Council Meeting
Jubilee Centre Council Chamber

Tuesday, February 9, 2010

9909 Franklin Avenue, Fort McMurray

6:00 p.m.

Agenda
Call to Order

Opening Prayer

Adoption of Agenda

Minutes of Previous Meetings
1.

Regular Meeting – January 26, 2010

Delegations
2.

Ms. Tina Tetreault, Wood Buffalo Educare Society, re: 2009 Educare Funding

3.

Mr. Jim Rogers, Waterways resident re: Business Commercial Industrial Land
Those individuals in attendance at the meeting will be provided with an opportunity to address Council
regarding an item on the agenda, with the exception of those items for which a Public Hearing is required
or has been held. Consistent with all delegations, each presentation will be allowed a maximum of five
minutes.

Presentations
4.

Mr. Mark Kay, Manager, Strategic Planning and Performance Measurement Branch, re:
2009 Resident Survey Results
Public Hearings – None Scheduled

Bylaws
5.

Bylaw No. 10/001 – Utility Rates Bylaw (2nd and 3rd readings)

Council Meeting – Tuesday, February 9, 2010

Reports – None Scheduled

New and Unfinished Business

Updates




Mayor’s Update
Reporting of Councillors on Boards and Committees
Administrative Update

Adjournment
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (RMWB) contracted
Banister Research & Consulting Inc. (Banister Research) to conduct
the 2009 Resident Survey of Municipal Services and Facilities. A
total of 800 surveys were completed, by telephone, using a
questionnaire designed in close consultation with the Regional
Municipality of Wood Buffalo (the client). Specific findings include:
Satisfaction with Municipal Services
• Eighty-one percent (81%) of respondents indicated a high level
of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5) with RMWB Fire, Ambulance, and
Rescue emergency services, including 39% that were very
satisfied (5 out of 5).
• High levels of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5) were also reported for
RMWB parks and trail systems (76%), garbage collection
services (75%), roadside green spaces and landscaping (73%),
and Emergency Management measures (71%).
• Respondents less frequently indicated high levels of satisfaction
(4 or 5 out of 5) with downtown parking (21%), snow removal
and ice management (21%), and traffic flow and traffic lights
(18%).
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Satisfaction with RMWB Programs
• More than half of respondents were highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of
5) with RMWB recreation programs and activities (57%), and
cultural programs and activities (52%).
• Forty-six percent (46%) of respondents indicated a high level of
satisfaction with Family Community Support Services, while 39%
of respondents were highly satisfied with the Family Services
Agency, and 33% were highly satisfied with the Roots of
Empathy program.
• Respondent satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5) with homelessness
programs (26%), the landlord and tenant advisory board (18%),
and the Tough Times Handbook (18%), was comparatively
lower.
• For many of the services and programs, results were affected by
the high proportion of respondents that were unable to provide
an answer when asked to rate their level of satisfaction with a
particular program or service 1 .
Overall Satisfaction with RMWB Services, Facilities and Programs
• The majority of respondents (52%) indicated they were highly
satisfied overall (4 or 5 out of 5) with the services provided by
the RMWB, while 41% of respondents provided a neutral
response (3 out of 5). Six percent (6%) of respondents were
dissatisfied overall (1 or 2 out of 5) and 1% were unsure.

Satisfaction with RMWB Facilities
• The Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex (60%)
garnered the highest satisfaction rating (4 or 5 out 5), followed
by the Vista Ridge All Seasons Park (50%).
• Satisfaction levels (4 or 5 out of 5) for Centennial Pool (29%)
and the Events Billboard (19%) were comparatively lower.
1

Results excluding the respondents that did not provide an answer are reported on
in the text accompanying the graphical representation of the data.
i
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Overall Importance and Service Improvements
• Areas identified as key strengths of the RMWB included:
o Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue emergency services;
o Emergency Management measures;
o Parks and trail systems;
o Garbage collection services;
o School zones and cross walks;
o Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex;
o Recreational programs and activities;
o Family and Community Support Services; and
o Family Services Agency.
• Primary areas of improvement included:
o RMWB public transit;
o Homelessness programs;
o Recycling and composting depots;
o Land use and planning approvals;
o Summer road maintenance;
o Snow removal and ice management; and
o Traffic flow and traffic lights.
Contact with RMWB Employees
• Nearly sixty percent (59%) of respondents had been in contact
with an RMWB employee over the past year.
• RMWB employees were contacted in person (47%), by phone
(44%), via email (6%) and by mail or fax (2%).
• The majority of respondents that contacted RMWB employees
were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the service they received
(73%), 47% being very satisfied (5 out of 5).
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Neighborhood Issues
• When asked if there were any neighbourhood issues in their
area that were currently a problem, 45% indicated there were.
• Parking issues (27%), the need to restrict ATV’s in non
designated areas (17%) and the need to enforce traffic laws
(11%) were most frequently mentioned by respondents as
problem issues in their neighbourhoods.
Views Towards Property Taxes
• The majority of respondents (83%) owned their home in the
RMWB while 17% rented.
• Of these homeowners (n=660), almost half (47%) believed they
received good or very good value for their tax dollar, while 42%
believed they received fair value, and 11% believed they
received poor value for their tax dollar.
• When asked why they felt they received very good or good value
for their tax dollar, respondents most frequently mentioned good
services and facilities for the money paid (43%).
• The tax strategy supported by the greatest proportion of
respondents was an inflationary tax increase to maintain
services (39%), followed by maintaining current tax levels (24%).
Municipal Leadership
• Road infrastructure or fixing roads and traffic flow (18%) and
managing growth (18%) were most frequently mentioned as the
most important issues facing Regional Council today.
• Sixty-two percent (62%) of respondents agreed that Regional
Council is planning for the future of the community, with another
24% neither agreeing nor disagreeing with the statement.
Fourteen percent (14%) of respondents somewhat or strongly
disagreed, while 2% were unsure.

ii
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News and Information
• Local radio was the information source that respondents most
frequently identified as an effective source of news regarding
Regional Council and RMWB services, program, and initiatives
(64%).
• Twenty-three percent (23%) of respondents indicated they would
always read an advertising feature in Fort McMurray Today that
would spotlight Regional Council and RMWB issues, while 44%
said they would sometimes read it.

iii
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1.0 STUDY BACKGROUND
The Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (RMWB) has contracted
Banister Research & Consulting Inc. (Banister Research) to conduct
a Resident Survey of Municipal Services and Facilities to assess
resident awareness and satisfaction with programs and services, as
well as resident priorities and how the municipality is currently dealing
with them. The results of the 800 telephone surveys will be used to
help the municipality identify successes in customer service, as well
as opportunities for improvement to services, program, and facilities.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY
All components of the project were designed and executed in close
consultation with the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (the
client). A detailed description of each task of the project is outlined
in the remainder of this section. A copy of the final questionnaire is
provided in Appendix A.

2.1 Project Initiation and Questionnaire
Design
At the outset of the project, all background information relevant to

The findings from this year’s survey provide the RMWB with insight

the study was identified and subsequently reviewed by Banister

into the perceptions and opinions of residents across a number of

Research.

issues including:

objectives of the client ensuring a full understanding of the issues

♦ Overall satisfaction with existing RMWB municipal services
and facilities;
♦ Satisfaction with specific facilities and programs;

The consulting team familiarized itself with the

and concerns to be addressed in the project. The result of this task
was an agreement on the research methodology, a detailed work
plan and project initiation.

♦ Importance of RMWB facilities and programs;
♦ Contact and satisfaction with RMWB staff;
♦ Problem issues in resident neighbourhoods;
♦ Value received for tax dollar;
♦ Satisfaction with municipal leadership; and
♦ RMWB news and promotions.

1
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2.2

Survey Population and Data Collection
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and Intelligence Association, there was a 12% response rate and

A total of 800 telephone interviews were completed with RMWB

59% refusal rate. It is important to note that the calculation used for

residents 18 years of age or older. Telephone interviews were

both response and refusal rates is a conservative estimate and

conducted between November 2nd and November 10th, 2009.

does not necessarily measure respondent interest in the subject

Results provide a margin of error no greater than +3.3% at the 95%

area.

confidence level or 19 times out of 20. It is important that when
considering the survey findings, the reader should note that the
sample error tolerances associated with the sample sizes vary by
sub-group.
The sampling strategy involved randomly dialing phone numbers from
the most recent telephone directory of the RMWB. Quotas were
established to ensure equal proportions of male and female
respondents. To maximize the representativeness of the sample, a

Summary of Final Call Attempts
Call Classification:
Number of Calls:
Completed Interviews
Busy/No answer/Answering
machine/Respondents unavailable
Refusals
Fax/Modem/Business
Not-In-Service/Wrong number
Terminated/Language barrier
Disqualified/quota full

800
1,767

Total

4,314

1,196
117
375
34
25

maximum of ten call back attempts were made to each listing prior to
excluding it from the final sample. Busy numbers were scheduled for

At the outset of the fieldwork, all interviewers and supervisors were

a call back every fifteen minutes. Where there was an answering

given a thorough step-by-step briefing, explaining everything

machine, fax or no answer, the call back was scheduled at a different

required for the successful completion of an interview. To ensure

time period on the following day. The first attempts to reach each

quality, at least 10% of each interviewer's work was monitored by a

listing were made during the evening or on weekends. Subsequent

supervisor on an on-going basis.

attempts were made at a different time on the following day.
The questionnaire was programmed into Banister Research’s
The following table presents the results of the final call attempts.

Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing System (CATI). Using

Using the call summary standard established by the Market Research

this system, data collection and data entry were simultaneous, as
data was entered into a computer file while the interview was being

2
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conducted. Furthermore, the CATI system allowed interviewers to
directly

enter

verbatim

responses

to

open-ended

questions.

♦ Lethbridge; and
♦ Red Deer.

Throughout the process, Banister Research maintained respondent

The findings from resident surveys conducted in each of the

confidentiality.

communities were examined. In the instance where Banister
Research did not conduct the research, efforts were made to

2.3

Data Analysis

secure the survey findings. All comparative findings presented in

Data analysis included cross-tabulation, whereby the frequency and

this report are intended to provide some context for the RMWB

percentage distribution of the results for each question were broken

when considering the findings from their own resident survey.

down based on respondent characteristics and responses (e.g.,
overall satisfaction with services, contact with Municipal employees,

3.0 STUDY FINDINGS

demographics, etc.). Statistical analysis included a Z-test to

Results of the study are presented as they relate to the

determine if there were significant differences in responses between

specific topic areas addressed by the survey. The reader

respondent subgroups. Results were reported as statistically

should note, when reading the report that the term significant

significant at the 95% confidence level. The “Selected Sub-Segment

refers to “statistical significance”.

Findings” portions of the report present selected findings from the
cross tabulation analysis.

2.4

Municipal Comparison

Where applicable and appropriate, findings from a number of other
“comparable” communities have been included. Through discussions
with the RMWB project manager, a number of “comparable”
municipalities were identified. These Alberta municipalities included:
♦ St. Albert;
♦ Airdrie;
♦ Edmonton;

3
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Satisfaction with RMWB Services
3.1.1 Parks and Trail System

Respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with various RMWB services
using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 meant “very dissatisfied” and 5 meant “very
satisfied”. Three-quarters (76%) of respondents were satisfied overall with the
parks and trail system in the RMWB (4 or 5 out of 5), including 33% that were very
satisfied. See Figure 1, below.
Figure 1

Satisfaction with Parks and Trail System
Very Satisfied (5)

33%
43%

4
3

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=46)

13%

2

5%

Mean = 4.08
Very Dissatisfied (1)

1%

Don't know

6%

0%

n=800

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the parks and
trail system included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (78%
versus 57% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that own their home (77% versus
68% of those that rent);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (83% versus
72% of those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents with a household income of
$100,000 to $140,000 per year or $200,000 or
more per year (80% to 83% versus 76% of those
with a household income of less than $100,000 per
year).

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the parks and trail
system included:
• Need more parks / trails (19 respondents);
• Need better maintenance / cleaner (7
respondents);
• Dislikes that ATVs use the trails (4 respondents);
• Feels unsafe on trails / in parks / needs to be
patrolled more (3 respondents); and
• Dislike that dog owners do not pick up after their
dogs (3 respondents).

4
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3.1.2 Disposal Services
The majority of respondents (75%) were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with garbage

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

collection services. Fifteen percent (15%) of respondents provided a neutral

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with garbage
collection services included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (76%
versus 55% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall); and
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (81% versus
71% of those that indicated fair or poor value).

response, while 8% were dissatisfied to some degree (1 or 2 out of 5). See
Figure 2, below.
Figure 2

Satisfaction with Garbage Collection Services
Very Satisfied (5)

34%

4

41%

3

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=65)

15%

2

6%

Mean = 4.01
Very Dissatisfied (1)

2%

Don't know

2%
0%

n=800

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with garbage
collection services included:
• Dislikes the limit on the number of bags that can
be put out (17 respondents);
• Garbage collectors are messy / don’t pick
everything up (11 respondents);
• Would like a blue box / curb side recycling
program (8 respondents);
• Dislikes that some items are refused / should
accept more materials (6 respondents);
• Lack of garbage pick up in new developments /
have to take to dumpsters (6 respondents); and
• Dislikes bag size / weight limit (6 respondents).

5
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Fewer respondents (36%) expressed satisfaction with recycling and
composting depots in the RMWB (4 or 5 out of 5), while 32% of respondents
were dissatisfied overall with recycling and composting depots (1 or 2 out of
5). Twenty-eight percent (28%) of respondents provided a neutral response (3
out of 5). See Figure 3, below.
Figure 3

Satisfaction with Recycling and Composting Depots
Very Satisfied (5)
4

25%

3

28%
18%

Mean = 3.02
Very Dissatisfied (1)

14%

Don't know

4%

0%

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with recycling and
composting depots included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (38%
versus 16% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall); and
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (43% versus
29% of those that indicated fair or poor value).

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=95)

11%

2

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with recycling and
composting depots included:
• Would like a blue box / curb side pick up program
(38%);
• Not enough depots (24%);
• Recycling depot and bins are always full / empty
them more often (13%);
• Don’t accept enough materials / need to add
plastics recyclable products (13%);
• Poor access to depots / not convenient / user
friendly (12%);
• Depots are unclean / area around bins is unclean
(11%); and
• Need to expand program / are behind in program
(10%).

n=800
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3.1.3 Public Transit

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

Next, respondents were asked to indicate their level of satisfaction with RMWB
public transit (bus stops, routes, and buses). Forty percent of respondents (40%)
indicated they were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) and 24% provided a neutral
response. Twenty-three percent (23%) of respondents were unable to provide a
response. See Figure 4, below. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, more than half (52%) of the remaining
respondents (n=681) were satisfied, including 17% that were very satisfied (5 out
of 5).
Figure 4

Satisfaction with Public Transit
Very Satisfied (5)

13%

4

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with RMWB public
transit included:
• Male respondents (47% versus 34% females);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (41%
versus 18% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that rent their home (52% versus
37% of those that own);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (43% versus
32% of those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents with a household income of
$100,000 to $140,000 per year (48% versus 35%
those with a household income of $200,000 or
more per year).

27%

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=113)
3

24%

2

10%

Very Dissatisfied (1)

Mean = 3.44

4%

Don't know

23%

0%
n=800

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with public transit
included:
• Poor frequency of buses (20%);
• Buses are always late / never on schedule / not
reliable (19%);
• Not enough routes / poor bus routes / routes are
not direct enough (18%);
• Scheduling of routes is poor / scheduling makes
transferring hard (12%); and
• Bus drivers are dissatisfactory / have poor
customer service (12%).
7
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3.1.4 Traffic and Parking Control
Next, respondents were asked to respond to three questions regarding their
satisfaction with traffic and parking control in the RMWB. First, respondents were
asked to rate their satisfaction with school zones and cross walks. Seventy percent
(70%) of respondents were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5), while 9% expressed that they
were dissatisfied with school zones and cross walks, and 20% provided a neutral
response. See Figure 5, below.
Figure 5

Satisfaction with School Zones and Cross Walks

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with school zones
and cross walks included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (72%
versus 43% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (76% versus
63% of those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (78% versus 65%
to 69% of respondents age 35 or older).

28%

Very Satisfied (5)

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=73)
4

42%

3

20%

2

8%

Mean = 3.88
Very Dissatisfied (1)

1%

Don't know

1%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with school zones and
cross walks:
• Need more flashing lights at cross walks (22
respondents);
• Need more patrols of school zones / crosswalks /
patrol speeding (20 respondents);
• Crosswalks are poorly marked / poorly marked in
winter especially (14 respondents);
• Need more cross walks in general (8
respondents); and
• There is heavy congestion near school zones (4
respondents).

n=800
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Eighteen percent (18%) of residents expressed satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5) with
traffic flow and lights in the RMWB. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of respondents
provided a neutral response, while more than half (53%) reported being
dissatisfied (1 or 2 out of 5). See Figure 6, below.
Figure 6

Satisfaction with Traffic Flow and Traffic Lights
Very Satisfied (5)

4%

4

14%

3

29%

2

31%

Mean = 2.48
Very Dissatisfied (1)
Don't know

22%

n=800

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=419)

1%

0%

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with traffic flow and
traffic lights included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (19% versus 6% of
respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that rent their home (32% versus 16% of
those that own);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or very
good value for their tax dollar (19% versus 12% of
those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or less
(23% versus 12% of those living there for more than 10
years);
• Respondents with children in their household (21%
versus 16% of households without children);
• Respondents with a household income of less than
$200,000 per year (16% to 28% versus 9% of those
with a household income of $200,000 or more per
year); and
• Respondents not currently working (26% versus 16%
of those currently working).

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with traffic flow and traffic
lights in RMWB included:
• Poor traffic flow / congestion / there is lots of traffic
(40%);
• Lights are poorly synchronized (33%);
• Need to add more roads / lanes (9%); and
• Lack of main routes / only one main route / lack
alternate routes (8%).
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When asked to indicate their level of satisfaction with downtown parking 21% of

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

respondents indicated they were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) to some degree. More

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with downtown
parking included:
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (28% versus
15% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (25% versus 17% of those living there for
more than 10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 44 years (23% to 29%
versus 15% of respondents age 45 to 54 years);
and
• Respondents with a household income of
$200,000 or more per year (23% versus 14% of
those with a household income of less than
$100,000 per year).

than one-third of respondents (34%) provided a neutral response (3 out of 5), while
43% indicated they were dissatisfied (1 or 2 out of 5) with downtown parking in the
RMWB. See Figure 7, below.
Figure 7

Satisfaction with Downtown Parking
Very Satisfied (5)

3%

4

18%

3

34%

2

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=344)

29%

Mean = 2.67
Very Dissatisfied (1)

14%

Don’t know

2%

0%

n=800

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with downtown
parking included:
• There is a lack of parking in general (75%);
• Is too congested / too many vehicles / people
make finding parking harder (10%);
• Businesses don’t have enough parking / new
businesses added no parking (6%);
• Would like a parkade downtown / need to build
the parkade they promised (6%); and
• Parking lots / stalls are not big enough for trucks /
are too small (5%).
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3.1.5 Emergency Services
The majority of respondents (81%) indicated they were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5)
with fire, ambulance and rescue emergency services. Nine percent (9%) of
respondents provided a neutral response (3 out of 5) and 9% were unsure. See
Figure 8, below.
Figure 8

Satisfaction with Fire, Ambulance and Rescue
Emergency Services
39%

Very Satisfied (5)

42%

4

2

1%

Very Dissatisfied (1)

0%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with Fire, Ambulance
and Rescue Emergency services included:
• Are understaffed / need more paramedics for an
area this size (4 respondents);
• Poor response time (3 respondents);
• Lack of emergency routes for emergency services
to follow (1 respondent); and
• Dispatch staff are not friendly (1 respondent).

Mean = 4.30

9%

Don't know

0%

20%

40%

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Fire,
Ambulance and Rescue emergency services
included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (83%
versus 65% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall); and
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (85% versus
79% of those that indicated fair or poor value).

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=10)

9%

3

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

60%

80%

100%

n=800
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Next, respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with emergency
management measures for river break-up, wildfires, etc. The majority (71%)
expressed some level of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5) including 27% that were very
satisfied. Fifteen percent (15%) of respondents provided a neutral response, while
13% were unsure. When respondents that did not provide an answer were
excluded from the analyses, eighty-one percent (81%) of the remaining
respondents (n=699) were satisfied, including half (50%) that were very satisfied (5
out of 5). See Figure 9, below.
Figure 9

Satisfaction with Emergency Management
Measures
Very Satisfied (5)

27%

4

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Emergency
Management measures included:
• Female respondents (75% versus 66% of males);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (73% versus 41%
of respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that own their home (73% versus 63%
of those that rent);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (82% versus
65% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for more than 10
years (79% versus 65% of those living there for 10
years or less); and
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (76% versus 67%
of respondents age 45 to 54 years).
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=11)
2
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Very Dissatisfied (1)
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n=800

Mean = 4.10
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with Emergency
Management measures included:
• Better awareness / more information of what to do
in an emergency (4 respondents);
• They send out too much information (1
respondent);
• Takes too long for water line repairs (1
respondent);
• It is not effective in general (1 respondent); and
• Flood control doesn’t protect downtown (1
respondent).
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3.1.6 Road Maintenance

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

Respondents were asked a series of questions to measure their satisfaction with
road maintenance in the RMWB. When asked to indicate their satisfaction with
roadside green spaces and landscaping 73% of respondents indicated that they
were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5), including 30% that indicated they were very
satisfied. See Figure 10, below.
Figure 10

Satisfaction with Roadside Green Spaces and
Landscaping
Very Satisfied (5)

30%

4

43%

3

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with roadside
green spaces and landscaping included:
• Female respondents (77% versus 68% of males);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (75% versus 49%
of respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that own their home (74% versus 65%
of those that rent);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (83% versus
67% of those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents with a household income of $100,000
or more per year (73% to 79% versus 61% of those
with a household income of less than $100,000 per
year).
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=58)
2
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with roadside green
spaces and landscaping included:
• There is a lack of maintenance / are neglected /
are unclean (16 respondents);
• Spending too much money on landscaping that is
not needed (12 respondents); and
• Natural spaces are being removed / there is a lack
of green space (7 respondents).

n=800
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
When asked to rate their satisfaction with snow removal and ice management
services in the RMWB twenty-one percent (21%) of respondents indicated some
level of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5), while 48% indicated being dissatisfied (1 or 2
out of 5). Thirty-one percent (31%) of respondents provided a neutral response.
See Figure 11, below.
Figure 11

Satisfaction with Snow Removal and Ice
Management
4%

Very Satisfied (5)

17%

4

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=380)
31%
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Mean = 2.55
22%

Very Dissatisfied (1)
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n=800

20%

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with snow
removal and ice management included:
• Female respondents (23% versus 18% of males);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (22%
versus 6% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that rent their home (27% versus
19% of those that own); and
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (29% versus
12% of those that indicated fair or poor value).

40%

60%
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with snow removal
and ice management:
• Residential / side streets have poor snow removal
/ only do main streets (52%);
• Snow is not cleared from the roads / poor snow
removal (19%);
• Takes too long to complete / start snow removal
(12%);
• Snow removal is not done frequently enough
(11%);
• Poor ice management / not enough sanding /
salting (7%); and
• Sidewalks / trails are poor / too many people don’t
clear their sidewalks (7%).
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Thirty percent (30%) of respondents indicated they were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5)

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

with summer road maintenance including paving, pothole repair, street sweeping,

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) summer road
maintenance included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (32%
versus 10% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (41% versus
20% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (37% versus 22% of those living there for
more than 10 years); and
• Respondents with a university education (38%
versus 24% versus respondents with a college
education).

and sidewalk maintenance. One-third of respondents (33%) provided a neutral
response (3 out of 5), while 36% expressed dissatisfaction (1 or 2 out of 5). See
Figure 12, below.
Figure 12

Satisfaction with Summer Road Maintenance
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with summer road
maintenance included:
• There are lots of potholes / potholes are never
fixed (41%);
• Roads are in poor shape / poor road maintenance
(22%);
• Roads are dirty / have mud on them / lack of
street sweeping (16%);
• Is not done quickly enough / takes too long for
them to start a project (13%); and
• Repairs are poor quality / are always being
redone (12%).
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3.1.7 Condition and Appearance of City Hall
Overall, 60% of respondents indicated some level of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of
5) regarding the condition and appearance of City Hall. Six percent (6%) of
respondents indicated they were dissatisfied (1 or 2 out of 5) and 28%
provided a neutral response (3 out of 5). See Figure 13, below.
Figure 13

Satisfaction with the Condition and Appearance of
City Hall
Very Satisfied (5)

18%

4

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the condition
and appearance of City Hall included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (62%
versus 29% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall); and
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (65% versus
53% of those that indicated fair or poor value).
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=43)

28%

2

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the condition and
appearance of City Hall included:
• Building is not attractive / needs a facelift (14
respondents);
• Building is old / rundown (7 respondents);
• Lots of litter near building / on steps (6
respondents); and
• Building maintenance is poor (5 respondents).
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Mean = 3.77
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
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3.1.8 Planning and Development
Next, respondents were asked questions regarding planning and development in
the RMWB. When asked to indicate their satisfaction with building permits 23%
were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5), while 13% were dissatisfied. Forty-one percent
(41%) of respondents were unsure. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, forty percent (40%) of the remaining
respondents (n=471) were satisfied. See Figure 14, below.
Figure 14

Satisfaction with Building Permits
Very Satisfied (5)

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with building
permits included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (25%
versus 12% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (33% versus
17% of those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (30% versus 20%
of respondents age 45 to 54 years).
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with building permits
in RMWB included:
• Process to get a permit is slow/ there is a backlog
(41%);
• It is too difficult to get a permit (16%);
• Poor staff / are uncooperative / don’t listen to the
customer (9%);
• Standards are not strict enough / buildings are
poor quality (7%);
• Takes too long to get an inspection / getting an
inspection is difficult (5%); and
• Inspections are poorly done / or not completed
(5%).

n=800
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
When asked to express their satisfaction with land use planning and approvals in
the RMWB, twenty-four percent (24%) of respondents indicated some level of
satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5). Twenty-two percent (22%) of respondents indicated
being dissatisfied (1 or 2 out of 5), while one-quarter (25%) were unsure. When the
respondents that did not provide an answer were excluded from the analyses,
almost one-third (31%) of the remaining respondents (n=602) were satisfied. See
Figure 15, below.
Figure 15

Satisfaction with Land Use Planning and Approvals
(including development permits)
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5%

4

19%

3

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=176)

30%

2

15%

Mean = 2.99
Very Dissatisfied (1)

7%

Don’t know

25%

0%
n=800

20%

40%

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with land use
planning and approvals included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (25%
versus 4% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (30% versus
18% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (29% versus 17% of those living in the RMWB
for more than 10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (31% versus 18%
to 22% of respondents age 35 years or older); and
• Respondents with a high school education (34%
versus 18% to 24% of respondents with a college
or university education).

60%

80%

100%

Top reasons for dissatisfaction with land use planning
and approvals in RMWB included:
• Poor / lack of planning / long term planning (22%);
• Takes too long / is difficult to get a permit / zoning
approvals (12%);
• Everything is built too close together / lots are too
small (10%);
• Need to mix commercial and residential more /
lack of commercial land (7%);
• Large developers receive favoritism / there is too
much favoritism (6%); and
• Dislikes that there is a mixture of types / prices of
housing in an area (6%).
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3.1.9 Baseball, Football, Rugby and Soccer Fields
When asked to rate their satisfaction with baseball, football, rugby and soccer
fields in the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, 59% of residents indicated
some degree of satisfaction (4 of 5 out of 5). Only five percent (5%) of respondents
expressed dissatisfaction (1 or 2 out of 5), while nineteen percent (19%) provided
a neutral response, and 17% were unsure. When the respondents that did not
provide an answer were excluded from the analyses, seventy-one percent (71%)
of the remaining respondents (n=661) were satisfied, including 28% that were very
satisfied (5 out of 5). See Figure 16, below.
Figure 16

Satisfaction with Baseball, Football, Rugby and Soccer
Fields
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Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with baseball,
football, rugby and soccer fields included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (61%
versus 31% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that own their home (60% versus
51% of those that rent);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (69% versus
53% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents age 18 to 54 years (56% to 67%
versus 44% of respondents age 55 years or
older);
• Respondents with children in their household
(62% versus 55% of households without children);
and
• Respondents with a household income of
$200,000 or more per year (64% versus 52% of
those with a household income of less than
$100,000 per year).
Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=42)

Mean =3.91
Very Dissatisfied (1)

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with baseball, football,
rugby and soccer fields included:
• Lack of maintenance of sport fields / many are in
poor condition (24 respondents); and
• Lack of sport fields / need more fields in certain
areas (17 respondents).

n=800
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Satisfaction with RMWB Operated Facilities

Respondents were asked to provide satisfaction ratings for the facilities funded or
operated by the RMWB.

As illustrated in Figure 17, almost thirty percent of

respondents (29%) were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the Centennial Pool, while
31% provided a neutral response and 11% were dissatisfied (1 or 2 out of 5).
Thirty percent (30%) of respondents were unable to provide a response. When the
respondents that did not provide an answer were excluded from the analyses,
forty-one percent (41%) of the remaining respondents (n=562) were satisfied. See
Figure 17, below.
Figure17

Satisfaction with Centennial Pool
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Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Centennial
Pool included:
• Female respondents (32% versus 25% of males);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (30%
versus 10% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (35% versus
21% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondent age 18 to 34 years (33% versus 24%
of respondents age 45 to 54 years);
• Respondents with children in their household
(33% versus 24% of households without children);
• Respondents with a household income of less
than $140,000 per year (35% to 38% versus 21%
of those with a household income of $200,000 or
more per year); and
• Respondents not currently working (40% versus
26% of those currently working).
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2
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
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Top reasons for dissatisfaction with Centennial Pool
included:
• The pool is old / rundown / needs a facelift (51
respondents);
• Poor maintenance of the pool / facility (17
respondents); and
• Too small / need a bigger pool (12 respondents).

n=800
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Nineteen percent (19%) of respondents were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the
Events Billboard. Nine percent (9%) of respondents were dissatisfied overall (1 or 2
out of 5), and 23% were neutral in this regard, while half of respondents (50%) were
unsure. When the respondents that did not provide an answer were excluded from
the analyses, more than one-third (36%) of the remaining respondents (n=403) were
satisfied. See Figure 18, below.
Figure 18

Satisfaction with the Events Billboard
5%

Very Satisfied (5)
4

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Events
Billboard included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (19%
versus 4% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (23% versus
12% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (22% versus
14% of respondents age 45 to 54 years); and
• Respondents with a high school education (25%
versus 15% to 17% of respondents with a college
or university education).
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=71)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Events
Billboard included:
• Unaware of the Events Billboard / where it is /
billboard needs promotion (34 respondents);
• Billboard is not visible / not noticeable (10
respondents);
• Should have more event billboards / there is a
lack of event billboards (9 respondents); and
• Nothing is ever posted on the billboard (5
respondents).

n=800
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More than one-third of respondents (34%) were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the
Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena. Twenty-two percent (22%) provided a neutral
response, while 42% were unsure. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, the majority (58%) of the remaining
respondents (n=466) were satisfied. See Figure 19, below.
Figure 19

Satisfaction with the Frank Lacroix Minor
Hockey Arena
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Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the Frank
Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena included:
• Male respondents (38% versus 31% of females);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (35%
versus 18% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (38% versus
31% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (39% versus
28% of respondents age 45 to 54 years);
• Respondent with children in their household (40%
versus 28% of respondent households without
children); and
• Respondents with a household income $200,000
or more per year (37% versus 26% of those with a
household income of less than $100,000 per
year).
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=20)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Frank Lacroix
Minor Hockey Arena included:
• Needs to be updated / is old / rundown (13
respondents);
• Difficult to get ice time (2 respondents); and
• Need more arenas / rink facilities (2 respondents).
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As illustrated in Figure 20, sixty percent (60%) of respondents were satisfied (4 or
5 out of 5) with the Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex, while 14% of
respondents indicated they were neutral. Thirteen percent (13%) of respondents
expressed dissatisfaction (1 or 2 out of 5) with 6% indicating they were very
dissatisfied. Fourteen percent (14%) of respondents were unable to provide a
response. When the respondents that did not provide an answer were excluded
from the analyses, the majority (69%) of respondents (n=690) were satisfied,
including more than one-third (35%) that were very satisfied (5 out of 5).
Figure 20

Satisfaction with Macdonald Island Park
Recreation Complex
Very Satisfied (5)

31%
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the
MacDonald Island Park Recreation Complex
included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (61%
versus 43% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents satisfied with RMWB employee
contact (67% versus 47% of those that were not
satisfied);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (65% versus
53% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (66% versus 51% of those living there for
more than 10 years); and
• Respondents age 18 to 44 years (63% to 68%
versus 54% of respondents age 45 to 54 years).
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=104)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Macdonald
Island Park Recreation Complex:
• Costs are overrun / has cost too much (44%);
• Taking too long to complete (41%);
• Is always closed / areas are closed for
construction (17%);
• Access is poor / traffic jams / parking is too
congested (16%); and
• Was poorly planned (11%).

n=800
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Forty percent (40%) of respondents were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the
Thickwood Heights Community Centre, including 10% being very satisfied.
Twenty-six percent (26%) of respondents provided a neutral response, while only
3% indicated dissatisfaction. Thirty-one percent (31%) of respondents were
unable to provide a response. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses more than half (58%) of the remaining
respondents (n=551) were satisfied. See Figure 21, below.
Figure 21

Satisfaction with Thickwood Heights
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the
Thickwood Heights Community Centre included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (42%
versus 14% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (49% versus
33% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents with children in their household
(44% versus 36% of respondent households
without children);
• Respondents that had some or completed
university (45% versus 36% to 37% of
respondents that had some or completed high
school or college); and
• Respondents with a household income of
$100,000 to $140,000 per year (47% versus 33%
of those with a household income of less than
$100,000 per year).

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=23)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Thickwood
Heights Community Centre included:
• Needs improvement / is outdated (5 respondents);
• Has poor parking (4 respondents); and
• Is not big enough (3 respondents).

n=800
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As illustrated in Figure 22, half (50%) of respondents were satisfied to some

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

degree (4 or 5 out of 5) with the Vista Ridge All Seasons Park, with 15% being

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Vista Ridge All
Seasons Park included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (52% versus 33%
of respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that own their home (53% versus
37% of those that rent);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (59% versus
47% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for more than 10
years (58% versus 43% of those living there for
more than 10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 44 years (53% to 58%
versus 41% of respondents age 55 years or older);
• Respondents with children in their household (56%
versus 43% of households without children); and
• Respondents with a household income of $100,000
or more per year (51% to 56% versus 33% of those
with a household income of less than $100,000 per
year).

very satisfied. Seventeen percent (17%) of respondents were neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied (3 out of 5) and 32% of respondents were unsure. When the
respondents that did not provide an answer were excluded from the analyses,
almost three-quarters (74%) of the remaining respondents (n=541) were
satisfied, including 22% that were very satisfied (5 out of 5).
Figure 22

Satisfaction with Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=10)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with Vista Ridge All
Seasons Park included:
• Should be expanded / larger scale / more ski runs
(3 respondents);
• It is old / should be updated (2 respondents); and
• Is not all seasons / not enough summer activities (2
respondents).
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Selected Sub-Segment Findings

3.3

Satisfaction with RMWB Programs

Respondents were then asked to rate their level of satisfaction with programs
operated by the RMWB using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 meant “very
dissatisfied” and 5 meant “very satisfied”. Regarding recreational programs and
activities, over half (57%) of respondents were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5), while
28% were neutral in this regard. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, two-thirds (64%) of the remaining
respondents (n=724) were satisfied. See Figure 23, below.
Figure 23

Satisfaction with Recreational Programs and
Activities
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Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
be highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with
recreation programs and activities included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (60%
versus 29% of respondents that were
dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (71% versus
47% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (61% versus 53% of those living there for
more than 10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (63% versus
53% to 54% of respondents age 35 to 54 years);
and
• Respondents with a household income of
$100,000 to $140,000 per year (67% versus
56% of those with a household income of
$140,000 to $200,000 per year).
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=43)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with recreational
programs and activities included:
• Not enough recreational programs / activities (10
respondents);
• Need more programs for teens (7 respondents);
and
• Cost too much / are not accessible to lower
income families (7 respondents).

n=800
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More than half of respondents (52%) were satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with cultural

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

programs and activities in RMWB, 15% being very satisfied. Thirty-one percent

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with cultural
programs and activities included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (55%
versus 16% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (61% versus
47% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
and
• Respondents with a household income of
$100,000 to $140,000 per year (61% versus 46%
of those with a household income of less than
$100,000 per year).

(31%) of respondents were neutral in this regard (3 out of 5) and only 5% were
dissatisfied (1 or 2 out of 5) to some extent. When the respondents that did not
provide an answer were excluded from the analyses, fifty-nine percent (59%) of
the remaining respondents (n=707) were satisfied. See Figure 24, below.
Figure 24

Satisfaction with Cultural Programs and
Activities
Very Satisfied (5)

15%

4

37%

3

31%
4%

2
Very Dissatisfied (1)

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=41)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with cultural programs
and activities included:
• Lack of advertising / awareness of cultural
programs (9 respondents);
• Not enough cultural programs / activities (9
respondents); and
• Lack of diversity in cultural programs (5
respondents).

Mean = 3.69
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As illustrated in Figure 25, nearly half (46%) of respondents were satisfied overall
(4 or 5 out of 5) with family and community support services, while over 25% of
respondents were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3 out of 5). Only 3% of
respondents indicated they were dissatisfied overall with family and community
support services (1 or 2 out of 5). Twenty-six percent (26%) of respondents were
unable to provide a response. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, almost two-thirds (61%) of the
remaining respondents (n=593) were satisfied.
Figure 25

Satisfaction with Family and Community
Support Services
Very Satisfied (5)

13%

4

33%

3

25%

2

2%

Very Dissatisfied (1)

1%

Mean = 3.72

Don't know

26%

0%
n=800

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Family and
Community Support Services included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (48%
versus 18% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents satisfied with RMWB employee
contact (48% versus 23% of those that were not
satisfied);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (55% versus
36% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (49% versus 41% of those living there for
more than 10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (57% versus
39% to 45% of respondents age 35 years or
older); and
• Respondents with children in their household
(50% versus 41% of households without children).

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=28)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with family and
community support services included:
• Not enough support services available / to meet
the demand (8 respondents);
• Need more public awareness of services (6
respondents);
• Lack of staff (2 respondents); and
• Need more help with housing issues (2
respondents).
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Next, respondents were asked to rate their satisfaction with the Family

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

Services Agency, including family support services and counseling

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the Family
Services Agency included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (40%
versus 12% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents satisfied with RMWB employee
contact (42% versus 25% of those that were not
satisfied);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (48% versus
30% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
and
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (44% versus
34% of respondents age 35 to 44 years).

services. Thirty-nine percent (39%) of respondents indicated some degree
of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5), while 4% expressed dissatisfaction (1 or 2
out of 5). Over one-third (35%) of respondents were unable to provide a
response. When the respondents that did not provide an answer were
excluded from the analyses, fifty-eight percent (58%) of the remaining
respondents (n=522) were satisfied. See Figure 26, below.
Figure 26

Satisfaction with the Family Services Agency
(including family support services and counseling
services)
10%

Very Satisfied (5)

29%

4

23%

3
3%

2
Very Dissatisfied (1)

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=32)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Family
Services Agency included:
• Not enough resources to meet the demand (7
respondents);
• Lack of awareness of the Family Services Agency
(6 respondents);
• Agency is too hard to access / wait times are long
(4 respondents); and
• Lack of staff / qualified personnel (4 respondents).

Mean = 3.65
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When asked to rate their satisfaction with homelessness programs in
RMWB, 26% of respondents indicated some degree of satisfaction (4 or 5
out of 5). Nineteen percent (19%) of respondents indicated dissatisfaction

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

including 5% that were very dissatisfied. Almost one-quarter (24%) of

Respondents that indicated they receive good or very
good value for their tax dollar were significantly more
likely to be highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with
homelessness programs (32% versus 19% of those
than indicated poor or fair value).

respondents were unsure. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, one-third (34%) of the remaining
respondents (n=605) were satisfied. See Figure 27, below.
Figure 27

Satisfaction with Homelessness Programs
(including the Homelessness Initiatives Steering
Committee and the Community Plan on Homelessness)
Very Satisfied (5)

6%

4

20%

3

32%

2

14%

Very Dissatisfied (1)

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=150)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with homelessness
programs included:
• Need more homelessness programs / nothing is
being done (35%);
• Still too many homeless / homeless population is
expanding (31%);
• Need a larger shelter / more spaces / more
housing / facilities (20%);
• Need more public awareness of programs / of
new programs introduced (6%);
• Cost of housing is too high / cost of living too high
(5%); and
• Not doing enough to address drug addiction (5%).

Mean = 3.10
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Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents indicated they were satisfied (4 or
5 out of 5) with the Landlord and Tenant Advisor Board, while 28%
provided a neutral response (3 out of 5). Almost half of respondents
(45%) were unable to provide a response. When the respondents that did
not provide an answer were excluded from the analyses, almost one-third
(32%) of the remaining respondents (n=439) were satisfied. See Figure
28, below.
Figure 28

Satisfaction with the Landlord and Tenant
Advisor Board (including mediation sessions
and referrals)
Very Satisfied (5)

5%

4

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Landlord and
Tenant Advisor Board included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (19%
versus 2% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that rent their home (25% versus
16% of those that own);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (21% versus
12% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
and
• Respondents with a household income of
$140,000 to $200,000 per year (21% versus 14%
of those with a household income of $200,000 or
more per year).

13%

3

28%

2

6%

Mean = 3.17

Very Dissatisfied (1)
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Don't know
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=76)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the landlord and
tenant advisor board included:
• Lack of rent control / rent is high (23
respondents);
• Dislikes that the board isn’t on the side of renters
(7 respondents);
• Tenants are mistreated / ignored (7 respondents);
and
• Poor service / don’t answer questions / rude (7
respondents).

n=800
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One-third (33%) of respondents expressed satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5)
with the Roots of Empathy program, including education on child injury
prevention, and violence and aggression reduction. Twenty percent (20%)
of respondents indicated they were neutral in this regard, while 44% of
respondents were unsure. When the respondents that did not provide an
answer were excluded from the analyses, fifty-nine percent (59%) of the
remaining respondents (n=445) were satisfied. See Figure 29, below.
Figure 29

Satisfaction with the Roots of Empathy
Program
Very Sati sfied (5 )
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21%
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Don't know

44%
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Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with Roots of
Empathy Program included:
• Female respondents (39% versus 25% of male
respondents);
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with
RMWB services, facilities and programs (35%
versus 10% of respondents that were dissatisfied
overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (41% versus
28% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (38% versus
29% of respondents age 45 to 54 years);
• Respondents with children in their household
(39% versus 27% of households without children);
and
• Respondents with a university education (39%
versus 27% of respondents with a college
education).
Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=22)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Roots of
Empathy Program included:
• Need more public awareness of programs (8
respondents);
• Doesn’t think government should be involved in
family matters (2 respondents);
• Doesn’t think the program will accomplish much (2
respondents); and
• Roots of Empathy isn’t doing enough to help
people (2 respondents).
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Next, respondents were asked about their satisfaction with the Tough

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

Times Handbook. Eighteen percent (18%) of respondents indicated some

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with the Tough
Times Handbook included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (19% versus 2% of
respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (23% versus
12% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents with children in their household (21%
versus 15% of households without children); and
• Respondents with a university education (23%
versus 13% of respondents with a college
education).

level of satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5), while dissatisfaction (1 or 2 out of 5)
was expressed by only 3% of respondents, and a neutral response (3 out of
5) was provided by 17% of respondents. Almost two-thirds of respondents
(62%) were unable to provide a response. When the respondents that did
not provide an answer were excluded from the analyses, almost half (46%)
of the remaining respondents (n=307) were satisfied. See Figure 30, below.
Figure 30

Satisfaction with the Tough Times Handbook
Very Satisfied (5)

6%

4

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (n=29)
Top reasons for dissatisfaction with the Tough Times
Handbook included:
• Not aware of the handbook / not enough
advertisement of handbook (21 respondents);
• Need more options besides the handbook / make
more information available (2 respondents); and
• Feels the handbook isn’t helpful / not a productive
resource (2 respondents).
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Overall Satisfaction

Finally, respondents were asked to consider the entire range of RMWB
services, facilities and programs available and to rate their overall
satisfaction. Fifty-two percent (52%) of respondents expressed some level
of overall satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5). Six percent (6%) of respondents
expressed some degree of dissatisfaction, while 41% provided a neutral
response. See Figure 31, below.
Figure 31

Overall Satisfaction with RMWB services,
facilities, and programs

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
highly satisfied (4 or 5 out of 5) with RMWB
services, facilities and programs, overall, included:
• Respondents that were satisfied with their contact
with a RMWB employee (55% versus 28% of those
who were not satisfied);
• Respondents that rent their home (62% versus 50%
of those that own);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (68% versus
34% of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or
less (57% versus 45% of those living there for more
than 10 years); and
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (59% versus 49%
of respondents age 45 to 54 years).
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Municipal Comparison
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Respondents to other municipal surveys provided
satisfaction ratings for their communities’ services
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The average rating from all municipalities investigated
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Finally, respondents were asked what one change or improvement in the
service provided by RMWB would better meet their needs. The most
frequent response was to improve traffic flow and lights (15%), followed by
improving winter road maintenance (11%), and better summer road
maintenance (9%). Respondents also mentioned improved communication
to residents or to improve information provided on the services in the
RMWB (7%). See Table 1, below.
Table 1

In your view, what one change or improvement in the service provided by
the RMWB would do most to better meet your needs?
Percent of
Respondents
n=800
Improve traffic flow / more roads / better traffic lights
Improve winter road maintenance
Better road maintenance / summer road maintenance
Improve communication to residents / improve information on
services
More recreation programs / facilities / more affordable recreation
Expand recycling / have curbside recycling
Improve health care system / hospital
Improve services / more funding / better accessibility
More low income housing / affordable housing / rent control
More activities for kids / teens / families
Improve infrastructure
Improve public transit / have more bus shelters
Better qualified / more city employees / better customer service
Nothing
Other (Less than 2% of respondents)
Don’t know

15
11
9
7
5
5
4
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
29
16
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Overall Importance of Services

Importance of RMWB Services (cont’d)

Next, respondents were asked to rate the importance of the 30 RMWB
services using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 meant “not at all important”
and 5 meant “critically important”. See Table 2, below.
Table 2

Importance of RMWB services

RMWB Service:

Percent of Respondents (n=800)
Don’t Mean
1,2
3
4,5
Know

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)

<1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
3
2
4
3
4
3
2
4
6
5
5
4
6

Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue emergency services
School zones and cross walks
Traffic flow and traffic lights
Snow removal and ice management
Emergency Management measures
Garbage collection services
Summer road maintenance
Family and Community Support Services
Family Services Agency
Recycling and composting depots
Recreational programs and activities
Homelessness programs
RMWB public transit (bus stops, routes and buses)
Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex
Land use and planning approvals
Parks & trail system
Downtown parking
Roots of Empathy Program
Baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields
Cultural Programs and activities
Thickwood Heights Community Centre
Building permits

1
5
5
7
9
9
9
12
12
12
14
16
14
16
20
20
24
22
23
25
28
27

99
93
94
92
89
90
89
85
85
85
84
79
82
79
73
78
72
62
70
69
60
60

<1
<1
<1
<1
1
<1
<1
2
3
<1
1
2
1
1
3
<1
<1
10
2
1
8
7

4.86
4.61
4.59
4.55
4.49
4.47
4.41
4.40
4.39
4.31
4.23
4.21
4.21
4.14
4.12
4.11
4.04
3.97
3.93
3.90
3.87
3.84

RMWB Service:
(23) Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board
(24) Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
(25) Roadside green spaces and
landscaping
(26) Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena
(27) Tough Times Handbook
(28) Centennial Pool
(29) Condition and appearance of City
Hall
(30) Events Billboard
Overall Mean
* Scale: 1= not important and 5= important

1,2
6

Percent of Respondents
Mean
Don’t
3
4,5
Know

6

27
27

60
59

7
8

3.84
3.82

7

29

65

<1

3.81

7
11
11

31
24
33

56
46
52

6
19
5

3.71
3.63
3.60

18

34

47

1

3.41

16

31

34

19

3.28
4.09

As illustrated in Table 2, fire, ambulance and rescue emergency
services received the highest mean importance rating of all
RMWB services, programs and facilities (4.86 out of 5), followed
by school zones and cross walks (4.61 out of 5) and traffic flow
and traffic lights (4.59 out of 5). Centennial Pool (3.60 out of 5),
the condition and appearance of City Hall (3.41 out of 5), and the
Events Billboard (3.28 out of 5) received the lowest mean
importance ratings of any RMWB service, program, or facility.
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Overall Importance and Service Improvements

overall importance are considerably greater than overall

In conducting satisfaction and importance assessments, factors or

satisfaction ratings. These services are viewed as primary

services with the lowest levels of satisfaction ratings or lowest

areas of improvement. As shown, the following services

importance ratings may not necessarily be the areas where

clearly fall within this quadrant:
• RMWB public transit;
• Homelessness programs;
• Recycling and composting depots;
• Land use and planning approvals;
• Summer road maintenance;
• Snow removal and ice management; and
• Traffic flow and traffic lights.

improvement is most desired or needed. By mapping the following
areas, it identifies priority areas in terms of RMWB service
improvements:
• higher importance and lower satisfaction or areas primarily
perceived as needing improvements;
• higher importance and higher satisfaction or service
strengths;
• lower importance and higher satisfaction; and
• lower importance and lower satisfaction.
All respondents (regardless of contact) were questioned as to the level

Improvements to these services would do most to increase
residents’ satisfaction with the overall services provided by the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo.

of importance they placed on each of the 30 RMWB services
investigated (using a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 meant not at all important
and

5

meant

very

important).

Respondents’

importance

and

satisfaction ratings were plotted on grids whereby the axes intercepted
at the average importance rating (mean=4.09) and the average
satisfaction rating (mean=3.51) across all 30 services measured.
Figure 32, on page 40, maps the average importance and performance
ratings for each of the 30 Municipal services measured.
Services in the upper left quadrant are of higher than average
importance, but lower than average satisfaction, or where ratings of
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RMWB services which fall into the lower left quadrant are considered of

When assessing the Municipal services investigated, the

lower than average importance and lower than average performance.

following nine areas were calculated as key strengths or

Services include:
• Tough Times Handbook;
• Centennial Pool;
• Building permits;
• Events Billboard;
• Landlord and Tenant Advisor Board; and
• Downtown Parking.

successes. In other words, services in which respondents

While, at this time, satisfaction with these services is lower, they are also
not considered as important as other services investigated and
consequently should be considered secondary areas of improvement.

reported that they were of higher than average importance and
higher than average satisfaction include:
• Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue emergency services;
• Emergency Management measures;
• Parks and trail systems;
• Garbage collection services;
• School zones and cross walks;
• Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex;
• Recreational programs and activities;
• Family and Community Support Services; and
• Family Services Agency.

Municipal services which fall into the lower right quadrant are currently
viewed as lower than average importance and as higher than average

Maintaining a high level of satisfaction with these services is

performance. In other words, while respondents are generally satisfied

important, as these areas are viewed as highly important or

with these services, the importance placed on the services is lower in

critical to citizens. It will be important to monitor the satisfaction of

comparison to other Municipal services evaluated. As shown, the

these services to ensure that resident satisfaction is maintained

following services fall into this quadrant:
• Roadside green spaces;
• Vista Ridge All Seasons Park;
• Baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields;
• Condition and appearance of City Hall;
• Roots of Empathy Program;
• Cultural programs and activities;
• Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena;
• Thickwood Heights Community Centre.

or increased and that these services continue to be perceived as
a strength.
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Municipal Comparison
In the examination of other municipalities, a range of
services were considered as priority areas. Road
maintenance, including winter and summer road
maintenance, was seen as a high priority in many
municipalities. As well, recycling services, and transit
systems were mentioned in multiple studies, while
respondents in one municipality also identified land use
planning as a priority area.
In terms of strengths, the services identified by other
municipalities were similar to those identified by
RMWB residents. Emergency services (fire and
ambulance) were seen as strengths in most
communities as were garbage collection services and
parks & green spaces.
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Figure 32

2009 Importance versus Satisfaction with
RMWB Services
5.00
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Note: Quadrant axes set at 3.51 mean satisfaction rating, 4.09 mean importance rating.
Scale: 1=not at all important/very dissatisfied and 5=critically important/very satisfied

4.90

1. Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue
emergency services
2. Emergency Management measures
3. Parks & trail system
4. Garbage collection services
5. Roadside green spaces and
landscaping
6. Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
7. Baseball, football, rugby and soccer
fields
8. School zones and cross walks
9. Macdonald Island Park Recreation
Complex
10. Condition and appearance of City
Hall
11. Recreational programs and activities
12. Roots of Empathy Program
13. Family and Community Support
Services
14. Cultural Programs and activities
15. Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena
16. Thickwood Heights Community
Centre
17. Family Services Agency
18. Tough Times Handbook
19. RMWB public transit (bus stops,
routes and buses)
20. Centennial Pool
21. Building permits
22. Events Billboard
23. Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board
24. Homelessness programs
25. Recycling & composting depots
26. Land use planning and approvals
27. Summer road maintenance
28. Downtown parking
29. Snow removal and ice management
30. Traffic flow and traffic lights

Respondents that believed they received good or very
good value for their tax dollar were significantly more likely
to rate the following services as important (4 or 5 out of
5), versus those that believed they received fair or poor
value:
• School zones & cross walks (96% versus 91%);
• Garbage collection services (93% versus 87%);
• Emergency Management measures (92% versus
83%);
• Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex (83%
versus 74%);
• Homelessness programs (82% versus 74%);
• Baseball, football, rugby & soccer fields (77% versus
64%);
• Cultural programs & activities (73% versus 61%);
• Building permits (66% versus 54%);
• Thickwood Heights Community Centre (64% versus
56%);
• Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board (63% versus 54%);
• Centennial Pool (57% versus 46%);
• Condition & appearance of City Hall (52% versus
39%); and
• Tough Times Handbook (47% versus 39%).
Respondents living in households with children were
significantly more likely to rate the following services as
important (4 or 5 out of 5), versus those living without
children:
• School zones & cross walks (96% versus 91%)
• Recreational programs & activities (87% versus 80%);
• Recycling & composting depots (87% versus 82%);
• Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex (83%
versus 75%);
• Vista Ridge All Seasons Park (65% versus 53%)
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Average Satisfaction and Importance Ratings (cont’d)

For ease of reference, Table 3 below, outlines the mean importance and

Mean Ratings*
Satisfaction Importance

satisfaction ratings for each of the 30 RMWB services investigated.
City Service:

Average Satisfaction and Importance Ratings
City Service:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)
(14)
(15)
(16)
(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)
(21)
(22)
(23)
(24)
(25)
(26)

Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue emergency services
Emergency Management measures
Parks & trail system
Garbage collection services
Roadside green spaces and landscaping
Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
Baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields
School zones and cross walks
Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex
Condition and appearance of City Hall
Recreational programs and activities
Roots of Empathy Program
Family and Community Support Services
Cultural Programs and activities
Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena
Thickwood Heights Community Centre
Family Services Agency
Tough Times Handbook
RMWB public transit (bus stops, routes and buses)
Centennial Pool
Building permits
Events Billboard
Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board
Homelessness programs
Recycling & composting depots
Land use planning and approvals

Mean Ratings*
Satisfaction
Importance
4.30
4.10
4.08
4.01
3.94
3.93
3.91
3.88
3.82
3.77
3.76
3.75
3.72
3.69
3.68
3.67
3.65
3.49
3.44
3.34
3.23
3.22
3.17
3.10
3.02
2.99

4.86
4.49
4.11
4.47
3.81
3.82
3.93
4.61
4.14
3.41
4.23
3.97
4.40
3.90
3.71
3.87
4.39
3.63
4.21
3.60
3.84
3.28
3.84
4.21
4.31
4.12

(27)
(28)
(29)
(30)

Summer road maintenance
Downtown parking
Snow removal and ice management
Traffic flow and traffic lights

* Scale: 1=very dissatisfied/not
satisfied/critically important

2.88
2.67
2.55
2.48
3.51
Mean
all important and

at

4.41
4.04
4.55
4.59
4.09
5=very

When considering the placement of the services on the map,
nearly all services fall in the upper right portion. This means,
on average, all services were rated favorably. See Figure
32a.
Figure 32a

2009 Importance versus Satisfaction with
RMWB Services
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Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue emergency
services
Emergency Management measures
Parks & trail system
Garbage collection services
Roadside green spaces and landscaping
Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
Baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields
School zones and cross walks
Macdonald Island Park Recreation
Complex
Condition and appearance of City Hall
Recreational programs and activities
Roots of Empathy Program
Family and Community Support Services
Cultural Programs and activities
Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena
Thickwood Heights Community Centre
Family Services Agency
Tough Times Handbook
RMWB public transit (bus stops, routes
and buses)
Centennial Pool
Building permits
Events Billboard
Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board
Homelessness programs
Recycling & composting depots
Land use planning and approvals
Summer road maintenance
Downtown parking
Snow removal and ice management
Traffic flow and traffic lights

1
1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

4.5

5.0

Satisfaction Rating
Note: Quadrant axes set at 3.51 mean satisfaction rating, 4.09 mean importance rating.
Scale: 1=not at all important/very dissatisfied and 5=critically important/very satisfied
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Contact with RMWB Employees

Respondents were asked questions about the service they received

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

from RMWB employees. Fifty-nine percent (59%) of respondents had

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to have
had contact with RMWB employees included:
• Male respondents (63% versus 56% of female
respondents);
• Respondents that own their home (62% versus 46%
of those that rent);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (45% versus 34%
of respondents age 55 years or older); and
• Respondents with a household income of less than
$140,000 per year (45% to 49% versus 31% of
those with a household income of $200,000 or more
per year).

been in contact with a Municipal employee in 2009, while 41% had
not. During their last contact with a Municipal employee over onequarter (26%) of respondents had been in contact with an employee
from the Public Works department. Respondents also frequently
mentioned having been in contact with an employee from the RCMP
or Bylaw Services (16%), Planning and Development (14%), and
Assessment and Taxation (7%). See Table 4, below.
Table 4

Departments Contacted
Base: Respondents that had contact with a RMWB
employee in the past 12 months
Public Works
RCMP/Bylaw Services
Planning & Development
Assessment & Taxation
Community Services
Human Resources
Communications
Regional Emergency Services
Emergency Management
Legislative & Legal Services
Other

Percent of
Respondents
n=417
26
16
14
7
5
5
2
2
1
1
23

Other Departments Contacted
Other departments mentioned by at least 2% of
respondents included:
• Parks and recreation / recreation facilities (5%);
• Talked directly to mayor’s office / council / city hall
(4%);
• Housing / landlord and tenant advisory board (3%);
• Garbage and recycling / landfill (2%); and
• Public transit / transportation department (2%).
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When asked about their method of contact, nearly half of respondents (47%)
had contacted an RMWB employee in person, while forty-four percent (44%)
had contacted an RMWB employee by phone. Six percent (6%) of
respondents had made contact by e-mail or internet, while 2% had been in
Other Methods of Contact with RMWB Employees

contact by mail. See Figure 33, below.
Figure 33

Contact with RMWB Employees

Other methods of contact mentioned by respondents
(n=4) included:
• By phone and in person (3 respondents); and
• All of the above (1 respondent).

100%

80%

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

60%

Respondents that indicated they were satisfied with City
employee contact were significantly more likely to have
contacted a City employee in person during their
most recent contact (51% versus 27% of those
dissatisfied with City employee contact).

47%

44%

40%

20%
6%

2%

0%
In Person

By Phone

E-mail/Internet

Mail/Fax

1%
Other

Base: Respondents that had contact with a RMWB employee
n=473
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The majority of respondents (73%) expressed satisfaction (4 or 5 out of 5)
regarding the service provided by Municipal employees, 47% being very
satisfied. A rating of dissatisfaction (1 or 2 out of 5) was given by 16% of
respondents including 9% that were very dissatisfied. See Figure 34,
below.
Figure 34

Satisfaction with Service Provided by Municipal
Employees
Very Satisfied (5)

47%

4

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to be
satisfied with the service of Municipal employees
included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (74% versus 56%
of respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (79% versus 69%
of those that indicated fair or poor value);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for 10 years or less
(78% versus 67% of those living there for more than
10 years); and
• Respondents with a household income of $140,000
to $200,000 per year (79% versus 62% of those with
a household income of less than $100,000).

26%

3

12%

2

Municipal Comparison
Of the municipalities that were compared, their ratings
were slightly higher than the ratings received by the
RMWB. All satisfaction ratings by residents about
customer service from civic employees in each
municipality were in the low eighty to ninety percent
range.

7%

Mean = 3.97
Very Dissatisfied (1)
Don't know

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

9%
1%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Base: Respondents that had contact with a RMWB employee

n=473
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3.8

Neighbourhood Issues

As illustrated in Figure 35, forty-five percent (45%) of respondents
indicated there are neighbourhood issues in their area that are currently a
problem, while 56% indicated there are no problem issues. Parking
issues (27%), the need to restrict ATV’s in non designated areas (17%)
and the need to enforce traffic laws (11%) were most frequently
mentioned by respondents as problem issues. See Table 5, below.

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to identify a
neighbourhood issue in their area included:
• Respondents that had contact with a RMWB employee
(51% versus 35% of those that had no contact);
• Respondents that own their home (47% versus 32% of
those that rent);
• Respondents living in the RMWB for more than 10 years
(51% versus 39% of those living there for less than 10
years); and
• Respondents with a college education (47% versus 37%
of respondents with a high school education).

Figure 35

Are there neighbourhood issues in your
area that are currently a problem?

Table 5

Neighbourhood Issues Identified by Respondents as Current
Problems in their Area

100%
80%
56%

60%
45%
40%
20%
0%
Yes
n=800

No

Base: Respondents that indicated there are neighbourhood issues
in their area that are currently a problem.
Parking issues / enforce parking
Need to restrict ATVs in non-designated areas
Need to enforce traffic laws / speeding motorists / want speed bumps
Vehicle noise (recreation vehicles, ATVs, cars, bus, etc)
There is too much crime / vandalism / need more policing / security
Noise from parties / gatherings / drinking / clubs
Snow clearing and street cleaning / winter road maintenance
Animal control
Road and sidewalk repair / summer maintenance
Issues with multi-family dwellings
Need to deal with the drug problem (drug addicts, houses, etc)
Issues with unfinished construction
Other (Less than 4% of respondents)

Percent of
Respondents
(n=356)
27
17
11
8
7
6
5
5
5
5
5
4
34
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Property Taxes and Financial Planning

The majority (83%) of respondents indicated they own their home in the
RMWB, while 17% indicated they rent their home. Only those respondents
that owned their homes (n=660) were asked questions about property taxes.
See Figure 36, below.
Figure 36

Do you own or rent a home in the
the RMWB?
100%
83%
80%
60%

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to own
their home included:
• Respondents living in the RMWB for more than 10
years (93% versus 74% of those living there for less
than 10 years);
• Respondents age 35 years or older (82% to 90%
versus 73% of respondents age 18 to 34 years);
• Respondents currently working (84% versus 77% of
those currently not working);
• Respondents with a household income of $100,000
or more per year (80% to 91% versus 65% of those
with a household income of less than $100,000 per
year); and
• Respondents that had contact with a RMWB
employee (86% versus 77% of those that had no
contact).

40%
17%

20%

1%

0%
Own

Rent

Refuse / Don't know

n=800
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Property owners (n=660) were asked to indicate the value they received for their
tax dollars. Ten percent (10%) believed they received very good value, 37%
believed they received good value, 42% believed they received a fair value, and
11% believed they received poor value for their tax dollars. See Figure 37,
below.
Figure 37

Perceived Value for Tax Dollar
Very Good Value

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
believe they received good or very good value for
their tax dollar included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (39% versus 12%
of respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents age 35 to 54 years (39% to 44%
versus 28% of respondents age 18 to 34 years); and
• Respondents with a household income of $200,000
or more per year (15% versus 6% to 8% of those
with a household income of $100,000 to $200,000
per year).

10%

Good Value

Municipal Comparison
The findings varied markedly among the comparable
municipalities when asking residents about value
received for tax dollar, with ratings in the forty percent
range to the eighty percent range. The average
percentage of respondents in compared municipalities
was approximately two-thirds, that believed they
received good or very good value for their tax dollar.

37%

Fair Value

42%

Poor Value

Don't know

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

11%

1%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Base: Respondents that own their own home
n=660
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When asked why they felt they received very good or good value for

The service or facilities in the RMWB not matching the level of

their tax dollar, respondents most frequently mentioned good services

taxation (21%) was most frequently indicated by respondents as the

and facilities for the money paid (43%) and that their neighbourhood is

reason their tax dollar represents fair or poor value. Respondents

maintained and well landscaped (9%). See Table 6.

also frequently mentioned the need for better winter road

Table 6

maintenance (18%), followed by the need for better summer road

Reasons for Believing Tax Dollar Represents Very Good or Good
Value
Percent of
Respondents
Base: Respondents that indicated they receive very good or good
value for their tax dollar.

Good services / facilities / for money paid / good value / low taxes
Neighbourhood is maintained / landscaped well
Good garbage pick up
Good summer road maintenance / expansion of roads is good
Good schools / education system
Do best they can with resources available / challenges / growth they
face
Are always trying to improve / have seen improvements
Enjoys parks / trails / are well maintained
Need better winter road maintenance / is only improvement needed
Average / good but room for improvement
Have lots of recreation facilities / opportunities
Good winter road maintenance
Need better summer road maintenance / is only improvement needed
Other (Less than 3% of respondents)
Don’t know

maintenance (17%). See Table 7.
Table 7

Reasons for Believing Tax Dollar Represents Fair or Poor Value

n=309
43
9
6
6
6
6
6
6
5
5
3
3
3
17
6

Base: Respondents that indicated they receive fair or poor
value for their tax dollar.

Service / facilities doesn’t match taxes / poor value / high taxes
Need better winter road maintenance
Need better summer road maintenance
Need better budgeting of taxes / more efficient use of tax dollars
Average / good but room for improvement
Need to improve recycling / need curb side recycling
Doesn’t use all services so doesn’t get full value
Traffic flow needs to be improved / need more roads to improve
flow
City / infrastructure hasn’t kept up with growth / poor planning
Maintenance of neighborhood / needs improvement
Garbage pick up needs improvement / fewer dump fees
Need to put more funding for schools / school system needs
improvement
Other (Less than 3% of respondents)
Don’t know

Percent of
Respondents
n=344
21
18
17
8
6
5
4
4
4
3
3
3
35
6
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Property owners were then presented with four five-year tax strategies and
asked to indicate which they supported. The most popular tax strategy was

Selected Sub-Segment Findings

an inflationary tax increase to maintain services (39%). Nearly one-quarter

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
support an inflationary tax strategy to maintain
services included:
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or very
good value for their tax dollar (49% versus 30% of
those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents age 55 years or older (48% versus 33%
to 36% of respondents age 18 to 34 or 45 to 54
years).

of respondents (24%) supported maintaining current tax levels, while 15%
supported a tax decrease to reduce services. See Figure 38, below.
Figure 38

Support for Five Year Tax Strategy
Inflationary tax increase to maintain
services

Other Five Year Tax Strategies Recommended by
Respondents (n=101)

39%

Other five year tax strategies mentioned by respondents
included:
• Improve budgeting / spending of taxes (4%);
• Maintain taxes to maintain services (4%);
• Maintain taxes to raise services (3%);
• Tax business more to pay for services (2%); and
• Need to spend money only on need / specific services
(2%).

24%

Maintain current tax levels
Tax increase to enhance service

15%
2%

Tax decrease to reduce service
Other

15%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Base: Respondents that own their own home
n=660
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3.10 Municipal Leadership
Road infrastructure or fixing roads and traffic flow (18%) and managing growth (18%) were
most frequently mentioned as the most important issues facing Regional Council today.
Housing affordability and availability (12%) was also mentioned by respondents as a
prominent issue in RMWB today. See Table 6, below.
Table 6

What would you say is the most important issue facing Regional Council Today?
Percent of
Respondents
n=800
Road infrastructure / fixing roads / traffic flow
Manage growth of community / keep infrastructure in line with growth
Available / affordable housing / dealing with Wood Buffalo housing
Infrastructure (general)
Future planning / expansion planning / land use planning
More support for homeless people (homes, help getting jobs, etc.)
Council doing a poor job / need a competent council
Improving police services / enforcement (drugs, weapons, gangs, etc.)
Budgeting / being accountable for spending
More funding for health care (doctors, hospitals, etc.)
High cost of living / need to control costs
High transient population (residents leaving, no town pride, etc.)
Better senior’s housing / programs / long term care facility
Having enough business for the population / attract more business
Improving recreation facilities / more recreation areas
Other (Less than 2% of respondents)
Don’t know

18
18
12
10
6
4
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
20
19
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Sixty-two percent (62%) of respondents agreed overall with the statement,
“Regional Council is planning for the future of the community”, while about one
quarter (24%) of respondents were neutral in this regard. Fourteen percent (14%)
disagreed overall with the statement. See Figure 39, below.
Figure 39

Level of Agreement that Regional Council is
Planning for the Future of the Community
11%

Strongly agree

51%

Somewhat agree

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
agree or strongly agree that Regional Council is
planning for the future of the community included:
• Respondents that were satisfied overall with RMWB
services, facilities and programs (64% versus 25%
of respondents that were dissatisfied overall);
• Respondents that rent their home (71% versus 60%
of those that own);
• Respondents that indicated they receive good or
very good value for their tax dollar (69% versus 52%
of those that indicated fair or poor value); and
• Respondents with a household income of less than
$100,000 per year (71% versus 57% of those with a
household income of $200,000 or more per year).

24%

Neutral

10%

Somewhat disagree

4%

Strongly disagree

2%

Don't know

n=800
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40%

60%

80%
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3.11 News and Information
Respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of news and information
sources on a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means “not at all effective” and 5 means
“very effective”. The news source most often rated effective (4 or 5 out of 5) by
respondents was local radio (64%), followed by conversations with others (51%),
the City website (45%), and Fort McMurray Today (43%). See Figure 40, below.
Figure 40

Effectiveness of news and information sources*

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
indicate local radio as highly effective (4 or 5 out of 5)
included:
• Female respondents (68% versus 60% of males);
• Respondents living in the RMWB less than 10 years
(70% versus 57% of those living there for more than
10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (74% versus 54%
to 61% of respondents age 45 years or older);
• Respondents with children in their household (69%
versus 60% of households without children); and
• Respondents with a high school education (70%
versus 61% of those with a university education).

Attend Council meetings

18%

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
indicate Fort McMurray Today as highly effective (4 or
5 out of 5) included:
• Respondents living in the RMWB 10 years or less
(47% versus 39% of those living there for more than
10 years);
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (49% versus 36%
of respondents age 35 to 44 years); and
• Respondents with a high school education (53%
versus 38% to 43% of those with a college or
university education).

Web streaming

18%

Other Effective Sources of News and Information

Local radio

64%

Conversations with others

51%

City Website

45%

Fort McMurray Today

43%

Watch Council meetings on TV

Satellite radio

0%

21%

•

12%

20%

40%

60%

80%

n=800
*News sources indicated as being effective by respondents (4 or 5 out of 5)

100%

•
•
•

Mail outs / pamphlets / brochures / guide booklets
(8%);
Newspaper / other local papers (Connect) (3%);
Through local websites (mymcmurray.com) (3%);
and
Watching TV (3%).
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Respondents were then asked what time of day or week they usually receive
information on Regional Council or RMWB services. The most frequent response
was receiving information in the morning (37%), followed closely by the evening
(36%). Seventeen percent (17%) indicated receiving information in the afternoon
while 10% were unable to provide an answer. See Figure 41, below.
Figure 41

What time of day or week do you usually recieve
information on Regional Council or RMWB services,
programs, and initiatives ?
100%
80%
60%
40%

37%

36%
17%

20%

10%

0%
Morning

Afternoon

Evening

Don't know

Selected Sub-Segment Findings
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
receive information in the morning included:
• Respondents age 18 to 34 years (46% versus 28%
to 33% of respondents age 45 years or older); and
• Respondents with a household income of $100,000
or more per year (37% to 45% versus 21% of those
with a household income of less than $100,000 per
year).
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
receive information in the afternoon included:
• Female respondents (20% versus 14% of males);
• Respondents age 35 to 44 years (23% versus 15%
of respondents age 45 to 54 years);
• Respondents with a household income of less than
$100,000 per year (28% versus 13% to 14% of
those with a household income of $140,000 or more
per year); and
• Respondents not currently working (29% versus
14% of those currently working).
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
receive information in the evening included:
• Respondents living in the RMWB for more than 10
years (41% versus 32% of those living there for 10
years or less); and
• Respondents age 55 years or older (47% versus
28% to 33% of respondents age 18 to 44 years).

n=800
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Lastly, respondents were asked how often they would read a full-page
advertising feature in Fort McMurray Today that would spotlight Regional Council
and RMWB issues. Twenty-three percent (23%) of respondents indicated they
would always read it and 44% indicated they would sometimes read the feature.
Eighteen (18%) indicated they would read the feature rarely, and 14% would
never read the feature. See Figure 42, below.
Figure 42

The RMWB is considering a full-page advertising feature in
Fort McMurray Today that would spotlight Regional Council
and RMWB issues. How often would you read this feature?

44%

Sometimes

18%

Rarely

14%

Never

Don't know

n=800

Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
always read the feature included:
• Respondents living in the RMWB more than 10
years (27% versus 20% of those living there for 10
years or less); and
• Respondents age 45 years or older (27% to 30%
versus 18% of respondents age 18 to 44 years).
Respondent subgroups significantly more likely to
sometimes read the feature included:
• Respondents with children in their household (48%
versus 41% of households without children); and
• Respondents with a household income of less than
$200,000 per year (46% to 55% versus 34% of
those with a household income of $200,000 or more
per year).

23%

Always
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3.12 Respondent Characteristics
The following table provides a demographic profile of respondents surveyed in 2009.
Table 8

Demographic Profile
Percent (n=800)
2009
Gender :

Percent (n=800)
2009
Work for the RMWB

Male
Female

46
54

Less than $60,000
$60,000 to less than $70,000
$70,000 to less than $80,000
$80,000 to less than $90,000
$90,000 to less than $100,000
$100,000 to less than $110,000
$110,000 to less than $140,000
$140,000 to less than $170,000
$170,000 to less than $200,000
$200,000 to less than $230,000
$230,000 to less than $260,000
$260,000 or more
Not stated

4
3
2
2
3
5
15
15
12
11
7
8
14

Household Income:

Yes
No

3
97

18 to 24 years
25 to 34 years
35 to 44 years
45 to 54 years
55 to 64 years
65 years and over
Refused
Mean age

5
21
24
33
12
4
1
44

Less than 1 year
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
Over 20 years

3
39
15
13
30

Permanent Resident of Fort McMurray
Permanent Resident
Commute
Don’t know/Refused

97
2
<1

Age:

Employment Status
Working full-time, including self-employed
Working part-time, including self-employed
Homemaker
Student
Not employed
Retired
Refused
Lives on a Bus Route
Yes
No
Don’t know/Refused

Residence in RMWB:
72
7
10
1
5
5
<1
63
36
1
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Level of Education:
Less high school
Graduated high school
Some / completed tech or vocational school
Some / completed college
Some / completed university
Post graduate
Don’t know/Refused
Area of Residence in Fort McMurray
Timberlea
Thickwood Heights
Lower Townsite (downtown)
Absend Heights
Thickwood Heights (Wood Buffalo)
Gregoire Park
Beacon Hill
Dickinsfield
Waterways
Prairie Creek
Grayling Terrace
Other
Don’t know / Refused

5
17
9
30
26
13
1

Composition of Age groups within household
Under 13 years of age
13 to 18 years
19 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years or over
Average Household size

38
21
71
55
7
3.37

39
22
12
6
5
5
4
4
1
1
<1
1
<1
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B.

Do you live?
1. Within the City limits of Fort McMurray (n=800)
2. Outside the City limits of Fort McMurray Thank
and end interview
F5 (Don’t know)
Thank and end interview

Introduction

C.

RECORD GENDER: WATCH QUOTAS

Hello, my name is ________ with Banister Research, a professional
1. Male
2. Female

research firm. We have been hired by the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo to ask your opinions about municipal services and
facilities. Your household has been randomly selected to participate

D.

This interview will take about 20 minutes. Is this a
convenient time for us to talk, or should we call you back?

in this study. I would like to assure you that we are not selling or
promoting anything and that all your responses will be kept
confidential and anonymous. Your views are very important to the
successful completion of this study and will be used to evaluate and
improve municipal services and facilities.
[Interviewer Note: If residents have questions
about the study they can be referred to Mark
Kay, Manager, Strategic Planning & Performance
Measurement, at: 780-788-4342.
A.

For this study, I need to speak to the (ALTERNATE:
male/female) in your household who is 18 years of age or
older and who is having the next birthday. And is that
person available?

1. Yes, speaking
2. Yes, I’ll get him/her
3. Not now

Continue
Repeat introduction and continue
Arrange callback and record first
name of selected respondent

1. Convenient time
2. Not convenient time

Continue
Arrange call-back

Satisfaction with City Services

1.

I would like you to think about the specific services provided
by the RMWB and for each service rate your level of
satisfaction. Regardless of your use, how satisfied are you
personally with each of the following services, using a scale
of 1 to 5 where 1 means very dissatisfied and 5 means very
satisfied. First, how satisfied are you with (Read list.
Randomly rotate) …?

1b.

1. Other - Specify
F5 (Don’t know)
2.

1. Very dissatisfied
.
5. Very satisfied
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)
h)
i)
j)
k)
l)
m)
n)
o)
p)

parks and trail system
recycling and composting depots
RMWB public transit (bus stops, routes and buses)
school zones and cross walks
garbage collection services
Emergency Management measures for river break-up,
wildfires, etc.
roadside green spaces and landscaping
downtown parking
snow removal and ice management
summer road maintenance including paving, pothole
repair, street sweeping and sidewalk maintenance
the condition and appearance of City Hall
Fire, Ambulance and Rescue emergency services
baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields
traffic flow and traffic lights
building permits
land use planning and approvals (including development
permits)

(If 1 or 2 in Q1, ask for each:) What specific aspects of the
(insert service from Q1) dissatisfied you?

Next, I would like you to rate your level of satisfaction with
each of the following facilities operated or funded by the
RMWB. Again, based on your own use or your general
perceptions of the facility, please rate your level your
satisfaction, using a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means very
dissatisfied and 5 means very satisfied. ….? (Read list.
Randomly rotate.)
1. Very dissatisfied
.
5. Very satisfied
F5 (Don’t know)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

2b.

Centennial Pool
Events Billboard
Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena
Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex
Thickwood Heights Community Centre
Vista Ridge All Seasons Park

(If 1 or 2 in Q2, ask for each:) What specific aspects of the
(insert service from Q2) dissatisfied you?
1. Other - Specify
F5 (Don’t know)

3.

Next, how satisfied are you with each of the following
programs offered by the RMWB. Again, please rate your
level of satisfaction based on your own experiences or your
general perceptions of the programs offered. (Read list.
Randomly rotate.)

4.

Taking into consideration all RMWB services, facilities and
programs, overall, how satisfied are you with the services
provided by the RMWB to residents? Using a scale of 1 to 5
where 1 means very dissatisfied and 5 means very satisfied,
how satisfied are you overall …? (Read list)
1. Very dissatisfied
.
5. Very satisfied
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

1. Very dissatisfied
.
5. Very satisfied
F5 (Don’t know)
a) recreational programs and activities
(Interviewer note: If respondent is unsure explain this
includes summer playground programs, youth and family
leisure programs, fitness, wellness and sports programs,
special events and celebrations)
b) cultural programs and activities
(Interviewer note: If respondent is unsure explain this
includes festivals, seasonal events and heritage sites
and events)
c) Family and Community Support Services
d) Family Services Agency (including family support
services and counseling services)
e) Homelessness programs (including The Homelessness
Initiatives Steering Committee, and The Community Plan
on Homelessness)
f) Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board (including mediation
sessions and referrals)
g) Roots of Empathy program (including education on child
injury prevention, and violence and aggression
reduction)
h) Tough Times Handbook (including information for
surviving through tough times in Fort McMurray)
3b.

(If 1 or 2 in Q3, ask for each:) What specific aspects of the
(insert service from Q3) dissatisfied you?
1. Other - Specify
F5 (Don’t know)

5.

In your view, what one change or improvement in the
service provided by the RMWB would do most to
better meet your needs?
1. Other - specify
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

Overall Importance of City Services

6.

Next, I am going to read you the same list of services that
are provided by the Municipality and are available to
residents. I would like you to rate how important you feel
each of the services are to citizens of the RMWB. Please
use a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means “not at all important”
and 5 means “critically important”. (Read list. Randomly
rotate)
1. Not at all important
..
5. Critically important
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

parks and trail system
recycling and composting depots
RMWB public transit (bus stops, routes and buses)
school zones and cross walks
garbage collection services

f)

Emergency Management measures for river break-up,
wildfires, etc.
g) roadside green spaces and landscaping
h) downtown parking
i) snow removal and ice management
j) summer road maintenance including paving, pothole
repair, street sweeping and sidewalk maintenance
k) the condition and appearance of City Hall
l) Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue emergency services
m) baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields
n) traffic flow and traffic lights
o) building permits
p) land use planning and approvals (including development
permits)
q) Centennial Pool
r) Events Billboard
s) Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Arena
t) Macdonald Island Park Recreation Complex
u) Thickwood Heights Community Centre
v) Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
w) recreational programs and activities
x) cultural programs and activities
y) Family and Community Support Services
z) Family Services Agency (including family support
services and counseling services)
aa) Homelessness programs (including The Homelessness
Initiatives Steering Committee)
bb) Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board (including mediation
sessions and referrals)
cc) Roots of Empathy program (including education on child
injury prevention, and violence and aggression
reduction)
dd) Tough Times Handbook (information for surviving
through tough times in Fort McMurray)

Contact with RMWB Employees

7.

Next, I would like to talk to you about your contact with
RMWB employees. In the past 12 months, have you been in
contact, either by phone, in person, by e-mail or by letter or
fax, with any employees who work for the RMWB?
1. Yes
2. No
Go to Question 11
F5. (Don’t know/not stated) Go to Question 11

8.

During your last contact with a Municipality employee, do
you know which department the employee was from?
1. Yes – Specify
[INSERT LIST]
Assessment & Taxation
Communications
Community Services
Emergency Management
Human Resources
Legislative & Legal Services
Planning & Development
RCMP/Bylaw Services
Regional Emergency Services
Public Works
Strategic Initiatives
Other – (SPECIFY)
2. No

9.

During your last contact with a Municipality employee, was
this contact by phone, in person, by e-mail or Internet or by
mail or fax? (One response only)
1. By phone
2. In person
3. E-mail / Internet
4. Mail or fax
5. Other - Specify
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

10.

Property Taxes and Financial Planning

12.

Do you own or rent a home in the RMWB?
1. Own
2. Rent
F5. (Not stated)

13.

Overall, how satisfied were you with the service provided by
the RMWB employee that you last contacted? Using a
scale of 1 to 5 where 1 means very dissatisfied and 5 means
very satisfied, how satisfied were you (Read list)?
1. Very dissatisfied
.
5. Very satisfied
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

Go to Question 16
Go to Question 16

Property taxes in the RMWB are related to the value of your
property. About one-third of your property tax bill is
controlled by the Province to pay for education and schools.
This means that about two-thirds of your property tax bill
goes to the RMWB to fund municipal services. Thinking
about the amount of your tax bill that pays for services,
would you say you receive ….? (Read list)
1. Very good value for your tax dollars
2. Good value
3. Fair value
4. or, Poor value for your tax dollars
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

Neighbourhood Issues

14.
11.

Are there neighbourhood issues in your area that are
currently a problem (ie. noise, all terrain vehicle use,
amenities, atmosphere)?
1. Yes
2. No
Go to Question 12
F5. (Don’t know/not stated) Go to Question 12

11b.

If yes, what would you like to see addressed in your
neighbourhood?
1. Other - specify
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

What is the main reason you feel that way?
1. Other - Specify
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

15.

Next, thinking about the RMWB services over the next five
years, which of the following tax strategies do you most
likely support? Would you support …? (Read list)
1. an inflationary, or cost of living, tax increase to
maintain the current level of services from the
Municipality
2. a tax increase, above inflation, to enhance the
level of services
3. a tax decrease to reduce the level of services
from the Municipality
4. maintain residential taxes at current levels that
could result in a reduction in level of services, or
5. (Other – Specify)
F5 (Don’t know)

News and Information

The next few questions focus on news and information about the
RMWB programs, services and initiatives.
18.

1. Fort McMurray Today
2. Local radio
3. Satellite radio
4. Attend Council meetings
5. Watch Council meetings on TV
6. City website
7. Web streaming
8. Conversations with others
9. Other (please specity)
10. Don’t follow issues about Regional Council or
RMWB services, programs, and initiatives

Municipal Leadership

16.

What would you say is the most important issue facing
Regional Council today? (Probe for clarification of
issues.)
1. Other – Specify
F5 (Don’t know)

17.

Wood Buffalo Region has experienced rapid population
growth during the past several years, and rapid population
growth is anticipated in the future. To what extent do you
agree or disagree with the following statement: “Regional
Council is planning for the future of the community”? Would
you say you…? (Read list)
1. Strongly disagree
2. Disagree
3. Neither agree nor disagree
4. Agree
5. Strongly agree
F5. (Don’t know/not stated)

On a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 means “not at all effective” and
5 means “very effective” – How effective for you are the
following sources of news and information on Regional
Council and RMWB services, programs, and initiatives?
(Read list. Omit Randomly rotate)

19.

What time of the day or week do you usually receive
information on Regional Council or RMWB services,
programs, and initiatives?
1.
2.
3.
F5

Morning (7:00am to 12 noon)
Afternoon (12 noon to 5:30pm)
Evening (5:30pm to 11:00pm)
(Don’t know/not stated)

20.

j. Thickwood Heights (Wood Buffalo)
k. Timberlea
l. Waterways
m. Other; specify
n. Don’t know
F5. (Refused)

The RMWB is considering a full-page advertising feature in
Fort McMurray Today that would spotlight Regional Council
and RMWB issues. How often would you read this feature?
1. Always
2. Sometimes
3. Rarely, or
4. Never
5. (not aware of feature)
F5 (Don’t know)

24.

Respondent Profile

In order for us to better understand the different views and needs of
citizens, the next few questions allow us to analyze the data into
sub-groups. I would like to assure you that nothing will be recorded
to link your answers with you or your household.

21.

Are you a permanent resident of Fort McMurray, or do you
commute from a permanent residence that is outside of the
region?
1. Permanent resident
2. Commute
3. (Don’t know/not stated)
F5. (Refused)

25.

Do you live on a bus route?
1. Yes
2. No
3. (Don’t know/not stated)
F5. (Refused)

26.

Including yourself, how many people in each of the following
age groups live in your household? How many are (Read
list. Record actual number)

About how long have you lived in the RMWB?
________ RECORD NUMBER OF YEARS
F5. (Refused)

22.

In what year were you born?
_______ RECORD YEAR
F5. (Refused)

23.

What area of Fort McMurray do you live in?
a. Abasand Heights
b. Beacon Hill
c. Dickinsfield
d. Lower Townsite (downtown)
e. Grayling Terrace
f. Gregoire Park
g. Mackenzie Industrial Park
h. Prairie Creek
i. Thickwood Heights

1. Under 13 years old
2. Between 13 and 18 years old
3. Between 19 and 44 years old
4. Between 45 and 64 years old
5. 65 years of age or older
F5. (Not stated)

27.

What is the highest level of education you have achieved to
date? (Read list if necessary)

29.

1. Working full time,
employment
2. Working part time,
employment
3. Homemaker
4. Student
5. Not employed
6. Retired

1. Less than high school
2. Graduated high school
3. Some or completed technical or vocational
school
4. Some or completed college
5. Some or completed university
6. Post graduate
F5. (Not stated)
28.

Into which of the following categories would you place your
total household income before taxes for last year that is for
2008? Would it be above or below $100,000? (If below
read 1-5, if above read 6-13)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Less than $60,000
$60,000 to less than $70,000
$70,000 to less than $80,000
$80,000 to less than $90,000
$90,000 to less than $100,000

6. $100,000 to less than $110,000
7. $110,000 to less than $140,000
8. $140,000 to less than $170,000
9. $170,000 to less than $200,000
10. $200,000 to less than $230,000
11. $230,000 to less than $260,000
12. $260,000 or more
F5 (Not stated)

What is your current employment status? (Read
list)

30.

including

self-

including

self-

And finally, do you work for the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo?
1. Yes
2. No
F5 (Not stated)

That’s all of the questions I have. Your feedback is greatly
appreciated and on behalf of the RMWB we would like to thank
you for your time and co-operation.

2009 Resident Survey Results
Mark Kay
Manager, Strategic Planning
& Performance Measurement

Why did we do the survey?
•The 2009 Resident Survey was initiated by
Strategic Planning & Performance Measurement
Branch as a means to support departments’
business planning and performance measurement
efforts.
•The survey was intended to provide a snapshot of
resident perceptions on municipal services and
facilities.
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Why did we do the survey?. . . (con’t)
•The survey results will help senior management
and Mayor and Councillors, identify service delivery
gaps and other service priorities.
•The survey updates information provided by the
2006 Citizen Survey.

3

Scope
•800 residents of the Urban Service Area were
surveyed between November 2 and 10, 2009.
•Rural communities were not included in the study
as rural residents were previously engaged with the
Rural Service Delivery Review.
•The 2009 Resident Survey evaluated 30 municipal
service areas and facilities.

4

Scope. . . (con’t)
•Residents were also asked their views on Contact
with Municipal Employees, Neighbourhood Issues,
Value for Taxes, and Municipal Leadership.
•Wood Buffalo RCMP/Bylaw Services were
surveyed in a separate study.

5

Key Findings
•The most important municipal services to residents
are:
- Fire, Ambulance and Rescue Emergency
Services,
- School Zones and Cross Walks, and
- Traffic Flow and Traffic Lights.

6

Key Findings. . . (con’t)
•Residents are most satisfied with:
- Fire, Ambulance and Rescue Emergency
Services,
- Emergency Management Measures, and
- Parks & Trail System.

7

Key Findings. . . (con’t)
•The service delivery gap is widest for:
- Traffic Flow and Traffic Lights,
- Snow Removal and Ice Management, and
- Summer Road Maintenance.

8

Key Findings. . . (con’t)
•Neighbourhood Issues that were most often
identified as problems are:
- Parking,
- All Terrain Vehicles, and
- Traffic and Speeding.

9

Key Findings. . . (con’t)
•Residents believe that the most important issues
facing Council are:
- Roads and Traffic Flow,
- Managing Growth, and
- Affordable Housing

10

Survey Methodology
•For each service area or facility, respondents were
asked to rate:
Respondent satisfaction
1 = Very Dissatisfied, 5 = Very Satisfied
Importance to the respondent
1 = Not at all important, 5 = Critically
important
Reasons for Dissatisfaction
(for ratings of 1 or 2)
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Survey Methodology. . . (con’t)
Service Areas and Facilities

Service Areas and Facilities
Invest

Maintain

Prioritize

Monitor

2.50

1

Importance (%)
Importance

5

5.00

0.00
0.00

1

2.50

55.00

Satisfaction (%)
Satisfaction
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Service Areas and Facilities
OVERALL RESULTS
Service Areas and Facilities

Service Areas and Facilities
5.00

Importance
Importance (%)

4.50

Average Importance
= 4.09 (81.8%)

4.00

3.50

3.00
2.25

2.75
3.25
3.75
Average Satisfaction
Satisfaction (%)
Satisfaction
= 3.51 (70.2%)

4.25

4.75
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Service Areas and Facilities
INVEST (Lower Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
Service Areas and Facilities
5.00

Importance
Importance (%)

4.50

Invest (7)

4.00

Average Satisfaction
3.50
= 2.92 (58.4%)
3.00
Average Importance
2.25
2.75
= 4.34 (86.8%)

3.25

3.75

4.25

4.75

Satisfaction (%)
Satisfaction
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Service Areas and Facilities
INVEST (Lower Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
•Traffic flow and traffic lights
•Snow removal and ice management
•Summer road maintenance
•Land use planning and approvals
•Recycling & composting depots
•Homelessness programs
•RMWB public transit
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Service Areas and Facilities
INVEST (Lower Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
•Traffic flow and traffic lights
Sat.
49.6

Imp.
91.8

- 42.2

Service
Delivery
Gap

Top Reasons for Dissatisfaction (419 comments)
- Poor traffic flow / congestion / there is lots of traffic
(40% of comments)
- Lights are poorly synchronized (33%)
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Service Areas and Facilities
INVEST (Lower Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
•Snow removal and ice management
Sat.
51.0

Imp.
91.0

- 40.0

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (380 comments)
- Residential / side streets have poor snow removal /
only do main streets (52% of comments)
- Snow is not cleared from the roads / poor snow
removal (19%)
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Service Areas and Facilities
INVEST (Lower Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
•Summer road maintenance
Sat.
57.6

Imp.
88.2

- 30.6

Reasons for Dissatisfaction (287 comments)
- There are lots of potholes / potholes are never
fixed (41% of comments)
- Roads are in poor shape / poor road maintenance
(22%)
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Service Areas and Facilities
MAINTAIN (Higher Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
Service Areas and Facilities
5.00

Maintain (9)

Importance
Importance (%)

4.50

4.00

Average Satisfaction
= 3.92 (78.4%)

3.50

3.00
2.25

2.75

3.25

3.75

Satisfaction (%)
Satisfaction

Average Importance
4.25
4.75
= 4.41
(88.2%)
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Service Areas and Facilities
MAINTAIN (Higher Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
•Fire, Ambulance, and Rescue
•Emergency Management measures
•Parks & trail system
•Garbage collection services
•School zones and cross walks
•MacDonald Island Park
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Service Areas and Facilities
MAINTAIN (Higher Satisfaction, Higher Importance)
(con’t)
•Recreation programs and activities
•Family and Community Support Services
•Family Services Agency
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Service Areas and Facilities
PRIORITIZE (Lower Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
Service Areas and Facilities
5.00

Importance
Importance (%)

4.50

4.00

3.50

Prioritize (6)

3.00
2.25

2.75

3.25

Average Satisfaction
= 3.19 (63.8%)
3.75

Satisfaction (%)
Satisfaction

4.25
4.75
Average
Importance
= 3.71 (74.2%)
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Service Areas and Facilities
PRIORITIZE (Lower Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
•Downtown Parking
•Landlord & Tenant Advisor Board
•Events Billboard
•Building Permits
•Centennial Pool
•Tough Times Handbook
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Service Areas and Facilities
PRIORITIZE (Lower Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
•Downtown parking
Sat. Imp.
53.4 80.8 - 27.4
Reasons for Dissatisfaction (344 comments)
- There is a lack of parking in general (75% of
comments)
- Is too congested / too many vehicles / people make
finding parking harder (10%)
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Service Areas and Facilities
MONITOR (Higher Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
Service Areas and Facilities
5.00

Importance
Importance (%)

4.50

4.00

Average 3.50
Satisfaction
= 3.79 (75.8%)
3.00
2.25

2.75
Average Importance
= 3.80 (76.0%)

Monitor (8)
3.25

3.75

4.25

4.75

Satisfaction (%)
Satisfaction
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Service Areas and Facilities
MONITOR (Higher Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
•Roadside green spaces and landscaping
•Vista Ridge All Seasons Park
•Baseball, football, rugby and soccer fields
•Condition and appearance of City Hall
•Roots of Empathy Program
•Cultural programs and activities
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Service Areas and Facilities
MONITOR (Higher Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
(con’t)
•Frank Lacroix Minor Hockey Areana
•Thickwood Heights Community Centre
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Service Areas and Facilities
MONITOR (Higher Satisfaction, Lower Importance)
Roadside Green Spaces and Landscaping

78.8
78.8

80.0
Respondent Satisfaction (%)

Satisfaction (%)

90.0

70.0

60.0

56.0
56.0

Roadside
Green
Spaces and
Landscaping

50.0

40.0

30.0
2006 Citizen Survey

2006
Citizen
Survey

2009 Resident Survey

2009
Resident
Survey
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Contact with RMWB Staff

Respondent Satisfaction with Service Provide (%)

Satisfaction (%)

Contact with Municipality Staff
90.0

80.0

76.0
76.0

79.4
79.4

70.0

60.0

50.0

Satisfaction
with Service
Provided by
Municipal
Employees

40.0

30.0
2006 Citizen Survey

2006
Citizen
Survey

2009 Resident Survey

2009
Resident
Survey
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Neighbourhood Issues
Neighbourhood Issues Identified as Problems
30.0

27

25.0
Percentage of Comments

Comments (%)

27.0

20.0

17
17.0

15.0
10.0

Issues
Identified as
Problems

11.0
11
7.0
7

8
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0.0
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Value for Taxes
Value of Services for Tax Dollar

Respondent
Perceptions
on Value for
Taxes

50.0
Percentage of Comments

Comments (%)

60.0
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37.0
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Municipal Leadership
Most Important Issue Facing Council
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Wood Buffalo RCMP
Wood Buffalo RCMP
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Wood Buffalo Bylaw Services
Wood Buffalo Bylaw Services
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In Conclusion
•Residents want improved service delivery in:
•Roads, Parking, and Enforcement
- Traffic Flow and Traffic Lights
- Snow Removal and Ice Management
- Summer Road Maintenance
- Downtown Parking
- Neighbourhood Parking
- ATVs
- Traffic and Speeding
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In Conclusion… (con’t)
•Residents want improved service delivery in:
•Planning
- Land Use Planning
- Building Permits
- Managing Growth
- Planning for the Future
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Next Steps (Recommendations)
•Mayor and Councillors receive this presentation as
information.
•2009 Resident Survey results report be released to
the public.
•Strategic Planning & Performance Measurement
Branch will work with departments to identify
2010 performance targets that are based on
the 2009 survey results.
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Next Steps (Recommendations). . . (con’t)
•Strategic Planning & Performance Measurement
Branch will repeat the resident survey in November
2010 and subsequent years to measure
departments’ achievement of targets.
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Questions ?

Thank You

Mark Kay
Manager, Strategic Planning
& Performance Measurement
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COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: February 9, 2010

Subject:

Utility Rates Bylaw No. 10/001

APPROVALS:
Kevin Scoble, Director , Environmental Services
Kelly Kloss, Acting Chief Administrative Officer

Administrative Recommendation(s):
1. THAT Bylaw No. 10/001, being the Utility Rates Bylaw, be read a second time.
2. THAT Bylaw No. 10/001, being the Utility Rates Bylaw, be amended by deleting the
existing Schedule “A” and replacing it with the amended Schedule “A” – Solid Waste
Disposal Rates (February 9, 2010).
3. THAT Bylaw No. 10/001 be read a third and final time.
Summary:
The municipal Utility Rates Bylaw requires yearly revisions to meet Resolution 217/06 Utility
Rate Strategy’s full cost recovery for the Municipality’s utility services including water, sewer
and landfill waste.
Background:
On June 27, 2006 Council approved Resolution 217/06, Utility Rate Strategy. The strategy
contained a 5 year rate strategy commencing January 1, 2007 for the urban service area and a 7
year rate strategy commencing September 1, 2006 for the rural areas. The strategy was originally
prepared by an expert in the field of utility rates and was last updated for the year 2008. This
strategy is working towards full cost recovery for the entire Municipality by the year 2014. The
proposed rate increases for 2010 averaged 13 percent over the 2008 rates. Year 2010 represents
year 3 of the 5 year urban strategy and year 3 of the 7 year rural strategy. Initially, 2009 was to
be Year 3 of the strategy, however, due to the lateness in the year when the matter was presented
to Council, on August 25, 2009, Council agreed to defer consideration to 2010.
On January 12, 2010, Councillor Meagher moved that Bylaw No. 10/001, being the Utility Rates
Bylaw, be read a first time, which was carried unanimously.
On January 26, 2010, Administration presented Bylaw No. 10/001 to Council for consideration
of second and third readings. Council referred Bylaw No. 10/001 back to Administration for
clarification of:
•
•
•

Deposits required for residential accounts for renters,
Proposed Solid Waste Disposal Rates, and
Domestic Truck Haul Sewage Disposal Rates.

Author: S Hogan/K Scoble
Department: Environmental Services
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COUNCIL REPORT – Utility Rates Bylaw No. 10/001

Budget/Financial Implications:
The rates proposed within the bylaw are the budgeted revenues in the 2010 Approved Operating
Budget. The rates are also consistent with Council’s strategy to move to full cost recovery. The
rates would come into effect on April 1, 2010.
Alternatives:
1. Adjust the Utility Rates Bylaw to meet Resolution 217/06 Utility Rate Strategy’s full cost
recovery for the Municipality’s utility services
2. Do not adjust the established rates. The 2010 Approved Operating Budget is based on
the new utility rates. This would require an amendment to the Utility Rate Strategy and
the 2010 Operating Budget. The result would be a delay in establishing the full cost
recovery.
Rationale for Recommendation(s):
Administration has conducted further review of the Solid Waste Disposal Rates and is
recommending the following amendments to Schedule “A” of the Utility Rates Bylaw.
Household Refuse rates have been simplified for consistent application by both Administration
and the public. Household Refuse has been amended to $50 per tonne with a minimum charge of
$10.00 for 200 kg (0.2 tonnes). A charge of $10.00 will apply for Household Refuse during
periods that the scale is bypassed for planned and unplanned maintenance or when the landfill
scale traffic queue has backed up to Highway 63. Flat rates for 6 and 8 foot truck box
equivalents of waste have been removed from the rate schedule.
The Sump Pit Sludge Material proposed rate has been removed as the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo will be unable to provide this service in 2010 if we are to remain compliant with
our Alberta Environment Operating Approval for the landfill.
The Contaminated Soil proposed rate has been reduced from $110/Tonne to $75/Tonne to better
align with regional private sector tipping fees for this waste type.
All other Solid Waste Disposal Rates as proposed will remain unchanged upon enactment of the
Bylaw.
Administration recommends no changes to the Deposits for New Residential Accounts for
property renters or Domestic Truck Haul Disposal Rates to the Waste Water Treatment Plant
Sewage Lagoon.
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Utility Rates Bylaw No. 10/001
Utility Rates Comparison 2009-2010 Proposed
June 27, 2006 Council Resolution 217/06 Utility Rate Strategy
Amended Schedule “A” of Utility Rates Bylaw No. 10/001
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Attachment 1 – Utility Rates Bylaw 10/001

BYLAW NO. 10/001
BEING A BYLAW OF THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WOOD BUFFALO TO
ESTABLISH UTILITY RATES FOR SEWER, WATER AND SOLID WASTE UTILITIES.
WHEREAS, section 7 of the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A. 2000, c.M-26, as amended,
provides that a Council may pass bylaws regarding public utilities and services provided by or on
behalf of the municipality.
WHEREAS, Council wishes to establish a bylaw outlining a scale of charges and fees for
distribution, collection and treatment of solid waste, water and sanitary sewage and for compelling
the payment of the charges so fixed, and for imposing penalties for failure to take appropriate action
in an approved manner;
AND WHEREAS, the Council of the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo wishes to establish
the rates required for commercial and residential sewer, water and residential solid waste collection.
NOW THEREFORE, the Council of the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, in the Province
of Alberta, duly assembled, hereby enacts as follows:

PART 1 - PURPOSE, DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION

SHORT TITLE
1.

This Bylaw shall be referred to as the “Utility Rates Bylaw”.

DEFINITIONS
2.

For the purpose of this bylaw, the following definitions shall apply:
(a)

“account deposit” means a non-interest bearing refundable sum paid to the Regional
Municipality of Wood Buffalo by:
(i)
a customer who is a renter of the property, who has not previously held a
utility billing account with the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo;
(ii)
a customer who is a renter of the property, who is seeking to have a utility
billing account established in his or her name, but does not have a credit
history with the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo of a minimum of six
(6) consecutive non-default payments for a previous utility billing account;

(b)

“additional waste tag” means an identification tag which can be purchased at local
municipal facilities for a fee as set out in Schedule “A”. Additional waste tags are to
be attached to any waste receptacle intended for weekly collection, which is in excess
of the weekly four bag service covered under Schedule “A”;

(c)

“application fee” means a non-refundable sum paid to the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo by a consumer upon application for a municipal utility account;
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(d)

“commercial waste” means waste that is generated on any parcel of land where
commercial or industrial activity is conducted. Commercial waste has the same
meaning as set out in Section 168(k) of the Environmental Protection and
Enhancement Act RSA 2000, c.E-12, as amended or repealed and replaced from time
to time, with the exception that it shall not include liquid materials, which are to be
considered prohibited waste for any municipal disposal sites;

(e)

“consumption charge” means a levy based on actual or estimated consumption;

(f)

“dwelling unit” means any building or place occupied or used as an abode, residence,
or place of living by not more than four families, and shall include side by side
condominium units having individual collection points, while excluding stacked
condominiums. This definition shall not include any apartment house, hotel, licensed
rooming house, licensed boarding house, tourist cabins or any room or suite of rooms
in any building containing trade premises;

(g)

"estimate consumption charge" means a levy which will apply to non-metered
accounts that is predicted from delivery equipment volumes or establish national
consumptions rates which have been established for similar customer accounts;

(h)

“inert material” means non-toxic, non-degradable materials, including demolition and
construction refuse, and similar waste material but excluding uncontaminated soils;

(i)

“meter” means the individual or compound meter and all other equipment and
instruments supplied and used by the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo to
calculate and register the amount of water consumed;

(j)

“meter charge” means the cost of installing each new water service meter required to
record water usage. This charge shall be billed to the first consumer who will benefit
from the use of the water meter;

(k)

"minimum disposal charge" means the baseline levy which shall to be applied to all
disposal transactions up to 200 kilograms;

(l)

“multi-family residential” means any building containing more than one dwelling
unit on a taxed parcel as determined from assessment records;

(m)

“proof of residency” means documentation for a utility account which provides
account holder’s name and service address during a specific time period;

(n)

“re-connection” means the turning off and turning on of the water after it has been
shut-off;

(o)

“re-connection fee” means a non-refundable sum paid to the Regional Municipality
of Wood Buffalo by a consumer who has had service disconnected for non-payment,
prior to a re-connection;
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(p)

“remote reader” means the device attached to the exterior of a building enabling the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, its officers, agents or employees to
determine water consumption without entering the building;

(q)

“scale bypass rates” means rates which will apply when scale is not in service. The
flat rate schedule will apply as in Schedule “A”;

(r)

“service connection fee” means the cost incurred by the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo, which shall be borne by the contractor, developer or owner for either
a water service or branch line connection;

(s)

“single family residential” means:
(i)
any building containing one dwelling unit on a taxed parcel as determined
from assessment records; or
(ii)
any permanent mobile home as determined from assessment records;

(t)

“soil” means any soil classification, excluding soil materials which contain free liquid
contaminants in concentrations exceeding applicable federal and provincial
legislation and regulations and municipal landfill operations guidelines, or which is
unacceptable under the paint filter test requirement; any material which fails to meet
the requirements of a paint filter test will be considered liquid waste;

(u)

"waste" has the same meaning as set out in Section 168(k) of the Environmental
Protection and Enhancement Act, RSA 2000, c.E-12, as amended or repealed and
replaced from time to time, with the exception of liquid materials, which are to be
considered prohibited waste for any municipal disposal sites;

(v)

“waste receptacle” means a watertight container of rust resistant construction, of
circular design, having a smooth rim, rigid fixed handles, a watertight cover and
complies with the following specifications:
(i)
the container measures between 40 centimeters and 50 centimeters (16 inches
and 20 inches) in diameter at the top and tapered to a smaller diameter at the
bottom;
(ii)
the container measures between 50 centimeters and 80 centimeters (20 inches
and 32 inches) in height;
(iii)
the container has a total capacity of between 60 liters and 110 liters;
(iv)
a gross weight of the container is not more than 20.5 kilograms (45 pounds);
or
(1)
a disposable, weather proof garbage bag, securely sealed, having
maximum dimensions of 80 centimeters in height and 50 centimeters
in width, a maximum weight of 20.5 kilograms (45 pounds) and is of
sufficient strength to retain all of its contents when lifted; or
(2)
such other containers as may be approved by the Chief Administrative
Officer in writing, from time to time;
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PART 2 - SOLID WASTE SERVICES

3.

Rates charged for Solid Waste Services shall be set as identified in Schedule “A”.

4.

For a single family dwelling unit, a semi-detached residential unit, a single family dwelling
unit with a basement dwelling unit situated therein, or a home business situated therein, or an
occupant of a dwelling unit in a multiple family building where the owner or agent does not
pay charges directly to the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, the charge for basic
residential collection shall be $10.06 per month per dwelling unit for Urban Service Area and
$6.33 per month per dwelling unit for Rural Service Area for the collection of a maximum of
4 waste receptacles per week. Urban Service Area and Rural outlets with similar services and
facilities will include a monthly fee of $1.50 for recycling services.

PART 3 - WATER SERVICES

5.

Rates charged for Water Service shall be set as identified in Schedule “B”.

6.

All new residential accounts for property renters shall be required to pay an account deposit
of $400.00. The “account deposit” will be refunded to the customer within twenty-one (21)
days after processing the termination of the account.

7.

All new commercial accounts for property renters shall be required to pay an account deposit
equal to four (4) months of the minimum water charge based on meter size plus four (4)
months of the average water consumption for the account in question multiplied by the
commercial consumption charge, or a minimum of $400.00. The “account deposit” will be
refunded to the customer within twenty-one (21) days after processing the termination of the
account.

8.

A fee of $30.00 shall be levied for all water service applications.

9.

Where the water supply to a building or residence cannot be shut off by means of a curb box,
the utility account shall be in the name of the property owner.

PART 4 - SEWER SERVICES

10.

Rates charged for Sewer Services shall be set as identified in Schedule “C”.

PART 5 - GENERAL

11.

An account for which a cheque has been returned due to insufficient funds shall be levied a
fee of $40.00 for each such occurrence.
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12.

Documentation provided for “Proof of Residency” shall be levied a fee of $33.00 for each
occurrence.

13.

Account financial summary provided upon customer’s request shall be levied a fee of $15.00
for each occurrence.
(a)
For additional account prints a fee of $1.00 per page shall be charged.

14.

A minimum charge of $40.00 shall be levied for any other request relating to the utility
accounts that is not covered within any of the bylaw schedules.

15.

Any utility bill which remains unpaid after the specified due date is subject to a penalty of 1.5
percent monthly or 3 percent bi-monthly calculated on the total amounts in arrears. No new
customer accounts will be authorized until outstanding balances of all past accounts are
current.

16.

Utility Rates Bylaw No. 07/068 and all amendments thereto are hereby repealed.

PART 6 - EFFECTIVE DATE

17.

THAT this Bylaw shall become effective as of April 1, 2010.

READ a first time this 12th day of January, A.D. 2010.

READ a second time this _____________ day of ___________________, A.D. 2010.

READ a third and final time this _______ day of ___________________, A.D. 2010.

SIGNED and PASSED this ___________ day of ___________________, A.D. 2010.

_____________________________________
Mayor

_____________________________________
Chief Legislative Officer
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Schedule “A” – Solid Waste Disposal Rates
TABLE 1 - LANDFILL DISPOSAL RATES – FORT MCMURRAY REGIONAL SITE
Item
Unit Rate
Non segregated Construction and
$85.00 per tonne
Demolition Material
Clean and segregated brush and trees
No Charge
with no/minimal root soil
Clean and segregated wood chips
No Charge
from brush and trees
Clean and segregated asphalt/concrete
No Charge
Clean and segregated metals
No Charge
Clean, segregated, unpainted and
No Charge
untreated dimensional lumber,
pallets, plywood, etc.
Commercial Waste
$75.00 per tonne
Special Handling
$162.00 per tonne
Acceptable Contaminated Soil
$110.00 per tonne
Tires
No Charge
Household Refuse
$54.00 per tonne
Composting
$0.00 (testing may be required)
CFC Appliances with Gas
$39.00 per unit
Appliances without Gas
$0.00
Large Commercial Appliances
$123.00 per tonne (special handling)
Soil (clean fill)
$0.00 (testing may be required)
Recyclables, Residential
No Charge
Mobile Home Disposal
$970.00
Scale Usage Charge
$30.00 per visit
Sump Pit Sludge Material
$100.00 per axle
Scale Bypass Rates
$10.00
Partial Load
$25.00
Pickup truck, van or utility trailer
$35.00 per load
equivalent to a 6 foot box
Pickup truck, van or utility trailer
$45.00 per load
equivalent to an 8 foot box
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Schedule “A” – Solid Waste Disposal Rates (continued)
TABLE 2 - SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE AREA
Item - Type of Dwelling Unit
Unit Rate – Fixed Monthly Service Charge
Single Family Residential
 $10.06 per dwelling unit.
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling unit
per week at 20.50 kilograms (45 pounds) per waste
receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste tag.
Multi Family Residential
 $10.06 per collection point.
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling unit
per week at 20.50 kilograms (45 pounds) per waste
receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste tag.

TABLE 3 - SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE AREA
Item - Type of Dwelling Unit
Unit Rate – Fixed Monthly Service Charge
Single and Multi Family Residential
 $6.33 per dwelling unit.
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling unit
per week at 20.50 kilograms (45 pounds) per waste
receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste tag.
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Schedule “B” - Water Rates - Monthly
TABLE 4 - WATER RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE AREA

Meter Class
and Size
Class 1
5/8 and ¾ inch
Class 2
1, 1¼, and 1½
inch

Class 3
2 and 3 inch
Class 4
4, 6, 8 and 10
inch

Residential
Fixed
$25.43
$59.59

$192.65
$1619.92

Commercial
Fixed
5/8 inch-$8.35
¾ inch-$12.61
1 inch-$19.03
1¼ inch$28.82
1½ inch$43.54
2 inch-$65.75
3 inch-$99.37
4 inch-$150.17
6 inch-$226.89
8 inch-$351.61
10 inch-$351.61

Residential
Commodity
(cubic meter)
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000

Commercial
Commodity
(cubic meter)
Less than 1000
cubic meters
per month
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329

Commercial
Commodity
(cubic meter)
Equal to or
greater than
1000 cubic
meters per
month
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37

$0.6000

$1.3329

$5.37

$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000

$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329

$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37

 Apartment Buildings (per unit rate plus meter size charge)
 Gregoire Mobile Home Park (per unit rate plus meter size charge)
 Cartier Park (per unit) – non metered

$3.95
$5.20
$61.48

TABLE 5 - WATER RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE AREA
Residential
Fixed
Commodity
Meter Class and Size
(monthly charge)
(cubic meter)
Class 1 (5/8 and ¾ inch)
$13.36
$0.6000
Class 2 (1, 1¼, and 1½ inch)
$31.29
$0.6000
Class 3 (2 and 3 inch)
$101.16
$0.6000
Class 4 (4, 6, 8 and 10 inch)
$888.21
$0.6000
Commercial
Commercial Rural Water Rates will be equal to the Commercial Commodity in Schedule “B” –
Water Rates - Monthly, Table 4 – Water Rates – Monthly - Urban Service Area.
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Schedule “B” - Water Rates - Monthly (continued)
TABLE 6 - WATER RATES - FEES FOR SPECIAL SERVICES
Item
Unit Rate
Bulk Water Sales
$5.37 per cubic meter
Meter Charge – the cost of installing
each new meter required to record
water usage shall be as follows:
 Residential: up to 1 inch meter
$260.00 includes meter installation, AMR, supplies and
labour
 Residential: in excess of 1 inch

Meter test – up to 1 inch diameter
Meter test – 1 inch to 2 inch diameter
Relocating and/or replacement of
Remote Reader, excluding abuse,
tampering and vandalism
Turning on/off Curb Stop (at
customer’s request)
Service Connection Fee
Thawing a frozen service
Bleeder installation

Meter and all commercial meters charges will be actual
cost of meter, AMR, supplies, administrative costs and
labour
$45.00
$125.00
Actual cost of service based on labour, material and
equipment – minimum $50.00
$45.00
Actual cost based on labour, material and equipment
costs.
Actual cost of service based on labour, materials and
equipment
Actual cost of service based on labour, materials and
equipment - minimum $200.00.
$68.80
$157.97 per month

Lawn Service
Residential Water Consumption –
Trailers where no meter exists
Commercial Water Consumption –
$164.90 per month
Trailers where no meter exists
Water Consumption Rate for Un- Water consumption rate shall be charged based on
metered Service
water consumption of 27 cubic meters monthly for the
duration of the un-metered water servicing. Following
the installation of a water meter and upon request from
the customer, the customer’s actual water consumption
will be calculated based on three actual monthly
readings. The customer’s account will be adjusted
based on the results of the three readings.
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Schedule “B” - Water Rates - Monthly (continued)
TABLE 6 - WATER RATES - FEES FOR SPECIAL SERVICES (CONTINUED)
Item
Unit Rate
Re-connection Fee,
 during office hours
$35.00
 after office hours,

Construction Water
 Residential Fixed Rate

 Commercial Rate

Hydrant Use
 Deposit for hydrant meter

fees for actual cost based on labour, material and
equipment costs. Labour to include a 2 hour minimum
charge as per Collective Agreement.
$100.00 per month from date of occupancy permit for
the first three months, increasing each month after the
third month at the rate of an additional $100 per month
over the previous month.
$1.50 per cubic meter.
Water volumes for construction purposes shall be based
on an estimate prior to water being supplied to the site
based on expected construction activity, duration of
construction, size of water service and nature of
construction
$1,000 deposit to be refunded upon return of hydrant
meter in good working order

 Daily rental fee for hydrant meter

$100 per day

 Water Usage

$10.00 per cubic meter
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Schedule “C” - Sewer Rates - Monthly
TABLE 7 - SEWER RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE AREA
Residential and Commercial
Commodity
Meter Size
Fixed
(cubic meter)
Class 1 (5/8 and ¾ inch)
$12.41
$0.3500
Class 2 (1, 1¼, and 1½ inch)
$21.27
$0.3500
Class 3 (2 and 3 inch)
$167.92
$0.3500
Class 4 (4, 6, 8 and 10 inch)
$1175.42
$0.3500




Apartments (per occupied unit plus line charges)
Gregoire Mobile Home Park (per occupied unit plus line charges)
Cartier Park (per unit) – non metered

$4.82
$9.98
$38.57

TABLE 8 - SEWER RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE AREA
Residential and Commercial
Commodity
Meter Size
Fixed
(cubic meter)
Class 1 (5/8 and ¾ inch)
$6.52
$0.3500
Class 2 (1, 1¼, and 1½ inch)
$11.16
$0.3500
Class 3 (2 and 3 inch)
$164.60
$0.3500
Class 4 (4, 6, 8 and 10 inch)
$1151.85
$0.3500

TABLE 9 - SEWER RATES – MONTHLY - SPECIAL SERVICES
Item
Unit Rate
Rate for un-metered consumption
The sewer service rate shall be charged based on 27
cubic meters per month for the duration of the unmetered water servicing. Following the installation of a
water meter and upon request from the customer, the
customer’s actual sewer servicing will be calculated
based on three actual monthly readings. The customer’s
account will be adjusted based on the results of the
three readings.
Sewage Lagoon
Domestic truck haul disposal contractors must establish
an account and obtain coded access card to lagoon. A
replacement card fee is $20.00 Domestic sewage
disposal fee by type of carrier as follows: $45.00 per
vehicle axle. Vehicles with holding tanks not exceeding
5 cubic meters shall be charged a flat rate fee of $5.00
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TABLE 1 - LANDFILL DISPOSAL RATES – FORT MCMURRAY REGIONAL SITE
Item
Unit Rate
Non segregated Construction and
$58.83/tonne
$85.00 per tonne
Demolition Material
Clean and segregated brush and
No Charge
trees with no/minimal root soil
Clean and segregated wood chips
No Charge
from brush and trees
Clean and segregated asphalt/concrete
No Charge
Clean and segregated metals
No Charge
Clean, segregated, unpainted and
No Charge
untreated dimensional lumber,
pallets, plywood, etc.
Commercial Waste
$48.71/tonne $75.00 per tonne
Special Handling
$147.07/tonne $162.00 per tonne
Acceptable Contaminated Soil
$73.54/tonne $110.00 per tonne
Tires
No Charge
Household Refuse
$48.71/tonne $54.00 per tonne
Composting
$0.00 (testing may be required)
CFC Appliances with Gas
$39.05/unit $39.00 per unit
Appliances without Gas
$0.00
Large Commercial Appliances
$112.00/tonne $123.00/tonne (special handling)
Soil (clean fill)
$0.00 (testing may be required)
Recyclables, Residential
No Charge
Mobile Home Disposal
$882.42 $970.00
Scale Usage Charge
$30.00 per visit
Sump Pit Sludge Material
$25.00/axle minimum $100.00 $100.00 per axle
Scale Bypass Rates
N/A
$10.00
Partial Load
N/A
$25.00
Pickup truck, van or utility trailer
N/A
$35.00 per load
equivalent to a 6 foot box
Pickup truck, van or utility trailer
N/A
$45.00 per load
equivalent to an 8 foot box
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Attachment 2 - Utility Rates Comparison 2009-2010 Proposed (continued)
TABLE 2 - SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE AREA
Item - Type of Dwelling Unit
Unit Rate – Fixed Monthly Service Charge
Single Family Residential
 $9.01 per unit $10.06 per dwelling unit
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling unit
per week at 20.5 kilograms (45 pounds) per waste
receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste tag.
Multi Family Residential
 $9.01 per unit $10.06 per dwelling unit
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling unit
per week at 20.5 kilograms (45 pounds) per waste
receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste tag.

TABLE 3 - SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE AREA
Item - Type of Dwelling Unit
Unit Rate – Fixed Monthly Service Charge
Single and Multi Family Residential
 $5.17 per unit $6.33 per dwelling unit
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling unit
per week at 20.5 kilograms (45 pounds) per waste
receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste tag.
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TABLE 4 - WATER RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE AREA

Meter Class
and Size

Residential
Fixed

Commercial
Fixed

Class 1
$22.79 $25.43 5/8 inch-$8.35
(5/8 and ¾
¾ inch-$12.61
inch)
Class 2
$53.41 $59.59 1 inch-$19.03
(1, 1¼, 1½
1¼ inch-28.82
inch)
1½ inch-$43.54
Class 3
$172.66 $192.65 2 inch-$65.75
(2 and 3 inch)
3 inch-$99.37
Class 4
$1516.33$1619.92 4 inch-$150.17
(4, 6, 8 and 10
6 inch-$226.89
inch)
8 inch-$351.61
10inch-$351.61

Commercial
Commodity
(cubic meter)
Less than
1000 cubic
meters per
month

Commercial
Commodity
(cubic meter)
Equal to or
greater than
1000 cubic
meters per
month

$0.6000
$0.6000

$1.3329
$1.3329

$5.37
$5.37

$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000
$0.6000

$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329
$1.3329

$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37
$5.37

Residential
Commodity
(cubic meter)

 Apartment Buildings (per unit rate plus meter size charge)
$3.12
 Gregoire Mobile Home Park (per unit rate plus meter size charge) $4.11
 Cartier Park (per unit) – non metered
$48.63

$3.95
$5.20
$61.48

TABLE 5 - WATER RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE AREA
Residential
Fixed
Commodity
Meter Size
(monthly charge)
(cubic meter)
Class 1 (5/8 and ¾ inch)
$11.87
$13.36
$0.6000
Class 2 (1, 1¼ and 1½ inch)
$27.81
$31.29
$0.6000
Class 3 (2 and 3 inch)
$89.91
$101.16
$0.6000
Class 4 (4, 6, 8 and 10 inch)
$789.38
$888.21
$0.6000
Commercial
Commercial rural water rates will be equal to the Commercial Commodity in Attachment 2 –
Utility Rates Comparison, Table 4 - Water Rates - Urban Service Area.
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TABLE 6 - WATER RATES - FEES FOR SPECIAL SERVICES
Item
Unit Rate
Bulk Water Sales
$4.81 per cubic meter $5.37 per cubic meter
Meter Charge – the cost of installing
each new meter required to record
water usage shall be as follows:
 Residential: up to 1 inch meter
 $260.00 includes meter installation, AMR, supplies
and labour
 Residential: in excess of 1 inch
 Meter and all commercial meters charges will be
meter
actual cost of meter, AMR, supplies, administrative
costs and labour
Meter test – up to 1 inch diameter
$45.00
Meter test – 1 to 2 inch diameter
$125.00
Relocating and/or replacement of
Actual cost of service based on labour, material and
Remote Reader, excluding abuse,
equipment –.minimum $50.00
tampering and vandalism
Turning on/off Curb Stop (at
$45.00
customer’s request)
Service Connection Fee
Actual cost based on labour, material and equipment
costs.
Thawing a frozen service
Actual cost of service based on labour, materials and
equipment
Bleeder installation
Actual cost of service based on labour, materials and
equipment - minimum $200.00.
Lawn Service
$61.70
$68.80
Residential Water Consumption –
$141.58
$157.97
Trailers
Commercial Water Consumption –
$147.75
$164.90
Trailers
Water Consumption Rate for UnWater consumption rate shall be charged based on
metered Service
water consumption of 27 cubic meters monthly for the
duration of the un-metered water servicing. Following
the installation of a water meter and upon request from
the customer, the customer’s actual water consumption
will be calculated based on three actual monthly
readings. The customer’s account will be adjusted
based on the results of the three readings.
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Water Rates - Fees for Special Services (continued)
TABLE 6 - WATER RATES - FEES FOR SPECIAL SERVICES (CONTINUED)
Item
Unit Rate
Re-connection Fee,
$30.00
$35.00
 during office hours
 after office hours,

fees for actual cost based on labour, material and
equipment costs. Labour to include a 2 hour minimum
charge as per Collective Agreement.

Construction Water
 Residential Fixed Rate

$100.00 per month from date of occupancy permit for
the first three months, increasing each month after the
third month at the rate of an additional $100.00 per
month over the previous month.

 Commercial Rate

$1.14
$1.50 per cubic meter.
Water volumes for construction purposes shall be based
on an estimate prior to water being supplied to the site
based on expected construction activity, duration of
construction, size of water service and nature of
construction

Hydrant Use
 Deposit for hydrant meter

N/A $1,000.00 deposit to be refunded upon return of
hydrant meter in good working order

 Daily rental fee for hydrant meter

N/A

$100.00 per day

 Water Usage

N/A

$10.00 per cubic meter

TABLE 7 - SEWER RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE AREA
Residential and Commercial
Commodity
Meter Class and Size
Fixed
(cubic meter)
Class 1 (5/8 and ¾ inch)
$9.89
$12.41
$0.3500
Class 2 (1, 1¼ and 1½ inch)
$16.95
$21.27
$0.3500
Class 3 (2 and 3 inch)
$133.82
$167.92
$0.3500
Class 4 (4, 6, 8 and 10 inch)
$936.74 $1175.42
$0.3500




Apartments (per occupied unit plus line charges)
Gregoire Mobile Home Park (per occupied unit plus line charges)
Cartier Park (per unit) – non metered

$2.87
$4.82
$5.94
$9.98
$22.97 $38.57
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Attachment 2 - Utility Rates Comparison 2009-2010 Proposed (continued)
TABLE 8 - SEWER RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE AREA
Residential and Commercial
Commodity
Meter Class and Size
Fixed
(cubic meter)
Class 1 (5/8 and ¾ inch)
$5.20
$6.52
$0.3500
Class 2 (1, 1¼ and 1½ inch)
$8.90
$11.16
$0.3500
Class 3 (2 and 3 inch)
$164.60
$164.60
$0.3500
Class 4 (4, 6, 8 and 10 inch)
$1151.85 $1151.85
$0.3500

TABLE 9 - SEWER RATES – MONTHLY - SPECIAL SERVICES
Item
Unit Rate
Rate for un-metered consumption
The sewer service rate shall be charged based on 27
cubic meters per month for the duration of the
unmetered water servicing. Following the installation of
a water meter and upon request from the customer, the
customer’s actual sewer servicing will be calculated
based on three actual monthly readings. The customer’s
account will be adjusted based on the results of the
three readings.
Sewage Lagoon
Domestic Truck Haul Disposal contractors must
establish an account and obtain coded access card to
Lagoon. Replacement Card Cost is $20.00 Domestic
Sewage Disposal Fee by type of carrier as follows:
$15.00 $45.00 per vehicle axle. Vehicles with holding
tanks not exceeding 5 cubic meters shall be charged a
flat rate fee of $5.00
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Attachment 4 – Amended Schedule “A” Solid Waste Disposal Rates
TABLE 1 - LANDFILL DISPOSAL RATES – FORT MCMURRAY REGIONAL SITE
Item
Unit Rate
Non segregated Construction and
$85.00 per tonne
Demolition Material
Clean and segregated brush and trees
No Charge
with no/minimal root soil
Clean and segregated wood chips
No Charge
from brush and trees
Clean and segregated asphalt/concrete
No Charge
Clean and segregated metals
No Charge
Clean, segregated, unpainted and
No Charge
untreated dimensional lumber,
pallets, plywood, etc.
Commercial Waste
$75.00 per tonne
Special Handling
$162.00 per tonne
Acceptable Contaminated Soil
$75.00 $110.00 per tonne
Tires
No Charge
Household Refuse
$50.00 $54.00 per tonne
Composting
$0.00 (testing may be required)
CFC Appliances with Gas
$39.00 per unit
Appliances without Gas
$0.00
Large Commercial Appliances
$123.00 per tonne (special handling)
Soil (clean fill)
$0.00 (testing may be required)
Recyclables, Residential
No Charge
Mobile Home Disposal
$970.00
Scale Usage Charge
$30.00 per visit
Sump Pit Sludge Material
$100.00 per axle
Household Refuse Scale Bypass
$10.00
Rates
Minimum Household Refuse Charge
$10.00 $25.00
(200 kg or less) Partial Load
Pickup truck, van or utility trailer
$35.00 per load
equivalent to a 6 foot box
Pickup truck, van or utility trailer
$45.00 per load
equivalent to an 8 foot box
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Schedule “A” – Solid Waste Disposal Rates (continued)
TABLE 2 - SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES – MONTHLY - URBAN SERVICE
AREA
Item - Type of Dwelling Unit
Unit Rate – Fixed Monthly Service Charge
Single Family Residential
 $10.06 per dwelling unit.
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling
unit per week at 20.50 kilograms (45 pounds)
per waste receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste
tag.
Multi Family Residential
 $10.06 per collection point.
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling
unit per week at 20.50 kilograms (45 pounds)
per waste receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste
tag.

TABLE 3 - SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL RATES – MONTHLY - RURAL SERVICE
AREA
Item - Type of Dwelling Unit
Unit Rate – Fixed Monthly Service Charge
Single and Multi Family
 $6.33 per dwelling unit.
Residential
 $1.50 recycling fee per dwelling unit.
 Maximum 4 waste receptacles per dwelling
unit per week at 20.50 kilograms (45 pounds)
per waste receptacle.
 The charge for additional waste tags for waste
receptacles in excess of the basic collection
services shall be $1.00 per additional waste
tag.
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