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I provide the following brief submission containing my views regarding the proposed MUC.
I am fundamentally opposed to the concept of the City of Albert forming a MUC for the
following reasons.
1) It is not the role of the City of St. Albert to branch off into business ventures. St Albert
needs to be viewed as a community that attracts business vs being in competition with
business.
2) Business ventures are better left to the private sector. Private sector is proven to be more
efficient and effective. The fact the MUC will be a separate corporation bears no weight. It
will still be Municipal/Government led, which sets a precedent for an inefficient and
ineffective organization. Under a Municipal led organization there is a high risk this will be a
money pit and/or result in escalating utility costs.
3) The MUC is being painted as a no-brainer lucrative business venture with all indentified
risks being easily mitigated. If it is so lucrative, why isn't there a flood of other private or
public businesses jumping all over this with their proposals? If the private sector does
develope some viable solutions, then the City should find a way to partner with them to have
these services provided to St Albert.
4) The MUC may very well be a means for Council to grasp at straws to solve the perceived
"Revenue" problem. It just masks the real problem Council is ignoring. That is, St Albert has a
significant spending problem.
Going down the path of an MUC is a risky undertaking. I would encourage Council to give
this some sober second thought and not proceed with this project.
Respectfully submitted,
Don Schneider

November 26, 2019
City Council
City of St. Albert
5 St. Anne Street
St. Albert Alberta
Dear Members of Council,
I have been asked by a few people to provide Council with some feedback regarding the potential of the
City establishing a Municipal Utility Corporation (MUC). Therefore, please accept this letter as my input
to the Public Hearing regarding the establishment of a MUC scheduled for December 2, 2019.
I commend Council and the Administration for researching possible ways to diversify the City of St.
Albert’s revenue opportunities. Given the structure of taxation in Canada, municipalities are in a very
difficult position to provide the magnitude and level of services within their mandate with only property
taxes, fees and grants from other levels of government to rely upon. If I remember right municipalities
receive about 8% of all taxes collected in Canada. St. Albert, like most communities in the Province, have
established Utility Business Units that operate at 100% cost recovery in order to provide water, sewer
and solid waste management services. In the old days (1990’s) solid waste was a municipal service
(property tax funded) in St. Albert. In order to keep taxes down solid waste was changed to be part of
the municipal utility service. The philosophy behind this basket of services has been that it is user pay
and not a profit center for the municipality This Philosophy is something Council really needs to consider
during its deliberations.
The following are some thoughts regarding various components of the MUC proposal. They are primarily
questions you should ask yourselves or suggestions of what you might want to consider in your decision
making process.
1. The MUC should be budgeted and operated in a 100% cost recovery fashion. This means that
the MUC should establish and pay for its own, payroll, administration, lease or mortgage for
offices, procurement services, human resource services, payroll support etc. This is above the
big ticket items such as the infrastructure and assets of the new Corporation. The administration
services and space needs could be purchased from the City so that the costs of the MUC are
accurate and 100% transparent.
2. A major question that Council should ask itself is; why it needs a MUC to provide services that
could be provided under a tradition municipal utility operation. For example the City has full
authority to take over all solid waste services. (if it is financially advantageous) It could also pilot
alternative methods of treating waste water or disposing of solid waste. Is there an advantage
to leaving the Capital Region Waste Water Commission (CRWWC) or utilizing the Roseridge
Landfill? I question how it would be financially advantageous for the City to delve into services
such as the provision of water which Epcor provides to a good portion of north central Alberta.

Similarly, Waste Water is managed by the CRWWC which services around 300,000 people in the
capital region. I don’t believe the public reports provide adequate information to show how St.
Albert could compete with these entities.
3. Selling inspection, water, sewer and solid waste maintenance and engineering consulting
services is an area that the City may be able to build upon to create a profit center. The historic
challenge for these services has been “municipalities should not compete with the private
sector”. Secondly, I question if the City should risk taxpayers dollars to see if we can compete
with the private sector and profit from a service not traditionally seen as a government service.
If Council decides to embark on this venture I believe it should minimize the investment/risk.
4. St. Albert has a huge challenge if it chooses to establish a MUC. If the new Corporation raises
rates and then provides a dividend to the municipality, residents will see this as the proverbial
“bait and switch”. Much like the electric franchise fee. Therefore, the dividends should only be
as a result of services sold to agencies other than the City or deferred costs to the City that are
created by the benefit of the MUC.
5. In terms of the operating and capital budget I am curious if the City could establish the MUC and
not be responsible for backstopping any borrowing or encumbrances created by the MUC.
6. I believe that under the Governance section of the report that the City will be responsible for
the costs of the new Board and the new administration. I find this difficult to rationalize that
these costs should come from the City and not the revenues of the MUC.
7. The report also shows that there is no legal ability for the MUC to collect delinquent funds.
Under the City this cost can be recovered. How much is this annually and what risk does it
expose.
8. I find it interesting that there isn’t a successful example of a municipality that does not produce
water, treat waste water and create electricity or natural gas in Alberta that has successfully
established a MUC. It appears that the one southern Alberta community gave it a try and then
reversed the decision.
9. If Council is going to move forward with this venture I recommend that before you do you
establish a Task Force made up of experts that have the knowledge and experience of such a
venture. This could be volunteer or paid. This was done when Servus Place had a significant
deficit after its first year of operation and proved extremely successful.
Again, congratulations for looking for unique revenue opportunities but unfortunately, I do not see how
establishing a MUC is worth the financial risk. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.
Yours Truly,

Original Signed
Bill Holtby
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If you are not aware, Roman is the world renowned
expert on this subject. If you don't heed his advise,
it's at your peril..
Norm Harley
St. Albert

Recent most relevant, highly informative article –
suggested reading before public hearings meeting on
MUC and any discussions on Waste-to-Energy.

Considerable mention of Enerkem, and their executive

VP,
but the statement “
won’t
say whether his firm’s approach is profitable”, should
raise some questions. To date, I have not been able to
find any data on what the Edmonton plant processing
rates and product production rates actually are,
relative to design. And I recall, that the plant capital
costs were appreciably higher than projected, and the
plant took many years longer to build and
commission(with periods of back-to-the pilot plant)
than projected, to achieve whatever point it is
currently at.

Another quote in this article, by the president of a
solid waste management consulting firm: “It’s too
early to tell if the first generation of commercial-scale
gasification plants will be successful”.

In view of the above, plus the accounts of the vast
amounts of dollars spent and lost by others,
companies that folded, etc., - albeit with some
apparent successes - what is there that would
encourage anyone to think that St Albert has the
personnel to do better than anyone else? If relevant
technology exists, why are we obsessed why reinventing the wheel?

Regretfully, I will be out of town for the hearings, but
just wanted to share this with you, beforehand.
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