Z:autonomy perm1ts 1oca1 author1t1es
the power to act but makes every d c1s1on subject to review and possible

. amendment byw upper-]eve] tiers. Type 3. autonomy requires local:

3l

possess, ~is defiged by. two -specific powers: immunity apd initiative.

",Type 1 autonomy represents virtually comp]ete local contro] wh11e type 4 _'
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authorwties to respond . to centra11y defined functidns|@nd rggu]ations
a1though there is no centra] scrutiny of the imp1ementation of these

”ru1es Hence, accordwng to Clark (1984) the precise nature of local

- autonomy W111 depend upon the freedom of local governments to exercise

their own 1nit1at1ve w1thout fear of review by h1gher authorities. It,

follows from Leemans (1975) that the degree of latitude.granted to ]oca]
” aythorities'wtql_depend uBon the particular societal framework and the

objectives behind local government decentralization determined therein.
2.4.3 Democracy

, Democracy, as it relates to the concept of local' self-government,

~ is an extreme1y d1ff1cu1t term to define. 4 Th1s, Nha]en (1960) has

suggested, is because, there are as many tnaditions of democracy ‘and

local self-government as there are operatidna1 democracies. Langrod

‘*(1976 p‘ 7) e1aborated on this point and suggested that the difference
between rea11ty and facade, or what 15 professed to occur and what

actua]ly takes p]ace further comp11ca;es- the ana]ys1s of the two

N

concepts:

Neither democracy nor local government‘*!onstitutes
values which are ‘absolute, wuniform, comparable
everywhere, and recognizable without diffieulty..
When we speak then of local government in democracy
there is at bottom nothing but an equation of two
unknowns There is to be found .a variety of
formu1ae rarely corresponding with reality.

Yet, despite these complications, there ane,tnree elements that recur,
. ? i . -

in various guises, in most discussions about democracy and Tocal

government.  These are control, part1c1pat10n, and consensus.. For

examp1e, focuss1ng on nationa] polit1ca} inst1tutions, Whalen (1960)
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suggested that democracy means a system where citizens choose,
influence, and dismiss ‘government. In similar terms, Martin (1964,

p. 88) defined democracy as "a system inhﬁhich the individual has the
. o .

controlling voice in determining the goals of the“state and the wayé by

which these goalé are to be sought"; Money (1973) indicated that

% L
demdcratic government must make laws and rules by or with the consent of

the majority of citizéns;'Greer (1972) has called consensus "the crux of

3

democracy", noting that it is often 1nterpréted' as a continua],’

reaffirmation of authority from fhe.;gras§ ~roots Tevel; @nd;ﬁumoét
recently,“Massén (1985, p.‘l).argued that {n a demoéracy,.xthe!ci;izenry
giveé governhent its 1egitimacy by consenting to be governéd". In aji
of these vdéfinitions; there is- an imb]icit belief in the fundamental
'wbrth of the individual citizen. And, in\every case, the elémgnts Af
‘confro1, coﬁsensus and barticipation'are inextricably linked. Relating

these elements back:- to Clark's (1984) discussion of local autonomy, all
N s

i .-
three are concerned with the power of 1dta] authorities to legislate and

. regulate the ‘behavior of their residents ,accordihg‘ to their own

| objéctives and W§thod£\survei11§nce«by/a’higher institg}?ﬁﬁ?ﬂ authbrity.
Limits to action are imposed by the local population. |

: 'The argumehts for Tlocal autonomy which rest on a belief "In

democracy sugges£ that local self-government is most suited to thé

centfa1 tenets of this poLitié&I 1d§o1ogy. vIt is assumed that direct,

, both a meaningfu] consensus and control of eleéied representati?es.

This, it is theorized, is most likely to occur in small local settings

(Masson, 1985). As boundaries- expand, the less -direct and more

one-sided are the chahne]s of communication between the citizen and the.

personal, and frequent involvement of citizens is required to achievé



leadership, with the bulk of information flowing from the government

downward

(Dahl, 1976). In fact, Greer (1972) has .claimed that the

- - 4 . ) ) )
association of local self-government witk* democratic tragition is so

strdnthhat localism has become accepted as a good in itself..

uA belief

in the ina}ienablé rights of the individual has been translated into the

protection of individual communiiies.

2.4.4 Freedom

The concept of freedom is often linked to democracy. 'Yet, there is

- one aspect of freedom that is sepérgte from the political

discussed

regkon is

- .

values

above. = Here, the decentralized form of the metropolitan

1ikened to a private market and loca] autonomy JUSt]fIEd by an

ECOHONIC argument that stresses the ability .of the system to provvde a

wide assortment of d1fferent bundies » of services to metropolitan

consumers

select residential

(Ostrom Tiebout and warren, 1961) Individuals are free to

>

locations that are most su1ted to the1r llfestyle

preferences; Shepard (1975, p. 301) linked these arguments to local

iy
!
ol y

. autonomy :

The economic

‘define their range of function

consumers.

4
-

Since the costs of changing residential locations

are quite often high, the strategy followed is to
attempt to stabilize the strategic value of sites by
exerting control over the geographic location of
units which relate to strategic values. One of the
peimary functions of metropolitan pol1t1ca] subunits
is to exert such control. . J¢ .

D

t

lifestyle argutent assumes that local governments will-

in response to the demands of local

‘Local autonomy preserves the ability of local governments to

respond effectively to these demands.

34
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It may not be particularly relevant here to pursuehthe debate over

, -
the question of whether iocai se) f=government actually does further the

- vaiues‘ ascribed to it, and thereby Justifies. local autonomy within

‘certain political cultures. Political decisions are taken on the basis

- of what the individual perceives to be'true,,not‘necessariiy what the .

reasoned arguments‘nf reformers outline as a rationa1'courSe.of'EQtion
(Adrian, 1971). - Whalen (1960) made a similar point when he suggested

.+ that poiiticaiiinétitutioﬁs.resuit as much from the cultural and social

environment, unconscious habits, traditigns values. and fears as from

"reasoned human will. Indeed, Tocal autonomy, or the preservation of
.soyereignty, might be sought ndt with any clear goal in mind, but as an
.end in itself (Sheppard, 1975).  The impqrtant point for regional
'pianners is' that local autonomy is a'cherished goai, and this ‘may have

t , . .
repercussions on the planning process if regional planning is- perceived

~

as a threat to autonomy..
2.5 The Environment~ - ' . !

| To synthesize the above points, it'ﬂ!uid seem that local autonomy
is valued for different reasons and in varying degrees 1n different
environmenta) settings The manner in wh \the be]ief in 1oca1
autonomy manifests itseif will depend upon té%’k;hpiex interplay of many
dffferent variabies ‘at work on the urban scene This point is of
critical significance in setting. a framework to examine the objectives
of this thesis. It indicates that regional planners will encounter
rastiy different political circumstances ™ different settings. These
cireumstances.wiii define the task before them. Returning to the pnints

made by Banfield (1957) and Long (1968), ‘the rationale for regional
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p]annigig must be derived from a clear assessment of \.the political
climate of each commonitx and an awareness of the political siructures
‘that are necessary fon effective'management'within that setting.

These arguments, about the importance of environment, are supported
by Foley's (1972) interpretation of the oi?ferences between'the British
and Americanypo]iticg] environments, based on his anaiysis’of the events

surrounding the’ reform of the Greater London _Regfon 1in 1963, He

particularly "noted the differences and “Steilarities in "the

organizationa1 dilemmas,-and in the basic relationships among actors and

institutions" in the two countries (Foley, 1972, p. vi). The British

political culture is characterized as one where .the Central government

is empoweryd and‘entrusted to govern so that its authority 1is routinely'

- exercised as a natural course of events. Hence, ."to a . remarkable

degree, the 'system functions on ‘the basis of the acceptance of‘

autho?iti” (Foley, 1972, p. 20). The American system ‘of* federalism, ‘on

the other hand, rests a 1arge bulk of residual ’ powers (that is, those
not constitutionally assigned to the state or federal governments) with’

local. institutions. Many municipalities have entrenched- "home ru1e

<

‘powers that, by tkadition grant them virtya] finala dutho;ity on
regional reform efforts. 6 As a resu]t a loose cooperati¥e affiliation
of local authorities is often ‘the most stringent form of regional
management that is politically feasible. The c:§%;ast between the two
political cultures, then,‘is a difference im:thé/tIocus of the powen 10
 decide”, which.has a profound impact on the outcome of fegional reform
efforts (Smallwood, 1965).  Of fmportance to this thesis, the

arrangement offpowers between: levels of authority was seen as a critical

36



eature of the overall environment which “sets the parameters for
o ’ : . 4 »
regional planning. ) . | -

2.6 Structural Reorganization of Local Governments

In what almost seems an intéilectua] step backwards from the above
discussion, in whikh the significance of the individual environment in
determining the nature of a regionai process was emphasized it s
necessary to examine the belief that. the. structure vfor regionai
administration is, in itself, sufficient impetus for the growth .of
effective regional managément This neces51ty arises out of the
attention, both past ang,present that structure has commanded in the

1iterature

- One rationaie for  the be1ief in structur&] reform is that an

appropriate structure will stimulate a regional consciousness, even fif
orne does not‘alnoady exist. As Long - (1965, p. 5) described it, "the
lack of a significant poiitical structure leads to\an ethic of escapism
There being no sufficientiy powerfu1 unit of governnent to ensure the
possibi]ity of effective action, there is no central point to' rally the
imagination of the populace -of the area and no stage to attract such

natural aristocracy as may be availah

in the same vein:

LN - :

The existence of signifitant cdipmon prob]ems will pe
enough to generate-an effective regional constituen-
Cy once appropriate institutions- exist. The
~ difficulty is to establish regional institutions
that are genuinely capabie of tackling these

problems. -
‘ 2

" Sel£(1982, p. 149) continued
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A large - number of structures have arisen in response to“’ this

L cha]lenge,' each one representingwa d1ffere'ntrinterpretation of the
appropriate ba1ance between loca‘l and regiona'l concerns and the best&*;*‘u
means of achieving consensus and control . For convenience ang,
conciseness, but in gross simplificatiop of the real world: diverstty offP
in‘nstitutional arrangements. these can be c1assif1ed into 'three
cateci:ories (Horan and Tay\or 197}5 Hikstrom, 1?77,, Bollens and.
Schmandt, 1982). The consolidated form, or single government structure,
admi‘nisters and. de?ines all services and functions for-.an entire regibn,
with all ‘1-oca1 ‘authoritie’s abolished. The federa) °or' tiered structure
recognizes"the genera-]. lack of .poh’tica1 -feasibility in Aoon‘soHdation;
it 'rep;resents a .compromf’se solution, ‘in\ wh'ic\h ‘local ‘authoritvfes 5
adm1mster pure]y local functions and a regional fxt of government*l
" deals ynth issues of an areawide concern. In the thirﬁ approach the
’fr:agmented pattern of local governments is over1a1n wWith a variab1e .'
.number-of ad hoc or special purpose bodies, which are created to 3
cadminister -spec1fic functions on an areawide bashis-‘m These ‘speciaT-"
purpose bodies run the gamut of responsibiht'ies and power ranging from
agencies that are narrow 1n focus and have clear authority to carry out .
a specific servwce, suc/h‘., as sa regiona1 utilities ooard', to 10ose

*

cooperative affiliations of local authorities examining a broad are'a/of’/
. - 3 -

concern, 'with ‘no prerogatives f/o{r, .implementation. Councils of

government in the United States ar'e’ an example of. this latter form. :
2.6.1 Coungtls™of Government

~Metrﬁpo]1tgn councﬂ-s of government merit specific elaboration -

becausa’' of their similaritvy to the Edmonton Metropolitan -Reaional



=y

I

_;Plannwng Conqnssxon in membersh1p composition and imp]ementation'
authorlty The sim11ar1t1es between the two suggest “that many of the

cr1t1c1sms of counc11s of government (COGs) warrant cons1derat1on when'7

@

exam1n1ng the reg1ona1 p]an prepar§t1on process updertaken by the EMRPC
‘Counc1ls of government and the Edmonton Metropei/zan Reg1ona1 Plann1ng
Commwss1on are both specLa1 purpose bod1es. They are assoc1at1ons of

local governments that meet on a regu]ar basis  to d1scuss and resolve

A
matters of an areaw1de concern,7 but ne1ther of them ho1ds author1ty to

4

Jdmplement po]1cy decws1ons taken at the reg1ona1 Tevel.. Sti1T because ‘

= they retain a Iarge unumber of local governments work1ng together"~
s .
‘cooperative]y to estab11sh reg1ona1 pollcy, these types of . structures
‘-#
are cons1dered to represent the ep1tome of po11t1ca1 feas1b111ty (Hordn

q

and Taylor .1977) They often exist. where 1oca1 oppos1t10n prevents an& |

..

-

'stronger f%rm of reg1ona1 contro1v R LT R S

Cr1t1c1sn1 has been 1eve11ed at COGs for a var t’d

re]at1ng to membersh1p structure and 1mp1ementat1on au- 0 ity.
}they re1y on the nearly unan1mous support of the1r members“v.~‘ ar
vP8presentat1ves of 1oca1 m“"1C1Pal1ties in the %;e91on, they - tend._dhd

:1avo1d controvers1a1 prob]ems and focus on s1ﬁp1e tasks that wil] not_yi

‘generate confﬂ1ct (Horap and Tay]or 1977) S This has made them too'

'at1m1d to bk eﬁ#ectlve In add1t10n th :
“hats, a regiona?- one and( a loca1
constituentSu\for re—election, means
'governments invariably outweigh <reg1onu

P_n Zgﬁm ,1983) On top of that a nun1c1pa11ty ho]ds E

‘1nterest situa
g»the reSpons1b1T1ty for carrying out pollcies thatanay contrad1ct its own

best ’1nterest. kn summary, “the membersh1p composition and 11mited

o
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implementation authority means”that councils of government wield little

!

clout (Allensworth, 1975, p. )31

Aron s (1969) study of _the council of government approach 1n the

‘New York metropoiitan area supports the above contentions Shekp01nted :

out that a regional body comprised of 1oca1 members. reiies on the

continued goodwill of ‘those members for its success. thherwise,

negotiation for consensus and \the implementation of proposals are.

equaiiy 1ike1y to dissoive fnto factional dispute. ,§ Drawing ‘on the

failures in New York, she concluded that COGs must be flexible in their

approach, skillful, in their assessmefit. of the political circumstances,

and well versed in“the arts of cooperation and communication. In the

New York case, ambigu1ty about the overaii role of the council and
uncertainty about obJectives for. regiona1 management made 1t difficuit

for the principle of regionai cooperation to -gain agﬁFptance Indeed,

~in the absence of ‘intelligent deliberation- of issues and p011c1es at the -

Tocal Tlevel, regionai cooperation often became subJect to factionai

{attack,' with -debate revolving around personaiities and 1rre1evant

considerations rather than’ focussing ton the 'principle of cooperation

itself (Aron 1969, . p. 145). Aron's study iiiustrates,. then, the

!

debiiitating 1mpa¢t of seif seeking 1ocai. authorities on a regiona]

" process, in the absence of purposefui strategies to manage conflict and.'

promote regionai cooperation

»

In contrast to the New: York experience the Metropoiitan Council of

~

'Minneapoiis St. Paui prov1des an examp]e where a councdl has been -

de51gned spec1fica11y to aliev1ate many og the criticisms of the typicai

o2,

€06 format : This counci1 structure represents a cgv mise between

regionai governments with the authority to 1mpose regio A decisions,”y

X3

e
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.,

'administ2§§§égional management gpes beyondvsimple 1egjs1attve‘sanction_

LN

1rrespectiVe of the concerns of local authorities, and cooperative

kY

affiliations of local authoritiesowhich are able to function only-on

issues whére local interests coincide,, The Council's members are

appOinted by the State 8nd possess no .dir ’t'1oca1 attachments. Yet, an

0 Pomne

essehtia] ro]e of this spétia]- purpose bbdy is to invo1ue - Tocal

1

“authorities in the dec1sion-mak1ng process w1th the . aim of secur1ng

local endorsement for any controvers1a1 reg1ona1 po]ncy decision before.

th% fact. Kolderie (1983 p. 146) uti]iZed the business management’

ph1]osophy of General Motors to 111ustrate this feature of the Council's

s

approach <
- ’

This pract1ce of selling . major proppsa]s is an A _&%f

important feature of our management Any. proposal - f
must be sold to central management, and, as it’ :
affects other divisions, it must be sold to them a
well.  Sound managemeént also requires 'that -t}
central office should in most cases: selT
proposals to the divisions. Our ‘se]ling
assures that ‘any basic decision' is made on1 .
thoreugh consideration by all. part1es conc*‘
Our tradition of selling ideas, rather than si ol
giving orders, imposes the need upon. all levels of
,Fmanqgement to make -a good case for what they _
" propose. , - '

)

The Minneapolis-St. Pau] approach recogn1zes that the Counc11 must

work’ w1th and through 1oca1 nun1ctpa11t1es I ¢ is s1gn1f1canf'to th1s‘
thes1s in .two respects. F1rst thevconsc1ous 1nc1usion of a prov1swon

for se11ing proposa]s" and defusing confllct over content1ous issues

suggests that a regiona] plan preparation process shou]d be as much an
exercise in managing 1ntermun1cipa1 relations as a means of def1n1ng

technical soTutions. ~ Second, the task of‘instituting;a strugture to

N 4\“
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. . ‘ ; ’c;x
oi that.structuretto‘the techniques and‘skiiis'used to Operationaiize
. ' . ‘ ) ,

3

‘its mandate.-
2.7 The Canadian Context

The empiricai ~examples -discussed aoove address the relationship
~ between regionai ‘pianning and 10cai. interests; and ‘demonstrate ’the
importance of the dec151on-making environment in .infiuencing that
re]ationship Two Canadian examples, presented here, further underscore
the need for.a careful and critical" assessment of the envir' ment as a.
prerequ151te for building workabie regionai strategies The Toronto ann
winnipeg cases were seiected, instead of other Canadian examp]es,
because the ‘range; of information available “about them allows an

» St

.exp'loration of_h_the Simuitaneousmvterpiay of the many .factors

'influencing the local-regional reiationship. The winnipeg -re?orm,

eeftorts are important because of theirvshortcbmings They represent‘a
_ faiiure on*the part of regionafféuthorities to address the underlying
poiiticai power structure in -the- region and are a ciassic exampie of
the. absence of the w111 to cooperate amongst local nunicipa]ities 1In
Acontrast . the Toronto case “il1lustrates a situation where one individuai

.utiiizep his awareness of the environment to manipulate the politicai

‘;51tuation for the . benefit of the metropolitan ‘cause. These two

examp]es, taken together demonstrate vividly that the reiationship

~ between 1ocaL\autonomy and regiona1 plan preparation is very much a

'product of the actions of part1c1pants in that process This point has.

’maqor importance for the research design of this thesis.

42
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2.7.1 Winnipeg -,g' - , | | -
‘A federated metropolitan‘structdre}that retained theridentities‘and
geograph1c boundar1es of exist1ng mun1c1pa11t1es was imposed on - the
'w1nn1peg region by the Man1toba government in 1960 ~ With respect to
?1and use planning, the metropo11tan government was given the author1ty
'to prepare and 1mp1ement a regiona1 p1an Accord1ng to Kap]an (1982)

~ the: popu11st f]avor of the w1nn1peg pol1t1ca1 culture, combined w1th the

fact .that the- metropolitan solution ran counter alike to the’ama1gamat-

ion. sent1ments of the C1ty of w1nn1peg and the decentra11zat1on
. T R o

_ A
objectives of the suburbs, made conf11ct 1nev1tab1e Beyond that,

however the esca]at1on of conflict to a 1eve1 exceeding workable limits.

was st1mu1at§d by the roles and strategies adopted by the actors and
1nst1tut1ons 1nvo1ved In partlcular, rap1d moves-byvthe Metropo]1tan
Council to so11d1fy and extend 1ts power base and 1mp1ement regional

po1icy effect1ve1y sque]ched any chance for mun1c1pa1 support (Kaptan,
}

1982, pp 554,560,564) ,,&; T o

“a

What occurred was a v1rtua1 nmn1c1pa1 1nsurrect1on ‘
, an assault on Metro far exceeding -anyone's expectat-
&S jons. The system was characterized by a large
- degree of self-closure, a nnra] self righteousness,
an unwillingness to learn, an inability to be self-
¢ritical, an inability* to appreciate the need ‘for
adaptation to the po]1t1ca1 environment  as a
condition for the system's 1long termjgsuccess...
Metro's tactless handl1ing of the municipal
opposition, its elementary lack of prudence or self -
restraint in the face of mounting municipal
~criticisms, and even mounting provincial criticisms . -,
was based largely on its inability to correctly read -
the motives or interests - -of the:key actors 1n its
enviranment.

&4
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According to Kaplan, the ineptitude of the Metro Council in'skil]s'of

cownunicatfon. negotation, accommodation and compromiSe fed the fires of

d1ehard opponents of the system and: forced potential neutrals 1nto the-

hostile camp.  This unyielding attitude, comb1ned w1th the sk1]lfu1
mafipulation of the media by the Mayor.of the City of w1nn1peg, in his
"characteristically strident, affectively charged; assaultive: style",
focused ~pub11c attention. away from Metro's areawide. concerns anid
'accomplishments to trivial complaints'and‘petty scandals (Kaplan, 1982,

p.\562). The municipa] demands were intensified as well by the

unwwl]tngness of the Prem1er to endorse Metro unequ1voca1]y, in ‘the

midst of these municipaT assaults.

With respect to reg1ona] planhing, p]annlng officials felt the best

~

approach to the task, given the hoSt1]e p011t1ca1 c]1mate, was to move

44

'toward reg1ona] )goa]s through cooperat1on and consensus, rather than .

‘rthrough their Tlegel auchor1ty. In prepar1ng a- draft reg1ona1 plan,
p]anners de]iberately avoided controver51a1 tssues and made a consctous
p1ea to the City of W1nn1peg 1o endorse the plan because of thé economtc
benefits it afforded ‘the central area.' VYet, in Kap]an s view, -the
p]anners overestimated the impact  of their. rational arguments and
underestimated the fierce local affiliations. Municipalfties fought the
~plan on the'pprinciple of 1dc51‘ autonomy -vsimply' because it was a
.product of Metro. The plan never secured offitja] status and an ad3hoc
decision-making-'patterh .emerged. . Earl Levin, a former planning
director, attributed the'failure of Metro to a'deljberate and contindgus

strategy of political subversion from very' narrow political quarters

(Brownstone and Plunkett, 1983). Even the institution of .a consolidated

‘ government structure in 1971 .did not end the conflict and " touted



w

i‘ne.qui;ty'of the Metro system. M'Suburb_an opponents were able to force the
L 4 ) o ' _ ‘

. . ‘ [4 '
provincial government to compromise so that the new Council's scope for

action was i’nsignificantly ‘al'tlered from the previous arrangement
(Lightbody, 1976) - Critics. mai‘ntain that ‘the reorganizat‘ion .fail‘ed to
address the under]ymg s0cio- econom1c power structure and. placed too
much fatth in the eff1cacy of structural reform (Axworthy and Cassady,

1974, Brownstone and Plunkett, 1983). Hence, both of ‘§he Winnipeg

‘reforms indicate that effecti ve regi'onal control gbes ‘beyond the simple

unpos1t1on of a reformed structure. The objectives . of the . regional

effort and the actions taken to secure ‘these ends ‘must accord: w1th the
w
poht1ca1 reaht1e*f the reg1o‘r£1.

2.7.2 Toronto .

~
The Toronto metropohtan exper1ment was the first in what is now a

system of two- tiered reg1ona1 mumc1pa11t1es extendmg across southern

Ontarlo Its upper tier is compmsed of appomteis from the councﬂs of
member mun1c1paht1es. Only the chairman does ,not possess local
~affiliations. In contrast to the Winnipeg example, where the actions of

_+metro officials created impassable barriers between the two tiers, the

strategies 'adopted by Frederick Gardine‘r,',the first chairman of the
® Toronto Metropolitan Council, in its early years, d1sp1ayed a consc1ou§'

avo1dance of controvers_y and dehberate attempts to foster consensus

(Kap]an, 1982).. ‘Recognizing the strong paroch1al interests on the

metropolitan council, Gardiner first mobilized power by dea(l__ing with

municipa]ities. Support for them was not an act1ve endorsement of the
metropolit"an' system but rathe.r -a passive support by virtue of

unexercised opposition. To prevent hostile forces from crystallizing.to

ghysical service decisions'that did nat antagom’ze any member
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. the point. of §tu1tifying any of his favored programs, Gardiner
~deliberately played municipalities off against one another and thereby
limited their opportunity to unite .against him. In*addition, Gardiner

"adopted a gradualist stnategy for policy implementation that effectively

1utiTﬁzéd the disunity in ggburoan forces to his advantage:

+

Thus, a controversial long-term plan, like a series
of public housing projeCts on suburban sites, could
, be divided into seemingly isolated projects; and a.
o. controversial project, like the Spadina expressway,
could be divided into segments. Gardiner would then
proceed step by . step, provoking only isolated ’
oppos1t10n at any one step, insisting that council
examine only’ the single measure before. it, refus1ng
~ to discuss how this step related to others or to a
larger context, .sometimes denying that such a .
context or program plan existed. Thus, each suburb
cast a - lone, dissenting vote against a publit
. housing project in its midst; and, step by step,
five projects were given approva1 (kaplan, 1982,
p. 689). . . .

Gard1ner achieved resu]ts through sk111fu1 personal effort.

¢« Metro plagners. ran counter to Gardiner's personal manipu]at1ons and

e

1ncrementa11st tact1cs when the on br1nging a regiona] plan

forward to the entire metro council for debate and scrutiny Acoording

to'Kap1an h1s accomp]rshed two th1ngs First, it spe]led out 1ong

opposition fprces cou]d -coalesce.  The plan, managed to antagonize

" everyone. Second, the process fueled an ongoing rivalry, based on

1nstitutiona1 1ayérf{E§j’Bét&éEh city and metro p)anning'staff. This

riva1ry saw &nners abandon the discussion of substantive planning'

issues to ‘couch the1r arguments in terms of "metro's imperialistic
encroaehments of city autonomy" on one s1de and, on the regional side, a

defense of metro aQainst a “hysterica1 one-sided viewpoint" (Kaplan,
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1982, p. 696). In the end, Gardiner's incrementalist strategy prevail-
ed, so that Kaplan could characterize-thg post-1959 era for regional
— . .

planning as a time of g¢onfusion, disorder, and limited. achievement.
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Horan/ and Taylor (1977) and Rose (1972) have similarlyohoted the absence:

of & concerted attack on'oon;roversial problems that involved conflicts

over ideology or social goals and objectives. In 1978, at a meeting on

urban development .at York University, speakers from Toronto descr1bed
their metro system as '"very .good at doing th1ngs and very bad at
deciding what is the right th1ng to do" (Kolderie, 1983, p. 167).

The Toronto example thus 1llustrates how one key part1c1pant was
able to ut111ze spec1f1c strategies to quell the opp051t10n of local

g
author1t1es But, it also indicates that the particular. nethod chosen,

" the 1ncrementa11st approach, shaped the ability of the metro system to

manage controversial problems and issues requiring 1deolog1ca1 accord
between municipalities. The value of strategies selected to manage
conflict, then, must be assessed in'terms of their.aoility to serve the
actual purposg of the regional‘process. ‘-

. [ -
2.8 A Synthesis '

RegionaI' planning, at the metropolitan scale, is a framework

‘ for | managing and controlling change  in urban-centered regions.

Traditionally, its theory has placed faith in *the presumed existence of

regional communities bound together by the similir aspirations and sense -

of ‘community. which arise from the spatial proximity_of groups within a
dense1y sett]ed‘Spae@ It has been further presumedfthat a reasoned
'awareness of a shared life and dest1ny, joint prob]ems, and functional

linkages will result in a sp1r1t of cooperation to foster the good of
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A\

the entire‘regibn. yet, p]ann{ng experience sdggests that this theory

has sorely underestfmated the diversity of goals within a region and the
. : : ! ' : .

resulting conflicts amongst indfvidual municipalities fighting for

autonomy. . Reyions become embroiled ih» political and philosophiqa)

wrangles " that do not mirror the participatory spirit outlined by

‘régional planning theorists. It would seem, in the Western World at

¢

least, where political philosophy stresses individual rights and

tradition, that the principle of local autonomy is a key

jonal plannars to face.v Furthermqre,“the design of any.one

universally—applicable framework for fegional decision making does not

ensure regio:91 consciousness. Rather, each urban region represents a

‘unique decision-making environment where the complex interplay of -many

different factors shapes the decision-makiﬁg process. In essence, the

°
n

context provides "a stage f6r community decision-making ,epiéodes“
(Bolan and Nuttall, 1975, p. 10). According to Skelcher (1982, p. 146)
.an awareness of this context is essential 1in .the design of plannirg

processes and structures.

2.9 Relationship to the Thesis

v
£
[

The'»diSCussion in this chabter isolates, for the interpretive
framework of the'thesis‘p;oblem,'the importaace of the deéﬁsion-making
context in shaping the relationship between 1gcal aut onomy and regional
plan preparation. _On the‘paéis of empirical example, it also indicates
- that particu]af elements iwithin the context serve as constraints to
regiona]iplénnihg while otherle]ement§ serQe to enhance the pdfential pf

“the regional effort. Issues and ideologies, strategies and actions- of

participants, impetus for theé will to cooperate, and the historical

1
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trajectory of intermunicipal relations, all appear to play a ro]e in
shaping the re]at1onship between local autonomy and regional p]anning

In order to define the nature of the nelationship between 1oca1
‘/
autonomy and regiona] planning in the Edmonton region, several quest1ons

must be, answered:

1. What elements within the context played a significant role in
shaping the events of the plan preparation process?

2. What po11cy issues were identi?‘bd for resélution?

3. How did conflict between 1oca1 and reg1ona1 v1ewpoints man1fest
itself in the process?

"4. How does the Alberta Planning Act define the respective roles
of local and regional authorities? Was this mandate reflected
in the events of the process? :

5. What are the 1deo]og1ca1 bases for 1oca1 autonomy and regional
p]ann1ng in the process’

L]

-

It is obvious.that the answers to these qﬁesE;ons ,depend upon" a

substantial ‘base of factual information to docupent the political

cuTture in the province and the trajectqry of events during the plan

,p?eparation process. It thus becomes necessary to analyze the records

and reports of the Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Planning Commission

and the provincial documents defining the role of regignal planning to

secure this information. Yet, the points made by Adrian (1971) and

Whalen (1960) emphasize another area of coneern. The ‘attitudes and

opinions of participants, by'virtue of cheir ability to shape the course

of events, warrant attention in the study. It becomes desirable to

supplement the records of what actually occurred with the participants’

~assessments of the same events Further to this‘po1nt, the d1scuss1on

that each regfon_presents a unique set of circumstances for a p1§hning .
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process suggests tnéif(ﬁm is adwisable tg. grant participants wide
 latitude in their %and@r of rdsponse in ofder that they might X@veal

information that .1 was unaware could p

. structured interview format, Mﬁkgh “a

over SUbJeCt matter w1thout curtav11ng 1nformat1on that the participant

cons;ders important, ¥s a valid choice of research method for the study.
A critical first step in defining areas of concern for these interviews
though, 1is an expanded awaréhé%s of the characteristics of different

facets of .context that m1ght bqg:_;ga the celationship between local

2

autonomy and i;eg1ona1 planning. This topic will be considered in

Chapter 3.

significant. Hence, a semi--

he interviewer some control’
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“membership &
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~4 Footnotes B

g " .

. ‘l‘ . '
Hall (1970) maintained that regional planning for ‘the urban-

centered region is necessarﬂy associated with the refory of local
goverpment. ) , o

Howard's vision of a balanced environment was really part of “an

international trend-in-thought during the last hal of the .

nineteenth century. Working independently in Spain, Soria y Mata
developed the concept of lineal cities (Boileau, 1959) while in
France, Garnier developed a framework for the cite industrielle.
A1l three concepts, stressed the organic interrelationship of the
city and the surrounding country (Wiebenson, 1979).

Glasson (1974) and Richards (1970) have provided discussion of the ‘

issues 1nvo]ved in reg1on delimitation.-

[t is not ‘mtend,e,d to, oversimplify Gertler's and Hancock's
discussions  of a nregional community. Like their historical.
counterparts, they also noted .the likelihood of the intrusion of
tocal autonomy on the regional scene. This awareness of conflict,
however,.did not weaken their faith in the overall concept of a
regionals commurtity.® . This~ faith provides, a good illustrative
contrast .to othanyautho;s who exphc1t1y identify parochial
interests. as a' ‘redson: for d1scount1ng ahe concept of a regional

There is ampte supp‘oﬂ 1mtm111t
planning 4% cohcernad‘ WP, 5
Allensworth‘* r}eg )*»peovme{«*&s
spec1fkc refe t tﬁe

% aeft arréngﬁemeﬂt b7

gb‘ i sh. tm? Bowi ' cHapEErs ahd.'f;*ft'-*
Traditiona}ly,- a];né‘ugh*rthere is e Je
‘to mean, that reg1onaJ refo
Tocal ref .en’.___ SR I &

&
83 ‘«-;;v.j,‘ & %

"Ansrcmlfor ity this is
',u;es consent through

nc‘l‘rs of “Govemment, the EMRPC has a compulsory
is differefce may not' be particularly significant

Unlike. th

exerc1sed§t{\ mgh;h to w"ithdraw. R .

kett:, (1979) notéds . that meubers of COGs have never '
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DECISION MAKING"AND THE DECISION ENVIFONMENT

. 3.0 Introduction

N . ) \ :‘j '_,‘ ‘:“_"
It "is apparent from Chapter 2 that the analysis of a 'regional

decision-making process cannot be isolated from an assessment of the

decision . environment. It was indicated that the compl®x  and

‘ mu]tifacéted inferblay 'of contextual variables has an_imp:act on the
progression of a kr:‘egi‘konal planning process.  In Chapter 3 this
discussion of the'contexfc-prfocesst relationsh{p is refined by déscribing
key eleme'r}ts, within the environment and, then, isolating those that are

1

‘most important fof the thesis problem.

Since it is the mutual interacvtiop of context

3 :

R s . %, &
of- cpncerr‘lhhere, it is pos.sibl'ea,;éi“ﬁdestep d*@boute the validity of
out pay“'ing allegiance -

'vér‘ious'-planning approathes in the abst?act.l" ‘
%’f any part’iéqlar‘ theory o_yf~‘~,p1anm'ng.,. a planning process  can be .
?%%scr‘;bed simply as -a series of decisions, st?‘ateqies, and “actions,
condq\}:ing to some p(n*pose.‘ ‘Then, without~‘disf:orting this interpreta-
tiern and by yexamining. the prrocéssrin a vejn similar to that “in which’
- Bolan (1980) .‘xplbrres' “the prof"e§"siqha1 pyla'nm'ng .episdde, the nature of
:contex-t ,'_as"'a conditibm’ng factor is assured a focus.  According to
Bolan, the "episc?de" encompasses a series of situations or :sceanes, all
h;‘of the’ persons*invplved, and the interacﬁi'qns of indiwiduals and
{settin,gs that are focussed on' a comjbn l{,,problem,_ The sudngééfﬁl, choice
of specific strategies;  roles -and actions - an”, in fac{, the
1’nterpretatiyo'n of ‘the prob]zeam at wr_n'cti the process . is aimed ‘- hinges
upon the assessment of the decisions environment (Bolan, I980;. Schon,

1983). Yet,, there is no absolute determinism impltied. Rather, choice,

(N
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‘of method represents ‘a creat1ve response to the’ various constra1nts and

o

.7opportun1t1ec wh1ch can” be exp1o1ted in varying cegree and tn" " a

different  manner invﬁeach unlque et of. Circumstances. Context

~constrains the range-iof choice: but it does not dictate the choices

pol1cy dec151ons. - Remember1ng from Chapter 2 that the reg1ona1

' . o - :

‘actually made (Stewart 1982) Hence, the »sk111 of the p]anner in -

assess1ng the envrronment, def1n1ng the range of ch01ce w1th1n thaté/,

‘.context, and determ1nﬂhg the appropr1ate roIes, strateg1es and . facggcs

fw1th1n that range m1ght shape h1s potent1a1 to 1nterv?ne 1n regional -

oo’ .

cooperatton, it seems reasonab]e to expect that part of that sk111 m1ght

rest on the p]anner'S ab111ty to partﬁc1pate effect1ve1y in: pol1t1cs, or’  1

the\management of conf11ct. W1th1n the .web - of organ1zat1ons w1th wh1ch

3

the qre\g'aonal planning exerc1se is concerned the p]anner must make

Ve

3
/max1mum use. of the resources at h1s d1sposa1 (Ske]cher, 1982) : Hence,

in exam1n1ng the re]at1onsh1p between the reg1ona1 plan~ preparatlon

>

.“process and 1oca1 autonomy, as one facet of the context that 1mp1nges on -

u‘ 4

‘that process, a cr1t1ca1 focus m1ght be the’ opportun1ty that is afford@ﬁ

for cho1ce. - e L ‘ .‘/ S '

3.1 The'Cu1ture of ?Janning‘ L “*h‘ - ;'- |

T
‘-

..

Bo]an (1969 pPe 301$ synthes.zed the re]at1onsh1p between p]ann1ng

~ and 1ts env1ronment 1n his assertlon that “the commun1ty decision arena

;‘could be cons1dered the ‘culture' of p]ann1ng s1nce 1ts ru]es,'customs,vﬂ

and act1ons determ1ne the fate of p]ann1ng proposa]s ~ This obseryat1onA

s

is supported and elaborated on by authors such . as Skelcher (1982) and

o

i Ranney (1969), who have conc]uded that seht1ments, values and 1deo]ogy, 1

TR
[

’env1ronment 1s character1zed by a propen51ty to conf11ct rather than iﬂpf~

A}



i:i ‘ ‘ : ‘ i - '
‘-community power structure, local political' culture, organizational

“ structur- g% oc i o- economwc . Characteristics, cthe 1ega1 framework,

“,features, the scope, timing and subJect matter of plannlno‘

: proposa(shand the persona11t1es, roles, and strateg1es of the actors

#

will aly,. affect the p011t1cs of p]ann1ng in a region.

' Bo]anhs mode | (Bolan3 1969, Bolan and Nuttall, 1975) ancorporates Q@

2l

oﬁdirectionaT relationship between the structure'of the environment and
‘the act1ons of the part1c1pants -in the dec1s1on mak1ng process. 'lAs
,:such, in undertak1ng the process steps of dec151on making, the cu]turev
of plann1ng can be understood = jas the. 1nteract1on‘ of fourj"
yariables - decision field | charact%ristics, .‘planning and | action'
'strategies,‘issue attr{butes;wand p'ocess roles (Figure 2). ‘Tnowof‘

these variable ' sets, issue -attributes ~and degision field

Characteristics, represent. structuqel features of ‘the decision-making

'

' context to which the p]anner mus]/ react. The other two. variables,
- process ro]es ‘and planning strdtegies . and tactics, arer at Tleast -

paftia]]y within the realm of the/planner's‘control and repreSent; in a
sense, the resources with which’h% reacts (Bclan, L969,-p.*303):

How - skillfully each ractor p]ays h1s role, his
ability to.marshall and manipulate . resources, his
ability to enlist other individuals to play other
roles, and the influences of motivation and self-
interest have a bearing in the decision process and
influence decision outcomes... S1m1larly, the -
4 ‘strategies of. planning sand -intervemtion have a

' = substantigl influence on the nature of commun1ty

- . decision making. These are the factors of pr1mary-

» concern to the p]anner. -

LS

PR ] : : o ’ : Y
SR L o L N : ' R . o -
ufThe;plann1qg function, accord1ng to Bolan, muyst. take its cue from the

. O . - N L . . ’ . A » .

_confextual features which shape the planning situation.
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'FIGURETZ
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THE ‘CULTURE OF PLANNING
ADAPTED FROM BOLAN AND WITTALL (1975)

!

independent Variable Sets Pnfluencing Decision.Outcomes‘

“Variable Set 1:

i IEL L A,

Rrocess Roles

°
‘- L

Var1ab1e Set 3: Plann1ng and Ac-
tlon Strategles
@ =

‘ a. Process

b. Progess

role specialties

role measures
motivation
opportunity
skills

Attor
Actor
“Actor

LY

~

i

a. -Planning strategies
Relation-to decision focus
. Method " strategnes‘*‘j@y
Content variables.

“b. Act1on strategxes

& Reallocation of resources
" Institutional change

- Client change .

Var1ab1e Set 2: Decision F1e1d
: Character1st1cs

| Variable Set 4:

Issue:AttribgteS

-

a; Soc1o p011t1ca1 env1ronmenf]¢,

JForimal*structure
- Informad structure
@3@; Genera] .icy‘structure

b. Dec1s1on un1t character
"Source of power.

a. - Ideological stress

b. D%Stripuion,of effect$

-h ~Eleij1]ity

ds Action focUS"

Accountability
Group dyn9m1cs e. Predlctab111ty and risk
Group role- o v
: | f. Commun1cab1l1ty BT
/ : .
¢ | S
Y I! \ '
L . - —
§ Dependent Variable
s ! Decision Outcomesf_’
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3.2 ‘Planm‘ ng Met'hod and the Decision Environment

\;,
- :‘

There are two ways of trans]atmg the Cue Ffrom the env1ronment into .«
1ann1ng me+hod or p]anmng pract1ce (Metcalfe, 1976 Skelcher, 1982, v%
Botan and * Nuttall, 975). (The ‘first. s the "environmental *
résponswenqss approach which portrays the planm ng process as "h1gh1y-" T
responswe to features of the context to. the extent that context co.u_‘nd
be sa1d to shape methodology (Ske]cher, 1982, p. 12) Cohenfl(}1970)"i -
provided .an example of this ‘ 1nterpretat1on of the* context process |

\re]a‘tionship' when he s_tressedk,» with respect to the p]acement of the
p]ann‘ing functi‘on' within ‘the deciswn-maktng system, “that such".
deterrntnat-ion is’ largely 'beyond the p1anner's control. Inst_ea‘d,‘-it" is
pas1ca]1y asresponse to the broader soc1a1 /economic, and political ‘
v context of a soc1ety. In the env1ronmentna1 ,responsi_,veness app'roach,
planning method is.,bfgr all intents and purposes, adepende&nt variable.
The. 'second 1'nterpretat-1'on of the re]at'i.onship“betwee.n -co'ntext andr
process focusses on’ the ab1hty of the p]anmng functlon to 1ntervene 1n‘
| env1ronmehta1 c1rcumstances. Lt ks{concerned with ‘the cond1t1ons under
‘wh1'ch the 1mpac-t on the con,text for brg’amzatmna'] or planning action
can be enhanced. ~Context-kis\" ;no'“'“a;less" ’-important in this ;'env,ironmental‘
effectweness“ approach but the emphasns is.-on those aspects ‘of the
_ cor;text that can be ut1hzed & ‘a sprmgboard for p]anmng act1on.and
m%rventmn. It is a pos1t1ve emphas1s - on the opportumty for cho1ce -
’ af'vforded within. a spec1f1c context. LIt rests -on_ _the premise that, a

f

planmng is shaped and cond1t1oned by 1ts env1ronment yet, at the same‘
t1‘me,§ is devoted to change and gmdance w1th1n that.- context.

: Friei‘gjhann's (1‘969)»_ 'f'action-pl‘anmng,_mgdel, vwher;e the- planner must learn

n R ‘ ! - -



to intervene‘in,the societal_guidance system, epitomizes the environ-

: = 2
mental effectiveness approach. Stewart (1982, p. 238) elaborated on

the relationship‘between COntext'and choice:f '

V" In design [of poticy-making systems] the constraints
of context and the possibility of choice have both
to be allowed for and to be used.... Context does

" not determine policy-making. processes There: is no

- deterministic  relatlonship between context and

' - policy or policy-making systems The design (orﬂ if
-that 1s the choice, thé “non-design) of a policy-
‘making system, is an exercise fin organizationa1

choice. : ’

In _the enuironmentai effectiveness type of approach the de51gn of

-

planning methods “exploits the space between what exists and what might

"be desirable” (Leach and’ Stewart, 1982, p. 4). According to Alexander

(1984), the blend of normative prescription with realistic circumstance

“offers the best outlook for the design of a decisionfmaking paradigm.

.
¥ o v
]

3.3 The Organizational Context ‘

3 & . 0 - -
. B

The context, ,as an arena %or choice, can . be more exp11c1t1y.

~

de]imited for ' the purposes of regional planning bg,isolating that part

/of the ‘environment with which the regional p1ann1ng agency is active]y

or potentia]ly engaged for goal setting or goa] attainment purposes.
This immediate context can be characterized “as a web)or network‘of

organizations hav1ng executive resource a]]ocation functions in reiation

to substantive issues with which the regiona] p]anning exercise is |

o

concerned" (Ske]cher 1982 p. 128). The concept of the nultiorganizat-

jon is used to describe the interorganizationa] network that results
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‘from the J01ning‘oflparts of~numerous organization§,~each part. being’ a



. o ‘ v
subset of ‘the interests of its own parent organization ({tringer, 1967,

- . o v o e . |

P 107) A ‘ : S - Jl “,, .‘
f}a:“vp 43)
TN e,

a -guide, & dec1s1on~ netwo#k is defxned as “an épeﬁ ,petwork’Ji

i . .‘

\ communlcatwons among peop]e .acting e1ther w1th1n po]1cy systems or

In 51m11ar terms, us1ng Fr1end,.Power and Yewlett

across the 1nterfaces between them which may influence: the commitment s-

reached in any specific c]&ss of decision problems". Communication is
" the core of this 1nteract1on and 1anguage, as a key instrument* in
communlcat1on, defines the rules, purposes, and 1pterpret1ve quallty of

the entire interactive process (Bo]an, 1980). Furthermore, the

interactions*‘Withinu this network, and hence between organ1zat10ns,'
k& o ’

produce visible products that, once produced, are pléced on - official

record (e. 9 1and use plans and mun1c1pa1 bylaws), as. we]l as 1nv1s1b1e

products th t “remain in the consc1ousness of partlcular 1nd1v1duals,

1nf1uenczng their. abilities and ‘percept10ns .as a result of person
1earn1ng
exposed éhem (Carter, Friend, Po]lard,anq Yew]ett, 1975, p. 20). It

. is, in Forester's (19824) terms, a distinction between organizations as

N

producers of instrumental results .and organizations as pegpetuators of
*social re]ations. A balanced view of planning organizatioﬁs includes

both of these aspects (Forester, 1982a,'p. 5):

As structures of pracgica1 ‘communicative actton,

organizations not onig 'dduce instrumental results,

‘they also produce soC ‘relations..: Each organ-

izatipnal interaction or pract1ca1 communication, -
*including .nonverbal interactions, not only has: a .
: point, an end-in-view, a result to be produced, but
- - 1t1reproduces and develops (or retards) the specific
gfv;%y 4 sl 'vorking' relat1ons of those who 'interact.
) a‘& o e : L

“experlences to which the1r part1c1pat1on 1n .the process has *
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A key feature. in the design of regional planning methdds, thén, is an
*awarenes.s of sociai reiations and interoroanizationai interactions. The
concept of a regiona1 p]anning agency as a' "network orgamzation“ which
focusses on the interactive roies, or procedural and 1nterorganizationa1
issues in  the network becomes significant .(Skeicher,' 1982,
pp. 133- 135) L ) . " ;5

3.3,.,1 Interauthority Reiationships : ' e f

From the standpoint of inte_rauthority relationships, severai

i’actors affect the‘ nature and‘ quality of the p'ianning episode and,
hence, the reiationship be“'twe_en regional planning and -"Ioc‘ai' autonomy .
Accordino to Leach (1982) with reference to coun'ty-di'str»ict'reiations
in Britain, the quality of organizationai reiationships is characterized
by ) the structure of the 1nterre1ationship, the values, sentiments,
atti“tudes'and interests of key ~~-actors ‘whi_ch act as filters .for policy

matters, and the nature of the legal and/vtiuasi-legai documents governiné

= =3

the relationship. .Moore and l:each (1979), describing the’ structure of .

reiatwn;hips, suggested that organizations form connections because of'

a mutua1 though not necessarily. balanced dependency on one another.

Each participant vaiues the bond and hence exhibits dependency on the“

‘other participant to a degree that reflects the import-ance of, the

‘reiationship to its own functioning The structure of the Cdependency

-

determines the power baiance within the re'lationship and presents“
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vopportunities for confii‘ct or cooperation between authorities Nhere ,'

gnter pen. eqcy present

;récognition and acceptance
A ¥ _
$ z‘ékthe benefits of - the

:{j,;cdordi nating strategi es are! f
“ ‘?“éiationshim and minimize ,

A S

each organization s



1ndependent'ﬂact10ns.'v This c:omon ~appreciation and COMmitment to the
. joﬁnt tash are necessary 1ngred1ents for the successfu] funotioning'of
decision networks (Brazier and Harris, 1975). At the same time,
- however, the'.acceptance of a structura1 1nterdependency w1f1. hot
supersede the importance of an organ1zation’s own' interests (Leach,
- 1980). Within every.reTationship; eaCh orgahization seeks totminihize
“the degree. of‘fdependency “and maximize its own »autonomy.. Simitarly,
within a multiorganization structure:,eacy participant retains primary

allegiance to its own parent structure (Skelcher, 1982; Brazier and

Harr1s, 1975). _ ‘ | o . : '

\

Where one or both part1es fa1ls to apprec1ate the nature of the

ﬁnterdependency, there 1is. an opportuthy for the -conf]ict to be
escalated and for spurious‘issues to intrude (Braiier_ahd Harris, L97S):
This ts‘ most FIikely to occur where-idivergent« po]tcy joptions (pave
.differentiresource‘consequenqes for participants or vhere,partjctpahts
are-unab1e to agree on the relevance of'certa1n_issues (She]cher, 1982).
In -turn, the conf]ict wi1] result in a deteriorationfof communication
.and, because’ the nature of the . re]at1onsh1p is condit1oned by a series

of events over time, repeated antagonism will result in a negative
. Ty . . !

stereotype which routinely dominates every'response‘(Leach, 1982). One

result"is °that the 'interagehcy-kprocess 'may‘ be defeated through a

strategy of . avoid1ng firm commitment  to any one position By framing
'the po]icy output in amb1guous or 1ndef1n1te terms, the‘ substantive
1mpaot of the exerciseris neutra]ized (Skelcher, 1982). Rhodes (1980)
| referred to a sim11ar "advantage". 1n obscurity when he proposed that the
| \

vague 1eg1s]at1ve ~framework which defines the respective roles for

central -and local ‘authorities in the United Kingdom serves as a device

60
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for preserving flexibility, avoiding commitment on'politically senSitivgi
issues, and enhancing the .autonomy >of‘ both 'sides.%‘ Hence, the
1nterauthor1ty context may prov1de an opportunity for e1ther conflict or

cooperat1on and 1ays the ground ru]es for managing the decision- mak1ng

- process. o v ‘ i s

343.2 Organizational Learning Y

One fjna]; point “about _the interorganizational context bears'
directly on the relationship between regional plan preparation and local
autonomy, and provides a Stra;egic entry point to the discussion ofy the
. management of resources and contraints within actual . contextual

settings.  The interorganizational setting is a dynamic one where
changes in relationships can be expected over fime; For exam;le,&
changes in'the nature df legal and quasi-legal gujdeTines,‘e change in
' ::y achers, the‘deiefopment of new issues or crises in old ones, or the

péfceived "threat by an outside force can all trigger changes in
1nterau£hor1ty re]ationships and thereby alfer the context for deCision
making in the metropo]1tan reg1on (Mpore, .and Leach, 1979) |
, The potential for change, %tbe 5comp1ex1ty of relatwnsl,\ps in '
denerel, negessitate ‘the need for organiggtional monitoring end

~learning. - There is, first, single-loop 1earning which “occurs when

mEmbers of an organ1%at1on respond to changes*ln ‘the env1ronment of the

organ1zat1on by ?ﬁgg:t1ng and correcting errors, s0 that  the bai\
assumpt1ons, norm *an& structure of the organ1zat]on remain unchanged.
Double- 1oop Yeern1ng, on the other hand, occurs when error is managed in
.ways that in@olve the reassessment ‘and restructuring of‘an organizat-

1on 3 under1y1ng norm§f po]1c1es, and obJect1ves. According td Argyris



‘dnd Schon (L978, p. 21}, “there is 1n this sort of episode' a double
feedback * Toop »which' connects the detection of error not only to
o strateg1es and~assumpt1ons for effective performance but to the very
norms which def1ne effeccyve performance”. Schon (1983) has developed
Q this into the éoncepc‘of ref1eccing-in-action,'1n wnich the oytcomes of
| Aan‘ection, the action 1tSe1f; and the intuitive basis for that action
are all subject to critical reflection after the fact. It is contended
that vrganizations, Tike 1nd1v1duals, tend to create 1earn1ng syftems
that restrict th1s kind of learning (Argyr1s and Schon 1978). Yet, in
the’face of a volatile and conf11ctua1 env1ronment ~the ability of an
organ1zat1on to restructure the fit of its assumpt1ons, strategies, and
tactics to the c1rcumstances becomes a critical resource. for effect1ve
inquiry and performance. Stewart (1980,; p. 260) has made a similar
poinc: | ; |

Planning does not and cannot ‘stand ~apart from
change. For planning, which 1is concerned with
change, must itself be capable of change  and in the
‘capacity of networks to change lies the capacity of
planning in an interorganizational context to

respond to change. ‘\\\\;;/,f“
: Drganiiations, however, do not interact with one another as whole
'entities. ' Rather, they are comprised of individual planners whose

decisions, actions and jnteractions meld 'to form the organizational .

image and response ability of the planning agency to respond to

}\\\ggange or to léarn may b

 capabilities of the indivi uals invoTved."The-1ndiv1dua1 planner thus

less than, but certainly no more than, the

~assumes criticale 1mportance as a resource in the decision-making

process.



3.4 The Planner

Bolan (1971) has suggested that,p1;“iers and the client groups they
serve are part of.a social interaction network that is bound together by
the respective roles of the participants. Hence, the discussion'of the
role of the planner is relevant only in re]ation to the characteristics
of the client group: One feature of this'ro1e nelationshiqus~; poner/
dependency continuum ranging from an authoritarian re]ationship;“wheﬁe

the planner holds max?mum power and the client group s totally

|

. kY : .
dependent, to a submissive relationship where the planner is totally

dependent'on the client “and thus has minimal 1mpact;on policy. Certain
contextual ’factors, including the past ‘history of the relationship;
perceived status differentia]slbetween the cl;ent group and the planner,
sanctions available to. the planner, and resource and skill differential

between the two groups; 'condition! the nature of the dependency
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re)ationship and the range of choices available to the planner..

According to Bolan (1971), the less status, power, and resourceé held by
the ’¢1ient . the more the c11ent needs organiz1ng and p011t1ca1 a1d

Authorwtar1an regimes, by contrast m1ght require only technical 1nput

Rab1nov1tz s (1969) study of p]ann1ng effect1veness in six New

Jersey c1t1es supports these po1nts 1n genera] At one extreme the

techn1c1an role proved most effective for planners working in cohes1ve'
poT%tica] commun1t1es with unified sets of goals. Here, where power ano
resourqes/were'concentratee in the hands of a 1eedershio group, planners
provided’ technical planning aid in conformity with leadership goals
~since this was the on\y way they cou]d 1nJect their professiona1 adv1ce'

into the planning process. In fragmented commun1t1es, where no visible,



a

- 1

leadership groups existed, and resources, status, and power were widely

‘dispersed, p1anners became effective by acting as "mobilizers" who

activated resources and 1nterest groups lying dormant 1n the community

L]

Midway along the continuum, in competit1ve systems where ‘at least two

A,

powerful 1eadersh1p groups exmsted “planners - were most effective when

they p1ayed a “broker" role; coordinating and 1ntegrat1ng the demands of

- rival groups and mediating rival claims.

" With respect to the settings for regional planning, which have

-already been cnaracteriZed, in Chapter 2, as being .1ikely to belong to

the 1atter two groups, Rabinovitz's findings suggest that political
skills should assume key importance fon p1annersl This conclusion rgns
counter to the traditional technical gtance of  the pﬁanner; Here, “%he
planner is traditionally envisioned as fn’ekpert capable of discovering

the answers to factual questions by detailed analysis in a comprénensive

framework... The plamner wishes his programs to be implemented but he .

" dbes not rega}d himself -as the promoter of sélect paths of development"

(Rabinovitz, 1969, p. 11). More recent]y, however the need for
po11t1c1zed planners to effectuate planning pr0posa1s has 6;en advocated

in a deluge of articles. ' Empirical evidence .also suggests that Ll

-

'practising ‘planners, themselves, reCognize ‘the need for political
| intervention skills (Howe 1980; Baum, 1980; Bryson and De1becq, 1979).
"Yet, simple recogn1t1on of the need‘ for political skills may be

insuff1c1ent. ‘According to Kaufman (1979, p. 185), p]anne?% in the

main: 'é& : _ o .
o -9

lack sufficient .knowledge of ‘what it tares to bring

about successful policy interventions. /The analyses

done to devise intervention strategies are often

sparse and spotty. And they are generally unwilling
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to go as far & they shoudd" ji rfspeclfic fnter-
ventions. .In pther words, while 'any planners know
which route to take ¢ ncrea their policy and
decision-making 1nf1uence,~they are npt part1cu1ar1y

adept at traver51ng the*route.

Hence, if the planner is to af fect the decision-making process - or, in,

-

"¢ 65

terms of this thesis topic, if Ythe planner is to 1@E§0& ‘on the .4

relatlonsh1p of local autonomy to the regional plan preparation process
- certa1n skills and strateg1es are 1mperat1veﬂw They Will be rev1ewed

in the:following sections.

3.4.1 Socia1 Interactidn‘Skil]s ;

With 1nteract10n amongst 1nd1v1duals and groups_gt the core of the,.

'reg1ona1 plann1ng process, commun1cat1on and 1nterpersona1\relatlons“are

cr1t1cal areas for skill deve]opment- P]annlng pract1t¥oners’ Ihke rf

other part1c1pants in the process, bring their own 1mages/éf the world

. ‘fwc»

and their own understandings of the situation t thegﬁ]annlng eplsode f”k

/

) ‘(Bolan, 1980; Low, 1979). The problem of ach1ev1ng hutu%] aWareness and
&eptﬁo ns ‘is of v1taﬂ

common understanding of el] of these difficult per

concern. | ‘ . o

w“

v .

-

f
",
)

This theme has received considerable attention in recent --

theoretical. Writing " Friedmann (1973), for “example, proposed-’-'

transactive planning process where the commun1cat1on gap between p]anner

and c11ent is bridged through a process of intense, personal dialogue.

A common 1mage of the situation then evolves, and understand1ng of the

\possib111t1es for change is enhanced (see also Rond1ne111,l 1973).
Fr1edmann (1969) also suggested that, in this world of 1nteract1on and

{1nterpersona1 contact, the planner ‘must develop 1ncreased

y
i

understanding of self, the capacityrpto'feppathize; ‘the _ability to -

f

3



_interaction skills.

. | '

7/

tolerate conflict, and an ease of rapid learning. .Sensitivity and dcute

perception are key oua11t1es in this reAIm Kaufman
described experts in - soch] relations as "boundary spanne s" 'with the
capacity to—reduce the distanges between themse]ves and other actors in

the .decision process. ‘Necessary boundary spanning skills 1nc1ude

" persuasion, negotiation, smediation, conflict resolution, organizing,

“‘ coa1ttion management and bargaining ~In:simiiar terms, and with

particular reference to regional p1ann1ng situations Brazier ang Harris

"(1975, p. 263) ca11ed for a "reticulist". Th1s they characterized as

someone 'who "maintains apprec1at10n [of the task] through the

deve]opment of communicatjons between members of a nu]tiorganization by
sound1ng out opinion, bring1ng 1ssues which require joint decision
mak1ng to the attention of the appropriate people and gennraI]y acting

“as a contact man/troub1e shooter Empirical- examp1es in which the

"' x )
_development of appreciation and 1mproveq communication was integral to

‘the' planning process, “have been progihdﬂ by - Pearsall (1984) and

Rothblatt (1982). The -emphasis, in these cases, was on. social .

Q

- 3.4.2 Drganization_and'Process Ski]ls

L]

9) has
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The tradit1ona1 planner is not normal1y con51dered to be expert in .

®

the assessment .. 0 f .decision-mak1ng ‘processes,. and ,organizattonal

. structures.’ -In:Baumfs (1980) view, most planners fail to analyze their

tasks in terms‘either'of the broader context ogﬁfconomic and political

interests affected by the issue or of the bureaucratic organization

where they areiemp1oyed and by which their effective 1nterusnt1on in- the ,/f

decision-makjng Nprocess ifs constrained. Friedmann (1969), too, has -



P
7/

asserted that planners mustiunderstand the patterns of 1nst1tutiona1 ‘
/ arrangements that guide the processes of change 1f they are to have an:

effective impact _pn these processes. ¢

v

action, and thereby inﬂuence the qdahty of the rFsu'lt’

'

A

becomes a "strategist an expert dn the workings of the

In his action p]anmng mode] .

pi'anners seek to afﬁect the \)atterjg of orghmzations respon51b1e for

The p]annera‘.,; a

dec151on L

process w1th the necessary taients to ana]yze the decision env1ronment?, :

v 1mpact

\techmcal

and transiate these analyses into strategies for greater dec1Sion .
. . v ‘ ' "‘
‘without people who poSsess the_acun&v\n of the s ,
strategist, having ‘the”’ capamty to chart paths & 0 - .
1east resistance for the pianmhig agency to follow - ¢ . )
as 1t tries to = affect “decision. outcomes, the . .
agency's chances of achieving siccéss in-specific: '
.. intervention svtuations will ,be 1essened (Kaufman
. 1979,;; 126) o b . e
The strate*gist requ1res traimng in dec151on theony, organizationai
behav1or, smaH group dynamics and str{ategy de51gn to supp'iement the
ski'Hs of "':the substantive Narea spec1ahst “and “the .

T

o 'interpersonai sk-i'l]s »of':'t'he‘ boundary sp-anner,,

3 4,_3) Knowing in- Action S |

x:f,ﬁ

]

K poiiticaﬁ and socia'l env1ronment§ suggests the need for equany
’diversified information to guide th\em i
iight of this Schon (1982 p 352) conte s that the knowiedge p'lanners .

t B
Tete

»~

Do - : : A. :
Q\ C —_— : °s_o

CD‘(

.“‘:n, S -

deci sion-making arenas In'»

. /! ‘\1

It wou,id describe the knowledge i hci, in p]anning i
. :

"praotice, including the “know-how" by:/w} ich” -planners ~

fraine both‘ the situation of their pra tice an the 35

[ u.il.

Ihe need to. prepare uersatiie p]anners for action in. differentg
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roles wh1ch mediate their activit‘ies in inter- : m !

personal, institutional and political contexts. It
. would also sgow how role and context contribute to ‘
‘the formulation of knowmg in- pract1ce B
' (oo ' ‘.~

In th1s concept1on, the planner approaches each p1ann1ng episod? as

a uniqt{g case to wmch he apphes h1s repertmre of professionaﬂ images,’

unders*tandmgs and act1ons His. 1ntent10n 1s to see the new. situatmn :

as both s1m11ar to and ?ffgrent from past e‘\periences, without
subsumng 1t under rés‘?wctiﬁ f;éﬂneWorks and genera} rules’ He frames
the prob1em and h1s ro’les vﬁth part1cu1ar attentwn tq the pecu]iarities

at hand He does not tr1m the uncertam p1anmng s1tuat1on to fit. af.

genera] prescmptwe theory, but rather reshapes his. knowledge to attend !

to the s1tuat10n at hand " He exammes h1s choice of' . ro1es and
: LR

'strateg1es and h1s fram‘mg of the problem by eva]uatmg the intended and

umntended effec«ts of h1s act1ons : Accordmg to Schon (1983, p 131)

u' y

.the .pract1t1oner _ S - prob‘iem settmg by the quath and d1rection

of thve ref]tgtw at1o?to wmch it 1eads"‘ Hence xknowmg-in»ﬁ
:act1on and ref]ectmg-m actwn requ1re a p1anner mth keen percephonv
‘and observatmnaJ sk1Hs Yet A1exander (1981) provides a cautionary.

'rrote about approaches wh1ch throw prac’t1tioners back onto theu‘

’

—_

,)ntuytj_ve._res‘ources‘ The cost to society, of real work. experimentation
is'to'o'hirgh'._ : | - / \ L " -

3.4.4 Informatwn o’

The part1cipat4\on of p]a ners 'in the dee‘sﬁn-making process s

.1egit1ma€&1 by the1r presumgd ;kxga\ﬁ
_the only actors -on, the" urban ,4&#_.“ t'gh sufafﬂg:ient time and mot1vat10n

to gather a vast array g‘f know éage ang infomgon about a wide range
T e Ry - .

'Y
-

ﬁ*g

oo . . R ' Lor ia' ‘
N LT TR i 3

3.8 1and use speciaHsts.. -'they are




@

\ ’

“of land-use issues. . Their ski]l in uti11z1ng this informat1on can be a

/
/

‘powerful too] .Other actors become involved in. the p]ann1ng process\at

1nfrequent 1ntervals ahd general]y for very specif1c purposes .1eThe'
planhers, then have an opportunity to pyramid 1nformatﬁon resources and‘
*5‘can &ven, to an _extent; ‘control the access of their c11ents and the'
'f'pubfic to‘certain types of data (Rab1nov1tz 1969 p 123- 126) The

most senior p1ann1ng off1cer d1rects the work of h1sadepartment and can-'

g

supp(ess or release whatever informat1on 1s practicable to h1s purposes

-

f'(B1owers, 1980 p. 27) Po11t1c1ans who recogn1ze the p]ann‘r s

'fac111ty‘w1th land use 1nformat10n m1ght re1y heav11y on his po11cy

recommendations . in. making the1r own’ det1s1ons : Furthermore the.,

- plannék's own sk111 with informat1on enables him" to 1nterpret the

‘be11efs and exhortat1ons -of . 1nterest groups 1n 11ght of the broader{«

L .
'regional picture E ﬁe R N

1." o : . ) v' T P2

is 'for the p1anner to be able.. to
anticipate Just t. sorts  of practical mis-
informptron to.. expec -and- from whom, from what @
~organizational channels and political sources, to

The prob1em.f

expect it.  With such vision, the ‘progressive |/

~planner. can- then draw . upon. Zhe .repertoire  of

- pogsible responses in order to counteract the

- © - 'disabling -and misleading effects of misinformation
oy on. the p1anning ‘process (Forester, _1982a P- 4).

Lo v -
- o

A

' hA wise use of dnformation allows p]anners to counteract dlstort1ons 1n', .

’choéhunicatﬁon ; Accord1ng to Forester (19 2b) if 1nformation and_ -

'communication 1n the p1anning process are not. clear and comprehensib]e;
sincere and trustworthy, appropriate and 1egﬂtimatt. and accurate and,

- true, then to thé?,extent is the p1ann1ng process’ subject to potent1a1

-dmjsinformation and
. o
| must be tempere by a strong sense of mora1ity and‘professiona] ethics

stortion Hehce, the p1anner s use: of information
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3 4.5 Bureaucratic Position T ’ ‘

. The position‘of the planner within an organization has signifjcant _

impaCt on 'his ‘utiiization tof resources - On the' one hand, . the
' [ ]

'bureaucracy Nends the pTanning function stabiTity and continunty, and

. v ’

-affords the pTanner controi over. routine decisions Furthermore. as

outTined prev1ous1y, through hTS pOSTtTOﬂ in an organization the pTanner

has access to a w1de range of‘reiationships witm?other organizationai

,actors on a continuing basis. U51ng app\gpniate ski}ls he can buiid

‘ 'Lthese reiationships into a positive source of support . for his planning

70

p051tion Yet the bureéhcracy is aiso perceﬂved in the Titerature as a -

rfconstraint on the pianner Leach (1980)‘ma\ntains that an_organization

. w111 advance its own survivaT above prof9551ona1 and \phiianthropic

objectiées.' It will exerc1se behav1or that promotes its. own stabTe

'growth'and continued existence.q~ln addition the p]anning officer in

3

‘charge 'ofv a,ydepartment"hag ;aimost} complete controlv,over_ pianning

officers functioning as subordinates..

security and it is to him that pianners owe a]Tegiance (B%oWers 11980).

Therefore he~ sets the agenda, steers the direction of work and..

y

@

-

He contro]s‘promotions‘and;job'a

estabTTshes hpolicy guideTihes for his department The organization )

‘\‘

* might  then reflect on]y one ﬁgrson s view and’ be Tess than the tptai

-knowiedge pooled. w1thin its confines

3-9-6 ’PersonaTity o - N

[P
>

~ The pianner approaches each planning episode as an individuai with

spec1f1c character traits Roles are defined by a set of T\mits and

. abstract behavior patterns, but the person assuming a."

s may be straightforward or - devious, dispos'd

rtic(lar ;oie“,"
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dpproachable or remo? "eager for power or reluctant to assume

1973, p. 171). Catanese and Farmer (1978,

‘ respo'ns’ibmty (Friedm
p. RZOS) maintain. that it is the proper b]end of persona]ity ‘and style -
with’ particu1pr planmng situation that determmes .a p]anner s

effecti veness here:

9 : The individual as city planner-is a major factor of .
o .. success. .Such individual traits as 4eadersh1p,
~ values, mora,lity, comnitment,,,‘.s and work” ethic are
..j strong faptors for ‘the implementation of planning....:.
Ipdlvidua s may do things in different ways even tO‘
" “.achieve the same ends and.that, in itself, has a
great dea] to do with - success and survival. ‘ S

)
'
3

"Kaplan ({982) Gerecke (19 ) apd ‘Caro (‘1974)‘have}' all documented )

1nstances c,where the powerfu]‘ 1mpact of personaHt_y ‘has prof‘ound]yv

&aJ terﬁthe urban’ dec1s1on-mak1ng process. Ty ’-

]

B B A
3.5 Sunlniry ﬁ;g - f". A,n 5‘ ;,:} : , L.‘Q
EV,ery’ regional’ p]an preparatxon process occurs w1t,h1n a spec1f1c

so_ci‘o-poiitica'l cu1ture and ”3“ uquel'?set \of 1nterorgam zat1ona1’\
relations'hips The nature of p1ahn1ng, as a.ttivity that Bs shaped by
and yet devoted to change withm a specific context emphas1zes the need

: for a pYan preparation proceSSA geared to the constraints of that context *:g:;
‘and the possibﬂity for cho1ce that it affords _ The 1nherent1y
'coanctuaT composit)n of the environment for regional p]anmng |

| suggests the need for planners well- versed in the arts of 1nterpersona]
re]ations, socia1 interaction coanct management, and intervention 1n '
tﬁe decisionfl‘naking process B ReCOgn'izing the bidiréctional gua]ity f.,a ‘
‘_‘th.e p1ann1ng task 10ca1 autonomy,-b as one potential*issue 1n the
reg\ona'l planni ng context represgnts both a cha“llé‘nge for and Hmits.

e
Y SN
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~ﬁhe p]anner S professmna] e,xpert1* Local autonomy will- shape the -
p]an preparation process - and 2the p]anner geared to 1ntervent1on m1ght
aim to influence that 1mpact. At 1east Jn part, and in some instances,

_the planner has the. potent1a] to p]ay an a’ctwe role 1n shap’mg the

»relatmnsh]p between a contex?tr\“ issue and the‘% reglonaﬁ plan‘

preparatwon process. '

Yet, the planner i only one force w1th1n the

o "

'-complete cont{ 3 overall impact of his 1ntervent10n nﬁght

,thercfore [ ~.~'.“ b t aufman (1979 p. 1989 has observéh, planmng,
P iX ‘». N

Even done Well...mterventwn offers no panacea for"-
* planners. For,_even if the act of ant,erventwn is
elevated to a higher level, the planner's ability to
, ‘influence public policies and decision will still be

. ~limited overall. The decision -prdcess is a tough

- nut to crack. What can result, however, is,a
vre]atwe gain, with p]anners moving up the mf]uence
lladderanotch - v 8 \y,

'Henc"' affectmg the relat1onsh1p between a reg1ona1 pl reparatmn

) Y .
proqeag« and loca-l autonomy, the planner may not be 'o.]e- 0. guarantee -

72 |

‘e

“"mea]“ regw\al p1ann1ng solutmns. Yet, his chmce of approprlate _

ro]es and strateg1es wﬂl ensure that he does the best he can w1th1n a

(l

partlcular web of contextual constramts.,, D SRR

3.6' Imporftance to the »Thesis-Prob1em

The 11terature wh1ch descrlbes the orgamzatmnal context of
. r . .
‘ planmng suggests severa] areas of7 concern for th1s the51s. The flrst

Bl

1s the nature of the re]atwnshlp between the three levels of p]anmng

<; - },,;1:_ P

authorlty in Alberta - the prov1nc1a1 government and its aQEn

reg1ona1 p]an_mvng ,congmssmn_, and the 1ocal authorit1es. It "see:ns\

‘necessary to identify the leg_a]_,,, framewo}‘k, for the rel.atwnship, as

' ) e v e,
N 4 T N



def1ned in the Planmng Act and other provdncial documents, and to trace'
_the hnpact of . th1s p'Ower arrangement upon ~the reg1ona1 plan preparatlon-
process. Spec1f1ca11y, m what ‘way, d1d the balance of POy memfest
1tse1f in the process? Dtd‘“’(the ba]ance sh1ft:: Qver é\me? what

1 ‘ & i s 1
-opportumt1es for confhct or“’cooperation%&tween >

-«

73

actors mer‘rt cons1derat1on. what were the cr1t1ca1 1ssues for o

. ”
each oh‘@he part1c1pants m the process7 Which part1c1pants shared,-

. corgnon values and -points of- view dbout issues? -How did t-hese, att1t.udes
& . .
manifest themse]ve,

I

ithin the process? Was consensus about isSues ever
B . 4‘ ‘ ’ s . .. B ’
: T »

-

ach1eved7 v

3

orgamzat1onal relat1onsh1ps is - orgamzatwnal learmng durmg the plan

. ,?- The third area of concern arising from the literature on ‘

preparatwn process. "e there changes m the ns ‘M”ontext .

that implied a need for part1c1pants to review the1r -inta rpretatwn of

i'-the ’lanmng prob]ern? Did part1c1pants respond td the e’ a\anges? QIf‘

[N ',

50, what were. “the manners of response? Tjesé quest1

3 a Se., from the

~contemnon by Argyr1s and Schon (1978) that 1h the‘ of a volatﬂe .

v‘and cdnfhctua] envn"&‘nment '1t is the ab1hty of an orgamzatmn te

e

. restructure 1ts response that 1s cr1t1ca1 to effectwe performance. : t(_\:i’

The hterature descrfbmg the ro]e of the planner and\ his.
reuatwnsma to%the poht1c1an suggests severa] add1t1ona1 reséarch

‘fguestwns. it ‘becomes necessary to ,establtsh, from comms‘;mn‘

7
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‘

: documents, what roles were ass1gned to the reglonaT plan comm1iﬁee, as

74

the po11€$c@} b1on, and reg1ona1 planning commtssdon staff. Do these
3‘ "

descr1pt1ons métch the actual roles’ How do they evaluate the

performance of. the reg1ona1 p]an comn1ttee and plann1ng staff?  What

A

factors seemed to affect the1r ab111ty to perform ‘the . ass1gned roles?

Is there ev1dence w1th1n comm1ss1on records to indicate the nature of ‘

the relat1onsh1p between the po]1t1ca1 arm of the comm1551on and its

techn1ca1 staff”

K

.,‘m‘w_ 'ﬂs«guﬁlma wd\:‘ﬂ“

need for p]anners with pol1t1c1a1 acumen - 1nd1v1dua1s who possess the
&

-sgcxalﬂlnteract1on and process skqlls necessary to manage,1nterauthor1ty

1-re1ationships. and play an active part in .confltct ~resolution. C Ibe

-

suggests® that planners 'neEd ‘be keenly . aware of the 'polfticali-and

orgamzatmna] env1ronment._ whﬂe 1t 1s beyond the stated purnil of
4

th1s thesis - to establlsh cr1ter1a to test the effecttveness of p]anners.

\n th1s regard this 11terature stlll bears d1rectly on the study. If‘

rov1des a aframework for 1nterpret1ng the strategies and act1ons of
o "

There aiso QX1iéf a,sgbstant1a1 b9dy of op1n1on wh1chcﬁgvors tﬁgﬁ

" - r}}ﬁ’

O

! .
lanners and_ their own. percept1ons of their ro1es It might also help;

3

L "
™ to 1nterpret the po]1t1c1ans evaluat1on of the planners performance~

Hence, without def1n1ng prec1se standards agalnst wh1dh to nmasure the"‘

sk111‘1evels of plann1ng staff 1t might be poss1b1e to’ 1solate,"nk '

genera] terms, the opportun1t1es that ex1sted for p]anners to exerc15e

organ1zattona1 and pol1t1ca1 expert1se. _‘, ' o v

Thg mater1al presented in this’ chapter. then, suggests that theat-

re]atlonshlp between ~]oca1 autonomy a;d regtona] plann1ng 1n the.'

Edmonton regton w111 have been shaped by the many forces w1th1n the o

bl

. pol1t1ca1 and organ1zat1onal context. Spec1f1ca11y, three broad areas ‘



“
’ . : . ' K

&

~of concern have been isolated for investigation in this thesis: the "

, - .
role of the planners, the role of the regional plan committee, and the
nature‘ of interaut| rity relationships in th*‘dmonton region.  The

political c'ultugg in Alberta and the legal framework for regional

pTanning will provide a basis fbr interpreting his. ]-ast facet. = As..

-such, they form %he éubjeci matter of the next chapter. ‘

, L
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Footnotes

-,
See, for example, Hudson (1982). -
In Friedmann's (1973, pp.. 245-246) ow téfms'societaI guidance is

"the processes by which the incidegce, rate, and direction .of
change in soedety are controlled". )The guidance system is “the

" pattern. of institutiomal arrangements (political, . legal,

administrative, ecomomic, cognitive, dnp]anning) that guides the

- processes of change in society".

Seley and Wolpert (1974) have«&de§cri5ed "the strategy of

ambiguity", as utilized by policy makers in North. Nashville, . .

Tennessee to neutralize gpposition to an 1nt@?stat€“highway: In-

this case ambiguity was.‘used purposely to misinform agg . confuse
opponents. ‘ o .

.
B ; e

o
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A THE ALBERTA CONTEXT FOR REGIONAL PLANNING .

4.0 Introduction® - .

| ‘ kChapter. 2 outiined the concepts of regiOnal p]ann'ing and; Tocal
autonomy, and'emphasized "the si'_gnif‘icance of the particoiar' decision-
makigg‘ environment in shaping t'u_reiationship betheen‘ the two "forCes.
In Chapter 3. the e]e’ments within the decision-making context_ that might
be expected‘to pi)ayol an -important -rote in this reiationship‘ were’
i'dent,ified. . One of these ;wasx,_the nature of interauthoritg‘/
'reiationships,, in terms of the politicai heritage and the existing

)\

pai'ance of p mongst the 1eve1s of decision making authority. The
purpose“ of*ti is tiyerefore to describe these aspects of the

TS

%’context in Albérta., ‘ ' ‘“;i .
The po]iticai’ cuiture of Aib.erta has 10@119 empea\sizedyan ethic of ‘

local auton accompamed by a corresponding belief. in the principies y

of intermun:ml c00peration and ioca‘l responsibility The be]i»ef that.

muni_cj-pa-i’“governments wﬂ] w1sh to coqperate with oéne another for their

common good has, .in fact been the basis for the r“egionai Rian ng'~

system from the beginning Yet, at the same time that the ﬂ'ahework for )

regiona1 p'Ianning has been designed with clear regard for 1oca1'

autonomy, the provincia1 government .nas expressed a conlnitment to the

order]y devel opment of urban .and regionai affai rs’ within the province by

| piacing the regiona'l p'lan at the apex of the aierarchy ,of statutory
-planning instruments. The difficu'lty of reconciiing these . divergent

idea'is s of centrai 1mportance to. the interpretive yramework adopted

here, so it is necessary to specify the grounds of divergence in some

" detail. That will be done by Tinking the poimcai Cyg of Alberta

17 . ‘
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and the 1deo1ogy of ocal autonon\y to the deve1opment of the legislative

framework for reg1ona1\p1anmng that was 1n effect for the period of

N ) o . . . »

this study.

4.1 The PoHt\i::a'l 'Cu‘ltu.‘re of A1:berta and tfhgldeo]ogy of Local“Autonon\y;-_ )
Regmna] p1ann1ng 1n A]berta has evo1ved with1n a larger poHtical
culture "that has, at 1tsvroots, a f1rm1y entrenched faith 1n the
sanctity of individual ‘rights and the preservation‘ of local self-
government. Bettison, Kenward and Taylor 2(1975), in documenting the “,,
vpers1stence of the ethic of 1ocaﬂ.:autononw on . thé Alberta. poHticg'I
scene, noted that the drive for 1ndependence by mumcipa} governments‘

has not 1essened since. the ear'ly part of this centuv "

:,;‘.’,

when a pattérn of .

cooperatwn and consultation became a routme featume"”‘d‘ﬁ provincial-_
municipal ﬁelations. Under the United Faqmers-of Alberta, which ]
"governed ]berta from 1921 to 1935 1oca1 aiftonomy was «.ekacit'l} .ljnked -
"c\/)ﬁe tenets -of democracy and group government Th'e Social Credis

\

government (193?1971) further fed, the fires of 1oca1 n1t1ative CIn

-

terms of urbannconcentration, the critical feature of Soc1_a1 Credit
' pohcy was the autononw afforded 1oca1 gov nment almoct every
- 'd1rect1on, to man its own ship and to make 1ts own decis1ons regu ated

-8 ‘
’Iarge’1y by ad hoc boards separa‘ted formTHy from the daﬂy you ne e

governmental, departmenta’l 'a'q;ninf_s tion" _;-v.f"(k'B‘ iéon" -_sen'u
,Tay1or 1975, 81( ~The - cupfie '

P T

equany came to power

decentrahzation and munictp _ autono ‘ :
A '"d‘ : -
- \preturn, wher.ever .pracy/ al, he decision-makfngv

government", to. recodhizo -"the_ very " different P
. L : - ;
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metrope|itan centerg of »E*dmonton' and lgary" too’"build a much more

diversified economy", and:“to cn

growth-, and hence, encouragex;%tdec"‘ t1on of both pub’ilc and pr1 vate o

investments" (Dragushan, 1979,* §°0-93) . Local autonomy, then,‘

remains a cherished ™~ 1deal orms‘ tﬂ stated foundation. for’

k

’ y 1 .
' provincial- municipal relation Alberta. _ o A

Three facet$ of the Alberta ‘th'ticai heritage add substM

*

interpretive framework for the thesis topic And'so'\merit specisfi'c, .
a]beit brief, considera‘tion They are the behef \th?t/municipa]

_ govemments will- cooperate w1th one another to secure larger’ benef1ts," ’
. .

the pattern of sporad1c intervention in urban affalrs by the prov1nc1alf

government, and the reahty of 1ntermumc1pa1 competxtion. . .

‘“ * ' "‘ - L]
4.1.1;’ Cooperation : . :
' R - ’ ’

The pre-emmence g1ven to lﬁal autonomy has meant a correSpondmg
.faith in 1oca1 respons1b1hty and the rat1onal wﬂhngness bf
mun1c1pa’|1.t1es to cooperate for some h1gher purpose‘ This phﬂosophy

was- exphc1t1y art1culated in U. F A. pohtica] theory and - since 1t w&s

th1s government that, in 1929, fleshed out the framework for regional

B
-

planning th'at Was f"‘St s‘et up jn "the Town Planning Act of 19113 _their

. ,
. ,‘theory is worthy of some elaboratmn. o T e

f g;MQCpherson ()}953)', "U"‘.F‘.A'. ,political ’phillosc'mhy es}pousedy.

a groupt goi_},rnment sysggm that concewed of a nurrber of groups, ‘each ,
bound together by an pvermdmg se1f1sh 1nterest (e g. occupatttorral/ *"
Jndust-m al, or economc) and relatmg to one another ima noh-explmtxve

- sociak

rder.. Thts concept of democnaéy pr‘esumed that a natural harmony

of group nterests wou1d" emerge from the neahzatwn that the self—
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interést of each group was inextricably baund to the interests of the

wholeT™ The resistance to one group's unjust demands. by a1l other ‘grougs *
would ensure equal treatment of all and an ugsel fish and just resolution

. of sqgcial. problems. Bettispn, Kenward and Taylor (}975, ‘p. 32) f‘ﬂ*v
. summarized: the doctrine otf resistance in the foﬂowing way? "~ -' e 4,

*

" Only resisted power  was selfish, and -it ,owas . ’e
necessary to build up resistance to. selfish powér to
achieve the ‘true ends of democracy . Resistance was .
to be generated both'among peers in the Legislature - ¢

and between the de1egatedt representatives heir
.grass rdots membership... This theory 1m te the
.role ~ of ma1nta1n1ng democratic equaHt to .
~competition. : o :

Yet, while _this. doctrine presuméd“ that undue l'domination ’by”any one' group -
could be prevented it -did not Spec1f1ca11y ar\twulaten a conmn basis "
for agreement on policy" and legtslation amongst the groups (Manherson,,
-1953). It was siqp]y presumed thatr the actua1 operation of group -
g@ernment wou‘ld somehow reso1ve 1tse1f so that .a /c00perat1ve harmony.
would prevaﬂ As wﬂl sopn become apparent the legacy of p]anrﬂng'
legislation that defﬁnes the -role” of regionaI p1ann1ng comnissions_
~exhibits the same optimistic faith 1n responsible loca'l governmen/t and,

"ot surpr1sing1y, has encduntered 51m11ar queries regardjng the/ conmon

~ basis for. cooperat1on (Smfth 1982) ’ o /f R f i

‘“. ; ' ’ : g | . /'/' ’
4.1. 2 Interventwn e /\

a

n‘ For all that the principle of‘ 1oca1 autonomy 'has dominated local-
provlncial re]ations, provincial governments, through the twentieth

. century, have intervened: in. urban affairs when 2 substant1a1 threat to

tﬁe order]y management of urban growth and change has been perceived e

For example, in 1948 fo]lowing the return of ex-.servicemen fron %

» 0 .
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7Second woer War - and the discovery of 011 at ‘Leduc in 1947, thef

provxnc1a1 government countered the 1nab11#ty of cwty adm1nistrat1ons to

manage. the surge of speculat1ve 1nvestment and deveTopment in the’ two

.

‘metropoT1tan centers by transferr1ng substant1a1 power over, the zon1ng
of Tand coveged by new plans of subq1v1s1on to - prov1nc1a1 author1t1es

—(Statutes of ATberta Amend1ng Act, 1948 Chapter 54) Bettison,

~Kenward and Tay]or (1975, . 93) comment on this move:

e L ~
The sE}1ngency of /these measures (the execut1ve use ”
of the Minister, the director and the; Titles Office,

o J and the transfer of local-at 0r1ty respons1b111ty'“‘
to the pnovincial adm}n{strat1o i1tus}rates how:
ser1ousTy ‘thie threat” to ‘orderTy urban evelopment,

. was ‘felt to be. [t also illustrates/ “the resérve’
. power of the prov1nc1a1 administration when needed .

- & though it is important to note ‘that these measures -

' requ1red “special admendments to the Town Planning
v Act to makg them effect1ve

-

7

. 4

Then in 1974, foT]ow1ng the boon in northeastern Alberta wh1ch,;
resuTted from major oil sands deveTopment 1n that area, the’prov1nc1a]‘

‘government estab11shed the Northeast ATberta RegionaT Co 1ss1on as a

‘d1rect adm1nxstrat1ve arm of Alberta Mun1c1pa1 Affa1rs "The agency has

a broad mandate and wide rang1ng powers that far exceed the Tand use

;pT ng roTe ascr1bed to/;he ten reg1ona1 pTann1ng commiss ons. Under'

ﬂthe Northeast ATberta Reg1ona1 Comm1ss1on Act 1974 “the Co iss1on is

’empowered to prepare pTans, to adm1n1ster and/or impTemen, programs to‘:
‘serve the reg1on, and to coord1nate the programs and services of-

' provwnc1a1 departments The L1eutenant Governor in Council may also

_ make reguTat1ons to mod1fy or exempt the Conmiss1on from the provisions

'of a dozen pieces of Teg1sTat1on govern1ng TocaT pTanning and servicing .

matters, 1nc1ud1ng the New Towns Act the Municipal Government Act and_

" s

—
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the ﬁﬂanmng fAct, 1977 (A]berta Mum\1pa1~ A'F'Fa1rs, IAPB., 1981,

p. 18). Beaause the Commlss1on is capab]e of, de11ver1ng programs and

]
serv1ces aﬁ wé]l as plann1ng for them, it 1s an obv1ous anoma]y
Albor.a\s’reg1onal p]ann1ng system There, the preparat1on of reg1ona1
/ ) -

plans ré ts with organ1zat1ons compr1sed of 1oca1 representat1ves, ?nd
the 1ﬁm1ementat1on o\\po11cy rests almost entively at the 1oca1 }evelf
'\ln,yet another cdse‘\the 1979 1981 annexat1on conf11ct between the

'S

C1ty of Edmonton: and surr0und1ng nmn1c1pa]1t1es, the Judgment of the

Ry

: fyoca. A%*hor1t1es Board, ‘as the arbrter in annexat1on appllcat1ons, had

eferred to the .provincial Cabinet for final decms1on (.' The

# .
NS tg'be_
Cabinet kxercised 3ts right to jntervene in ~annexation hearings in
Sy
. recognitior

n IS

(smith, 1982, pp. 219- ozz) S \’\' )

These~ hree cases represent 1nstances where .the -prVincia]

government has been proyoked into d1rect invalvement in local government

affairs. Yet t 1s ev1dence of the goverhment S w1111ngness to~1ntervene-

P

by no -means redu 5 the . s1gn1f1cance of the eth1c of local autonomy on .

. . ~ /
the provincial'lsc ne.. Each case constituted - an ad hoc,i(~‘F?€6uent ’

. U _ N
. incursion into the affairs of loqa] governments under what were seen as

exjréme conditions. here “has been no consistent and purposeful effort

. ) . o . : ) . Vi - . . !
¢to establish and enfo ceq‘an‘ overal] framework to guide urban and

- reg1onal affa1rs within Alberta (Bett1son, Kenward and Tay]or, 1375).

\ 4 1. 3§ The Rea11ty of Inter un1c1pa1 Cqmpet1t10n

3!

_ Accord1ng to Bett1son,
\

prec1se and unambiguous statem t of prov1nc1a1 policy -on urban growth

st

\

enward and Taylor (1975) the lack of a'

: \and the intended re]at1onsh1ps ' mong local reg1ona] agd. prov1nc1a]

82

of the intense. 1pter-1obaj conf11ct wlth;n//the’ reglon o

\u
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auth@r1t1es has contP1buted substant1a11y to a cqmpet1t1ve atmosphere’

permead°d w1th$Jea1ousv and m1strdst. While, on one hand, the tack of

.an overall framework can be said to prowote flexibility and freedom of

83

adecision for.part1c1pants, in another -sense Jt presents opportumtmr R

LN

s,

e y . \ ,
for “inisunderstanding and Jman1pulat1on and 1eaves Jnun1c1pa}1t1es

particularly vdlnerable to the political’circumstances of the moment:
S R N roo ' «

« " The one irremovable dttribute of the present social |
structure .is  the redognition by all  responsible .
local leaders of the dire necessity 'to remain on

. top- of the ’Situation'. Any intrusion by the
w» province into the 'on tep of the situation' position
of the metropolitan centers is countered speedily
and vehement]y ~ Yet, paradoxically, this very
defens\ leads to the- subdrdination . of "the
\,4'metropol1tan centers tp the situation.” Suspicion of -
the intent: of others, a tonstant' search for _the
means of gett1ng one up on one's peers, care to
ensure ‘thére is™room tQ manoeuvre, and similar
behavior, /typ1fy the motives of local government
1eadersh1p in the current.’structural arrangement.
Within the context of this situation, and within the
context -of these motives, the prov1nc1a1 policy of
local autonomy: is 4n practice brought to naught_
(Bett1son, Kenward and Tay]or 1975, p. 208) '

The manner in which prov1nc1a1 governments have committed themselves to

5 ”the “ethic “of docal autonomy might then be sa1d to have been se]f-

S~
“~

def ating,,at’least during the period of-Socia] Cred1t adm1n1strat1on,
at wh1ch Bett1son, Kenward and Taylor s an*'is was chiefly’ d1rected
More recent]y, Masson (1985) has prov1ded a more favorable assessment -of

the arrangement of powers between prov1nc1a] and 1oca1 author1t1es. In

discussing the ~overall role for 1oca1 sélf 90vernment in Alberta, he.

suggested that municipal governments fall between two extremes in

\

policy-making powers. ‘Whlle‘they\do not exercise complete control over
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;,"decision making,, neither are theyVSimple'édmjnistrative condui ts fof the -

, o A . , Lo
_provicial government. Fiscal control is the real test of autonomy,

'

however, and there continues to be a discrepancy between the provincial

| goverqgeht's rhetoric and actual ba]ance,of power between provincial and
Jocalcautﬁor1t1es. : , SN _

e

In Alberta, permissive legislation .clauses in' the .. \\; _
Municipal Government Act seem to give municipalities
_a~wide latitude of policy alterfatives in certain’
- - areas, . Despite this show ir" the pas, - the
.| s provingial government  of ° granting p tical
_ * autonomy, local officials are acutely aware thatithe-
) -  real kgy is «financial autonomy and adequate fiscal _ o
: resources... The province has not been responsive :
- to plgans that would make the municipalities fiscally -
awronomous (Masson, 1985, p. 26). o N

-

~4.1

}* Implications I S L
The facgfs of thé 'po1ftféa1 héritage }deséribed above . are - .
'sjgn{ficént éo thé thesis in that théy ﬁblp'define tke‘framework fbr'the.'
" _regional 4p1ah preparation 'process. Qiétrepancies ‘beéwgen po]iffcé]
facade and prac;ica1 ,reality havé established an  dmbiguous“sef of’
circumstances that . might “be expected to affect the abiiity of
‘participanis to define the appropriate ba]ahce Eg;qeen regidnaf cpntfol'
"and local éufbnomy.k, The power balance vamongst‘ levels 'of authority,
traditiona11y»has not been well définéd’ig Alberta, And;the reality of
intermunicipal. competition rests at odds with the ‘belief in thé
principle of ‘coopefation.- From this, it .seemé_ desirable”'to use the .
- Edmonton .case study to determlne "yhether or qot‘ pa;ticibénts i | the
‘regiéna1 p]an‘preparétion procesé-werejab1e'to resolve the question of a
- proper ﬂbalanée. between\ﬁcooperat{on and éu€bnomy, and whether or no£ 

there is eYidence to suggesf that émbiguitx.ig thg'OVera1L'politica1



"4.2 DeVeprment;of the'Legis]ative.Framework for Regional Planning

-~

o
¢ 'ﬁ‘&

culture affected th1s task., Thé” princip]es of\cooperqtion and local

-
&

: autonomy as embod1ed 1n planning. 1eg1s]ation re1ate directly to these

Te \ /
quest1ons, ’ 3

t
“l
4.2. } Early Legislat1on 1913-1950 B

4 L '
: l
AJberta has had statutory provision for a form of reg1ona1 ]and use

"p]ann1ng s1nce 1913 when the f1rst Town Planning Act perm1tted ‘

mun1c1pa11t1es to cooperate~1n the preparat1on of Jjoint "town p]anning‘ :

schemes . That 1oca1 autonomy was a fundamental po11t1ca1 aim, even atv

‘that .t{me,, 1s underscored by the fact that membersh1p on a joint

commission was vo]untary In the view of Bett1son, Kenward and Tay]or '

°

(1975, p. 48) the Act represented "the veny essence 'of government by
consultation, of respect for the autonomy of local government, and of
respect for the 1nterests of individuals which has:been characteristic"
of Alberta urban ‘affairs from the beginn1ng ' | . -

; ‘The f1rst use of the term reg1o§P1 planning was not unt11 thef

-_Town Plann1ng Act, 1929 ‘but the pr1nc1p1e of vé]untary cooperation

still app11ed ~The regwonal plann1ng prov1sions of the 1929 Act

remained in force for 21 years but were not put to praq&\ca] test. The.

first d1str1ct p]ann1ng commission was not established until 1950

short1y after the Town P]ann1ng Act had been amended (Statutes of‘

A]berta 1950 Chapter 71) to redef1ne the roTes and structure of the
/
rgg1ona1 p1ann1ng agencies. '

»

o
o,
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4.2.2 Bland Spence-Sales Report.

Many ot‘the‘anendmente adopted in the Town and Rural Planning Act v
1950, as well ‘as the estab11shment of the flrst two d1str1ct plannwng
commissions in «Edmonton (1950) and Calgary (1951) were in dnrect
breSponse to a report by Professors B]and and Spence -Sales in 1949.%

They had been commlss1oned by - the C1ty of Edmonton to.investigate the \-
* failure of the pTannmng apparatus in theupost-war per1od. What 1s_of
pr1nc1pal 1nterest here is the‘report S argument, in light of Edmonton S
_development trends, for a reg1ona1 control system that would protect the:
autonomy of mun1C1pa11t1es surround1ng the LJty. Since the alternative
to the integration of this Scomplex of interdependent cities and townsf
\under d1str1ct p]ann1ng commissions was direct control by, the City of
"Edmonton, through annexation and amalgamatlon, the idea of reglonal'
’plann1ng fon Edmonton has been synonomous with ]ocal autonomy ?1nce the»
beginning. Bland and Spence -Sales env1s1oned a district p]annlng board |
funded Jo1nt1y by prov1nc1a1 and mun1c1pa1 contr1but1ons and comprised
- of members from part1c1pat1ng authorities, plus one member nominated by
the M1n1ster of Pub11c Works. . The board's staff was to‘be_drawn from
the Prov1nc1a] Town Planning Branch iB]and and Spence-Sales, 1§49;
pp. 36-39).7 | | - o

In the 1950 amendment to the Town Plann1ng Act, the Bland Spence-
. Sales recomnendat1ons were " mod1f1ed by prov1d1ng for the app01ntment of,
up to three prov1nc1a1 'members '9" a district plann1ng commission.
\According to'Bettison, Kenw?rd and Tay]br (iQiSQWp. 9734 this was an
attempt by the province to 1ntervene in .the rivalry. between

LAY

municipalities over planning, whereas Dragushan (1979, p. 51) has



)
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: suggested that it -was motivated by @ concern for th professional

,~qna11ty of p]an prep&ratjon efforts. In any event, diskrict p]anning'

commfes1ons under the 1950 Act were .uo1untary associations of 1

. , |
municipalities witn.large]y advisory powers."Their roles were limited

to the preparation »of“municipal or joint municipal plans and zoning

\ bylaws.at the request of member municipalithes.
\ ‘ ' ' \

| . .
\4.2.3 Further Changes in Legislation before 19\ ,
\, - i G ' -
\‘\ Since the first district planning commission was ~established, -the

Alberta P]ann1ng Act has beenw subJect to frequent revision ‘Major

<.,

rewrites affect1ng reg1ona1 p1ann1ng occurred in 1953, 1957 1963 and
’1977 Most notably, cover1ng the years prlor to the 1977 Act which was
in force for the pgr1od of this study, membersh1p on comm1ssions became‘
_compulsory, at the d1rect1on of the L1eutenant Governor in Counc11 the
' comm1ss1ons- weré’ made subd1v1k1on approva1 authorities for
' mun1c1pa11t1es within the1r boundar1esZ except1ng the cities of Edmonton‘
.j” and Calgary,3 and the Qreparatwon of ‘regional p]ans ‘became ob11gatory
Another . most 1mportant development dqr1ng th1s period: was the
estab11shment of the Alberta P1ann1ng Fund to be administered by the.
, M1n1ster of Mun1c1pa1 Affa1rs The . fund “which provides a stable flow
of monies to the regional plann1ng comm1ss1ons, is obtained in 1arge
part from a- compu]sory levy on’ all ‘municipalities accord1ng to a

4

' schedu]e of mily rates whiih takes 1nto account d1fferences in the size,
[ .
of mun1c1pa11t1es and whether or not they have p1ann1ng and subdwvistpnf

aoprova1dauthor1ty. ' -

»

These features of the ~evolution of the Tegional planning

legislation. seem to imply -a strengthened\ commitment to regional

>
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planning. Yet, when they are juxtaposed with other‘e]ements offthe

poiicy environment which encourage 1oca} autonomy, the framework which”
fgoverns the re]ationship between these two forces seems ambiguous and
therefore probiematic »This much seems " obvious from - the P]anning Act,

- 1977 and other documents which shaped th# nature of regional planning
. : ) ' .

during the period afad
. ' . | e $ — ’ :
4.3, Provincial-Municfpa¥Relations undodifiplaRReg0d Act, 1977

As noted fin Chapter 1; the Pianninp Act, 1977 assigns five

responsibilities to all regional planning commissions. Briefly, once

/
{

agatn, these are:

“

.- To prepare and adopt a regional plan i '
2. To prepare other statutory plans or land - use

" bylaws at the request of a municipal council. | "
3. To assist municipalities with p1anning matters ‘

- when requested to do so. ;

4. . To act as subdivision approval aUthority for
municipalities. that are not authorized to act as
subdivision approval authorities. = .

‘5. To promote pubiic participation in p]anning

matters.

— .

‘The Aot also stipuiates the procedure of - regionai\;;ﬁﬁrxp\eparation

, and'adoption. At some time during the prepération of a regional plan,

the regional p1ann1ng commission must prov1de opportunity to the Aiberta‘
.Pianning Board counciis of: municipaiities within the pianning region,
and other affected parties to eomment on the proposed document (Section
T 48). Pubiic hearings on the proposed regional plan must be held and the
regional pianning “eommission must congider representations from the
‘hearings in finalizing the draft document (Sections 49(i) and 50(1))

'“Prior to adopting a regiona1 p]an, the commission must advise every

88

S 26(3 T
‘(Sections 26 \gnd 87(b)(i)) .
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The adoption of a plan then requwres the’ support of a two thirds .

najority of tnose mEmbers in attendance ?Sec

thgkjkgn must be referred to th

On rece1pt of a proposed reg1ona1

]

Ll

local authority in the region of its intention to do so‘(Section 50(2))

41on &1) and, once adopted

. berta P]anh1ng Board for rev1ew

-

lan adopted by a

regional planning commission, the B ard shall rev1ew : .

it and may
(q) return it to the regional pl
with suggestions for changes,
(b)

%nm ng COFTITT'ISS!OH
or

approve it and send the plan| to the M1nlster
with or without recommendations.
, Sect1bn 52(

(1) and (2)]

.

b

When the M1ntster.of Municipal Affatrs recetves the regional’ plan, he

may ‘refer
_ratify the plan (Section 52(3)).

In. very general terms, then, the P

framework for provincial,

p1an' preparation process. However, the de

leaves room for individual interpretation

1ikelihood of misunderstanding and rnterauthc

-

at some time during the_plan preparat1on dxercise,

local and régional

it back to the Board with reconmendat1ons for changes,t

1977

Sy

langing Act, ~sets -a
roles within the regional
finition of this framework
and thereby increases the
rity dispute.

.a commission must

allow the opportunity for affected parties to make representations with

respect to’ the proposed pian.

But other than specifying that this be

done prior to adoption ot the plan by the -commission, there is nothing

&

. to indicate Just when these representat1ons

$ &

weight they shou]d carry

in determining flinal

qu1Cy, decisions. A

report by Alberta Municipal Affairs (Alberta, 198la) deems this latter

po1nt pért#ﬁu]arly s1gn1f1cant.

plann1ng process is dependent upon the goodw
.\

Because' the success of the regional

11 of member municipalities

should -be sought or what- -

- -

> ! 89
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toward the ideals of cooperation and’consensus, a failuré to recogMze

- & A . I3 - * " g > . .
the sentiments of some members might jeopardize ongoing relations on the

. 4
conm1551on.- Moreover, failure to secuge widespread commitment to

‘r

. . y . -
policies early in thé&planning exercise could lead to time consuming

delays and conf11ct "I the final stages of the process.

The above point§ are, perhapé,”doubly significant with respect to

the timing and weight of input from the Alberta Planning Board. Under

. the Ptannind Act, thb Board is assigned four responsibilitie%? with -

respect.to regional planning commissiors,  First, it must notify each

ember-huniéjpality of the amount it ‘is requ} eg to pay into the Alberta

Planning Fund (Section 11). Second, in what. ha& Mpistorically been its

mest importaat\rble, the Board serves as the subdivisioh appeal body in

the prov1nce. Its dec1s1ons are subject only to appeal ‘to the Alberta

Supreme Court on po1nts of law and jurisdiction (Sections 106- ‘09 152)

Third, the _Board hears and adjudicates intermunicipal disputes and’-

conflicts between a reg1ona1 p]ann1ng commission and a mun1c1paT1ty when

' requested to do so by either parﬂy Sections 54{4) and 44(1)). Finally,
(\‘thiﬂ§0ard'rev1ews regional plans and reg1ona1 "plan amendments (Sectioh
52). o : - '

In terms of this last-rele, it seems reasonable .to aesume that the
A]berta Planning Board is intended to 'ehSure that regional decisions
~accord with - provincial policy. Yet; it is unclear in the Act whether
the role of the Board is simply to observe and advise the heg1ona1

p]anntng commission or if it is to lead in pol1cy formulation in the

region. It would seem that thg;potent1a1 does ex1st for the Board to

°~'p1ay a part in airecting policy, although there is no indication whether

\
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a comnls“$en~amst comply with that d1rect10n or -what the 1mpl1cat1ons

for the commtssion would be 1f it- chose not o do so. It is not clear,
e1uher,' wh:ther the/ﬁ41n14ter of ~Municipal Affairs would consider
ranfying a regional plan %hat has not been sanctioned by the Alberta
Planning Board. Hence, the def1n1t1on,of roles for the regional pilan

p;eparation . process leaves considerable room for speculation ' and

considerable latitude to-the provincial agencies.

The vagueness just described is part and parcel of a larger problem
of amhiguity in the definitiow of interauthority relations for. the

entire planning system. The régionai plan, rests ét the apex of the

]

hiérarchy of planning documents, in the sense that all statutory plans

_and bylaws must fcbnform“ to policy specified in the regional plan

(Section 54). Hence, it 1is supposed to establish a framework within

"which. Yocal or municipal planning can occur.. _Yet, certain other

provisions in the Act, describing the balance of power amongst levels of

planning authority, undermine the agthority of regional planning

éommissions'to establish -an effective framework for managing growth ‘and

-
o N

change at the reg1ona1 scale.

Clark's. (1984) d1scuss1on of autonomy in terms of the pr1nc1ples of

“initiative and inmunqty rs a useful vehicle for explaring the respective

4 -~

powers -of municipal governmentsuand regional planning comnissions within

the.plannfng system. Despite the pos1t1on accorded to the regional plan

possess éreater powers of both initiative and immunity 'than regional

p1dnning conmissions;' With the 1nfent of strengthening local autonomy,

‘as the prgmier' planning document ’1n the province, Tocal author1t1es :

the Act grants mun1c1pa1 governMents virtually absolute control over

1and use development w1th1n the1r own Jur1sd1ctlons. They are given the

-
o

91

Py



).

authority to determine the content of general municipal plans and land

use byiaws (Sections 61- 66) and are not expressly required to submit ,

their pianning fnstruments to any exte{nai authority prior to adoption
(Section 62). While, on the surface there appears to be no probiem -
"since land use byiaws must conform with the regional plan - {n practice,
where regionai policy might be framed so loosely that its originai
intent can be transformed or circumvented at the local level, ‘dispute

between regional and local authorities, each wielding different

interpretations of both the Act and the regional.policy, >& a very’ real

possibility. Moreover, the only avenue open to a regional planning

92

A

3 . , . [4
commission if it feels the:intent of the regionaiipianﬂhas.been thwarted -

is to refer the dispute to the Alberta Pianning Board.  Yet, in
rendering deCisions about subdiVision appeais (and it ‘'should be

remembered that the subdivision “control system is ‘the only direct means
4

of policy impiementation that is avai]ab]e to commiSSions) the Board- is.

directed only to "have regard" to any regional pian,_whereas it "shall

* conform with"fiand use bylaws ‘and regulations (Section 109(2)).. These

~ e
provisions 'seem to lend uitimate support to municipaTl regulations

Hence, local governments have substantia] autonomy in pianning matters
They hold the power to legislate and regulate their re51dents and, with

4

the ‘exception of the giscretion- of “the Alberta Planning Board in

other levels on the

adjudicating\dispuxt:,'they are relatively immune from intervention by

lanning hierarchy

Transiating Tlark' s two princip]es of power to the regionai level,

it is apparent that regional p1anningtggngﬁssions do not share the same

degree of autonomy as local government's. In terms of initiative, or the

power to act’ on.behalf of: the - regionai interest ‘the commissions are

)

-
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constramed, most significantly, in--Lwo respects. ﬁ first _mj_g%\the .
Thei

nature of representatwn on the commissions; -
compmsed pf elected off1c1als from local munic1paht1es. As noted in

Chapter 2 of this thesis. tms form of r'ep'resentauon. where menbers

~must serve both a 1oc;11 and a regiona) interest while relying‘bn a local .

electorate for election, jnvariably means that regional ,concerng are
~sacrificed in conflict of interest situations.

Second, as noted above, the regional planning commissions - suffer

membership is

93
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from a lack of enforcement-authpgity.‘ The responsibility 'for'p

implementing regional\‘ policy decisions rests entirely with municipal

governments. Even in cases of alleged non-conformity between regional

and municipal documents, the commissions have no power to compel 'a'local

authority to comply with the “commission's interpretation of the

'situativon. Regional planning commissions, then, have limited power to

legislate and regu]ate‘ron behalf of. the reéional, community of 1‘nterest.l

Regional planning commlission's é]so have Hmited power of immunity.

A]though tp Act requires that mun1c1pal governments abxde by the
‘ pohc1es of the regional plan, each local councﬂ has the opportumty to
taﬂor the nature of -that very document in its own interest. ln
\repeutu!n of the po1‘r‘1"c.~ made above, the- membershlp compos1tlon ‘of the
co_mrmsswns ensures 1oca’sl 1nput» to the plan. In add1t1on, the reg/onai

nlanning commission -ét f;ormally 1nv1te and pay — regard “ta local
submissigons bei;ore thnontgﬂts of “the plan are fmahzed. Hence, the
policies of the regional planni\\g‘ commission are cléarl'y subjéct to
loca‘l raview. Then, ;vhit'tling thé/ power of immunity to .an even lower

level, the draft regional\plan is also subject to scrutiny by two

provincial auihoritiés, the Alberta Planning Board and the Minister of

-



‘Municipa1'Affairsf Yet, the Act. does not require any-other level jof the

"glpnning hierprchy"eithe% provmncia] or nmnicipalv to obtajn *imilar
dﬁment from the reg1ona1 p]anntng conm1ss1ons prwor to“ po]icy >

‘pronouncement The re]at1onsh1p between the three leve1s of pjann1ng‘-_,

‘author1ty is thus amb1guous, to say the 1east. Above a11, 1t 1s unclear
how the reg1ona1 p]an is to Tive ~up- %o 1ts status as. the prem1er

j,plann)ng documenb 1n the prov1nce g1ven the 1|m1ted mandate g?anted to
‘the regional p]ann1ng comn1ss1ons,'

4\1' LA

4.4 !The Reé?ona] Planning System,and 1ts ConSequences
In 1980 1&82 the Inter agency P]ann1ng Branch- of the: Department of

' 4
'hun1c1pa] Affaxrs undertook a mass1ve review of the reg1ona1 plann1ng

~ system in Alberta,vprlmarlly because of the need to def1ne the ba}ance

»

9 .

i the relat1onsh1p of the mun}c1pa1, reg}onal °and prov1nc1a1 1eve]s 1n’.’

LR o

» :
o theg reg1ona1 plann1ng process ‘(A]berta, 1981a) - This rev1ew _Ts

‘51gn1f1cant to the thes1s 1n three respects F1rst ,1t 15 the most

‘comprehens1ve rev1ew and - assessment that has. been made of all aspects of -

.

_ 5
the;regwonal,p}ann1ng.system. ‘It 1nvolved all the key part1c1pants in

“regional planning in the prov1nce, and Tdent1f1ed issues, concerns, and

: recommendatiOnS» for “change .from a coordinated assessment ’of the

ﬁ responses of a]] these ghoups.z ’Second, -the ‘Study ref]ects .

"recogn1t1on of the - problenm and . unreso]ved 1ssues w1th1n the

1eg1slat1ve fr‘amework “and pract1ca1§ 07‘93"1231'—10” of “the SY'te"" The

present,

"study found “w1despread nnsunderstand1ng and ignorance co cern1ng why"

\___/

~the. Prov1nce has estab11shed and ma1nta1ned the reg1ona] p]ann1ng

system ,(A]berta,ﬂ‘1981a, p.,v1).v © Since the study concehtrated on
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key artors in the system, rather than lay people, ‘this statement is

part1cu1ar1y revea11ng about the amb1gu1ty surroundtpg the//reg1ona1-

N,

.planning framework ‘ Thmrd in an. attempt to redress/these concerns,.a :

. fumber of recommendat10ns were made Those conceﬂﬁ1ng
reg1ona1 plan preparat1on and review, and related sugga£t1ons about the

\(/of the A1berta P]ann1ng Board had a substant/a1 1mpact on the

reg1ona1 p]an preparat1on' process‘ undertaken; by the Edmonton

Metrop011tan Reg1ona1 Planning Commission. £

f":

4.4.1 Issues 1dent1f1ed in the Reg1ona1 Plann1ng Sysmem Study

A

v = . st
/

Moré than 50 issues and concerns were 1dent1f1ed dur1ng ‘the course

of the study. The fo110w1ng excerpt summar1zes some of ‘the key points

Spec1f ca11y, the comm1ssu0ns expressed a need for
< clarification of the yntent and scope of the
regional plan, its 1ega1 and functional relationship
with other municipal Atatutory p1ann1ng documents
and provincial policigs, and the criteria to be used
by the Alberta Planngng Board and the Minister of -
Municipal Affairs /for ~reviewing, ‘approving and.
~ratifying the pla?/ once completed... [To].clarify
the role relatio nsh1p ‘between RPC staff and
Commission membérs...- {To] -clarify the liaison
- function of the RPCs and the Province... : The policy
regarding thezﬂoca1 autonomy of metro and mun1c1pa1--
ities needs clarifying... As the effort is being
~made - tq strengthen reg1ona1 planning - through the ‘
Planningd Act, regional decision-making contigues to - v
‘be eroded by an increasing centralizatfon ‘of '
authority in Provincial departments, lessening
flexibility- for regional representat1ves to -work
“meaningfuTty with the.RPCs. The administrative
procedure set out in the Act for plan review and
- approval leaves some scope for defining.the stages
and timing of the process and the roles- of the key
actors (A.M. A , 1981, pp 31- 32) o -7

@
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In addition to these widespread concerns, memper,emunicipalitjes

efronx the Edmonton’ region criticized the1r comm1ss1on as being too

~

: dictatoriai They expressed a need for changés an membershwp represent—

, ,atuon, for the rolt of the comm*§51on to be c]arxt1ed .and for a mOve

"ad«1sory format for regional. plannwng policy (A.A.M.D.GCs ahd TR M, A.,'

,1980, pp. 9,16,27-30).
4.4.2 Recomiendations for the Regionai Planning Sixtem

Noting that "there are*no ‘right' and 'wrong'\ways to do regignal

dplanning, only appropr1ate or 1ess appropr1ate ways (AM.A., | 1981
4

p. 50), 39 reconmendat1ons‘ were put forward in the study \report

Bruef]y, it was suggested?that the reg1ona1 plan shou]d be a. leadersh1p

documene, s1mp]y wr@

po]1cy statement abuut'growth and change, yet be sens1t1ve to/ prov1nc1a1“

and . mun1c1pa] conterhs, w1thout\ 1ntrud1ng on e1ther of these other

Teve1s; and that 1t shou]d serve as "the ‘focus for cont1nuous d1scuss1on

and negotiation between the reg1ona1 plann1ng authorﬂt1es, the prov1n-

§

,c1a1 departments, and the mun1c1pa11t1es : ;n add1t1on, with respect to

£
reg1ona1. p]ann1ng commr§s1ons, ESS“ study. suggested an orlentat1on_

' seminar:_on planfiing for newly elected members, the participation of
| . CL . TN
comnission members at an early 'stage of technical planning- exercises,
and the development of sk1lls in negotiation, faci]itation“ and

conciliation for planners. The report further recommended that the

~Alberta Planning .Board play a leadership and -organ1zat1onal rple in

e

assisting commissions to deve]op"these new skills. In fact the study -

advocated, in general, .a promineht role forvthe'A]berta\Plannjng,Board

o in po]icy formulation, evaluation and_monitorjng activities. ‘The Board,

.“1n non techn1ca1 language that it shou]d be ‘a

.96



it. was Urgad, shou]d develop gu1de11nes ‘for regional lan preparation

and review, and. s1m1lar frameworks fpr each level in\ the planning

’

' regional p]ann1ng agengﬂes, and 1t should’ prov1de cons1stent and_ongoing

con5u1tat10n with the regional p]ann1ng c0mm1ss1ons durlng the p]an '

'preparat1on‘ process te enéure that provinc1al a1ms are met. In
»add1t1on, 1t was reconmended that the Boagd "1n1t1ate a JOInt process to

closely and cont1nuod;1y‘ monttor development: of large urban centers,

97 |

" with a view-to recommending -solutions to the problems that may arise .

from time to timeﬂ. Hence:.ﬁn a dramatdc rédrientation-of the Boardﬂs
trad1t10nal role, wh1ch st pr1mar11y concerned w1th a statutory appeaL

R funct1on, the report env1s1oned a strong leadership and watchdog role .

for "the A]berte _P]ann1ng,quard in areas of poticy formulat1on and i

.coordination, information exchange, training, and intermunicipal

1y . —

confllct resolut1on The Alberta Planning‘Bdard would thus come to

.

assume a substantial ro]e in the regional plan preparation process.

4.4.3’ Guidelines tor blan‘Preparation and Review

As direct fol]ow up to the Reg1ona1 Planning System Study,' the

Alberta Plann1ng Board prepared gu1de11nes for reg1onal plan preparat1on/
/

~,and rev1ew -and .a framework for the1r app11cat10n (March 1982) _ Ihe

)', gu1de11nes ‘Wnake c1ear the - respons1b111ty of reg1onal plans to serve

‘rather than to d1ctate to member mun1c1pa]1t1es (A]berta, ,1982a,
p. vii). Reg1ona1 plans' are to prov1de gu1dance for mun1c1pa11t1es
 witnout' encroach1ng upon mun1c1paJ “rights ““through being ' unduly
: restr1ct1ve (p. vii). ;Hence, theeframeworkt%or growth management ‘may

outline future patterns in a general way, but should not éeek to be

-
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eﬁther highly detailed Or regulatory, permitting- a, flexibi]jty in
1nterpretat1on for' thc mun1c1pal plann1ng 1nstruments A1l growth |

? K

management po]1c1es should be - the “result of a full cand joint .
'con5u1tat1ve process with the munftiﬁalitdes an&},the *Provincial |
-agenc1es (p- 8) -, ' ' R e U

~4--f¥o—ess+st44xmnns540nssqxp_meetqngsJmese44&xpurementssleﬁ_.JﬂﬂliL_Af—-

estab11shed a four stage process for consultation and\rev1ew tmtween
' reg1ona1 agenc1es and the Board dur1ng the p]an preparat1on process.
i Only the last two phases are_ mandatory contact po1nts but reg1ona1

p]ann1ng commissions. .are ehcohﬁa\ed to. take advantage - of the

] -

. consultat1on opportun1t1es at tﬁe ear]y stages since th1s wou]d greatly Y

b .\ Y

. fac111tate the process1ng of draft and ad\\ted\pla:s by dea11ng w1th

potentqal prob]enw before the mandatory stages an ‘\ffaChEd" (p. .6)

Ongoing contact with member municfpalities and provdnciaT\€QSBSi?sis
also of-vital concern during the process: N
'Phase_l - Work Program: .The work program for | regional plan
o preparat1on should be submitted to the Board for “information
and review. There will be agreement as to the times when

Provincial input.will be requ1red during the process. .

Phase II - Techn1cal Background ‘or Draft: Po]1cy Papers ‘The commission .
S should distribute these reports to the Board and relevant -
provincial departments. - "The . purpose of this phase is to .
check out the comp1eteness and accuracy of .'available
technical information, in addition to. assisting staff to .
- better appreciate the basis for subsequent policy documents;
and to allow the_  Province to comment on the conSistency
betweén Prov1nc1a\\\and regional pol1c1es... "~ It 1is hoped’
that this type of consultation...will minimize the areas of
- policy conflict which are too.often picked up at the draft
o plan stage when it is d1ff1cu1t te - negot1ate mutually
> ‘ acceptabﬁe'policies." ,

Phase 111 - Draft Plan: . This is the first requ1red phase in. the plan
o - review and approva] mechanism. - "It 1is a required step
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"hecause a consultation at this poj 'Ais considered essential -
if opportunities: for jointe explor@®on .are to be identjfied

-and pursued and if conflices are to be resolved prior’ to’ the .

v comrission adopting a plan which the Board cannot approve,
due, to clear po]1cy conflicts".

Phase 1V --'Adopted Plan: After ‘the commlss1on has adopted a plan, it

| must ' submit the adoptéd plan to- the Board “for its

approval".

w

' In keeping with this format, which was_d signed to ‘encourage 2 h1ghw
deo:ee of consultation end negot1at1on, cZ?ter1a for' plan approval
"~ require that "the p]an reflects fu]l and continuing coord1nat1on between

. the regional - plannwng comm1ss1on, the prov1nc1al departments and lqcal

mun1c1pa11t1es, authorities and boards" j(p. 7). Thus , wh11e the

guidelines do not define -the ‘substance of policy- for the .regional :

planning commissions, they do indicate the manner Jin which po]icy areas
o _

should be goveredd - - o

4.5 Conclusions o : - -r S .

. Clearly, 'the context for regional planring ijn: the Pr0v1nce of

Alberta p]aces the reg1ona1 p]annxng system in a pos1t1on of confilqt.

Local autonomy and reg1onal plann1n§ are two pr1nc1p1es thég are héld Tn“ ?'

t . \‘}‘ “,.

<v

high esteem in planning legislation. In fact both are representatlve
‘of philosophfcal threads that w‘ia\ogck to the’ po11t1ca1 cu]ture of the.
eariy*twentieth century. Yet, the'enVIronment for plann1ng seems to be
a blend of provincial and 1oca1 control with no clearly def1ned mandate

* for reg1ona1 plann1ng comm1ss1ons. 1t 1s not surpr151ng, then, thatf

many part1c1pants in the Regional P]ann1ng System Study . 1dent1f1ed the

need to def1ne the role for reg1ona1 plann1ng 1n more exp11c1t terms ‘as

,4

a press1ng pr1or1ty for the reg1onal plann1ng system.
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Zw1th1n the regional plan preparation process in

T _ process?

3

é
]

In terms of the,thesis, it becomes{possible‘&: interpret'the events
terms of the broader
picture of confl1ct and amb1gu1ty about - roles that persists on the

i

provincial scene Specific qqest1ons arise in 'response -to these

—— -

circumstances:

o

1. In what way did the ambiguity about prov1noia1 local and
regional respons1b111t1es smanifest itself in the plan
preparation process? : ' : .

2. What issues generated controversy amongst the participants7

[

3. G1ven the reorientation of the Alberta Planning Board s role in

the Gu1de11nel$for Regional Plan Preparation and Review, what

role d1d the Boand play dur1ng the process7

4. what are the part1c1pants opinions about the expanded role in
the process? “,

-~ 5. Were part1c1pants able to settle the “issue of mandate for the

regional ~planning commission? Did they derive 'a workab]e

balance between -local autonomy and regional control?
6. Did the “issue: of local autonomy ‘manifest. itself in the

[

municipalities to cooperate in achieving a regional plan?
. ! V

Jh1s chapter has enabled a narrowing of focus to the spec1f1c

elements within the A]berta context that can be expected to shape the

'prOCess under consideration; namely, the role of" the Alberta Planning

100

7. Is there evidence of a willingness on the part of member--

Boé?d the .ambiguity about the mandate of 'regional planning, and the = -

d1screpancy between the pol1t1cal rhetor1c of local autonomy and the

&

actual balance of.power ‘amongst the prov1nc1a] government, the reg1onal.
pTannfng commissions, and local authorities. This“chapter has provided:

'the factual information that is necessary to place the events of the

regional plan preparation process 'int0 a proper perspective of inter-

. authority relations in the province.



Fdotnotes

Reality ‘does not always match the ﬁofitiqal rhetoric (Bettison,
tenward ‘and Taylor, 1975, p. 208 and Masson, 1988, p. 26). -«

‘The Act referred to these commissions -as district ‘planning
commissions, rather than regional planning commissions, although

the concepts behind them are the same. . o

This waS‘dope<in‘i953, by Order-in-Council,’ under the Subdiwislpn
and Transfer Regulations of 1953, not the Planning Act. i

- The Inter-agency Planning Branch provides’ planning advisory

services to regional .planning commissions, government agencies, and

plans -by government departments -and advises. the Board on approval
of regional plans. . In essence, the [.A.P.B. provides a research,
information, and advisory service/ to the Alberta Planning Board.

-

Burton (1981) conducted  a study which considered 'the - rales of

regional planning commissions in land and growth jnanagement
according to the perceptions of developers, citizen agroups,
community  organizations,  planning professionals, Yecommis'sign

planners, and other professional. groups in planning related fields.

It was much narrower in.scope than the Reégional Planning Systeh

‘the Alberta Planning Board. It coordinates the review of regionaf~

Study in that its primary focus was on how relevant these roles.

appeared to be to major groups of participants involved with
regional planning commissions .in some capacity. Burton's study
focused more directly upon the participants' assessment of the
functions of the commission than the mandate of regional planning
commissions and their role within the interauthority network, that
was a primary concern of ‘the (Regional Planning System ‘Study.

. Dale and Burton (1984) summarized the results of Burton's study and

condensed thé‘findings of other studies of the regional planning,

system.

i
[3

The study involved the members, staff, and executive directors of
the regional planning commissions, the Alberta Planning Board, the
Alberta Urban Municipalities Association and the Association of
Alberta Municipal Districts, major provincial departments having a

" role in regional planning, and the Minister of Municipal Affairs.

o S



INTERMUNICIPAL RELATIONS IN THE EDMONTON REG.ION .

5.0 Introduction -

The thesis, .to this point, has identified the elements of context\
that might :be expected to play a significant role in the evolutton of
the relationship between local autonomy and regional plan preparation,
name]y, the rote of commission staff, the ro]e of comm1ss1on members,
the. role of provincial authoritieé, the major ‘1ssues in " policy
formulation, and the ‘mandate for levels of p1anning. authority in the
provtnce. ,In addition; the po1itica1; culture of Alberta has been
described as a general“ framework for interpreting the events in the
4Edmonton <regdoh In th1s chapter the focus will be narrowed even
further, - to particular events that have shaped the nature of 1nter-
authority 're1at1onsh1psh and percept1ons throughout the history of
regiona]'p]anning in the Edmonton region. According to Leach"(1982)
the nature ‘of relationships 1s,cond1t10ned by a ser1es of events over.
time, so the h1stor1ca1 ;1cture of. po]1t1ca1 control in the study region
provides a valuable clue to underetanding-the process under review in

2

the thesis.

‘ 5.1k.Some'Aspects'of Conflict in the Edmonton'Region ;
. 5.1.1 Beginnings of Conflict

t - . . .
. Norman Giffen, a long-time director of the Edmonton Regional

o

, Planning Commission has asserted that intermunicipal conflict spans‘the
entire history of reg1onal planning in the Edmonton region (Minutes of

the regiona1 plan commttee, 4 November 1982, p. 5 6) As- early as

v N

1954, a dispute eruptedA?etween the Municipal Dtstrtct of Strathcona and

. B 102“ ¢ R . N ‘ }



pe0p1e w1th1n the ruﬁal

f

»

s

the other metropolitan authorities over plans

Park (Batey and Smith 198’) Tt has been said that "to the regional

planners, and

Conmission the scheme .;ér;

Edmonton even

Y ;

to the oth;ft reprngntatives

n‘ab6m1nation;

At ¢
31

threatened to withdraw from the district planning

r

to locate a town of 30,000

‘jnicipa1ity. on the present site of Sherwood

on "the regional planring

the site was too close to

be anything more than a dormitory suburb
\ Y '

i igggut the growth prospicts of the genuine
% (smith, 1982, p. 21377  Fhe City of

conmissigh “if. the proposé] should be approved, ‘and the Municipal

District of Strathcona actually did so, when it became clear “that the .

commission would not approve the plans of subdivision. The‘Sherwood

Park incident contributed directly to the 1957 amendment of the Plannirig

Act, which made Vmembership on the district"planning comnissions

compulsory (Bettwson Kenward and Tay]or

Alberta, 19575

Chgpter 98) As ear1y as 1954, then, conflict'inrthe

11975, pp. 191-194; Statutes of

Edmonton . reéion was signif%cant enough .to affect provincial planning

legislation.

5.1.2 The McNally Commission Legacy

Also in 1954,

growth in Alberta, the provincia1‘ goveknment appninted a Royal

4

~as a result of more general concerns about urban %

Commission on the Metropolitan Development of Calgary "and Edmonton to

examine municipal boundaries, public’finanCe, and government structure

_for the two

pp. 214,215),

‘metropolitan regions. lAccord1ng to Smith (1982,

by requiring municipal governments’Atb formalize their

103



positions in a publio arena, the McNa y Commission process served to

-

exacerbate intermun1c1pal c0nf11cts 1n the region.

>

In its arghments to the Commiss1on, the C\ty of Edmonton 1a1d

formal support to the un1f1catlon of. the EdmontOn reg1on, basing its

l

~ case on the eradication of servictng ‘)neff1c1enc1es "and, fiscal
inequities. The bordering nunicipalities,~bn the other hand, focussed
on the pollt1cal 1ssue of the r1ght of each nmn1c1pa11ty to determ1ne.
its own dest1ny As was made evident in Chapter 2, neither of these
; philosophical bents  is un1que to the Edmonton reg1on, both 1mp1nge, in

varying degree, on most contests over mun1c1pa1 reform. ~In the Alberta

L

situation, however, the City of Edmonton's iposition won clear support
from the McNaliX/ﬁommission, which recommended "that each netropo]itan
area‘ would be/gest governed by ‘erlarging each of the present cities to
include 3{5 whole metropo11tan area" (Alberta, 1956, Chapter 14). ‘Yet,
the prov1nc1a] government did not -leap to institute the recommendat1ons
for boundary reform: " » -

1

These recommendations caught the government off- ~
guard since it -still had 'a strong commitnent to
. ma1nta1n1ng local autonomy. Taking : the “position
that 'the metropolitan problem' was cflsed by a lack
of fiscal resources [and so could be solved in other °
ways],‘1t ignored the Commission's recommendations
for expansion (Masson, 1985 p..66) R
. ¢ e
- . ¥

-

The-McNally Commission was out of tune with the provincial -coptext; in
- 4 .

ewh1ch local autonomy was the established norm.
0ver the next decade, the City of Edmonton was ab]e .to make

‘ substant1a1 terr1tor1a1 gains, through a comb1nat1on of annexat1on and

N

'amalgqman1on. Nonetheless, the c1ty¢counc11 pers1sted in nts des1re for

\

the total"consolldat1on of the metropolitan area under Edmonton's

104
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\jurisdicuon, and commissioned Professor Hanson to- suggest the most:

appropriate boundaries, based on'fiscaI and related c.onsiderati.ons
(Havnson, 1968). Hanson's ana1ysi's, based as it was on criteria of
functional efficiency and fiscal ‘equity. bore close resemblance to t'he
recommendations .of the McNaHy t:omuission.2 .ln fact, .de‘bates o;fer
annexation and reform of  the met:opoHtan region, as the most dramatic
exenip]ificati‘ons of 1ntermun1c1pa1 conflict in the region, have followed
much the same h'nﬁ of argument for*30 years, to the extent that the
County of Strathcona, Edmonton's long term arch-rival in the contest for
tax-rich industria1 Jands, has .recently derided Edmenton for 1t§\\\\"81.b1e’¥
like veneration" of "the McNally Commission andu‘!uggested that \1t s
time that the McNaHy Commission Report be a]lowed to rest in peace
- (Strathcona, 1980, p'28) ‘At the same time, other op1n1ons expres\sed
orr behalf of the County (e.g. "that the d1vers1ty and public choice nhw
ex1st1ng 1: the” reg]on.‘.mdmate a healthy state of affairs'\ |
(Strathcona; 1980, p. Hj),”/and')that-"there.ié, a democratic crite_rion
to be:considered'in que;tio'ns of 1<;ca1 goﬁvernment reorganization as, well
as a functibna'lv efficiency criterion” (Strathcona -1980, p. 20)) revea1
that Strathcona s phﬂqsoph1ca1 pos1t1on has not changed much over 30
‘years, e1ther Yet with each-succeeding c]ash between Edmonton and its

ne1ghbors, the parties have become more embittered and the battle 1lines
more deeply entrenched. According to Smith (1982, pp. 216 217), with
reference to an appHcation made by Edmonton in 1962 to annex nuch of
the land w1th1n the boundaries reconmended by the McNaHy Conmission

Even mumcipaHhes that had not been closely -

“engaged in the annexation dispute began to realize

that there was no visible limit ‘to’ the City's

expansion. Sooner or later, regiona1 p1an or. no

>
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Within a region(divided by the self-seeking interests of municipal.-

ities,

2

('regional plan, they would all be under threat. And

increasingly, through the 1970's, they reacted to
this. perception, not by ﬁn1t1ng within the regional
planning framework, but by trying to enhance their
independence. ‘ o

and sustainéb by the rhetoric of locall autonomy

regional

cooperation of the type described by regional plank1ng theor1sts has not

character1zed 1ntermun1c1pal relations. Indeed, in its d1scuss1on of

the Edmonton reg1on, The Regional Plann1n;\§ystem Studx,(Alberta, 1981a,

p. 86) described 1ntermun1c1pal relations as xhibiting a h1gh

degree of

c0mpet1t1on. The study further noted tﬁ;(/1t ‘has been common, within

the reg1onal planping system, for this competltIOn for

growth to

override the spirit of regional fcooperétﬁon, such that municipalities

. with similar vie@é 'have banded together to defeat the process of

N
AN

intermunicipal

‘strategies that might benefit all. Masson (1985, p. 275)

competi

P "

Hence, the process. b(

ion in fiscal terms:
\\.

“of

n

o

The root cause of the animosity between large cities
~and\their outlying municipalities 1is mopey.. With

mun1cupal1t1es depepdént upon. inadequate’ provincial
grants and locally derived property taxes for most

\ revenue, and with * regional planning
comm1ss1o ‘trying to make binding decisions on the
location of\ industry, it is not surprjsing that the
politics of- 1ann1ng often becomes bitter.

A

negotiation and compromiSe and so prevent consensus on

cast this

1s1ng a plann]ng framework for the

Edmonton region has been e;hgihed n what are, in- essence, fiscal

concerns.

where municipal. growth and‘particuii?ty‘industrial'expansion translatev

Under the structure of\mgnicipal funding described

by Masson,

directly to tax dollars, it ;is not suPpyisihg that dispute between
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~ Edmonton and the industrialized County of-Strath&ona has been uaged with —.

such ardor and at fgreat cost to goodwill fin the region.‘ Since the
MtNally Commission (Chapter 12, p. §) asserted that "it is’uhjust and

inequitable that wide variations in theitax base should exis® among the

Tocal governing bodies that comprise the metropolitan area where the'

area is in fact one etonomic and social unit", the City of Egmonton has
intensified its claim to share in the’industriai tax revenues accruing
in disproportionately large amounts to the small-in-population County of

! .
Strathcona. o : .- \

N

5.2 Growth Studies Project: 1974-1978

Nomhere, in receat times, was the futility of the struggleibetween
Edmonton and its neighbors ovef growth management principles more
evident than during debate over the’-Edmonton Regional Rlanning
'CommiSSion's 1major ep]anning activities of the 1970's: the growth
studies project and the preparation of the first version of the 'draft
regional plan. With on]y three of\\the 22" members on the p]anning
comission, the City of Edmonton was impotent to ensure it\\bwn conterns
within the region were . addressed W

The ERPC embarked on the Edmonton region growth sto:ies project in

1974, as part of an 1ntensive program aimed at devising a regional, plan

" to replace the Edmonton Regional Plan: Metropolitan Part which was '

3

adopted by the Commission, in a preliminary form, on January B, 1958.°

This plan was essentially a land use control document. Yet, through
repeated amendments it maintained the fundamental orineiples of the 1958

o\
document, which were ~ “to maintain compact urban conmunities and

industrial areas" and to .“prevent unwarranted fragmentation of ~good
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of the Edmonton metrop011tan reg1on, the Comm1ss1on 1ntended the growth

n €

stud1es progect to up te. .and enunc1ate, more prec1sely, the pr1nc1p1es'

for gu1d1ng growth

,work from a co

lnd deve]opment such that all- nmn1c1pa11t1es cou]d

pon perspect1ve A comp]ementary aim, wh1ch was to

def1ne a su1tab1e form of local government Jor the reg1on,-was de]eted

=<from the task descr1ptﬁon for thexprOJect when 1t proved too content10us :

=10 be reso]ved at . the comm1ttee 1eve1 (M1nutes of thé* Metroool1tan -

3
. kS
ko

Comm}ttee, 9 February 1977). f - ‘ _ | -

~,Inn3277 the. Growth Stud1es team re]eased a report in ‘which four

growth‘

<

ndtcons1deratlon (&RPC 1977a) The C1ty of Edmonton favored strategy Y

nanagement alternat1ves -were advanced for- the Commission's

K
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- agr1cu1tura] tand” (ERPC 1980, P19 Spurred on by th&\rapid growth

*

| which proposed that growth be concentrated WIthlﬁ the C1ty,_wh11e ther;

rother mun1c1pa]1t1es,‘ except Devon, ,supported strategy qB“

‘ wh1ch

| favored the w1dest d1spersa1 of growth to out1y1ng mun1c1pa]1t1es (ERPC;

l977b)

U1t1mate1y, after much _deliberation, a comprom1se

: “.gjﬂ

was

: establxshed between the two s1des, although not before representat1ves

from Edmonton art1cu1ated the1r dismay over the C1ty S weak position on

=the reg1ona1 p1ann1ng conm1ss1on

~

Mr.. Kennedy [from the City of EdmontonJ stated Mr.

Chairman,-you long ago excluded any -possibility of
“having any. meaningful participation from the

“majority of the citizens and the staff did the same
. because they came. with alternatives which in no way

tried to accommodate the views of Edmonton. The

’;alternat1ves we had this morning were alternatives
~of yours. We took some of thé alternatives that the

5other mun1c1pa11t1es favored and tried to comb1ne

- them. - We couldn't agree on them. So I think "that

:it's long past the po1nt where the City of Edmonton

.. is- being accomnodaﬁed in this process (M1nutes of

s the Metropolltan Committee. 26 August 1977)

N
«©
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‘balanced growth of residentiafl

)

5 The compromise strategy,
R L '

‘and non-residential development, and- a

AT e . ) . . - _
highet quqlﬁhyéof public serwices, emphasized a city-centered region,
5 N [ * T

with 65-70% of future pPdpulation assigned to the'1nner-metropolitqn,areé'

4 o - .
(Figure 8).  The Commissiof endorsed the strategy on May 3, 1978.

« 7

5.3 The 1979 Draft Regighal Plan

The growth managemgnt framework endorsed by the Commission during

the growth studies project ¢ "e.an 1ntegra1 part’ of thé 1979 draft

.'regional plan. With res¢ - growth management, the pTan adVocatedb

the following: B

The majorlty of the ‘population and economL; growth~
will be conta1ned in a compact metropolitan” area...
'The Plan proposes that the Inner Metropolitan Area
would accommodate 65 to 70 percent of the Region's
futyre populat1on growth and employment opport-
unities. Edmonton would ‘absorb 50 to 55 percent of
the total Regional growth or 71 to 77-percent ‘of the
‘ ~ growth of the Inner Metropo]1tan Area (ERPC, 1979,
o pp. 2- 11, .2- 13). _ . '

Despite its quaiified.approva] of the_grdwth management strategy in
1978 the C{ty of EdmontonlreneWed‘its assault on the framework during
the cons1derat1on of the draft plan. In its official comments to the

reg1ona1 ‘planning comm1ss1on, the C1ty of Edmonton reiterated its be]lef

that 1ts own "best 1nterests and the 1nterests of ‘the reg1on as a whole

' are served through pol1c1es and programs aimed at ach1ev1ng a compact

(

sed on objectives of lscal autonomy, the -

109

form of urban deve1opment, As Such, the City is strong]y opposed to the .

Comm1551on s proposed"growth trategy wh1ch would encourage .the

continuance of the present trend of the decentra]1zat1on of urban growth

B . . -



BASIC STRUCTURE OF THE -
\EDMONTON METROPOLITAN AREA

ACCORDING TO THE 1979 DRAFT REGlONAL PLAN .

_NORTHEAST CLUSTER _
E -Town of Fort Saskatchewan
Ff Village of Bon Aecord
G Town Gibbons

" RESOURCE dASED COMMUNITIES
0 -Village of Legal -

- P Town of Morinville <:::) : H Towfof Redwater
C Village of New :
arepta
/, SR
| - O
s

'INNER NETROPOLITAN AREA

City of Edmonton
City of Edmonton -
central area

.City of St. Albert .
Sherwood Park

WEST. CLUSTER
Town of Spruce Grove
N Town of Stony Plain

(

SOUTH CLUSTER
I " Town of Leduc ~ *
J Town of Calmar
K Town .of Devon
- L Village of Beaumont

[eclin =

FIGURE S (
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~within the 'inner-metropolitani area“-(ERPt, 19790, p. 78)..  In fact,

“the City's ire spilled into the public arena wh@, on April 11, 1979, an

®

alderman urged that the Clty w1thdraw its menbersh1p from the Ldmonton

5 : : _
~ Regional P]ann1ng Comm1ss1on , : -

.. Alderman Roy Hayter told city \xL)kil Edmonton is

. being duped and overwhelmed by the regional planning
organization, whicn has three Edmonton representat-
ives among its 22 members. ‘We are completely .
overwhelmed even though we represent 85% of the
population.: We are simply being duped and the
quicker we 'get out -of it the better' (Edmonton

. . Journat, 12 Apr11.1979) - L ' :

o

&
hot surpr1s1ng]y, the representatives of the other lnun1c1pa11t1es did
not agree. Thus, Lawrence K]uthe, representlng the Mun1c1pa1 D1str1ct
of Sturgeon, observed that the Comm1sswon would s1mp1y become “another

arm" of Edmonton should thét“City acquire‘representation in proportion

to its population (Edmonton JOurnea'], 12 April 1979). But the skirmish

between Edmonton and its neighbors hgd escalatedibeyond the‘regional
' planning system. On March 20, 1979, ﬁn‘whatrsurrounding:municébal'tjee
wnuld call a "massive land grab", the Cityfof Edmonfon:app}ied to_ahnex
an area of'1800'kn2, 1nclud1ng the'City of St. A]bert the:Hamlet‘of
Sherwood Park (which then had : populatJon upwards of 25 000) 0the who]e.
of - the Gﬁszty of Strathcona, and portlons of the County of Park]and and
_ the Municipal District of Sturgeonb _ The 1979 annexatlon app];cat1on
_represents 1n a sense, the cu1m1nat10n of almost 30 years‘of frustratign
over the Cif& of Edmonton's percejyed;-low _Statds. 4in  regional

: ; S ,

‘.dec1s1on mak1ng power, despite its obvious dominance in the region in

_terms of popu1at1on and the provision of services. s



e e
- 5.4 Annexation: s1979<198l ' .

5.421- The Arguments For and Aga1nst ' _ .

In a po]itica1 batt]e that wou1d u1t1mate1y ta]]y more than

$7,000,000 in consu1tants and.'1ega1 fees to the}.ﬂﬁn1c1pa]1t1es

1nv 1ved, the City—of—Edmonton and its neighbors documented  t

resppctive pos1t1ons Before the Local Author1t1es Board. 'The.CttJNBT\\¥\,
Edmo ton based its case for . annexat1on on severa1 fam111ar p01nts, |
‘1nc1ud1ng the lack of effective 1nst1tut1ona1 and Jur1sd1ct1ona1
arrangements to ensure the order]y management of growth and deve]opment‘
~and eff1c1ent service prov151on Not the 1east of Edmonton k] arguments~

~addressed the f1sca1 1nequ1t1es 1nherent under the ex1st1ng fragmented

system:

¢ . primari]y - residen: ., some  industrial - and =
-~ commercjal . expansion wiil occur in these "areas.
. This, d4f course, puts an additional strain on urban I
‘ transportatlon facilities, .roadways and. transit,:
which mist be extended to accommodate the journey.
from residence to place of work .and return of
-suburban residents who commute da11y to the City.
However, -the .tax yield from . the  industrial
-deve]opment assessment accrues exclus1ve1y to the -~
municipality in which: it is Tlocated, while the
additional service costs are borne by others mainly
the C\ty (P]lwkett 1979 p AR . ,

while\\jrowth in the ;er1phera1 municipa11t1es is

In addition, the C1ty of Edmonton Tevelled specific cr1t1c1sms at the'
E._regional p]ann1ng comm1ssion c]awming genera] 1neffect1veness 1n 1ts
A_ab111ty to cope with urban’ growth and a bias aga1nst the C1ty s
popu1ationg One eonsu1tant s report prepared on the City s beha]f
cwted 70° 1nstances, over a three year period where the stance supported
by the ERPC ran contrary to that of its largest nember-mun1cipa11ty4

' (pamas” and Smith, Ltd 1979). S o
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e County of Strathcona (19§p p. 15), on the other hand, defended
~the regtonak p1ann1ng comnission as “an appropr1ate and effectxve forum

for q1scuss1on of 1ssues relating to plann1ng and growth in the Edmonton‘k',

. area". In keep1ng with its overr1d1ng goal, whlch was to ma1nta1n local .
autonomy, the County chastlzed Edmonton for its. expansionist moves -

(Strathcona, 1980, pp. 16 and 75):

-

In summary, contrary to the Ctty S ev1dence, there
dre other interests to be served, not the least of
which- are. the interests of the citizéns in, other
communities 1in the Edmonton area and their . local
governments. Ihcreased representation for the City
of Edmonton on any "agency dealing. with " regional
planning matters imust be balanced against these
other . interests. - In- support of democratic
principles...Strathcona strongly wurges that the
o _established and viable municipal governments be
R ~ maintained and, in the future, be protected against ‘
S ‘upheavals. such as are caused by this type  of
o - annexation proposal. f ‘ '
" 'd
Strathcona's solution to the .jurisdictional controversies was an area

#;planningvand service agency.to—provide regional land use planntng and
" the delivery of.water, sewerage and'soljd»waste disposal services to the

. o -

Edmonton region. - o ' o /
5.4.2 The Cabinet Order

Faced with such dramatically different pos1t1ons, and a 1eve1 of
conflict that was certain to have an adverse 1mpact on future growth .

' accommodation 'within the Tregion, the‘éovernment of Alberta was.forced to

‘pintervene'in the annexatton proceedings; In fact, when the application
was first. subm1tted to the Local Autpor1t1es Board, the ‘prdvinciaL»
90vernment 1nd1cated its 1ntent to do S0 under' the provisions of the'

1978’Mun1c1pal Government Act whlch allowed it to,rev1ew the Board a

a -



\

\

decision ahd to vary and .approve. the Board order at its own d1scret1on.

‘The Edmontdh Journal (14 May 1979, bp. A2) “aptly suggested that' the

annexatlon b\d, with all its traBpings, e]1m1nated the’ “Lougheed'

4

. government s ‘option to sit in _splendid " jsolatton and chuckle at

Edmonton's d1ft1cu]ties“f

~
\

boundaries of the land to 'be annexed to Edmonton-(Figure»4); along with

othgr st1pu1at1ons pertaining to growth management and planntng'

Ljurjsd1ct10n in the nmtropol1tan reg1on. The "order disso]ved.thefBO
year old Edmonton Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Comnission and appor%doned 1ts
'terrltory between two new comm1ss1ons, the. Yellowhead Regional Planning
':Commwss1on and the Edmonton Metropo]1tan Re§1onal Plann1ng Comm1ss1on
' (Figure 5) The 1atter now const1tutes a c1ty -centered reg1on based on

rdaily 1nteract1on patterns w1th Edmonton. Indeed, the domlnance " of

N o

. Edmonton was clearly recognized, since the Cab1net order a]lotted -an

additiona] 34'800 hectares'of land to the City. A growth nmnagement

framework was also- established, in'the sense that the order spec1f1ed

”withat Edmonton was to "cont1nue to ma1nta1n approx1mate1y 75% of the

Metropol1tan Reg1on s populat1on while all other commun1t1es, 1nc]ud1ng'

- St. Albert and " Sherwood Park, in  the new p]ann1ng region will
}accommodate-ZS% of the region's population” (Alberta, 198lb, p. 2). The

.preservat1on of the autonOmy of St.[ Albert and Sherwood Park was

assured w1th the further prov1s1on that each m1ght expand to nwx1mum )

“populat1ons of 70 000 peop]e.‘ In add1tlon, the ex1st1ng urban centers‘

of Fort Saskatchewan, Leduc, Mor1nvr]]e, Redwater, Spruce Grove, Stony

P}a1n and Devon wererspec1f1ca11y 1dent1f1ed as potential growth sites.

Gabinet did;agree that there were servicing prob]ems arising from the

\ ’ . . ‘ 3

~In June 1981, an Order-in-Council, issued by Cabinet, defined the'
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" |
fragmentation of municipal author1ty, but these were not thought . td be

serwous enough to warrant unification.

‘Rather, Cabinet accepted | the

Coqnty of Strathcona s argument that a rediona] service author1ty wpu1d

“suffice. Above all,

to maintain 1oca1 autonomy

the Cabinet reaff1rmed the government's coﬂmitment

/
N
L

The needs and éspiratiohs of the pepple of Edmonton

and region are best
~local municipal
cooperatively,
autonomy

served by a
governments  warking
‘but  maintaining

(Government of Alberta,

number of -
together

their individual -

1981c, p. 21

" .
t

With respect to the regional planning prccess,‘Edmonton‘was awérded

one-third of the 27 seats on the new commission, which means that it

. requires the subport of only oné . other munici§a1ity t0 defeat amplan

»

that runs contrary.to its own position (Appendix 1}, Yet,

with the government's commitment to intermunicipal cooperat1on Edmonton

must acquire a broad base of support

members) to ensure its own policies form the bas1s for a plan.

This new

117

in keeping'°

(that is, nine other voting :

scheme g1ves the City a greater share of representatlon than d1d the |

structure of the ERPC,
unilateral control.

- support for local autonomy.

5.5 Summary

N

L

Intermunicipal

In this sense, -

conflict in the Edmonton

without subjugatipg the other members to

it enbodies the government's

“

deonton“Metroﬁo1itan Regional P1anning Cdﬁmission by some 30 years.

- Furthermore, desp1te the fact that the regiopal p1ann1ng comnissio+ has

long provided a forum for 1ntermun1c1pa1 n got1at1on and cooperak1on

.this.conf11ct has persisted.

The events- of

i

region predatesi the

1981 showed no sigp! that .



A

tensions had been eased or that the opposing 1deo1og1ca1 stances- had

been moderated. The spirit of regional c00peration, forecast by

¥

regiona1~pfanning'theofists, has remained elusive thus far. Yet,” the

_ Cabinet order certainly provides a' pivotal point for urban‘affairs\in

the region. The government of Alberta has displayed a cledr willingness

to intervene, where necessary, in the interest of promoting some higher

r .
notion of proper metropolitan form. And the bounda%iesh of the new

commission more 'c]ose]y approximate a regional oommun{ty of the type

destr?bed in reg1ona] planning literature.. However, this order, like

other planning legislation in ;he province, also reflects an ambivalence

" between 'the respective ro1eq of regional p]ann1ng and 1oca1xautonomy

It is,not entirely clear how the new commission ‘might enforce the growth

management = stipulations in the order, while “still supporting the
principle of "a number of loca1 mun1c1pa1 governments work1ng together

COoperat1ve1y" and simultaneous1y ma1nta1n1ng the role ascr1bed to it

under the PTanning Act, 1977. Very definitely, the impact oﬁ the

Cabinet order 'merits critical.evaluation in the investigation of the

regional plan preparation process here under review.

A Y
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- Footnotes

r

Mr. Giffen was also director of the EMRPC during the périod of

thesis research.i.

Bettison, Kenward and Taylor (1975, .p. 274) pointed out the
essential difference between the McNally Comnission and -the Hanson
study: " A . '
The McNally Commissiop was initiated by the province
to provide for provindial policy with reSpect to the
‘metropolitan development of Calgary . and Edmonton.
On the other hand, Dr. Hanson was, in effect,
commissioned by the City to consider 1its case for
expanding its boundarjes to- accommodate future
growth and to make available to the City the
industrial tax revenues in ‘the metropolitan region.

In 1958, this' document was entitled Preliminary District Plan-
Metropolitan Section. : s

~

" The inner-metropolitan area was defined as containing the City ‘ef
Edmonton, City of St. Albert, Hamlet of Sherwood Park, Winterhurn
and rural and industrial. lands between or_on the periphery of these
urban communities (ERPC, Edmonton Regiggel Plan Draft, Volume 2,
pp. 2-13). .~

~

Under the Planning Act, 1977, the City does not»haVe the option -of

withdrawing from the commission. .

. This s bdsed on a conservative estimate of $3,000,000 for

Edmonton, $660,000 for St. Albert, $450,000 fer. the County of

‘Parkland and Municipal District of Sturgeon, and '$2,982,549 for the

County of Strathcona (Masson, 1985).

The Local Authorities Board is vested with thF power to hear and
rule upon annexation and amalgamation applications. Under the 1975

. Municipal Government Act, decisions of the L.A.B. had to réceive

approval by the provincial cabinet. In 1978,. powers of. the
cabinet, with respect to annexation decisions,iwere expanded such
that, in addition to approving L.A.B. decision orders, cabinet was

allowed to vary or attach conditions to ‘the decisions, at its own -

discretion.

The boundaries foe; the EMRPC excluded “the County of Lac St. Anne

119

and the western portions of the counties of Leduc and Parkland plus .

the other municipalities in this area formerly within the Edmonton
* Regional Planning Commission” (Alberta, 1981c, p. 8). :
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~ THE PLAN PREPARATION PﬁOCESS AND LOCAL—REQ}ONAL-PRO!INCIAL RELnTIONS
‘ o I

6.0 Introduction ' ; ' K ' \
This chapter begins. the examination.,of'\the regionalf plan
prEparation' process which. commenced anew wiah “the formation of the
Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Planning Commission. Chapters 2 and 3
established ‘fhe dgsirability of a} two-part method for exploring the
relationship between regional planning and yoca1 autonomy, one being the
study of docume\}ﬂ?y sources .to establish an objective account of the
events of the process and the other beihg personhal interviews with
_participants in the process to gather their opjnions and observations
about these events. In tnis cnapter tne results of fhe analysis of the
documentary}sources are‘pnesented. The investigation is framed around
five areas of concern which emerged in the ‘foregoing chapters as

potentially significant elements in tne process-context relationship: .

1. The role of’the provincial government and itssagencies.i

2. The role of the regional plan committee.
3f' The ro1e of regional planning commiss1on staff.
4. Contentious issues durirg policy deve]opment
5% The’ mandate for regional planning- (i.e.  the definition of a

balance between regional control and local autonomy).

6.1. The Plan Preparation Process
6.1.1 Definition and Participants

- Following Bolan's (1971) discussion, it is worth reiterating that \

“the analysis of the five elements, in a study such as this one, mdst-be

N\ 120 o \
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focussed on the plan preparation process as a series of decisions,
strategies and actions conducing toward 3 purpose - in this case, the
adoption of a regional plan. The process encompasses situations, -
scenes, all of the persons involved, ‘and the 1nteract10n of these ‘
elements as they address a common problem This inéerpretation does not“v
. emphasize or evaluate the formal statement of intended stages in the
process in terms of theoret1ca1 precepts Rather, the intent 1s to
unravel the actions, dec1sions, roles, and strategies that took form as
part of -the actual staging of the process, insofar as they are re\evantl
to the re]ationshjp" between. local autonomy and'j“regional plan
preparation. J This distinction can be made clear by examp1e. In
hypothet1ca1 terms, an initial dec1sion to exc1ude the public as a
source of .information 1n de {1 1ng goals and obJect1ves is important to ¢
the research design not be ause it might confirm or contradict what
p]ann1ng theory deems good pract?te, but because of such 1mpact as it
'm1ght have had on the part1c1pants awargness of the environment for
regional planning. The overriding focus, then, s an exploratory
assessment Of}the nature of the‘reTationship betweeh local autonomy and
- regional plan preparation in terms of interauthordty retatiOns (i.e. the
“~“ole of provincial government agencies and the regional plan connﬁttee):
the ro]e ot’p1anners, the contentiods issues, and the overa]] mandate
Mfor regional planning in the Edmonton regvon There is no attempt‘fa\
: eva1uate the effectiveness of either the process or the plan. -
The analysis of the process focuses on the workings of the regional
plan committee and regional planning staff emp1cyed by the commission to

assist in the preparation of the regjona1 plan (Tables 1 and I1I1). The

regional plan committee of the Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Planning’/
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,TA&H mwmmmmm‘morn{mm e
N NEMP(I.ITPN REGIONAL PLNNIN& (I)MISSIW, JAUARY 1, “1982 : o
o T ~ T - L o
B o ] s e i N R : g s ' . ) . .., B
Meatber ‘ Municipality o Member - Mmicipality
. ) . o R . 7 A . . ‘ -
B. Hewes* |,  ' City of Edmonton 77"l p. chalifoux | Courty of Leduc No. 25
0. Butti . .| City of Edforton ' M. McCullagh County .of Parkland No. 31 .
J Cavanaqr “ Cityf Edmonton « =~ . R. Horley County of Strathcona No. 20 ¢
J. Reimer . | City of Edwonton | W. Bell Town of Leduc™** :
L. Bakker** .. City of St. Albert .| R. Quinn ~Town of Morinville =
C. Schoenberger ‘M.D. of Sturgeon No. DO. | D.Ganske - { Townof Stony Plain = -
. 14+ Podurahuan Town of Fort’ Saskatchewan™* | RS v
¥ Chamnan of the Ednonton Metmpohtan Reg1ona1 Planmng Commssmn o 1 B
~** Chairmat of the Regional: Plan Canmttee .
. m ' ’ . . v .

"These toms have since become c1t1es

‘A‘.
TARLE 11 MVBERS OF PLANNING STAFF OF THE REGIONAL PLAVNING AND RESEARCH DIVISIOR®
4 OF TIE EDMONTON METROPOLITAN REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION, JUNE 1, 1963

! .
'

- Merber R Position |
1. N. Giffen s 'Dn'ector, BRPC
2. E.Dmytrw. | Manager, R.P. and R. Division -
aF il 3. B. Fricson Planrer - , .
. 4. B. Kwasry . Planner | SR o '
© 5. Jw.Rublph, Planrer : : ‘
-~ 6.. S. Mxeyovski Planner '
7. M Exrer Planner '

3

* This division a]so enployed techmaans, secretama] staff, :
and nlannina tarhnicrdianc whn wore Mt incliaded in the qtudv Ty



- of pdltcies for the draft regionallﬁﬂﬁp (E

s~

. ' ‘ . g : l‘

Commission is the counterpart of the regiongl plan review committee kf

i, 1982.  The committee provides an ’appropriate level of foqus when

examining thelactual events of the regional plan preparation process,

. e

since -it. had “the. responsibility to_ provide clear’ and constructive

A

direction and overall guidance ‘to commissioi staff during the synthesis

3

this committee served as the 'mdln\hlinkf between the “technical and

political aspects of the project, and ‘had delegated to 1t/;11 the duties

- t

and respons1b1l1t1es normally expected of commission menhersh1p in the

: preparat1on of* thHe ‘regional plan, except the power to adopt the p]an

(EMRPC attached report M1nutes of Novehber 25, 1981, pp. 7,37).

6.1.2 Imp1ications of the Cabinet'Order for the Prbcess,

&2
]

-

As a preface to the events af the process which began with the'

formdtion of the new comm1551on on. January 1 1982 1t is tempt1ng

e,

to be 911b and suggest that this marPed a fresh chance for xnember-

' municipalities‘to rea11ze the benefits in cooperation and sd-estab11sh-a

" framework for effective growth management within thedregion. “In the "

e place, the boundaries-of the new planning rggion clearTy encnmpass'

4

- those commUnities with the strongest funct15haa tieSAand for whom the

= .

benefits of cooperatwon should be nmst obv1ous. Second 'the City of

e,

Edmonton' B increased represent%§1on on the commission gives it cause "to.

 take the regional p]ann1ng process more ser1ous]y than it has tended to

‘in the past" (Smith, 1982 p. 220) . Flnally, the Cabinet: Order g1ves a

clear 1nd1cat1qn of the intent of the provincial government with respect

ko, 1982a, p. 7). In short,

the ELdmonton Regional P]ahhing"Cemmission, which, it replaced on Jahu%??“/



strategy. o IR

®

to terr1tor1a1 c1a1m growth management w1th1n the region, and thus

prov1des a startmg pomt from wh1ch to buﬂd a cooperative reg1ona1?

s

-Yet, unbridled opt1m1sm would be. naive. As was:»catakogue‘d in the ..

preceding chébter‘," ‘i‘ntermunicjpa1 ‘confh"c‘g spans the entire history of

the Edmonton Regwomﬂ P]anmng Commsswn - And while the new region

.does represent more c1ear1y, the reahty of a metropo]itan conmun1ty,

it also more close1y approximates the area in which most of the inter-

mum‘c_ipq'l -confhct hash1stor1caﬂy occurred. Moreover, whﬂe the
. ., , _ S

“increase in membership for ~Edmonton is a boon  for that City's

partic‘ip’ation it has ‘the potentia] to curdTe the goodwill of other

mumc1pa1 representatwes toward the reg1ona1 purpose Masson (1985,
p. 281) prov1des an examp1e After thé a})‘exatmn demsmn when the

C1ty expressed dismay at having -to delegate .nine co_uncﬂ]o_r.'s - as

comrmssmn membgrs ~and proposed instead sending three members, ‘each

: w1th three votes, "the response of Edmonton s neighbors was sumned up by'

4

‘the Parktand County Reeve who sa1d 1f they can! 't handle it (the

repre.§entat1on), tough'." In add1t1on, the director” of the Edmonto)n

Regional Planning Cormnsmon referred to Edmonton's ~annexation

4-& \

iz

apphcatwn as “'hmdermg reg1ona1 cooperatwn more than anythmg else

-at$1s pomt" (Edmonton Journa'l 11 Jul_y 1980).  Then, on top of

everyth“’"hg élse, - the neMy 1mposed ru1e govermng the d1str1but10n of

future popu]atmn- between Edmonton and the surrounding mumc1pa11t1es

was ‘a d1rect 1ntrus1on b_y .the prov1nc1a1 ‘government “into e domain

prev1ous1y reserved for local author1t1es and their des1gnated reg1ona1

R

'_%-representat-wes.. The potent1a1 for dispute created - by thef75/25 rule
i YN . : :

was. great in its own- right, but the situation was made even more

124
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prob\emat1c by the fact that, as a prem1se for growth management, it ran
counter to- the decentr411zat1on strategy endorsedw gy the Edmonton
Reglonal ann1ng Comnission® on May 27,.1978, as well as. to the .actual

‘.
i

decentrallzatlon trends of the day.  While the Cif}

mawntalned an 85% share of the reg1onal population betwee 1961 and

1971, its share decreased to 77% in 1976 and to 74% in 1981. n fatt'

)

between 1971 and 1981 Sbk of . the region's populat1on growth was

aosorbed by - the _communit ies surrounding. Edmonton‘ (M1nutes of the

regiona\'p]an\committee, 19 April 1982). Clearly, the recent.trend had

been’ for increased population growth in the communities peripheral to
. N . * ‘ .

&

Edmonton Hence, the Cabinet decision .on Edmonton‘s annexation;

p«

125 ‘.

‘app|1catlon did not present a clear path for planners and commlss1on_

.members to follow Lny»the,vpursu1t of reg1onal harmony. Rather, it
fostered a set - of 'va]ent" circumstances for (gthe participants to

unraxﬁt;and evaluate hin the plan preparation process.

6.1.3 R Events: Ma)‘./:1981 - August‘l9‘84,‘ \

The documentarm?‘sourees; reveal- the traJectory of events that
‘occurred w1th1n the plan preparatnon process (Tab]e III) A descr1ption
of these events, here, .serves as a backdrop for analy21ng the f1ve
‘ e]ements in the .interpretive framework for  the thes1s prob]em On May
27, 1981 the reg1ona] pian review comn1ttee of the Edmonton Regtona]

«

Planning Comm1551on suspended further cons1derat1on of pol1c1es for the

draft~ regional plan,, pending the ‘results of Edmonton s annexat]on'

_application. The Cab1net order was isSUed in June 1981.. It Stipulated

~ the boundarTes and framework of the new Edmonton Metropol1tan Reg1onal

N

Planning Comm1ss1on, which was to come 1nto be1ng on January 1, 1982

xy
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© TABLE II1 . SUMMARY OF .MAJOR EVENTS IN THE REGIONAL PLAN

PREPARATION PROCESSOOF THE'EHRPC:' 1981-1984 S
" Date . o Efent |
‘day i981e . - Regional plan review committee (ERPC) postpones

further consideration of  the draft regional. plan, =~
pending. the results , of ° Edmonton's annexation
_application (27 May 1981). .

June 1981 .0 - ,Cab1net order, .respecting Edmonton's annexation
- application, creates EMRPC. .The order ‘stipulates a
75/25 growth- d1str1but1on formula (10 June 1981).
 July-September- - Ad Hoc Committee (ERPC) is created to identify and
J9al . respond . to the many and var1ed concerns ra1sed by the
T, o _Cab1net order. .
Novenber 1981 - Reg1ona1 plan review committee reconvened ' (21
‘November 1981) ‘ : '

- Staff present terms of reference and program outline
for the regional p]an program of the EMRPC. . The
"regional plan revi committee -endorses - terms of
reference, to impl ment thé 75/25 growth management
crule as part of. the regional plan (25 November
1981). . : X : S

\;December,1981‘"'-f Staff and regional “plan - committee commencé
’ ‘preparation of 'Issues, Goals and’ ObJect1ves, A
Positipn Paper" (16 December 1981) : )

- January,1982 - EMRPC comes into being; reg1ona1 plan committee
P . replaces regional plan review committee. (1 January
' ‘ '1982). : :

- Staff begin - to generate scenar1os for grewth
management, based on the 75/25. growth distribution
principle of the Cab1net order.

May 1982 . - Staff stress that -comnission members must resolve the

: ’ issue of mandate of "the EMRPC if plan preparations
are to succeed 'in readh1n9 consensus  amongst -
municipalities (26 May 1982}). e

- Committee reaffirms its support lfor staff position'k ’
_ - that the task before -the committee is to 1mp1ement
" the Cabinet order (26 May 1982) _
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Table 111 contimved... !

4

.Committee move's to delete a1T references to specific
growth targets (26 May. 1982).

S
May 19€2 )
- . ] e
June-August’ ﬁResponses rece1ved to: "Issues, Goals and ObJectives,
1982 , A Position Paper".. » o

Staff caution. aga1nst excessive time spent on"
resolv1ng conf11cts at this stage (3 September 1982).

1

‘September 1982

Octoper‘1982 ' Staff present scenarios for growth management to the
comm1ttee :
: - Committee asks A.P.B. for direction about incorporat-

1ng 75/25 rule 1nto draft plan (27 October 1983)

- .Staff present comm1ttee members with a working copy
- of ‘the draft regional . plan (27 0ctober 1982).

o

Noavember 1982

ﬂComm1ttee expresses serious reservat1ons over the
intent of growth management policies in  the draft
\ plan. :
:December 1982 Committee agrees to support the release of the 1982
: S draft regional plan.to public hear1ng stage desp1te

its own reservat1ons

.January 1983 - Public hear1ngs on 1982 draft dotument 1e%
‘V-Marén 1983 - ‘wr1tten responses receiyed from mun1c1pa11t1es
o ’ provincial departments and othen interested parties.
. o - A.P.B. respo in  writing, condemning the

_ "regulatory” Watére of the draft plan (17 March
. S 1983). . ' '
\ .

Committee meets with A.P.B. to rEV4ew their
criticisms of the plan. A.P.B. advises against
removing 75/25 rule from ‘the‘ text of the plan'
.. (6 April 1983). '

ARril 1983

‘ - Staff works to revise the draft, wh1le advising that
. the commission retain the draf! plan "more or less in
its present form".

- A.P.B. conference on regional p1ann1ng, “Era of the
Regional Plan" (26 29 Apr11 1983).



1

May. 1983

July 1983

Augusfo1983,

September 1983

October 1983

November 1983

December 1983

. =June’ 1984

Aogust 1984

Table 11 contimued... ‘ ‘ '

" Committee questions the overall direction of. the
_draft plan (4 May 1983) ‘ A A :

Redvonal plan committee goes "in-camera" to d1scuss
the future direction of the regional plan preparat1on

process (4 May 1983). . ~o

Comnittee meets with A.P.B. to discuss problems 1n'
the process. EMRPC staff are exc]uded from the

meet ing (4 May 1983)

Subcommittee of three members 'is. formed to work on a
continuous basis guiding staff and formulat1ng policy

- for_a new draft document {5 May 1983).

S

“A.P.B. agrees to allow the’ 75/25. rJﬁe to be de]eted

from- the text of the p]an and * included in an
append1x. ,k; o ‘ . :

Proposed Edmonton Metropol1tan Plan. 1s released fon

.pub11c comment +

Not1ce of the commission's intent to cons1der the’"
:adoption of the PrOposed Reg1ona\/Plan

Comments rece1ved»on the Jul¥#1983 draft.

Proposed ' Edmonton Metropolitan ~Regional' Plan- is
adopted, unanimously, by the commission (7 September
1983). ' : o '

.
b

A.P.B. withholds approval of the plan oending changes

in accordance with its own suggestions (26 October

1983).

~Municipal elections.

Appo1ntment of new committee members.

Rev1s1ons to 1983 draft plan, in accordance with
A.P.B. suggestlons

Minister of Municipal Affalrs rat1f1es p]an on August
23, 1984.
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‘Almost immediately, the ERPC created a so—cal]ed Ad Hoc Gommittee to

réspond to the many and ‘varied eohcerns raised by the Cabiﬁet‘order{
: ' : Y 4 .

Two of the resolutions passed‘by the Ad Hoc Committee had a significant

4

bearing on‘ the 5ubsequent deve]opment' of- the terms- of reference and :

N ‘ - -
design of the regional plan preparat1on progran1 by the staff They

therefore merit consideration here. Moreover, these comnittee

"' - . ' . * Y . ; - .
 resolutions were but forerunners of a process-long pract1ce in which

b .

regionaj' oﬁan committee members endorsed many. of the staff

reeommendatjons, providing little guidance and critical direction to

staff members who, by default, held principal responsibiiity for,

develop1ng the regional plan.
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On August’ 5, 1981, the Ad Hoc Comn1ttee dlrected staff “to develop

alternat1ve growth scenarios for the Edmonton Metropol1tan Region, with

the 1ntent of 1mp1ement1ng the growth strategy put forward in the

<

ﬁab]net order, and to identify the nnst su1tab1e p0pulat1on d1str1but10n

for the commun1t{es peripheral to the City: of hdmonton" (Mmutec of the

' Ad Hoc Gomm1ttee, p. 7). This resolut1on represents an\almogt verbatim

) transeription of a récommendation by planning-staff which!fi{ther‘noted

that the Cabinet decision requ1red a reor1entat1on of the Comm1551on S

growth management ph1losophy and neceSS1tated that the Comm1ss1on come

to terms with the *political 1ntegr1ty of the new program (EMRPC,
1981a, 30 July 1381, pp. 4-7). N L N
The second resolutlon,‘fthat the Commission Support the structurxng
of a Metropo]1tan Plann1ng Conm1ss1on through 1egls]at1ve means w1th the
1ntent of a strengthened mandate over growth management, economic and

\
L ; Y T I
1ndustria|_ development, and transﬁ%ﬁtatxen and utility planning which



would allow full implementation of the Cabinet decjsion“‘(Minutes of the
Ad Hoc Committee, 26 August 1981, p. 10), was also a virtual restatement
.of*a staffbposition. ‘ At a previous meet1ng of the conm1ttee, staff

d

members had suggested “"that the existing mandate of regional planning

commissions...is insufficient to address the many and varied concerns

%

wh1ch are generated for the Edmonton area as a result of the Cabinet
dec1sion (M1nutes of the Ad Hoc Comm1ttee, 13 August 1981, »p. " 15).

These endorsements of the staff recommendations would not be noteworthy

but for the fact that ‘they represented a reversal 'of past policies of.

the Edmonton Regiona]fP]anning_Commission, which held local autonomy as

a critical issue -in devising growth management strategies for the
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earlier draft plan. . Yet now, “this committee was.apparently willing to

‘accept a 75/25 growtn"management fraéework that'was'concotted without

either 1oca1 or regfona1’assent That committee members did not, in

' fact, support these ear]y pos1t1ons became apparent in the 1ater stages -

£

&
of the process, but it was foreshadowed even in the early sess1ons

When the reg1ona1 plan rev1ew ‘committee reconvened on November 21

1981, to consider the Jmp11cat1ons of the Cab1net_order staff were ab]e‘h

to present comnittee nemberS‘with a proposed program out11ne and terms

of reference for the Edmonton Metropo11tan Regiona1 P]ann1ng Commiss1on

‘reg1ona1 plan, based on the d1rect1ons from  the Ad Hoc Conm1ttee. These_

received pre11m1nary approva1 at the November 25 1981 .meeting, although

there is some evidence of an under1y1ng conf11ct

. Questions arose over the 75- 25% split as announced
by the Cabinet in June of 1981. Mr. McCu]lagh
wondered how support would be gained within the
Committee setting when it was - indicated only
Edmonton, St. Albert and Sherwood Park would be
allowed any’ significant growth.  Mr. Giffen
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interjected that in the 'pa5£ ,this | Commission has jﬂ
worked on a negotiation,. give and |take basis and" = |
would continue to do so in the future. He felt that /(/

an approximate growth split -agreed to by all Lo
municipalities would satisfy  Cabipet's/k wishes.

Mr. Horley agreed that. the Cabinet statement was
open to interpretation, and thay perhaps this
committee should form an opinion and relay it to
Cabinet (Minutes of the regional jplan committee,
25 November 1981, pp. 3-4). o .o

|
;
I
i

These comments are significant for their indigation of concern over the

growth management directive-upon which the plan program was prémiéed,

but they a1so revea1 an under1y1ng hope that, on -the basis df'agreement‘

between’ mun1c1pa11t1es, it wou1d be poss1b1e to have  the provinéia]
directives modified. ! , - '
The work program that was presented to the regional plan committee

in November was des1gned to build upon the past efforts of the Edmonton

Regional Planning Commission while ref]ectin? "the recent decisions of .

“the ProvinciaT Cabinet and the Alberta Planning Board on a numbef of

important .p]anning iésues“ (Minutes of regional plan committee, 25
'November 1981, apbended.report).d'dt»revea1s‘that‘the planning staff had
iwo imporfant priorities. They were committed to implementindiﬂthe
growth strateg1es of the Cab1net order, and they intended to complete
the draft p1an within the short time frame granted by the P1ann1ngéAct.

In the words of staff:

The task before. the Committee is...to implement the
Cabinet order (Minutes of regional| plan committee,

5 May 1981, appended report, p. 9). It is proposed
that the new regional plan program evolve by
~utilizing an accelerated phasing approach 1in order
"to expedite the completion of the plan. The phases
and stages will overlap and certain stages in the
process: will ~be  achieved simultaneously. This
.approach- ‘telescopes the study and evaluation process
into a faster and more t1ght1y rganized system .




involving -a number of events simultanéously. The
process, while ‘faster, produces the added problems
of requiring earlier commitment with respect to the
A " desired end resdlt and closer coordination of work
‘ "~ .programs thaw“the traditional linear approach. The
N : advantagesy however{ should be time and cost
N saving. (Minutes of the regional plan committee, 25
" November 1&{, /appended report, p. 9). '
< N ‘

[ ) a

The success of the program, then, hinged upon ‘a clear: agreement,
amongst committee members, as to the desired end result of the process.
‘This,proposed'fr:a"mework was endorsed by the regional plan review

committee on November 25, 1981.

-

.Then, in December,. at the behest of the committee, the planners .

proposed a method .to i'de‘n’tlify goals and ob'jectives for the regional
pl'an.‘ Noting the ambiguify surrounding thﬁe' mandate. of “the regional
n_lanning corrmiss andr ‘the regional plan, they advised that the iesue
ot én'approprietbalance between local autonomy and regional control
should be resol.vedr. during the goal formuletion stage‘ (Minutes of the
reg‘ional plan *cémv\r}f{ee,, 16 December 1981, appended _report).
~C_oncu_rre'ntly, plannérs were generating scenarios for growth managemenc,

including a settiement ,hierarchy in which‘conlhunaies.were assigned to

functional levels, with the sole intent of applying' the 75/‘25 rule..

f

Still, the undercurrent of - d1ssat1sfact1on with thf/tabinet d1rect1ve
was ever- present at conmttee meet ings betweexLJam\ary}/and May, 1982
Related concerns arose at nearly every meetmg u;er example, on
February 17, 1982, f‘Mrs. M., Abdurahman stated that all members have
difficulty in interpreting the 75-25% s;}]it“.. On .May': 26, 1982, the
p]ann'ing staff suggested that fa‘ilgre t‘o‘reso]ve the confusion over the
directives would preclude the adoption of a regionel plan by the

commiccinn.. while failure tn incoarnorate the 75/25 rule would ramnromice

1y3(.'
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the approval gf the plan by provincial authorities. 'The discussion

per1od dealing w1th this staff report documents the confusion:

¢

The main issue discussed was the acceptance of the
Cabinet order directives. Many members did not,
consider the directives to be realistic... - The
Committee recognized the significance of the
Minister's statement,\which had indicated that the .
directives are to be tried and -tested. - It was
generally agreed that while most municipalities may
not like the Cabinet order, the directives  are
* something that the municipalities may have to accept
~and learn to live with...the committee agreed that
the issue of regional growth management should be
resolved in short order... On a motion by Mrs. M.
Abduranhman, seconded by Mr. F. Schoenberger, it was
moved that the committee reaffirm its commitment to
"the concept of a city-centered region, focussed on
the City of Edmonton. Motion carried. (Minutes: of
regional plan committee, 26 May 1982).

§
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~ Then, although it was agreed that the directives were a bitter pi]l that

had to be swallowed, ‘the committee moved to delete all references to
specifie growth targets, so that the position of the committee was

simply to "locate more of the total regional population growth within

the Inner Metropolitan Area, in accordance with. the intent of the
: ) {

CabinetJorder" Not acknow1edging these somewhatecontradictory terms of

reference, the staff cont1nued w1th the view  that the task of the
committee was to 1mp1ement the Cabinet order, rat1o and al]

At the same time . that staff were attempt1ng to finalize the

scenarios for growth management, the member municipalities were -

responding to a position’ paper on issues, goals, amd objectives that had

been prepared by staff and released for public scrutiny in March 1982.

This 'position paper synthesized the results of the goal formulation

K4

exeréfse.y While it did not specifically incorporate the numbers in the

'K



75/25 directive, it-did, in general terms, reflect that intent. Hence),

the central grow™ management issue was described as follows:
‘ / .

AN
-To maintain the City of Edmonton as the center of

the regional growth pattern and as the dominant
comaunity in the Region while providing the
_opportunity for all other existing communities to

share in the accommodation of the Region's
populgtion and economic :growth (EMRPC, 1982c,

p. 14). oo

[ . . \

The Suggegted approach to growth managenwnt was questioned, even

challenged by many municipalities. The Town of Beaumont labelled the

‘ concept of a settlement h1erarchy as dictatorial and beyond the purv1ew.

of the regional planning conm1ss1on. In milder terms, the Town of Fort

i
Saskatchewan requested a "less prescriptive growth nwnagement framework

L

- one which embodies the philosophy of maintaining Edmonton as a

dominant‘cénggr of the region but provides for a reasonable level of

growtn without unduly weakening the competitive position of the Town".

The'County of Leduc and Town of Gibbons specificallx expreésed'concern.

about the 75/25 rule, while the County of.‘Strathcona, noting an

uncertainty over the methods by which thé 75/25 distribution would be

achieved, reservéd comment until the public hearing stage of the draft

regional plan. The Town of Mor1nv1l1e iaﬂ%the Atberta Plannlng Board

likewise chose to reserve comment until the draft plan stage. although

the Board st&sed that - "the Regional Plan should address the 75/25

‘formulé".z The Commission was also neminded that‘the formula was "not
negotiable at this time", no matter what some municipalities might feel

about -it.
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Only the City of Edmonton suggested that' the role of the Tegional
planning commission, with respect to growth menaéement. should be

strengthened: S o,

The City is:very concerned that the Cabinat ordér
‘has not been dealt with in any detailed way in this
chapter. The Honourable Marvin Moorg has -made it ,
most ‘clear that this must bé the. basis of the
regional growth framework. The issues, concerns,
-and related intermunicipal conflicts of this order
must be dealt with (EMRPC, 1982f, p. 4).

#

b ]

ipal objections:

The Commission is- caught between the directives of
the Cabinet order and the desires some of it

©  municipalities on. the matter of - grow managemeﬁ
and distripution. . The Minister and -the A.P.B%?
expect the Commission to reflect the Board order}
clearly in the plan. Staff will attempt to do this
by défining certain growth parameters, .including
population distribution, servicing, and land use
policy to reflect the Cabinet order (Minutes of the
regional plan committee, 27 October 1982 Appehded
~Agenda Item No.-4, p.. 7) . , '

Staff also cautioned agaihst taking time to réso1ve conflftt _over the

goals and obgect1ves pr1or to their complet1ng a work1ng copy of the

draft regional plan for the comm1ttee»s cons1derat1on (M1nutes “of the

regiomal plan comm1ttee, 3 September 1982). - It was 1nd1cated that many

of the concerns would be-alleviated omce the goals and objectives were

. . ’ - . ‘"‘"" .
transiated into policy proposals that municipalities could assess. In
actuality, however, the committee's working copy and the completed 1982

draft regional plan seemed -to provide municipal representatives with a
f LY -

~ . N Pt 4 L2712 abhadlie Adnfacan Af 1aral antAanams

Staff response to these comments  is of critica! concern. Their’

they re-affirmed, was to 1mp1ement the Cabinet Qnder, deSpited
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‘During the pr\>cess of fmahzmg pohcy for the draft ‘regional

plan, the regional ;plan commttee expressed serious reserva\ons about
e

‘the ,)ohtlcal ’reasmlllty of the pol1c1es\-contalned within the worklng

copy DlSCUSSlOn and con’rllct crystalhzed around the growth management

13 l, —

“‘*a/
strateg LS, the concept of a settlement hlerarchy, and the composite

reglonal land use map which was a generallzed representatlon‘" of the .

4 @
~ existing and future r'\e_gl__on,al tand use desxgnetlons (1.e. Map 4,of the

i . ¢

3 - L
1982 d-raft plan). .In all of these areds, the intent of the Cabinet

-

order was®clearly reflected from October 27, 1382, when the copnittee

"mrst met to ‘consider the completed worklng ccpy of the draft plan,

]

--,dis_cussion bog_ged down on phraseology and ‘the intent of pollwc‘y. A few

examples will illustrate the tone of these meetings:

/

. Mrs. M. Abdurahman took exception to the use of.the
" . word conflict”in.1.5.4. Mr. R, N. Giffen replied
that conflict between municipalities has been. .ne

' ‘ending. throughout, the- history . of the Commsswn.,v.,
Mr. . B. Bell suggestéd the word ﬂntermumcw e
conflict' be replaced  with Jomt agreement
Mr. E..Dmytruk reiterated Mr. Giffen's pl‘emO' s
.comment that conflict has existed in the Regions
30" years and therefore the ; rephrasing ‘weulg/
“ineffective (4 November 1982, p. 546).. ~ = T .

; - , T :

N

~Mr. 6 \nberger asked why -pne mu,mcxpall,ty had
more to say about the wurban frlnge than another;
referring to Mrs, O. Butt? s request that the - frin
. be expanded around the City of Edmonton boundary. i
e Mrs. 0. Butti said she only mentioned it because all .
' the other communit ies had been given: mare” 'breathing .
" space' than the C1ty Mr. F. Schoenb&rger-toncluded:
by remarking that last year at “the “enﬁ. of the
. Edmonton ann tlm the City had 100 years of room, .
- now, one ﬁ} later they are already wdi*rl ed I
“ (24 November “1982, p. 6). - ¢ o
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Mro M. MdCu]\agh/stated that the committee should
. not dwell on the”75/25 population distribution, that
.- a new elected Minister to this position could change
‘the policy. He stated that rural municipalities
would not vote for a plan that allowed them no
' ‘grow§h over the next 25 years (27 October 1982
. p. b6

Mrs. M. Abdurahman said she could ‘not support the b
Economic section. Mr. R. N. Giffen offered that the
committee does.not require 1Q0% support in order for
the plan to go out to the municipalities, but rather
a genera1 nsensus. .. Mr. 'TD. Ganske said his
concern is what the intent of support1ng the&draft

is to be_ (29 November 1982, p. 9) y

Once again staff"discouraged undue delay in Lthe process ang
suggested that early decisions about policy direction would enable the
comm1ttee to comp]ete p1an preparat1on efforts on schedu]e (4 November

‘1982, p..2). Despite the reservations of many conm1ttee medpers, .the

committee did agree in December, to release the draft plan for public
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examination. However, it 'soon became apparent that committee concerns -

,‘ref1ected a‘general unrest throughout'the‘region.‘1The time had come for -

* these concerns to be addressed forma]]y and open]y ‘ S

' Off1c1a1 responses .to - the December 1982 draft- plan  were

I .

; overwhelmingly critical-"of the manner in which the growth management

issues had been dealt with. Moreover, although the eros1on of Tlocal
autonomy was the underlying concern of mun1c1pa1 governments throughout

the entire process, it 1s at this stage, for the first t1me, that they

-

couched their, arguments 1n eXp11c1t defense of 1oca1 1ndependence

Table IV summar1zes the genera] tone _of these* arguments » Of the

i 3

,v“e1ghteen mun1c1pa11t1es respond1ng§%om\y three ?gdd?sed the draé&\\:ap.

f'two 1nd1cated support w1th re1at1ve1y mrgpr amendments, and’ ‘thixteen

. @



" SUMMARY OF 'EXCERPTS: FROM REMARKS ON THE GROWTH
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TABLE 1V _ ‘ v

‘ MANAGEMENT STRATEGY OF THE 1982 DRAFT PLAN

ST l‘. - 2, v / ; .
S Municipality Comments

hd

County of Leduc

Couniy of Parkland

I N

M.D. of Sturgeon

City of Edmonton

&

B

- (Sity of St. Albert
o gt T : :

-~

Town of Beaumont

1

N L]

the ' rural

County of Strathconé‘,
' : . was necessary. for the propo

‘Nevertheless,; the long term

o
g« .

"“This Council 'certainly feels that
identity should not, be
jeopardized by the direction of all

priority to urban land use.... It is

hoped that this plan, its procedures,
and its guidelines will not detract
from local ** municipal - autonomy”

(pp. 1-4).

“Generally, the County cannotv sﬁpporﬁ

the Draft Plan as submitted... There
is no doubt dn. our minds that one of
the overriding problems associated with
the Draft Plan is =~ the mandatory
reference to the 75/25 population spl
imposed by the Cabinet" (Q' 14).

“The County ag:;th‘ the fact
recognize the 198] Cabinet d
of | such an allocation is rega

the County- as

“Council finds the proposed Regional
Plan. to be acceptable" (p. 4). '

"The City supports the regional‘growfh‘

framework "as proposed in the Regional
Plan" (p. 2).. P .

“That Table 2 in Section 2.3 of Part II
(page 10) be deleted in its ‘entirety {

(Settlement Hierarchy, Designation of
populations)" (p. 2).

“The plan destroys the competition

between municipalities as. it is too
specific and attempts to totally

control competition through restrictive
definitions of municipalities and land
" as categories as well as policies which
make competition between municipalities

impossible" (p. 2). &

the being artificial” and-
unworkable" (p. 2)." - ' :




Table"iv cqntinued...

Municipality

’ Comments

7

0»,

- . - R
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Town of Bon Accofd

Town of Calmar

“Town of Devon

)

A §

Town®of Fort Saskatchewan

Town, ofSGibbons

“The Town of Bon Accord is in agreement

with the Edmonton Metropolitan Regional
Plan.in principle, objecting to the two .
.constraints imposed by the previous

annexation order...  We feel there
should be a certain amount of freedom
and compet1t1on between municipalities
to grow in -any way they " w1sh (ps 1).

"The Counc1l of the Town of Calmar have
no concerns at this time" (p. 1).

A}

“In our view this policy tends to be

‘very redtrictive and regulatory in
nature-: \5).... It appears to us the’

75/25% -{%Rctive interferes with the
local decisicn 'making process of
municipalities. We be11eve the
directive should,be recognized in The
“Regional Plan but not to the extent of
d1ctatE;9{1ts‘%ontents“ (p. 2)..

"The Town of Fort Saskatchewan -cannot,

in conscience, at’ ‘this time, support a -

Regional Plan which is based. upon the
provincial government policy that. 75%
of . the population of the Edmonton

Metropolitan  Region must be s1tuated in {

the City of Edmonton (p. 1),

*The -Growth Strategy prepared by the
E.M.R.P.C. w111 affect Gibbons 1in the
following. manner... It appears to me

that, - if the Government of Alberta must -

beginvdictating,whemgﬁpedple live, we
are -no- longer in a progressive life-
style but one of socialistic esteem...
This indicates to me that the Govern-
ment of Alberta is no 1onger operat ing
on a ‘free  enterprise. system'"

(pp. 1,2). =




Table IV continued....
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Muhicipality;

¢ Comments ;

/
!

Towh of Leduc

Town of Redwater

- Town of Spruce Grove

o*

S

e
~

1 *

e

-

Town of Stony Plain

(pp' 1’2)' ¢

“The 75-25 Allocation of Growth - Stony
Plain strongly disagrees with this

\

ffhe IDraft__quotes and verifies, the
annexation order. .(sic). The ' Plan
‘should be intended to reflect or acc-

ommodate *provincial policy  or regulat-

ion... In “being. too specific and
encroaching -on local plann1ng autonomy -

the Pilan and the Commission step
outside its’ Jur1sd1ct1on of land use

planning"” (pp. 3 4)

"Council is d1sappo1nted 1n the cabinet

directive that 75% of the growth occur

‘in Edmonton and the remaining 25% . in’
the balance of the region., This takes

away from the free enterprlse feature
of Alberta” (E' 1).

“The pr1mary probenl which stems friom
the entire plan, is the senseless ahd
arbitrary . figure of. 75% growth in Ed-

monton. and 25% growth in the remaindar
of the region... Spruce Grove support

the only alternative, remove al
reference of 75/25 from the text of the
Plan, .and if necessary, place it in the
referene . or appendix sections”

position .as it -clearly favors the City
of Edmonton at the‘expense of - the other
murficipalities in the region. While we
are well aware of the source of 'the

“policy, we believe it is being.
-interpreted too 11tera1ly

______
*l




Table IV continued...

4

Municipa]ity

Comments \\\’

-y

Town of Morinvf]Te

' 3
Village of New Sarepta

F 3

Y

"A spec1f1c concern, no doubt shared by
all mun1c1pa11t1es ‘other than the City
of Edmonton, is the provincially
directed 75/25 population growth ratio.
Since this 1is a provincial policy,
there is no need to make it a regional

~directive... Our major concern is that

with the plan, the Village will Tlose

its autonomy over its own development

and . that the regional * planning
commission will have too much influence
over our local concerns" (pp. 2,3).

"The Town of Morinville strongly
objects to the term LOCAL _SERV%CE

CENTER as applied to the Tawn.. The
town . strongly - reconmends a
re-evaluation of the - Regional
Settlement Hierarchy... = The plan
.should reflect and accommodate
provincial policy... Quotations of
provincial = policy :in a regional
planning document erroneously renders
such policy regional since it then
becomeés ~ policy which the regional

municipalities appear to agree Wwith,

support and have voted upon" (pp. 2,3).
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* Comments are summar1zed from the document EMRPQ,"Br1efs and Letters
Received' from- Municipalities on the Proposed Edmonton Metropolitan

Reg1ona1 Plan Draft (1982)"

April, 1983.
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condemned or indicated serious concern over the 1ntent of the plan. Nor

O x
did mun1c1pa11t1es conf1ne themse]ves to vo1c1ng their concerns to the

) comm1ss1on In numerous art1c1es in the Edmonton Journal, the1r views

were broadcast to the public at 1arge, in terms such as "Edmonton and

its ne1ghbors could be on -a co111swon course over a proposed regional

/

p1an designed to congentrate growth in the City" (Edmonton Journa1,°8

January -1983, p. 4). Here, too, municipalities argued for . the

protection of local rights:

A

Town and village councils surrounding Edmonton have
blasted .the ‘proposed plan or threatening their .
- economic  health free Qanterpr1se and. civil
*  Tdiberties, 'It! dictatorial and  inherently
dangerqgus' Spruce’ Grove Councillor Dave Hinch said .
recent1y (Edmonton Journa] 4 February 1983, p. 1)

The‘City of Edmonton, on the opposite side of the fence, declared that

1oca1 mun1c1pa11t1es should not be so cr1t1ca1 of the proposed plan,
since 1t was on]y fair that Edmonton wh1ch supplied most of the
services for ‘the reg1on,. should reap most of the ~gr0wth (Edmonton
Journal, 4 Feoruary 1983, p. 1). Reg1ona1 p]anners/Jo1ned the pub11c

forum as well, suggestin§ that mun1c1pa1 fears that free enterprise

could be eroded were unfounded (Edmonton‘Journal, 28 March 1982, p. 10)}'

Dgspite the counter-assault, the municipal ‘arguments  for local
autonamy clearly found favor with the Alberta P]anning Board. Publicly
labelling the draft as “too restrictive and regu]atory, Board off1c1a]s

_were reported as saying that Edmonton area po11t1c1ans had to alter the
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- plan supstantially to “allow free enterprise some room to ,manoeuvre‘

(Edmonton Journal, 6 May 1982, p. 6). The Board cited the Guidelines

- and Framework documents for reQiona] p1an preparationiand tﬁe discontent



’

‘of Ldmonton area municﬁpaﬁities ~in 'defense of their stance.

provisions for 1mp1ement1ng growth management, and the

‘regional

40
.

controversy at the committee level:

composite

Not

surpr1s1ng1y, the main thrust of the Board s criticism was levelled at

land use mab (i.e. Map.4). - the .same -issues that created

¥

The p]an in general, is prescriptive and regulatory
in its approach to the management and growth in the
reg1on . The use of detailed maps, such as Map 4,
is coﬂs1dered to be inappropriate in a regional p]an
and more properly the function of the municipal
statutory documents.. .The plan contains ‘certain
provisions aimed, qu1te properly, at implementing
the Cabinet d1rect1ve relating to population
distribution in the Edmonton region. While this is

commendable, the Board feels that the part1cu1af

‘method chosen is not appropriate.. In order to

provide for reasonable growth and competition
between all-existing municipal entities, the concept
of a hierarchy which directs certain kinds of

appropriate (Correspondence, Albertg Planning Board,

“development to specific communities is _not -

To c1hrify the ihtent of,thesevdirections, Alberta PJanﬁThg Board -

17 March:1983).

N . —/

officials met with the reglona1 plan committee on April 6, 1983. -

" Immediately prior to the meet1ng, Mr. G1ffen advised the comm1ttee that

a recent court ruling 1nd1cated that the Board could not compel the

Commission to change its policies and that its role in the process to

date represented an over-extension of the role assigned to the Board by

the Planning Act.4

The difference in regional planning philosophy held

by regional planning. staff and the Alberta Planning Board was thhsﬁ//

clearly revealed.

between the Board and the committee will convey the flavor of the

debate:

ﬂé. extracts from the transcript of the meéting

N v
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" Mr. J. Thomas...said the Board's impression on the
Regional Plan is that in some areas, the Regional

. Plan has adopted 'a ‘measure of overkill’ in giving
effect to those growth management strategies. Mr.
R. N. Giffen stated that he has...the feeling that
he and the Board have read a different document..
Talking about overkill, he suggested thdt there is a
bit of overkill in respect.- of the Board's
comments ... We are getting. away from the whole
picture. as to_what. a regional plan is all about
(Minutes of the regional plan committee, 6 April _
1983, p. 16).

. & .
On one hand, the Board quest1oned the “bTatant m1strust“ that the

[}

comuission demonstrated towards the nmn1c1pa11t1es by try1ng to" ]1m1t
the1r authority to~contro] their own affa1rs. The Board- also reaff1rmed\
its op1n1on that the plan was inflexible and i11-suited for 1nter-,
‘ muq1c1pa] cooperat1on. Mr. Giffen, as staff representatlve, countered
by 'reminding the Board that the Commission represented all  the

munfgipalitfes in the region and that -Board intervention implied that

%

the provincial government was aiming to protect these municipalities
from themselves. Speaking to one Board member's comments that a

regional pTan should be a compendium of 1ogel plans, Mr, Giffen asserted
that some issues -achieve significance only at the regional scale,

4

because of ‘intermunicipal -competition,” and therefore tend to. be

oyer106ked in the compendium approach:

We are reflecting on what the Commission ‘considers

as its mandate ‘in dealing with matters it feels are

" of regional significance... How can you have a

regional presence if you have complete autonomy

between all municipalities? You can't get the

coordination through a compendium of autonomous

general plans... There are significant factors that

are regional in nature which cannot be covered in a

compendium :of general plans (Minutes of the regional
plan committee, 6 Apr1] 1983, pp. 18,19).

k=~ . ¢
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* Hence, different philosophical stances of Commission staff and the

A]berta P]anhing Board.contributed to different
" draft plan. ﬂhi]e stsff deemed the plan as ap
and’regulatory and only "on thosemissqes_where
was necessary because of the critical nature o
criticized the.

control-oriented policies

"regulation through trust and agreement" (Minut
comittee, 6 April 1983, pp. 16,17). .
Two other facets of the role of the Board

process received attention at  this. meetingL

assessments of the 1982
ﬁkopriafely prescriptive
the Commission felt it
and  supported instead,

es of the regional plan

in the p]anvpreparatTOn

First, the comittee

queried the Board about apparent inconsistencies in ‘its recommendations.

tomments related .to ‘the March 17, 1983 1lette
criticized the draft plan for being overly rest
time asserting that the commission had to
directive will be achieved":

Mr. Ganske...said that he had some

~reconciling the general position
regarding implementation and growth a

felt caught between the two positions...

Mr. Giffen stated...the Commission's
once the Commission reaches consensus

going to be in a different position si

r from the Board whfch

rictive while at the_same

“ensure that the Cabinet

difficulty in
of the Board
1location. He

concern is that

, is the Board:
x weeks later,

when the Commission agrees on a plan? (Minutes of

the regional comnittee, 6

“pp. 19,29). °

plan

April 1983,

+

Yet, in their attempt to allay the confusion, Board members lent

further justification to the committee's concern about the incoherence

of the Board's‘djreétibn. For while "Mr. B.

Board's letter perhaps did not word its comment

Steqykfrep1ied that  the

s quite as accurately as

you might think and suggested that the Compission take the Board's

f the issue", the Board
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comments of today as being the Board's positioh“ (Minutes of the

regional plan comittee, 6vApril 1983, p. 19), another of his colleagues

/

observed thatlghe Board had not yet finalized its position: ;‘

Mr. J. Thomds indicated that the Board did not

" purport to have given the plan an exhaustive or
comprehensive review... The Board will pursue the
indepth review of the plan...because even from
today's meeting, he said, it is obvious enough that
there are certain provisions in the pTan that when
read by the Board maybe were not related to other

" provisions of the plan ¢(Minutes of th® regional plan
committee, 6 April 1983, p. 29).

]

In the‘uﬁshot, the Board did not leave the regional plan committee with

a set of clear guidelines with thch to modify the draft plan.

Second, members of staff and the committee expressed uncertainty’

3

about the nature and timing of Board involvement in the‘plan prepa}ation

process. Board intervention was perceived as‘gporadic and unpredict-

able, . and without clear relation to the consultation#and* review

provisions in the Board's own Revised Guidelines for Rtgional Plan Prep-

aration and Review (3 March 1982; pp. 5,6). Mr. Giffen suggested that

the Board had not lived up to the requirements of the Cabinet order in
which it was directed to "consult with and give direction to" the

Commission duRing the preparation of the regional plan:

You' are consultants according to the Ministerial
Order. How are you going to do this analysis in -
isolation [from the Commission]? '~ As a good
consultant, you were to have helped us reach the
Edmonton Metropolitan Plan (Minutes of the regional
plan committee, 6 April 1983, p. 28).

~ The Board was criticiiéﬁ:.then, for failing to utilize the provisions

for early and meaningful consultation between the Commission and the-

s

\ - -
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Board, which were intended to m1n1m1ze the areas of policy cnnfllct
which are too often picked up at the draft . p]gl’ stage when it is
difficult to negot1ate mutually acceptable po]1c1es (Alberta, 19825,

p. 5). The uncertamt_y over when and\ib’wha

f1na1]y come caused committee members to questfon the overa11 role of

the Board in the pﬂan prepardtion process:

Mr. R. Horley asked, if the Planning Board goes
theeugh the plan line by line, and says this is what
we Would 1like to see...and we come back with
something that does not totally meet. with that
requirement, 'is the Board prepared to pass this plan
on to the Minister with the recommendation that that
be the Regional Pian? Whose Plan is it?...

Mr.-R. N. Giffen reiterated that the Commission must
do 1S own reg:onal plan...

5

.« Mr. L. Kluthe (Board member [and- s chairman
of the ERPC]) responded that there no provisions
in' the ]eg1s]at1on that would allow Planning
Board to in fact write the plan (Minutés of the

regional plan committee, 6 April 1983, pp. 27-30).

Hence, tﬁe'role‘of the Alberta Planning Board.emerged as a contentious

issue at this meeting between thg Board and the regional plan committee
X :

on Apritle, 1983.

. [ ]
Not surprisingly, given the overall trend of the process, the .

principal defense of the draft plan came from regional planning staff,
not committee members. In the final analysis, the Alberta Planning
Board chastized the Commission for the apprdéch taken te incorpprate the

75/25 . directives in the plan, yet indicated .that it would néi be

acceptab]e to'appear to downplay the1r importance (e.g. by relegafing‘

the Cabinet order to an append1x of the plan, as some commissioners had

suggested). The means of resolving that apparent contradiction were

v

the . direction would -
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Jeft up in the afr, but the meeting with the Board on April 6, 1983
marked the beginnin%gﬂof overt conflict within the Ifgiona1 plan
commi ttee.. o |

‘The events of the next two months depict a dramatic rea]ignment of
theéieg1ona1 p1an preparation process., First, it was during this per1od
that committee members consciously decided to conform with the direction
of the Alberta P]énhing Board to méke ?he plan 1less regu]agpry and
prescriptive. On April 26-29, 1985, the Alberta P1anhingABoard held its
annual spring seminar on ' regionat pfarning, at which commission
’representatives wgre‘treated to a brief outline of the qurd's position.
-~ on regional planning. The discussfon, entitled the "Era of the Rggional
" Plan”, staunchly ldefended local autonomy and referred to regional
planning as’  a. non- regulatory And non-control-oriented method"of

achieving reg1ona] goa1s.5 wﬂu;ing guest1ons from the floor the Board

directed the EMRPC ;o put’ t&wﬂS/Z&.'-f,ormu]a &1&»" a7 for%;that was ‘most
a1 tho ug@gf%ﬁagsmhot3§ggC1f4ég§wh1ch

palatable" to 1oca1 mun1c1pal

Jf'z il

particular form would leof &@Ccep{@

2k
<,

» return _from

L— '“..&.

1982, with a new- fou d z;a] For egample, A\deﬂmaﬁ*;

:a Butt1 who on .

April 15, 1983 hadj.
. . R Q.\‘ ;:'fb"." Lt
submitted form, no%ﬁg ';gested that the. draft document was total]y

unworkable:

L ARRS nit1ated d1scussion by - stat1ng she
§ degional. planning_process considerable
4 concluded that efforts to save this
_ meet. the - approval ‘of the member
municip4l, or the. A]berta Planning Board. She ‘ »
the adm1nistration shou1d completely



)

revise the Plan so that it would ®ot be regulatory

and would allow for municipal control. Asked if her

position was a wesult of the Alberta Planning Board -
Conference, Mrs..- 0. Butti said tHe Minister of

Municipal Affairs, comments had convinced her this

Plan was not on the right path (Minutes of the:
regional plan conmitteé, 4 May 1983, p. 4).

This stance is especially significant® in that it comes from a’

representat\wg\of' the City of Edmonton, on whose behalf the Decermber
1982 draft plan had previously been endorsed.

Simultaneous with the realization that.the draft document would

raquire massive reworking .to receive Commission approval, let alone

Alberta Planning Board sanction, there was-a growing dissatisfaction

with the contributions of the regional planning staff. *.The latter

continued to urgre that it would be enough to medify the dﬁﬁfff plan, to

correct those aspects that were unclear; misinte® d4 or had been
pe(r/féi ved as -too,regulatory. Committee members were not satisfied with
AN ‘o ’ . . B -

K . L - . ' : " . '
»‘thjsﬁpproach, and so began to question the effectiveness of staff

3

efforts. Criticism was Jevelled at staff for neglecting to prepare

reports when so directed {4 May 1983). ‘E‘\}en more important, it was

149

suggésted that .staff reports did not reflect the intent of the’

‘committee's wiéhes, particularly with respect to the crucia]'v jssue of
- . ’
the mandate “for regional planning and control in the face of the

municipalities' expressed desire to preserve their autonomy:

Ms. J. Reimer commented that the mandate should" be §
settled first... Mrs. M. Abdurahman inquired as to ¥
whose perception of mandate wjll be used. She S
pointed out that the mgnicipalities fee} the present
mandate has been oversteppe’d while administg‘ation

feels otherwise (Minutes/ of the regional phn
committee, 15 April 1983,/ . 3).

/

3 ’
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As an: 1so1ated comment th1s remark would be 1ns1gn1f1cant and could be,

LV
- dismissed as not represent1ng the sent1ments of the overall comm1ttee

But then, on May 4 1983 the reg1ona1 p]an commttee went "in- camera
de.]iberate]y, exc‘]udmg staff to~rev1ewf the future of the draft reg1ona1
plan. In add1t1on the. comn1ttee met w1th the A]berta P1ann1ng Board on
. the same day . - aga1n vnthout staff present\ - and were offered direct

ass1stance from Board members at all future meetmgs C]ear'ly, a r1ft
T
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: f
"had deve]oped between staff and the reg1ona1 p1an commttee .;As a -

ersu]t the commttee asserted 1t§ author1ty To ach1eve more - contr01~_ :

over the content of pohcy, a subrcommttee of -three members was formed

'to work on a contmuous bas1s with' staff in rewr1ting the reg1ona1 p]an

This sub- comm1ttee was to prov1de dlrect superv1s1on and d1r hon to

|

staff members (M1nutes of ‘the reg1ona1 plan corrlmtte 5 May 1983)

.The draft plan prepared by the sub“-commttee, wh1’]e ]abeﬂ&l' ‘a

serious mi'stake by one Edm_onton r.epre,senta,tive:on the’ regional plan

/-

_ committee (Edmonton Journa] *10 June 1983, p- 2), 'received Unam'mOUS

| 'endorsement by the Edmonton Metropohtan Reg1ona] P]anmng Commission on R

.'September 7, 1;983 as. reported in the Edmonton Journal (8 September

..,_‘p

1983, p. 3):

A - Edmonton area politicians have passed a watered down
" regiomal ‘land— use plan, admitting that it has
flaws... Officials charged the original plan was an
-attack on free . enterprise and civil liberties,
feamng growth could be .artificially directed to -
Edmonton. if the 75/25 provision remained... Many®
'shalls' were changed to shoulds fin order to make
. the,-,p]an more 'discretionary. :

I

The 1983 proposed reg1ona1 p]an d1ffered from the 1982 draft vin.t

vthree 1mpor.ta_nt respe_cts. F1rst the ent1re concept of a sett1ement:

&#.
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hierarchy based on 'a functional assessment of each community was

-‘75/25 fprmula for groxth management was removed

deleted. Secqpdiy

from the”tektfgi' e p1an and p\aced in an appendix. In May 1983,

Alberta P]annjhg,Bpard re]axed 1ts pos1t1on on the 75/25 rule, c]éaringA

the way for thi§'move which had been'requested by the reg1ona] p]an

coﬂmittee since_May 1982. Yet the 1ntent behind re]egat1ng the formula

to an'appendixlis not'read11y apparent., For while the 1983 proposed:

plan st1pu1ated that the “appendices -of _this regional -p1an are for
o 1nformat1on on]y‘and are .not adopted as part of the Reg1ona1 Plan", the
text of the p1an d1d 1ncorporate the intent of the Cabinet order

/ ‘ .
The intent of the Comm1ss1on apd its ' member munF
L icipalities s for:- . |
o Regional- growth to be centered in Edmonton as the ‘B
dominant community /in thes Region. Edmonton* -
should maintain .its present propori1on of the '
Region's population. The .remaining population
growth to be focuﬁsed pr1mar11y on the Inner
~ Metropolitan Area (St. Albert and Sherwood Park)
-and other ex1st1ng unban mun1c1pa11t1es (EMRPC SN
Ju]y 1983, p 9) [ _
{

LI : f
- {

. ; AR . . N
- Third, while the substancé of the‘regional‘land use designation map

y

vremained-much the ‘same, it wdg redefined as a map which was meant for

“111ustrat1ve purposes onTy". = In the 1982 draft p]an Map 4 was
referred to as a means to gu1de and encourage" growtn and government

“and pr1vate dec1s1ons re]ated to land use and deve]opment In 1983 it

L
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'becane a po11cy reference map, the purpose of which was to show "how- the' .

iy Reg1ona1 P1an s ‘objectives and po]icies could be applied 1n terms of

y

,1and use, Qf reg1pna1 s1gn1f1cance Very c1ear1y, it was not 1ntendedv

“to have‘"a lahd use control funct1on" (EMRPC July 1983 p 37) This

Y s

rede??n1t1ow of 1ntent 1s part and parce1 of the overa]] trend in the]r

x& .



. o~

o % . N
[

mod1ficatlons zo the 1982 draft, which. re]egated the Comm1ss1on to a
‘1arge1y adv1sory role and placed primary respons1b111ty for land use
‘control w1th 1oca1 author1t1es y

Yetg despite these rev1swons to bring- Procedura] aSpects of the
,'reg1ona1 land use p]an 1n 11ﬁe w1th the . expectat1ons of the A]berta
h\P]ann1ng‘Board, the‘LSBB draft Tike 1ts predecessor, fa11ed to rece1ve

‘the Board's support' This led to charges by some Edmonton area

po11t1c1ans that the A1berta P1ann1ng Board was :power grabb1ng

- "issuing mixed- s1gna15 (Edmonton’ Journa1 5 Ju\y 1983 g@@heé
.(»A1berta Urban Mun1c1pa11t1es Assoc1at1on a1so expressed its Joncern that -
provincial 1nterventxon was underm1n1ng reg1ona1 p]ann1ng.' In this

&

case"hOWever the Board did not condemn the’ Comm1ss10n s 1nterpretat1on

of the mandate for the reg1ona1 p]ar nor 1ts method of 1ncorporat1ng the

152

175/25 growth management framework ’Instead the Board recommended:on]yag"

the ref1nement of po11cy Ain some areas (M1nutes of the _regional p]anu

committee, 26 0ctober.1983, ppf l—p).
» 4 . .
. ’ e T . S ;
1 @?§r1nge Area P1ann1ng Measures - The . Board
. suggested’ that the Commission's use- of. “shou1d
prowide for uses  which" in po]1cy 2.3 was
: . inappropriate and ‘' that ‘"shall" address the
— fo]1ow1ng issues" was more acceptable. = “"There
' is a spec1a¥ need to’ provide for the rational
conversion of 1and from rura] to urban uses in
~ the fr1nge areas" ‘

2. Agr cultural Subdiv151on (Pol1cy 5.4) - The P
Board suggested that this: policy be regworded to
. ’correct an error in the Commission's explanation
- of agricu]tura] subdvvis1on procedures. ‘

f3-’jP0 icy Referehce Map - The Board recommended
that the map be redrafted to include all present
industrial areas in the - region. = . The . Board
advised that ' "the Province would not 1look,
févorab]y on a map. that misrepresents the
reg1on : e : L



worked systemat1ca11y, over the next year, to refine procedural po11cy

to more clearly ref1ect the Board s w1SHES

4+

1984

4,

""
-

5.

6.

3

- In close consultat1on w1th the Board,

the -Minister of Mun1c1pa1 Affa1ns,ldul1an Koz1ak

3
)

Policy Iﬁterpretatlon (Policy 1.1) - fhis pol1cy
makes reference to the Commission making

decision" -when a quest1on of interpretation of
the plan arises.

to make such a decision nor impose a time frame
on municipalities to bring land use plans and
byTaws into conformance with the regional p1an

Plan Adm1n1strat1op - The Board recommended that
~Policy 1.4 -be reworded ~ from ‘“municipalities
shall refer their proposed statutory plan(s) to

the Commission for review..." to "municipalities

shall make provision to refer - their proposed ‘

statutory plan(s) for notification .to the
Commission...for review..." The Board recomm-

ended that pol1cy 1.5 be be similarly reworded.

Transportat1on
creates. an

(Policy 9.1) - This policy
inaccurate impression that ~ the
Commission ' member-municipalities and the
provincial - government kave equal
draft1ng the regional transportation plan. The
Board recommended that this policy be, re written
to more " accurately reflect the Commission's
consultation ro]e

)

- 3

-proposed reg10na1 p1an.» 5

o

: , 4 , . : ,
6.2 D1scuss1on of the Re1at1onsh1p Between Loca] Autonomy and

(Y

1.

e
,;'ilzf*mtroduction

The re?ationship‘.between local

Reg1ona1 Planning

<

" The Board advised that 'the -
. Commission does not have the legal prerogative

status in

autonomy- and the"megiohal'

the ¢eg1ona1 plan committee.

. F1na11y,_ on August 23,

ratified the

plan

preparat1on proceSs undertaken by the Edmpnton Metropo]itan Reg1ona1

P]ann1ngﬁﬁgﬁm1ss1on is .clearly a consequence*of the attempted marry1ng

of two conflicting po1nts of view. '

The 1ssue of 1oca1‘autonomy shaped
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.the‘c0urse'ot the entire.plan preparation process, present ing faces of
indifference, hostility, ‘and even. false commitment to the regional

-

etfort where Jt seemed'approprﬁate in order -to securé local ends.\ It
affect, ed the development of 1ssues, the ro]e' of. the'fregional p]an
comm1ttee, the concept1on of the nmndate for reg1ona1 p]ann1ng in the
L.region, the nature and t1m1ng of . confllct and the ro]e of regional
plann1ng staff Unf]agg1ngly, proponentsqof loca] aﬁtonomy worked at

cross purposes to the reg1ona1 or1entatton which was des1gned to secure

“a balance. of costs and benefits for the entire reg1on.l Similarly, the

unfolding of the process and the actions of regional“ planning’;staff

seemed 1to' affect the 'manner in which the concern for local autonomy
manifested itself in the course ot. eventsT  Yet, contrary to the
‘ premises of regional planning theory, there was no gradual awakening of

commwtment to the concept of the reg1ona1 community Rather, the

process seemed to exacerbate the conf]1ct between reg]onal and 1oca1‘

po1ntk\of view hy forc1ng attent1on.tﬁ d1v1stve 1ssues and demanding
ks $

that local representatwves adopt a pub11c stand Yet;‘as the analysis

: % §
of the ‘five areas of concern w111 demonstrate, the relationship between

the two forces was not a simple cause and. effect association.

6.2.2 The Role of the Provincial Government
." . ) ’ ) - ¥ . L
The role- of the provincial government in‘ the process, via -the

A

Cabinet order on Edmonton's annexatlon app]1cat10n and the actions of

the Alberta Planning Board, was a comp11cat1ng factor that underscores,

“in  dramati’c fash1on, - the Jmportance -of. the overa]l- context  in

understanding a decision-making proeess. The annexation decision in

I981.1aid ground rules for the regiona& plan preparation‘oroceSSu In
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the sense that it preserved the autonomy of communities adjacant to

.Edmonton (i.e. St. Albert, Fort Saskatchewan and Sherwpod- Park)," Th1s"

.
]

A
framework cou]d be interpreted as a defense of 1oca1 autonomy . g&yever'(

the Cab1net decision also established a specific 75/25 form;};' for
“growth management and, in this sense, represents a \;ery definite
encroachment into a domain prev1ous]y held by Tlocal municipalities.
Hence, the annexation decision did little to clarlfy the already murky
association between'1oca1 autonomy and regional‘plannino as spelled out

‘\1n the P]ann1ng Act. In fact, this confusion about an appropriate

balance between the two forces plagued the entire process, to the extent

that pTanning staff felt 1t\necessary to 1nc1ude the mandate~of the

regional plan as a cr1t1ca1 issue to be resolved w1th1n the process,

ratherfi}han be1ng able - to develop a clear, p1an of action. around ‘a
\
predetermlned notion of the appropr1ate ro]e for regional planning in

the region. o
o Some municipalities and the Alberta P]anning Board were later to

comment . that the mandate question was nqp/anr\approprdate one to be

considered ‘at the goa1s and objectives-phase\or at the draft plan stage

-of the orocess. Yet, when staff had suggested to the. Ad Hoc Committee,

prior to  beginning plan preparation, - that the mandate of regional

planning commissions required review, the " issue 'received scant .

attention “Inc fact m1nutes recorded some 20 months after staff f1rst

brought the ‘issue forward to the Ad Q.E@Committee indicate that the

appropr1ate role of -the reg1ona1 plan still remained e]usive

: g.Review of Major fssues‘Respecting Proposed

Toted the $ix major issues: Tisted. on
. _mandate (role ‘of the Regjona]
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‘Plan); growth management, settlement™ hierarchy;
popu]at1on projections/targets; metropolitan fringe;

. and Map 4 general comments. Mrs. M. Abdurahman
~ then asked -that if ‘the five ‘issyes of growth
management, settiement hierarchy, population

projections/targets, metropo11tan fringe and Map 4
were settled first, would the issue of mandate sort.
itself out?. Ms. J. Reimer commented that the
mandate should be settled’ first, as that would
establish what a’ Regional Plan is and what the
Commission can do. The question was called on the
Quinn/Bell motion to defer the discussion of mandate
until the other issues had been discussed. Motion
carried (Minutes of the . reg1ona1 plan committee, -
15 Apr11 1983, Pp- 3- 6) h

This is not to imply that the task of defining an approoriate role |

for the regional plan would have been clear cut w1thout the st1pu1at1ons

1

in the Cabinet prder.  Such an. assumpt1on wou1d beg the history of .

conflict within the region. However, the fact that th1s order decreed

not only that growth had to be managed but laid down a growth;a1]ocation

Y . bl

formula, certa1n1y entrenched the strugg1e between _the forces of 1oca1;

autonomy and the,reg1ona1 conmunfty The 1nd1v1dua1 mun1c1pa11t1es werd
then -compelled to take a stand ' The Cab1net order by v1rtue of the
uncertalnty:surhound1ng 1ts intent and the 1mp11cat1ons 1t carried for’

1oca1 autonomy, served to stu1t1fy the reg1ona1 cause

/

156

The ro]e of the A]berta P1ann1ng Board dur1ng the process further"'

complicated the d1v1s1ve re]at1onsh1p between Tocal' autonomy and the

regional commun1ty of interest In a' stance very similar to 8he .

endorsed by the Alberta P]ann1ng Board in The Regional P]ann149 System .

Studz EMRPC documents character1zed the comm1ssaon as a forum for
intermunfc1pa1 negotiation and compr ' /ithe -af roprvate ]ocale for

;he resolutﬂon of d1spute« . Yet;

-

throug but the pnocess ’ ostensgb

sencé of the Board"'.

vat 1ts framework and,e
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gu1deiines for regiona1 ‘planning were followed and Cabinet directives
incorporated seemed’ to impiy a mistrust of the’ ability of the EMRPC to
live up to ips own expectations. . For example, the Board offered direct
“participation at meetings of the regtonal p]an committee; and 1ater even
‘wrefused to endorse a draft plan that had received the unanimous approvai"
”,»jﬁﬁ the Commission. As noted prev1ousiy, one staff member suggested that,
the ‘roie of -tﬁé Alberta Planning Board seemed to be to protect
municipalities from themselves. The _gover:nment «of Alberta had based an
‘ entire regional p]anning system on the ability of local representatives
,tovcooperate toward ohe regiona1 cause and yet, 'in the final anaiysis,
seemed unwiilingvto comit to the product of this fact. The regional
Tevel of decision making seemed to be 1qsing so much ground to direct
'provinciai' and iocai eontro] tha? “one knowledgeable observen of the
regional scene suggested that this should be deemed the "era.'of the
non-regional pian".z yHe,furthen suggested'that the posture of the,Board
~was inconsistent - 6n one hand ‘treating' the Commission members  as
."interiopeps" or "outsiders" rather than responsibie elected local
officials, and at the same time championing local responsibiii%y by .
opting for a non- regu]atory approach to regiona1 p]anning Hence,.whiie
‘the. Act ai]owed conm1§Sions to "regulate and control" at their
discretion (Section 47(b)), there seemed; in practice, to Vbe a -
strengthening of the provincial role on the fegionai scene. In 1ight of
these conf]icting terms of reference, it seems open to debate whether or
not this‘increased intervention is the type'of‘provinCial guidance for
urban affairs that Betiison,,Kenward and Taylor (1975)Jdeemed essential .

¢

for effective growth management.
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-As noted in section 6.1.3, part of the strengthened role of the
Alberta:Planning BOard was to provwde sanction to the cause of municipal
self- determ1natlon The Board cr1t1c1zed the draft p]an of December
.1982 for 1ntrud1ng into the domain of local author1t1es by ass1gn1ng
specific functional designations and popu]at1on targets to mun1c1pa1-
ities within the region. *Clearly, local autonomy was to be presehved.

p In general, we feel that the Draft severely extends
N into areas of municipal autonomy part1cu1ar]y in the
areas of land use designation, allocation of growth,

and creation of h1erarch1es of communities. The
Regional Planning Commission’ should be & facilitator
of development 'in all communities by establishing
policy parameters within which an *individual
municipality can, to a large extent, determine its

own destiny (Correspondence A1berta P1ann1ng Board, ' -
10 May 1983, p. 3). , ‘ .

Yet, whi: consulted by the regional plan committee on at least three
separate occasions (27 October 1952, 17 March i983, and 6 April 1983)
the Board insisted that the 75/25 growth directive be incorporated fnto
the plan, as a hard-and-fast ru]e. 0n1yb‘when' municipal oppoéition
seemed dest1ned to thwart any reg1ona1 p1an carrying such specific
" growth des1gnat1ons did the Board ’3"%51““l its ¢ pos1t10n to allow they
directive to be relegated to an Appendix. By this t?he, however, the
regional planning staff, as purveyors of the Cabinet order, hod lost
favor with the reg1ona1 plan comm1ttee Ultimate1y, in pehmitting

flexibility about the'%g%grpretat1on of the 75/25 ratio, it seems as

_ though the Board was ,Rfcu1Wg the committee from an untenabie pos1t1on

developed by staffe- even though this position re]ayed prec1se1y the
growth d1rect1ve‘g1n the Cab1net order. For 1ts part the Board

4
mainta1ned that the staff had usurped mun1c1pe1 respons1b1]1ty\gn the
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way

desire, it was said, was for "long-term estimates

not’ specific popu1ation. targets and allocation

A]berta Planning Board, 17 March 1983).

3
Nl

G1ven the confusion over the appr0pr1ate

within the provincial context, it is diffic

‘interpretation of Cabinet intent is correct. A

l

process might suggest that this' situation bean

,Kap1an's\(1982)‘account of the failure of the
rally support bghlnd its Metro system in the fac

In both cases, it could be argued thats delegate

served as scapegoats for an unp0pu1ar proving

Edmonton case, the‘Alberta—P1anning Board seemed

'1oca1 autonomy at the expense of the regional ca

in which they had operationalized the dir
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ective. The Cabinet's
, of future population”,
s (Correspondence from |
o ,(//

A Y

regional-local balance

ult to pinpoint whose N

cynical observer of the

Ch

C
s marked similarity to

Manitoba government to

D

of grow1ng oppos1t1on

S of the régional cause
ial position. In the

committed'to furthering

use. However, given the

strengthened prov1nc1a1 role on the reg1ona1 sJene; it is questionable

whether or not local municipalities gained au

' usable sense. In the final analysis, the proces

uncertainty about the appropriate mandate for t

provincial level.
6.2.3 The Contentious Issues in Policy Formulat

Given-.the context established in sect)

surprising that the issue‘ of growth managemen

regional plan preparation process. An early sta

the ~75/25 formula woujd have a sighiffcant
, preparation process, because it ran‘contrqry'bo

within the region and to the decentralized gro

tonomy in any ‘real and
s was interlaced with an

he regional plan at the

ion

on 6.2.2, it s not

t dominated the entire
ff report. predicted that
the

bearing on plan

th to the natura1 trends

wth scenario adopted b.Y \




the ERPC during the Growth Sstudies Project.' However, the conflict
within the process rests at a more basic level than this assessment
reveals. ‘It is true that the former commission had endorsed a growth

management framéWork, but it did so in the face ofivigorous opposition

from the City of Edmonton which, despite its, dominadce‘fin terps of

A populétion, had too few voting members gg veto the pr0p0§a1.8 ' The
decentralization policy clearly favored munibipa]ities surfounQing
Edmonton' by permitting them the latitude to accommodate whatever
devefOpmenE they could attract. FIn fact, local autonomy wa§ a basi;

objective against which all potential growth policies were weighed.

Thus,/the 75/25 split caused concern, not simply because’ it differed

Jrom natural trends and the decentralized growth @trategy; but because

it questioned the values théy.represented. As the antfthesi& of tHe.

decentralized growth strategy, the 75/25 rule" was interpreted as an

assault- on local autonomy. The concentration of g}owth in Edmonton was .

seen as challenging the right of all municipalities to compete free1y,.

with whatever ‘resources lay at their . disposal;” to attract " new

"development. In a system where growth, and~in'pqrticular industrial

- growth, is reflected in the tax revenues accruing to each municipality, -

2 M
the ability to attP%ét development affects a whole range of issues at
the local level, not the least of which is the quality of service
provision. Municipal descriptions of the growth management strategy in

"the 1982 p]én as’“dictatéria]"; "inherently dangéroUs“ and "an attack on

civil liberties"” ,emphasized the géneral point ~ the preservation of

local autonomy was paramount in the minds of municipal representatives

160 -
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~involved in the regional deﬁate S Because the regional plan preparatioh

process became SO preoccup1ed with the 75/25 directive, the process
itself was interpreted as a direct threat to local freedom. The City of°

.Edmonton a1so‘threatened that freedom by virtue of 1ts'endorsement of

the 75/25 sp]ft.»»indeed, the whole controversy served as a reminder of

°

the hardened pgsitfons and rivalries that had colored the annexation

hear1ngs of 1979-1981.

The animosity between Edmonton and the reg1ona1 mun1c1pa11t1es is

evident from these excerpts:

-

Motion: Abdurahman/Be]]

detete the concept of 75/25 from the text of the

plan

(i) delete references to provincial growth policy
entirely; = ‘

(ii) move references to provincial growth policy .to
the Appendix.

N 2 ! .
Mrs. 0. Butti questioned how such an alternative
could be considered when it is in such direct
opposition to the M1n1ster, the Prov1nce, and the_
' A]berta P]anning Board.

'Mrs L. Bakker 1nformed the Committee trﬁt she must

rule out of order the motion as presented.. The
vote was six to three in favor of - defeat1ng the
chair... Mrs. M. Abdurahman indicated that it was

" her intent to delete the specific numbers of 75/25
from the text, not the entire strategy. Ms. J.
Reimer wished to hear of more specific changes that

" would be made to the plan. She added that it was
impossible to vote on such a motion if the specifics
were not, presented '

“Motion carrled.

It was noted that the City of Edmonton representat-
ives...voted against the motion..
e . v

J. Reimer...talked of the need for compromise within
the structure of the Committee. She indicated her
concern over the day's meeting and the way decisions
wdre being made. She noted that everything the City
endorsed in the plan has been destroyed today.

161
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Moved by Mrs. 0. Butti, seconded.”
to adjourn the Meeting untif*.
defeated (25 April 1983, pp\ 7 11)

) Mrs. B.- Hewes...said it had been her observation
over the past two to three fbnths that a polarizat-
1on has taken place on the Committee. Mrs. B. Hewes
continued that' the impression the Plan was the
City's Plan was not the case as she had emphasized
two to three weeks ago (4 May 1983, p. 4). LN
N o f

i

Hence, the jsse Of growth management came to overshadow the entire
plan preparation proceedings. At this time of intense conflict, it is
apparent as well that the City of Edmonton queﬁtioned the effectiveness

of the regional plan committee as a vehicle for negotiation and

compromiee. The pattern of the City of Edmonton representatives voting:

as a bloc and at clear odds with other municipalities raises yet‘endther b

v

issue - the dilemma posed for the regional plan committee by its dual

roles as-a purveyor of the regional cause and as a compendium of local '~

voices. These two alternatives have decidedly different implications '

for the relationship of local autonomy and regional planning: O

6.2.4 The Regional Plan Committee &// L

\

—

.

Byxvvirtue of its ,respOnsibility to gquide staff during policy

formulation and to serve as a liaison between the technical and *:

e T

political arms of the Commission, the regional plan comnittee exerted a

powerful influence on the nature of the plan preparation process. The

manner in which it chose to execute or not execute these duties affected

the entire course of ‘events and indicates some turmoil in determ1n1ng an.

5appropr1ate role for the commitlee in the task of ba]ancing local and

"~ regional concerns. The informat1on presented in section 6.1 revea]s

tha;ﬂ}he\committée abdicated its responsibility of providing consistent
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direction to the regional planning staff throughout the plan preparatipn
process. Staff presented position papers. to the commnittee which, for.
,reasons that are not. readﬂy apparent. then endorsed these positions
despite the serious reservations of some committee members. On the
surface, the committee supported the 1ntention of 1mp1ement1ng the 75/25
directive yet at a more remote level the overriding concern was with
 the directive's impact on local a’ffairs. This underlying preoccupatv‘
can be interpreted through -case studies such as Aron (1969) and Lim
(1983), which have noted an inability on' the . part of coo‘perat\’i\ve :
affiliations of local representatives to resolve the dilemma of having
‘to wear two hats, a regionhal one and a' local one.10 It was -also
critical that the main effort on the 'preparation of a draft plan
occurréd in a year immediately preceding local elections. In keeping

— 4

with Brazier and Harris' (1975) contention that individpehs will pay
&} aHegxance ‘to their strongest and most beneficial ¢ ties, it is not

uoi:easonaMe to expect' Yocal representatives en the _regionai plan

committee to have felt the pull of the local eTeé’tOrate in de_terminihg'
the regional-local balance. .

The December 1982 draft was the first clear public record of the
“plan preparatwn,process. For the f1rst time, faced with a deluge of
cr1t1c1sm from their own mmiupahtws, the regiona] plan commi ttee was
forced to defend its pubhshed pos1tion Faced vnth saporting poHcies’
in a plan that had ‘been prepared a1most solely by staff and lacked any
real support from _most " committee members, the ﬁomittee behaved
pred1ctab1y - it . disclaimed responsxbihty for the 1.ntent of the
document ‘and insisted that both staff and the Boarg reassess their

positions. Hence, comments such as those made by Mrs. M. Abdurahman

¥
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preparatmn process to proceed for 20 months before forcmg a showdown '

R

. ‘ \ . . : . ; . } o I *
tl' ; ] . .

that she had a1ways been opposed to the regu]atory funchon of the p]an,

and ithat "d1rect1on had to be - g1ven to staff and staff would have to

| 164 Y

11ve°'~‘ﬁp to 1t" 1mp1y that staff had been r%emss In“foﬂowmg commttee o

d1rect1.qns m,‘t,he past. Oncegagam, staff -were ca‘ught\.between the

wighes of ”muni“ci'paﬁties”'and: the directions of the provincial

government

Whatever “the - reasons of committee members in 'aH'o’wing the‘ p1an -

)
N ’

over the growth management framyork 1t certam]y seemed to. ald in

achwevw.ng the prec1se ends sought by most mun1c1pa11t s wh&]e not:. |

' .d-1ret*;,’, transferab'le the exper1ence ' is‘ re‘r?nmscent of Skelcher' S

(1982} descmptmn of s1tuat1ons where part1c1pants in- an 1nteragency

! !

L process veact‘ to . s1tuﬂlons of d1vergence of op1n1on and confhct by

' defeat the coopehatwe process Pass1ve1y endors1ng staff presentatwns

avo1d1ng real cormntment to any one stance and thereby effect1ve1y

-and prov1nc1a1 pohcy m1ght be 1nterpreted as »avmdmg r‘eal cOnmtment” .

4_75/25 d1rect1ve to an append1x of the p'lan The sheer force ‘of,

on'a..1ssuef untﬂ 1'n rth1s mstance the real strength of the
4numc1paht1es behef in . 1oca1 autonomy was revea]ed at the most?_

oppogﬁtune t%e whether the sﬁrategy was dehberate or acc1denta1

-

matters 1)tt1e. Faced with an assau1t of. the magmtude that occurred["

the re]ease“ of the draft’ plan in fDecem er 1982 " the Alberta

"P]anmng Board acqmesced a.nd a\bproved the sugg st1on to re]egate the'

o~ .
_compﬁamt, 1n ApriJ and May 1983 was d1ff1cu1t for the provmce to"'

B [

1gnore But wﬁé‘ther the commttee served the reg1onal puppose by. act1ng
&7

‘\as 1t d1d is open to quest1on Once agaln the dﬂenma\ of the ro]e of -

. the regionaL .p1an comnittee - tﬁat 1s, reg10na1 VO1ce or compendwm of

v
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‘:‘Z_‘.Bette He\ges, Cha1rman of\the C

both s1des cou1d be ma1nta1ned

R ‘ e

b . . .
1oca1 voices - emerges as a- si gmfmant 1ssue . This d®lemma  was
e " .

conswdered at the Sprmg Conference on Reg1ona1 P1ann1ng 1n Aprﬂ 19831
| \ |
. Fllauwx N S . S
Referrmg to the guidelines on the one hand he said coe

they ask Commissiqns to allocate growth and ask them
not to: spec1fy ~ He ‘wondered how this could be

ach1eved ~ He suggested that matters of regiona} , . ;,f'

ficance  tannojmbe ac?ved through"'wsh washy
: 1a?§age simge deve'loper ourw have &% battery of .

lawyers .and  run ¢ droudiy theke policies. = He

suggested .that planmno ss*f'on ‘membgrs have
- got to. 'bite the bullet' - take off- their local hat
or not be members of the Commissior. He felt that- "¢
there was too much squabbling to ‘protect individual
areas and that. in response. “the Board 1is over-
reacting. He suggested that’perhaps there is a need
to rethink the mattér of representation (regional
plan committee briefing notes, Alberta Planning
Board Conference April 26- 29 1983 p. 3} 3o

x

mattgpn o "bite the 'bullet? ane take off their Tocal hats. In terms

techn1ca1 arm, as defenders of the reg1ona1 commumty, with .the

1ndependent v1ews of member mumc1pa11t1es, SO that the 1ntegr1ty of

bl

- ' * :

It is d1ff1cu1t to assess whether or not members of the - regmnalf'

i
plan commttee were aH conmtted to and’ had a conmon apprec1at1on of

B >
the need for- reg1ona'| p1annwg %\th

v

rgembers .of the ngéd to come to te\en,
port1on of the foﬂomng passage in'&\c%
o ,

| n—’?‘a

| "T-a means of protectmg mumc1pa| gove%hmgains%e erosion of their

‘ N
autonomy by centrahzed contr?%] ~at the mov,:‘ncim 'Ieve]

5 - -3

height <ff controversy, Al derman

165

* During the preparatmn of the draft p1an most. cormn'ttee members. were :

"ﬁ' Q‘f t%'exr ro'lé the *fommttee was unat;?e to reconcﬂe the stance of thev S

ko S
1ss'on, ‘Wa‘rged &}1 the (;o«mnssion S
w1th th1s issue. As the italicized o

\\Lshehﬁst\w regﬂﬁ:m p1ann1ng as B



" The events of: the past year have raised ‘some
"important concerns in my mind as  to the future.
~ for regional planning in this province. . A major
. concern must be with the erosion of the “planning
" commission's "position as a viable.organization of
- elected: representat1ves and cooperating mun1c1pa1--
ities acting. “together +for ' the ‘benefit .of . their’
specific -region “in dealing with problehm of  land
_use. I see recent actions at the Prbvincial level,
particularly by . the , Alberta "Planning Board, as L
potentially underm1n1ng the pranc1p1es of regional /-
p]annlng as ‘we have practised it. Actions are being
. taken, in the name  of local municipal “autonomy,
. which -~have polarized. the positions on land use
. control at the.municipal .and prOV1nc1a1 levels. '
This, in my opinion, .will in the long run. act to the!
‘detryment of local municipal. planning initiatives’
~with the ultimate.control ~being centralized in the
Provintial Department . of Municipal Affairs and the
éﬁlberta Planning Board. Do we wish to abdicate our -
“mandate to a centralized system or do we want to
- maintain the ‘control - with the elected representat-
*jves through the Regional Planning, Commission? I
believe this issue is aost important to the future
of .our municipalities.’ T think that if is essential
that ‘we, as Commission members representing- our
;individual ‘Gouncils; make them aware as to what is
-at stake and the benefits derived from a cooperative
‘approach to mun1q1pa1 planning through an effective
vl Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Commission. Members - of the -
. Commission, it is'my opinion that the time has come
for each one of u$.to stand up and be counted as to
our support for the principles of .regi¥nal planning
(Recorded in <&he -Annual Report, EMRPC, 1982a,
p.. 12). - : v .

R . '
t . oy
B o . :
-

Ky

ﬁekce, the re]ét1onsh1p between local autonomy and reg1ona1 plan"

n,preparatlbn was comp11cated by the broader coz}ext/’of prov1nc1a1— o

mun1c1paJ relatlons. __The \1ssue of reg1ona1 planning ‘was caught up

wi h1n the questlon of 1oca1 central contrb] :'.f :[’

G1ven th1s conteﬁt, it s not surpr151ng théf“the p]aﬂ preparatlon"

“effort d1sp1ayed such ove t s1gns of the copfllct between ]oca] and

| prov1ncral author1t1 s. ' _The detérm1nat1on of an appropr1ate

-*d1str1but1on of dev opment cd%tS%@ﬂd,benef1ts across the reglon was
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never really the central issue. 'Rather,'this task was overshadowed by

\

the questmn of an appropr1ate role for prov1n.c1a1 author1t1es in local :
and reg1ona1 ‘planning. The regiona] p]ahmng process beche

: c0nven1e,nt arena to air local gr1evances agamst the percewed threat of
prov1nc1a1 dom1nat1on 1n urban affa1rs As Mrs. Hewes' conments reveal

| the centrahzatmn of contr01 by the prov1nce was ‘a rea1 concern to the

i

members of the reg1ona1 plan cormnttee This m1ght helf’ to exp1a1n why

‘ they ultimately p1tched in a(t a sub commttee level to rewrlte the draft
docum“ént in terms that were acceptab]e to most members. For even w1th o
the concessmn by the A]berta P]anmng Board thet the 75/25 directive o
'-could be refegated to an append1x, the 1983 draft plan was still not of .

Ithe same mtent as’ the -one. endorsed by the commttee prlor to the

annexatlon decfsmn Concewab]y then, the commttee m1ght have held.
put for more- concessmns from the prov1nc1a1 author1t1es = but it chose o
not to do so The reg1ona1 pﬁ'ﬁn commttee meetmg of May 4 1983 "
revea1ed a grow1ng fear that "if the Cormttee does not prepare a P1an

it wou]d be prepared for us" (p 4). | One member suggested that the
faﬂu’re of the commttee to produce a workabTe plan would lead -to the 'M
A]berta Planmng Board forcing. a p]an on the Comn1ss1on , Hence dt
1easLt part of the rat1ona1e behmd the conlmttee s renewed zea] for the ,.f
reg1ona1 cause .in May 1983 was the preservatmp of ]oca’l autonomy 'Ini
th1s context of confused\re]atwns\among the province the ,reg1on : a‘d

the mumc1paht1es, the committee, comprised as 1t was of locaﬂy ‘_‘

_elected representatwes,‘ seemed conmitted to def1n1ng the}»regiona1

5

pers‘bectwe in terms of the 1nterests of 1nd1v1dua1 nu:icipalitie .
Thus, whﬂe the December 1982 draft p]an was conde e

Q&c?in :

free enterpmse and c1v11 Hberties the August 198 dra'ft'pTan was

: -
~‘-)i
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- described as "workable" (Edmonton Journal, 8 September 1983, p. 3). It

. Was seen to have fulfilled the Commission's role as "a facilitating,

'consu]ta&ive and advisory body acting in " those capacities" (EMRPC,
1983, p.‘25. -

6.2.5 The Role of Regmnal P]anmng Staff
N .
“For the1r part, the Cornmassxon staff appeared to try to ignore the

Qarngmg pla.;f mterauthomty ne]atmnsmps t’ﬁat was go1ng on around

them. They essentlaHy 1nterpreted thelr role ai bemg to 1mp1ement the

d1rect1ves -of the Cabmet order regard]ess of mumc1pa1 :oppos1t1on_

'(Staff'report 19 Apr11 1982).° Inﬁheepmg w1th this a1m, they defmed

Q

o .
™ map and a sew{ment h1erarchy, “all based on the Cabmet order. As

: we‘H beq‘use of" their qsswe to - have the reg1onal p‘}an adopted by_"
December 1983 they employe? an- ac&]erated’phn grepa{'ﬁwn process in.
wh1ch many ‘of the r>tages uver1apped or occurred s1mu1tar\eous1y * This

. time- saving measure required an earf%' comrmtn%nt to the des1red end o

product and close coordma,twn of a]l ‘facets*'%f .! dec1s1on-mak1ng

1 goa]s and ob3ect1ves, growth managemen'& pohmes, a land .use designation-

Y..i
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process (Appended report, Mmutes of the regional plan commttee,\:'.“

5 Decenber 1981 p 9') Yet, the d1agranmat1c nepresentatlon: of the

p]an preparatmn stages 1nd1cates no . feedback loops between stages and .

hence no formal prov151on for,oensurmg sustained commitment and ongomg

consu]tatmn. Whﬂe this may have bee\n a simple draftmg overs1ght, it
. - /

appears that the process inq pract1se d1d Wthw type of momtormg in -

o

#
any meamngfu], evalgfatwe sensg. There 1s no ev1dence of the type of

S

doub]e 1oop 1earmng referred to- ’by Argyrs and Schon (1978) or the .
' ref]ecttlngf1n-acuon dmscusse_d by: Schoa (1983) Throughout the .entire .

o e
. . - ~
v o . i . .
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process, the p]anmng staff remamed con’itted to their 1n1t1a1 inter-‘:", -
pretat1on of the p]anmng task. In May 1983, at the height of the_'
controversy over the - 75/25 rule,. staff re1nforced their original intent - ‘ .

nd caut1oned against a masswe rewr1te of the December 1982 draft in

4 . X [ ‘ _‘,‘?,.
’ ,the face of doubts on the committee's’ pan\ A '

#

ound it disturbing that the

- Mrs. granmaiy
: - commi ttecnggS) ‘et ,’ a Plan which the majority . = .. -
v would” notgs f b B . E. Dmytruk added that aﬁ*?’"n{v’w'
C 7 ot of guieerR »g_one into the Plan and ‘much of * -
1t -was  re{Eiye as doubtful, he said, whether

“the DecembSa@PEad] ine could be achieved if the
“committée .were -to start on a totally new . plan
: - (Minutes of. the-regional p1an comm1ttee 4 May 1983,
. LY ) p. 5)' '

/ .

w

T3 ‘téd 'earher th1s pos1t1on was consistent w1th the ‘advice gwen o

the ”conmittee on at least two’ other occasions when the po11tlca1

[N

sfeas1b111ty of the 75/25 d1rect1ve was questioned \ A

-

In Scho#%983) terms, there 1s no 1nd1cat1on that staff refE:ted

-_upon the for&, 1n wh1ch the prob1em ‘was’ imt1aHy framed,or thy, way -

roles. and strateg1es were framed in response‘to that part1cu1ar prob]em
’ o » I~

def\n1t1on Hence, although staff acknow]edged that intermun1c1paT
) 'chonfhct hag marked the .regional p’lann'ing process fdr some 30 years /

(4 ‘November 1982), and that failure to reso1ve the d'ispute over theq‘
. <

' growth management framework wou1d prec'lude adopt1on of a plan-. b,y the

Comm1ss1on, they proposed a p1anmng process ‘that required a 'clear and

fvcons1stent statement of goa]s and a un‘ity of purpose w1th1n the region

'Furtheurmore, they proceeded throughout the process,.de5p1te conf11ct1ng

-A.,.t

s1gnals, though “they had that required consensus Given t

-q
'tun\lultuous context for _the process, these terms of reference were

' 'pred1cated on-a set of circumstances which the planners knew - or shou1d

R . .
sk s . LN
L - R A
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'have known on the bas1s"of. h1story - did not exist.  They seemed'to.:
] . r*

sdevise thelr strategy on the ba51s of what should log(CaHy occur, given
the prov-ms.la] dzrectwes and reg1ona‘lr harmony, rather than whayggpwas . -

\
‘hkely to occur” gwen the trad1..1on of local aﬂtonomy nn the powmal

2%

cilture of the reglon. ; Perhaps rplanners ove@?tlmated thetpower off”

"}

npso_nedv argument.' Thts seems 11ke1y,‘ even - at- the <

"’"-')‘

Vh

process, wher‘é staff adv1sed the commttee . f'Ehe need for.a 8

gt
g o

strengthene mandate for the. Commission- if, it was. to be ab]e t’h se’ﬂure.‘

the qu 1'" '{Hﬂ of the Cabmet order. This adv1ce seems partncu]ar}y at

‘odds'wnth 1east one’ of the cr1ter1a that the Commssmn had‘f

prevasly ap@proved for se]ectmg a growth management strategy - local D

‘utonomy.r,,, Caught betwee,n“th‘e perfumc‘tory endorsements by_ the comm1ttee

'y l
on the other, p]ann!‘rs chose to functldn on the bas1s of the former. :

;

Th1s, however,_put them at the mercy of the latter. C]early,»

A

success of the planners strgtegy for the rcg1ona1 plan preparatwn

process was undermmed by t‘ strength of th;e mummﬂ g"m -

ded1cat1on to the pr1nc1p1e of local autonomy N "’ ‘

on one 'hand, and  the hisz‘ of the reg’ion and undercurrent of conflict

@3 The de‘msmns made by the staff of the Cormmssmn represent the1r
response to the varlous eonstramts .and opportunitles w1th1ré?e umque_,

> set of c1rcumstances govermng the. process.j Yet, th1S ext, in
constra1mng the range of cho1ce, did not : d1ctate the cho1ces actuaHy
. made. Durlng the process, the p]anners 1:;1cated the1r awareness that' (\
they were caught between the d1rect1ves of the provmma] government and‘-' ;
the w1shes of memheg-mummpahtles. Yet they nonethel.ess chose, wwth

the seemmg support of the reglonal plan commttee, to ahgn the1r IR

pohcy recommendatwns w1th the " provmcmT d1rect1ves.; As shown

Y 4
" “
-
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earlier, th% d'ec151on did nothmg to ingratiate the p]anners with the.

committee when ngarye apparent that most member-municipaHties would

not support a 75/25 grdwth management framework. By becoming 1dent1f*ed‘

'wwth the 75/25 d1rect1ve, the p]anners lost the ability to- serve as

171

lmpartwen med1ators b%tween the coancting part1es when the process .

&
erupted in d1spute. Stﬂl the intent here is not to Judge whether the

planners made an appropr1ate chmce Rather, it is to 1nd1cate that the

confhctual re1at1ohsh1p among the three -levels of authortty confused,[h

'w»'% _ «sﬁﬂ» Ll g

/course of act1on, .the regrona] p]anners would ,have needed a c]ear

B %

] 'un*rstandmg of the mandate of regtona] p]anning in the region and,

" hence, a vahd interpretation of ' the ba]ance of - 1ocal\and regional

concerns. The c0mm1ttee mlnutes of Apr1‘| 15, 1983- indicate ‘no consensusv

on these issues, even at that 1ate date. B
. . 4

: \6.2.bw The Mandate for Reg1ona1 Planmng 1n the Reg1on

The d1scussmns m sect1ons 61 and 6. 2 to thts point 1nd1'ca‘te

1oca1 \autonomy and reg1ona1 control - h'indered _the regiona'l p]an'

preparation process. They_ point to a fundamenta] inabﬂity, or:

X

apprec1at1on of the mandate of - the reg1ona‘| p1an . And. of course. this‘

amb1,gu1ty about the ro]e of regvona] p]anning can. be. traced back to the

' P]anmng Act 1977 and the Framework and @1de11nes for Regional P1an:'_

'Pre'paratwn and Review. In this {\ht Mr\gfﬁien“s conment to the

J_: ‘Alberta P'Iarunng Board on Aprﬂ 6, 1983, that he felt as though rtand ‘

the Board had read two different plans, is particu]arly re'levant For

::.«-;;-‘the opt1ons avaﬂape to. p]anne’s To. haye determz;ned an appro&&iatewmﬁ

: that the absence of a c1ear statement of cthe proper balance between‘

: unwiﬂingness, of participants in the process to deve]op a_ common

IS
K

oy
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the mun1c1pa11t1es, ‘the planners and the Board m1ght as weH have read‘

d1fferent documents, smce each group eva]uated the process and the

‘draft plan accordmg to &ts own interpretation ofne mandate for

reg1ona1 p1ann1ng As is evident from the discuss1on of the intense

conflict over the 1982’ draft plan in section 6.1, k tese terms of

comnittee favored a ba]ance of povl& we1ghted toward 10@‘1 autonomy

while reg1ona1- p]anning .staff envisioned the strengthar -of regional :

172

A‘reference were vast]y d1fferent for each group.. - The regiona] plan ‘\

n -authornty espoused in regional p]anmng theory. | The &érta P1anmng'j

4

~case-in-peint. ¢

Board on the other hand, borrowed strands from both points of view toL

develotp its own set ‘of confusing‘ dlrect1ons for the reagonal ,p1anmng
‘commsswh Hence 'there 'Was 'no ' common apprec1at1on amongst the
participants of the proper ro\e for the regional p1ann1ng comm1ss1on and
no cleé’r/cut gu1deHnes in p1anmng 1egis1at1on to ass1st in resolving

the differences in optnion. Yet, according Moore and Leach (1979)¢

"‘ccimnon‘understanding- a‘nd comnitment to" the task  are rtecessary

jngredients . for . the successful . managemgﬁ of 'interauthority

re]ati_onships Nhere they do not exist, the opportumtues for confhct |

4

are enhanced. It would seem that the Edmonto.n region is an extreme °
_ 4 VY S

.

6.3 Sumary e L

The events of the reg1ona1 plan preparation prodess 1n the Edmoﬂton

metropoHtan regwn are 1nd1cat1ve of a process caught between three“ o

"Jeve]s of - authonty, aH ‘vying for a degree of coﬂtro'l at the regional

'1eve1‘.. The. A]berta P]anmng Board whﬂe endorsang the growth

\

management provisions of the-- Cabmet order and 'testmg its newly ¢

\

i
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acquired role in regional plan preparation,
- : ' o
_of local, autonomy in land gse control as a basic

ities in the province. Member-municipalitiés co!

favor of }oc$1 supremacy in decision méking, hut
, the benefits -accruing tQ,their own individual
City of Edmonton endorsed the efforts of the
urban growth,
individual
PYanners had to devise regional QoltcieSAuhich
“stipulations, yet in terms that were
‘rgmunicipalities without whose support the “pten
sanction of‘either'the Conmission or the Board
impossib1e task, since neither the regtona1
prov1nc1a1 author1t1es re1ayed cons1stent d1rec
came to terms with each other s\ def1n1t1ons
regiona’ planning.. The

fundamental aim in the process

protection Jof
to the point th

reached, in May 1983, upon a regional po11cy,

. "
ofbth!t autonomy by the prov1nce,
These criter1a for decision making bear 1it

professed in reg1ona1 p1anmng theory,‘here

also

qcceptab1e‘ to

)oc

defended the principle
N
right -of all municipal-

they did so in terms of
interests. Hence

process, which favored

while rura) mun1c1pa11t1es decrigd the erosion of their

right to. attract- development to suit the1r own purpose,

inconporated prov1nc1a1
ﬁ‘g i

these 1oca1

would ’not receive “the”
. This was a’ seemwng]y
p]an
tioﬁﬁ@o stafY

of 1oca1

al -autonomy became a

at agreement was fina]]y

o guard aga1nst erosion

tle! resemb]ance///ﬂthosel

the derivation

equitable ba1ance of costs and benefits for the'enfire region"is. the

overriding goal. Inherent in this goal,

of course,

_of memher municipalities to surrender some of 1meir 1nd1vidua1 autonomy

for the good of the ent1re region. The weak

theoret1ca1 concern during the plan preparatio

/

ocal p]anning\ldo not

emphasis g1ven to this

éutonomy and regional

.. . Iy

F .

uched . their orguments in -

the‘

conmittee. nor the.
T
let alone

autondmy and

of an

is Whe'w111fngness

R
mike good bedfellows,

173
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n process suggests that i
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particu]ar%@?;in circumstances where the actions of the governing
authority. work at cross purposes to the regional task. 'In fact, in the
'.tdmonton case, where the role of the provincial  goverhment via tﬁé
Alberta Planﬁing Board and the Cabinet o;der served to increase the

lgerceived-threat felt by member-municipalities ahd a public document
gave a foéus for that fear, plan prepari‘ion exacerbated tensions within
: ‘ ‘ {

the region.. The relationship between the regional’ plan preparation

process and local autonomy was,an adversarial one.

©
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-« role -under the -A

N
- Footnotes N ‘
¢ . e N :

»

This sentiment is also evident in "tRE draft~gprogram -outline
released by staff: o ‘ B " .
' Certain directives enunciated Sy the . Provincial
Cabinet set the .stage for wurban .pglicy in the
metropolitan region.. It seems that ere will be
only limited opportunity to vary or depart from
provincially stated directives. However, through
intermunicipal negotiation and discussion and on the
basis of agreement between municipalities, it may be
possible to modify the provincial directives
(Program Outline report, Minutes of the regional :
plan comnittee, 25 November 1981) a ‘ -0

This action of the A1berta ‘Ptanning Board was“ in Spite of the .
“Edmonton Regional Planning Co Qstn Amendmépt Regulation", Q E
January 1, 1982, which stated that the Alberta P1a,pmng Board shall |
-consult- with and give direction to the above named Qomissions
referred to. in Section 1. particu]ar]y havwig regard to, thea‘\
foHowmg . : .

Maintenance of the- ro]e of the City of Edmonton as , \

“the dopinant commdnity in the metropolitan region . o
and maintenance of -the City of" F.dmonton as the _ T
center of the reg1ona1 growth pattern in future, =~ '
- with “3pproximately similar importance in terms of S
\)opuht\on d1stribut1on S Sl
It is not entﬂ'e]_y clear why Map 4, which differs very ittle in
substance from Map 3. of the approved regional plan, was syngled out
for criticism, ' .This po1nt is ~ fur'th’er d1scussed later} in this

chapter

L e
. Mr. G1ffen s opinion s demved from. a documer(t entitled “Reasons
for Judgment of the Honorable . Mr. Justice Belzil - the Alberta v
Supreme Court Dec1sxon of Helens'lea Farms": - ‘ ol

There is no role. a551gned \to the Board _by “the. Act in» / \‘
the preparation of" genera1 ‘municipal p]ans areg, .;,: I
structure plans pr land, Jaws{: nigk 154
role ass1gned the B e '
< regional plans e ept""wg »

. suggest changes and*pa*.'.s @50, ORI € SR s

« ratification: with its gcomne a8 o ' ann

pdes which it R

- cannot compel the -cha
;18510 hear ‘appeals ‘fro A
regional planning omission s refusal to adopbuan ) .
amendment to a regiomal plan (5.55. and fonewing) /. g

- and subdivision appeals,(S 103(1)) . Lo o R
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5. This discussion is sumnarized in briefithg noteés for. the’ regional
plan committee which were appended ta: minutes “of the regional
plan committee meeting of May 4, 198 SNRERR® original papee, “Era of
the Regfonal Plan: A Discussion J or. tpe. Auﬁwqﬁr;Sprjngf
Seminar" was presented by the A]bqg" hing‘Board,’Apr$1"26;29,‘
1983, Jasper, Alberta. o - ' o L

6. w.ln fact, as'will be indicated in jCAEEFer 7, some of the committee

members. placed blame with the ee itsedf, rather than with
staff. However, in terms of thagictions that were taken, this
negative perception did shape tiijfjitcome of events.

7. Professor Fred Laux delivered thesé remarks at theg;gringxﬁéﬁ?nar ,
on Regional Planning held by the Alberta Planning Board on 27 April '
1983. A report appended to the 2 May 1983 minutes of the regioral

*  plan committee meeting summarizes .the . conference (Era.  of the
Regional Plan, a Discussion Paper for }he Annual Spring Seminar).

8. One example of the bad feeling which this caused was the suggestion
by an Edmonton city council member of April 11, 1979 that Edmonton
withdraw from the Edmonton Regional . Planning Commission. The
sliggestion came during a discussion of Edmonton's membership on the
Commission: . o '

‘ : ‘ ) , -~

@ Alderman Ron Hayter told city councih Edmonton is
" 'being duped and overwhelmed by the regionalvplanning
< organization, which has three Edmonton representat-
_ ives among its 22 members. @We shouldn't continue
the charade', he told city council. *“We're making a

real mispake if we think- the present setup s -
beneficial to the city' (Edmonton Journal, 25 April

1979, p. B6).’ - : v b

Olive Elliot, columnist for the Journal, similarly. suggested that '
Edmonton's tremendous growth pressures conflicted with the Edmonten
Regional Planntng Commission's stated priorities and asked .'What
happens- to Edmonton's'eqyirely/éaadequate-voice n the regional °
planning ~input process when "push inevitably becomes shove?"
(Edmonton'Journal,”LS.May_S979Yf' S '

9. " References, for thgse’Qescfiptiens are cited previously 1h-te}t2;f

. R R , ‘ *
+-10. - The dilemma. that vthis Eosedwfor the ‘regional plan committee will
%+, »become..clgarer in the analysis of the interviews reported in
Do Chaptert TIF 0 e TR A i R TN
: o . ' A L Y L ) 5" , -,, ,1:,“-;*3 s ,'”’f‘“ :
11. Fred Laux is.a good ~authority- to .quote on the intentions pehind =+
legislation, by virtue of his position as a. comsultant during tbe
.~ drafting of The Planning Act, 1977. L ’ . -

-




Pﬁ}cwms‘ 'PERCEPTIONS OF THE PLAN PREPARATION PROCESS =«

[
L3

o // ..‘,' . : -‘ . , . . ;
_7.0 Interview v;thods . .

13

- / L ' ' | f
‘The review of wri/’tten materials and commission documents, in

. [ . Fi .
Chapter 6,. established-the framework for the plan preparation process,

‘identified the key issues, and documented the nature of the conflict and

the relationships of particpant groups, but it could not provide 'NCﬁ '

LSS

,1nformat1‘bn about the views of those members of the reg1ona1 plan

i,

Vreparatwn of the plan. In’ th1s chapter therefore, the.partimpants

interpretations of the process w111,_ be analyzed-, with two aims: %o

* : : ' - ‘
understand the motivations underlying certain decis’.'ipns and actions; and
 to determine the participants’ overa]l assessment’§ of the effect that
the local autormmy issue had on reg1ona1 p]an.preparation ‘ v

- The date for this chapter were derived from a series of fdcussed

]
and 11 members of the regional pl commttee Two members

1nter;?ews vn 'h seven members q: regional p1ann'ing comissic{n staff

member commttee, one from the City. of* Edmonton sand one from. a rura]

,mummpahty, -declined to be 'interviewed both stat1ng that the

1mpend1ng mUmc1pa1 electwns put severe constraints on th ir tdme Of

the seven staff members, two represente? a managemen;/ ro]e in the

Cthe 13

committee and planning conrmssxon staﬁf who actually pargicipated 1n ' :

regwna] plan preparation process and the 3ther f'ljé weré those planners :

1nvo]ved on a daﬂy basis with preparatlon of “the draft documents M’I .‘

I b4

but one- of the . part1cipants consented to the use of -a tape reoorder

during the 1nterv1ew ‘In that 1nstance the couments wére transcribed

d1rec:f)/to‘wr1tten copy during- the mterview. The 1nterv1ews were'

conducted durmg prearranged appointments, with the actua1 time of B

:*<

4 . L

< .& o

.. . , - . - — - — ,‘.’ ‘;'< X
T s : ‘ 77 ¢ VL o



. ) ) ' . ‘. K . e v \1 _ »

‘ SRR , ‘ o ‘ : - - 1178

' ' . | .~ ' B h K
dis' ssion ranging from ha]f an hour to two hours. The average length

-of the 1nterv1ews was approx1mate1y one to.one-and- a-ha1f hours. ~ These

.taped. 1nterv1ews transcribed to. the equiva]ent of roughly 130 type-

wr1tten pages | }.
A focussed 1nterv1ew format was se1ected ﬁo a11ow partic1pants to- 65'"'
speak at- jength, in the1r own. words ' Atl.some po1nt during every
intérviem,”however '1t was ensured that certain top1cs or 1ssues were,
covered: The rat1ona1e beh1nd the ’seJect1on of - 1ssues ;tems from
“bart1cu1ar po1nts,-in» the reg1ona1 p]ann1ng 11terature and the\'

!/

documentary sources 1nvest1gated 1n Chapter 6 I general terms, these

i 1;sues,te%3 into s1x broﬁd categor1es ;1‘ w o
L R -0 I v .
u;.i;v Ro]e of the reg1ona1 plan committee B ; B
"'f?{Zi 'Ro1e of reg1ona1 p1ann1ng comm1ss1on sSaff | ‘
3;urReg1ona1 perspectave and local autonomy. ‘ | L a | T ,.

4. Role of- prbv1nc1a1 author1ties
5. Controversy about the draft plan (1982)

6. Resolution of contentious po13cy issues.

-Tab]e V. prov1des a more spec1f1c breakdown of - topfcs and issues.
| The pr1me advantage of the focussed 1ntgrview method s that 1t: .
ensured a contlnu1ty of mater1a1 on certain subject' areas but d1d\x ;
not restr1ct the degree of detail, the manner of response of. the.\*
participant, nor the context in wh1ch the subject chose to re1ay the
1nformation Th1s all. proved to be espec1a11y valuable 1n th1s study
~ since certa1n factors, such as the ro]e of regional p1ann1ng comnission;

.staff and the Alberta P]anning Board were perceived by participants to

~have more prominence than I could have anticipated. An a\ternative
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TABLE V  TOPICS DISCUSSED DURING INTERVIEWS WITH PARTICIPANTS
\ v ' . : ‘ ","0 e
- O
. | . \\} .
= // : . . s :
1. Ro]eiof the Cabinet and the A1berta P1ann1ng Board
: 7 .
1;}f SubJect S descrfption of the role of the‘A P B. in

/

the plan ‘preparation- process. Was A P.B. lnvolqlmedt .
‘desirable?  Was it effective? :

. Lsz Impact of the role of the Board on regiona1 p]ann1ng
/1.3 Impact .of the role;of the Board on local autopomy. -
J/ 1.4 ‘Subject's 1nterpretat1on of the -influence .of the
; A.P.Bi"s. reaction’ ‘to the . 1982- draft plan on the
. remaﬁnder/gf the process. . :
Kk 1.5 Subject's e(§1uat1on of . the 1mpact of the Cab1net
o order on the. process , :
f'
N 7~“_ A )
7 Wal
2. . Role of the Reg1ona1 P]an Comm1ttee -
2.1 Part1c1pant s ﬁescript1on of the/«roie of th1s
\ comm1§tee T
**2.2 Participant's 1nterpretaf\on of h1s/her ro]e on the“
. committee. S )
2.3 Participant's assessment of whether or not COﬂm1tt86~
©° was an effective. link between the technical and
po11tica1 arms of. the commission. ‘
2.4 Subject's evaluation- of the committee's ab111ty to
-~ maintain’a regional perspective. .
- - ~r -

_Conflict\0ver 1982‘Draft’P1ann- Formatfon“of Sub-committee .

3.1
3.2

>Subject s interpretat1on of = why conf]ict ‘occurred

when it di& in the process.
Could the period of intense controversy have been

»avoided’ '

3.3

A
3.4

Subject's 1mpression of why the sub coumitteé‘ was I\
formed. What was its purpose? “Was 1t effective in

achieving a regional ptan? .

Subject's interpretation of whether ~or not the 1983;
draft - plan, prepared by ~“the  sub- comm1ttee,

’const1tutes effective regional planning.

179
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_ Table V continued : e ) ‘ - '

r.

P .' N
.
i : -
—} . — :
. . . : , R

4. Tlssues

,4.1; Subjéct“s definition‘df.key fssues in the‘processf
v . 4.2 Subject's assessment of whether ‘or not issues were
resolved satisfactorily during the process.

N

. ) ’ o | . .
) H .
Lo ,,-,./ i
. = by 2N ' . s

™

5. e of the Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Staff
5.1- SubJect s descr1pt1on of “the ro1e of p]anners in the
oo . process. L .
.. . *5.2 "Planner's ~discussion of what factors affected the - -

.performance ‘of  that .role.
5.3 Participant's evaluation of the p]anner s ro]e in the

~ .process.
5.4 Subject's percept1on of the relat1onsh1p. between
, staff and the committee. N

PR i ' S b r

6., Genera] Regional-Local Concerns

6.1 SubJect S 1mpress1on of " the ‘appropriate ‘blend of

: local- reg1ona1 levels of decision making.

6.2 Subject's assessment of the 1983 draft reglonal p1an :
**6,3 ‘Subject's 1nterpretat1on of the impact of régional
planning for h1s/her nmn1c1pa11ty - for the region7

>

\P]anners only .. | " ’ \

** Reg1ona1 P1an Committee members only

-
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methdd relying so‘liel on a series of~pr’edetermined .questions, designed :

" for quantdtative 'an lysis! might have.‘iolst or downgraded the importancen

| of.'these factors.’ In ‘addition the- semi-structured interview format

‘ seemed particuiariy weil suited to the voiatiie poiitiéal c'iimate, since
it permitt:d participants to dispiay thg strong sentiments and intense
frus,trations that characterized many of the ‘interview: session The
interviews were conducte‘d over a . period of’ two-an\d -a-half Xmonths,

. \f'\
conmencir}g/;i June 1983, and immediately foiiowlg the aantroversy .

over theldraft. p1 an-and the subsequent formation of the sub—commttee to

guide staff in pian‘ reparations. This ‘timi_ng may j‘expiain the strength

‘ of feeiing expregsed about. cerftain issues and the ‘degre'e of detail that o
most of th part1c1pants were wiiiing to shire with me. It[ may also 1
heip to explain the discrepancies‘betweaen the tone of these;assessments
and the mbre positive .eva-iuati%onjs; of‘ re'gi‘onaiu planning in A]berta that

are found elsewhere. 1 On baianc’e; the choice of the focussed or semi-, -

-~ -

Astructured interv1ew format was a sound one, as. 'far as the' thes'is\_‘
research was concerned Its apphcation was not without difficuities . r.‘
however. Most notab]y, by aiiowing the subJects to speak at 1ength in

. their own words and relate and associate topics in an individual manner,

e ‘.

. the interviews generated a vast array of information that | had to be

{-Tcategorized in some\sembiance of order, into the_topic areas described
in Table V. Quite often, the discussion of one topic was inektricably-‘"
1inked to another in_one participant s v1ew, yet these associations were. _

:iot uniform amongst all particiants nor did they-separate neatiy into

any one box within the topic categorization Hence, the organi zation of ‘

* this mass of information was a time consuming and compiex task. In" .

fact in the interest of clarity . and to prevent dup'lication Jn the |
, P



. «re'lates to thé 1ssue of" anonymty Prfor to tne mterv1ews, everyone:

o 2
;‘part1c1pants To safeguard th1s assurance, the study refrains from‘ ‘

',rég1ona1 p1anmng ‘staff group Regrettably, m instances where the -

/ the entire group‘.3 Also in theTj"Interests.of protecting ano,nymf"ty. all

[N

L

ﬂpresentatwn of results. tne six tOpfc g,Tfusters have been condensed and

'reorgamzed to four These are the ro1e of provfnc1a1 author1ties. the

role of the regiona1 plan connrittee, tne ro1e of comnissfon staff. and

y o " S

‘the resolution of gontentious issues. PR

One other po1nt about the organization and presentatfon of resu1ts

» \
Lwas assured t,hat tw resu1ts wou1d be presented m such -a way that

"-spee1f1c views and coments cou]d not be attnbuted to the indwidual‘. -

»

Hattr1bu<t1rrg conments even' to sub- groups within the two study groupsf
(e g rura1 versus urban mun1c1pa'lk1ties‘ staff versus management) but

rather descr1bes resu]ts in terms of the overaﬂ commttee ‘unit andf_

&

v1ewpo1nts -are part1cu1ar1y factionahzed withm the two groups, ‘iat.‘"'“

might stﬂl be poss1b'|e, desp'l\te these precautlons ‘ to fdentify the

“ P . . e ' . A L . L .
. . - ‘ » . . o " -

L ' . - . N s ’ * ! ! -

4 . 0 “ - '-‘.,

i

source of spec1f1c remarks ~ Hence, in-_an’ admittedly -subjectivef

assessment where 1 thought that goodvnﬁ amongst the groups mfght be'
geopardued derogat y comments about a specific hamed part1c1pant 1n'.

~ the process were de1eteg or recast in more genera1 terms, as re]atfngeto -

planners are referred to -in the masculine' form and éQ] regiona1 pla'n*

committee members in the feminine.

7.1 The Role of Provincial Authorities

°

.

dehneatmg the framework of re]ationsmps amon?g; the 1eve1s of_-
: - .

s

In A]berta, the provincial - government is responsfb]e ;-f,or ’

N
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plannfng authorj&y.z Aﬁ Such, 1t has the. ab111ty to shape the cogtept e

for a reg1ona1 p1ann1ng process and thereby 1nfluence the nature of the .

1mpact of 1oca1 autonomy on the reg1ona1 scene.; AS denmnstrated v :

>. s & '
Chapter b, the government of the day, throUgh the dec1s1on report on the .ab

1979- 1981 Edmbnton annexat1on appl1cat1on, fhe gu1de]1nes'?or regiona\
plan preparat1on, and the act1ons of the Alberta Plann1ng Board aur1ng ‘
the {ﬂan preparat1on process, d1d exercwse a s1gn1f1caht degree, of'

. 1nf1uence on ‘the nature “of the relat1onsh1p under cons1derat1on. These

o
p01nts make the- percept1ons of the role of the pr0v1nc1a] author1t1es a

neasonable p]ace to begin.

o 7.1.1 Staff Perceptions ' L . 3 ,gp" f_ L R

G1ven th1s preface, it is not surpr1s1ng that a11 af the reg10na1

plann1ng staff cons1dered the prov1nc1aln>author1t1es to, have had an'_

B \
7

| overbearing 1nf1uence on . the course of events. Most of the staff‘tj

: v ¢ , Ca
comments were s1m11ar in eontent and al] were decisive in codﬂemn1ng the - .

nature and 1ntent of prov1nc1a1 1nvolvement in the p]an preparatloh
process. The content of - these remarks can be d%scussed in terms of the

,fact1ons of the Alberta Planning Board and the 1mpact of ‘the 75/25 growth

management d1rect1ve on the process. 'f;
With respect to the 1atter,,the general tenor of d1scus§]on can be
. " . i N / i .
summarized by one planner S cornment..,~ e e B E e
. | . ’ A ; ‘ ) \)&'/;/ .
, "The government dlrectlves dictated the ent1re y '
. protess and context of ‘the ‘plan and” tied our hands
in dealing with the municipatities. If. someone can
tell me even now how we can put 75/25 in the -plan :
“and have it implemented by a ‘bunch-of mumcipahues»;> ‘ ..
. who are, tota]]y -uncomm tted to it, I'd like to see ' -
the answer. :It can't'be done’ w1th]n the framemork L
. of. an adv1sory plan. By ‘imposing 75725, the ‘
N prov1nce left us w1th two 1rrec0nc1lab1e po1nts of

"
Sx

LI
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,vrew. Slnce we had to- push the dlreCtlves‘ we wera ’
,.scapegoats or the prov1nce +*  We- d1d thelr d1rty,
<»w0Y‘k M . Y . o . T ‘ 'Y
o g' 3 - . "'.
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tAnothe; planner Suggested that the Cablnet annexat1on order affected the

Q 4 '

pracesdtznen prlor to the nctual decislon, sTnce the mere antwcdpatlom O

of the outcome “got perle busy protedt1ng themsélves 1nstead of

A

‘ithlnk1ng reg1onally : One planner felt, however, that the effect’ of the

'75/25 rule had been overempha51zed and that confllct over’ growth

<y v

, management was an ever-present problem because the mun1cwpalit1es could_. o

>not come to terms thh “the 1dea of ‘aT reglonal allocatmon of'

*

: growth: ’”Mun1c1pal1t1es feel they and the market should contrbl thelri

“dest1ny ThlS planner felt that the 75/25 d1rect1ve was 1mportant~not

because 1t created the confl1ct over growth management in the reg}on,

~\(but because it sh1fted the balance of decision- maklng ‘power on the,.d

&

comm1sslon toward,h,Edmonton and thereby threw the longstandlng

controversy int§ dramatiC‘relief "Ln settl1ng growth management 1ssues{

’ /

lbcal'autbnom}‘is “a never ending:
~ elery issue‘as encroaching on their juriedlCtion:" VPlanners gengrally.
felt that the 75/25 d1rect1ve 1nten51f1ed that\perceptlon.

l‘

With respect to the 1nvbTmeent of the Alberta PlannIng Board,

through the general guidelines for regional’plan preparation and direct

parthapat1on in the Edmonton process ‘the planners' assessnents were

less . char1table. The Board” was referred to as "the b1ggest culprits of

A

vall" “a veh1cle for pol1t1c;¥ patronage appo1ntments and "a major

'stumbl1ng block“, and was considered to “have made “Conment§ of

‘ignorance". F1ve of the planners . aimed spec1f1c cr1t1c1sm at the Board *

. for-- giving ~conflicting d1rect1ons throughout the process, kw1th

\

‘problem. © Mun c1pal1t1es perce1ved=
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ﬁnter@rétatzons of proper procedure chanmng from day to day, -and

aocording to wmchever member spoke. \Three of the planners cited the
Y

-

same example in wh1ch,1after the controversy aver the. 1nc1us1on of . thei

PN

7{:/25 ruie in the- 1982 draft plan. one member of the Boar:.d said to 1eave

?.'the d1rect1ve ™. suhsequent drafts, another me}pber sa1d to take it out,

.'j and ¥ tmr‘d suggested tak’m

it out but writing the plan as though it

"y .

fCri bed th{’s‘.;.;ypg direction as ' spott,y,

. ﬂ)l‘ b

and mcons1stent" and sugﬁested that t@l ‘\'1 . cated 1ts own

v:responsimhty whﬁen it fa‘ﬂed to prov1de gu1dance to planners when it

a

“was requested to do so ear]y in- the process. :

In addition’ to belng censured for vague direction, the Board’was

V]

‘ .,denoun‘ce'd' for its support of local autonomy over regional control: "By

position". Yet, clearly it was ‘perceived that the Board's ,s-upport'_of

3

" jumping in 'to the negotiation rprocess amongst - committee members - and -

siding with municipalities, the province left us without a bargaini”ng"

° -

local autonomy -was more pos'ture .than. real intent. In one planner's

words, A"t,he' Board used the catchword‘of local aut‘n;my to gain municipal-

. support but in fact they really wantea' to centralize control ‘with the

Board, itself. ‘Even the [reg;onal plan] committee was suspicious. They ST

were 'afr'a‘id‘ that the provmce would Just. take over if the committee
didn't get its act together". This fear made t‘rade-offs;and compromises
more accep”table to some municipalities. Another. p]anner‘dfsc.ussed the
contradiction between the Board's,a'ctualv intent and its professed -

support for_]oca] autonomy in terms of its }unwillingness to allow

A

member-m,unicipaﬁges’ to make their own decisions for. the region.' He

- noted that while on the surface the provincial government appears to

favor commissions madé op of local viewpoints, by not allowing -member-



municipalities to have a free rein 1n negot1at1ng policy without Board

1nterventlon, reg1ona1 plannxng and local autonomy both lo§t ground to

- centra11zed control. The g@ﬂnra] con;ensus of planners was
\

that the

\\‘Board had overstepped 1ts author1ty under the P\ann1ng Act, and had

/
'Qijeby sérved to undermine regional ‘planping.  The following are’

typical comments: , '

"The cuﬁrent approach to regionaﬁ' planning by gﬁe
province is to emasculate regional planning to the
point that it doesn't'really exist.”

"The Board allows no opportunity &o'tailor regional
planning to the uniqueness of the region."”

“The Board jeopardized the regional planning
phocess. . o :

r "Tﬁi\prov1nce has made regional plann1ng a farce.'

N\

~ \ “ .
7.1.2 Regional P%aQ\EpTTittee Perception - ° A

Like staff, al]fhtﬁE“"ﬁEmbers of the regional plan

gnterpreted the 75/25 directive as distorting the. focus of

preparation process:

"The 75/25 was the majop ‘stimbling block in the

' process. It was 1impossible to integrate the
annexation order and still' address municipal
concerns."

"The Minister and the 75/25 order created much of
the conflict in the region. They had . .no damn
‘business 1nterfer1ng with growth management. 75/25
1nterfered in local autonomy and had no place 1n the
plan

“The growth strategy was a major hurdle in the
planning (sic). It confused the issue of local and

"central control.”
[ f;

{_ﬁ/ "We wanted the plan to be our plan, not the
province's. ~There is big difference between being

committee

the plan



dictated to and aHowing 'growth to occur naturally,
even if the final result is the same. .Freedom to
*  decide has to be preserved They should not tell
people where to Tive.' . :

~ Hence, the committee members,: in general, perlei ved the 75/25 rule. as‘ a

stumbling b1ock~t‘in“<7he process, because it .took' away the right of

municipaHties' to dec de"‘;for themselves how regional growth should be

managed Yet, at 1east one coninittee member, 1ike one of the planners,
did suggest that the issue had been blown out of proportion and became a
smoke screen to cover the "se1f—seeking interests" of municg?palit\es

that' stood to lose ground to the City of

schéme of growth management. ‘This person alsqQ ermised ‘that many
mummpalihes had never come to terms with the 1dea f planning at the
regiomal scale. In her words, "75/25 was really just a sub-issue of
local autonomy ‘and that has a1;vays been here".

more diverse op%on than the planners about the 'va1ue of the Alberta
Planning Board's 1ntervent1on in the plan preparation process. In terms
s1m11ar to the planners, se\/en committee members commented on the
incons'ivstencies' in Board policy and two of these members relayed the
example discussed above.' . Two- members suggested that Board
‘recommendations concerning vthe 1982 draft were con'fu'sing and imprecise
because the Board had not read the dﬂo’culﬁent-in any depth v’prior to
meeting with the committee to recommend changes. Also in terms simﬂvar
‘to the planners, three committee members flatly condemned the Board's
in‘tervention in the process, even though it w;s done in apparent defense

%

of local autonomy: N

monton under the proposed '

On balance, the members of the regionat plan conm_itt(e expressed

187



3 *
-
:

1

"The P1ann1ng Board, are medd\ers and interferers.
~ If Yhey—had really been championing the rights of,
municipalities they would have stayed out of it."

y "The Alberta ? apning Board hurt the process as much
“as municipal’ conflicts did. They weakened the
pos‘ition of thg regional planning qomn1ssions.“ :

»
“There is a danger 1in the _increasing role of the

' Board for regional planning. The commissions are
set up s0 that members are elected people,
accountable to a constituency The Board’ is not

accountable

>

These observations to the contrary, by far the most common
sentiment was that a]thoudh the Board's role in the process 'was

problematic, in that it was ﬁnanhcipated and the motivation behind it

~unclear, the act1ons of - the Board in arbitratmg among staff, the-

. committee, and municipaHties aided in the reso]ution of dispute. The
degree of .enthusiasm. for Board involvement ranged from cool - "their
1nput was somewhat helpful in dealing with planners ‘but perhaps they
overstepped t_heir boundaries slightly" - to clear approbat‘ion - "It is
| as si'mole as’ this. The.Board behaved apgrOpria'teU in helping us get
rid of what we didn't want. -They were nothing but help”., Stﬂl the

‘majomty of members did express some regret that the Board 1nvo1ved ‘

itself to the degree that it did .dn scrutinizing the draft documents.

’

-Four members beHeved that the comnittee, itself, could have resolved

-

‘the conflict over a growth management strategy had the Minister

rrescinded the 75/25 directive earlier 1in the process Ning conln1ttee

members asserted the” specific point that the intent of the plan shou]d

188

spring from local mumcipaHties and not from the Alberta Planning

Board. In summary; then while staff evaluated the role of the Baard in

terms of itsi impact for regiond]l p1ann’§ng, most conmittee meubers
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”cou‘ched their Appraisals according to the impact pencei ved 'f‘r: local
-autonomy. Only four committee members expressed concern ‘abo\\dt‘\ the
1‘mp.lications of the increased intervention of the Board for regional
planning.‘ This d1fference in viewgpint between staff and the regional
plan commuttee permeates the r‘emaming topic areas and seems to have -

»played a large part in the way' events unfelded. ’ B

7.2 The Role of the Regional Plan Committee and Sub-committee -

7. 2\1 Staff’ Perceptwns

DUMg\the regmna] plan preparation process, the reg1ona1 plan

commit tee had "the respons1b1ht_y~ to provide clear and constructwe
4

’d1rect1on and overall guldance to cotmnsswn staf’f during the synthes1s

of 'policies for_ the draft .regional plan" (EMRPC "Annual Report, 1982 =
p. 9). In addition, it was intended to serve as the main‘ link between

the technical .and political arms of the con:!ziss'ion by inform'g\g member-
. .Y

m'dni‘cipalities and the commission of the progress being"made. By the

nature of conment about the committee, it is evident that all of the
)

staff had a clear unﬁers\tandmg of this dual mandate and had specific
~expectat10ns of the commttee as a consequence. In addition,. staff

tended .to link their evaluation ‘of the compittee's per:formance to the *
implicit assumption that the committee was to function as the purveyor

of “‘the regional perspective. Undet these terms, staff; in general,

Jjudged the\comni?‘ee members to have been somewhat remiss:

"One  hopes that they will come as a .member of a
regional copmumty rather than. as a municipal
representative but it is difficult for them to
divorceé .one role from:-the’ 'other. , They pay’
al Teg1ance to then‘ own- community because they are
elected there." - . Y .

P
¥
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_ "Some committee members c.ouk{thjnk regionally
the committee as a whole never accepted- a regfo a

perspeotive... BeCause everyone operates from their
own point-of view, there 1s no trust developed on
the ' committee. . Local autonomy .makes -everybody -
suspicious of everybody else. It is not the most
effective way to regional plan with members whose .
Toyalty 1s to their own gouncils.” '

, "We cou1d never -get agreement or commitment on,

« anything. Some members can't see past their own

nose.  Members should be able to bite the bullet and

give authority to us to plan regionally... We need

regional appointments for this to. happen....

Planners need to be able to make a decisfon without

- * fear of backlash from committee members."

* In general terms, then; piannerSaperceived that by. involving a
membership asked to wear two hats, a regional one and a local one,athe
. reglona’l planning process was compromised ‘Furthermore, ‘some “suggested
that the 1ack of regiona1 perspecti’ve hindered the ab111ty of the
) comnittee to provwde clear and constructlve direction ‘to comission
staff. For examp1e, one planner indicated that the coumittee failed to
"provide any real guida'nce to staff because members of the committee

could not agree’about the direction the process should take: “Conflict

between members confused us about how to write the plan. There was no )

“clear path tl',rough the mage of conflict... _Comnittee members handled

the.controver@/ by nqt deciding anything." Another planher *continued
. this line of thought: "Traditionally, t,he comittee just doesn't get

bent out of shape during the process. They just roll along until they '

are abso]utely forced 1nto makkng a decision In retrospect, . At seems
the comittee had cqncerns they felt weren't being addressed by staff,
but. at the same time they weren't really objecting to what we ‘were

doing We. ‘thought we had their support but in the end they left us

190
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_ out on‘a 1imb, They~didnft/want to own up toawhatvthey‘felt’shou1d

' happen in the ‘plan.” ‘.‘,' e

i
)

Three p1anners 11nked the re]uctance of committee members to‘make
<
,po11cy comm1tment§ w1th the structure of the reglonal p]an comm1ttee as.
m .
a formalfpol1t1ca1 body, answerab]e to every member- mun1c1pa11ty ""The

Ly

“.format makes for too much p0]1t1ck1ng and posturing Jhere is no openp
d1scu5510n, and ‘real motmves ‘stay h1dden:.. No ‘honest commun1cat10n‘

~ goes on." flIn‘ addition, “four p]aﬁhers‘ commented on  the role of
persona11ty 1n affect1ng re1at1onsh1ps on the committee and hence
iy . ‘ 4
" between the committee and.staff For examp]e"
R & . . PR -~
’."Personatﬁties had a'lot to do w1th the results:
There were four. very strong personalities on the -
comm1ttee that fact1ona11zed members ' and - prevented oA
g agreement '

s

’"Persona11ty rea11y came into p]ay with some fa1r1y
- 'skilled politicians - manipulating  the process so,
"~ -staff ended’ up being caught between coanftt1ng
parties and 1ookﬁng 11ke the bad guys
‘ »

“Some - persona11t1es were SO strong that the other
members felt overpowered .They. reacted by vot1ng as S
a bloc aga1mst the C1ty of Edmonton : . : ey

_—s~_ In sumnary, s1x of the 11 p1anners agreed that the comm1ttee fa11ed

1

to provxde aggagate d1rect1on to/staff, at 1east pr1or to the formatvon

of the sub comn1ttee in Mé;/1983 A]] seven of the p]anners commented !

upon the 1ack of open commun1cation amongst members of the comm1ttee and -

between the\conm1ttee and staff. One member sumnar1zed the 1mpact of

\ -

—

1oca1 autonomy on the ab111ty of the committee to*provide gu1dance, in

"the fo]]ow1ng terms

~ The nun1c1pa]1t1es th1nk 1oca1 autonomy is a bed of
< roses where they can do what they want. They have
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yet to reahze the responsibility,- work and cost . /
that goes with it. Until they do, they won't come I
‘together ‘to agrée on any, real reg1ona1 issues. ' S
ocal autonomy has certainly aggravated the workmgs //

of th1_s committee. Planners are only as good as
their Teadership. we had none. - v :/

S.ome members of regional p'lanmfng staff also foun‘d‘thz/comittee
membe-rsto be wanting in their role of informing. the c/o ission and
memberr‘»aicipa]ities about the progress that was beip/g made on the-

plan. It was acknowledged however,  that not aH wene neghgent "At

some po1 nt we wou1d w1sh and hope that ‘some represeﬁtatwes would be a

¢

b1t.more actwe in’ pass1ng 1nformat1on ‘as afwho1e -to councils.'
However of the five p1anners corrment1 ng on th1,s shortcommgr three made
reference to the prob1em of members be1ng trapped ‘between local, and
reg1ona1 dut1es "The workload of nummpal reps doesn t allow themb'
twme to fu1f111 thEH‘ reg1ona1 ‘role eff;a/ctwew The_y have no t1me to
famﬂ1ar1ze [themse1ves] with \reg1ona/{ issues and the process suffers
accordmg]y One- p1anner d1rect Y 11nked the blow -up over the 1982’

draft p'lan w1th the fact that /good quahty 1nformat1on was not . bemg :

‘passed bagk to munigipal councﬁs Yet another staff member suggested

'that staff must bear at 17/ast partial b]ame for tms comﬁmcation-

problem, s1nce they made no effort to recogmze the time: constraints of

.commttee ‘membeks by~mak1ng reports concise and 3asﬂy pa]atab]e

Overaﬁ', 1'n_terrns of effecti_ve regional p]ann'ing, all but one staff

7.2.2 Planners' Assessments of the Sub-committee

" member deemed the committee to have failed.

The formatio‘n of the‘sub-conmittee occurred as a di rect response' to

the massive assault. by munic’ipalitiesyon'the '1932 draft-plan a]nd the
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SubseqdentdfeeIings, as docdmented.in the committee minutes, that staff

S ' . . .
. were not developing policy in accordance with the true intent of the

regional  plan committee. j As noted above (section 7.2.1), staff

attr1buted part of th1s d1vergence 1nv0p1n1on to the 1nab111ty of the

‘comm1ttee to prov1de concrete and sincere direction to regiona] planning

staff © Yety five of the _seven planners agreed that once the sub-

commwttee was established the s1tuataon improved dramat<cally:

L
[

"Political representatives became more intimately

involved. Members did their homework and there was

less concern with. 'pelitical posturing and- self-

interests. In1t1a11y, it was perceived that the

role of the planper: ‘wou)d be .downgraded but we

o became a close1y* knit group = of politicat and

i ™ technical resource:people .that could relate on one

level...: This:ji work1ng team approach was verx,
_sudcessful F 4

"In1t1a11y I *had Serwous doubts about the sub-

‘committee. 'For'the: first couple of meetings the new

committee wa lwery critical ‘of planners and things'
were very tense. . They exaggerated the amount of -
input they needed to give 6s until we got in tune

with one another. ~Towards the. end, it worked

beautifully. Great cooperat1on." :

193

.The remaining two 'p1anner5, by contrast, did not, endorse the sub- -

T
committee approach: o ’g“‘

hY

"It was emot1ona11y destroying, a terrible route to
go. It questioned the-integrity and responsibility
of plasners. It revealed the disgust of the

- . committee with the adm1nistrat1on and their
frustration with themselves. In writing policies
in this manner; it was not a tru1y professiona1 and

. competent experience. It wass a “butchered and
massacred job. Good planning has been sacrificed
just to get a plan in print."”

’ "The sub-committee had no trust for staff... They -
kicked us in the face."



comnittee as being Compatible'with'their own perception of the regional

.. 0f the planning staff who endorSEd the sub-committee as a vehicle

for cooperation and heajthy communication,d-severa1 had . reservations -

about the

*"Under the politics of the reg1on this 1;¥%he best

vqha]ity of the'regiona1 plan that emerged:

h

&

"A vague plan confuses the' role of decisfon makers,
but given -these  guidelines it was not possible to

,create good regional planning."

"Better this plan than none at all but qt is not

.very strong regional planning. Local autonomy
- politics won't allow the best situat1on to a

document possib]e but in terms of regional control,
it real]y doesn't matter if the plan is adopted or
not... There is no meat behind the plan so0 in the
tradit1ona1 sense, its control is 1neffect1ve

oM th1nk\ 1t is a bit of a tragedy for reg1ona1

In brief,

" communi ty'

planning.” v
N

planning staff - did not see the policy. aims of- the sub-

s'best interest.

7.2.3 Regional Plan Committee Perceptions’

?

Like staff, most members of  the regiona1 plan .committee isolated
the performaneé of the comm1ttee in guiding staff and informing member-h rﬂﬂp

mun1c1pa11t1es and the issue of an appropriate regional perspective a
committee..
in the plan preparat1on process

a1l of the comnittee members v1ewed the formation of the sub- commiitée

favorany.

*

v

~ important factors in their d1scussjon:of the‘ro1e of the regiona]*plan

“between staff and the committee in' terms of the reasoning behind the
identification of these factors and the assessment of . their 1mportance

Like the maJority of commission staff,

198

In many cases, however, there are obvious differences '



195

f
+
P

”

‘"The reiationship with staff became more open ',_, oy
"Planners finaiiy came down from their ivo{y tower.'

"It was ver¥ effective - once we SUPVI‘EQ the period
of honesty R )
e ~
"The process was strengthened because it allowed us
to take control of the process.

Aiso in similar terms to staff of the 11 committee members interviewed

eight made reference to the lack of direction to staff ear]y in the

+

process: !

O"The probiem over the draft plan was not Jjust
'p]annens Politicians were not’ fulfilling. their
role...we shouldn't have allowed pianners to lead us

. for so long Pl qers don‘t understand the
politics in the region It is 'simply diabolical
for any committee mémber to sabotage the plan in the .
final  stages . after not part1c1pat1ng actively A
throughout the process.”’ '

"Committee"members " abdicated ftheir \role; in. a
terfible way. They allowed themselves to~be led
1ike sheep." ' : ™~

~"Politicians should have stood up earlier in- the ™
process... We had to go through the damn_.thing RN
twice because peopie on the  committee didn't )
vocalize concerns o

e shouid “have taken- —the bul] \og‘_the-hornso'and'l~<}f--~»~e-n~
.given strong direction: Staff did not understand - ¢ g
the politics very well." ,

"It is curious to me how we got to this stage. How
could we, -as bona fide. members of the committee,
have approved a plan that we did not agree with?" -

In contrast with the staff comments, however; no committee members
. .‘_ . . N 0 ) . '\. ) . . ..
suggested that there was a “1ink between the. ineffectiveness of the

committee in guiding staff and its inability to resoive confiict within

its own ranks. Furthermore whi]e the deficiencies in directing staff

* .,_J

-
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were noted and fi ve members’ ‘made reference to poor conmunicatfon between :

the commttee and the)fmnicfpahties, there was.

the committee 3 performance, overaH was. Satisfactory S, s
v . e

8. "\\*

., ‘"seeing as we did arrive at a final ‘docunment, 1

‘ don't think you can arrive at any other conclusion,
N than it was effective

"The _poht1ca'| arm needs advice from technfcaI staff
and the converse is also true: We were all working
toward the same goal... We have a regional plan
. "Most' importantly, the committee was good watchv
\ a ‘deg for municipalities... . As a final result,
: ) conflicts were resolved. " o T
Uhly one committee member deémed the committee as ineffective and she
" did so in terms comparable to the staff asSessment: “What's the point
_ ' ¢ - ; -
in regiona1 planning if municipa]ities/ aren't willing to -give wup
anythmg for the reg1on as a whole. v'The plan made no"d'ljfference

~whatsoever to my mun1c1pa1‘1ty. So, 'in general terms, while staff and

the committee identified simi"lar concerns about the performance of the

regional p1an committee in its two- part ro'le, they came to markedly -

d1fferent conclusions about the commttee s overa‘l] effectfveness As';

e A

assessments’ were made 1n terms of the impact of the conmittee s ro)e for ,

effective regiona1 planning. Conm ttee. members, on the- other . hand,
‘ : : AN ' ‘ .

utilized a diffevrent set of criteria that included their dedic_a'ti_'on to

the pr1nc1p1e of local autonomy.

4

In discussing their roles on the conmfttee most members - in fact

<all but one' - spoke of the confhctmg demands of having to wear both a

- "local and a"regi‘ona'l hat": J‘ L | A

ANV

Lot

‘i .
“already d1scussed the nature of - staff """ conments reveals thﬁt the‘ir,s;jjf,;j-

AR

FE i



"We -are caught between weighing the nefits. for our
own municipality with that of  the region, even
though we know we should take the broader view."

"It is very hard to maintain a regional perspective,

being pulled between the wishes of my\ council and
- _Ahe=province... 1 cannot take something back to my

council if {t goes against my council's wishes."

1 ‘ '
"It 1s impossible to think regionally on issues that
_hurt your own municipality. ° If something is
. detrimental to my ([municipality], you can bet I
. ‘challenged it." - ‘ o
‘ a

Fuljy eight of the members frankly admitted that in evaluating ﬁ%jicy

and reaching a compromise position on the commission, primary‘al]egiance

~ went to their own municipalities. In the most extreme terms, qné'member;

said, "I was on the committee to promote my own nunicipafity’s view.

There is no need for a regional outlook... Regional planning is just a

make-work project for a bunch-of bureaucrats.” Other members,4howéver;

were more temperate, and most of them admitted the‘ambiva1énce of being

‘pulled in opposite directions.

[

, }‘in evaluating the quality of the regional plan that was eventually

" proauﬁed, comni ttee members consistently remarked upon its value for the

_ preservation of local autonomy:

_ "The regional plan will have a good 1mpac£. BURE
. the product of ‘local municipalities and.it gives
guidelines to bengfit the whole region." .

"The plan restores a great deal of autonomy to the
"munic*lpa]jties." - ; L > -

© "The plan reflects what we can live with. . The

.. provision for joint planning between neighbors is ’
“excellent... Control is where it should be, with '
responsible local councils." -~ =« :

"The regiohai plan 1is not weakened by removing -
“control provisions at the regional level because
_they are still present .at the local level."

‘N ,
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"In terms of local autonomy, it is a good plan and
that is all that will work here... The plan will
act as a forum for .exchanging local viewpoints in
the future. The intent is not to achieve control. Y-

"The pian will have iittie impact on ny municipa)ity ’
but it.is a good pian because we won't-have to do
much compromising.... Municipalities have to be
masters: of their own fate and this plan protects
that... Municipaiities will behave responsibly in
making their decisions.’ . . ‘

-

Because of  the- difference in perspective between p]anning staff and the

mémbers of the regiona1 pian committee, their overaii assessments of the

committee s actions yieided different conc]uSions . The committee‘

members cast ‘a more positive light on the proceedings, not because they

thought the outcome was favorable to regionai planning but because of
.' . . ) ” Y ‘
the pefceived imp]ications for their local interests. Many of ,the

)

members of the committee purpose]y expressed their faith that municipai-
ities would behave responSibiy and c00perativeiy, whereas only one staff
smember_explicitly mentioned‘ d similar confidence.  He did’ so while

“reflecting upon the sentiments he perceived to be characteristic of

" fellow planners: ‘

: Cood . ’
_ Planners don't have confiderice in local politicians.

Some planners feel they have all the answers -and

make better decisions than politicians. It is not

always true... We must have faith in nunicipalities

to uphold, the regional perspective... Municipalit-
. ies will percetve it [the plan] as their own
v document and will be willing to work with it... It

preserves local autonomy.

Interestingiy enough, however, seven of the 11 members of the regional
plan committee suggested that the regional pian wouid make 1itt1e or no

difference td?the future decisions of their municipaiity. This brings

o
l

f

iy
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. to mind one member's comment that the policy of the'p]anf“is a pretty

- weak sugary substance/. It is* throwing it open to everybody's wishes".
7.3 - Issues

At this point, it seems almost repetit1ve to isolate the ke}
‘issues, s1nee' it is obvious from past discussien that the issue of “
’grohth management ‘as embodied in the 75/25;directive, dominated. the
engire plan preparation process Every committee member and Aevery'
eagnner perceived this to be the case with the further 1mp1icat10n that
it was also the single most d1srupt€; e]ement on the 1ong road to
developing a cooperative regional. strategy. In discussing the period of
.intense controversy succeeding the release of the 1982 draft, all but
‘two p1annefs an&fo;e committee member made specific reference to the
-.75/25\strategy es, at the very least, one of the precipitating factors
for the municipal insurrection.5 One’planner suggested that "the policy .
in the plan was no d\fferent than what was discussed throughout the rest
of the process.. But the p1an—h§t ¢loser to home by giving focus to the
75/25 strategy. 75/25 set the cat amongst the pigeons, so to speak...

. . §
We could see the.explosion coming for a long time but we couldn't avoid

s\\/

it Accofding to‘the Beard, 75/25 was locked-in". One committee member
surmiseq that "the b1ow:up wasbjﬁEVitab1e,‘given the Cabinet order...
But :1ihout the order, the conflict would 'sti1l have been there. The
1n$tigqtof wequ have been the City". Henee,,this committee member was
linking the particular conflict eo the broader issue of territorial
confrol within’the region-. Similar]y, in disEussing the key issues in‘
the process’, many of the part1C1pants cast “their comments in terms of

the wider concerns of local autonomy, not the mandate for reg1ona1
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planning.: In fact f1ve of the planners spontaneous]y suggested that

the 75/25 directive was perce?veu by municipa]ities as 1nterfer1ng with

decidq their own destiny.

‘e

the right of municipalities tos

L free enterprise and people’ s
wtito 1ive were infringed upon..

44t 1 ded ‘'once before on a growth

. management frameWO";_ at allowed the surrounding
municipalities. more §Mwth potentia]. They weren't

going to sit biCK

‘ igite pro 3 interpreting the' order as "
taking away the right Befécide far municipalities. =

~That brought in question . the whole philosophical
issue of the role of a regional planning commissign.
We needed to settle that before we could get on to
other ‘issues, 1like agriculture ‘and fringe area
planning... Even in the end we didn't have a clear
understanding of our role. We're back to, the whole -
contentious issue of local autonomy,'

(]
.

"The nunic1pa11t1qs are very selfish, so deve]oping
cooperation about any topic _is a thorny issue.

Municipalities don't 1ike to see anything written in
stone because it might restrict their room to
manoeuvre in future development.. So _freedom of
choice becomes the real issue, ;ndt the Cabinet
order, or the nature of  the growth management
spl1t*‘ ’ ¢ ) '

'_Coﬁmigtee‘members, on - the other hand, tended to. shift more of the

blame for conflict in the process toward the Alberta Planning Board and

planning staff, and away from the unyielding pﬁsitions of member-
municipalities. Once again, on ‘the surfgée their comments are very
similar to those of the planners 1n‘ speakings of the 7'5/25 split as the
'oné critica1 issue. Clearly, theveE, whiie plahners crfticized the
“ strident parochial interests as 1nterfefing witq;,effective regfonal

—

planning, mehber-municipa]ittes\ﬁdentifted the source of -conflict over

the 75/25 directive as emanating from planners and the Board. For “in

200
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attempting to impose the Cabinet order;

e region, both of these

groups failed to appreciate that municipaiities perceived themseives to

n— ¥

be on the side of righteousness They were defending therregion against
the 75125 ruie These sentiments are ciear from the array of comments

aiready presented but they can be reinforced here:

"We wanted the pian to be our plan, not the
province's. There is a big difference betweeh being
dictated to and allowing growth to occur naturally,
even if the final result is the same. Freedom to
decide has to be preserved "

“They had no damn business interfering with growth’
management. 75/25 interfered,with local autonomy
and had no place in the plan."

‘"I was afraid for the freedom aof nmnicipa]ities if
75/25 was adopted.. The draft was the plannér's
plan.. The gall of p]anners in trying to force

their ways on us astounds me to this day."
{

Hence, while committee members and staff both identified the,main issue
in the process to be the 75/25 directive vis-a-vis the,orotection of
local autonomy, they'interpreted the nature of its impact on the process'
from different perspectives._ ,These differences 1ed,.to‘“marked1y
different conclusions,'~particu1ar1y' with 'respect.-to the satisfactory
resqlut{on of the growth management issue o ',f/' '

In general terms, staff comments regarding the resoiution of issues
in the p]an preparation process reflect a healthy dose of skepticigm
about the quality of poiicy that resuited Invariably qua]ifying their.
observations - "The plan is betterrjhan none at ali“ "Under the pol-

itics of the region, this is the best document possible”; "It 's not very

" strong regionai p‘;nning but 1oca1 autonomy poljtics won ﬂ allow the
‘ o } . . . Q\\:_") ‘ - \\‘

\
v
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best situatiomwto arise” - all but one staff member decried the quality

of the policy in the August 1983 draft plan: J

"Con¢ensus was reached, to.a degree, by taking out
or watering down controversial issues, at least the:
major ones... Policies were presented in ways that
leave loop-holes but technically speaking, it is
difficult to do a really good plan in this climate.”:

"The type of planning that resulted from this
process is .a compromise... Flexibility has been
built in at great gost to regional control and
conflicts have been pushed off ‘into the future, ‘to .,
be dealt with, as the problems #esurface... Nothing '
~was really wesolved so future decisions cannot be
made on rational issue discussion?” .

"Good planning has been sacrificed just to get a
ptan in place... Controversial. issues "have been
removed or made more palatable... But even though
the plan' has been endorsed in its present form,
doesn't mean the growth management issue is
resolved. There is less conflict now just because
the strategy has been made more uncertain.®

-~

In a sense? then, p"lanners genera-lly agreed that the plan was made
more palatable andAagreement re!chgd by removing the real substance from

the regiona] policies. Yet, two 'planner.s did speculate that, in the

Tong run, by making policy more f]exib1e -and resting the lion's share of

contr:ol with local municipalities, greater benefits might be achieved

202

‘for the region. By making the plan "their plan" ar‘id thereby ‘res‘toring a

) r ~
semblance of regional harmony, municipal councils -might be expected to

Work toward the general ideals embodied in the plan, rather than
mounting continual vigilance agai~nét the erosion of local automomy, as
_ v , N

‘was likely ‘under the 1982 draft.\ However, .only one of these. planners

actually expressed faith that municipalities could be trusted to uphold

the heavy municipal responsibility that must go hand in hand with

the extra portion of local autonomy. Hence, by far the most common



sentiment amongst plannérs was that the 1oca1_autonomy.1ssue compromiéed
both “the resolutien of conf]ics and the construction of effective
regional planning policy. VYet, planners a1$o"sehsed that; in the final

ahalysis, the political feaSibf11ty of regional planning constrained the

i 4

range of choicevavailable to them:

: The members of the regional plan committee, once'again,yconstrUed

the resolution of dispute and the effectiveness of the regional plan in

o

"There is no single best technical plw?.;. "A good

plan is one that is politically accep able without
losing every shred of regional control."” -

3

"It's frustrating because planners have no real
power. There isn't .even really a midway point
between the technical and political perspective.:.

In the end, politics always-wins.”

203

a more favorable light. Significantly, howevér, six of tﬁe'members did“
‘ , _

‘- acknowledge that controver§1a1 issues had been removéd from the plan in .
the interests of achieving a’ regional consensus and getting a plan in

place. For example:

1

-

&

o -v‘j"

"Regional consensus was not possible so something"

had to be deleted from the document."

"I don't think we have resolved disputes. There are

sti11 fssues that can never be.resolved. For many, -

a Yot of discussion will take place once the plan is

.

in place." £

'Policy 1s diluted to a pretty weak  sugary
substance. It is throwing it open to .everybody's
wishes... But in terms of local autonomy, it is a
good’' plan and that is all that will qork here."

!

This last comm&ht reflects the sentiments of an overwhelming majofity of

/,cggrittee member; - that the cost in terms “of = the effectiveness of‘

regional po11cy was more than offset By benefits that were attained in

i
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locai decision-making authority. The general‘tenor of opinion differs
from that of the‘stgff, in that although both groups acknowledged that
local. autonomy was strengthened in the }983 draft plan at (« 8 expense of
control at’ the regional level, only committee members viewed the:
'trade-o?f”as worthwhile: |
“The plan reflects what we can live with... Control
is most effective at>the Yocal level and since local
documents have to conform with the regional plan, I
don't understand ‘this fuls about non-conformity...
Municipalities will be  responsible for’ [the1r]
decision.” T
"If 1 was the d1rector of a regional commissiony I
would-see my role as changing - it would be weakened
in my perception... But it is a matter of
perspectlve Municipalities will take up thei slack "
' ~and that is where authority belongs.” "
"I would say 75/25 was removed, but it was a direct
intrusion into local .autonomy... [ suppose some p,
~ would say we have taken the meat out but it had no
~  business. there to begin with."
This 1ast point, that reg1onal control wastd1m1n1shed 1n the 1983 draft,
but r1ghtfully ahd justifiably so, was echéad in varying degrees by all
but three of the comn1ttee members. And the presumpt1on ‘that nmn1c1pal'
councils would behave respon51bly in upholding the regional Efuse also
- found favor with the maJor1ty of committee members. As well, seven of
. fhem made reference to -the provision for joint plénning between
‘neighboring‘ jurisdictions as an édded safeguard to " insure municipal
. 6 " . . " ,
responsibility. As a final note, one member did pqﬁdict that the
controversy between Edmonton and its neighbors would be am ongoing

"melodrama”: “Conflicts cannot be avoided when some municipalities have

\

w

such intimate links with Edmonton... Show me a region anywhere where

conflict does not“exisi. . It is just not pdssible.“
. )
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. ~This comment , made by ore committee member whqp discussing the'

7.4 Regiona} Plan Comnittee Perceptions o

By . @ L . Y N . R
. N '

7.4 Tné Role of the Regiondl* Planfiing Staff

L
h» -

ﬁ T\g Al of the»problems d1d not come from the order -in-
© o council. T It was. just icing on the cake so to

T ™speak. It was the technigal view - the’ ‘planner's

. interpretation of the planning situation and the1r
. 1nterpretat1on of the order - that was the problem. "

]

o

tumu]tuous c1rcumstances oﬁ the p]an preparat1on process; prov1des an

o apt .ntroduct1on to the cons1derat1on of the role of commxss1oh staff.

‘JIn one . sense or another, all .li members of the regwona] p]@n comm1ttee
1mp11cated staff in :the perce1ved fa111ngs of the process. Over the
course of the 1nterv1ews, p]anners were descr1bed as poor]y versed in

pol1t1ca1 c1rcumstances' of the reg1on (1.e...loca] autonomy)~¢
unrecept1ve o’ change, and overstepp1ng the bounds of the techn1ca1 role
in the process The fol]ow1ng examples 1nd1gate the d1sparag1ng tone of
. comment ‘which” ranged from  a thoughtfu] we1gh1ng of the balance of
fa1lure between conmattee and. staff to 1eggthy and abusive d1atr1bes |
. . . ’qﬁs : : .
~ "Planners became" a mini= government' trying to
dictate proper policy to the whole region. It was
" .not a_good fit with the political circumstances of
> “local autonomy... The committee relied.too much on
techn1ca1 staff... When staff were told to rewrite
“the” draft to 1ncorporate our concerns, they fed ‘us
.. the same crap back aga1n. If they didn't 11ke our :
d1rect1on, they JUSt didn' t take. it." B ‘ ;-
“Planners hadvaiset'not1on of what- planning should
. ~ be ‘like ~so they weren 't receptive to change...
*® Staff had no clear apprec1at1on of the political

K

“perspective... . The most negative thing of all was
“that no one but planners perceived the plan to be
their plan... P]anners are blg producers of useless’

e paper.
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Yet desptte the fact that not one conmttee member had a p051t'|ve

2

,asse@su%ent of the role of r’%glona] planning staff severa1 comnittee

i »s

Vmembers d1d acknowledge that the comrmttee, 1tse1f must bear some

respons1b1hty for a]lowmg staff to gu1de policy direction throughout

‘ , -

" the proceSs: & é ‘
1" ' "' ' " . N
The- lesson learned is that we shou]dn t have . '
altowed - staff ~to lead us for so long... . I'l11
certainly fault< politicians too. There were not
enough members who were willing to stand up and be
caunted."”
"The committee had the responsibility to set policy”
as: they "wanted it and thgy\let the plan get away
from them. It's their " fauit." '

TwO membenrs even asseé’sed the 't proporttonal terms. In one case

AN

75% of the blame was attributed to the p]anners,‘ while in the other jt -

- was said that 90.% of‘the,/fault rested with the ‘comittee for aHom’ng‘

iV ‘ . ’ L

planners to do it.. One committee member made reference to the

»conflicti,ng'demands p]aded‘on planners t\)y the volatile political

sitdati”on: ; \\'\_f\f——_\_//

Planners. ..d1d overstress thelr own pomt of view,
but their job was a difficult one. No matter what
position they took they  would have of fended
" somebody. The job of balancing the. mun1c1pa1
perspectives is a’ 0- win s1tuat10n.

~In summary, fhe reg1ona1 plan comittee Judged staff to be lackmg

in the necessary skﬂls for evaluatmg the pohttca] env1ronment and

.4

devo1d of an apprec1at10n of the proper balance between the pohttcal |

“

and techmca] perspectwes "Technical staff should have no part -

poht1ca1 dec1s1on makmg

200



7.4.2 Staff PerceptionsV
"In analysing their own role in the process,‘regiona] p]anninb staff
explained what “they perce1ved to be their own 1nab111ty to 1nf1uence the

plan- preparatwon process in a manner that wou]d have advanced the

regional cause. . Their comments adaressed many of the concerns raised by

. members of the regdonal plan comnittee,' even though they had no

-

foreknow]edge of -the content of these 1nterv1ew sessions.  This is_

‘ perhaps a testament to the fact that p]ann1ng staff did have a ‘greater '

awareness of the po11t1ca1 c11mate than they were given cred1t gor by

the committee, and that their . decms1ons and actions represent attempts’

to apply this knowledge to the reg1ona1.p1ann1ng process. In generaT

terms, they expressed thev‘same sentdments that appeared‘ in officia]
staff‘reports throughout‘the‘process. | » ".

Staff felt thatlthey‘were caught_tnv‘a'predicament that, by and
1arge, was not. ﬂof the1r own. making.  They were ‘scapegoa%s ~in .the

p011t1ca1_;batt1e. ;Snared between the provincfal guidelines and

‘directives on .the one hand and the wishes of member-municipalities on
i . Q

‘the' other, and aWash in vague and noncommital direction‘ frome the

regional p1an conm1ttee staff could not see their, way through the maze

of controversy to unrave] an acceptable ba1ance dmong 1oca1 regional

) and prov1nC1a1 concerns. The staff certa1n1y admitterfthat there were

fa111ngs and m1sunderstand1ngs on their’ part in the in1t1a1 fram1ng of

,the p]anning prob]em But th1s was invariably w1th the rider, e1ther

'spoken or 1mp11ed that their responsibi]1ty for m1stakes was mit1gated'

¢
by the no-win p011t1cs of the s1tuation "Planners are on]y,as ‘good as

their 1€adership. We had none." Rlanning \{:ff readily admitted that,

o



_ understood their role to be one of imp]emeﬁting the
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“We attempted to put force and effect behind the

order and” this went against the grain of municipal- "
jties. We accepted the growth management framework’

“as given... We asked the committee at these early
stages if its dimplications should Dbe studied

further, they said no. We had in 1ings of feelings.
. _to the contrary -butuntil strong reaction '

.against the draft, nothing was above board... _ This
was our first ‘real chance to address the conflict
over the 75/25... We were caught between Tlocal
autonomy, the province, and no mandate.” :

"The committee did not object to our interpretat-
jon... “ In retrospect, it seems the committee had

~ concerns they felt weren't being addressed by staff,

Tbut rat the same time they weren't really objecting

 to what we were doing... We weren't surprised over

the controversy about the draft. ~We knew some of
the things we. put in weren't popular. But the Board
sajd we: had to:... You end up with staff caught
between conflicting partiésf‘\d '

“The = region expressed many different needs,

" opinions, as did municipalities “and provincial

guidelines. I tell you, it waS mass confusion for
- planners.” . | .
¥

“Our hands were tied. We had to try it even though
we knew it was politically unwise."

i

4

Cabinet -order:

N

~ in’ the absence of decisiveuQirection from the committee members, they

¢ I?

-

Plahners,.then, were aware ‘from the outset that théféabinet ordér_

. ¥ Y
was. an explosive issue. but, given the direction from the Alberta

. oo, . - B
Planning Boaﬁj@ they presumed that the issue was non-negotiable. Five

of the planners’did indicate that conflict- over the 1982 dra

caused them to reassess the situation, but they nonetheless r

ft plan
lma{ned

committed  to- the init§a1' course of action. Four of the p]annersf :

indicated thét a méré'erxible approach on the par; of b]anning staff in

incorporating municipal concerns at the post-draft plan stage might have

~ yielded more * favorable results for staf f-committee _relations.  The

.
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,'regjonail‘pianning commission‘ perceiVed' %jmiiar factors within,_theu

L

¢

majority_ofppianners indicated that directions from municipalities about

- how to rewrite the 1982 draft pian were sometimes ignored:

"The conflict was between municipalities and staff
. and not just between municipalities: -Municipalities
felt staff weren't taking their direction. I agree
with them... Staff were not all in agrqement about
how to proceed at this stage...- It 1is incumbent
upon planners to recommend and persuade politicians
about ‘good policy’ but maybe we were too inf]ex1b1e‘
We Tost aii cred1b11ity " _
4 3
"The pianner s role goes beyond the issue at hand to
- personality, and how the issues are put across.
The blow-up couldn't have been avoided...unless of
course.’a different method of preparing and selling
the plan had been used... Planners ‘can be  faulted"
for their reliance -on ‘a traditiona], solely
technical manner which wasn't appropriate to- the
.situation... ‘There aré other approaches that we .
could have used to -disperse hostilities, .a
comp]ete]y different personality approach." :

The common thread running through all the 1nterv1ews with pianning staff

Cis that the p]anners were v1ct1ms ¢ e poiiticai 51tuation, receiving

Tittle support from the committee and confiicting instructions from the

Alberta P]anning Board. Faced w1th the ch01ce of honoring local

t

uautonomy or 1ncorporat1ng the 75/25 directive into the text of the plan,

planners elected the 1atter Of course, once again, Judgment of‘yhether

“.or not this ch01ce ‘was appropriate depends upon one's point of v1ew, as
defender of .the Tlocal cause or promoter of cohesive regional‘

development. The positions sometimes differ.

7.5 Synthesis of Results

While memberc of the regional plan committee and, staff of the

P
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context as having a significant impact an tﬂe p]an preparation’ process.

they couched their evaiuations and the accompanying rationales in

. different terms. According to staff, the Cabinet decision on the
.o : ? : '

‘,intermunicipaif sduabb]ing over‘ jurisdfction within the region and’

‘ Edmonton annexation application, in June 1981, fanned the coals of

.

“exacerbated the municipa1 fight to retain local .autonomy. .It broadened

the struggle for municipai”independence'beyOnd’the regional context{ to

_ the extent that municipal actions in the:regional ‘planning process were

210 -

reai]y directed at the provincial government, once removed. Given a

poiiticai culture where municipaiities view self-detérmination as a

' .management,de51gnation as an unreaiistic expectation that thwarted any..

possibility for satisfactory negotiation and compromise toward an

effective regional strategy Rather,. the municipai defense of locai

autonomy resu]ted in a plan that on1y one planner endorsed as effective

v
v right, rather than a pr1v11ege, planners perceived the 75/25 growth'

regional p1ann1ng, yet ai] pianners deemed the best possible document h

» within such a- d1v151ve po]itical climate It-seemed to be commonly’

believed that the fact that any plan had received unanimous endorsement'

7
by.the comm15$1on was avreai-feat in itse]f. In general terms, then,

staff-did'not,perceiye local autonomy as a positive"force within the

e

. commission, by which.representatives-were expected,to serve both Tocal

~and regiona1 responsibitities, was a major obstacle in its own right.
A]ready taxed by their munici) a1 government tasks, representatives on
the commission were viewed a

meetings and to keep member-municipaiities irformed during the process.

iacking/time to prepare themseives fors

regional plan preparationabrqieii;xﬁ( . o ﬁ "‘
.. The planning ‘staff furthe sidered’ that the‘fstructure of the



More important, staff perceived ‘the regionai pian committee represent-

A
atives as maintaining a prim?ry al]egiance to their own munic1pa1

\
- councils, while avoiding poiicy commitments on poiiticaliy sensitive

]

issues. Some staff felt it unreaiistic *o expect Commission nenbers to

do other than protect the best\interests of the local constituency to

which they were indebted for their e]ection.: But, at the same time,’it
was genera]ly concluded that. the inability of* some members to adopt a

regional perSpective prevented the committee from settling the issue ofj'

an appropriate mandate, for regional planning, and "hence prevented it
from providing c]ear and constructive gu1dance to staff. The comnittee,

it was believed had evaded its’ responSibiiities with resﬂbct to the

poiicy content of the plan until, with the. Force of most of the region s

‘ munic1pa11ties and the Alberta P]anning Board behind them, they felt

confident in chastiZing the’ planning staff for misdirection and‘

“inflexibility. Staff meanwhile, feit caught between two 1rreconc11ab1e
-factors - ]oca] autonomy and the 75/25 directive.\ Given the overt
’endorsement of the committee, staff proceeded to design a draft plan
which satisfied the Cabinet order and atbempted some measure of regional
controi “When the 1982 draft.document was reJected, hands down, staff

felt caught in the midst of a municipal- prov1nc ai game that left them

as scapegoats for an unpopular political pOSition. Some staff conceded
. - N [}

~that different strategies’on their. part might have avoided the staff-

s o - " ) , ©o,
_committee animosity, and quelled. the. intense conf]ict~over the draft
plan, but none expressed 0pt1m15m over the quality of the policies that

would have emerged. Instead some of the . staff suggested that a

different system "pf representation s requ1red for effective regional:

v

planning:

211
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"The Commission needs more clout... A mesh of al '

 Yocal perspectives gives a ‘highly inefficient
- System." " '

"Regional planning will only work with a regional
‘governmené’ that can enforce good regional design."
: X

The membgrs of .the regional plan committee, by contriast, saw 1oc,a‘l."
' autpnomy as an ésset in .the regional plan préparaiion proceéss. They did
not regard it as a h1}nd_rance'to gff@ctive régional' planning, sinég they
considered that the best regional ﬁ]an is fhe one thattilnt rféres least
with the prerogative of each municipality to decide for 1:\;e1f, and  to
pursue its.'o_wh ‘growth.aspiraitions. In tﬁis; viéw_, the appropriate role
for're;qionﬂ p1anﬁ1‘ng is" to set general pvdﬁcy guidelines whli:ch‘ each
munici a‘Iity' can_refine to su.i"t its owi Eeqhirements, whﬂe‘ still
w@-:ngf the overall intent of guidelines for the regior%. Thus,
committee members favored a regional planning commission ‘wfth a tightly
co'ns_trained mandate for enforcem-ent‘and contrrgi' while -staff, ﬁndér the
inf\/].uence 6f®1‘ona1 p]ahning theory’ ahd-ideb]ogy, preferred a body
with sufficien authofity to set aﬁd "irﬁp]emenf po]icy on behalf of éhe
; _regiona]i community of interest. , | ‘;

The committee member“s" faiich tt;at all municipa]tit.ies wou‘1d behave
responsiiﬂy and equitably towa;'d others within the fégion ih determining
their own policies was a- sentiment that was »'M0-r absent amongst staff

| percéptiqns,“ where provisions for ‘}89{’17ia nt~a1  were de;emed“
'ess,entia"l'._ It is not surprising, .tm' 3 et chese different
A .phﬁosophi'cal bentsv.«:_ that members of tws ~~2%0ral plan comitteé

condemned staff as overbearingf and - single-minded :n the pursuit of a

rég-iona] plan based on the principl"es" set down by the Cabinet order.
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They criticized the Cabinet order as an intrusion #nto local autonomy
and suggested that staff ”mis1nterpreted the directions o'f the Aiberta
'Planning Boand 1n trans]ating the’ growth management princip]es into
control oriented y‘egional po]icy They agreed w1th the staff “about the
1nconsistenc1es “4n the Board's intervention in the plan preparation'
"\‘process "but most of them nonethe]ess va1ued the Board's role as
upho1der of municipa] autonomy Some members decried any 1nterference
at aH from the "Board, stating that the act of 1nter’vent1on itself
-erode‘d the cause of local self-determination, but this was . a minority
view. .

" Like’ staff, committee members documented shortcomings in the
~ willingness ofmum’cipa] representatives to'fulfill the"fr dua1. roles of
guiding staff and' informing municipalities. Most often, ‘hovever‘, in’
their overall . .assessment of . their ro]e, the'cmmlittee was thought to
have been an effectwe Tink between the political and technical arms of
the conmission. Again, very often, conmttee members referred to the
defense ” of locdl autonomy as a mitigating factor "m any critical
-evaluation of the oonmittee".s actions. -In the final .‘ana1ysis, many
members of the régional plan committee interpreted thle regtonal’ plan
preparation process and the ' dr'aft§ documents according to the“
'.1mpHcat10ns for loca) autonomy - the right of their own municipal
' councﬂs to: determine their own futures They stressed the difficulty
of attempting to balance the 1nterests of their own municipalities

aga1nst the needs of the region with many conceding that they felt the-
- strongest 1oya1ty to their own municipath In the upshot, the 1983

213

'draft regional plan vested primary .control and hesponsibﬂity -at the V
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local level, where, in the opinion of the committee members, it shod]d

remain:

"Municipalities must control - their fate... 'If
commissions have too much power, the electorate
would lose control over decisions.”

<

© “Any proces§ not sensitive to municipal concerns 1s -
dogmed from the start.” ‘
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Footnotes

Dragushan (1979)*and Burton (1981). R

In fact, throughout the 1nterv1ew sessions,. 1nd1v1dua1 participantS'

"

made comments such as “"don't quote me on this".

Where comments have been recast in general terms, it is noted
within the presentation of results. '

. l ' . :
The incident referred to is alleged to have taken place during ‘a
meeting between the Alberta Plapning Board and the regional plan

committee. Staff were not present.
.

‘anerally, both planners and committee members also implicated the

rote of staff, "the role of member-municipalities, the Alberta
Planning Board involvement, and local autonomy as factors in the
complications in the process fo]lowing the 1982 draft plan.

"The prov1sion for joint planning, as 1ncorporated in the August

1983 draft, related to fringe areas at the urban/rural interface or
the urban/urban 1nterface

: Municipa]ities should undertake jo1nt or complement-
ary planning efforts, which include the preparation
and adoption of Joint General Municipal Plans, as an
appropriate means of providing detailed contro] over

. the use and development of TYands in Fringe Areas

- (EMRPC Proposed Edmonton Metropolitan Regional Plan,
1983, p. 13).

The\P1ann1ng Act, 1977 make§ express provision for joint'genenal
municipal plans and for joint municipa] planning commissions
(Section 28, 61(3)). '

P N . ‘ . '
Even though the 1983 draft p1an had not actually received unanimous
endorsement at the time of the interviews, it seemed to be common,
behind-the- -scenes knowledge that it was a fdﬁt accompli.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - ~

850 Ihtroduction

At the outset, it was proposed in this thesis to examine the
relationship between the issué of local aytonomy and the regional plan

preparation process in the Edmonton region. Two primary objectives were

identified: ‘ a

Y { -

‘1. To examine the regiona1 p1an preparation process for evidence
of the manifestation of the 1ssue of local .autonomy on the
events of the process.

2. To determ1ne the 1nf1uence~ of the regiona] p1an preparation
process on' the willingness of member—municipa]itles to

~ cooperate for a reg1ona1 purpose
To accomplish these. objectives, a two«part\ rg;éarch.kﬁethod was
‘established. The first step was an examination of documentary records

and reports relating to the process and the second was a series\of semi-

focussed 1nterv1ews. with members of the regional plan counﬁtteé‘~and

" planning commission staff to obtain their observations and opinions’\J

about the process. " Based on the literature discussed in Chapters 2, 3,
and 4, an interpretive framework was. developed. for the research prob1em.
It identified those features of the context for qegiona] p]anning that
might have been expected to play a significant |role in shapfng the
relationship between the two seemingly contrary éerspectivos of local

autonomy and regional control:

, 5 ' ' 4
1. The role of grovincial authorities.
2. The role of the regional p1an\coﬁm1ttee.
3. The role of planning commission staff. P
N ' /

-

6 . A
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\‘ ' ' o ‘ R
4. Contentious policy issues. N o,
5. The mandate .of the regional planning commission and the

regional ‘plan (i.e. the definition of the balance between local
‘ autonomy and_regional control). ‘

AN
The purpose of this chapter, is to synthesize the results obtained

- from tﬂe analysis of ddcumentary sources with th,e perceptions of the
pérticipants in the'eprocess. thlst hnkmg these findings to the-
- political c\ture in Alberta. . These results will also be d1scussed in
terms of the general trends in the htérature of Chapters 2 and 3

<
vRecomnendatmn\?or further study are then advahced. R
8.1 The Definition of ﬁandate for Regional Planning

The success of »regiona] planning is premised on the belief that
individual local authefi_;ies will forsake some decision-making autonomy

to secure certain benefits at the regional scale, th‘rough jntermunicipal

. ) -
cooperation and coordination. Yet, because each metropolitan .region *

" possesses unique contextual features that deterinine'both the a?tua'l an%
the perceived pattern of cests and benefits of regienal planning, the .
nature of the relgional task must be determined in Jlgqt of the _
individual pol,iticél“'envirenmenfc. The critical issue to be reso]ved is
‘the def{nit’i’On of the mandate,of,the/regipnal authority - that is,n the
ap\rpropriate balance between local autonomy and regional ‘control ‘(‘L%m,
1983,; Ash, 1969). This must be derived from a c]ear 'awarenesé of the
pc;litical climate and anvappfeciation of the *political structures that
~are necessary for effective control (Lim,’ 1983; Long, 1968; ‘Money;‘f

: 1973) , Failure to resolve this question of ba]ance undermmes the\

‘ v1ab1l1ty of the regwnal cause (Aron, 1969). Moreover, fa11ur‘e on
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' the part of participants to understand the 'mandate or to achieve a
common apprec1at1on of .the role of the regional author1ty 1ncreases the
l1ke11hood of 1ntermun1c1pa1 dispute (Moore and Leach, 1979, Brazier and
: Harr1s, 1973) Cooperation arises out'of e'common agreement' as to the e
task and the need for interdependency. Fo]low\qg from these points,
then, "the absence of a c]eae statement ‘of mandate could lead to
ambiguity and conflict within the regional plan preparetion process.

In the Edmonton metropolitan region, the failure to resolve ‘the
"issue of mandate for both the comnissidh and the'regiona1 plan plagued
the entire reéional“plan preparation pfocess. In fact, it overshadows
;he other four areas of eoncern identified within the resea}ch
vframework. A Foot cause of the ambﬁguity about the balance between

local autonomy'jnd regional contrgd is the vague def1n1tlon of mandate

‘ within the Planning Act, 1977 and the Rev1$ed Gu1de11nes for Regional

Plan Preparation and Review. vThese,~already contrad1ctory terms of

referehce were further complicated by  the 75/25 growth' allocation
.formula set by the Cabinet order,  which seemed to fequire‘the regional
planning commission to exercise implementatien authority beyond the
purview graﬁted‘to it under the Planning Act. “As early as August 1981,
»«planﬂing commission staff nofed‘the discrebancieS'within these d&cuments
and expre§sed'coﬁcerﬁ at being required to prepare a fegionei plan as
the - premler document. for regulating ma,]or development in the region.- m.,)
7 wh11e still permitting mun1c1pa1 governments “the degree of flex1b111t
4'requ1red "to sat1sfy Tocal aspirat1ons" JAlberta, 1982a). Some‘ 20
months later, after the uproa; over the intent of 6olicie§ contained in
phee1982 draft plah,'regioﬁal planning conmiseﬁon staff again urged the

regional plan. committee to resolve the issue of ~mandate for °the

»



Lo 219 .

*
9

reg1ona1 plan. There ‘Was no consensus yet as to the direction that
/pohmes shou\]d take. And wi“thod&‘ ‘this clear. indication of yMat ‘the |
po] icies were supposed to achieve in “terms of the division of

responsibilities'between levels oflp]anning authority,fplanners could

- +

. hot assess the su1tab1l1ty of the1r proposed pohc1es in furthering that

o aim. Furthermore“ they could not determme 1f the actions of other L
partlcwpants 1n the process, the Alberta P]anmng Board and the reg1ona]

plan cormntteeJ accorded ‘with the reg1onal cause for there was no

3
o i

def]ﬂbt]VG pu:ture of what the regional cause should be. L1ke the New

4

“York. examp]e discussed by “Aron ‘(1969) the reg1ona,]uplan preparatmn
N process in the Edmonton reg1on became’ hnred in amb1gu1ty .
| In the absence of precise terms of reference deﬁmng the re]atmn—
Shlp between reg1onal control arid 1dca1 autonom_y, the opportumty for

’confhct was enhanced -a pomt suggested earher and in more genera]

R

terms by Bettlson, Kenward and Taylor (1975) - about the 1nadequate
vprovmmal framework govermng 1nterauthor1ty re]ations “and gnowth

management in Alberta The ill defmed mandate prov1ded no basic set of
*

criteria agamét wh1ch the competmg claims of rival groups cou]d be

we1ghed | The - rﬁ€1onal plan commttee and p]anmng commission staff, and :

+

 for that matter, A]berta P]anmng Board aH had different -
1nterpretat1ons of what the mandate should be They shaped the1r

actwns accordmg]y | As 2 resu]t ‘the key part1c1pant groups worked at

F]

- Cross purposes to one another,weach one cr1t1c1zlng the role of*the_‘

4

'o‘thers.( And the d1fferences in perceptmn of mandate per51sted right
'through. the _process, SO that t’he common apprec1at1on of task that

Br_azier ‘and Harris.(1975) deemed essentla] to successfu] Jinterauthority

" relations, remained elusive.



Nowhere did the dlfference 1n outlook b%come more evident than |

t

dur1ng the 1nterv1ews with indwidua'l Qpa_rt1cipants in the process.

‘Nhﬂe members of the reg1ona1 plan comittee skewed the preferred
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balance of power toward 'Ioca1 authorities, r'egiona1 planning staff\,

Lig

remamed loyal to theoret1ca1 “bases for regwna\ p1anmng which decry

the fragmentation of contro1 and stress the need for. strong coordmation :

at the vregicnal ~"sca]e Municipa] representatwes endorsed the

responsibi]ity of local governments to maintai*fficiency and- equity

' w1th1n the region through vo1untary compHance while reg1ona] planners ‘

asserted that the impact of local autonomy on the process compromised_

C ¢

N\

_the des‘ign of effective- regional policy. Two planners WQ'VO'fa" asvto. -

suggest- that a regionaT government system that rests imp1ementati'on

- : +

" power with regional authorities was essential for successful ‘reg1ona1>

management But the evidence in the 1iterature does not Support the

notion that structure, in 1tse1f guarahtees effect1 ve regional planning

and 1nterauthor1ty cooperation (Kaplan, 1982;, ‘-Nak'stein, 1972). 1In fact',
there is -some ,indi’cati‘dn that change in the 1ega1. and 'Qua”si-legal
gu'i d_e]g';ne,s gov’erm’_rfg a process.might accelerate" frictmn and hostﬂ'ity
toward 'the._rregionai cause .as' opponents_ fight for return to the
status-quko (Fo"ley,i1'97‘2; Kaplan, 1982). .The events su,rroundingl,the

_Winnipeg “cgional reform»effort are certainly a,.case in pofnt. Still,
: the sent1ment expressed by the two Edmonton p]anners does serve . to
re- emphasue the contrary stances of the regiona] plan committee and
| p]anmng staff. PJanners expressed\aery Tittle ,faith in the unpr_ompted
wi]h’ngness of individua] municipalities to cooperate for the betterm,ent

of the reg1on ~On the other hand committee members advocated not on]y

" the right of each mumcipath to determine 1ts own destiny, but the
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trdstworthiness of local 'autho;itieé in promoting intermunicipal
goodwill.  Hence, 1n,4’?1edmann s (1973) terms, p1anners and’ negiona1

plan committee members d1d not share a common 1mage of the situation.

As might be expekted this dtvergence in 1deo]og1ca1 v1ewpo1nt 1ed
~

the two groups tq markedly d1fferent opinions about the qualtty of
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po11cy that emenged fram“the process. Eomm1ttee members conceded that-l

the plan restrwcted reg1onaJ contro1, but aph]auded its impltcations for
hY

the'cayse of local autonomy. Regional planners wére more apt to dismiss

1

~planning in the province., Most certainly, the.view of’p1anning-staffv

= }

.accords with p]ann1ng theory where -vague po11c1es and those not c1ear1y»-

11nked-to a means of 1mp1ementatton,are often cr1t1c12ed.- Yet, in the
tash of reconciling the planners' view of mandate ‘wtth' that of the
commtttee this: fact 1ent little credence )ﬁ) the planners' cause.. That
the 1ack of consensus pers1sted through the ent1re process is 1nd1cat1on
that the 1ssue’of mandate ‘could not help but taint the relationship

between Jocal autonomy and the reg1ona1 interest. G1ven the .murky

framework at the proz_nc1a1 level, there was no common ground for

d1scuss1on between the two forces.

8.2 The Role of Provincta1 Authorities
o @ :

Ot% than thrOugh the P]anmng Act 1977 and the Revised Gu1de-

1ines ~for Rég1ona1 Plan_ Preparat1on and Rev1ew the role. of the

proVincial authorities in shaping the relationship between “local

autondmy;and regionaﬁ‘p1anning was by'way of the Cabinet order (June 12,°

, 0
i

©1981) on Edmonton's annexation application and ‘the actions of the

‘Aberta Planning ‘Boacd. In fact, so \strong ~was the impact of the
1 : ‘ R ‘ ‘ '

the entire worth?of the document and question the future of regional ",
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Cabinet order in laying 'the foundation for the process events that, for
" purposes of clarity here, the discussion of contentious issues‘in the
process and the Cabinet order are treated simultaneously.

‘i8.2.1 The Cabinet Order

In-a very real sense, the role of the Cabinet order fox\ the process

;~re1ates close]y to the discussion in section 8. 1 about the i 1ications

of changes in legai ‘and quasi-legal documents upon interauthority ;

relationships.‘ The . Cabinet order 5overturned‘ the growth . manadement
" framework endorsed by the Edmonton Regional Planning Commission and
seemed to. support a reversa] of  the actual growth trend of decentra]-

ization. As such 1t cha]]enged the p051tions of munic1paiities

'supporting the decentraiized growth option hnd 1nten51f1ed the conflict,

between the City of Edmonton and " its neighbors Suburban and ‘rural

perceived the b;ttle over Edmonton's

municipalities aiike Joined‘gorces to_battTe the threat to the status

quo ' in the, region.
e

aspirations q§ 1ost with the Cabinet order, and so turned their energies '

toward ,c1rcumventing 1ts intent at the regiona1 p]anning commission

level.

Both commiss?on staff and regionai p]an committee members perceived

the order as presenting an untenab]e growth management framework the

3committee because of the. imp]ications for local autonomy and the staff

because of the order's poor fit with the poiitical realities of ‘the

region. The 75/25, formuia became the sing]e most contentious issue in

T
the process. It was tthe ~one 1ssue identified by eagh and every

partic1pant as a st1mu1us for dispute In the final analysis, the 75/25

framework. served as a vehicle around which municipalities couched their

222
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general defense, of ]oca] self-government.  Yet, within committeg.
meetings, ‘many members disquised the issue of 1oca1 autonomy' in
arguments about the ;manner‘ in whtch the 75/25 rule was being
incorporated into the draft p]anning.‘documen}s. ~ Interviews with
committee members indicatedj however, that without. a doubt, conflict .
‘rested at a more basic'1evel, with the order 1tse1£:

"The Minister .and the 75/25 order created much of

the conflict “in  the , region.. .They had no damn

business 1nterfer1ng with growth management.. 75/25

\f 1nterfered in-local autonomy and had no place 1n the
plan.” ‘ -

\

"There is a big d1fference'between being dictated to
- and allowing growth to occur natura]ly, even if the
" - final result is the same. They should not tell
“people where to live." . v : o,
Hence, the Cabinet order, hy‘virtue of its role in redefining‘the-terms'
of reference\for the relationship bet n‘]oca]kautonomy and regional-
’planning, exacerbated tensions w1t#:iuaihe regiona] pjan preparation
proCess ‘ | |
It is worth noting, albeit briefiy,rthe particuTar circumstances
within A]berta S. po11t1ca1 cu1ture that laid the groundwork for "the
~ Cabinet order to. have the impact that it did. In some other po11t1ca1
cu1tures, such as the “United K1ngdom s, where authority is rout1ne1y
exercised _the outcome of the process might have been different (Foley,
11982; B]owers,_1980). The 75/25 orderlcould have heen incorporated 1nto
the regional plan with more force behtnd it. éut‘dn Alberta, the lines
defining the division of power between 1eve1s of author1ty are vague]y

drawn.  The flexibility of interpretat1on prov1ded therein presents o

opportunity for “conflict amongst compet1ng groups. Moreover, prov1nc1a1
. ' ’ : |



intervention in urban. affanrs is infrequent and not according tqQ

~ comprehensive plan.. And by virtue of trad1t1on alone, loca] authorities,

224

‘possess 8 high degree of po]1t1ca1 autonomy which is seldom cha]lenged -

or redef1ned These factors comb1ned to create ‘a set of confusing
circumstances t;L the reﬁT’ﬁal p]annlng process.’ As a veference point
" for resolving the issue of mandate, the Cabinet order further entrenched

ambiguit§ in the decision-making context.

8.2.2 The Alberta Planning BOard -

Within the reg1onal plan preparat1on process, the Alberta Planning

»Board he]d the respons1b1]1ty to consu]t with" and “give d1rectton to"

the Edmonton'Metrop%Jitan Regiona]~P]ann1ng Comm1ssion (P1anning Act,

[
.

1977) Presumably, thls was 1ntended to prov1de for a smooth transition -

from the ERPC to the EMRPC and- to assist member mun1c1pal1t1es in.
understand1ng the true intent of ‘the Cabinet order. Yet, the role of

the: Board w1th1n the process added yet another layer of anb1gu1ty to the’

]questlon of ba]ance between local autonomy and reglonal management and
u1t1mate1y served to undermine the position of regional p]ann1ng Two
facets of this role: mer1t attention:  one is the ‘1ncon51stenc1es in

direction to the regional plan committee, and the other is ghe

b

: Board's‘uSurpatiop of the role of the commission in the resolution of
dispute.

\
Planning Board for failing to provide the regular consultation and

guidance stipulated in its own guidelines for regiona! pTan_preparation

and in the Cabinet order on'Edmonton‘s annexation application. Commiss-

jon documents certainly bear testimony'to the justice of these claims.

< Committee members and ‘commission staff alike condemned the Albertav
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f,'
The Board chose to abdicate its responsibitity to comment on the
direction of proposed pelicies ear]y in the plan preparation process,
yet vehemently cr1t1c1zed the 1ntent of the 1982 draft plan after: staff
had 1abored on the document for 18 months. The reg1ona] p]an committee

was part1cu1ar1y chastlzed ior exceed1ng the role ascribed to reg1ona1

. author1t1es under the Revised Gu1de11nes for\Eeg1ona1 Plan Preparat1on
land Review, but the Board 1tse1f had been equa]]y neg]1gent with respect

to the guwde11nes. Ph%fe 2 of the Board s process for consultation” and,
review was intended to allow "the Province to comment on “the cons1stency a
between . Prov1nc1a1 and regional pol1c1es.'iconta1ned ’inr techn1ca]
background and draft po]wcy papers. - The Board was to ‘'review and
_comment where requested".‘ Yet, at the goa]s and object ives phase of the
plan preparation process the Board>.1nd1cated its intent to,'reserye :
comment,untilgthe draft plan stage. Ihe'provision that waS'designed to
lminimize.areas of po]tcy conflict between regional and proyincja1 gdals
was, in practiCe, brought to naught MoréoVer, When direction di%‘ .
ftnal}y cOme from the Board, 1t changed accord1ng to wh1ch nember spoke

and from meet ing to‘meeting. On April 6 1983 the Board reaff1rmed that

the 75/25 rule had to be incorporated 1nto the text of the reg1ona1-'

* plan. One member said it was the Board's final position whide another
suggested that a more comprehens1ve ana1y51s of the draft plan. was

needed before the Board could flnallze 1ts d1rect1on. Then, at the
April 26-29, 1983 conference hn Jasper, the Board and the Minister of
Municipal Affa1rs d1rected commission menmbers to p]acF the 75/25 formula
in a form that was ‘“palatable" to member-mun1c1pa11t1es. But no
specific guidelines were’attachedt Less than two weeks later) the Board

and Ministen.granted'permission for the commission‘to’re1egate the 75/25
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'stwpulatwon to an appendix of the regjonal plan:{ " Hence, ~the
1ncons1stent direction of the A]berta P1ann1ng Board- confused the 155\3
of mandate ratn,er than aiding 1}ts ‘resolution and 1mp1ementat1on as,
Cabinet intended. { b

Part of the confusion concerned the respective -ro1e‘s ~of the.
{:ommission and ‘the Board in . negotiating and resoWing intermunicipa]
d1spute as part of the regiona1 planning process . The Board's own
guidelines state that "it is deemed the prerogative of the coHectwe‘
member- mun1c1pa11t1es to decide what is in the best 1nterest of the
region. to achieve their’ goals and obaectwes Yet, the Board
intervened 1‘In a strong way at the. draft plan stage and \directed the

commission to reorient the Jntent of the document Moreover after the

commsswn had unan1mous1y supported the 1983 Proposed Reg'iona] P]an

- the Board refused to endorse it. - It is no wq,nder that at the same time
the Board was critici"zing. the com,ission for faﬂ'_ing to trust loca)
“authorities to behave ",responsi,oly, members of the‘.p1anning staff were
1eveHing accusations that the Bo'ard. was unwilling to commit 1t§e1’f to
.the product of its own regional p'lann‘ing system. Once 'again, there was
no common understanding ‘of the proper 1nte‘r‘au_thor1‘_ty r'e1at10nsh_ips: |
Nhiie- it vhas been ‘suggested that effective _regional ﬂanning
depends upon firm support from the central authority (Ko]derie, 1983;
‘Kaplah, 1982), the  Alberta P]anning Board seemed more apt to aHgn
itself withtthe cause of local nunicipa‘li,,tjes. Both conm'lssion staff
and comnittee members perceived this with particular reference to the
draft plan stage However, thirs 'sha>red observation led the two groups
to marked]y different assessments of the role of the Board in the

process. Staff unﬂatera‘l\y condemned the Board 3 actions as h1nder1ng

\A'\‘
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_the "process of intermunicipa] negotiation and compromise. Most

Vco‘mmittee members, on the other hand, expressed gratitude for the

Board's part in upholding the ri ghts of local municipalities and cutting

‘ through the dense maze of conflict surrounding the growth management

)

“framework. Members of both groups did express .concern about the
implications of the Board's intervention for the future role of the

provincial government in'urben affai‘rs. Some mused that perhaps the..

k)

prov1nc1a] government is moving toward a marked tlghtem ng of control at
the provincial level. In any event, within the process, the Board
undermined the- posifion of regional planning. on rthe,\‘lecalfregiona1
balance scale by delivering inconsistent advice and overt support for

1

local autonomy. ‘ S

8.3 The Role of Commission Staff

The position of commission staff within the process was adversely
affected by the confhctmg d1rec$:1on from prov1nc1a1 authorities and

the 1nab1hty to resblve the 1ssue of mandate at the committee 1eve1
/

By default on 'th:e,;part of the commttee, staff were left to gnapple with

B

the unsettled grOWth ma\nagement and mandate issues, and to translate
.their interpretations i’n»to concrete‘policy proposals. They were in the

unenviable position of having -to serve two masters, provincial.

authorities and member-municipalities, neither one willing to expre”'ss
true commitment to any ‘one " stance until’ late in the process. The
regional plan comittee openly directed staff, by formal motion, to

incorporate the 75/25 rule into the draft plan, as the foundation for

~ the =growth management framework, while predicti'ng that the ‘policy was

Vunacceptable,—in principle, to most nunicip’alities.[ It was not until.
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the draft plan hear1ng'stage that ‘the committee demonstrated willingness-

to participate actively in resolving the dilemma before the commission.
At the same time, the Alberta P]anning Board advised staff that the

75/25 formula in the plan was non- negotiable But, at‘ﬁMe draft plan

'hear1ng stage, when it became clear1y apparent that this hardline

| approach was politically unwise for provinc1a1 authovities.to upho]d{

the Board reneged on its position. Then, both the Board and the

committee cﬁiticized staff for their misinterpretation of theiplanning

situation. Staff posséssed no comparable political safety hatch. It is

no wonder'that they described -themselves as scapegoats of the no-wfn
politics created by the 75/25 rule.

Yet, it is wﬁrth remembering that, §iven a particu\af set of
circumstances, planners exercise Ehoipe in selecting a method for
managing ﬁhat situétioﬁ. There\is‘nohdeterministic reTationship between
‘the environment and the strate&gég,the plaﬁrers select; each plénnfhg
. environment provides both constraints and opportunities (Stewért,'1982;
Schon, 1983). Iﬁ a very real sensé then, the regiona] planning staff

of  the commission must bear . some responSTbility for the traJectory of

228

events in the process, a fact admitted by many of the staff during the

1nterv1ew sessions. Faced with the conf]icting views of the Alberta
Planning Board and the commission membership, staff chose to a1igncthe1r
position with thatkof the provincial author1tigs. Staff then reaffirmed
,,this commitment' on at feast fwb_ separate occasions, one 'being the
.review of submissions on the ggals and objectives position pdper and the

other during the controversy over the 1982 draft plan.

In sid{ng with any position, staff were 1eav1n§ themselves open to

“assault by the ofher_side.' Moreover, as was the case here, by aligning



task. Failure to fully appreciate and react to the po'litieal context’

v

with ‘thesposition that ultimate]yn lost ground, staff'here exposed to
ridicu]e from both sides and lost credibility with their cHtent group,
the regional® plan committee. According to Kaufman (1979) and
Gi]lingwater (1975), planners must be concerned with the inf'luence and

Y

manipulation of power since that is the nature of the decision-making

leaves planners vulnerable to the circumstances 6fvthe moment. - There

seems to ‘be some ‘element of truth in this for- commission planners,

a1though it is not possib]e to conc1ude, from the nature of the results

obtained, whether it was a failure to recognize and react to the

political ‘circumstances or an inability to “act effectively on the basis

of that knowledge. The interviews with some planners did reveal an
awareness of the political circumstances not credited to them by
commi ttee membﬁ, so there may be some reason for suspecting it to be

the latter.  Kaufman (1979) has suggested that the inability to

translate an undérstanding of the poTifica] environment into effective

action is widespread among planners in general.’
With further reference to staff's 1nterpretation‘of the political
situation, there 1is no evidence within the documen’tary sources that

staff reassessed their adherence to the Cabinet order dur,ing the plan
/‘(

_preparation process. Ind1cat10ns of - doub]e loop 1earn[ng ‘(Argyrs and

Schen,,' 1978) and .reflecting-'in-action (Schon, 198‘11}.,/ in  which
particip;nts continually re-evaluate not only their strategies, but also

their definition of the planning problem, are largely absent in staff

reports Yet, once again, interviews with staff members give rise to

the suspicion that some reassessment did occur. Ind1vidua1 planners did

229

refer to dissension amongst the planning group as to which course of '
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action was appropriate ‘after the political controversy over the 1982
draft plan.‘ U]timagely, though, this re-evaluation was not translated
into a change in the formal staff position. This fact lends support to

the contention that. an organization's résponse mignt reflect muk ’
" than the tota1 knowledge and learning of its individual nnmbenSS(A?gyrs
. and Schon, 1978). o ,

In the fina1"analysis, planners might have overestimoted the impact
of rational regional planning theories and underestimated the potential
foile behind fierce local dffi]iation;. L}ke thein counterparts in the
winnipeg reform 4effort,‘;p1anners wére‘ genuinely surorised at the
strength of the municipal assault on the policy positions they'prOposed.
Yet, planners in the Edmonton region were confronted with a truly

confusing context in whieh to carry out their task Furthermore, the

. L]

definition of mandate within those c1rcum§tance§ should not have been'
their responsibility. So any possible failings on the part of negibnol
planning staff must be viewed in terms of the\shortcomings of other
participants in the process. / - - - .

. ' @3 ] ¢
8.4 The Role of the Regional Plan Committee and Sub-committee

The regional plan committee is  the group that ~should have

undertaken the task - of sifting through the ambiguous provincial
d1rect1ons to define a setting- specific mandate for the regiona1 plan.
" At the behest of the Edmonton Metropo]itan Regional Planning Commission.-
this committee had the responsftility to guide and direct commission
staff ouring the synthgsfs of policies for the draft regionai plan. It

was to link the technical and political arms of the commission. That it

chose to ignore its proper role and knowingly appnoved staff positions
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that it knew were untenable to member-municipalities is one of the mast
s'eriods failings in trke process.' Very clearly, it' represents a failure
of the will to cooperate.. From the regional perspective, the success of ».
the plan preparation process hinged upon the commitment and cooperation
of members t‘oward the r‘egional comnunity of interest. 'Sporadic and
superfii:ial commitment was insufficient. Yet, the unwillingn,ess of
committee members-to face up to the Cabinet grder until it seemed
polifically expedient t6 do so had little to do with commit ment to 'the
regional task. In fact, many committee members expressly admitted tneirr
primary concern was for the implications‘ of. the 1982 draft plan for
“'local autonomy. |

, In fairness to 'qommntee members, the role asqribed to them ‘in
bgjng,reduired to represent dual allegiances, is adifficult one, They
are 'expected to interpret .policy issues in terms of the broad reg'ional
community of 1nterest yet they are dependent upon a local electorate for
re- electlon. This type of struc'pure has \been often‘ criticized for
placing unrealistic demands on its members (Ar\on\;¥ 1969; Lim, 1983, Horan
and \Taylor, 1977). For when the needs of the ‘ﬁr‘:’eg.ion are at odds withs
: tne desires of a member's supporting electorate, allegiance must fall to
the local level for pelitical survival. (Leach, 1980). Alternatively,
to circumvent conflicting demands, polioy 1s” “*uched in. such general_
~terms that it ms%ffendmg no one (Skelcher, 1982)

L ol

The events in the Edmonton regibn support these pomts. Stafd’ and-

!

i)
|

commttee members, alike, spoke of the d1ff1culty for members in having
to play both a local and a reg1on,al role. Moreover, many committee
members conceded that they\would not support a position tnat Was

detrimental to their own munigipality. Yet, most committee menbers ‘did



not feel that their comm1tment to the local prerogative necessarily bhad
an adverse effect on the fiqa1 regional p]an. The very general po11cy
positions adopted in the plan satisfied the cause of local autonomy and,
of coopse, it was presumed that iocaI authorities would act responsidly

in oarrying out the plan's intentions.  Staff, on the other hand,

' soggested that given such a loose policy framework,-local’ authorittes ‘

could justify almost anything‘in terms of the intent of the plan. They

perceived the effectiveness of regiona] planning to have been

jve. Hence, the commisston's form of representationa clearly

own -
S

authorltwes and the prov1nc1a1 gbvernment but it surely does not conform
with regional p1anmng theory. The“petterment of the region*s a
single community of interest, was never really the central issue fogi&he
regional plan committee. ' /
8.4.1 The Sub-committee o

The formation of the sUb-committee in May 1983 resolved the problem
perceived by the regional plan committee, that_staff were unwilling to

E4

adapt the draft plan tofrefTect the committee's intent, saying nothing

here about staff perceptions of the commitfee's reluctancé to provide

| d{regtion. By working cont1nﬂou§1y ‘with staff in rewriting the policies
fvof the draft plan, the reQiona] plan committee met {ts assigned
responsibility ip the process ,for the first time. Both staff and
commi ttee pembers endorsed its effectiveness in enhancing the process of

negotiation and cohpromi%e. However, its benefits for regional

ised by the inability of the committee to adopt a truly regiona1'

. \ . P
e cause of local autonomy, for members. could ensure that their

232

ests were taken care of. This may meet with the aims of local -
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p]ann1ng, 1n terms of the nature of. the p011cy that emerged, are not 'S0
eclear cut; Once aga1n \staff reflected upon the general tenor of the'
pol1c1es as be1ng l1cense fer almost absolute 1oca1 autonomy. ‘
Moreover, some suggested that the role &ﬁ' the comm1ss1on as a
;coord1nat1ng “and fac111tat1ng body .had- been.séverely c1rcumscr1bed Atu;
least one pPOVxS10n in the 1983 proposed negiona1 plan supports ‘this
claim Under Sect1on 2.0, mun1¢1pa11t1es are strongly encouraged to
'.enter 1nto 301nt planning agreements with ne1ghbor1ng author1t1es toﬁ
:manage fr1nge areas Th1s 1s int2nded to provide a nechan1sm in which o
1ntermun1c1pa] conf]1ct in fr1nge areas can be reso]ved" (EMRPC 1983a,
: S. 13).  Yet, “in the past, the comm1ss1on, alone, had served as the
forum‘ for  the ~resolution’ ot intermunicipa1 dispute jsuch* that =
municipalities not' involved in the #mediate conflict could mediate‘

-

compet ing c]aims. ' Under the new framework, “the forum Yole of the

eommiséion in the fr1nge area. is not clearly de]imited whether
?

~joint p1ann1ng prov1s1on is ultzmately successfu] for 1ntermunr

‘coordxnat1on is not at 1ssue here, ‘although the brew1ng conf?lct over;;,

the thy of Leduc' s proposal to annex terr1tory from the Countyéof LEduc””

¥

suggests at ]east one fa11ed attempt. The 1ntent here, however, is to,/"
i _
' ind1cate the 1mpact of ‘the new pol1cy in curta1l1ng the act1v1t1es of

the reg1ona1 p]annlng cog@15§lon in the plann1ng of,fr1nge~areas and the

'“resolut1on of dispute. Once aga1n the §mmhas1s“wou1d appear to ‘**jj
Tocal responsibility and not regional control. o “ ‘x":”_ﬁ/‘
8.5 Implications‘for Further‘StUdy

< R " q B LR
The process that -led ;5Pthe adopt10n of the Edmonton yetropol1tan

Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Commlss1on S first reg1onal p]an 1s yet ”notherf

s . ,
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case' in the 36, year history of the region, of the failure of the
will to cooperate. There was no common appreciation, amongst member-

municipalities, of the benefits to be secured through cooperative

regional management and hence no reason to take the.regionai cause more

seriously than under the past regionai p]anning regime. ‘In fact,

saddied as it was with the task of giving force to the 75/25 growth
allocation' formula, this process presented rather more of a disbenefit
to members in terms of local autonomy than the previous plan preparatign
exercise, in which they were at least able to define their own grouth

management framework. The process bécame the obvious arena for local

representatives 8 take issue with the intrusion of the provincial

government into -a perceived local domain, a task made easier by the
J

absence of ag unambiguous framework of interauthority respon51b111ties

.at the prov1nc1a1 ievei Members of the comm1551on, representing both a,

iocai and a regional 1nterest gave primary ai]egiance to .heiﬂmown

munic1pa11ties Confu51ng the “distribution of - 1nterauthor1ty
e _

nespons1b111t1es even further, the process was also an obvious chance

~ for .the Ailberta P]anning Board to test 1ts self- prociaimed and newiyw

expanded ro]e within: the regional pianning process - The only’ group not

in a gonfiict of 1nterest 51tuat10n, then, in defining the mandate forv

the regiona1 p1an on behalf of the theoreticai regionai community of

‘interest, was  regional pianning ‘staff. Yet, they *had no decision-

making’ authority. So the regional interest operated' from a weak
political position. h Local’ autdnomy assumed pre- eminence in the
evaluation of policy 1ssues Yet, given the broader poiiticai cuiture
for the process to expect otherw1se 1s poiaticaiiy naive Eventspin

the Edmonton region have never given cdﬁ?e fbr be]iefaﬁn the wi]iingn ;'

¥ 1‘";‘ .
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~oq-pember -municipalities to act on behalf of the regional conmun1ty of
interest. The\re]at1onsh1p between regional p]ann1ng -and local autonomy
“has a}ways been advers;ria1. . B .

-Thét the influence o; local ‘eutonomy 'on the plan preparation
3 process seemed to. be affected by the role of‘the Aiberta Planning Boerd,~
the regional plan committee; and comnisSfon staff suggests;outstanding
areas of concern.” Specifically, the c]arification of‘the role of the

Alberta . Planning Board 1in regional planning warrants immediate

-attehtidh. Whilesthe Revised Guidelines for Rediona] P}an Preparation

and Review (Alberta, 19aéa) and the Framework for Application. of

Regional Plan Guidelines (ATberta, 1982b) had been intended to alleviate
this concern, ©.as raisedﬁ in ' other - studies (A.M.A., 1981,

AAM.D. C/A.U.M.A. 1980) the findings in the Edmonton ‘region indicate

that further attent1on is yet required. The ro]e of the Board in the
Edmonton reg1on s plan preparat]on process was a source of confus1op~

pLanners and comm1ttqev members aJ1ke. . Da]e and Burton's (

suggestion that c]earervlines of communication are needed betweenmthe
_prov1nc1a1 government and tn% conm1ss1ons seems part1cu1gr1y apt.
Another major area of concern relates to the nature of the
repqesentation-on the commission. The results clear]y indicated that'.
?:members of the regiona]'p]an committee were decioedlyvmore likely to
place_]g¥a1ty at the local level rather than w1th the reg1ona1 commun1ty
« of ﬁnterest. The provincial government needs to assess whether this
ﬁmééﬁér oflbalanc1ng concerns accords,w1th‘1ts_own intent for reg1ona1
’.pLanning in .the province. Or .would the regional interest be better

served by'representatives;thateare elected or appointed regionally to

serve wholly that inteﬁggi?
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Even more basically, the provincfal government(needs to reassess
and define its aims for regional p]anningland the relation of these aims
to those for other leyels of author1ty on the p]ann1ng hlerarchy ~This
issue of mandate, or the proper balance of 1oca1, reg1ona1 and
orovincial concerns;; stultified the entire regional planning exercise

because there was no comprehensive framework at the provincial level to

‘bd&y é&mas a gu1de in reso]v1ng d1spute. .Many participants expressed

-jgaieﬁtayniy as to what was pol1t1ca1 posture and what was true 1ntent
’behind the prov1nc1a1 government S stated comm1tments to reg1ona1
planning and local autonomy. This'tyoe.of study needs toiassess the
1mp1ications of different levels of commitment uoon the type of regional
management that can be expected ‘under each qd the type of structure

‘most su1ted to 1mp]ement1ng the favored ma

de11berate evaluation of the costs and benef1ts inherent under each

potential regime is-requ1red Then, based on its cho1oe of a preferred

strategy, the prov1nc1a1,government should magﬁ'the terms of reference -

¥
for local autonomy and reg1ona1 p]ann1ng_exp]1c1t. b

-Fina11y, the provincial authorities and regional planning‘

commissions need to- assess the training needs of plann1ng staff This

suggestion is nof a new one but rather builds on the conclu51on of the’

HReg1ona1'\P1ann1ng System. Studx, (Alberta, 1981a), that - conm1ss1on

’p1anners need to be sk111ed in areas of 1nterpersona] relations and '

~conflict resolution techn1ques. Within the Edmonton regfo‘/ the facti

that planners ended up caught between two compet1ng claims, w1th little
obvious awareness of the range of cho1ce available to them, conf1rms
. that more is needed‘for managing - the p011t1ca] environment for regional

" planning than-technical skills in drafting pians. S
| ' , -

A conscious and'
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8.6 A Final Word

1

N,
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The events of the regional plan preparation precess in the Edmontdn :

metroﬁo1itan're§ion forecast a curtailed rale for the regiomal planning

commission in shaping‘fUture growth and deve]opmént in the region. For

~ the' time be1ng, at least, the ba]ance of power in 10ca1 regiohdl |

‘relations ‘has swung in favor of local autonomy ~ Exactly what ro]e the

» comm1ss1on will play under thi's scheme of th1ngs is unc]ear,'51nce 1ts.

Tow prof11e in 1mp1ement1ng and mon1tor1ng the ‘regional - p]an has been_;

re1nforced by budget cuts wh1ch hqve agready resu1;ed in staff
redustions in the régioha1 pfanning diyisibn. The increasing number ofy
: : o . - * o

'1pcé1 municipalifﬁes hgﬁuming théir own subdivision approval authority

has curta1led -the réspons1b111ty of the commission - in thiz area, as

fwg11 In the years to come, regional p]ann1ng commi ssions w111 need new

ru1es to justify their ex1stence For 1n the absence of “the w1]1\

'cgoperate,‘the comm1tment to reg1onq] p]annlngvrests‘at a 1ow§ehb. \
’ . »\'.

\
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* APPENDIX I’

’

' MEMBERSHIP ON THE EDMONTON METROPO

i

\A

City of Edmonton
City of St. AJPert .

‘ bounty of Sfrathcoha

County of Leduc (part)

County.of Parkland (part)

| Municipal District of Sturgeon

. Towns of Fort Saskatchewan,
Bon Accdird, Devon, Calmar,
Gibbons, Leduc, Morinville,
Redwater, Spruce Grove, =

. Sto‘Plain.' and Beaumont

LITAN

REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

. 9 representatives

2 represgntatives

2 representatives; one of *
which shall represent Sherwood
Park :

1 repfesentative
1 repreSentativé

1 representative

- 1 representative each



