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1.0 Defining the Role of Monitoring,
Evaluation and Reporting within
Alberta’s Land-Use Framework

Alberta’s Land-Use Framework (LUF) is to articulate a
vision that will guide the process of making land-use
decisions across the province and specify the outcomes
that this process should achieve. The Monitoring and
Evaluation Group is one of four working groups
contributing to the overall LUF and is tasked with
developing a monitoring framework for three main
outcomes:

1. Well-Planned Places to Live, Work, and Play (Social
outcome)

2. Sustainable Prosperity Supported by our Land and
Natural Resources (Economic outcome)

3. Healthy Environment and Ecosystems
(Environmental outcome)

It should be noted that there was a minority opinion
that culture should be one of the four pillars which is
sustained under the planning, management, monitoring
and assessment components of the Land-Use
Framework and that the reader consider culture
wherever social, economic, and environmental outcomes
or values appear in this report.

While these three outcomes are the result of previous
consultations with Albertans, they can also be aligned
with the Capital Model proposed by the National Round
Table on the Environment and the Economy which at
least partly addresses the above minority view. The
implications of this alignment are discussed in Section
2. For these three outcomes, the Monitoring and
Evaluation Group was asked to address three
overarching questions:

¢ What should we measure?
¢ How should we measure it?

¢ How should the measured results be used in a
continuous improvement process?

In order to address these questions, it is necessary first
to clarify the purpose of monitoring, evaluation, and
reporting within the Land-Use Framework. Given that
the three broad outcomes above are what the Land-Use
Framework should enable us to achieve, then the way in

which we achieve these outcomes is by implementing
different plans and policies. As an analogy, when setting
out on a sail-boat we plot a course (i.e. implement a
policy) that we think will get us to our desired
destination (i.e. set of desired outcomes). However, the
only way we can know whether we are going to arrive at
our desired destination is by monitoring and evaluating
where we are on the map and the direction in which we
are heading. Similarly, in the context of the Land-Use
Framework the role of monitoring, evaluation, and
reporting is to tell us where we are in relation to our
desired outcomes, whether we are moving closer or
farther away from these outcomes, and thus whether we
need to change policies so that we do not “crash into
the rocks.” Such policy changes can be necessitated
because a given policy does not live up to its
expectations, external factors that we cannot control
necessitate changes (e.g., changes in world commodity
prices, global climate change), or there are underlying
changes in what outcomes Albertans desire. Just as we
would not attempt a long voyage without navigation
equipment to tell us where we are and where we are
heading relative to our desired destination, similarly no
jurisdiction should institute policies to achieve long-
term outcomes without some way of measuring the
success of these policies in actually achieving the desired
outcomes. No one expects to arrive at their desired
destination by randomly steering a sail-boat while
blindfolded. Therefore, we cannot expect to achieve the
three broad outcomes of the Land-Use Framework
without ongoing monitoring information to guide day-
to-day decision making.

Given the important role that monitoring, evaluation,
and reporting has within any viable land-use decision
making framework, the ME Group felt it was imperative
to describe the design criteria used to develop its
proposed monitoring framework. These criteria are the
broad principles that the Group felt the monitoring,
evaluation, and reporting framework must satisfy to be
effective within the context of the Land-Use Framework.

* Comprehensive — Ensuring the comprehensiveness
of what is monitored and evaluated requires
ensuring that all the important dimensions or
attributes that define the three social, economic, and
ecological outcomes are covered by the monitoring
program. While the Group is cognizant of First
Nation and Metis issues within the context of the
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Land-Use Framework, and while the Group
attempted to ensure that what it proposed to
monitor encompassed the rights and interests of
Aboriginal Peoples, the Group acknowledges that it
cannot determine or verify this except through
meaningful dialogue and consultation with the
Aboriginal Peoples of Alberta.

*  Guide Decision Making - Given the way in which
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting is conceived
to fit within the overall Land-Use Framework, the
Group felt it was imperative that the monitoring
framework be able to guide two distinct aspects of
decision making. First, the programs must be able
to report on landscape condition across a range of
spatial and temporal scales and capture the positive
and negative changes that occur over time in
different regions as a result of past decisions.
Second, it must be possible to feed the results of
ongoing monitoring and evaluation into planning
and decision support tools capable of evaluating the
potential impacts of alternative policies before they
are implemented.

* Understandable - The results from ongoing
monitoring and evaluation must be reported in a
way that is understandable by the people of Alberta,
industry, and the Government of Alberta.

* Forward Looking — If monitoring, evaluation, and
reporting are to be done over the long term, then
the framework and its indicators must be relevant
both today and into the future.

* Adaptive — Research focused on improving the
effectiveness of monitoring procedures for social,
economic, and environmental issues must be
ongoing to address new issues that will arise over
time. While monitoring and evaluation must have a
degree of permanence to enable comparisons over
time and across space, it also must adapt to new
knowledge and new issues.

While the Group faced a number of challenges in
developing the monitoring, evaluation, and reporting

framework, the primary challenge was defining and then

staying focused on what this Group was to accomplish
relative to the other four groups. While the Group
initially started by listing indicators it felt were relevant
to each of the social, ecological, and economic
outcomes, its final product is not this list of indicators
but the more general attributes that define each of the

three broad outcomes. One of the reasons this Group
focused its efforts on defining attributes is that it lacked
the time and resources to develop actual effective
monitoring programs that would identify and validate
the indicators proposed. While suggestions of possible
indicators are included in this report, they are included
primarily to clarify the meaning of the attributes
identified.

The Monitoring and Evaluation Group used the
Outcome-Oriented Indicator Framework (see the
reference Olsson 2006 for more information on this
particular framework) to structure the monitoring,
framework proposed. This framework structures
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting around the
outcomes that one is trying to achieve, the attributes
that define each outcome, the condition indicators that
capture the state of the underlying systems and define
each attribute, and the influencer indicators that affect
or bring about changes in the state of the condition
indicators. This framework is described below in greater
detail while Figure 1 illustrates its inherent hierarchical
structure.

For this Group, the outcomes are the three broad
environmental, economic, and social values. Condition
indicators measure the state of the attributes associated
with the social, economic, or environmental systems.
Influencer indicators, because they measure what is
impacting the condition indicators, provide useful
information to guide management actions or policy
decisions. For example, some of the attributes that
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Outcome

Access
to Services

Condition - - -
Indicators

Attributes

Influencer
Indicators

Figure 1

define the overall outcome of “Well Planned Places to
Live, Work, and Play” include Access to Services,
Sustainability of Land Use, Safety, and Diversity of
Communities and Lifestyles. Some specific condition
indicators for the attribute Efficiency of Land Use
include: density of commercial development, density of
housing, and infrastructure capacity and availability.
Some of the influencer indicators that could affect these
condition indicators include: population growth rates,
population demographics, zoning plans, and societal
demands.

In the context of the Land-Use Framework and the
design criteria listed above, some of the Outcome-
Oriented Indicator Framework’s strengths include:

* Relatively simple and easy to understand by public,
decision makers, and others.

Well-Planned Places

Sustainability
of Land Use

Safety

Density of Development - - -
Infrastructure capacity &

availability

Costs of delivering

Infrastructure

* Population growth rates
* Population demographics
* Zoning plans

Societal demands

*  Produces information centred on the objectives of
interest to those making decisions.

o Itis clear what is required to achieve a particular
outcome.

» Lays out the indicators in terms of testable
hypotheses, thereby structuring the questions to be
asked during evaluation.

* Can be adapted to various spatial and temporal
scales.

o Selection of indicators is relatively flexible.

However, the Outcome-Oriented Indicator Framework
also has some weaknesses which the strategies proposed
in Section 4 overcome:
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* Can easily lead to very long lists of indicators, given
that the framework aims at completeness without
clear guiding principles of essential and universal
properties of what's being monitored.

*  May create subjectivity and a lack of transparency in
how indicators are selected.

Having described the framework used by this Group to
structure the overall monitoring program, we now turn
to describing the concept of targets or thresholds and
how they facilitate evaluation and reporting. A threshold
is a technically or socially-based standard that identifies
the points at which an indicator changes to an
acceptable or unacceptable condition. A target is goal
statement about a desired endpoint to be achieved over
a given time period. Thresholds are a lot like speed
limits in that there is no single right answer or way to
set a speed limit, every speed limit represents a trade-
off, and speed limits are set differently in different areas.
The Group envisioned that at least two threshold values

Indicator
Value

Figure 2

Thresholds provide a baseline against which
performance can be measured. Evaluation is the process
of comparing the level of each indicator to these
thresholds, while reporting is the process of
communicating performance levels across spatial (local,
regional, provincial) and temporal scales to the general
public and decision makers in a manner that they can

would be set — similar to stop lights. When the value of
the indicator is in the red region, it means that
corrective actions need to be taken. The yellow region
indicates that caution is required and that corrective
actions may need to be taken if conditions do not
improve. In the green area, the value is deemed
acceptable and no corrective action needs to be taken.
For example, Figure 2 illustrates how such information
might be reported. The boundaries between the green-
yellow and yellow-red zones are determined by the
thresholds set. In this example, the indicator transitions
from the red zone in Year 1 to the green zone in Year 4,
indicating that the performance target (set back in Year
1) of transitioning the indicator into the green area by
Year 5 has been achieved.

Year

understand. This implies rolling-up the performance
measures for individual indicators into meaningful
indices that measure performance for each attribute and
outcome. Without such information roll-up, decision
makers and the general public will drown in a sea of
seemingly useless information.

166 Land-use Framework Multi-Stakeholder Working Groups Roll-up Report



1.1 Facilitating Continuous Improvement

While the questions of
what to measure and how
to measure it will be
addressed in subsequent
sections of this report, the
above description of the
monitoring and evaluation
framework provides the
necessary background to
describe how such a
system could contribute to
the process of continual
improvement. This is
summarized in Figure 3
on the right. Once the key

) o Report on indicator values
attributes defining each

and evaluate relative to the

outcome have been targets and thresholds
identified, condition deemed acceptable for
satisfying outcomes.

indicators are chosen that
will enable measurement
of the state of each
attribute. Influencer
indicators are also selected

to enable understanding of
what things are altering
the overall state of the
condition indicators.
Monitoring is then
conducted and
performance evaluated relative to the thresholds set for

Figure 3

the indicators. After rolling up all of this information
into meaningful and understandable indices, policy
decisions and management actions can then be
informed by this information. Continuous improvement
in the outcomes is achieved by modifying decisions and
policies in response to the levels of performance
observed and measuring the changes in the performance
outcomes that result from such modifications.

In addition to guiding policy adaptation, the framework
is flexible enough to enable changes in the targets or
thresholds set as a result of changing societal values or
as our knowledge and understanding increases. Given
that information is rolled up into indices that quantify
performance for each attribute, particular indicators
defining each attribute may be dropped (for example
because they prove to be ineffective) and alternative

Make policy decisions and take
management actions to address the
outcomes that are not being achieved.

Define Outcomes

Select indicators to monitor the
conidtions defining the desired
outcomes along with the
influencer indicators impacting
the condition indicators.

Do the actual monitoring
of the condition and
influencer indicators.

indicators substituted without disrupting the entire
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting system. This is
important because the use of such frameworks to
manage natural resources and the land base is still in its
infancy and ongoing research will be needed to evaluate
the performance of this monitoring, evaluation, and
reporting framework.

While the framework cannot guarantee that we will
always make the right decisions -- no framework can do
that -- ongoing monitoring, evaluation, and reporting
will enable us to determine the impacts of our decisions
and whether we need to make changes. In this way, the
framework is able to deliver on the goal of sustainability
by enabling us to adapt our decisions so that current
and future generations achieve the ecological, social, and
economic outcomes desired.
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The next section of this report describes how the 2001). Of the four types of Capital, Social Capital is by

proposed monitoring framework links to the full-cost far the least understood.

accounting model proposed by the National Round

Table on the Environment and Economy. Section 3 The three major outcomes of the Land-Use Framework
presents the monitoring, evaluation, and reporting have been harmonized with this Capital Model as

framework arrived at by the Group while Section 4 gives follows:
the Group’ high-level strategy for actually implementing

. o . . e Social and Human Capital = Well-Planned Places to
this monitoring, evaluation, and reporting framework.

Live, Work, and Play

*  Produced Capital = Sustainable Prosperity
Supported by our Land and Natural Resources

2.0 Linking Monitoring to Full-Cost

Decision Makmg * Natural Capital = Healthy Environment and

) o Ecosystems
Given that one of the objectives of the Land-Use
Framework is to facilitate the integration of While the Group could have used these four Capitals as
environmental, social, and economic considerations in the primary outcomes for the monitoring framework, it
decision processes, the Group felt strongly that any was decided to stay with the three outcomes listed in
monitoring framework developed for Alberta should the Group’ terms of reference. Some might say that
contribute to the aim of full-cost accounting. This Social Capital and its inclusion under the “Well-planned
section highlights how the three primary outcomes of places to live, work and play” falls outside of the scope
this group are consistent with the Capital Model of the Land-Use Framework. However, the general
proposed by the National Round Table on the feeling of the Group was that Social Capital was too

Environment and the Economy (see NRTEE 2003 in the important to exclude from this monitoring framework,
references). see Figure 4.

The Capital Model takes a broad view of Capital MOdel

capital — defining it from both economic and
non-economic perspectives. Produced Capital
is defined as the goods that provide benefits to
their owners by enabling them to produce
other goods and services including things such
as equipment, buildings, machinery, etc.

Produced
Capital

Natural Capital is defined as the “costed” and
“uncosted” environmental stocks and systems
that provide us with the natural materials and
services we depend upon for our survival and
also to sustain our economic activity. Human
Capital includes the “knowledge, skills,

competencies, and other attributes embodied
in individuals that facilitate the creation of
personal, social and economic well-being,” and

Social
Capital

encompass factors associated with a healthy,
well-educated population (Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development,
OECD 2001 in references). Social Capital
includes the “relationships, networks, and
norms that facilitate collective action including
both formal and informal institutional
arrangements” such as social-cohesion (OECD  Figure 4 - Capital Model
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given that First Nations view Social Capital as linked
directly to the land and, given the Group’s desire to be
comprehensive in what is monitored.

While each of the three broad outcomes in the Land-Use
Framework contains explicit or implicit references to
sustainability, the Capital Model distinguishes between
what needs to be measured to support decision making
and the full-cost accounting method used to make such
decisions. Such a separation is essential for developing
effective monitoring, evaluation, and reporting programs
as it separates the information needed to support
decision making from the decision processes that are
designed to achieve sustainability. Thus, the role of this
Group is to ensure that the appropriate information is
monitored and reported, while the role of the Planning
and Decision-Making Group is to determine the process
by which such information will be balanced in decision
making. This is one area where integration between the
Groups must be more clearly established.

3.0 Monitoring, Evaluation, &
Reporting Framework

The intent of this section is to provide the broad outline
of the monitoring framework the Group developed. It
needs to be stressed that while we think we have
identified a fairly complete set of attributes for defining
each outcome, we may have missed components that
are relevant within the context of the Land-Use
Framework. The indicators listed under each attribute
are included primarily to clarify what the Group means
by the attribute label. The Group is not suggesting that
these indicators are necessarily the best ones to use in
an actual monitoring program. Such decisions need to
be addressed in future work (see Strategy 2). However,
the Group felt strongly that the overall intent of this
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting framework
described in the previous sections should be
maintained.

One weakness in the framework presented is that the
Group did not spend a lot of time identifying and
grouping the influencer indicators into “influencer
attributes.” Instead, we simply list potential influencers
for each outcome at the end of each sub-section. Future
work (see Strategy 2) also needs to address this short-
coming.

3.1 Outcome: Well-Planned Places to Live, Work,
and Play (Social Values)

One of the changes made by the Group was to add the
word “work” to this outcome so that it covered where
we lived, recreate, and work. This outcome was
interpreted as largely equivalent to “quality of life.” This
is defined by five major attributes: Safety, Access to
Services, Diversity of Community and Lifestyles,
Sustainability of Land Use, and Social Capital. Human
Capital is subsumed under the attribute Diversity of
Community and Lifestyles.

Attribute: Safety

Possible Condition Indicators: crime rate (reported and
perceived), traffic incidents (e.g., number, severity
peak/non-peak), emergency service response times,
workplace incidents, etc.

Attribute: Access to Services

Possible Condition Indicators: emergency health care
availability, health care generally (proximity, wait times,
delivery options, user and provider costs, capacity to
meet demand), education, recreation (e.g., area per
capita), social services, business services, cultural and
heritage services, etc.

Attribute: Diversity of Community and Lifestyles
(Human Capital)

Possible Condition Indicators: Cost of living, housing
options/distribution, diversity of employment
options/distribution, recreational options/distribution,
population (size, age, gender, cultural diversity,
ethnicity), personal income index, educational
attainment (formal, informal), size and diversity of skills
in labor force, employment/unemployment rates,
income distribution, debt rates.

Attribute: Sustainability of Land Use

Possible Condition Indicators: Density, effectiveness, and
efficiency of commercial, industrial, and institutional
development. Density of housing, infrastructure capacity
and availability, wastewater management (septic fields,
sewage disposal, etc), electricity supply/demand, water
supply capacity, costs of delivering infrastructure,
changes in existing land uses (e.g., conversion of
agricultural lands), succession planning, security of food

supply.
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Attribute: Social Capital

Possible Condition Indicators: Democratic participation
(voting rates, rates of membership in social
organizations), substance abuse rates, rates of
volunteerism, divorce/marriage/common law rates,
suicide rates, family structure( # kids, # parents,
household size), cultural/heritage options and
distribution as it relates to land use, community stability.

Potential Influencer Indicators

Zoning and density of development, loss of educational
opportunities (formal & informal),
immigration/emigration, changes in population
demographics, societal demands or values, cost of
living.

3.2 Outcome: Sustainable Prosperity supported by
our Land and Natural Resources (Economic
Values)

The Group interpreted the intent of this outcome as
measuring the economic value of goods or services
derived directly from the land. This represents a subset
of the overall economic production of the province,
since the economic contribution of “high-tech”
industries (e.g., software, biotech) that have minimal
land or natural resource requirements will not be
captured. While diversifying the industrial base of the
economy to such “high-tech” fields is a laudable goal
and performance in achieving this goal needs to be
monitored, it was decided that such monitoring was
outside the Groups terms of reference. Thus, the
attributes listed below only capture the economic
contribution of highly “land-based” industries.

Attribute: Quantities of Natural Resource Production
Possible Condition Indicators: quantities of hydrocarbon
extracted, crops produced, livestock produced, volume
of timber harvested, tonnes of ore extracted, mega-watts
of electricity generated, etc.

Attribute: Economic Value of Natural Resource
Production

Possible Condition Indicators: economic value of each of
the natural resources produced (timber, hydrocarbon,
crops, etc.), economic value on a per-unit basis,
economic value on a per-unit of land disturbed.

Attribute: Economic Value of Intact Landscapes
Possible Condition Indicators: economic value derived
from activities on intact landscapes such as trapping,
outfitters, hunting, fishing, ecotourism, and recreation.

Potential Influencer Indicators

Availability of resources (e.g., labor, materials, natural
resources such as water, financial capital), production
costs (labor, equipment, materials, infrastructure,
royalties, technology, energy), tax structure, land-use
zoning, market accessibility.

3.3 Outcome: Healthy Environment and
Ecosystems (Environmental Values)

Alberta currently lacks an integrated approach for
monitoring the environmental health and status of
ecosystem goods and services. The intent of the
monitoring proposed in this sub-section is to fill this
gap. This requires the systematic and coordinated
monitoring of land, air, water, and biodiversity in
addition to the cumulative disturbance of human
activity on the land.

Attribute: Water Quality and Quantity

Possible Quality Condition Indicators: Total dissolved
solids, heavy metal concentrations, pesticide
concentrations, concentration of organic contaminants.
Refer to Alberta Water Council or other similar bodies.

Possible Quantity Condition Indicators: In-stream flow,
surface water levels, groundwater use/recharge, seasonal
variability. Refer to Alberta Water Council or other
similar bodies.

Attribute: Air Quality

Possible Condition Indicators: Levels of hydrogen
sulfide, mercury, particulate levels, nitrous oxide, etc.
Refer to Clean Air Strategy.

Attribute: Soil Quality

Possible Condition Indicators: Erosion, compaction,
salinity, carbon balance, capability for current and future
land uses, contamination, amount of different soil types
and potential for use, soil diseases (anthrax, club root),
etc.

Attribute: Biodiversity
Possible Indicators: amount and quality of habitats for
native species, population viability and abundances for
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native species, ability of land to meet traditional use
needs of Aboriginal Peoples. Where possible, refer to
existing monitoring programs including the Alberta
Biodiversity Monitoring Institute, Species at Risk,
Foothills Model Forest, Water For Life, and provincial
wildlife surveys.

Potential Influencers

Farming practices, water management practices, rates of
pesticide use, rates of fertilizer use, land conversion,
grazing practices, forestry practices, oil and gas industry
practices, linear disturbance, cumulative amount of
surface disturbance/habitat loss, recreational use
intensity, other activities and movements that occur as
part of economic and social activities, land-use zoning.

Linking Monitoring to Decision Making

Having presented what the Group felt needs to be
monitored, it needs to be emphasized that while
monitoring, evaluation, and reporting are intended to
support decision making, monitoring programs by
themselves do not create the decision-making processes
or systems that balance desired social, economic, and
ecological outcomes. The Group’s expectation, however,
is that such decision processes and decision support
systems will be developed. While such strategies are
outside this Group’ scope, they need to be included as
strategies in the final Land-Use Framework report.

4.0 Strategy for Implementing the
Monitoring, Evaluation & Reporting
Framework

To provide a strategy for implementing this monitoring,
evaluation, and reporting framework it is necessary to
first identify what outcome this strategy is to deliver.
The primary outcome desired is operational monitoring,
evaluating, and reporting programs for the attributes
identified above. The strategy proposed contains four
parts:

* Integrate the work of the four Land-Use Framework
Working Groups

* Adapt existing or create new monitoring programs

» Establish the governance structure for these
programs

*  Determine how all of this monitoring information
can be communicated to the public and
governments.

A minority opinion that was offered stated that within
the Land-Use Framework, Western Scientific Knowledge
and Traditional Ecological Knowledge should be
consistently integrated within its planning, managing,
monitoring and assessment components.

Strategy 1: Integrate the work of the four
LUF Working Groups into a viable Land-Use
Framework

To date, each of the four Land-Use Framework Working
Groups has been working in isolation with little
discussion across groups. As a result, simply aggregating
the four reports into a single document will not result in
an integrated Land-Use Framework. Achieving a
workable Land-Use Framework requires that the four
groups work out any inconsistencies in how the entire
Land-Use Framework will function after they see what
each Group has done. One way this could be
accomplished is for select members from each of the
four Working Groups to meet and to workout the
inconsistencies in the overall emerging framework and
to identify gaps. These members would then present the
emerging, integrated framework to their respective
Working Groups. This process would need to be iterated
until a final, consistent framework emerged.

This strategy needs to be accomplished in the next
month.

Strategy 2: Convene separate groups of
knowledgeable and experienced experts to
design, test, and implement monitoring
programs for the attributes identified

The outcomes of the LUF encompass a broad spectrum
of economic, environmental and social issues. For some
of the attributes, such as those related to economics,
monitoring already occurs. To gather data for other
attributes, however, new programs will have to be
established. For each identified attribute and the
supporting indicators, a monitoring program must be
developed and implemented. This is a complex and
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difficult task. Thus, for each attribute, a group of
individuals who are both knowledgeable and extremely
experienced with respect to the subject areas covered by
the attribute needs to be convened to take on this work.
At a high level, the following things need to be achieved
by such groups:

* Scope out what steps are required to achieve
effective monitoring, evaluation, and reporting
programs for the particular attribute the group is
focusing on and what the costs of program
development will be.

* Determine what indicators should be monitored for
both condition and influencer indicators. What are
the costs of collecting different indicators? How
could such collection be accomplished? How often?
What will the overall cost of running the program
be? Additionally, the group needs to anticipate
externalities to Alberta’s monitoring requirements,
for example the emerging federal bio-security
monitoring requirements that will need to be
satisfied to engage in international livestock trade.

* Define the level of monitoring accuracy the program
should achieve, and why. For example, increasing
levels of monitoring may be necessitated if an
indicator moves from yellow and then to red, while
less monitoring is required when the indicator
values are in the green area. Such details about how
the monitoring program would change based on
performance need to be specified.

e Where appropriate, determine whether existing
monitoring programs within Alberta or other
jurisdictions (e.g., federal government) could be
adapted or used to report on the given attributes. In
order to make use of such programs, however, it is
necessary to first construct a more detailed
Inventory of existing monitoring programs than is
given in the Section 7 Appendix. Having such an
Inventory is essential to understanding how current
monitoring could fit into the holistic monitoring
and evaluation framework proposed by this Group.
As the government is currently conducting an
inventory of all its different regulatory and policy
requirements, the monitoring requirements (implicit
or explicit) in these different regulations and policies
should also be identified and linked into this
Inventory of monitoring programs. In this way, a

complete picture of what is being measured and
what needs to be measured (based on existing
regulatory requirements and as an outcome of the
LUF) can be obtained. This Inventory needs to
address the following questions:

- what is currently being monitored and why
- who is doing the monitoring

- the level of detail and accuracy required of the
program given the particular regulations or
policies it is supporting

- the demonstrated level of detail and accuracy
the program is able to provide

- how the results are evaluated and reported

- where the results are used in the decision
making or regulatory process

- the cost of the program

- whether the program is accountable, as judged
by the measurements it makes, the metrics it
uses, and the transparency of its reporting

- Describe how the proposed monitoring program
needs to be tested to ensure its effectiveness.

- Determine how the monitoring information
obtained from the suite of indicators will be
rolled-up into aggregate indices, determining
how positive and negative changes in the
underlying indicators will affect the overall
behavior of the index.

- Determine the reporting requirements. This
should include identifying the audience and
format of the reporting as well as the spatial
(geographic) and temporal scales.

The Group did not feel that any of the three outcomes
should be given priority over the other in terms of
monitoring program development but instead noted that
different attributes in this monitoring framework would
require far greater investment than others. For example,
provincial systems for monitoring of land, air and water
are far less developed than monitoring for economic
attributes. The Group felt that greater resources needed
to be devoted to attributes where monitoring is the
weakest.
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The Group felt that this entire strategy needs to be
completed within the next two years, while the
Inventory of existing monitoring programs needs to be
completed in the next year.

Strategy 3: Establish a governance structure
for the monitoring, evaluation, and reporting
programs

Governance relates to the question of how monitoring,
evaluation, and reporting is to be accomplished and
covers a range of issues including: determining
responsibilities for gathering information, setting
thresholds and required performance standards,
evaluating performance, reporting on performance, and
funding. The main conclusion reached by this Group is
that because monitoring, evaluation, and reporting are
to support decision making at the municipal, regional
and provincial levels the provincial government must
ultimately be responsible for the development and
governance of the monitoring, evaluation, and reporting
programs. This statement does not mean that the
regions and industry do not have vital roles to play in
the creation and running of such programs, but instead
is intended to convey that when disagreements and
disputes arise about what and how to monitor, it is the
province that must resolve such issues. There are a
number of reasons why the provincial government (as
opposed to municipalities or regions) must take the lead
role.

* It is the provincial government (and not regions or
municipalities) that has ultimate authority over
Alberta’s natural resources. With this authority come
certain responsibilities for monitoring and
evaluation that cannot be delegated.

* Attempting to shift responsibility for monitoring,
evaluation, and reporting to the regions makes it
more difficult to access all of the monitoring
information and leads to a lack of consistency in
what is measured and reported. For example,
different stakeholder groups and industry currently
do a large amount of monitoring, but it is a difficult
and laborious task to access and aggregate this data
for analysis purposes. Regional responsibility for
monitoring and evaluation, coupled with a lack of
standardization, would greatly increase the costs to

industry (e.g., air and water samples from different
regions could require different analyses to satisfy
specific regional monitoring requirements). A lack of
data accessibility and standardization would also
greatly complicate provincial-level decision making.
For example, if each region in the South
Saskatchewan River basin measured and reported
stream flow differently, how would it be possible to
determine which regions need to cut-back on water
usage in order to maintain flow in the South
Saskatchewan River? Because the province is
responsible for ensuring that river flows satisfy inter-
provincial flow requirements, the only way to
answer this question would be to standardize the
regional monitoring programs — thereby arriving at a
unified provincial system. In summary, just as we
would not accept measuring the rate of inflation
differently in Calgary versus Edmonton, similarly we
should not accept a regionalization in the meanings
of the attributes put forward by this Group.
Acknowledging differences in the importance of
outcomes to be achieved in different regions does
not imply that we should measure and report on
such outcomes differently across the province.

The province must be responsible for ensuring that
the thresholds set in different regions will not
inhibit other regions from achieving their targets
and for ensuring that provincial level objectives are
met. For example, suppose a particular endangered
species’ habitat spans multiple regions. Because the
province is responsible for the recovery of this
species the province must ensure that, across the
regions, thresholds are set in a manner that is
consistent with the provincial objective. This does
not mean that every region must have the same
recovery standards, only that across the province the
necessary trade-offs have been made to ensure the
provincial goals for the species are met. Another
example could be the transport of air pollutants
from one region leading to air-quality problems in
another region. Because the province is responsible
for dealing with the health impacts of air-pollution,
it must maintain the authority to resolve such cross-
regional problems by maintaining the right to
enforce performance standards.
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Given the important role that such monitoring
information is intended to play in future decision-
making processes at various government levels, the
governance and funding structure for the monitoring
programs must:

* enable ongoing monitoring over the long term

* be adaptive to emerging needs and increases in
understanding

*  be transparent so the trust of all stakeholders is
maintained even as they are impacted by the
evaluation results.

The challenge is finding the appropriate model to
deliver on these three criteria. The Group recommends
that the provincial government needs to take the lead
role in developing and funding the required monitoring
programs. The relationship of the programs to the
government would likely be structured similarly to that
of the Bank of Canada relative to the federal government
— while still part of the federal government the bank is
in some sense at “arms-length” from the federal
government. Another example might be that of the
Auditor General who audits federal government
operations and provides Parliament with independent
information on the government’s stewardship of public
funds. Again, while part of the government, the role is
at “arms-length” from it.

The Group thus recommends that another group of
individuals who are both knowledgeable and extremely
experienced with such issues be formed to address the
critical issue of how monitoring and reporting programs
should be governed. This group needs to define how
these programs can be “arms-length” from government
so that under different decision scenarios impacting
stakeholders, the monitoring, evaluation, and reporting
systems will persist over the long term. In essence, how
should the governance structure be created so that if our
monitoring system tells us we are “heading for the
rocks” we can resist the inevitable political pressures to
throw our navigation system (i.e. monitoring programs)
overboard?

The group felt that this strategy should be completed in
the next two years.

Strategy 4: Determine how information from
the separate monitoring programs will be
aggregated and reported to inform decision
processes

The monitoring, evaluation, and reporting framework
presented in this report is designed to support the
process of decision making. Thus, because we envision
separate monitoring programs for the attributes listed, it
is critical that separate program information be
aggregated to enable decision making. The model we
propose is that of separate programs each maintaining
their own databases. However, to make it easy for the
end-users to satisfy their informational needs, these
separate databases should be accessible though a single
portal. Thus, to obtain data on diverse attributes
covered by separate monitoring programs, a user would
issue the requests using the central portal and the
central portal would then seamlessly query the separate
databases for each program and deliver this information
to the user. In this way, all the monitoring information
can be accessed easily by the users (public, government,
municipalities) and the data can be stored and managed
in a distributed fashion by the separate programs.

Achieving such seamless delivery among separate
monitoring programs requires that programs standardize
the way in which their database can be queried and the
way in which information from such queries is delivered
to the central portal. Given that we are intending this
monitoring, evaluation and reporting system for the
long term, such seamless integration needs to be “built
in” as these monitoring programs are constructed.
Because the provincial government has full
responsibility for monitoring, evaluation, and reporting,
it also has full responsibility for housing this
information. This will require further significant
investment in integrated information systems.

A group with expertise in the field of such distributed
data delivery needs to be formed to scope-out how such
a system would function and what interoperability
standards need to be created. In addition, this group
also needs to address how the wealth of monitoring and
evaluation information data can be presented effectively
to diverse audiences to facilitate full-cost accounting in
the decision making process. Prototypes of such a
system need to be created and tested under different
decision contexts to ensure that the way information is
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presented to the end-users minimizes the chances for
misinterpretation.

The Group felt that this strategy should be completed
within the next three years.
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5.0 Glossary of Terms Used

Attributes — Components or aspects that together
define the broad outcomes. Each attribute is quantified
using a number of different condition indicators, the
values of which are combined into a performance index
for the attribute.

Evaluation — Evaluation involves comparing the
indicators to the specified thresholds and reporting on
overall performance with respect these thresholds.

Human Capital — Defined by the Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD 2001
in references) to include the “knowledge, skills,

competencies, and other attributes embodied in
individuals that facilitate the creation of personal, social
and economic well-being,” and encompass factors
associated with a healthy, well-educated population.

Index — Indices are computed from the values of
indicators to measure performance on more abstract
entities such as attributes or overall outcomes.

Indicators — Measurable or quantifiable features of the
attributes that are used to report on the status of the
attributes. Indicators can be of two types. Condition
indicators measure the specific state of the social,
economic, or environmental system (e.g., physical or
chemical) and quantify the state or condition of the
particular part of the system. Influencer indicators
measure things that bring about a change in the state of
the condition indicators. For example, in an
environmental context these could be industrial
development intensity that impacts water quality (a
condition indicator). Influencer indicators help to guide
management actions or policy decisions.

Monitoring & Evaluation — If we adopt policies and
make decisions to achieve particular outcomes, then the
only way we can determine whether we are achieving
those outcomes is through a monitoring and evaluation
process. Monitoring by itself simply reports on the
status or condition of different indicators, while the
evaluation process compares these to the specified
targets or thresholds.

Natural Capital — The “costed” and “uncosted”
environmental stocks and systems that provide us with
the natural materials and services we depend upon for
our survival and that sustain our economic activity.

Outcomes — Broad, general aspects of the
environment, economy, or social values that are
important to Albertans.

Produced Capital — Material goods that provide
benefits to their owners by enabling them to produce
other goods and services including things such as
equipment, buildings, machinery, etc.

Social Capital — Includes the “relationships, networks,
and norms that facilitate collective action including both
formal and informal institutional arrangements” such as
social-cohesion (OECD 2001).
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Targets — Levels of indicators that we strive to achieve
in the future, possibly so that we will eventually achieve
a given threshold. For example, a target may be a 20%
improvement in an indicator over the next five years
thus enabling the indicator to transition out of the red-
zone and into the green zone by the end of this time
period.

Thresholds — Technically or socially based standards
identifying the points at which acceptable or
unacceptable conditions occur.

6.0 Appendix: Summary Answers to
Three Questions in Terms of
Reference

The Monitoring and Evaluation Group was tasked with
answering three specific questions:

1. What should be measured?
2. How should it be measured?

3. How should the measured results be used in a
continuous improvement process?

While these questions are answered implicitly in the
body of the report, the aim of this Appendix is to
provide explicit, short answers to these questions.

6.1 What should be measured?

While the direction given to this Group was to identify
the “key land use, natural resource and other indicators
that should be used to measure progress toward
achieving the proposed vision and outcomes of the
Land-Use Framework,” the conclusion of this Group
was that we could best address the intent of this
question by specifying the attributes which defined the
three outcomes of i) well- planned places to live, work,
and play, ii) sustainable prosperity supported by our
land and natural resources, and iii) healthy environment
and ecosystems. This the Group did, and our results are
presented in Sections 3.1 to 3.3. The primary reasons
for focusing our work and report at the level of
attributes was:

* To ensure that broad aspects of each major outcome
are actually covered by the monitoring, reporting,
and evaluation framework. Ensuring this framework
is comprehensive and balanced requires thinking at
a level between individual indicators and the three
broad outcomes. Thus, the Group felt that it could
best answer this question by attempting to group
the indicators it came up with into broad attribute
categories and by ensuring that these attributes
covered the important dimensions of the three
major outcomes.

*  There was not sufficient time available to the Group
to design comprehensive, balanced monitoring
programs. While it is easy to design ineffective
monitoring and evaluation programs, designing
effective, comprehensive programs requires research
programs that carefully define what indicators to
measure for each attribute, how the indicators are to
be measured, and testing the proposed methods
before implementing the program.

6.2 How should it be measured?

The question of how the information should be
measured spans a number of other questions asked in
the Group’ terms of reference.

What existing information and monitoring systems
are working well? What is not working well and
what are the gaps?

The government was able to furnish this Group with a
partial list of existing monitoring programs and this is
included in the Section 7 Appendix. However, the
information within this synthesis was not sufficient for
the Group to address whether existing monitoring
programs are working well or where gaps exist. While
the Group did not feel it could answer these two
questions, it is worth noting that other recent reports
have highlighted grave deficiencies in the governments
current monitoring and evaluation systems (e.g.,
“Investing in our Future — Responding to the Rapid
Growth of Oil Sands Development”
http://www.gov.ab.ca/home/395.cfm; “Report of the
Rosenberg International Forum on Water Policy to the
Ministry of Environment, Province of Alberta”
http://www.waterforlife.gov.ab.ca/docs/Rosenberg_Report
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pdf ). The Group suggest that an Inventory of existing
monitoring programs be conducted, as outlined in
Strategy 2.

What improvements are required to existing land
information, monitoring and evaluation systems and
processes?

Even though the Group could not address the strengths
and weaknesses of existing monitoring programs, a
number of suggestions can be made:

*  Monitoring programs need to use standardized data
collection processes and standardized metrics so
that the same program can be applied across
jurisdictions. Currently, it seems that this is not
being achieved across different regions, ministries
and departments. Further, monitoring needs to be
more integrated. For example, stream water quality
stations need to be integrated with stream water
quantity stations in order to adequately interpret
water quality data.

*  The Monitoring and Evaluation framework needs to
be embedded within a legal framework that ensures
accountability and sufficient resources to conduct
effective monitoring, evaluation, and reporting.

e Current monitoring programs are not doing a good
job of reporting or synthesizing the information
across spatial scales and across indicators. Reporting
and integration between monitoring programs needs
to be improved.

What new systems and processes are needed?

Ultimately, this Group wants to see a monitoring,
evaluation, and reporting framework that is capable of
supporting full-cost accounting — meaning that
economic, ecological, and social values are considered in
decision making. Such a monitoring system currently
does not exist and needs to be created. As discussed in
Section 0, such a system would take the information
produced by monitoring programs for each attribute
and roll-up such information in ways that would
support decision-making at regional and provincial
scales. The process by which such information would be
used in decision-making also needs to be developed.

In terms of the actual monitoring and evaluation
systems needed to support such a system, it seems likely
for many of the attributes (e.g., Quantities of Natural
Resource Production, Economic Value of Natural
Resource Production, Maintenance of Biodiversity) the
required indicators are likely already being measured,
and thus the programs for such attributes would simply
have to ensure that the information is reported in a
manner that facilitates full-cost accounting. For other
attributes (e.g., Disturbance, Water Quality and
Quantity of Groundwater) entire new monitoring
programs must be created. This point will become clear
once existing monitoring programs are inventoried.

6.3 How should the measured results be
used in a continuous improvement process?

This question is addressed in Section 1.1 of this report.
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8.0 ME Working Group Feedback to
Final Report

Legend: Working Group Member and
Reviewer Stakeholder Sector Designations

Sector Abbreviation

Aboriginal ABO
Academic, Consultant, Professional ACP
Agriculture AGR
Conservation CON
Energy, Industry, Development EID
Environment ENV
Forestry FOR
Government of Alberta GOA
Municipal — Rural MUN-R
Municipal — Urban MUN-U
Recreation REC
Water WAT

ACP ACP

[ was originally not going send comment on this report L. Very well done.

but on second reading I am a little concerned on how 2. As part of implementation strategy may want to

he inclusion of cultur minori inion . .
we stated the inclusion of culture as a ority opinio suggest a pilot project to develop the overall system,

perhaps in the Edmonton region, or oil sands
region, then go provincial.

on pages 3 and 13. It reads to me like it was put in at
the last minute, which it was. And as a result reads very
clumsy. If it could be more subtly stated, it would not

look like it was a last minute inclusion. Otherwise, 1 3. As part of economics measurements we may want to
believe we can be proud of the work that was done and consider “value added” processing not just value of
how it is being presented. raw materials. This could be an influencer.

Jill did a great job in doing the power point MUN-R

presentation.

Here are my general comments. ..

ENV - Sometimes in the paper we refer to outcome three

I'm really impressed with the final report- great job (Healthy environment and ecosystem) as

everyone. While I haven’t been able to attend all
meetings, [ appreciated the opportunity for input in

environmental and other times we refer to it as an
ecological outcome. Should we use one or the other
for consistency? I don't see these terms as being
synonymous.

Aug.
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- Title and number all diagrams (this is more of a
formatting issue)

- Facilitating continuous improvement diagram — 1
think the titles for each step should be shorter so it
is easier to read. The detail can be covered in the
text explanation. As well, I think evaluating and
reporting should be separated into 2 steps. When
we talk about it monitoring, evaluation, reporting I
think of it as 3 steps. I recommend the following
titles:

- Define Outcomes

- Select Indicators

- Monitor Indicators

- Evaluate Indicators

- Report Performance

- Inform Decision Making Processes

- For each of the strategies I recommend dates be
assigned. If we say 2 years from now what does that
mean? From when we submit the report or when
the Minister completes his report? Dates make it
much firmer.

- With respect to the Indicators — is Lana going to
review them to determine if they are condition
versus influencers?

9.0 Reviewer Feedback to Final
Report

ACP

Overall, T support the conclusions of the ME Report,
particularly with regard to the need for a strong
governance system if the goals and objectives are to be
met. Clearly, it does need to be a provincial level system
if the local conlflicts are to be effectively monitored. A
key issue will be whether or not the monitoring and
evaluation entity should be arms' length or a function of
a governmental agency.

Another issue I noticed is the coyness of not mentioning
carbon emissions under air quality except perhaps as
part of 'etc'. In the current climate, it needs to be a
clearly acknowledged indicator.

From an urban perspective, sprawl needs to be
addressed, and transportation systems are an important
issue affecting land use but not treated independently
here. There is a mention of 'density' but no indication
whether higher density is a good thing or not.

I recognize that some of these issues will be addressed
by the other groups.

EID

Please accept the following comments on the ME Final
Document for Review of the Monitor ring and
Evaluation Working Group (MEWG) from EnCana:

It is obvious that a great deal of effort went into creating
this challenging document. It is a good reflection of the
previous meeting notes.

Section 3.1
The intrinsic value of an Intact Landscape as per 3.2.3 is
very difficult to quantify, balance and compare to the
economic value of Natural Resource Production as in
3.2.1. All of the values are important however many of
them are confounding and balanced management and
decision making will be a great challenge.

Section 4.3

This program must not be ‘at arms length’ from the
government. The government is the stewards of the
province and as such should be responsible for the
decision making. However, this is not discounting the
existing protocols for all government agencies (and
industry) being subject to 3rd party procedural audits.

Section 4.4

An integrated information system would be of great
value to the entire Province. However, there are several
existing initiatives that should be built upon and
modified to contribute to an interagency system. The
development of a brand new system is discouraged we
must look to the terrific exhibiting resources (see
Appendix 7 for examples).
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10.0 Treaty 8 First Nations
Recommendations Relevant to
Alberta’s Land Use Framework —
Monitoring & Evaluation

Introduction

This document highlights recommendations provided
by Karen Geertsema, representing Treaty 8 First Nations,
in the capacity of sitting on two of Alberta’s Land Use
Framework (LUF) working groups (Growth and
Resource Management Group and the Monitoring and
Evaluation Group). Specifically, this document serves as
a formal written request, on behalf of Treaty 8 First
Nations to include the recommendations outlined in
this document below as amendments to the September
25,2007 Monitoring and Evaluation Summary Report.

In light of the nature of these working groups where
there is a diversity of interests vying for accommodation
of sector specific interests, and where procedural
barriers have largely subverted articulation of
recommendations put forward by Treaty 8 First Nations,
I have acquiesced on a number of recommendations put
forward by the group, rather than agreeing to group
“consensus”. Appropriately, I have consistently
attempted to put forward a few critical but clear and
seemingly easily accommodated concepts, as minimal
recommendations to the Ministers for the LUF
framework. My intent has been to: 1) Provide an avenue
where Treaty 8 First Nation’ rights and interests have an
auspicious opportunity to be addressed through the
LUF framework as it evolves; and 2) Provide a few
critical but clear and easily accommodated
recommendations to be incorporated into the Working
Group recommendations document to the Ministers. On
these two premises I believe an opportunity may present
itself for a fair LUF to be forged, and that on-going
consultation and participation of Treaty 8 First Nations
will continue given the LUF should be a living
document subject to adaptive management.

Accordingly, I provide the following final
recommendations for the September 25, 2007
Monitoring and Evaluation Summary Report for input
into the Monitoring and Evaluation final
recommendations’ submission to the Ministers. First
though, I would like to acknowledge that the

Monitoring and Evaluation Working Group (M & E) has
to this point (September 25, 2007), made few attempts
to incorporate the two key critical recommendations
that I have attempted to put forward for FN rights and
interests. Those two key critical recommendations
being: 1) The integration of Science and TEK to inform
land and resource decision makers; and 2) The
inclusion of Culture as the fourth pillar to manage for
sustainability.

Nonetheless, the M & E working group has included
statements in their September 25, 2007 report which
makes mention of key critical recommendations put
forward by Treaty 8.

1) The recommendation that culture should be one of
the pillars to be managed sustainably was mentioned as
follows:

“It should be noted that there was a minority opinion
that culture should be one of the four pillars which is
sustained under the planning, management, monitoring
and assessment components of the Land Use
Framework and that the reader consider culture
wherever social, economic, and environmental outcomes
or values appear in this report”; and,

2) The recommendation that Western Scientific
Knowledge (WSK) should not be the only system of
knowledge used to inform decision makers, and that
TEK and other systems of knowledge should be
integrated with WSK in the decision making process to
inform decision makers was mentioned within the
September 25, 2007 document as follows:

“A minority opinion that was offered stated that within
the Land Use Framework, Western Scientific Knowledge
and Traditional Ecological Knowledge should be
consistently integrated within its planning, managing,
monitoring and assessment components”.

I now provide the following final recommendations as
amendments to the September 25, 2007 Monitoring and
Evaluation Summary Report for input into the
Monitoring and Evaluation final recommendations’
submission to the Ministers.
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Recommendations

Page & Paragraph

or Section

9;3.13

9;,3.14

9 & 10;3.1.5
10;3.2.2
10;3.2.3

11;3.3.4

12: 4: Bullet 4

Current Proposal

“educational attainment
(formal, informal)”

“security of food supply”

“ability of land to meet
Traditional Use needs of
Aboriginal Peoples”

“Determine how all of this
monitoring information can be
communicated to the public and
governments.”

Treaty 8 Recommendation

“educational attainment
(formal, informal and TEK)”

“security of food supply and
First Nation subsistence food”

Add: First Nation Subsistence Economy Value”
Add: “First Nation Subsistence Economy Value”
Add: “First Nation Subsistence Economy”

“ensure the integrity and health of
ecological systems to sustain Traditional
Use rights and interests”

“ensure the integrity and health
of ecological systems to sustain
Traditional Use rights and interests”

11.0 ME Working Group Members & Meeting Venues/Dates

Facilitator

Ken Shipley

Members

Bill desBarres
Bill Gillespie
Kathy Sloan
Calvin Rakach
Leonard Leskiw
David Pryce
Terry Kosinski
Jill Pelton

ME Meeting Venues and Dates

Location
Sherwood Park
Red Deer
Red Deer
Red Deer

Summarizer

Lynne Rach

Joe Obad Vonn Bricker
Karen Geertsema
Brian Hills

Lana Robinson

Brad Batten
Kenton Ziegler
Craig Aumann
Daryl Procinsky Mark Fawcett
Jeffrey Dawson

Tim McCready

Peggy Holroyd
Jennifer Rowell
TJ Schwanky

Date(s)

June 19-20, 2007
July 10-11, 2007
August 22, 2007
September 11, 2007
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